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TO ••• 

• The inmates, who will be there long 
after social scientists depart. 

• The guards, who will be there long 
after the inmates depart. 

• The administrators! who must be 
content with faithful exercise of 
duty, if not success. 

• The Center for Community Justice, 
for doing justice by protecting 
process. 
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The Community Conflict Resolution Program 
of the 

Center for Hetropolitan Studies 
University of Missouri - St. Louis 

The Center for Metropolitan Studies was established in 1965 to con
duct research on urban problems, offer training experiences for students 
in urban research, and provide service to the St. Louis metropolitan area 
in helping citizens and leaders deal with problems of importance to the 
region. The major operating objective of the Center is to produce 
research findings that will assist citizens groups, client groups, and 
public and private officials in forming and implementing humane, equita
ble and effective social policies. 

The Community Conflict Resolution Program in the Center conducts 
research, training and evaluation related to racial and community dis
putes, and intervenes directly in selected conflicts, customarily at the 
invitation of the disputing parties. The purposes of the Program include: 

1. To develop a conceptual framework and a body of techniques for 
the practice of community conflict intervention. 

2. To promote jointly-determined, equitable outcomes of institu
tionai, intergroup and community disputes, especially those dealing with 
the delivery of human services to disadvantaged populations. 

3. To equip conf1ictifig parties and potential conflict-groups with 
skills ~hat will increase their ability to deal constructively with con
flict and broaden their options for action in specific conflict situations. 

4. To serve as a clearinghouse and referral source for the growing 
body of literature, persons and organizations working for change through 
conflict reso1ut~.on. 

5. To raise critical value and ethical issues with both conflicting 
parties and intervenors -- notably the issues of justice and empowerment. 
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I. INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND 

Summary 

The Center for Correctional Justice was organized in 1971 to apply 

techniques developed in labor-management relations -- notably fact

finding, conciliation, mediation, and artibration -- to the prevention 

and resolution of conflicts within correctional institutions. Under 

the direction of Linda R. Singer, the Center has been heavily involved 

in the study and development of inmate grievance mechanisms in cor

rectional facilities~ primarily at the state rather than the municipal, 

county, or Federal level. The organization was renamed the Center for 

Community Justice in 1976 as its work expanded to encompass grievance 

systems in schools and other settings. 

The Center's early activities included a survey of 16 grievance 

mechanisms (covering 12 states and the Federal Bureau of Prisons), 

published as a Prescriptive Package by the National Institute of Law 

.Enforcement and Criminal Justice of the Law Enforcement Assistance 

Administration in 1975. 1 In addition, the Center worked in a variety 

of correctional settings in assisting officials in developing inmate 

grievance procedures, with the earliest work taking place in several 

facilities of the California Youth Authority, which pioneered such 

procedures in the early 1970's.2 

Following additional work in the Washington~ D.C. area, in New 

York state and in other systems, the Center received $522,000 from 

the Citizens' Initiative Program of LEAA. of which $580,000 was match 

money from the Ford and Rosenberg Foundations, for a two-year project to 

assist in the design and implementation of inmate grievance procedures 
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in four state prison systems. The project was to run from September 1, 

1975, to August 31, 1977. The summary of the proposal to LEAA indicated 

the intended scope of the work. 

The Center proposed to recruit citizen volunteers and train them 

to play key roles in a variety of programs designed to prevent and 

reduce conflict in correctional institutions and agencies.* The 

intended outcomes or goals of the project included affecting the target 

correctional systems in five areas: (a) reduction of violence within 

institutions; (b) increase in inmates' perception of the likelihood of 

fair and prompt handling of complaints by the system; (c) reduction of 

litigation against institutions; (d) increase in the number of written 

policies in institutions and/or increase in the clarity of wri.tten pol-

icies already in existence; and (e) increase in citiz~"l1 volunteers' 

knowledge of the corrections system and the act:ton takel1 by volunteers 

on behalf of the correctional system or pard;~ular offenders. 

The CCJ planned to draw on the experience already accumul~ted in 

the general area of conflict intervention through USe of the. American 

Arbitration Association and the Institute for Med:i.ation and Conflict 

Resolution in training and development of procedures in the various 

correctional facilities. 

*In addition to the development of preventive mechanisms in each of 
the four state prison systems chosen as sites for the work, the Center 
hoped to create other conflict-reducing programs$ including: (a) emer
gency conflict resolution or crisis inte~vention teams consisting of 
administrators, line staff, inmates, and ":!:espected community volunteers"; 
(b) involvement of local citizens with management and legal e~perience 
in efforts to improve procedures in such areas as cla.ssificat:l.on, trans
fer, and discipline; and (c) creati(m of gene-ral advisory c01llmi',t.:tees 
involving the four groups noted in (a) above to seek to improve policies 
believed to be related to institutional conflict. 
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Written products of the project (in addition to the developed 

procedures and policies within the c~rrectional facilities) were to 

include a manual for use by correctional officials, staff, 'inmates 

and citizen volunteers in developing conflict prevention and resolution 

3 programs. In addition, conferences were planned to increase dissemina-

tion and utilization of the pilot programs and materials. 

The Community Conflict Resolution Program of the Center for Metro-

politan Studies, University of Missouri-St. Louis, was selected to 

receive a sub-contract from the eCJ for evaluation of the project. 

The CCRP's evaluation design was built around (a) a variety of methods 

for independently assessing th~impact of the project's intervention 

on the five areas noted above through a Tj,me l/Time 2 measurement 

approach (including observation, questionnaires, interviews, and 
<~'I 

analysis of institutional records), and (b) a conscious focus on program 

development and process as well as outcomes (i.e., on formative as 

well as summative evaluation). 

With considerable experience and a wide range of contacts in the 

field, the CCJ already was deeply involved in pursuing the project's 

objectives by the formal starting date. Previous work at Green Haven 

in New York and with the California Youth Authority was continued and 

expanded; thus New York and California became two of the four target 

states. Negotiations between the CCJ and state correctional officials 

in Colorado and South Carolina led to the selection of these two states 

to complete the cohort of fou.r systems for intervention. Colorado 

withdrew from participation in the project in the Fall of 1976 fo11ow~ 

ing a lock-down of the target facility (Canon City male maximum security) 
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and the failure of Colorado officials to provide the necessary 

administrative support for continued development and operation of the 

procedures. The Center then responded to interest from Kentucky cor

rectional officials and began work in one facility the~e early in 1977. 

With the project spending at a slightly lower rate than anticipated, 

LEAA granted the Center a no-cost extension until April 30, 1978. 



A. The Nature of Inmate Grievance Procedures 

Non-judicial procedures to provide inmates with a means of redress-

ing their grievances are a topic of concern not only to inmates but 

7-lso to correctional administrators, lawyers, and civil libertarians. 

The occasion of this concern and the form that such procedures have 

assumed are worthy of brief introductory comments. 

1. The Need for Inmate Grievance Procedures 

The need for effective mechanisms to resolve inmate grievances 

has become more salient in recent years, largely as a result of judicial 

interventj.on and prison violence. There has been a transition by the 

courts from a "hands off" position with regard to the internal affairs 

of prisons to a stance of active involvement in the protection of the 

rights of inmates. 4 As the courts have abandoned their reluctance to 

become involved in the! internal affairs of prisons, there has been a 

corresponding increase in the number of inmate petitions filed in 

federal and state courts. The number of petitions filed by federal 

and state prisoners in federal district courts, for example, has risen 
I 

from 6,240 in 1954 to over 18,000 in 1974 and now represents about 

twenty percent of all civil cases filed in' federal courts. 5 

Several types of issues that are contributing to the crowded court 

dockets are considered inappropriate for the exercise of judicial inter-

vention. Speaking before the American Bar Association in Washington, 

D.C., Chief Justice Warren E. Burger referred to the case of a prisoner 

who engaged the primary attention of one district judge twice, three 

circuit judges on appeal, and numerous others indirectly, in an attempt 



-6-

to recover seven packages of cigarettes allegedly taken improperly by a 

~ 6 
guara. As a result, there is a call for non-judicial, administrative 

remedies at the local level which will satisfactorily handle many of 

the cases that now come before the courts, thereby alleviating the crowded 

court docket and reducing the cost involved in processing and hearing 

these petitions. 

An unintended consequence for prison administrators of the greater 

judicial involvement in inmate grievances is the increased likelihood 

that the decisions affecting the policies and procedures of the correc-

tional institution will be taken out of the hands of those most know-

ledgeable about and responsible for the operation of the institution. 

The autonomy of correctional administrators traditionally has been pro-

tected from judicial interference by the separation of powers, the prac-

tical needs of managing a large facility and the lack of judicial exper-

tise in corrections. Now that their autonomy is eroding in the path of 

greater court involvement, and faced with the possibility that the court 

may dictate changes even more revolutionary than sought by the grievant, 

correctional administrators also are calling for effective local remedies 

to resolve grievances in a controlled, predi~table atmosphere. 

Inmates, too, are seeking a way to resolve grievances by means 

other than court petitions. The overcrowded court docket: the length 

of time and amount of resources involved in utilizing the courts, and 

the difficulty of implementing court orders in the institution contri-

7 
bute to inmate dissatisfaction with legal remedies to their grievances. 
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One solution to this problem is an administrative remedy which will 

process inmate gt:':levances fairly, impart:f,ally and expeditiously. 8 

The second factor to foster a concern for inmate grievance proce

dures is the extent of violent and nonviolent confrontation in prisons 

across the country. Students of prison violence have not isolated its 

causes~ yet there is agreement that both individual and collective 

violence in prisons is due, in part, to unresolved grievances. 9 Unre

solved inma~e grievances, real or fancied, trivial or of significance, 

lead to a dissatisfied and frustrated prison population capable of 

violence. Administrators who fail to anticipate and prevent grievances 

are fueling the frustrations of inmates, perhaps needlessly, in those 

cases in which a quick and simple solution is available. Consequently, 

the National Council on Crime and Delinquency, as a part of its proposed 

program to reduce the causes of conflict and prevent crises in correc

tional institutions, states that "every institution should establish 

formal procedures for handling individual and collective grievances 

of prisoners."lO 

The mere presence of grievance machinery will not reduce prison 

violence, of course. A grievance procedure is but a tool to assure 

the inmate of fair and equitable treatment -- that is, a measure of 

justice while incarcerated. As Conradll points out, prison violence 

can be averted by vigilant oversight of the policies and procedures 

of the instititution to retain those that make sense and are just and 

to modify or abandon those which are unjust. A grievance procedure 

provides the vehicle for such vigilance. It is this emphasis on fair 
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and just treatlnent for inmates that is reiterated in statements support

ing all inmate grievance procedure made by The President's Crime.Com

mission,12 the National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards 

and Goals,13 the American Correctional Association,14 and the American 

Assembly. 15 

There are additional reasons why attention has been focused upon 

inmate grievance procedures. A 1973 Center for Correctional Justice 

survey of correctional administrators illustrates that a grievance 

procedure was established for the purpose of reducing litigation and 

violence, as outlined above. However, the survey also reports that 

administrators sought to assist management by identifying institutional 

problems. l6 As one sourcel7 points out, "the first and most important 

reason an administra,tor would adapt an effective grievance procedure 

is the potential management improvement that it can bring to the 

institution or program." The grievance procedure compels periodic 

review of existing policies and procedures, and each must be explained, 

justified, eliminated, clarified, modified or replaced. The grievance 

procedure provides a "window in" to the everyday occurrences of the 

prison: Are policies being implemented effectively and uniformly? 

Are some units creating greater difficulty than others? Has the level 

of satisfaction with meals, medical facilities, recreational programs, 

and the like markedly decreased or increased recently? Why? In addi

tion to a grievance procedure's function as monitor, the administrator 

may also find it useful as a scapegoat in introducing policy reform 

that may be unpopular with correctional officers or middle management. 
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2. Types of Inmate Grievance Procedures 

Three models of formal negotiation between inmates and correctional 

administrators are found to exist to varying degree. 18 

A problem-solving model relies on a small group of inmates, generally 

known as an inmate council, either elected by the inmate population or 

appointed by the Superintendent, specifically charged with conveying 

population grievances to the Superintendent. In some facilities the 

inmate council meets with the Superintendent on a regular basis, while 

in other facilities it meets only when certain kinds of conflict arise. 19 

A democratic union model permits the collective organization of 

inmates and the election of a representative to negotiate with prison 

administrators. 20 

An intervention model provides for specially trained third parties 

to intervene in the disputes between inmates and administration. The 

third party may be a volunteer lawyer, an ombudsman within the Department 

of Corrections, a citizens group, or a professional mediator. 21 

A 1973 survey22 illustrates the extent to which these formal 

negotiation mechanisms (and combinations of mechanisms) are found in 

the 209 juvenile and adult state correctional facilities in 50 states 

and the District of Columbia. Inmate councils which meet with the 

Superintendent at regular intervals were present in 56 percent of the 

institutions surveyed. Some initial attempts at unionization, char

acteristically resisted by prison administrators, were found in 21 

percent of the prisons. An ombudsman responsible for investigating 

complaints from inmates was present in 31 percent of the surveyed 
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institutions. In addition, 71 percent reported to have a legal services 

program of some sort available to their inmates. The most frequently 

reported grievance mechanism, however, was a formal procedure, reported 

to be present in 77 percent of the institutions surveyed. 

More recently, the Comptroller General of the United States sur-

veyed alISO states and the District of Columbia and concluded that 

the ombudsman and the formal grievance procedure involving a multi-

level appeal process are the most widely used grievance mechanisms in 

state correctional institutions and large-city jails. 23 A formal 

grievance procedure was found in 522 of the 594 state adult institutions, 

412 of the 613 state youth institutions, 39 of the 72 city adult 

facilities, and 32 of the 41 city youth facilities. 

The prevalence of formal grievance procedures among state cor-

rectional facilities, together with their presence in federal institu

tions,24 indicates that such proceeures are gaining credibility_ Yet 

these formal procedures differ greatly. There is much variation in the 

levels of appeal and time limits. The majority of the existing proce-

dures are without outside monitoring. Few allow inmate and staff 

participation in the procedure's design. Even fewer permit inmates 

to participate in the resolution of grievances. Appeal to an outside, 

independent body is not a characteristic of most existing procedures. 

3. Center for Community Justice Principles for Effective 
Grievance Pro/cedures 

Against this background of growing concern and experience regard-

ing inmate rights in American corrections -- and based on its own 

extensive work in the field -- the Center for Community Justice has 
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developed a set of 11 "Essential Elements of a Grievance Procedures." 

The Center for Community Justice approaches each new system or institu-

tional setting with these principles as the basis on which all further 

discussions regarding their involvement can proceed. The design phase 

begins with a discussion of the implications of the principles with 

the correctional officials, staff, inmates, and any others who are to 

be involved in developing procedures. 

The principles (as distilled from CCJ sources and our discussions 
25 

with various staff members) include: 

1. Participation by elected inmates and by line staff in designing 

procedures and in resolving grievances. 

2. Availability of the procedure to all inmates with guarantees 

against reprisal. 

3. Guaranteed written responses to all grievances with reasons 

stated. 

4. Speed: time limits for receipt of all responses and for any 

action putting responses into effect, with special provisions for 

emergencies. 

5. Representation of inmates by staff or other inmates at all 

levels of the procedure. 

6. Appeal to independent review outside the depar.tment of cor-

rections. 

7. Monitoring of all procedures. 

8. Development and application of an impartial method for 

determining wilether a complaint falls within the scope of the procedure. 

---~---------------------- --.-~-----
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9. Use of a definition of "grievance" which includes complaints 

against the substance of policies as well as their application. 

10. Systematic training of all parties involved in designing 

and implementing the procedure. 

11. Institutionalization of the procedure in the department of 

corrections after appropriate testing and evaluation to make it 

permanent -- preferably through legislation. 

Our analysis views the development and implementation of inmate 

grievance procedures in the target states in the light of these prin-

ciples, with an attempt to determine the degree to which the project's 

work is in harmony with the principles. This report's final chapter 

reviews the developed procedures against these eleven criteria. 

4. Initial Efforts by the Center for Community Justice: 
California Youth Authority and Green Haven Correctional Facility 

In the early 1970's the Center for Correctional Justice (as it 

was then known) began a project to provide solutions to problems of 

inmates on a case-by-case basis in the District of Columbia correctional 

system through the formation of a legal services program for prisoners. 

From their experience with this program, the Center concluded that legal 

approaches to the problems of inmates had limited potential. Thus, they 

began to search for other systemic approaches that would employ non-judicial 

ways of handling client's complaints. 

The Center undertook a major research effort to document and 

analyze those administrative mechanisms for ways of handling grievances 

currently being utilized by correctional systems. This effort led to 

the Center's development of the set of criteria described earlier and 
" 
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an approach to grievance mechanisms which adapted to the correctional 

environment those concepts underlying conflict resolution in industrial 

relations. The Center then conducted an initial field study of an 

experimental grievance mechanism at Concord Correctional Institution in 

Massachusetts, but it soon became necessary to abandon this project 

due to the loss of key state personnel who had been supportive of the 

procedure. 26 

The Director of the California Youth Authority (CYA), Allen F. 

Breed, invited the Center to help establish effective mechanisms for 

handling the grievances of wards (inmates) under his supervision. One 

of the central elements of the Center's approach that had special 

appeal to Breed was an element that had grown out of the experience 

in Y~ssachusetts -- the both inmates and line staff should have a major 

role in designing and operating whatever procedure was adopted. 

The Center began work in California in the summer of 1973 with a 

committee of wards and staff from one living unit at the Karl Holton 

School in Stockton. By March of 1974, ward grievance procedures were 

in operation throughout Karl Holton School. The expansion of the 

Center's model conflict resolution procedure into every institution of 

the California Youth Authority was a carefully orchestrated process 

that took place over a two-year period. 27 

In late 1975, the National Institute of Law Enforcement and 

Criminal Justice of the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration 

designated the CYA experiment, an Exemplary Project that deserved 

replication in other correctional systems.28 In mid-l975; the Center 

received a two-year grant from the Law Enforcement Assistance 
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Administration to design effective mechanisms in four state prison sys

tems, to train inmates and prison personne1~ and to provide evaluation 

29 of these processes. 

At about the same time, the Association of the Bar of the City of 

New York received an action grant to implement an experimental inmate 

grievance procedure in the New York State correctional system, and 

designated the Center to receive the funds and assist in implementation. 

Green Haven Correctional Facility in Stormville, New York was the site 

chosen for the New York pilot project. While the Center began its 

preliminary work in New York, the state legislature began considering 

the passage of a grievance procedure law. 

The Center's work with the .design committee at Green Haven was 

completed in June of 1975, and training of the committee was conducted 

in collaboration with the Institute for Mediation and Conflict Resolution 

the last week of August. The project became operational at Green Haven 

simultaneous to the passage of the grievance procedure law; the proce

dure was implemented on August 1, 1975 and Section 139 of the New York 

Correction. Law was signed by the Governor on August 5,1975. 

Any plans the Center previously had entertained for a carefully 

orchestrated expansion process in New York now needed to be radically 

altered. The Center worked with supporters of the proposed legislation 

for a version that was consistant with the principles enunciated in the 

pilot project at Green Haven. Two of the important principles of the 

Center's model procedure that were adopted in the final version of the 

bill concerned (a) the form of the committee structure and (b) the 

concept of independent outside review. The legislators felt that the 
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independent Commission of Corrections, which fu.nctioned as an oversight 

agency, was the appropriate body to handle any non-departmental review 

of grievances. However, the Center staff were concerned that the Com

mission would be viewed by inmates as part of the system and therefore 

not capable of independent outside review; such a perception could 

damage the credibility of any grievance mechanism. 

The law as finally enacted included provisions responsive to both 

concerns: gu~delines calling for (a) a balanced committee structure 

which consisted of two inmates, two line staff, and a non-voting chairman, 

and (b) delegation of the Conuniss.i,.on of Corrections' "advisory review 

function" to "ali .i..ndependent arbitrator".30 

The New York grievance law required that an inmate grievance 

mechanism be operational in all 25 correctional institutions in not 

more than 180 days from the date of passage. The New York correctional 

system needed assistance with preparation for implementation of this 

legal mandate, and the Center was asked for such assistance. In less 

than six months, elections were held for representatives to grievance 

committees, facility design committees were provided with aid, and 

training was provided for D~partment staff to assist in their later 

train1.ng program at the smaller facilities throughout the state. To 

provide further assistance to the state personnel responsible for 

implementation of the law, the Center developed an expanded Training 

Manual. 

* * * * * 
Five critical factors, then, led to the funding of the Center for 

Community Justice for intensified work on inmate grievance procedures 

in state prison systems during the past two-and-one-half years: 

-~~ -~--~-~~--------~--------- ~--
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• Increasing litigation by and in behalf of prisoners, 

and a subsecraent crowding of the court dockets. 

• Court decisions on conditions of confinement and 

other aspects of prisoners' rights that have been 

viewed by correctional officials as intrusions on 

their administr~tive authority and, subsequently, 

their ability to effec!ively manag~ the facilities 

in their charge. 

• An increase in advocacy for prisoners' rights by 

volunteer groups and others. 

• The growing interest within the Law Enforcement 

Assistance Administration in both citizen involve

ment in (\orrections and in non-litigative ways of 

solving conflicts and redressing inmate grievances. 

• The experience, network, and publications of the 

Center for Community Justice relating to inmate 

grievance procedures. 

CCJ's experience with codification of the essential ingredients of 

an effective inmate grievance procedure thus came to be applied to five 

state correctional systems in the hopes of making an impact on five con

cerns identified by the LEAA: violence in institutions, inmate percep

tion of the efficacy of the handling of their complaints, litigation 

against correctional systems, formality and clarity of pl'ison policies 

and procedures regarding inmates, and citizen action in and on behalf of 

correctional facilities. 



B. Objectives of the Grant 

The Center for Community Justice was awarded the grant from the Law 

Enforcement Assistance Administration for the period September 1, 1975 to 

August 31, 1977, under the title, "Prevention and Control of Conflict in 

Corrections Through Citizen Involvement" (76-ED-99-0001). The general 

purposes and objectives of the grant are excerpted from the Summary sec

tion of CCJ's 1975 proposal to LEAA (emphasis added). 

• The Center for Correctional Justice, an organization 

involved in the development of grievance mechanisms 

in corrections for the past four years, proposes to 

recruit citizen volunteers and train them to play key 

roles in a variety of programs designed to prevent 

and reduce conflict in correctional institutions and 

agencies. 

• Working with correctional administrators in four 

pilot project states, the Center will provide assist

ance in recruiting and training citizen volunteers to 

participate with institutional staff and inmates in 

the design and operati?n of a preventive conflict 

resolution mechanism. In addition to a preventive 

mechanism, which will be introduced in each project 

state, the Center will help to create other conf1ict

reducing programs, where desired, including: 

• The establishment of emergency conflict resolution 

teams, consisting of administrators, line staff, 

inmates and respected community volunteers, selectively 
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recruited and trained in the skills of mediation, to 

respond to crises when requested. 

• The involvement of local citizens with expertise in 

the theory and/or practice of administrative law and 

procedures in efforts to improve administrative proce:

dures in corrections, especially thoJe involving clas

s:lfication, transfer and discipline .• 

• The creation of general advisory committees, bringing 

administrators, staff, inmates and trained volunteers 

together to seek to improve substantive policies most 

productive of institutional conflict. 

• Specific goals of the project include the reduction 

of violence and violent crime in correctional institu

tions and agencies; reduction of litigation aimed at 

correctional systems; improvement of administr.·ation of 

correctional institutions and agencies through clarifica

tion of policy; education of inmates in the benefits of 

using legitimate channels for the resolution of con

flicts; and an increase of knowledge about corrections 

on the part of an influential element of the general 

community. 

o During its recruitment of citizen volunteers, the 

Center will have the assistance of the American Arbi

tration Association; to train correctional administra

tors, line staff, )~mates and volunteers in the skills 

of conflict resolutio1i\1' the Center will procure the 
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help of the National Center for Dispute Settlement and 

the Institute for Mediation and Conflict Resolution. 

• The project, in. addition to establishing replicable 

pilot programs, will produce a manual for the use of 

citizen volunteers for the resolution of conflict in 

correctional institutions and agencies. The manual, 

containing an evaluation of the effects of the project, 

a history of the development of the project and standards 

for future conflict reaolu~ion programs, will be pre

sented to selected correctional administrators at tl\TO 

conferences to be held at the conclusion of the project. 

As discussions about implementation of the grant ensued between LEAA 

and the Center for Correctional Justice, the five "specific goals" noted 

in the preceeding Summary were refined slightly and became the focus of 

LEAA's interest for the evaluation of impact of the project. These goals 

(or "impact objectives" as they are called in subsequent sections of this 

report) came to be understood in the terms described below. For each 

objective, we have attempted to specify the underlying assumptions of 

correctional officials and others concerned with correctional reform. 

1. Reduction of the Level of Violence within Institutions. 

While much attention of correctional officials is directed toward 

violence of inmates against staff, we have found it important to 

examine other dimensions as well. Violence within correctional facili

ties may focus on two types of targets -- persons and property. 

Violence against persons may be inmate/inmate, inmate/guard, or large

scale intergroup in nature. Violence against property may have as its 
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target personal or institutional property. Major assumptions underlying 

this objective are (a) that large-scale violence in correctional settings 

is a result of an accumulation of unresolved grievances among inmates 

which ultimately collectively explodes, and (b) grievance procedures 

which fairly and swiftly deal with individual inmate grievances serially 

will reduce both interpersonal violence and large-scale intergroup 

violence in prisons. 

2. Increase in Inmates' Perception of the Likelihood of Fair and 

?rompt Handling of Complaints through Administrative Mechanisms. 

Inmates' lack of basic trust in correctional officials and insti

tutional procedures is endemic to the prison situation -- some of it 

"lell-founded, some a by-product of the nature of confinement on criminal 

charges. Assumptions leading to the formulation of this objective 

include (a) that it is possible to develop a higher level of trust 

among 'inmates fo·r the institution and institutional personnel, (b) that 

such a height~ned trust level will promote more efficient and humane 

management of prisons, and (c) that building a track record of success

ful grievance resolution in prisons will increase inmate trust. 

3. Reduction of Litigation against Institutions. 

With court dockets overloaded with inmate writs, every interest 

group concerned with corrections is seeking constructive alternatives 

to litigation in solving the day-to-day problems of managing and living 

in prisons. The development of court-diversion mechanisms has been a 

popular approach in the pre-incarceration phases of the criminal justice. 
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system* as well as in such fields as mental health, consumer complaints, 

and racial and community disputes. Assumptions underlying this objective 

are (a) that litigation is not the most appropriate way to handle inmate 

complaints (it is too costly and lengthy, and unnecessarily further 

exacerbates the adversarial relation between keeper and kept), and (b) 

that good grievance machinery can deal effectively with justiciable 

grievance issues, thus reducing the load of court cases and reducing the 

increasing intrusion of the cour~s into the management processes of 

correctional systems. 

4. Increase in the Number of Written Policies in lnstitutions 

and/or Increase in the Clarity of Written Policies Already in Existence. 

As an institution essentially aimed at social control of adjudicated 

"deviants", correctional systems and facilities spawn numerous rules 

and regulations. Such rules and regulations may be more or less formal, 

and may be well or poorly communicated to the population. fhey often 

are highly specific, depending on facility, type of classification, 

and other variables. Frequently inmates must know both system-wide 

and facility-specific rules -- and these rules are not consistent in 

every case. Inmates often complain that policies and procedures are 

arbitrarily promulgated and applied by line staff. The assumptions 

underlying this objective are (a) that formality and clarity of policies 

and procedures is an ethical mandate as well as a positive managerial 

tool in correctional facilities, and (b) that writing down "unwritten 

*Noteworthy examples include the American Arbitrationts 4A Program 
(Arbitration As An Alternat~.ve to the criminal warrant) and the work 
of the Vera Institute of 3 .. 'tice :i.n New York City. 
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rules" and clarifying policies and procedures that are already in print 

will limit arbitrary negative behavior on the part of correctional 

staff and improve the management and atmosphere of the facilities. 

5. ~ncrease in Citizen Volunteers' Knowledge of the Corrections 

System and theActio~ Taken by Volunteers on Behalf of the Correctional 

System or Particular Offenders. 

Citizen volunteers have long been viewed as a critical element 

in providing various types of services to inmate populations, advocating 

for the needs of the correctional system in legislative circles, and 

in identifying and influencing needed reforms. LEAA formalized this 

concern in solicitation of projects involving citizens' activities in 

corrections; the CCJ project was funded under a Citizens' Initiative 

Progr~l category within LEAA. Two important assumptions underlying 

this goal are (a) that citizen action will improve correctional settings 

and processes, and (b) that citizen volunteers can constructively fill 

a variety of roles related to grievance resolution in prisons. 



C. Broader Implications of the Five Objectives -- and the Grant: 
Activities. 

~he attempt to build inmate grievance procedures in certain 

facilities of four state prison systems is but one of literally hundreds 

of policy decisions and interventions -- and thousands of everyday 

interpersonal transactions -- that shape the life of these institutions. 

In this context, it is impossible to sc,ientifically determine causation 

of individual, interpersonal, and institutional behaviors in these 

facilities as they relate to the five limited and specific objectives 

of the LEAA/CCJ grant. This point receives elaboration as we discuss 

research objectives and problems of measurement. It is the basis of 

our attempt now to set the grant's five impact objectives in the wider 

context of prisons as institutions so we may be explicit about the 

broader implications of the objectives and of the activities conducted 

under the auspices of the gr.ant. The two major points we want to make 

in this ~lection are (a) that the five major objectives specified in the 

grant proposal and funded by LEAA are not open to precise causal measure-

ment, and (b) that these objectives mayor may not be important to the 

various constituencies of prisons (administrators, guards, inmates, 

legislatoJ:s, etc.). In this light, we note some of the implications 

of this project and its objectives for a number of correctional 

constituencies. 

1. For Correctional Officials. 

Most of the objectives are written from the perspective of 

correctional officials and their desire to maintain secure, smooth-

functioning facilities • For those charged with the responsibility of 
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managing correctional facilities, such aims as low violence, high 

inmate trust, and low litigation are highly desirable. For guards, 

a degree of certain types of violence (namely non-homicidal inmate-on-

inmate) is tolerated and, in some cases, encouraged. Despite these 

variances among administrators and correctional officers, one point 

is clear: if any system for processing inmate complaints is to work, 

it must be perceived as useful to both ad~inistrators and guards -- i.e., 

there must be some "payoff" or "something in it" for them. For admin-

istrators (both at the facility an~ the division level), it appears to 

us that serving as a "window-in" or an additional source of systematic 

intelligence on the daily life of the prisons in their charge is one 

of the most important objectives of a grievance procedure. For guards, 

the immediate payoff is unclear, for introduction of an inmate grievance 

system may be perceived as yet another administrative burden and/or a 

further weakening of their authority to deal with inmates forcefully, 

arbitrarily, and without action-specific accountability. 

2. For Inmates. 

The goals of most inmates, we believe, have little to do with the 

formal objectives specified by the grant, yet the achievement of these 

objectives could assist inmates in achieving their immediate ends. 

Most inmates want to be secure in their person and property, and to 

complete their time rapidly ~qith as little "hassle" and hard work as 

possible. Reduction of inmate-an-inmate and guard-an-inmate violence 

would have a direct bearing on these goals, as could the achievement of 

a clear and uniformly-enforced set of rules and procedures within the 
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facility, for example. But more pressing questions for most inmates 

would be: Will a grievance procedure help me achieve justice? Will 

I get the cell assignment I want? The work or program assignment? 

Can the procedure help protect me from assault? Will it replace the 

existing informal inmate leadership structure? Most importantly, is 

it one more meaningless gimmick handed down from above, raising 

expectations, but delivering little? 

3. For Community Constituencies. 

Legislators, prisoner advocacy groups, bar associations, and other 

community constituencies each may view the objectives of an inmate 

grievance procedure in the light of their own goals and interests. 

Legislators have been searching desparately for ways to deal with 

"the prison problem"; inmate grievance procedures may be viewed as 

an aid in that search if indeed they reduce violence and litigation, 

and increase inmate trust. We believe that one of the major thrusts 

leading to the grant came from the response of legislators and others 

to Attica, and the implication that such violent confrontations are 

the result of an accumulation of unsatisfied inmate complaints. Inmate 

advocacy groups could see the procedure as a way of empowering inmates 

in their struggles for rights and privileges. But most outside 

constituencies want, most of all, to be able to believe that cor

rectional facilities are adequately doing their job, and to avoid 

unpleasant outward manifestations to the contrary (prison riots, for 

example)~ Some apparently believe that the institution of inmate 

grievance procedures could help achieve this goal. 
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4. For the Center for Community Justice. 

For the CCJ, the grant represented a major enlargement in scope 

and visibility of its previous studies and limited applications of 

inmate grievance procedures. As such~ "succeeding" in this visible 

national project is perhaps the organizations's major goal, for much 

is at stake regarding the future of the organization and of the 

innovative procedures with which it is identified. CCJ's success 

with the project, therefore, could be measured by its ability to 

demonstrate achievement of the five objectives specified in the proposal, 

but also (and perhaps more importantly) by the degree to which it 

developed procedures that would IIs tick" in the various facilities and 

state systems, and by the approbation gained by professional colleagues 

in corrections and the law. Measuring CCJ·s success in terms of 

Objective 5 (citizen involvement) is especially problematic, for they 

are lawyers who are correctional specialists -- and not community 

organizers or community relations specialists. 

5. For Social Justice. 

It is signHicant that none of the five objectives under which the 

grant was granted spealr.s to any concept of "social justice". While it 

could be argued that some of the objectives could be instrumental to 

an end-goal of justice, the objectives nonetheless are written from an 

"establishment ll (i.e., owners and managers of the system) rather than 

a client point of view. As such, the direction of intended impact is 

toward system maintenance and enhancement rather than client rights 

or system change. Many of the issues and implications of this inter-
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vention revolve around one question, to which we shall return at many 

points in this report: Are inmate grievance procedures essentially a 

sophisticated method of social control, or do they promote social 

change toward a more just system and society? Or can they do both? 
. 

6. For Research, Policy, and Development in Corrections. 

Any limited intervention at one point in a social services system 

has potential implications for the field or discipline in which'it is 

set; inmate grievance procedures are no exception. Surely one of the 

assumptions of LEAA has been that, if the introduction of such pro-

cedures in a variety of prison settings could lead to reduced violence, 

increased client trust, etc., correctional officials in other states 

would utilize the innovation. In that light, it must be said again 

that it is virtually impossible to ascertain with any scientific 

confidence that th~ introduction of anyone intervention (such as 

inmate grievance procedures) could "cause" any measured change in the 
< 

five variables -- institutional violence, client trust, litigation, 

procedural clarity, and citizen involvement. One riot, one execution, 

one accidential or "accidental" death of an inmate easily could have 

a greater effect on many of these variables than any externally 

introduced intervention. Correctional systems are too complex to 
. 

lend themselves to precise causal analysis. It is apparent to us 

that inmate grievance procedures will impact the field of corrections 

and its future development not from any indication that these (or any 

other) five abstract objectives can be met, but rather from a demonstra-

ticn to a number of powerful policy-makers and adm1nistrators that they 

.' 
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can meet some of their specific political and managerial goals -- e.g., 

survival (personal and institutional), compliant clients, and satisfied 

politicians. 



1---
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1 

1 D. Obj ectives of the Evaluation Proc.eas and Re."t)ort • 
. ~--------~~--~~~~~~~---- . 

Our major aim in undertaking the evaluation of this project and in 

preparing this report is to provide a description and analysis of the 

introduction of an inmate grievance procedure into a number of state pri-

son facilities that will be useful to all the constituencies of eorrec-

tions in the United States who are interested in improving the system. 

This aim is consistent with the major operating objective of the Center 

for Metropolitan Studies at the University pf Missouri-St. Louis: to 

pr(~duce research findings that will assist citizens groups, client groups. 

and public and private officials in forming and implementing humane, 

equitable, and effective social policies. 

We believe -- and recent evidence indicates3l that diffusion and 

utilization of research findings are much more likely to occur when the 

research design yields a focused, problem-oriented case study with which 

owners, managers,'staff, clients, and community constituencies in other 

institutional settings can identify in approaching their own situation. 

That is, the probability of research findings having a high impact on 

policy in the field is enhanced when they are reported in a way that will 

enable a step-by-step understanding of the tlhow-toU of an innovation, in 

contrast to reporting large aggregate statistics that are more of inter-

est to social scientists than the real-world constituents of the institu-

tions in question. 

The explicitly sta.ted aim of the evaluation team has been to conduct 

our evaluation process and produce a report in ways that will affect cor

rections policy in the areas of conflict prevention and resolution> 

inmate rights, and institutional management. We have not viewed ourselves 

as passive observers and collectors of data, with a focus primarily on 
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the end-products falling within the schema of the five ".\bjectives. 

Rather we have followed an emerging tradition of formative evaluat10n, in 

which the researcher places primary focus on the process of development 

and institutionalization of an innovation, and indeed may contribute to 

that development by raising questions or pointing out flaws or contradic

tions to the change-agents as the process matures. 

The Principal Investigator brought to t~e project considerable 

experience as a director of program evaluation and development in a 

Federal agency, and the Project Director has an extensive background of 

work in correctional institutions. We felt it would be naive and irre

sponsible not to add this experience to the development of the mechanisms, 

and we have actively attempted to do so through discussions with CCJ per

sonnel and the various parties in the central offices and individual 

facilities, and through a series of recommendations in each of the eight 

Quarterly Reports submitted to the CCJ during the course of the project. 

Another aim of our work which developed as a natural outgrowth of 

our training as sociologists and our commitment to certain values is that 

of promoting openness and democratization of communication and decision

making in institutions. While we recognized that this is a scarcely

attainable aim for a group of part-time outside social scientists study

ing a few correctional facilities, we approached the personnel and facil

ities in a way that promoted openness and sharing of information about 

who we were and what we were doing. This approach created a style of 

operating in the institutions that produced for us a good deal of infor

mation from a number of parties on relatively short notice about the 

social dynamics of the institution, enabling us to put our more formal 



-31-

data (questionnaires and log books) in context. This approach receives 

more attention at the beginning of Chapter II on "Research Obj ectives and 

Methods." 

Another aim of our involvement as evahtation researchers was to con

tinually raise what we consider to be the most critical social justice 

question relating to the development and use of inmate grievance proce

dures: Does installation of this type of procedure advance or retard 

progress toward social justice? We were willing to undertake this evalua

tion because we believed that inmate grievance mechanisms could promote 

constructive empowerment of inmates (and, although they rarely see it this 

way, guards) for greater self-determination regarding the conditions con

trolling their everyday lives in prison. v!e knew that the process could 

be constructive, teaching guards as well as inmates that they can take 

responsibility for some decisions that will ultimately affect them more 

than administrators, commisSioners, or politicians. 

"Promoting justice for inmates" was not an objective of the grant. 

Inmates were not influential in determining what the five objectives would 

be. We wanted and want to continually raise the question of what is to be 

gained by the two weakest (and '" therefore, most at-risk) parties in cor

rectional settings -- inmates and guards. Unless and until these two 

groups stand to gain something significant from the introduction of inmate 

grievance procedures, other laudable objectives related primarily to 

organizational maintenance and institutional stability (reduction of vio

lence and litigation, and increase in client trust, for example) will not 

be achieved. Our belief is that achieving some greater measure of social 

justice for the weakest groups in social systems is a necessary condition 
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for attainment of the social control and stability 11esired by the more 

powerful parties. 

OUr hope is that inmate grievance mechanisms might help move some 

persons and systems in that direction, and our work and this report are 

offered in that light. 
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II. RESEAR.CH METHODS 

A. Social Research As A Decision-Making Process 

Social research in all but the most rigid of classical experimental 

designs is not the passive following of a formula, but rather an active 

process in which researcher, design, and setting are in constant interac-

tion -- requiring the researcher to serve as an alert and often inventive 

decision-maker during the course of the research. And when the research 

setting is a set of systems and institutions as complex and politically-

sensitive as American prisons, the problems are further compounded. 

This chapter of the report to the Center for Community Justice is 

intended to provide a description of the research process w'e followed in 

evaluating the CCJ's development of inmat~ grievance procedures, the 

rationale behind this process, our operationalization of the five research 

objectives, and a caution to readers about the limits of confidence 

within which we present our findings. 

Before elaborating, on the conditions of the project and the role of 

the evaluation team, two critical points should be made clear. 

The first point is alluded to elsewhere in this report -- that a 

scientific determination of causality of outcomes related to the five 

tmpact objectives is not possible. The variables are too many, too com

plex, and too uncontrollable for any such determination. Any observed 

effects following introduction of the Inmate Grievance Procedure could be 

the result of a number of factors other than the procedure, e.g., unusual 

events, "maturation" of the system or the respondents, "multiple treat-

1 
ment interference", or others. 
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Second, it is important to indicate the nature of the research 

design we developed and used, which could best be described as a series 

of purposive case studies with a pre/post survey component and heavy 

reliance on ethnographic and observational methods. There was no single 

unit of analysis for our work; the units of interest were total state 

.systems, individual correctional facilities, housing units within facili-

ties, Inmate Grievance Resolution Committees, and/or·the inmate grievance 

resolution process itself~ The nature and structure of prisons prohib

ited utilization of control groups; therefore, anything approaching a 

classical experimental design was impossible. Further, given the com-

plexity of the systems under study and the limited time and staff with 

which to approach them, it was virtually impossible to assess unintended 

consequences of the introduction of the CCJ Inmate Grievance Procedures 

2 
model. 

Therefore, in our judgment, the validity and utility of our evalua-

tion must hinge on the quality of the insights we are able to generate 

about how an inmate grievance procedure really works, and how it may be 

successfully introduced into a variety of correctional settings. The 

ability of readers to make these judgments and to understand the dynamics 

of introduction and operation of the procedure is enhanced, we believe, 

by providing them with an analysis of our research as a decision-making 

process. 

The decisions we faced in approaching this evaluation are similar to 

those faced by all researchers. Shall we take a broad or limited focus 

in our research work? What design is most appropriate? Are we inter

ested in influencing the development of the project we are evaluating, or 
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merely reporting what we learn about that development? And, how do we 

balance our allegiances to the various constituencies interested or 

potentially interested in our work (correctional officials, social scien-

tists, the CCJ, and inmates, in particular)? Our answers to these ques

tions, which emerged as we lived through the phases of the project, form 

the context against which the results reported in Cahpter III and the 

interpretations offered in Chapter IV may be evaluated. \ 

1. The Focus of the Evaluation: Broad Rather than Narro'w. 

The grant from LEAA to the Center for Community Justice sp~cified 

five objectives against which the CCJ's work should be evaluated -- all 

of them related to outcomes to be achieved in, and in relation to, cor-

rectional institutions through the introduction of Inmate Grievance Pro

cedures. The evaluators recognized the impossibility of scientifically 

"proving" that this one intervention (grievance procedures) could "cause" 

outcomes believed to indicate achievement or nonachievement of the five 

objectives, and further had a strong commitment to diffusion and utiliza-

tion of the results of evaluation research. Given these two conditions, 

it was inevitable that we would select a design that gave us a broad 

rather than a narrow focus on our task. Since it was (and is) impossible 

to isolate the effect of grievance procedures as either an independent or 

substantial intervening variable, we chose to place broad emphasis on the 

structure and process of the institutional settings into which the inter-

vention was being introduced. A further impetus to a broad focus was our 

interest in producing a product that would have high utilization poten-. 

tial and we believed that corrections officials would be more responsive , 



-40-

to comprehensive case (i.e., by facility) data rather than narrow quasi

experimental proofs or large-aggregate data. 

2. The Design: Purposiv~ Case Jtudies. 

It was inevitable that the types of designs we employed would emerge 

from our experience ~n the early stages of the project. We entered the 

field with a strong commitment to scientific rigor -- and wit.h an equally 

strong commitment to realism and the desirability of making our findings 

attractive for application. The designs for the individual states (the 

New York design in Appendix is typical) began to emerge only after 

a number of consultations with CCJ staff and several field visits to 

assess both the nature of the research problem and the types of resist

ances we J. i.kely would face. It was clear by then that our approach 

shoulJ rely on case studies, survey instruments administered to officers 

and inmates pre/post intervention, observation, and documentary data. 

We felt that only through this broad approach could we relate the 

ricr~ess and complexity of the data to the interested audiences. It was 

clear immediately, for example, that the five objectives could not be 

viewed in isolation, and that there were problems of internal consistency 

(e.g., achievement of "greater Citizen involvement" is likely to increase 

rather than decrease litigation). Another confounding variable was the 

granting by LEAA of $1.5 million to the New York Bar Association to put 

yo'llng lawyers (Le., litigators) in the prisons of the state to assist 

inmates at about the same time LEAA also granted the near $600,000 to CCJ 

to, among other things, reduce litigationl 
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3. Our Stance Toward the Grievance Pl:ocedure and the Research: 
Active Rather than Passive. 

Because of the commitment of all the evaluation team members to 

institutional change and social justice, the question of whether we would 
• 

passively sit by and merely report on the development of the grievance 

procedure (even if the procedure was having difficulty and we felt we 

could help) did not get raised explicitly. Rather the three members of 

the evaluation team comb:ined their styles of field research and developed 

an approach to the field situation which is best described as assertive 

and compr.ehensive. We approached the individual facilities and the cen-

t~al offices in the correctional systems as anthropologists might approach 

a total societY$ loo~ing for a comprehensive picture of the role differ-

ent iat ion , sources of power, points of access, information flow, etc. 

In New York, for example~ in our first approach to the central 

office we learned from a high level research official that there were no 

plans to collect any data on the operation of the Inmate Grievance Proce-

dure, even though it was mandated by the state legislature and was sched-

uled to become operational within two months. Our inquiries both within 

the New York system ("What will you do if/when the Legislature requests a 

report on how the grievance procedur@. is operating?") and to CCJ had an 

influence in the addition of a competent high-level researcher in New 

York to work with the grievance procedure. 

Our major form of ongo:ing feedback to CCJ was the Qu~rterly Report. 

We issued eight such reports between December 1975 and October 1977, each 

containing a series of recommendations to CCJ regarding its work on 

implementation of the procedures. .An analysIs of those reports and 

recommendations appears in section F of Chapter III. 
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Other ways in which we know we influenced the direction of the proc

ess of building inmate grievance p~ucedure included (a) our suggesting 

what became the Keystone Conference in September 1976 to give the state 

officials (and researchers) an opportunity to assess progress and compare 

notes, (b) assistance to grievance committees in developing forms, 

(c) serving as linking agents among the various states' researchers to 

help develop comparability of data, and (d) ostrengthening the position 

and the function of a hearings officer who had been rather isolated 

through our interpreting of his views and activities to CCJ and facility 

and state corrections officials. Further, we were variously asked to 

consult with a legislative task force charged with reorganizing correc

tions in one of the states and to write a comprehensive memorandum by a 

state correctional official who wanted to justify a request for more 

staff for the operation of the grievance procedure. 

Our desire to be heard and to serve as a kind of ongoing monitor as 

well as summative evaluator was the cause for some concern by CCJ and 

some of the facilities, as is always the case when an active evaluator 

adds yet another layer °of intervention to a fish-bowl institution with 

the sensitivity of the corrections system. Through our field work we 

developed solid personal and professional relationships with a number of 

persons, ranging from deputy commissioners to researchers, superintend

ents, correctional officers, and inmates. We quite naturally on several 

occasions gave feedback directly to some of these persons, and in some 

instances state or facilities level correctional officials reacted to CCJ 

about some of our findings. We recognized the difficult position in which 

such direct contact placed the CCJ, and agreed to direct our interpretations 
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through them. But the problem will exist whenever an evaluator is a sub

contractor of the implementing agency rather than the funding Source. 

4. Balancing Allegiances Among Constituencies. 

We knew that any researcher who wishes to cnter an ongoing institu

tion or set of institutions must be dealt with by the existing interest 

groups -- tha~ is, must be placed in a role relationship that is comfort

able and perceived as useful to the persons who will still be there and 

responsible when the researchers leave. We adopted a position of trying 

to bring something to all the constituencies we touched in this research, 

and to be coopted by none of them. For state-level officials, we were 

perhaps useful because of the broader perspective we could bring them 

from our own backgrounds and from the other institutions. The more open 

facilities administrators wanted to use us for intelligence-gathering and 

for discussing interpretations of what was going on in their institutions; 

the more defensive administrators barely tolerated us: Inmates were 

naturally suspicious of us, but many saw us as a channel to legitimate 

their views to the administrators with whom they knew we would be talking. 

Guards had very little use for us at most institutions. 

Two of the most important constituencies for us were, of course, 

outside the prisons -- the CCJ and the social science community. Rere, 

as in all applied research, the question became one of the type of design 

to be used and the level of sophistication of data analysis. From read

ing previous CCJ and LEAA evaluation reports, we knew that tabulations 

and marginals were adequate treatment of survey data for these audiences. 

But for the social 'science audience (the professional peers whose judg

ment directly affects our future), a much greater level of quantitative 
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sophistication is required. Here again, we have tried to balance the 

needs and interests of these two constituencies, developing a style 

capable of providing analytical as well as descriptive treatment of 

the quantitative data. 

Conflict often arises for the evaluation researcher between the 

desire to tell every bit of social science' truth as soon as one discovers 

it, and the desire to build and maintain good relationships with the 

agency being evaluated. Our respect for the work of the CCJ, and our 

commitment to introducing these types of institutional reforms in correc

tions, have led us to resolve most tensions of this type that we felt in 

the direction of support of the CCJ's work. 

* * * 
In summary, then, (a) our evaluation approach has been more forma

tive than summative, (b) the design has emerged throughout our field 

experience rather than being prescribed ~ priori, (c) we have been ori

ented toward support of the work of the host agency and toward offering 

counsel to the staff, and (d) we have been careful to continue to raise 

what we consider to be the crucial issues surrounding the introduction 

of inmate grievance procedures -- cooptation, social control, justice, 

and the like. In this context our research activities now are described. 



B. The Work Of The Evaluation Team, 1975-78 

Our involvement in evaluating the CCJ's development of Inmate Griev-

ance Procedures came because of laue's previous 'lark in racial and commu-

nity conflict resolution. He had served as monitor of a large Ford Foun-

dation grant to the Institute for Mediation and Conflict Resolution in 

New York in the early 1970's, and the Institute's Vice President, George 

Nicolau,* suggested him as an evaluator for the CCJ/LEAA project. A pre-

liminary evaluation design was submitted in December 1974, and was 

selected by the CCJ. 

The intensity of involvement by the evaluation team in the project 

is reflected in the schedule of f':ield visits conducted in connection with 

the evaluation, which is contained in Appendix A. We conducted a total 

of 51 field visits, involving a total of 149 person-days for Laue, 

Hepburn, and Becker, and 20 person-days for consultants to the team. As 

Principal Investigator, Laue devoted approximately 15 percent of his 

total time to the project from September 1975 to April 1978. Project 

Director Hepburn was one-third time during the academic year, and half-

t.ime during the summers of 1976 and 1977. Senior Resea,rch Assistant 

Becker was three-fourths time for the first year of the project, then 

full-time from September 1976 until its close. Cler1.cal and other sup-

port services were provided by the Community Conflict Resolution Program 

of the Center for Metropolitan Studies. 

*Nicolau and the Institute conducted much of the training for the CCJ in 
the current project, having jointly pioneered the ward grievance machin
ery with Singer and Breed in California before the present project began. 
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Laue met with eeJ staff twice prior to the formal beginning of the 

the grant period, then he and Hepburn consulted luore extensive.ly with eeJ 

in Washington in October 1975. Field visits began in earnest in December 

1975 when the full team observed t~aining in Albany and met with New York De

partment of Correctional $ervices personnel; it was then that we learned 

that no data were being generated on the soon-to-begin Inmate Grievance 

Procedure, and that aggregate data regularlY'gathered by the Department are 

llilrgely on tho basis of individual inmate records and, as such, ,were 

unusable for our purposes. 

Since Auburn was to be the site of our first intensive field survey 

activities in February 1976, Hepburn and Laue visited with the superin

tendent and other personnel there in December 1975 to prepare both the 

facility and themselves for the site visit. The team's activity there 

was to become the model which we followed. elsewhere: making advance con

tact with the superintendent through and with the help of ceJ and state

level officials ,. carefully spell:l.ng out the needs of the research team, 

becoming familiar with such facility-specific phenomena as local records 

and local security procedures, and trying to determine hoyt our data-needs 

and those of the facility could complell1,ent one another. 

Conducting the Time J. surveys involved meeting with the st:f~rintend

ent, deputy superintendents, captain of the guard, and head of the offi

cers' union (or equivalent) as soon as we got to the institution to clear 

signals regarding our m.ovement around the facility and the often diffi

cult process of getting inmates to the proper place so surveys could .be 

administered. Getting cooperation frem guards also was difficult in 

some facilities more difficult than getting an inmate sample. In 



-47-

virtually every institution surveyed, we administered officer survey 

forms by meeting with each of the shifts on a given day, distributing the 

form with an explanation (and, where possible, a good word from the union 

head -- including, in one case, a letter from him which was read at each 

shift), then collecting the forms at the end of the shift in a marked box 

in the squad room area. Methods of drawing inm~te samples varied from 

facility to facility as the local correctional customs dictated, as is 

indicated in the last section of this chapter. 

During both Time 1 and Time 2 site visits, in addition to the admin

istration of surveys, interviews were conJucted with administration, mem

bers of the Inmate Grievance Review Committee, the Grievance Clerk, and 

others. Where possible, training and hearing~ were observed. We mixed 

as much as possible with the inmate and guard populations, and bad a num

ber of informal discussions about the nature of the institution and the 

receptivity (or lack of it) to the new proceaure. We observed behavior 

in the dining halls and yards and shops', vJe spent a good deal of time 

with the keepers of institutional records in each facility, We made a 

conscious attempt to relate to personnel and clients at every level of 

the institution, and to ccnvey a sense of openness about what we were 

doing and what we were finding. We tried to deve1QP a sense of co11eague

ship with all we met in the facilities and the central offices -- inmates 

as well as staff. Some manifestations of that approach include our going 

out to dinner with guards aa well as soperintendents and commissioners, 

our long discussions with individual inmates about topics rangtng from 

theology (Muslim vs. Christian) to job opportunities on the outside, a.nd, 

in one case, extended correspondence between a superintendent and the 
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Principal Investigator developing an outline for completion of papers for 

the superintendent's college equl.valence degree. 

The style described above WdS applied by the evaluation team through

out the course of its work. As an indication of the broad focus described 

in the previous section, we designed a questionnaire and collected Time I 

and Time 2 mail survey data from most of the other facilities in New York 

state (in addition to Attica, Auburn, and Bedford Hills, which were part 

of our design for the CCJ work). A total of 12 additional facilities 

were involved, and we decided to collect the data long before it was clear 

whether the State would be able to compensate us for the expenses, for we 

felt that a system-wide data base should be developed at the beginning of 

the implementation phase for the Inmate Grievance Procedure. 

The normally expected problems faced by evaluation researchers were 

encountered throughout our work, and adjustments were made accordingly. 

Early visions of design purity (matched samples of states and inmate pop

ulations, and truly randomized sampling procedures within the facilities, 

for example) went by the board early in the life of the project. We had 

an interest in seeing certain types of states included in the project but, 

in reality, only those states where access could be achieved by the CCJ 

could be included. Our goals for inclusion of states in the project were 

similar to those of CCJ: geographical diversity and balance, receptivity 

and the potential for successful implementation, contrast between states 

with a law mandating grievance procedures ~nd those without statutory 

authority, etc. 

Sampling procedures of necessity varied from state to state and from 

facility to facility because of inmate work schedules, the organization 
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of the facilities, security procedures, and -- most critically -- the 

posture of the superintendent and his or her security deputy. The finite 

availability of time, money, and staff energy -- given our broad focus 

and desire to conduct a comprehensive evaluation -- was a constant prob

lem to us. All the well-known resistances of institutional personnel to 

evaluation research were encountered; here, again, our approach was one 

of collegiality, trying to see what we could ·offer by our presence that 

would help correctional personnel and clients fulfill some of their goals 

while we were able to meet ours. 

As indicated in Appendix A, our field work included follow-up visits 

to the facilities between Time 1 and Time 2. Intensive field work ended 

in September 1977 with our Time 2 visit to South Carolina, but Hepburn 

visited Kentucky three times and conducted extensive telephone consulta

tion with administrative and research personnel there to help them estab

lish a design and data collection procedures when the state was added to 

the CCJ ~roject in its final months. 

The evaluation team began outlining the final report in November 

1977, although the project did not for~ally end (following a series of 

no-cost extensions) until April 30, 1978. The outline was shared and 

discu.ssed with eeJ before writing was begun. Quantitative data analysis, 

un.der the direction of the Project Director, was completed by the end of 

1977, and much of the writing from those data was undertaken during the 

early months of 1978. Final copy and editing were completed in late 

spring and early summer, in close consultation with CCJ, which received 

drafts of the major sections for review for accuracy. Final prerogatives 
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regarding interpretation of the findings were maintained by the evalua

tion team, of course~ 

It should be noted that, while the formal evaluation work of the CCJ/ 

LEAA project is over. we shall maintain contact and no doubt work with 

CCJ staff in the future, for our interests and geals are similar. As 

this report is finalized, discussions are under way regarding future col

laboration of CCJ and the UMSL team in pursuing constructive methods for 

resolving conflicts and promoting change in correctional and other 

facilities. 



C. Indicators Of The Five Objectives 

Ethnographic, documentary and attitudinal data were sought to assess 

the impact of the Inmate Grievance Procedure on each of the five objec

tives. Ethnographic information was obtained during each site visit, of 

course, and by means of informants both within and outside the correc

tional systems we studied. Documentary data compiled by the Center for 

Community Justice and institutional records of each correctional system 

were reviewed. Among the institutional records were disciplinary reports, 

use of force reports, adjustment committee records and the procedings of 

the Superintendent's hearings. Attitudinal data were secured by unstruc

tured interviews with administrators and structured questionnaires from 

inmates and correctional officers. Attitudinal items were developed from 

(1) a review of current correctional literature, (2) the California Youth 

Authority's earlier evaluation efforts of the ward grievance procedure 

and (3) our construction of items to assess dimensions specific to the 

five objectives. 

There is variation by state (or facility) in the amount and type of 

data that were used. This is especially true of documentary data because 

of differences in institutional record-keeping systems. At facilities 

where disciplinary reports were not recorded on a daily log sheet, for 

example, time did not permit coding of disciplinary action from indivi

dual inmate files. Alternative field measures were sought in such situa-

tions. 

The potential indicators for each impact objective are enumerated 

below. 

1. Reduction of violence within the institution. 
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The guiding principle for developing field measures of prison vio

lence was the recognition' that all correctional settings have three dis

tinctive groups -- wardens, guards, and inmates -- in a quasi-military 

institutional structure, betw~en whom, antagonisms can and do exist. 

Group antagonisms frequently are manifested through acts of violence 

either against people or against property. Based on this principle, 

questionnaire items that would provide frequency responses to specific 

events, such as physical fights and verbal abuse between inmates and 

staff, were selected. 

The following institutional records were initially examined in the 

New York correctional system: ~se of Force Reports, Superintendent's 

Proceedings, Unusual Incident Reports, Adjustment Committee dispositions, 

and Daily Journal Logs. WClile the proper names given to the various 

types of records are system-specific, the types of events which they 

record in correctional settings are universal and their contents include 

reports of inmate and staff behaviors that have potential for discipli

nary action. 

An on-the-site content analysis was made at the Auburn facility of 

the above records to determine their utility as indicators of violence. 

This analysis revealed that the Use of Force Reports are infrequently 

filed when the physical restraint of an inmate by guards resulted in some 

degree of bodily injury, and are used only in those instances where the 

use of force must be justified. These reports were eliminated as data 

for our purposes. Superintendent's Proceedings are reports of administra

tive hearings and disciplinary review of either correctional officers or 

inmates if they are cited for a severe rule infraction that could result 
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in legal action. These hearings tend to function as an \lin house" due 

process mechanism. Superintendent's Proceedings reports of inmate behav

ior were found to be included in the Daily Journal Log. The few instances 

where staff action resulted in a hearing were recorded as field notes. 

The Unusual Incident Report~ are those events which pose serious 

threats to institutional security or property that include acts of dis

obedience that break Penal law and endanger the life or health of inmates 

and/or staff. These repotts also ~~clude severe damage or loss of state 

property by either inmates or correctional officers such as damage to 

state vehicles, severe assaults, cell fire~, suicides, or death. The 

violent acts in these reports were too few in number and unusual in 

nature to code as the sale indicators of violence. 

The Daily Journal Loas record each incident in which an inmate is 

cited for infraction of a rule and the disposition of each case by the 

superintendent, command staff personnel or the Adjustment Committee. 

Entries include the violation of all rules, from the less severe "order 

maintenance" rules pertaining to spitting and disrespect of the quiet 

bell to the more severe "crime control" rules pertaining to assault and 

contraband. Indicators of institutional violence were developed by cod

ing these prison records to quantify all individual incidents of inmate 

rule infractions into eight sub-categories of offenses against persons or 

property (for specific details see New York section). While an examina

tion of institutional records was done for each state, only in New York 

State WaS the above method feasible. 
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2. Increase in inmates' perc~ptions of the likelihood of fair and 
pro~pt handling of complaints through administrative mechanisms. 

Questionnaire and interview schedules were the primary data source 

to measure a sufficiently large number of individual perceptions of fair 

and speedy processing of inmate complaints. Inmate and officer responses 

to questionnaire items were gathered during the implementation phase and 

again after the procedure had been in operation for one year. Questions 

were asked about the fairness, speed, and amount of written documentation, 

along with questions about the desirability and usefulness of the inmate 

grievance procedure. 

For further verification of the fairness and prompt handling of com-

plaints, grievance procedure records were analyzed to determine the speed 

with which complaints were handled by fOCUSing on system adherence to the 

time limits of the procedure. Analysis of grievance records also per-

mitted the assessment of the number of appeals by the grievant in the 

resolution process. 

Institutional records of alternative inmate complaint mechanisms 

were also studied to assess whether there had been any change in the num-

ber and/or the type of issues being handled by these mechanisms since the 

implementation of the procedure. 

3. Reduction of litigation against institutions. 

Indicators to assess the reduction of litigation were more difficult 

to develop. Several research approaches were begun and abandoned during 

the study, among them: attempting to assess the use by inmates of admin-

istration legal councils; assessing the use inmates made of their facili·· 

ty's law library; and quantifying the legal writs written and processed 

by inmates. As an out-growth of the mid-project conference sponsored by 
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the Center for Community Justice at Keystone, Colorado, it was decided 

that a reliable indicator could be constructed by rating the justiciabi1-

ity of each grievance. This method was utilized in both New York and 

South Carolina. 

4. Increase in the number of written policies in institutions and/or 
increase in the clarity of written policies already i~ 
existence. 

There was no solid indicator available-to examine this fourth impact 

objective. Copies of each state's guide for inmate behavior and/or spe-

cific facility rule books were obtained during each site visit. Depart-

mental policy and procedural manuals were purused along with administra-

tive bulletins as possible comparative data. Yet only those policy and 

procedural changes that surfaced as grievance resolutions could be docu-

mented. A measure of the clarification of written policy was also 

included on Time 2 surveys to determine the change in written policies as 

perceived by inmates and officers. 

5. Increase in citizens volunteers' knowledge of the correctional 
system and action taken by volunteers' on behalf of the correc
tional system or particular offenders. 

Four logical forms of citizen involvement were defined: (1) citi-

zens could be utilized as committee chairpersons at local facilities; 

(2) citizens could be effectively trained to serve as arbitrators (desig-

nated as a stage in the grievance process); (3) citizens could be utilized 

as outside monitoring agents of the procedure; and, (4) citizens could 

provide specialized forms of technical assistance, e.g., specific research 

about grievances, develop training materials, and conduct workshops to 

achieve the needed reinvestment of facility personnel in the principles 

of the Inmate Grievance Procedure. 
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The primary source of data for the impact objective of citizen par

ticipation was ethnographic. Interviews were conducted with every direc

tor or coordinator of volunteer services available through a state office 

or a local facility. Field notes provided descriptive and observational 

data on the role of citizens during both the development and implementa

tion of the various grievance procedures. Special attention was given to 

the use of citizens as arbitrators. Where 'citizen volunteers were trained 

and utilized as arbitrators, interviews were conducted with administrators 

of the parent organization. 



D. Operationa1izing The Research Objectives 

Our research design utilizes ethnographic data, observation and 

interview data, inmate and staff questionnaires, and institutional rec

ords to assess the research objectives outlined above. The research plan 

varies for each state due to differences between the states in (a) the 

availability of institutional records and (b) the state's stage in the 

process of implementing the inmate grievance procedure. 

1. California 

The inmate grievance procedure had been operating within the Cali

fornia Youth Authority facilit-{.es since 1973 and had only recently begun 

operation within the offices of probation and parole when our evaluative 

contract was initiated in September 1975. Consequently, our concern in 

California was two-fold. First, we wanted to know what could be learned 

about the inmate grievance procedure from an examination of its current 

status within the California Youth Authority that might assist in pin

pointing future problems in institutions where the procedure was about to 

be implemented. Since the grievance procedure had been in existence in 

the Karl Holton School since 1973 and all facilities since June 1975, 

interviews were conducted to ascertain the answers to such questions as: 

(1) Does the number of grievances increase or decrease subst~~tia11y 

over an extended period of time? 

(2) Does the type of grievance change over time? 

(3) How does one maintain a high level of investment in the proce

dure on the part of both inmates and staff? 

(4) What has been the procedure t s administrative 1J),ti1ity? 
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(5) What administrative problems has the procedure created during 

its lifetime? 

Our second objective in California was to assess the grievance pro

cedure's feasibility w:Lthin probation and parole. Numerous interviews 

with administrators, parole and probation officers, and those on proba

tion or parole were conducted to evaluate the efficacy of the Inmate 

Grievance Procedure outside the institution. 

a. Nature of the Data 

The pre-existence of the Ward Grievance System in California not 

only prevented the use of a "pre-post" research design but gave rise to 

a number of other factors which differentiate it from the other states. 

While these differences impose certain limitations on the comparability 

of the research, they also suggest some important potentials. 

One key factor is the large amount of data that has and is being 

collected by the Planning, Research, Evaluation and Development Branch of 

the California Youth Authority. This work provides a series of data over 

time for comparative purposes in seeking to identify important factors in 

the implementation and maturation of a grievance system. 

A second major difference. is that the California system is being 

imple~ented in youth institutions where the maximum age is 25. As a 

result, the average age in the several institutions ranges from about 17 

to 20 or 21. The other states are implementing their procedures in adult 

institutions. Related in part to this age factor is the level of secu

rity under which the inmates are held in the several states. Even the 

most secure institution (the Youth Training School, Ontario) is consider

ably less secure than, for example, the New York facilities being studied. 
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Finally, the California Youth Authority is presently involved in a 

novel attempt to apply a grievance procedure in the parole system. This 

situation is not comparable to situations in the other states but may be 

very important for what it indi(!ates about the universality of application 

of a particular conflict prevention/resolution system. 

As a result of these and other factors, the California design is 

considerably different from those applied in the other states, The fol

lowing assumptions provide an important basis for the des.ign that was 

adopted: 

1. The general tenor of the design must be a reflective analysis of 

California experience. 

2. Statistical analyses undertaken must use existing data or, where 

additional data are deemed necessary, must be available through the 

existing California research staff. 

3. The focus of the research must be to identify those factors 

which seem to have the greatest influence on the success or failure of a 

grievance system and to document major points of difficulty in the matur

ation process. 

b. Measurement of Object~ves 

Existing data generated by the California Youth ,Authority were uti

lized where possible to assess the impact of the grievance procedure on 

the five objectives. These data enable an analysis of inmate perception 

of fair and prompt treatment and change in the number and clarity of 

written rules. Measurement of the levels of violence, litigation, and 

citizen involvement was dependent upon informant interviews designed to 

obtain the opinions of relevant personnel. 

-------------~-~----------------..... 
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2. New York 

Our research design utilizes observ8.tion. techniques, interviews, 

questionnaires, and analysis of institutional records to examine three 

interrelated components in the evaluation of the Inmate Grievance Proce

dure in New York! Since the grievance procedure was mandated by state 

law to be ?perationa1 by February 5? 1976, in all adult correctional 

facilities, we were able to assess the components of ~p1ementation, 

operation, and impact by designing a research plan extending from December 

1975 through August 1977. 

a. Nature of the Data 

Interviews were conducted periodically with relevant personnel in 

the Department of Correctional Services over a period extending from Dec

ember, 1975 through August, 1977. Interviews were also conducted p~riod

ical1y with administrative personnel and grievance personnel within the 

correctional facilities at Attica, Auburn, and Bedford Hills during a 

period from January, 1976 through March, 1977. The log of all grievances 

filed at Attica, Auburn, and Bedford Hills during the first year of the 

grievance procedure's operation was coded and computerized, as were the 

data from the prison's daily j~urna1 (a record of inmate rule infractions). 

In addition, a survey of inmate and correctional officer attitudes 

was conducted in each facility withul a week of the inauguration of the 

inmate grievance procedure. The procedure had been planned by a committee 

. of inmates, line officers and administrators, information pertaining to 

the new procedure had been disseminated to all officers and the inmate 

population, and the administrators had provided some degree of support 

for the procedure as the "new" tecm:lique for dealing with inmate grievances. 
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These survey data, collected approximately Otle week before the new griev

ance procedure became operational in 1976, served as our base-line data. 

A second survey of inmate and correctional officer attitudes was conducted 

in each facility on the first anniversary of the grievance procedure's 

implementation to provide information pertaining to its operation and 

impact. 

At Attica Correctional Facility, inmates were selected for inclusion 

in the 1976 Time 1 survey by housing and program company. Ten companies, 

each consisting of between 25 and 30 men, were selected and a question

naire was administered to each company individually in the prison's 

school classrooms. All inmates were informed of the confidentiality of 

their responses and assured that they did not have to participate. Use

able questionnaires were returned by 186 of the 210 inmates surveyed. 

This same procedu~e was used for the 1977 Time 2 survey, but some of the 

questionnaires w'ere administered to the inmate groups in their place of 

assignment (e.g., kitchen staff met in dining hall). Useable question

naires were returned by 105 of the 168 inmates surveyed. 

Correctional officers at Attica, as elsewhere, were given the ques

tionnaires at roll calls and asked to return their completed forms at the 

end of their work shift. Officers, too, were informed of the confiden

tiality of their responses and told that they did not have to participate. 

Useable corj;';':~:~. 'onal officer surveys were returned by 63 of the 147 offi

cers surveyed in 1976 and 78 of the 161 officers surveyed in 1977. 

Initial comparisons of the inmate sample to the j.nmate population 

indicate that the sample is similar to the population in age distribution 

but significantly more educated and somewhat more nonwhite than the inmate 
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3 
population. No comparable population characteristics are available for 

the sample of correctional officers. 

Similar sampling techniques were employed at Auburn Correctional 

Facility. The major difference is that inmate questionnaires were admin

istered in both 1976 and 1977 to inmate groups of 80 to 120 (2 to 4 com-

panies, simultaneously) in the prison's library. Completed questionnaires 

were returned by 237 of the 264 inmates surveyed in 1976 and 278 of the 

310 inmates surveyed in 1977. 

Correctional officer cooperation was significantly greater at Auburn, 

accounting for useable questionnaires from 160 of 229 officers surveyed 

in 1976 and 118 of 195 officers surveyed in 1977. As is true of the 

Attica inmates surveyed, the inmate respondents at Auburn are signifi-

cantly more educated than the inmate population; no substantial differ-

ences are noted in race awl age distributions, however. 

Attempts to obtain inmate and correction officer surveys from 

Bedford Hills Correctional Facility for women were thwarted by hostile, 

suspicious inmates, indifferent officers and inattentive administrators. 

Due to the small inmate population in 1976, a one-in-three sample was 

selected to appear at staggered intervals for questionnaire administra

tion in small groups. A meeting with the elected in~~te representatives 

was held the day prior to questionnaire administration to explain the 

purpose of the survey, answer questions and encourage participation. At 

the appointed time for administration, however, few inmates had received 

their notice to report to the appropriate building, and many of those who 

received such notices refused to attend. As a result, 40 useable inmate 

questionnaires were obtained from the 63 persons who appeared; 150 
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inmates had been originally selected to represent the inmate population 

of 396 females. This failure to obtain representative baseline data in 

1976 altered the method for 1977 questionnaire administration. Since 

"before - after" comparisons were no longer possible, a shortened 1977 

survey wafl administered to "volunteers." The research team invaded the 

recreation room of each housing unit at a time when all inmates were free 

from scheduled activities. After a brief period during which issues were 

raised and questions answered, 90 inmates completed the special question-

naire. These respondents comprise an admittedly nonrepresentative sample, 

but their responses are of some use in confirming interview and observa-

tional data. 

Similarly, only 17 of the 121 correctional officers to whom ques-

tionnaires were distributed during roll call returned their survey form 
. 

in 1976. In 1977, only 40 of the 152 surveyed officers returned useable 

questionnaires. 

b. Measurement of Objectives 

1) Violence: Inmate and officer questionnaires contained items ascer-

taining the eerceived level of violence within the facility. The extent 

of disorder (e.g., "How often if3 something in the prison damaged by an 

inmate?"), the degree of victimization (e.g., "Within the last two months, 

how often have you had something you owned stolen from you?"), and the 

level of tension (Le., "How would you describe the feeling in this pri-

son now?") were obtained from survey re.spondents and compared from 1976 

to 1977. Xn addition, the official level of violence is observed by 

means of the daily journal. This record of inmate infr~ctions contains 

6,004 cases from December 1, 1975, to February 5~ 1977, at Attica and 
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4,412 cases from November 2, 1975, to February 5, 1977, at Auburn. The 

format of the daily journal at Bedford Hills was not consistent with the 

type used at Att~ca and Auburn~ and many entries were so incomplete that 

the information was useless for our purposes. Consequently, the reduc-

tion of violence is examined at only AtticC'l and Auburn Correctional 

Facilities. 

2) Fair and Just Grievance Resolution: Questionnaire items 

were included in inmate and officer surveys to assess the perception that 

inmate grievances are handled fairly and expeditiously. The record of 

all grievances filed at Attica, Auburn, and Bedford Hills between February 

5, 1976, and February 9, 1977, also was coded and computerized 1:0 examine 

the speed and nature of grievance resolution. Since other data were 

unavailable from Bedford Hills, the record of grievances has been excluded 

from this analysis. The assessment of fair and just grievance resolution, 

therefore, is based on the 1,514 grievances filed at Attica and the 1,068 

grievances filed at Auburn, as well as on officer and inmate respondent 

data. 

3) Litigation: In our attempt to explore the impac~ of the 

Inmate Grievance Procedure on the amount of litigation, we focused on the 

potential litigation that was being directed instead through the griev

ance machinery. To the extent that grievances do not deal with legal 

issues or lack legal ID.erit, then the grievance procedure has minimal 

impact on reducing litigation. If, on the other hand, a significant pro-

portion of the grievances pertain to justiciable issues t then the griev-

ance procedu'J::e may be viewed as an a+ternative mechanism to resolve 

issues that could have (but not necessarily would h~ve) gone to court. 
~,---

I 
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Whether the court would have upheld the grievant is one factor, but the 

cost to the Department of Correctional Services of preparing the legal 

work and the crowding of the court docket are equally relevant factors in 

the desire to reduce litigation. 

Many grievances are resolved within the facility and do not come to 

the attention of the Central Office Review Committee. Such grievances 

deal largely with personal incidents rather than questions of policy and 

procedure. It is for this reason that we chose to examine the justicia

bility of only those grievances coming to the Central Office Review Com

mittee. A 1-in-4 sample (N=86) of the 337 grievances from Attica Correc

tional Facility and a 1-in-2 sample (N=68) of the 135 grievances from 

Auburn Correctional Facility were selected from those grievances filed in 

1976 and "closed" as of ·August 22, 1977. 

These 154 grievances were rated by two attorneys. Each attorney was 

instructed to independently examine each grievance and indicate the 

nature of the legal issue involved and the degree to which the grievance 

is justiciable. Four categories of justiciability were utilized: (1) the 

grievance has clear legal merit and could go to court; (2) the grievance 

appears to have legal merit, b~t the law pertaining to the issue is 

ambiguous and more information is needed; (3) the grievance appears to 

have legal merit, but the facts of the case as presented in the griev

ance are unclear and more information is needed; (4) the grievance has no 

legal merit and could not go to court. Each attorney indicated that he 

had not been aggressive or imaginative in his rating of the grievances 

and had tried to be relatively conservative in assessing the merits of 

each grievance. 
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4) Number and Cla,rity of P.ules: A non-systematic content anal

ysis of the policies and procedures resulting from grievances was used to 

provide an assessment of the procedure t s ability to i.ncrease the number 

and clarity of written rules. Since the Inmate Grievance Procedure is 

system-wide in New York, however, it is impossible to attribute any such 

changes to grievances originating in only Attica or Auburn. Inmate and 

officer questionnaires in 1977 included items seeking their opinion about 

the procedure's impact on rules and procedures, and these are also 

employed to operatiQnalize the procedure's ability to increase the number 

and clarity of written rules. 

5) Citizen Involvement: Interviews were conducted with rele

vant personnel in the Department of Correctional Services and at each 

facility to not only assess the change in the level of citizen involve

ment but also to identify the role such persons might most usefully play 

and the anticipated outcome of such involvement. 

3. South Carolina 

The design for evaluating the Inmate Grievance Procedure at Kirkland 

Correctional Institution in Columbia, while quite similar to that employed 

in New York State, was adapted to accommodate monitoring of the gradual 

process of expansion within the facility. 

a. Nature of the Data 

Interviews were conducted periodically with relevant personnel in 

the South Carolina Department of Corrections and with administrative per

sonnel and grievance personnel within the Kirkland facility over a period 

extending from June, 1976 to September, 1977. At the time the grievance 

procedure was being designed and implemented at Kirkland, two other 
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models of formal negotiation between inmates and correctional administra

tors were already in existence and active within the entire department: 

1) the Inmate Advisory Council and 2) an ombudsman. As both of the pro

grams remained ongoing problem-solving mechanisms following implementa

tion of the grievance procedure at Kirkland, minutes of the advisory 

council meetings and agenda items submitted by inmates were obtained for 

the period March 1976 through September 1977. Records from the ombudsman's 

office were obtained in order to assess the office's relationship to 

inmate complaints at Kirkland. 

Inmate and officer surveys were administered in August 1976, one 

week before the procedure was to become operational, and one year later, 

in September 1977. Since it was a jOint decision of the South.Carolina 

Department of Corrections and the Center for Community Justice to initi

ate the grievance procedure in Dorm 1 and slowly disseminate the pl:'oce

dure throughout Kirkland's remaining six dorms, our inmate sample at both 

times consisted of all Dorm 1 residents plus a sample of those inmates 

from the remaining dorms. The 780 inmates at Kirkland in 1976 were 

represented by an inmate sample of 128 Dorm 1 residents and 128 residents 

from other dorms. These 256 inmates provided 228 useable questionnaires. 

In 1977, 193 useable questionnaires were obtained from 256 inmates, of 

whom 120 were housed in Dorm 1. In both 1976 and 1977, inmate surveys 

were administered to groups of approximately 100 in the visiting room. 

A comparison of the inmate sample characteristics to the inmate popula

tion characteristics reveals that the sample has somewhat more education 

4 
and is disproportionately white. 
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The survey was distributed to correctional officers during roll call. 

Useable questionnaires were returned by 62 0' ~he 121 surveyed officers 

in 1976 and 52 of the 126 surveyed officers in 1977. 

b. Measurement of Impact Objectives 

1) Violence: Inmate and correctional officer surveys con

tained those items used in New York seeking the perceived level of vio

lence within the institution. Institutional records, comparable to those 

found in New York, are not available at Kirkland, however. The record of 

maj or inc,idents, which includes such occurrences as inmate assaults on 

officers or other inmates, consists of only two or three entries per 

month. The record of the Adjustment Committee Hearings includes not only 

major incidents but also such activities as disobeying a direct order and 

possession of contraband; yet there are only about nine hearings per 

month. The number of major incidents or Adjustment Committee Hearings 

was deemed too small to reveal a pattern of significant change over time; 

a monthly reduction (or increase) of fifty percent could have occurred by 

chance. Consequently, the operationa1ization of violence rests upon 

those measures obtained from the surveys. 

2) Litigation: The justiciability of all grievances filed with 

the clerk of th~ Inmate Grievance Procedure through November 1, 1977, was 

rated by one of the two attorneys who had rated the grievances in New 

York. These data are utilized to assess the grievance procedure's impact 

on the reduction of litigation. 

3) Fair and Just Grievance Resolution: Inmate and correctional 

officer survey items pertaini~g to fair and expeditious treatment of 

inmate grievances are utilized. The record of all grievances filed at 
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Kirkland Correctional Institution also is employed to provide data on the 

speed and nature of grievance resolution. This record was compiled by 

local staff and furnished to us through the courtesy of the South Carolina 

Department of Corrections. 

4) Number and Clarity of Rules: A non-systematic content anal

ysis. of the policies and procedu:res resulting from grievances is one 

measure of the procedure's impact upon written rules. A second measure 

is the opinion of inmates and oHicers, obtained in response to items 

included in the survey. 

5) Citizen Involvement: Interviews were conducted with rele

vant personnel of the South Carolina Department of Corrections and 

Kirk1anJ Correctional Institut:Lon. These interviews were designed to 

identify the potential utility and responsibility that citizen groups 

might have in the operation of the Inma.te Grievance Procedure. Inter

views were also conducted with members of the Alston Wilkes Society, a 

citizen group actively involved in corrections in South Carolina. 

4. Colorado 

It was a joint decision of the Colorado Division of Correctional 

Sf~"ices and the Center for Co~unity Justice to initiate the Inmate 

I Levance Procedure in the Colorado State Penitentiary at Canon City on 

an institution-wide basis. We planned to utilize the research design 

developed for the New York facilities in Colorado over a period from 

March, 1976 to June, 1977. The preliminary site visit to Colorado was 

conducted March 22-24, 1976. Collection of Time 1 survey data was com

pleted during our site visit to Canon City the week of June 14, 1976. On 

August 10, 1976, an incident within the inmate population led to a lockup 
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of all inmates in the penitentiary and a temporary shut-down of all pro

grams; the Inmate Grievance Procedure has not been in operation since 

that time. Interviews were conducted periodically at the Colorado State 

Penitentiary and at the Division of Correctional Services in Denver dur

ing a period from March, 1976 to November, 1976. 

Our research plan was aborted when the Inmate Grievance Procedure 

was terminated along with the facility's other programs, seven weeks 

after it became operational. Therefore, the nature of our data is lim

i.ted. Field notes and extensive interviews provide information pertain

ing to the procedure's design and implementation. Inmate and correctional 

officer surveys were administered prior to the procedure's inauguration 

on June 17, to obtain baseline data~ and these questionnaires provide 

information pertaining to the implementation and acceptance of the proce

dure. Useable questionnaires were returned by 116 of the 200 inmates, 

who were assembled in groups of 30-40 for the survey. Seventy-two of the 

190 correctional officers surveyed returned complElted questionnaires. An 

analysis of 77 of the 134 grievances filed during the procedure's short 

lifespan provides information on its initial receptivity among inmates. 

Our report examines only the implementation of' the Inmate Grievance 

Procedure at Colorado State Penitentiary. We have no basis on which to 

speculate about its potential impact. 

5, Kentucky 

The Inmate Grievance Procedure was implemented at Blackburn Correc

tional Facility in May 1977. Field notes and interviews provide informa

tion pertaining to implementation and early credibility. Since the pro

cedure was initiated within Blackburn as our evaluative efforts were 
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about to conclude, no attempt was made to create longitudinal data. 

Inmate and officer surveys were not possible prior to the inception of 

the grievance procedure, and the evaluation contract terminated before 

"-institutional records could be obtained. 

* * * 
-The nature of the data are indiGated in the Appendices. A chronology 

of field activities, presented in Appendix A, documents the nature and 

timirtg of our site visits. The initial research design for New York, 

contained in Appendix B, is representative of those for South Carolina 
, 
and Colorado and raises the issues confronted in our attempt to isolate 

relevant indicators. Appendix C contains the "before" and "after" inmate 

and officer questionnaires utilized in each state; the marginal distribu-
;:; 

tion of responses is provided for each. Examples of institutional forms 

comprise Appendix D; it is from these forms that much data were obtained. 

Appendix E illustrates the stages in the Inmate Gt'ievance Procedure. The 

concerned reader is encouraged to inspect these documents; their form and 

content influence the results that are now presented. 
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II 

NOTES 

1. See Donald T. Campbell and Julian C. Stanley, Experimental and Quasi

Experimental Designs for Research (Chicago: Rand McNally, ~973), for 

a thorough discussion of problems of internal and external reliability, 

to which research of this type is especially subject. 

2. For a detailed discussion of the problems encountered in evaluation 

research of this type, see Carol H. Weiss (ed.), Evaluating Action 

Programs. Boston: Allyn and Bacon, 1972. 

3. The Annual ~tatistical Report, 1975 Data: Inmate and Parole Popula

tions, issued by the Division of Porgram Planning, Evaluation, and 

Research of the New York Department of Correctional Services, reports 

certain characteristics of the Attica and Auburn inmate populations 

on December 31, 1975. These are compared to the characteristics of 

the inmate samples surveyed in January, 1976 as follows: 

.. ,,~ " 



Race: 
White 
Black 
Other 

Education: 
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Less than High School Graduate 
High School Graduate or Hore 

Age: 
Under Age 30 
Age 30 or Older 

Race: 
White 
Black 
Other 

Education: 
Less than High School Graduate 
High School Graduate or More 

Age: 
Under .Age 30 
Age 30 or Older 

Attica Popu~ation 
(N-1843) 

32.0% 
55.0% 
13.0% 

77 .0% 
23.0% 

47.0% 
53.0% 

Auburn Population 
(N=1586) 

30. % 
59.0% 
11.0% 

65.0% 
35.0% 

56.0% 
44.0% 

Attica Sanlple 
(N=186) 

21.0 
64.0 
15.0 

49.0 
51.0 

52.0 
48.0 

Auburn Sample 
(N=237) 

32.0 
55.0 
14.0 

40.0 
60.0 

63.0 
37.0 

4. Characteristics of the inmate populAtion at Kirkland Correctional 

Institution on July 27, 1976 were provided by the South Carolina 

Department of Corrections. The representativeness of the inmate 

sample is demonstrated by the table below. 
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Kirkland Kirkland 
Population SamE1e 

(N::::783) (N=228) 

Race: 
White 46.0 52.0 

Nonwhite 54.0 48.0 

Age: 
Less than 25 39.0 

2,5-30 36.0 
31 or over 25.0 

Education: 
9th Grade 077 less 49.0 33.0 

10-12th Glade 40.0 39.0 

More than High School Graduate 11.0 28.0 



III. FINDINGS 

A cautionary note is warranted before proceeding to an analysiS 

of the data. The research design for this evaluation has been dictated 

to a great degree by the limitations that accompany the conduct of 

research within prison settings. These limitations do not permit 

statements of cause and effect with regard to the impact of the inmate 

grievance procedure. 

A serious but unavoidable limitation to the evaluation is the 

absence of another prison, one without the inmate grievance procedure, 

to serve as a "control" or comparison for each of the intervention 

institutions. The absence of a control prison is due not only to limited 

funds but, more importantly, the impossibility of finding two prisons 

that are directly comparable in physical structure, inmate programs, 

financial and political restraints, and inmate population and char

acteriStics. Random assignment of either prisons or inmates to receive 

the grievance procedure was, of course, not possible. As a result, our 

findings are more suggestive than conclusive. 

For example, should the amount of violence (or litigation or inmate 

distrust) increase during th~ year, the argument can be made that an 

increase is still a measure of support for the procedure since the 

increase might have been greater had not the procedure been introduced 

into the facility. Similarly, a decrease does not necessarily imply 

that the change is due to the Inmate Grievance Procedure, for similar 

decreases may be occurring in facilities without such a procedure. In 

the absence of comparative data from other prisons, caution must be 

exer(~ised in interpreting the data presented herein. 
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The validity of the conclusions is also affected by changes within 

the prison that occurred during the period of study. One such change 

was the appearance of attorneys in New York pr.isons to serve as inmate 

advocates. The New York Bar Association received a federal grant to 

in1.tiate this activity at the same time we were assessing the litigation

reducing ability of the Inmate Grievance Procedure. 

Of broader significance, however, were changes in the inmate popu

lation. Although the size of the Auburn inmate population remained 

quite stable, with 1,586 inmates on January 1, 1976, and 1,576 inmates 

on January 1, 1977, the, composition of the inmate population changed 

markedly. From January, 1976, to January, 1977, Auburn had 77 new 

admissions, 1,256 transfers to Auburn from other prisons, 458 releases 

and 885 transfers out to other facilities. Therefore, a large propor

tionl of the inmate population in January, 1977, consisted of men who 

arrived at Auburn after the grievance procedure began. Similarly, the 

Attica inmate population was reduced from 1,843 on January 1, 1976, to 

1,683 on January 1, 1977. During this time, however, there were 195 

new admissions, 1,601 transfers in from other prisons, 626 releases and 

1,330 transfers out to other facilities; in sum, 3,639 inmates went 

through (or stayed at) Attica during 1976. 

This very high rate of inmate turnover in New York precluded any 

attempt to survey the same inmates in 1977 ,as were surveyed in 1976. In 

addition, the opening of new facilities in New York during this period2 

raises the possibility that the characteristics of the inmate population 

may have changed. Although such information is not yet available from 

the Department of Correctional Services, some persons have voiced the 
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opinion that the "better" inmates and those with less security risk have 

, been skimmed out of Attica and Auburn (and other maximum security facili

ties) with the opening of the new facilities. If so, then the inmates 

at Attica and Auburn in 1977 are not only new, but they are qualitatively 

different f~om those in 1976. 

The amount of inmate turnover at Kirkland Correctional Institution 

in South Carolina is not known. However, the inmate population rose 

from 800 a,t the time of the initial implementation of the inmate gl;iev

ance procedure in 1976 to 950 in 1977. Since the facility was designed 

to accommodate only 420 inmates, it is difficult to separate the potentially 

positive effects of the Inmate Grievance Procedure from the potentially 

negative effects of overcrowding. 

Such changes in the inmate population make it difficult to assess 

the impact of the inmate grievance procedure. If the inmate populations 

were stable, even in the absence of a comparison prison, it would be 

. possible to demonstrate an increase or decrease in violence or inmate 

trust and argue that this change had occurred during the time when the 

Inmate Grievance Procedure was introduced. The changes in inmate popula

tion, however, result in two ,concurrent phenomena in the prison -- both 

the Inmate Grievance Procedure and the new, different and/or larger 

pbpulation -- and one cannot assume that more or less violence is 

directly related to the new grievance machinery. 

Such occurrences ar.e impossible to control in this type of evalua

tive research and, consequently, it is impossible eo i~pute causation 

in the 17elationsbips observed. Furthermore, the differences among the 

prisons, inmates, the staff included in this study are so great that 

comparisons among the prisons are unwarranted. 



* * * 

With these ca~tions in mind, it is the aim of this report to 

discuss th,e Inmate Grievance Procedure in each of the states in which 

* the Cente): for Community Justice! had an active par't:. The findings are 

presented. by state and, where possible, discussed in terms of (a) Imple-

mentation, (b) Ope.rat:J.on and (c) Impact. A recognition of the limita-

tions in the data and the data-gathering procedures in each state is 

essential to an understanding of some of the interpr~tations that follow. 

*This report includes only those activities occurring during the desig
nated period of study. Many alterations may have occurred since our 
data were collected -- and some of those changes have been noted in 
footnotes -- but we cannot speak to the nature or impact of those 
changes. 



A. California 

1. Development and Implementation 

The establishment of grievance or due process systems for inmates of 

correctional institutions may well be the most important innovation in 

penology in this century. \~ile there had been a few attempts to provide 

redress for inmate complaints through such "one step" devices as the 

ombudsman, it was not until 1973 when Allen F. Breed, then Director of 

the California Youth Authority (CYA), mandated the establishment of 

grievance procedures in one of the institutions under his direction, that 

the first comprehensive system for joint resolution of disputes in the 

United States was put in place. A grievance system (as developed in the 

U.S. labor-management context) is ~haracterized by th~ application of a 

number of principles noted in part I of this report, among the most 

important of which are direct participation of those directly affected by 

policies and their implementation (the wards and staff), deSignated lev

els of review or appeal, the right to representation, and requirements 

for specific performance within specified time limits. 

The first grievance system in California was jointly designed by 

wards (inmates), staff, and administration of two units in the Karl 

Holton School, a CYA institution, with the assistance of external experts 

with experience in labor-management grievance systems. That first exper

iment began :i.ts operation in mid-September, 1973 and from that experience 

was distilled a set of criteria for effective implementation and design 

of such systems that served as the basis for expansion of the process 

into all inst;l.tutions w;l.thin the 9YA -- and, ultimately, to other :(:!,dti

tutions ;l.n other states: 
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• There shall be participation by elected wards and by staff in the 

design, development and operation of the grievance procedure 

adopted in each program unit. 

• A ward with an emergency grievance or problem shall have avail

able a course of action which can provide redress within a rela

tively immediate time. 

• The procedure must provide for levels of review, which shall be 

kept to a minimum. These levels, ideally, should coincide with 

the major decision-making levels of the program unit's organiza

tion. ~lY party to a grievance, ward or staff, may appeal a 

decision. 

• At some level a full hearing must be conducted, and all parties 

to the grievance must be given an opportunity to be present and 

to participate in said hearing. 

• A ward shall be entitled to select a representative from among 

other wards, staff, or volunteers regularly participating in the 

program unit. Said representatives shall be entitll~d to attend 

and part1.cipate in any informal conferences, hearings or reviews, 

in which the ward participates. 

• Reasonably brief time limits shall be estaolished for the receipt 

of said responses and for any action which must be taken to put a 

response into effect. All responses to a written grievance shall 

be in writing with re,.asons for action. taken. Lack of a written 

response or failure to complete action within the required time 

periods shall entitle the ward to proceed to the next level of 

reView. 
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• The final review shall be an independent review by a party Qr 

parties outside the Youth Authority. 

• The grievance procedure itself shall be used to determine "~hether 

a specific complaint falls within the procedure~ 

o No reprisals shall be taken against anyone using or participating 

in the grievance procedure. 

• There shall be monitoring and evaluation of all procedures, their 

operation and their decisions. 

As is suggested by the first criterion, in each of the other CYA 
" 

institutions the wards and the staff, using these basic cr:i.teria, jointly 

designed a grievance system which best me~ the special needs of their own 

situation. The result is a series of similar but specifically designed 

systems "owned" and understood by those who are served by the process and 

who are the determining factor in its actual viability. 

Today, the grievance system throughout the CYA has matured from an 

innovative experiment under the direct sponsorship of a committed indi-

vidual to a regularized due process system which is a widely accepted 

part of the institutional framework, now confirmed by state legislation. 

The major purpose of this section of the evaluation Report is to 

discover those factors in the California experience which appear to have 

an impact on the effectiveness of similar inmate grievance systems ndW 

being implemented or conte~plated in other states. The criteria listed 

immediately above provide a starting poin.t for this consideration and 

will be extended through a consideration of the experiences which have 

accompanied the maturation of the process. 
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In states other than California, prison grievance systems were just 

approaching implementation at the inception of this study of the work of 

the CCJ in 1975. As a result, the study is concerned with the impact of 

the grievance systems at their inception, using a pre/post- measurement 

of the degree to which they achieved the five objectives: 

a) Reduction of the levei of violence within institutions; 

b) Increase in inmates' perception of the likelihood of fair and 

prompt handling of complaints; 

c) Reduction of litigation against institutions; 

d) Increase in the number and/or clarity of written institutional 

policies; 

e) Increase in citizen volunteers' knowledge of the correction sys-

tem and action taken by volunteers on behalf of. the correctional 

system or particular offenders. 

It was presumed that each of these objectives represented a positive 

impact of the grievance system. 

Since the California experience had progressed beyond the point of 

implementation, it was no longer possible to study CYA grievance proce-

dures using a pre/post-test method. As a result any study of the 

California experience cannot be precisely compared and contrasted with 

that in other states. However, the CYA situation did provide an opportu-

nity to study the post-implementation experience of the system which was 

~ the essential forerunner of all other prison grievance systems. 

This section, therefore, is a study, not of the immediate effects of 

the initial ~mplementation of such a system, but of a later segment of 

the implementation -- of the period covering the time when the system had 
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been implemented and begun to operate, to the ppint at whi~h it gained 

acceptance as a legitimate part of the institutional structure of the CYA 

and the individual faci1itie~. 

This is not to suggest tiiat it is impossible to compare the initial 

CYA experience with that in other states. As indicated in the criteria 

above, an essential part of the grievance mechanism in California was the 

establishment of a comprehensive and relatively independent monitoring 

and evaluation system. As a part pf that evaluation system, data W'ere 

g~thered which generally parallel those being gathered in the other 

states, and com~arative data collected over a five-year period now are 

widely aVB1lab1e. While some of the observations and conclusions in this 

Report are based on those data, in view of their extensiveness and relia

bility it was decided that the effort required to develop similar but 

separate measures could better be spent in other areas. 

This section,_then, reviews existing data and interviews to assess 

the degree to which the five objectives for the grievance system were 

achieved. However, much greater emphasis is placed in this section On 

the experience of the CYA with the system as it met the challenges of 

use and pas.sing time. 

2. Operation of the Grievance Procedure: Description and Analxsis 

a. Introduction 

The discussion of the procedure's operation focuses on five issues. 

1) Factors Relating to the Maturation of the Grievance Process. 

As the ~rievance process proceeds or matures from an innovative, high 

involvement~ novel experience to "pusiness-as":usual" status, there are 

certain inherent factors and probl~ms which will emerge. The California 
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experience is the first in which such factors have had an opportunity to 

develop, and both these developments and the ways in which they were 

handled are of import =or states and systems following the California 

lead. The following ''maturation factors" are identified and considered 

in this Report: 

a) A shift from policy-oriented grievances to grievances against the 

actions of staff and of other wards 

b) A decrease in the proportion of grievances resolved in favor of 

the grieving ward. 

c) A trend toward the informal resolution of grievances. 

d) Turnover resulting in the departur~ of wards and staff with high 

investment and involvement in the syst~m. 

e) Departure of highly supportive top admi,,\istrators with a personal 

commitment to the process. 

f) The change from "something new" tel "just another system". 

g) The level of use of outside revie~~. 

2) Relationship Between the Grievance System and Existing 

Disciplinary Systems. There appear to be increasing conflicts between 

the existing disciplinary system within the California Youth Authority 

(the Disciplinary Decision Making System) and the grievance system. 3 

Wards see the systems 8.S offering different advantages in terms of time

liness, access and participation, but often see the administration as 

having control over decisions regarding which of the systems is actually 

applied, in any given situation. This perception is the result of both a 

lack of clarity in differentiation between the situations in which each 
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of the systems is properly applied and of an overlap in coverage of the 

systems. 

As a result, it may be necessary to consider ways in ~Yhich these 

essentially parallel systems ca~ either be merged or better differenti

ated lest all lose their credibility. 

3) Independent Review: Arbitration in Practice. There are a 

number of problems inherent in applying external review to an otherwise 

closed system. They have resulted in the external review or arbitration 

being "advisory" rather than "binding" in nature, with broad discretionary 

guidelines under which the CYA Director may choose not to follow the 

"findings" of the arbitration panel. Other problems which have arisen in 

the arbitration process include: (a) the wide variance in sophistication 

which frequently exists between grievant and adm.inistration representa

tives ~oth appearing before and represented on the panel), (b) a confu

sion regarding the role of administration representatives who may appear 

in the guise of both prosecutor and expert witness, and (c) in at least 

one case the demand of an external interest group that they be permitted 

to intervene on behalf of the grievant. 

This section considers these and other concerns from the point of 

view of the experienced arbitrator. 

4) Application of the Grievance Process to the Parole System. 

Based on its commitment -- and legislative mandate -- to provide a due 

process or grievance system for all of its wards, the CYA now is attempt

ing to 'apply the grievance system to the parolee. This attempt is meet

ing with mixed results at best. This section reviews the experience to 

date and p based on a consideration of the different realities of the 
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incarcerated and paroled ward~ spec~lates on the potentials and limita

tions of providing a grievance system in the parole situation. 

5) Impact of Grievance System on Staff and Administration. 

While the implicit intent of the grievance system was tl) affect the rela

tionship between wards and the staff and administrators in the institu

tions where they are incarcerated, there also have been a number of 

unforseen impacts ca relationships among the staff and between the staff 

and the administration. This Report will review some of the major devel

opments in both the relationship between staff and wards and between and 

among staff and administration, including: 

a) The impact of the grievance system on the "treatment model". par

ticularly as employed in units and institutions with younger 

f!,lards. 

b) Relationships between the staff grievance coordinator and other 

staff in the institution. 

c) Peer pressura among the staff resulting from level and type of 

grievances filed. 

d) Use by the administration of the grievance process as a manage

ment information tool and resulting concern among staff regard

ing possible disciplinary actions. 

e) Formal and informal use of the grievance system by staff. 

b~ Faetors Relating to the l~turation of the Grievance Process 

1) Shift from policy-oriented grievances to grievances against 

the actions of staff. 
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(a) Indicators: 

'Data collected by the CYA in,dicate a clear shift in the sub-

ject of grievances from those that are directed against policy at the 

department, institution or living unit levels to those that challenge the 

actions of CYA staff, as describ~d in Tables 111-1 and III-2. 

The "subject matter." classifications used in compiling these tables 

are defined by the CYA as fo11ows: 4 

i. Individual -- deals with the way in which an uncontested po1-

icy, rule, regulation, program item, etc., is applied to the 

individual complainant, Basically, the complainant does not 

disagree with the policy, etc., except that it should not have 

been applied or was applied unfairly in his case. 

ii. ' .... Policy -- cases in which the policy, rule, regulation, etc., 

is challenged. Policy can be at the living unit, institution, 

or departmental level. 

iii. About staff or staff action -- primary focus of complaint is 

directed toward alleged arbitrary act by staff. Usually does 

not involve a contested application of any specific policy or 

rule. May, but not always, involve the potential for some 

disciplinary action against the staff involved. Examples 

would be staff member's failure to provide medical treatment, 

reprisals for filing grievances, etc. 

iVa Ward or ward action -- grievance involves actions taken by 

wardstO~t1ard other wards'. 

v. Equipment -- C,Elses where complainant alleges faulty or inade-
, 

quate equipment, physical facilities, etc. 



Total Indivi1iua1 
Reporting Unit No. % No. % 

TOTAL .................... 14,948 100.0 7,350 49.2 

Northern Reception 
Center-Clinic ••••••• 735 100.0 277 37.6 

Southern Reception 
Center-Clinic ••••••• 1,489 100.0 6,88 46.2 

Preston ................ 1,373 100.0 819 59.6 

O.E. Close ............. 791 100:0 490 61.9 

Karl Holton •••••••••••• 1,723 100.0 971 56.3 

DeWitt Nelson •••••••••• 472 100.0 226 47.9 

E1 Paso de Robles •••••• 2,362 100.0 1,273 53.9 

Ventura ................ 1,355 100.0 604 44.6 

Fred C. Nelles ••••••••• 1,592 100.0 738 46.4 

Youth Training School •• 2,747 100.0 1,177 42.8 

Forestry Camps ••••••••• 221 ).00.0 54 24.4 

SPACE .................. 59 100.0 11 18.6 

Parole ••••••••••••••••• 28 100.0 22 78.6 

TABLE III-1 
CALIFORNIA YOUTH AUTHORITY 

SUBJECT OF GRIEVANCESa 

(September, 1973 - December, 1976) 

Living Unit Institution Department 
Policy Policy Policy 

No. % No. % No. % 

1,597 10.7 1,231 8.2 158 1.1 

123 16.7 69 9.4 4 .5 

144 9.7 79 5.3 7 .5 

140 10.2 47 3.4 12 .9 

52 6.6 22 ' 2.8 6 .8 

159 9.2 115 6.7 28 1.6 

36 7.6 58 12.3 8 1.7 

123 5.2 97 4.1 14 .6 

337 2'1.9 167 12.3 1S 1.1 

169 10.6 115 7.2 2 .1 

311 11.3 328 11.9 58 2.1 

- - 100 45.3 4 1.8 

3 5.1 32 54.2 0 0 

- - 2 7.2 0 0 

BCalifornia Youth Authority, Grievancoe Activity, (Draft Report for 1976), Mimeci, Page 5 

Staff 
Action 

No. I r-

3,424 122.9 

177 124.0 

419 28.1 

292 21.3 

120 15.2 

370 21.5 

119 25.2 

681 28.8 

176 13.0 

388 24.4 

626 22.8 

43 19.5 

10 16.9 

3 10.7 

---------~------------------------------------.-------------------------------------------

Ward 
Action 

No. % 

430 2.9 

38 5.2 

59 4.0 

27 2.0 

77 9.7 

42 2.4 

1 .2 

45 1.9 

21 1.5 

96 6.0 

21 .8 

2 .9 

1 1.7 

0 0 

Equipment 
No. % 

706 4.7 

45 6.1 

91 6.1 

J4 2.5 

19 2.4 

35 2.0 

23 4.9 

118 5.0 

27 2.0 

80 5.0 

213 7.8 

18 8.1 

2 3.4 

1 3.6 

Other 
No. 

52 

3 

2 

2 

5 

3 

1 

11 

8 

4 

13 

0 

0 

0 

% 

.3 

.4 

.1 

.1 

.6 

.2 

.2 

.5 

.6 

.3 

.5 

0 

0 

0 

I 
<XI 
<XI 
I 



Total Individual 
Reporting Unit No. r. No. r. 

TOTAL ••••••••••••••••••• 14,948 100.0 7,350 49.2 

1973-74 ............... 786 100.0 325 41.3 

1975 .................. 5,115 100.0 1,963 38.4 
, 

1976 •••••••••••••••••• 9,047 100,0 15,062 56.0 

I 

Living Unit 
Policy 

No. r. 

TABLE III-2 
CALIFORNIA YOUTH AUTHORITY 

SUBJECT OF GRIEVANCESa 

(By Year) 

; Institution 
J Policy 

pepartment 
. Policy 

No. ! ~~r. I No. I r. , 
I 

11 ,597 10.7 :1,231 8.2 158 11.1 
I 
I . 87 11.1 110 14.0 38 . 4.8 
1 

I 
680 \ 13.3 624 12.2 67 1.3 

i 

830 9.2 : 497 I 5.5 i 53 ; .6 
: 

I 
i 

I I 

aCa1ifornia Youth Authority, Grievance Activity, (Draft Report for 1976), Mimeo, Page 7 

I Staff Ward 
: Action Action Equi~ment Other 
! No. I % No. r. No. % No. I % 

I ! 22.9 I .3 ;3,424 

1

430 2.9 706 4.7 52 

I .9 i 151 ! 19.2 42 5.3 26 3.3 7 
I i 

I I i 
!1,281 j25.0 I :1.61 3.1 1 321 I 6.3 18 ! .4 

i I I :1,992 122.0 I 227 2.5 I 359 4.0 27 .3 
\ i 1 I 

I i I I . I 
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vi. Other -- cases not covered by any of the above. 

This shift from policy-oriented grievances to those concerned with 

actions taken by staff and administrators is even more pronounced if one 

combines both grievances against arbitrary actions by staff (Category v 

in Table 111-2) and grievances challenging the manner in which the staff 

applies policy (Category i). While grievances classified in Category i 

may not be in protest of staff actions as personally arbitrary as those 

in Category v, they are, nevertheless, directed against the behavior of 

an individual staff member. 

Comparing the proportion of grievances directed against department, 

institutional and living unit policy with those directed against staff 

actions, as def:fned above, provides the following contrast: 

Year 

1973-74 
1975 
1976 

Total 

No. 

476 
3244 
7054 

10,774 

Table 1II-3 

CALIFORNIA YOUTH AUTHORITY 
SUBJECT OF GRIEVANCES 

(By Year) 

INDIVIDUAL, 
STAFF ACTION 

LIVING UNIT, INSTITUTIONAL, 
DEPARTMENT POLICY 

% of All Grievances No. % of All Grievances 

60.5 235 29.9 
63.4 1371 26.8 
78.0 1380 15.3 
72 .1 2986 20.0 

This comparison more graphically illustrates that (1) grievances 

against application of rules and policies (i.e., actions of staff) have 

accounted for a majority of grievances since the system began, and (2) the 
" 

proportion of such grievances i~ i~creasing, with a corresponding decrease 

in grievances against the substance of policy. 
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Finally, as Table III-2 indicates, staff action grievances -- those 

that relate to such complaints as physical and verbal abuse, racism, etc., 

on the part of the staff -- have held relatively constant as a percentage 

of total grievances. 

(p) Discussion: 

Orte explanation of these trends in the subject of grievances 

filed is that as policy becomes increasingly well defined, f-ewer areas 

where there are very evident policy gaps or inequities remain. As a 

result, the number of policy-oriented grievances might be expected to 

decrease. Conversely, this increasing codification of the relationship 

between the institution staff and ward provides grelater scope for 

"individual" grievances. 

The data on "staff" grievances indicate that while there has 

been little over-all change in proportion of such grievances, there was a 

substantial increase from the 1973-4 to 1975 tabulation (from 19.2 per

cent to 25 percent and then a small decrease from 1975 to 1976 (to 22 

percent). This might suggest that once the process gained credibility 

among wards and their fear of reprisals was allayed, there was increasing 

willingness to directly chal1~nge sta1:f actio7.'l.s. As a result, staff 

behavior may subsequently have changed to an extent sufficient to explain 

the decrease in such grievances. 

The labor-management experience wtth the grievance process 

offers no direct parallel to the CYA experience with policy grievances. 

Labor-~nagement grievances are specifically limited to complaints 

regarding the interpretation or application of the contract -- grievances 

which have been included under the categories of "individual" and "staff" 
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grievances above. "Policy" grievances are the subject of bargaining when 

the contract between the parties is being developed. As a result, there 

is no comparative data from the 1abor-management arena to provide a back-

ground for understanding the impact of this shift from policy to 'staff-

oriented grievances in the CYA. 

Under the circumstances prevailing in the CYA, this shift from 

policy to staff-oriented grievances would appear to be inevitable. There 

is, however, a concern that the staff will begin to perceive the griev-

ance system as 1) creating a purely adversaria1 relationship between 

themselves and wards and 2) having the potential for resulting in either 

immediate disciplinary actions by the administration or negative perform-

ance assessments. These two concerns are discussed in more detail later 

in this section. 

A.t present there are no data to indicate that the increase in 

the perception of grievances directed against staff has, in itself, 

resulted in any increase in negative staff attitudes toward the'grievance 

process.* 

2) Decrease in proportion of grievances resolved in favor of the 

grieving ward. 

(a) Indicators: 

From the outset, the CYA has kept careful records of the 

disposition of grievances filed. Each includes a written statement by 

the Grievant of the action(s) necessary for redress of the grievance. For 

*See the final part of this section for a more detailed discussion of the 
impact of the grievance system on staff and administration. 
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purposes of Tables 1II-4 and 111-5, below, a grievance which b "upheld" 

is one where the redress requested is granted. Where there is a "compro

miseH resolution of the gr,ievance, a part of the redress requested is 

actually received. Where a. grievance is "denied" none of the redress 

requested is granted. The remainder of the grievance dispositions -

nearly 15 percent -- are those for which there is no record of final dis

position or where the grievance was withdrawn"prior to resolution. 

The data indicate an apparent decrease in the proportion of griev

ances upheld during the. period that the system has been in effect. There 

is a slight increase in the proportion of grieva.nces for which a compro

mise solution is reached and a very sizeable increase in the proportion 

of grievances which are denied outright. There is, with the notable 

exception of the very high percentage upheld at SPACE and the high per

centage of grievances denied at Preston, no clear difference in the pat

terns of grievance disposition between institutions. 

(b) Discussion: 

One explanation of the data is that as the more evident pol

icy inequities are corrected, the remaining policy areas are both more 

clearly defined and more difficult to grieve. Similarly, as the staff 

becomes more a.ware of and more accountable for the interpretation of the 

policies, they are less likely to err in their application. Finally, as 

the staff realizes that the system provides effective review and redress, 

they are less likely to act arbitrarily. 

It is important to consider the total number of grievances file,d as 

well as their proportional disposition. From 1975 to 1976, a period dur

ing which the system was operative in all of the institutions, the volume 



Total Upheld 
i----

Reporting Unit No. % No. % 

TOTAL ••••• ill •••••••• 14,948 100.0 4,749 31.8 

Northern Reception 736 100.0 229 31.1 
Center Clinic ••• 

Southern Reception 1,489 100.0 427 28.7 
Center Clinic ••• 

Pres ton ........... 1,373 100.0 322 23.5 

O.E. Close ••••.••• 791 100.0 251 31. 7 

Karl Holton ••••••• 1,723 100.0 677 39.3 

DeWitt Nelson ••••• 472 100.0 118 25.0 

E1 Paso de Robles. 2,362 100.0 767 32.5 

Ventura ••••••••••• 1,355 100.0 331 24.4 

Fred C. Nelles •.•• 1,592 100.0 526 33.0 

Youth Training 
School .......... 2,747 100.0 989 36.0 

Forestry Corps •••• 221 100.0 67 30.3 

SPACE ••••••••••••• 59 100.0 35 59.3 

Parole ........•... 29 100.0 10 35.7 

'rABLE III-l~ 

CALIFORNIA YOUTH AUTHORITY a 
GRIEVANCE DISPOSITIONS 

(September, 1973 - December, 1976) 

Compromise Denied Undetermined 

No. % No. % No. % 

3,166 21. 2 4,720 31.6 339 2.3 

163 22.1 164 22.3 4 .5 

353 23.7 363 24.4 26 1.7 

178 13.0 623 45.4 69 5.0 

147 18.6 292 36.9 48 6.1 

410 23.8 522 30.3 37 2.1 

147 31.1 151 32.0 9 1.9 

574 24.3 808 34.2 30 1.3 

308 22.7 497 36.7 25 1.8 

318 20.0 563 35.4 14 .9 

474 17.3 670 24.4 59 2.1 

71 32.1 50 22.6 18 8.1 

12 20.3 11 18.6 0 0 

11 39.3 6 21.4 0 0 

No resolution 

No. % 

1,969 13.2 

176 23.9 

320 21.5 

181 13.2 

53 6.7 

77 4.5 

47 10:0 

183 7.7 

192 14.2 

170 10.7 

553 20.1 

15 6.8 

1 1.7 

1 3.6 ae . Source. California Youth Authority, Grievance Activity, (Draft Report for 1976), Mimeo, pp. 8, 9 

Other 

No. 

5 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2 

1 

2 

0 

0 

0 . 

% 

.1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

.1 

.1 

.1 

0 

0 

0 

I 
\0 
.J:'
I 



Total 

Reporting Unit No. % -
TOTAL 14,948 100.0 

1973 - 74 786 100.0 

1975 5,115- 100.0 

1976 9,047 100.0 

--------------------~-----------,---~---------------- -

TABLE 111-5 
CALIFORNIA YOUTH AUTHORITY 

GRIEVANCE DISPOSITIONSa 
(By Year) 

September, 1973.- December, 1976 

Upheld Compromise Denied 

No. % No. % No. % 

4,749 31.8 3,166 21.2 4,720 31.6 

366 46.6 139 17.7 184 23.4 

1,806 35.3 1,044 20.4 1 t 192 23.3 

2,577 28.5 1,983 21.9 3,344 37.0 

Undetermined No resolution 

No. % No. % 

339 2.3 1,969 13.2 

50 6.4 46 5.9 

162 3.2 909 17.8 

127 1.4 1,014 11.2 

No. 

5 

1 

2 

2 

Other 

% 

.1 

.1 

.1 

.1 

I 
1.0 
\..n 
I 

~Source: California Youth Authority, Grievance Activity, (Draft Report for 1976), Mimeo, pp. 8, 9 
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of grievances increased by 77 percent and the absolute number of griev-

ances upheld inc~eased by about 43 percent. Thus, complete redress was 

actually gra~'\t~Q in a substantia11y larger number of circumstances (2577 

in 1976, leDf .ill 1975). ~he future might we11 find a decrease in the 

absolute number of grievances, with the proportion of grievances upheld 

continuing to increase. 

Of greater concern, however, is the impact of this apparent increas-

ing denial on the credibility of the system. There is no experience 

available elsewhere to provide any guidance as to a particular "tipping 

point" beyond which the system could lose its credibility. Whatever the 

future, the present increasing probability of a grievance being denied 

further emphasizes the role of external review in legitimizing the entire 

grievance structure. 

3) A Trend T9wardthe Info~al Resolution of G~ievances. 
" ..... ," ';t 

(a) Indicato'rs: 

As Table 111-6 compiled by the CYA indicates, there has been 

a aubstantial increase in the number of grievances resolved informally. 

By 1976, some 40 percent of total grievances filed were being resolved 

before any formal hearing or review was held. 

The raw data would appear to indicate that the trend to informal 

resolution has been at the expense of the grievance committee hearing 

in 1973-74, 1975 and 1976 informal and committee resolution of grievances 

combi'O.!iAd ~.ecounted. for 60 percent, 58.1 percent and 59 percent of the 

tot!~; ,~iievance resolutions, respectively. However, the number of infor

mal ~ri~vance resolutions more than doubled, while resolutions at the .... 
'1 

committee hearing level decreased by more than one-half. 

t ' 
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Total Withdrawn 
Year No. % No. % 

TOTAL ••.•••••••••••••.•• 14,948 100.0 1,888 12.6 

1973 - 74 ............. 786 100.0 53 6.7 

1975. 0 •••••••• """""""" 5,115 100.0 895 16.5 

1976 .................. 9,047 100.0 940 10.4 

TABLE III-6 
HIGHEST LEVEL OF GRIEVANCE RESOLUTIOtr 

(By Year) 

Committee Prog. Add Superin-
Informal Hearing TTS tendent 
No. % No. % No. % No. % 

5,316 35.6 3,521 23.6 531 3.6 3,407 22.8 

131 16.7 340 43.3 25 3.2 204 26.0 

1,541 30.1 1,465 28.6 223 4.4 874 17.1 

3,644 40.3 1,716 19.0 283 3.1 2,329 25.7 

SSource: California Youth Authority, Grievance Activity, (Draft Report for 1976), Mimeo, p. 15 

. 
Outside I NCI 

Director Arb. . Reso1./0ther 
No. % No. % I No. I % 

53 .4 94 .6 138 .9 

12 1.5 17 2.2 4 .5 

19 .4 35 .7 62 1.2 

22 .2 41 .5 72 .8 



Total Withdrawn 
Reporting Unit No. r. No. % 

TOTAL ..................... 14~948 100.0 1,888 12.6 

Northern Reception 
Center-Clinic ••••••••• 736 100.0 176 '23.9 , 

Southern Reception I 

! 21.4 Center-Clinic ••••••••• 1,489 100.0 3f9 

Preston •• , ••••• ~ •••••••• 1,373 100.0 181 
1
13

•
2 

O.E. Close •••••••••••••• 791 100.0 54 6.8 

Karl Holton ••••••••••••• 1,723 100.0 81 4.7 

De~litt Nelson ••••••••••• 472 100.0 44 9.3 

E1 Paso de Robles ••••••• 2,352 100.0 181 7.7 

VE'ntura ................. 1,355 100.0 189 13.9 

Fred C. Nelles •••••.•••• 1,592 100.0 170 10.7 

Youth Training School ••• 2,747 ltJo.a 476 17:3 

Forestry Camps •••••••••• 221 100.0 15 6.8 

SPACE ••••••••••••••••••• 59 100.0 1 1.7 

Parole •••••••••••••••••• 28 100.0 1 3.6 

TABLE III-7 
CALIFORNIA YOUTH AUTHORITY 

HIGHEST LEVEL OF GRIEVANCE RESOLUTIO~ 
(September, 1973 - December, 1976) 

Program 
Committee Adm.-1 Super-

Informal HearinSl. TIS visor 
No. r. No. r r. No. r. No. r % 

5,316 35.6 354 123.6 531 I 3.6 '3,407 122.8 
\ I I 

; , 
.182 24.7 214 29.1 12 1.6 147 19.9 

, 
574 38.5 370 24.8 - - 216 14.5 

590 42.9 222 16.2 110 8.0 228 16.6 

54 6.8 453 57.3 130 16.4 89 11.3 

457 26.5 563 32.7 - - 589 34.2 

55 11.7 229 : 48.5 - - 134 28.4 
! 

1,521 64.4 272 11.5 - - 377 16.0 

108 8.0 444 32.8 ! 
590 43.5 - I -,. 

801 50.3 324 20.4 - - 287 18.0 

896 32~6 321 n.7 276 10.0 656 23.9 

46 20.8 78 35.3 - - 76 34.4 

15 25.4 24 40.7 - - 18 30.5 

17 60.7 7 25.0 3 10.7 - -

ASource: California Youth Authority, Grievance Activity, (Draft Report for 1976), Mimeo, p. 13 

I f No 
Outside 'Reso1ution-l 

. Director Arbitrat. Other 
No. r. No. r. No. r. 

53 .4 f 94 .6 138 .9 i I 

2 .2 i 3 .4 0 -
I ) , 
I I 

I 3 .2 3 .2 4 1,3 ; , I 

i 4 .3 I 9 I .7 29 2.1 
i 

11.0 2 ! .3 I 8 1 .1 

0 I .5 I 23 2 .1 

I 
1.3 

I 
1 ! .2 6 1.3 3 .6 

I I 

I I 
2 I .1 6 .3 I 3 ! .1 

! I 
S .6 6 .4 I 10 .7 I 

t 
I 2 .1 3 .2 5 .3 

19 .7 26 .9 77 2.8 

2 .9 0 0 4 1.8 

i 
0 0 1 1.7 0 0 

I - - 0 0 0 0 

-------------------_._--_.----_._------------------

I 
ID 
co 
I 
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As indicated in Table 111-7, atso compiled by the CYA, there was a 

wide variation in the level at which resolution occurred between the 

various institutions. 

While these data are somewhat limited by the fact that the aggregate 

totals show institutions with varying lengths of experience in using the 

grievance system, they nevertheless indicates that the same trade-off 

between informal resolution and grievance committee resolution exists i~ 

nearly all of the institutions. Excluding the. reception centers (where 

the length of stay of wards is so short that about one-fourth of the dis-

putes are not resolved before the ward is placed in an institution) and 

the parole and camp settings, Table 111-8 indicates the propensity to 

resolve grievances at the informal level versus the grievance committee 

hearing. 

Preston 

O.H. Close 

Karl Holton 

DeWitt Nelson 

El PasQ de Robles 

Ventura 

Fred C. 'Nelles 

Table III-8 

CALHt'ORNIA YOUTH AUTHORITY 
LEVEL OF GRIEVANCE RESOLUTION 

(September, 1973 - December, 1976) 

Informal Committee 
%. Hearing % 

42.9 16.2 

6.8 57.3 

26.5 32.7 

11.7 48.5 

64.4 11.5 

8.0 32.8 

50.3 20.4 

Youth Training School 32.6 11.7 

'rotal 
% Ratio 

59.1 2.6-1 

64.1 1-8.4 

59.2 1-1.2 

59.2 1-4.1 

75.9 5.6-1 

40.8 1-4.1 

70.7 2.5-1 

44.3 2.8-1 
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There is a decided propensity in each of the institutions, with the 

exception of Hol;.ton, to place the major emphasis in grievance resolution 

at either the informal or the committee level. 

(b) Discussion: 

The grievance committee level may be the most important step 

in the grievance system. It is the point at which staff and wards work 

jointly to reconcile differences and where the process has the greatest 

impact on the day-to-day realities of institutional life. Yet. by the 

end of ~976, les~ than one in five grievances was being resolved at this 

level. 

It is recognized that this may in part be due to the committee not 

having the power to resolve Bome of the issues before it, resulting in 

the grievances being "passed through" to the next level. In other situa

tions, grievances are filed as "emergencies" and "fast":tracked" to the 

superintendent or his designee for action. (Preliminary data indicate 

that in 1977 40 percent of all grievances were filed as "emergencies"). 

However, a separate analysis by the CYA of 6,994 grievances filed 

during the first nine months of 1976 indicated that grievance committees 

actually heard (as compared to. resolved) 1,830 grievances, or 26 percent 

of all those filed. They resolved 1,203 of the grievances they heard, or 

17.2 percent of all grievances filed -- a figure roughly comparable to 

the figure for all of 1976 in Table 111-7. The best available data, 

therefore, indicate that the committees presently hear about one in four 

grievances. 

It is generally assumed that the lower in the gri~vance process dis

putes are resolved, the more effectively the system is operating. Thus, 
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the fact that by the end of 1976 about 60 percent tif all grievances filed 

were being resolved at the first two (informal and grievance committc~) 

levels would seem to augur well for the system. 

However, the increasing propensity to resolve disputes at the infor

mal level may threaten the system. As was demonstrated above, the 

increase in informal resolution comes at the expense of use of the griev

ance committee. There is not a larger proportion of grievances being 

resolved at lower levels if both the informal and grievance committee 

steps are considered. 

The grievance committee is a criti9al factor in ensuring joint par

ticipation and investment by wards in the system, and any decrease in its 

importance could undermine the legitimacy of the entire structure. 

It might be argued that the increase in informal resolution reflects 

an increased willingness on the part of staff to rectify conditions due 

to the presence of an effective review system. As one grievance coordi

nator observed, "some staff have a tendency to let things go until a 

grievance lands on their desk. Then they take care of it in a hurry." 

However, the negative aspects of such a shift in emphasis probably out

weigh the benefits. There is a much less effective system for monitoring 

the actual implementation of resolutions achieved through the informal 

process than for those resolutions reached at the formal levels. It 

could, in fact, be argued that this is one factor that makes the informal 

level attractive to staff l Some institutions, such as YTS, are nOlol 

requirtng a written report on all informal grievance resolutions and are 

distributing those reports as one means of both "getting the word out" to 

ensure implementation and of establishing a precedant where appropriate. 
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Another inherent danger in informal settlements arises from the one-on-one 

interaction which can leave the clerk open to charges of negotiating "deals" 

or being coopted. The grievance committee involves a ~uch more open process. 

In an interview, one frequently-appointed arbitrator said that tes-

timony before him indicated that issues had been "resolved" informally, 

but that there had been no follow-through. This had resulted in the same 

issue going all the way to arbitration the next time it was raised. 

The dilemma is that even where the trend to informal resolution is 

evidence of the effective operation of the grievance system, it could 

have a negative impact on the system. At the very least, there must be 

a requirement that all informal grievance resolutions are adequately 

reported, disseminated and monitored. It may also be desirable to limit 

the kinds of disputes which may be resolved at the informal level, 

requiring that certain categories of grievances, once filed, must be 

brought before the grievance committee.* 

4) Turnover of Wards and Staff. It is gl:merally agreed that an 

important factor in the very evident success of the grievance system in 

the CYA was the high involvement of staff and wards in the design and 

implementation of the system at each institution. Indeed there was some 

feeling on the part of staff and administration in institutions imple-

menting the process after the initial experiment at Karl Holton that the 

seven criteria that were established as a basis for grievance in design-

ing the system unreasonably limited the scope of their participation. 

How~ver, the system can only be designed and implemented once. 

Today, few -- if any -- of the wards who were involved in the initial 

*A policy change in October, 1977 requires grievances pertaining to pol
ity or equipment to go before the committee 
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design remain. For wards arriving in the period since implementaticln, it 

is just another part of the total system. 

The present training of new wards in use of the system consists of 

an initial orientation at the reception center followed by some further 

information when arriving at the assigned institution. However, it is 

evident that until the wards "find their way around ll and have a specific 

complaint, they do not really "tune in" to the information being received. 

At present, the most critical "training" appears to come from the griev

ance clerk and other wards with whom the new ward comes in contact. 

This lack of enthusiasm for the system is illustr~ted by the experi

ence at YTS where there was once a lively competition for the grievance 

clerk positions but now there is a recruitment problem. As one staff 

member observed: 

, . . now v1e even give them 12-hour passes, but they " 
really aren't turned on. Many see themselves doing 

This had led to a feeling in some u~its that wards who become grievance 

clerks are doing so for personal advantage, and, perhaps, to get on the 

right side of key staff. 

At Nelles, however, enthusiasm seems higher. The role of the griev-

ance clerk continues to carry prestige and attracts good people. This 

may be due, in part, to the greater emphasis on treatment and communal 

efforts at Nelles. 

Effective training could both rekindle enthusiasm for the system and 

improve the capacity of wards and staff for using it effectively. Each 

institution should be required to develop a regular training program 

involving both staff and wards •. The programs should be adequately and 

directly funded at the departmental level. The specific and adequate 
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funding of the grievance training is critical since, without it, such 

training will continue to be a low priority item in an already limited 

institutional budget. And, the funding ~ 2!:. can be an important signal 

that the department continues to place real importance on the maintenance 

of the grievance system. 

Experienced staff and wards should have a joint responsibility for 

the design and presentation of the training. The content should encom-

pass such topics and skills as the mechanical aspects of the process, 

dispute resolution skills for staff and wards serving on grievance com-

mittees, and coping skills for grievance clerks and staff. 

This regular -- perhaps every 3 months -- reaffirmation. of the joint 

nature of . the process should not only improve its operatior,» but give 

incoming staff and wards a greater investment in and understanding of it. 

5) Priorities, Authority and the Change in Top Administration. 

The establishment of a viable grievance system throughout the CYA was 

top priority of former CYA Director Breed. His highly visible sup-

port was an important factor ensuring its implementation. Interviews 

with superintendents at individual institutions indicated that few, if 

any, would have implemented the process if it had not been required by 

the Director. The staff and their organization were even less enthused 

about establishing a grievance system -- particularly one, as they fre-

quently observe, that is better than they have access to as employees of 

the CIA. 

Perhaps one of the advantages of a quasi-military organization such 

as those existing in the prison setting is that people expect to take 

orders and to follo'(#1 them. The most authoritarian person is also the 

.• I , ., 
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most willing to accept authority when in the role of a subordinate. 

Indeed, our observation in talking to individual superintendents was that 

the most authoritarian had the least enthusiasm for a grievance system, 

but also had the most smoothly functioning systems. The more "treatment-

oriented" and less authoritarian superintendents had much more difficulty 

in establishing a 'Viable system. The former were told to have a system 

and they told their staff that it would be established and would work. 

The latter tried to persuade their staff to cooperate. 

Once the grievance procedure was in place throughout the CYA, Breed 

moved to have the process mandated by legislation. The attempt was suc-

cessfu1 and legislation requiring a grievance system in all areas of the 

CYA, supported by an independent audit based on the continuing monitoring 

and evaluation procedure already in place, was passed. 

Subsequently, in late 1976, Breed resigned and a ne~¥ State CYA Dir-

ector was appointed. It is apparent that under the new Director the 

process continues to receive support. However, it does not have the 

overwhelming personal support and commitment that was so evident under 

Breed. While it is a moot question, one might conjecture whether, had 

the legislation not been passed, the grievance process might have begun 

to atrophy in certain institutions. The legislation, with the audit 

requirement maintaining the importance and influence of the excellent 

existing monitoring and evaluation effort, has prevented this from 

happening. 

The CYA should make support of the grievance system a separate l~ue 

item in the CYA department budget,* with specific funds allocated for the 

*The Wards' Rights Section of the CYA, consisting of two ful1-tjme per
sons who train for and monitor the procedure, is a separate line item. 
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support of the system -- staff time, training and incidental expenses -

in each institution. 

6) Levels of Use of Outsid~ Review. 

(8.) Indicatol:s: 

Table III-6 and Table III-7 document the level of use of out

side arbitration by individual institutions and the overall t~and in such 

use from 1973-4 to the present. The data indicate a decreasing propensity 

to go to outside arbitration, with about one-half of one percent of all 

grievances presently being appealed to that level. Thray further indicate 

that there is a wide variation in the use of arbitration between the var

ious institutions, but that all -- again with the exception o. parole ~nd 

the forestry camps where the system is not working effectively -- have 

used outside arbitrators. 

(b) D:I.scussion: 

The option of appealing to outside advisory arbitratioY:l if 

the grieving ward is unable to obtain satisfaction within the in$titution 

_l~n~s credibility to the entire system. However, outside arbitration 

must be used to remain credible. The present level of overall use is 

probably the minimum necessary to maintain such credibility. In institu

tions such as E1 Paso de Robles, Ventura and Nelles, where very few 

grievances have ever gone to arbitration, the level of use probably is 

below a desirable minimum. 

Interviews with staff and administrators indicate that there ia a 

strong disinclination to permit disputes to go to outside arbitration. 

There is a feeling on the part of many administrators that permitting 

problems to go outside of their jurisdiction is evidence of a personal 

\ 
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failure to cope with their responsi'!:dlities. Other adlllinistrators feel 

that outside arbitrators do not have a sufficient understanding of the 

prison system to properly rule on grievances. Finally, there is a con

cern that the time and expense of scheduling, prepari~g for and partici

pating in an arbitration hearing is best avoided. 

One result is that at YTS, for example, the system provides the Dir

ector or his,designee two attempts to resolve a dispute: If the grievant 

does not accept the first response from the administration, the Director 

meets with him personally in a second attempt to resolve the grievance. 

Since no data are available on how lIlany grievances are settled in the 

first vs. the second attempt at the top institutional step, the impact of 

this approach is not clear. Nor is it apparent whether, on the one hand, 

the administration concedes more than is appropriate in an attempt to 

avoid arbitration or, on the other, the grievant is subtly coerced by the 

level of personal attention he receives. 

The arbitration step is not being adequately utilized at present, in 

our judgment. The lack of use could be detrimental to the entire syst~~. 

The CYA administration should immediately take steps to allay any fears 

on the part of institution adniinistrato,rs that permitting grievances to 

proceed to arbitration is seen as a failure to cope adequately with 

administrative responsibilities. One way in which this might be accom

plished would be for the CYA to make a statement indicating (1) that some 

level of use of arbitration is seen as desirable and (2) that about 1 to 

1.5 percent of grievances might l~gitimately be expected to go to arbi

tration. Since about .6 percent of grievances in 1976 -- and 1.1 percent 

of all grievances filled involve departme~tal policy, a determination 
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external to the institution, this level of use of arbitration does not 

appear to be unreasonable. 

e. Relationship Between Grievance System and Exi~ting Disciplinary 

Systems. 

There appear to be increasing conflicts between the Disciplinary 

Decision Making System, the existing disciplinary procedure, and the 

grievance procedure. This conflict is compounded by cpnflicts over 

whether a particular grievance should be handled under the "emergency 

grievance" provisions, the expedited process (which is a part of the 

overall grie:vance system in each institution), or under the regular proc

ess with lengthier deadlines. As a result, the ward sees three parallel 

and similar systems which might be employed in search of redress. The 

systems offer different advantages in terms of timeliness, access, and 

participation, but wards tend to see the administration as having control 

over decisions regarding which of the systems is actually applied in any 

given situation. This perception is the result of both a lack of clarity 

in differentiation between the situations in which each of the systems is 

properly applied and c,"': a real overlap in coverage of the systems. 

1) The Grievance Process vs. D.D.M.S. As Figure 111-1 illus

trates, the Disciplinary Decision Makin~ System (D.D.M.S.) is gener

ally parallel to the grievance process. The appeal process for both 

the grievance system and the D.D.M.S. are often the same with the 

exception of the insertion of the arbitration hearing in the griev

ance system. The most striking difference is that actions in the 

D.D.M.S. are initiated by staff. A second difference is that the 

grievance system is designed to jointly resolve problems while the 

~--------------~~~~~~. -----
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FIGURE 111-1 
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D.D.M.S. is intended to convict and a~sess penalities. (The D.D.M.S. 

recognizes two distinct types of disciplinary cases: "Level A" for minor 

infractions that result in penalties of up to 24 hours confinement and 

"Level B" for more serious disciplinary problems.) 

As might be expected, wards tend to see the grievance system as 

"their system", and prefer to use it wherever possible. Since their com-

plaints regarding ward actions flow through D.D.M.S., staff often take 

the counter views. Where D.D.M.S. penalties are imposed, a continuing 

jurisdictional conflict has resulted between what is appealable under 

D.D.M.S. and what'is grievable under the grievance system. Since the 

question of whether or not an issues is grievable is, itself, an accept-

able basis for a grievance, there is often further confusion over the use 

of the alternate systems. 

Serious consideration should be given to combining the appeal steps 

5 
of D.D .M. S. and the grievance system. A combirwd system might be struc-

tured as illustrated in Figure III-2, and should eliminate jurisdictional 

disputes by creating a single appeal system. At present, the fact that 

the same persons merely wear different hats but tend to behave in differ-

ent ways in the two parallel appeal systems (apparently being far more 

rigid in stance und.r,;r the D.D .M. S. designat:l.on) threatens the credibility 

of both. 

By tying staff-initiated actions more clearly into the overall 

attempt to establish and maintain equity in the institution through joint 
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FIGURE III-2 
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process, such a jOint system might also foreclose the tendency of staff 

to process grievances through the ward grievanGe system. (In Preston, 

the staff is now permitted to bring grievances in their own name.) 

Finally, as the grievance coordinator at YTS observed, a reduction 

in ward population has resulted in " •• '.less than enough business for 

either system." Some means of combining the grievance a.nd D.D.M.S. proc

esses could ensure a sufficient level of use to keep both vital. 

2) The Emergency Grievance Provision. An expedited or emergency 

grievance provision is required under the criteria established as a basis 

for the development of the systems in each institution. Its intent is 

that. the ward " ••• shall have available a course of action ''lhich can pro-

vide redress within a relatively immediate time." It is intended for 

situations where a lack of immediate action could result in consequences 

which are, as a practical matter, irreversible. 

There has been a tendency for wards, as might be expected, to prefer 

immediate action on their complaints. As a result, 1977 preliminary f1g-

ures indicate that 40 percent of all grievances were filed as emergency 

grievances. This total is somewhat skewed by a few institutions with a 

very high proportion of emerge~cy grievances. At Ventura, a young 

woments institution, for example, e~ergency grievances accounted for 80 

percent of total grievances. 

Of the emergency grievances filed, about one-half are actually dealt 

with as emergencies. Of those that are referred back to the regular 

grievance system, less than one-half -- or about one~fourth of those 

originally filled -- are ever formally pursed by the ward. 
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Interestingly, there does not presently seem to be the same level of 

concern that existed in the past regarding th~ level of emergency griev

ances and their potential to disrupt the system. The grievance coordina

tor at Y'rs observed, "Emergency grievances are only a problem for a few 

individuals." From the point of view of staff and administrators, the 

biggest problem with the large number of emergency grievances is the 

extra work load which they represent. 

As one administrator observed, however, there is a very real benefit 

that accrues from use of the emergency procedures: 

"Emergency grievances often result from an emotional 

reaction to an immediate situation. There is a real 

benefit in feeling you can do something 'right now'. 

Twenty-four hours gives them a chance to cool off 

even if it isn't a real emergency." 

It would be difficult to reduce the overall level of emergency 

grievances. About one-half are apparently properly filed as llmergencies 

and several others may serve an important "safety-valve" fUnction. 

It would be unwise to require ward grievance clerks to screen emer

gency grievances too severely since to do so could compromise their cred

ibility. Better training for all wards in use of the grievance process 

could help somewhat. And, it may be that the level of complaints by 

staff and administrators regarding the overuse of the emergency grievance 

procedures ts related most closely to their overall attitudes toward the 

grievance system, per ~. 

d. Independent Review: Arbitration in Practice 

The dearth of cases actually going to outside arbitration in some 

institutions and the related concern lest insufficient use of arbitration 
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might undermine the legitimacy of the system, has been addressed above. 

In this section, ~he arbitration process will be examined with a particu-

1ar emphasis on the point of view of the arbitrator. 

1) Arbitration Rulings. Table 111-9, prepared by the CYA, shows 

the trend in arbi~ration rulings through December, 1976: 

Table 111-9 

GRIEVANCE DISPOSITIONS - OUTSIDE REVIE~ BY YEAR 
(September 1973 - December 19761) 

Total Upheld pompromise Denied 
Level V No. % No. % No. % No. % 

Total ••••••••••• 94 100.0 19 20.2 40 42.6 35 I .37.2 

1973 - 74 ••••• 17 100.0 4 23.5 10 58.8 3 17.6 

1975 .....•.... 36 100.0 7' 19.4 16 44.4 13 36.1 

1976 •••••••••• 41 , 100.0 8' 19.5 14 . 34.1 19 46.3 

a Source: California Youth Authority, Grievance Activity, 
(Draft Report for 1976), Mimeo, p. 11. 

-

The data sh~w an interesting pattern: the proportion of grievances upheld 

has remained relatively constant, but there has been a sharp increase in 

outright denials with a corresponding decrease in compromise awards. 

Comparison with Table 111-5 indicates the trend is similar to that 

observed in the disposition of all grievance filed. See Table 111-10. 
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Table III-10 

GRIEVANCE DISPOSITIONS 
COMP/.I.RING ARBITRATED GRIEVANCES TO TOTAL GRIEVANCESa 

(By Year) 

UPHELD COMPROMISE 
All Arbit. All 

DENY 
All 

Grievances Grievances Arbit. Grievances 
No. / % No./% No. / % No./% No. / % 
366/53.1 4723.5 134720.2 10/58.8 184/26.7 

1806/44.6 7/19.4 1044/25.8 16/44.4 1192/29.4 
2577/32.6 8/19.5 1983/25.1 14/34.1 3344/42.3 

aExcludes those grievances for which no information as to disposal 
("undetermined", "no resolution" or "other") is available. 

Arbit. 
'(" 

No./% 
3/17.6 

13/36.1 
19/46.3 

While the small number of cases reaching arbitration limits the strength 

of conclusions that can be drawn, it is evident that the grievant fares 

much less well in arbitration than in other steps of the process. This, 

however, is to be expected. The nature of the process places the ward in 

the position of demanding change and the administration in the position 

of deciding where or not the granting of change is appropriate and or 

equitable. It is to be expected that those situations where the ward has 

a strong Hcase" would be resolved early in the system. Cases that pro-

ceed to the arbitration step must always do so at the request of the ~ard. 

Indeed, a higher proportion of grievances upheld by arbitrators would be 

evidence that staff and administration were failing to make a good-faith 

effort to resolve disputes within their jurisdiction. 

2) The Advisory Nature of Arbitration. As Table III-ll indicates, 

the large majority of arbitration awards were uph~ld by the CYA Director. 
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Table III-11 

YOUTH AUTHORITY RESPONSE TO OUTSIDE RECOMMENDATIONS
a 

(By Year) 

Approved 
Total Approved in Past Denied 

No. % No. % No. % No. % 

Total ........... 59 100.0 41 69.5 8 13.6 10 16.9 

1973 - 74 ••••• 14 100.0 10 71.4 2 14.3 2 14.3 

1975 ••••• 23 100.0 16 69.6 4 17.4 3 13.0 

1976 ••••• 22 100.0 15 68.2 2 9.1 5 22.7 

a ·Source: California Youth Authority, Grievance Activity, 
(Draft Report for 1976), Mimeo, p. 12. 

The Director is restricted to rejecting a grievance for one or more of 

three reasons: 

1. The award is illegal; 

2. The award would compromise the security of the institution; or 

3. The award would require expenditure of unavailable funds. 

Table 111-11 also indicates that there was an increase in denials, 

reaching a high of 22.7 percent. (5 denials) ill 1976. This increase was 

in spite of a clarification and tightening of the guidelines restricting 

reasons for rejection of an award to those above. 

A brief perusal of arbitration awards suggests that the denials may 

be more a function of the arbitrator being insensitive to the realities 

of the institutional system than to the discretion of the CYA Director. 

This factor underscores the need for scheduling joint discussions between 

administration, staff and arbitrators, a suggestion made by the arbitra-

tors interviewed. 
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3) Wards vs. Administration: An Equal Battle? While the arbi

trators interviewed were favorably impressed with the preparation for the 

arbitration hearing displayed by the grievant wards an4 their ward repre~ 

sentatives, they nevertheless felt that the wards were less well-prepared 

and equipped than the administrators they faced. aowever, as the follow

ing comments by arbitrators indicate, they did not necessarily see this 

difference as a disadvantage: 

"The difference (in preparation) does not endanger the process 

but puts a lot more responsibility on the arbitrator." 

"It requires informality. Sometimes I have even helped the 'Ward 

cross examine (the administration witness)." 

"It could be a real problem if the arbitrator expected too 

much fOrn1al preparation. I, 
"It may be better that the wards aren't too well prepared. 

Weakness can be a form of strength." 

"The lack of expertise of witnesses often increases their 

credib:llity. " 

The critical factor would appear to be the flexibility of the arbi

trators in dealing with an obviously unequal situation. 

Two arbitrators noted that the "over-preparation" and attitude of 

administration representatives sometimes exacerbated the difference 

and tended to create sympathy for the ward. Their comments: 

"Some administration representatives seem to want to come out 

a new career as trial lawyers." 

"Some 'management spokesmen' show evident disdain for the process." 

As with the entire grievance process, arbitration cannot be treated 

simply as a win-lose situation between equal parties. It can only be 
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viable as a joint effort to find eq~itable solutions. Arbit~ltors who 

seek to bring all of the assumptions of labor-management or commercial 

arbitration to bear are unsuited for their role in the CYA grievance 

process. 

4) Other Points of Concern Raised by Arbitrators. 

(a) One arbitrator felt that departmental representatives con

fused their roles. He described a situation where one such 

person performed as both administration representative and 

as experct witness. He felt strongly, however informal the 

process, there were certain basic procedures that had to be 

recognized. 

(b) The tripartite formula used for the arbitration panels in 

the CYA was seen by one of the arbitrators as potentially 

dangerous to the ward panel member. He mentioned a situa

tion where a ward was required to dissent for fear his phys

ical safety might be compromised. 

(c) One arbitrator felt that foreclosure of awards that had a 

financial cost unrealistically limited the process. Perhaps 

some realistic dollar limit might be devised. 

(d) There was a strong desire on the part of the arbitrators that 

they should have a better understanding of the realities of 

CYA system in which they were functioning. Joint meetings 

of arbitrators, meetings with administrators and staff even 

an opportunity to assist in the training of wards were 

suggested. 
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e. Application of Grievance Process to the Parole System 

1) PreseI1t Situation. Grievance Systems l'lere developed in labor

management relations as a means of resolving difference~ over interpreta

tion and :l:mp1ementation of the contract between the parties. That con

tract was jointly negotiated and spelled out the terms and conditions of 

the employment relationship. The system "works" because it is based on 

a clearly defined relationship between the parties. It also works 

because the social structure within wbich it operates provides l:l:mited 

opportunity for personal reprisal due to (1) clear l:l:mits on the discre

tion of representatives of ma'oagement and (2) the fact that most inter

actions occur in a public setting. 

Within large CYA institutions, this same general set of circumstances 

is present. 

and wards. 

There is a fairly clearly defined relationship between staff 

Discretion is l:l:mited. And most interactions between staff 

and wards take place in relatively public circumstances. 

However, in the CYA parole system, the grievance process is not 

working well. Four parole offices have been us:t.ng the grievance prDce

dure on an experimental basis since mid-l975. Those fQur offices serve 

about 900 parolees, about equal, for comparative purposes, to the current 

number of wards in the Youth Training School (YTS). Whereas YTS averages 

about 95 grievances per month, the four parole offices have handled less 

than 2 per month. Two of the offices have yet to file a single grievance. 

The process is having a s:l:mi1ar problem of underuti1ization in the 

Forestry Camps where only 220 grievances have been filed from mid-l975 

through December 1977. 

---.,,-,------~ 
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A basic factor in the failure of the grievance process in the parole 

setting is the discretion left to parole staff in their relations with 

parolees. This discretion is based as much on the ability of parole staff 

in this less institutional setting to grant favors above and beyond the 

common basic rights afforded to all CYA wards as it is on the threat of 

more negative reprisals. As a result, there appears to be real concern 

on the part of wards lest use of the grievance system might result in the 

loss of or not obtaining "privileges" from parole agents. These privi

leges or special efferts include the vigor with which a parole agent 

assists the ward in resolving problems with local police, the kind of 

scrutiny of day~to-day activities to which the ward is subjected, and the 

level of material benefits that_are received. Fear of possible reprisal, 

therefore, is related more d:f.rectly to loss of advantage than to possibll': 

negative s~~ctions. 

Until some means of circumscribing this broad area of discretion on 

the part of parole staff is devised there is little likelihood of a suc

cessful grievance process operating with parole system. 

A second difficulty in parole, which further expands the sphere of. 

discretion of the agent, is that most contacts between agent and ward 

take place in a one-in-one situation. Several problems resu.lt; First, 

where alifferences arise, it is al101ays the word of the ward against the 

word of the agent. Second, there can be little peer pressure or effec

tive supervisory influence on the agent where others have little effec

tive knowledge regarding his or her activities. Third, it is inevitable 

that situations arise where personality factors existing between agent 

and ward almost ensure conflict. Finally, the situation between agent and 
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ward at times seems to develop into an almost parent-child or doctor

patient relationship. Such relationships are not supportive of the joint 

determination required if a grievance mechanism is to be effective. 

2) Recommendation. The grievance process requires a cleaTl, 

defined statement of the relative rights and responsibilities of the 

parties whom it is designed to serve in order to operate effectively. 

In the parole system this basic statement should have two discreet sec

tions. First, the basic rights and responsibilities established by 

legal and departmental fiat should be consciously specified between the 

parties. While these may currently be in existence, the ignorance of 

one or both of the parties as to their scope and application negates 

their effectiveness. Second, there should be a clear joint understand

ing of the specific obligations relative to areas of discretion between 

the parole agent and the individual ward. These include such areas as 

financial assistance, support in attempts to gain employment, educational 

opportunities and in dealing with local law enforcement officials, and 

such conditions of parole as areas and persons to avoid alcohol use and 

curfews. This set of understandings would provide the basic "contract" 

between ward and agent necessary to regulate their behavior and upon 

which to base any grievance. 

In order to ensure that good faith joint discussions do in fact 

occur, the understanding or contract should be reached with the assist

ance of or in the presence of a third party. The third party would also 

have a responsibility to explain the operation of the grievance process 

to each parolee, and his or her presence should place some additional 

pressure on both ward and agent to abide by the agreement reached. The 
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third party could be either another parole agent charged with ensuring 

effective operation of the grievance process, or a quatified citizen' 

volunteer. 

In order to ensure that the contract between the parties remains 

current, there should be a requirement for its renegotiation after some 

specified period of time. The ward and agent could also jointly agree to 

revise their understanding at any time. All revisions and renegotiations 

would require the presence of a third party, as specified above. 

The role of the parole agent responsible for grievances is critical. 

The position should be a full-time responsibility rather than merely one 

more burden shouldered by an agent. Further, he or she should be at 

either the "Supervisory Agent" or "Agent 3" level in order to provide 

meaningful organizational stCitus and mobility. Finally, such agents 

should be selected from among current staff with careful attention to 

current status and respect among peers and performance as an agent. 

3) Implementation. Such an approach might best be implemented 

by redistributing parole office territories in order to create one new 

office. That office could then be staffed with volunteering agents. 

The first step would be for agents and interested parolees in the office 

to form a committee to define the basic "bill of rights".* (That basic 

set of "rights" should immediately be applied in all parole offices.) 

The committee would then develop an outline of the specific issues which 

should be addressed in negotiating the subsidiary agreement between 

parolee and agent. The agents and wards would then jointly develop the 

grievance process. 

*The Wards' Rights section of CYA has produced a "bill of rights" for 
wards on parol~, but the document is too ambiguous. 
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The wards should be paid a salary for their participation in the 

development of the grievance system. 

The experience in this experimental office 'should provide the basis 

for developing similar programs in other offices. 

While this approach would require a substantial commitment of 

resources, it is apparent that such a concerted effo~t is necessary if a . 

viable grievance process is to be developed in the parole system. 

f. Impact of Grievance System on Staff and Administrators. 

To the extent that the grievance system is effective, it alters the 

relationship between wards and the staff and administration. The process 

however, also has had an impact on the relationship between staff and 

administrators and among staff members themselves. The following obser

vations relate to the impact of the grievance system on these relationships~ 

1) Impact on the "Treatment Model". Former C'lA Direc.tor Allen 

Breen has been quoted as stating, "The treatment model must operate in a 

system that is fair and just." Nevertheless, many staff, -- particularly 

in institutions with a younger ward population such as Nelles -- were 

concerned that the grievance system would erode the effectiveness of the 

treatment model which they practic.ed. There was an assumption on the 

part of several staff members interviewed that the model could not oper

ate where wards could constantly challenge restrictions and policies that 

were bemg imposed "for their own g·ood." Since the grievance process 

granted the wards joint legitimacy in addressing complaints, the doctor/ 

patient or parent/child relationship would inevitably be destroyed. 

However, either this eventuality has not occurred, or the assumption 

that the treatment model requireld someth'ing other than a co-equal 



I 
I -124-

relationship has proved incorrect. Interviews with the same staff members 

a little more than a year later indicated that the grievance process had 

become an integral part of the treatment program. They had found that 

requiring wards to assume responsibility for their actions and to learn 

to use processes which require preparation and shared interaction with 

staff and administrators had an important training and treatment impact 

helping prepare wards to cope with the social complexities they face upon 

leaving the institution. 

There is even some evidence that the grievance process has worked to 

improve the manner in which staff performed under the treatment process: 

At Nelles, performance contracts are agreed upon and signed 

between students and teachers each Monday. Each Friday the 

teacher is responsible for assessing ward performance under 

those contracts and regarding the student accordingly with 

"points" which could be used for weekend purchases at the 

canteen. 

Before the grievance procedure was implemented at Nelles 

there were frequent complaints by wards that the teachers 

were not awarding points before the weekend. The adminis-

tration and several staff fear~d that .~here would be a 

flood of grievances regarding ,the failure to award points 

in a timely manner which could disrupt ,the entire perform-

ance award system -- a part of the treatment model. 

However, the grievances never came. When a process for 

effective review was established at Nelles, the teachers 

apparently found time to meet their responsibilities. 
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As areed observed, the treatment model can only be effective in a 

setting that is fair and just. 

2) Relations Between Staff Grievance Coordinator and Other Staff. 

The staff person who takes responsibility for the grievance p,~Qcess 

whether as a full-time grievance coord.:tn.ator or as an additional duty ,--

will find that filling the position will have an impact on his rel~tion

ship with other staff. He is inevitably placed in a position of pressing 

colleagues to 'behave differently, whether in changing their actions 

toward warq.s or in requiring them to meet policies and deadlines in their 

responses to grievances. 

One of the most experienced and effective grievance coordinators in 

the CYA system was Joe Kennedy at YTS, who resigned that position in 1977 

to return to a regular staf:i position. Upon leaving he said that he felt 

that he had become isolated while i'n the role of grievance coordinator. 

It was clear that his performance in that role was unlikely to have a 

discernible positive impact on his advancement within the CYA. He said 

that it was his feeling that either the grievance coordinator should have 

a limited term or else someone should be hired specifically fo~ the 

position~ 

3) Peer Pressure Among Staff. Situations were recounted where 

staff members brought pressure on one of their colleagues who had a dis-

proportionately high level of grievances. It would appear t.hat the 

volume of grievances provided evidence of a situation where one staff 

member was seen as threatening the overall relationship between wards 

and staff, threatened the overall staff reputation or was behaving in a 

manner repugJ.\ant to the majority of staff an.d they took action against 

him. 

I 
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4) The Grievance Process as a Ma~agement Information Tool. 

There :ts a general concensus that, except in extreme situations, admin

istrators should not consciously use the grievance process as a regular 

m,e6.nl:! of assessing staff performance. It was observed that the "worst" 

staff m:l.ght have a low level of grievances against them because the 

warris feared reprisals. 

Nevertheless, it was apparent that many staff felt that the number 

an,a kinds of grievances against them were one basis of overall perform

ance assessment. Further, certain kinds of grievance do have the poten

t'ial for disciplinary action being taken against the staff. (About 22 

percent of all grievances filed in 1976 fell into the category of arbi

trary staff actions.) One situation was described where a staff member 

who had a disproportionately high number of grievances was transferred 

for totally unrelated reasons. However, it would be impossible to con

vince other staff or wards in that unit that his removal wasn't percipi

tated by his grievance record. 

The grievance system will continue to highlight poor staff perform

ances and will inevitably (and appropriately) influence administration 

decisions regarding such persons. However, any attempt to make griev

ance system records a regular part of the staff evaluation process, sub

stituting it for good management and supervisory practices, would be to 

load the process with excess baggage that could ultimately destroy it. 

5) Use of the Grievance System by Staff. There io a general 

belief that many early policy grievances were filed with the active sup

port of staff who saw the process as a means of eliminating some of the 

outdated policies and practices which tend to survive in an institutional 
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setting. This early pay-off to staff from the implementation of the 

grievance system may have been an important factor in their early sup

port which, in turn helped to alloy ward reluctance to use the system 

for fear of reprisal. Staff-initiated grievances continue to appear, 

but less frequently. 

As was noted above, Preston permits the staff to use the ward griev

ance system as grievants. This is a misuse of the process and, if it is 

permitted to continue, could be used as a means of disruption by staff 

members opposed to it. 

The grievance process for wards has made the staff more aware of the 

inadequacies of their employee grievance system and the California State 

Employees Association, is presently pressing for improvements. 

3. Impaet on the Grant Objectives 

a. Reduction in the Level of Violence 

The assumption underlying this objective is that the existence of a 

legitimate grievance system will lessen the frustration of inmates 

(wards) as they begin to perceive that their complaints will be addressed 

-- and redressed. This decrease in frustration will, in turnt lower the 

level of property damage and propensity to engage in physical alterca

tions with both staff and other wards. 6 

1) Indicators. The CYA was informally requested to compile 

property danlage and personal injury data from each of the CYA institutions 

for the years 1970 through 1976. It had been hoped that the collection 

of these data would be a simple bookkeeping chore and that the figures 

would indicate any trends in assaults on persons and/or property_ How

ever, response to the request indicated that such data could not or 
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would not be made available. As a result, the only measures of the 

degree to which this objective was achieved are based on the subjective 

observations of staff and administrators. 

2) Discussion. The unanimous assessment of staff and adminis

trators interviewed during the period of this research was that violence 

against both persons and property within CYA institutions had decreased 

during the period from the time the grievance process was first insti

tuted to the present. 

As the former grievance coordinator (more than three years in the 

position) at the Youth Training School (YTS), the. most prison-like insti

tution in the southern half of the state, observed: 

"I can't prove it, but it feels like there is less tension. We 

have had no major confrontations since the system was put into 

place an' we used to experience them every month or so.,,7 

Other staff and administration comments relating to this objective 

included the following: 

"We used to have a lot of complaints and confrontations over 

the food, but now if they (the wards) don't like it, they just 

file a collective grievance. It has resulted in a lot of 

chan.ges (in the food service)." 

"I believe it (the grievance flystem) has prevented many incidents 

of magnitude. Many times wards have told me that they are filing 

a grievance instead of tearing up the place." 

"It hasn't had much real impact on basic racial issues. And, 

the bottom line is still that they are incarcerated." 
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The comment immediately above was from a staff person in S~cramento who 

had had little direct day-to-day contact in the institutions. On the 

other hand, an administrator at YTS observed: 

"Gang violence seems to have really decreased at YTS. There are 

a lot less attacks than there used to be." 

Finally, an administrator at Nelles School reflected that while there had 

been some decrease in glaBs breakage it could probably be attributed to 

the replacement of glass with lenan plastic! 

To conclude, there was a nearly unanimous perception on the part of 

staff and administrators interviewed that tensions and violence within 

the institutions had decreased. Whether this perception was due to 

faulty memory, real changes that were either coincident with the institu

tion of the grievance process or attributable to it, or due to some other 

factor, those most closely involved in the institutions attributed the 

. decreases to the grievance system. 

b. Increase in Inmates' Perception of the Likelihood of Fair and 

Prompt Handling of Complaints through Administrative Mechanisms 

1) Indicators. The data which will be used in evaluating the 

achievement of this objective have been compiled as a part of the contin

uing evaluation effort of the CYA. Questions and responses relating to 

perception of fairness of complaint handling were asked and received from 

wards and staff; Tables 111-12, 111-13, 111-14 and 111-15 summarize 

8 
responses to some of those items. 

2) Discussion. The following observations and hypotheses . 

regarding the perception of the wards regarding the fairness of complaint 

handling would seem to be supported by the data. 
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A substantial majority of the wards (74 percent) in the institution 

being studied (YTS) perceived the grievance system to be "generally" or 

"fairly" useful, while less than 11 percent saw the procedure as "poor" 

or "bad". While these figures are without base-line data, few would 

hypothesize that such a large majority of persons unwillingly incarcer

ated in an authoritarian institution would perceive the system by which 

the administration of that institutio~ responded to their complaints as 

being "useful" (Tables III-12 and III-l3). 

Those wards with actual experience in the use of the system had sig

nificantly stronger positive perceptions (78 percent "useful") and sig

nificantly weaker negative perceptions (5.6 percent "poor" or "bad") 

regarding the usefulness of the system than did those wards who had not 

employed it (68 percent and 18 percent, respectively). 

This would appear to suggest that the system is, in fact, operating 

in a fair and equitable manner. It might also suggest that so long as 

the system maintains at least its current level of credibility and a 

larger percentage of wards employ it (all other factors, such as changes 

in the proportion of decisions for and against the plaintiff, remaining 

equal) the perception of the fairness and usefulness of the system should 

remain at a high level (Tables 111-12 and 111-13). 

Among the users of the process, there was a small decrease in the 

proportion who perceived the system as being "useful" (-9 percent) from 

the first to the second year of actual implementation. Interestingly, 

there was no significant increase ~n the porportion of those users who 

saw the system as "poor" or "bad" (+1.3 percent), but there was a sub

stantial increase (+10.4 percent) in the proportion of users who did not 
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TABLE III-12 
YOUTH TRAINING SCHOOL 

WARD PERCEPTIONS OF THE USEFULNESS OF THE WARD GRIEVANCE PROCEDURE 
(miERS) 

Users 
Total Users 7/74 - 5/75 5/75 ... 11/75 Percentage 

Question N=489 .N=317 N=l72 Point Change 
.. No. % No. % No • % 

How useful is the Ward 
Grievance Procedure? 

Generally usefuL •••••••••• 251 51.3 165 52.1 86 50.0 ... 2.1 

Fairly useful •••••••••.•.•• 130 26.6 92 29.0 38 22.1 - 6.9 

A poor system ••.••••••••••. 24 4.9 17 5.4 7 4.1 - 1.3 

A bad eys tern •••••••• __ •••••• 3 0.6 2 0.6 1 0.6 0.0 

Don't know ......... ' ......... 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0.0 

b ther ...................... 20 4.1 13 4.1 7 4.1 0.0 

No answer. III •••••••••• ~ ••••• 61 12.5 28 8.8 33 19.2 + 10.4 
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TABLE III-13 
YOUTH TRAINING SCHOOL 

WARD PERCEPTIONS OF THE USEFULNESS OF THE WARD GRIEVANCE PROCEDURE 
(USERS) 

-- Total Non-J sers 
Non-Users 7/74 - 5/75 5/75 - 11/75 Percentage 

Question N=304 N=137 N=167 Point Change 
No. % No. % No. % 

How useful is the Ward 
Grievance Procedure? 

Generally useful •••••••••• 134 44.1 51 37.2 83 49.7 + 12.5 

Fairly useful ••••••••••••• 73 24.0 40 29.2 33 19.8 - 9.4 

A poor sya tern ••••••••••••• 37 12.2 21 15.3 16 9.6 - 5.7 

A bad sys tern ••••.••••••••• 18 5.9 10 7.3 8 4.8 - 2.5 

Don't know •..••........... 41 13.5 15 10.9 26 15.6 + 4.9 

Other ...................... 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0.0 

No answer ................. 1 0.3 0 0.0 1 0.6 + 0.6 



Question 

Will a complaint/griev-
ance be worked out or 
settled fairly? 

yes/Usually ••••••••••• 

Sometimes/Depends ••••• 

No/Almost never ••••••• 

Other/Don't know •••••• 

No response ••••••••••• 
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TABLE III-14 
YOUTH TRA!NING SCHOOL 

WARD EXPECTATIONS OF FAIR GRIEVANCE RESOLUTION 

With Formal Wi, th Formal 
Without Formal Grievance Grievance 

Grievance Procedure Procedure 
Procedure TOTAL 7/74 - 5/75 

N=108 N=743 N=404 
No. % No. % No. % 

12 11.1 327 44.0 173 42.8 

29 40.7 191 25.7 117 30.0 

32 29.6 83 11.2 58 14.4 

2 1.9 80 10.8 30 7.4 

5 4.6 62 8.3 26 6.4 
, 

Hith Formal 
Grievance 
Procedure 

7/75 - 10/75 
N=339 

No. % 

154 45.4 

74 21.8 

25 7.4 

50 14.8 

36 10.6 
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respond to the qqestion. This latter figure might suggest that there 

were some who were generally supportive of the system, but who had not 

had their personal grievances favorably adjudicated. 

Among non-users, there was a small increase in the proportion who 

perceived the system to be useful (+ 3 percent), and a more substantial 

decrease in the proportion who saw the system as "poor" or "bad" 

(-8 percent). 

These latter figures exploring the impact of the system on those 

wards who have not personally employed the system suggest that its very 

existence appears to have some cumulative impact on the perceptions of 

usefulness, if not fairness, in the institution more generally (Table 

III-l3) • 

Table III-14 indicates the responses to the question, "Will a com

plaint/grievance be worked out or settled fai'rly? (emphasis added). 

The data demonstrate a dramatic increase in the perception of fairness 

occurring after implementation of the grievance process at YTS. The 

lIyes/usual,ly" response increased from 11.1 percent to 40 percent, while 

the "no/a,lmost never" responses decreased from 29.6 percent to 11. 2 per

cent. Interestingly, the substantial decrease in the proportion of 

"sometimes/depends" responses from 40.7 percent to 25.7 percent suggests a 

perhaps equally important decrease in the perceptions by the wards 

regarding the arbitrariness with which their complaints might be treated 

by the staff and administration. 

This data would ."ippear to offer direct evidence that the CCJ objec

tive regarding an increase in the wards' perce~tion of this administra

tive mechanism for the handling of complaints as being fair, is being met. 
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One measure of whethar this perception of fairness of the mechanism 

reflects reality is the degree to which the staff response pattern 

reflects that of the wards. Given the congruence in this perception 

reflected in Table 111-15 -- and perhaps equally important, the congru

ence in expectations -- between the key parties to the grievance process, 

it might reasonably be conjectured that actual behavior is likely to fol

low suit. 

It should be noted that these data do not pertain to the overall 

perception of the wards regarding administrative mechanisms in general. 

In our discussion of the relationship of the grievance process to other 

processes within the institution, such as the D.D.M.S. process, there is 

evidence that the nature of the grievance process as a jointly administered 

system for the resolution of grievances may actually decrease the ward's 

perception of the fairness and ~romptness of the other systems in respond

ing to their concerns. 

c. Reduction of Litigation against Institution.s 

Of all the eCJ objectives, this is perhaps the most directly relBlted 

to a concern for social control rat~er than effective redress of griev

ances. One could argue, for example, that an effective grievance system 

might give rise to increased and more effective use of litigation by 

wards as they become more aware of their ~ights and more skilled in pur

suing them. 

On the other hand, it might be supposed that many complaints which 

might otherwise have required external adjudication would receive redress 

within this system. Since some 15,000 formal grievances were handled by 

the process in CYA institutions during its first three and one-half years 



TABLE III-15 

YOUTH TRAINING SCHOOL 

STAFF EXPECTATIONS OF FAIR GRIEVANCE RESOLUTION 

With Formal With Formal With Formal 
Without Formal Grievance Grievance Grievance 

Question Grievance Procedure Procedure Procedure 
Procedure TOTAL 7/74 to 6/75 6/7 5 to 11/75 -' N=32 N=59 N=42 N=17 

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

Will a complaint/grievance be 
worked out fairly? 

yes/Usually •••••••••••••••• 9 28.1 40 67.8 30 71.4 10 5S.8 
Sometimes/Depends •••••••••• 15 46.9 12 20.3 10 23.8 2 l1.S 
No/Almost never •••••••••••• 6 lS.7 2 3.4 0 0.0 2 11.8 
Other/Don't know ••••••••••• 1 3.1 3 5.1 2 4.8 1 5.S 
No response •••••••••••••••• 1 3.1 2 3.4 0 0.0 2 l1.S 
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of operation, there is little doubt that at least some of that number 

might have otherwise resulted in litigation. 

The following general observations will illustrate the impact of the 

grievance system upon attaining this objective. 

Ward~ in the CYA were never particularly litigous. As one central 

administrator observed, "CY! is not like an adult system where they (the 

inmates) have the moxie to really go "Wl'it writing." 

Only a very small percentage of grievances filed involve the kinds 

of issues that might be expected to result in court action. For example, 

only 1.1 percent of all grievances filed related to departmental policy. 

It had been conjectured by some observers that the existence of a 

grievance process might result in the courts referring some litigation 

back to the institutional system for attempted resolution before admit

ting such cases to formal litigation. However, according to CYA Depart

mental Counsel, Daniel Doyle, there have been no instances where the 

courts have actually made such a referral. 

This is not intended to suggest, however, that the courts have not 

recognized the ligitimacy of the CYA grievance system. For example, 

there was a situation at Karl ~olton School in which a ward assaulted a 

staff person and was charged through the District Attorney's Office with 

the assault. The ward's defense was that the alleged assault was merely 

self-defense from continued harassment by the staff. The defense 

attorney requested that the judge subpoena grievance records from the 

institution to substantiate a claim that the staff member who was 

assaulted had been harrassing the wards. The judge agreed, but revi,;wed 

the records in chambers and ruled that they support the prosecution 
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rather than the defense position. He said the system itself was fair and 

that there had been no complaints against that staff member, citing that 

evidence when he ruled in the case. 

To conclude, there is no evidence that the grievance process in CYA 

has had any impact on the level of litigation. However, as the discus

sion of policy changes below will indicate, it is unlikely that the kinds 

and volume of changes which have occurred since the grievance process was 

implemented would have taken place without some sort of external inter

vention such as the courts. One might conclude that, given the low 

propensity to use litigation on the ~art of CYA wards; most of these 

changes might never have taken place. 

d. Increase in Number and/or Clarity of Written Policies 

1) Indicators. The CYA has maintained records of all the 

grievances resulting in policy changes during the entire period the 

process has been in effect. The information in Table III-16 describes 

those changes and distinguishes between the levels at which policy 

changes were effected. 

It should be noted that all of these policy changes requ~re written 

notice to those affected by t~e change. Thus, a unit po1i~y change would 

require that written notice be given to all of those in the unit an 

institutional policy change would result in notice being given to all of 

those in the institution, and a departmental policy change necessitates 

written modification or addition to the department-wide policy manual, 

the Rehabilitative Services Manual. 9 

2) Discussion. As Table 111-16 and the list of Rehabilitative 

Service Manual changes indicate, the grievance process has directly 
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resulted in a major increase in the number, clarity and equity of written 

policies within CYA. All levels of policy changes have a direct impact 

on the day-to-day relationship between the ward and the institution 

within which he is incarcerated. 

One important aspect of this increase in written policies is the 

decrease in the area of discretion and related likelihood of arbitrari-

ness and personal variance in ward-staff and ward-,administrator relations. 

As the grievance coordinator at Nelles School in Whittier observed: 

"Before the grievance process, there really wasn't much written 

policy_ Now all the rules must be posted and available. If 

it's not written, it's not a policy! II 

However, merely having rules and policies posted and available does 
I 

not ensure that the wards are actually aware of these policies. One 

nlstitution, Nelles School, dealt with this problem by requiring each 

living unit to establish a set of procedures for disseminating policy and 

rule changes directly to the wards ~n that unit. 

At YTS, there was an initial problem with policies being lire-grieved" 

because changes were not posted conspicuously. As a result, several 

teams have instituted a new policy whereby the ward may be "booked l1 for 

not posting policy changes in his room. 

To conclude, ,the grievance process has had a major impact on the 

clarity, number and availability of written policies governing the rights 

and responsibilities of wards within CYA institutions. It should be 

noted that the general decrease in the area of personal discretion exist-

ing between staff and wards may well have an impact on tensions within 



Total 

Living Unit Policy 

Institution Policy 

Department Policy 

TABLE III-16 
CALIFORNIA YOUTH AUTNORITY 

POLICY CHANGES 
(By Year) 

Total 1973-74 

No % No % No 

1949 100 153 7.9 782 

1142 100 61 5.3 428 

740 100 71 9.6 338 

67 100 21 31.3 16 

1975 

% 

40.1 

37.5 

45.7 

23.9 

aIncludes all grievances dealing with policy issues where the response to the 
grievant granted all or part of the request thus modifying existing policy. 

b Through July, 1977. 

1976 

No % 

765 39.7 

498 43.6 

254 34.3 

13 19.4 

No 

249 

155 

77 

17 

% 

12.8 

13.6 

10.4 

25.4 I .... 
...... 
o 
I 
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the system which is equal to or greater than the implementation of a due 

process system ~ ~. 

e. Increase in Citizen Volunteers' Knowledge of the Corrections 

System and Action Taken by Volunteers on Behalf of the Correc

tional System or Particular Offenders. 

A CYA administrator in Sacramento put this objective in perspective 

when he observed, "If what you are concerned with is citizen participa-

tion, there are a lot better ways to get it than through the grievance 

process." This perspective reflects the CYA experience, suggesting that 

citizen involvement is, at best, a secondary impact of the grievance 

system. To attempt to achieve such a goal through the grievance process 

could "overload" it in terms of the initial difficulties of gaining staff 

and administrative acceptance. 

The following brief descriptions are illustrative and, perhaps, 

exhaustive of citizen or volunteer participation related to and/or 

resulting from implementation of the grievance process in the CYA. 

1) The Arbitrators. The provision of external review th~ough 

"non-binding arbitration" is seen by the CYA as central to the legitimacy 

of the entire process. However, tpe impact of their involvement probably 

has more to do with ensuring that superintendents of institutions take a 

serious look at complaints than with broadening the base of public know

ledge regarding correctional institutions. 

From 1973 through 1976, a total of 94 grievances were referred to 

outside arbitration. While no specific data were collected in this 

regard, it would appear that a small number of arbitrators heard a large 

number of cases. Since the cases arbitrated receive little or no notice 

outside of CYA, there is insignificant secondary impact. 
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2) The Nelles School. The Superintendent at Nelles invited a 

team of citizens from the surrounding community to review and monitor 

the initial implementation of and experience with the grievance system. 

However, with their report completed, their task had been accomplished 

and the group disbanded. It should be noted that there was some confu

sion on the part of citizens regarding their role. According to the 

grievance coordinator at Nelles, "Many of them wanted to rewrite the 

system and the law instead of (focusing upon) how well we were adhering 

to the existing system." 

3) Youth Training School. There has been some limited use of 

volunteers from outside the institution to monitor the system at YTS. 

4) SPACE. At SPACE there has been limited ~se of volunteers as 

"mediators" in the grievance process itself. They have also been used 

to monitor the system. 

5) McGeorge Law School - Northern Reception Center-Clinic. The 

involvement of students from McGeorge Law School in the Northern Recep

tion Center-Clinic (NRCC) had been seen as an indication of the involve

ment of citizen volunteers in that institution as a direct result of the 

implementation of the grievance process. However, further investigation 

revealed that the involvement was incidental to rather than resulta.nt 

from the implementation of the process. l~ile the law students do assist 

the wards in the preparation of grievances, the initial intent and major 

involvement of that program is apparently in assisting wards with a vari

ety of external legal problems ranging from paternity suits to appeals of 

convictions. The students have also initiated or encouraged a few 

actions directly against the CYA. (In fact, Departmental Counsel Doyle 
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noted that they had probably had more impact on the level of litigation 

against CYA than did the grievance process.) 

In one of their involvements in the grievance process, the law stu

dents petitioned to be recognized as "friends of the arbitrators" in one 

case involving a ward at NRCC. While the arbitration panel ruled that 

they had no right under the system to be so recognized~ they unanimously 

suggested that NRCC consider experimenting with such an arrangement for 

six months. The CYA Director, however, rejected that recommendation. 

To conclude, the implementation of the grievance process has not had 

a significant impact on volunteer citizen involvement in the CYA. Out

side monitoring of the operation of the grievance procedure by citizens 

groups probably is a n~~essity if the procedure is to escape institutional 

cooptation. But direct citizen involvement at lower levels of the griev

ance process could serve to downgrade the legitimacy and equality of 

ward/staff involvement where volunteers represent wards; many staff would 

prefer not to recognize wards as having equal status in the grievance 

committees. 

The major role of the external volunteers in the grievance system, 

then, should be in the continuing monitoring of its performance. Even 

here, however, care must be exercised lest external "policing" lessen the 

investment in and protection of the grievance mechanism by the wards, 

staff and administration. 

4. A Concluding Comment on the CYA Grievance Procedure Experience. 

It is clear from our research that the grievance process has become a 

regular and accepted part of the CYA institutional system; indeed, it now 

has statutory backing. As one YTS staff member observed: 
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"When you look at where we are now compared to where we started, 

there's just no comparison. The staff accepts the system and is 

trying to make it work. Lots of problems that would have been 

ignored before don't even become grievances because they are 

being dealt with and resolved. 

It's 'settled-in' here: It's ingrained" 

By any measure, the grievance system has changed the relationship 

between the wards and staff and administration in the CYA. W11ile there 

are problems, they are being worked out. In California at least, the 

system has not proved to be, as some obser,·:;rs feared, just another means 

of social control. 

Perhaps the biggest impact of all will be outside of California. 

Prison authorities elsewhere now have available a process of redress and 

a measure of social justice that not only works for the kept but works 

for the keepers. They can no longer say "it can't be done." 



"'" B. New York* 

1. Implementation 

With less than six months for preparation, the Inmate Grievance 

Resolution Prncedure became operational in New York's adult correctional 

facilities on February 5, 1976. Hastily packaged and implemented, this 

mechanism, which was designed to reduce institutional conflict, had 

such immediate obstacles to its success as (a) a lack of funds for 

personnel and materials; (b) the absence of coordinators at the local 

level; (c) hostility and suspicion by correctional officers, who viewed 

the procedure as a threat to their authority; (d) distrust and appre-

hension among inmates, who believed the procedure was designed to 

coopt their grievances and would lead to little if any positive change 

and that its use would. bring retaliation by officers and administration; 

and (e) little long-range planning at the central office in Albany to 

estimate the objectives and anticipated dimensions of the grievance 

procedure. 

a. Receptivity Among Correcti.onal Officers 

Among the specific problems impeding the successful implementation 

of the Inmate Grievance Reso~ution Procedure was the lack of adequate 

consultation by the Department with correctional officers. Even though 

officers were included in the design of the procedure ~t the local level, 

and even though o£~" ';ers were to have membership on the Inmate Grievance 

Resolution Committee at each local facility, the Department of Correctional 

*An abbreviated inmate and. officer questionnaire was developed by the 
evaluators and locally administered to 100 inmates and 50 officers in 
12 additional state facilities. The results are presented in Appendix F. 
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Services failed to gain the cooperation of the officers' union, The 

American Federation of State and ~unicipal Employees. Questions pertain

ing to bidding, length of service, and return to former bid-jobs were 

not resolved until the procedure was well under way. These unanswered 

questions, and the resistance of the union to the procedure, resulted 

in weak and undefined staff participation at a time when maximum s·taff 

support was necessary. 

Correctional officers generally are informed of changes, not con

sulted. In this instance, however, it cannot be said that they were 

even well informed about the new grievance machinery. Data provided 

in Table III-17 indicate that nearly all of the officers had heard of 

the Inmate Grievance Procedure, but that most had received this informa

tion through diverse sources. Conversations with the officers revealed 

a lack of accurate information and a great deal of misinformation. Two 

common erroneous ideas were that the grievance procedure would be used 

801e1y for complaints against staff, and that all conditions, policies, 

etc. were grievable. In truth, it was not anticipated that the proce

dure would result in many grievances against staff, and there were 

many arenas (e.g., classific?tion, furlough, disciplinary action and 

parole) that were not within the boundaries of grievable issues. 

Surveys administered after the first year indicate that the officers 

feel more comfortable with the Inmate Grievance Procedure. Table III-17 

provides data to illustrate that although the officers had not had the 

opportunity to discuss and review the procedure, most felt their 

orientation was now "adequate" and that they were generally familiar 

with the procedure. Therefore, the relative ignorance of the officers 

during implementation -- due in part to the haste with which the proce~ 
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TABLE III-17 

IMPLEMENTATION OF 1m-lATE GRIEVANCE PROCEDURE 
AMONG CORRECTIONAL OFFICERS. NEW YORK 

Before Implementation (January 1976) 

% who have heard there is to be a new 
inmate grievance procedure here 

How officer first heard of new 
inmate grievance procedure: 

a. another correctional employee 
b. inmate 
c. Superintendent or his staff 
d. prison newspaper or bulletin 
e. special film shown in prison 
f. city newspaper or magazine 
g. other 

After First Year (February 1977) 

% "somewhat" or "very" familiar with 
procedure: 

% agree, procedure has been written out 
and given to or posted for staff: 

% agree, orientation has been "adequate" 

% indicating staff have had no or very 
little opportunity to discuss and 
review grievance procedure 

Attica 

95.2 
(N=63) 

(N=6l) 
31. 7 
5.0 

28.3 
0.0 
8.3 
5.3 

21.7 

74.4 
(N=78) 

67.9 
(N=78) 

60.3 
(N=18) 

74.3 
(N=74) 

Auburn 

97.5 
(N=160) 

(N-157) 
43.0 
3.2 

16.5 
6.3 
3.8 

12.0 
15.2 

65.0 
(N""l17) 

67.8 
(N=118) 

55.5 
(N=117) 

71.7 
(N=113) 
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dure was constructed, disseminated and implemented -- apparently was 

overcome during the first year of operation. 

Ignorance of the procedure (and thus fear of the unknown) may have 

contributed to the general hostility among correctional officers. 

Resistance to change, a fear of eroding autonomy, and a desire for a 

return to more stringent control practices may also have affected the 

officers' responsiveness to the procedure. For whatever reasons, it is 

clear from the data in Table 111-18 that the Inmate Grievance Procedure 

was not warmly received. More than one-half the officers felt that the 

inmates already had too many legal rights, and more than eight of every 

ten officers felt that new changes and reforms weakened their authority. 

As important, perhaps, is the widespread feeling that inmates should 

bring their problems to an officer. Few officers at either Attica or 

Auburn felt that inmates should take their problems to other staff (Coun-

selor, Teacher, Superintendent), and only slightly more felt inmate prob-

lems should be referred to the Inmate Liaison Committee. Correctional 

officers, by and large, felt that inmates should bring their problems to 

officers and that they, as officers, would try to help the inmate. 

Table 111-18 also indicates the low level of officer acceptance 

for the Inmate Grievance Procedure. The majority of officers felt 

that inmates cause their own problems. Although the ~pecific ques-

tion was not asked, it may well be that the officers therefore feel the 

inmate problems can be self-corrected; certainly the officers fail to 

attribute inmate problems to structural factors imposed upon the inmates. 

These and other factors provi~e the setting into which the grievance 

procedure was implemented and explain much of the hostility and dis-

trust among officers. 
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TABLE III-18 

ATTITUDES OF CORRECTIONAL OFFICERS TO I~TE 
GRIEVANCE PROCEDURE AT IMPLEMENTATION, NEW YORK 

% Agree, inmates here have too many 
legal rights 

% Agree, new changes and reforms are 
weakening the authority of the officers 

% Agree, if inmates come to me for 
help, I will try to help them 

When inmate has a complaint, who should 
he go to first about that problem? 
a. another i~ate 
b. an officer 
c. a counselor or teacher 
d. the Inmate Liaison Committee 
e. the Superintendent 
f. other 

% Agree, most of the problems inmates 
have are caus~d by inmates themselves 

% Agree, inmate grievance procedure 
will do more harm than good 

% Agree, inmate grievance procedure 
will solve so~e of our big problems 

% Agree, inmate grievance proeedure 
shows common sense 

% Agree, inmate grievance procedure 
will increase complaints about -
trivial matters 

Atticaa 

67.2 
(N=761) 

82.3 
(N=62) 

95.1 
(N=61) 

(N=63) 
1.6 

76.2 
4.8 

14.3 
0.0 
3.2 

96.9 
(N=60) 

43.1 
(N=58) 

5.0 
(N=58) 

25.9 
(N=58) 

85.0 
(N=60) 

Auburna 

59.5 
(N=158) 

83.2 
(N=155) 

98.1 
(N:i154 ) 

(N=157) 
0.6 

71.3 
2.5 

19.1 
.6 

5.7 

79.9 
(N=159) 

19.1 
(N=I59) 

23.5 
(N=157) 

49.7 
(N=157) 

78.6 
(N=159) 

aThe numbers in parentheses are the total number of respondents answering 
that particular item of the survey. 
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b. Receptivity Among Inmates 

Similar factors were operating among inmates, creating a climate 

of cynicism and distrust. Most inmates were aware that a new procedure 

was going to be implemented (see Table 111-19), but there was a great 

deal of ignorance about the procedure. Typical misconceptions centered 

around what was grievab1e, what was meant by the use of outside arbitra

tion, and the nature of the procedure as a "problem-solving" rather than 

"adversaria1" mechanism. More evident, however, was the suspicion and 

distruct of "anothe'.t:' program" -- one which many felt was designed to 

pacify inmates and one which many feared wou1~ lead to overt and covert 

retaliation by officers and administration against inmate grievants. 

A major structural problem is noted by examining the inmate re

sponses included in Table 111-20. Very few inmates feel that staff 

members are willing to help an inmate, and few inmates indicate they 

would take their grievance to a correctional officer. Given the great 

proportion of officers who feel that inmates should bring grievances to 

officers, it appears that the introduction of the Inmate Grievance 

Resolution Procedure may be viewed by officers as another respository 

for inmate grievances which will further decrease the rate at which 

inmates seek out the counsel of officers. 

It is also noteworthy that the existing official inmate grievance 

mechanism, the Inmate Liaison Committee, is not viewed as a desirable 

body for the resolution of grievances. While data are not available 

to indicate why the inmates view is so negative, such a strong reaction 

against the Inmate Liaison Committee may create credibility problems for 
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TABLE III-19 

IMPLEMENTATION OF NEW GRlbVANCE PROCEDURE 
AMONG INMATES, NEW YORK 

Before Actual Operation 

% who have heard there is to be a new 
procedure here 

How inmate first heard of new 
grievance procedure: 

a. another inmate 
b. correctional officer 
c. teacher or counselor 
d. Superintendent or his staff 
e. special film in prison 
f. prison newspaper or bulletin 
g. city newspaper/magazine 
h. friend outside prison 
i. other 

After First Year 

% "somewhat" or "very" familiar 
with procedure 

Attica 

87.9 
(N=lS9) 

(N=159) 
23.9 
1.9 

.6 
l.9.1 
13.2 
4.4 
3.1 
1.3 
2.5 

45.8 
(N=lOS) 

Auburn 

87.4 
(N-205) 

(N-205) 
20.0 
3.4 
2.0 
5.9 

52.1 
9.3 
2.4 
2.0 
2.9 

57.2 
(N"'276) 
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TABLE 1II-20 

ATTITUDES OF INMATES TO IN}~TE GRIEVANt PROCEDURE 
AT IMPLEMENTATION, NEW YORK 

% Agree, we have no influence on 
how we are treated here 

% Agree, most of the staff are 
willing to help an inmate 

If you have a complaint about something, 
who would you go to first? 
a. another inmate 
b. an officer 
c. a counselor or teacher 
d. the Inmate Liaison Committee 
e. the Superintendent 
f. other 

% Agree, the new Inmate Greivance 
Procedure will do more harm than good 

% Agree, the new Inmate Grievance 
Procedur~ will solve some big problems 

% Agree, the new I~ate Grievance 
Procedure shows common sense 

% Agree, most inmate complaints will be 
worked out "very" or "pretty" well 
with Inmate Grievance Procedure 

% Agree, most inmates will not file 
grievances with new procedure 

Attica 

69.1 
(N=l72) 

4.6 
(N=l74) 

(N=154) 
22.1 
13.0 
20.1 
7.8 

14.9 
22.1 

12.9 
(N=170) 

22.2 
(N=167) 

49.4 
(N=164) 

30.9 
(N=l62) 

26.1 
(N=161) 

AubUl:n 

70.4 
(N=210) 

7.6 
(N=211) 

(N=203) 
27.6 
11.8 
31.5 

9.9 
9.4 
9.9 

12.0 
(N=225) 

16.1 
(N=224) 

59.2 
(N=218) 

29.1 
(N=210) 

31.6 
(N=209) 
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the Inmate Grievance Resolution Procedure. The inmates probably per

ceive the new mechanism to be similar to the old~ and there may be a 

negative effect carried over to the new procedure. Also, the inmate 

members of the Inmate Grievance Resolution Committee and the inmate 

grievance clerk were chosen from a~ong existing inmate leaders, i.e., 

from among those serving on the tnmate Liaison Committee. 

The inmate response to the new Inmate Grievance Procedure was less 

than enthusiastic, as evidenced by the items in Table 111-20. About 

half the inmates felt the procedure showed common sense, yet less than 

one-fourth felt the procedure could solve some of the prison's biggest 

problems. Over ten percent even felt the procedure would do more harm 

than good. On the more positive side, however, nearly one-third of the 

inmates indicated that inmate complaints would be worked out very well 

or pretty well with the new procedure and only about one-fourth of the 

inmates felt that most inmates would not file a griev~nce. It was 

apparent that the inmate attitude was one of extreme caution; the pro

cedure was felt to have inherent merits but the ability of the procedure 

to actually operate effectively and without reprisals was an unknown 

facta I 

1, summary, the implementatibu phase was adversely affected by two 

problems. First, the allotted six month time period was insufficient 

to permit the type of recruitment and training, information dis

semination, and planuing that are required" to initiate such a program 

throughout the State of New York. Second, the Department of Correctional 

Services lacked the foresight and/or ability to include the 
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correctional officers in the implementation process. Since the 

correctional officers already feel threatened by various prison "re

forms" and since they are the persons to most directly work ~vith the 

inmates and serve on the Inmate Grievance Resolution Committee, their 

omission from the implementation process is a major tactical error. 

At least partly as a result of the insufficient time period and 

the exclusion of officers, the Inmate Grievance Procedure was intro

duced into a relatively hostile and, at best, suspicious environment. 

2. Operation of the Grievance Procedure 

a. Crediblity 

Any mechanism designed to resolve inmate grievances must establish 

and maintain credibility if it is to retain its utility to both the 

inmate population and the administration. At least three factors are 

important in gaining credibility for such an innovation in correctional 

institutions. First, the procedure must be able to fulfill those pro

mises to the grievants set forth in its design. Second, the procedure 

should not encourage unrealistic expectations for change -- expectations 

that cannot be met and which, when unmet, will jeopardize the efficacy 

of the procedure in the view of inmates. Third, credibility will be 

maintained only so long as all relevant parties have a commitment to the 

Inmate Grievance Procedure. The credibility of the procedure in New York 

was threatened, and even undermined, by the failure to successfully 

satisfy all three factors. 

1) Fulfilling the ProcedJlre' s Design. Among the most essential 

guarantees to the inmates are written replies, with explanations and 
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within stated time parameters, that can be appealed to a higher level 

without arbitrary reprisals against the grievant. Some of these promises 

are fulfilled, but others were not. It is perhaps ironic that time can 

be so important to inmates doing time, but time and timing did become a 

major problem shortly after the procedure was implemented. More than 

2000 grievances were filed in the New York facilities within the first 

month and a half of the procedure's operation. The volume of grievances, 

apparently unanticipated, forced many delays at each step in the process, 

and each delay eroded the credibility of the procedure. 

The correctional officers who were members of the Inmate Grievance 

Resolution Committee at Attica responded to the problem by unilaterally 

deciding upon a different system for grievance hearings. Grievances on 

the daily docket were categorized as (1) those that could be informally 

resolved, (2) those that needed to go to the Committe.e and (3) those not 

deemed legitimate or worthy grievances. Although the clerk was to have 

screened out those issues not justly grievable, this second screening 

measure further reduced the number of issues felt, by the officers, to be 

worthy of consideration. 

The Director of the Inmate Grievance Procedure, Alexandreena Dixon, 

responded to the heavy demand by creating a screening committee at 

Central Office. Instead of the appeal going directly from the Super

intendent to the Central Office Review Committee, grievances were 

screened by persons designated to represent the Deputy Commissioners. 

The 25-35 percent of the grievances reaching Central Office that could not 

be dealt with by the designees then were forwarded on to the Deputy 

Commissioners. This organizational adaptation to the volume assisted in 
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shortening the time limits, but it was not until after the first eighteen 

months that grievances were being responded to within the designated 

time limi ts • 

The Commission of Corrections was not free of problems either. The 

work of the Commission was held in abeyance f~r the first few months 

until its newly appointed director could receive Senate confirmation. In 

August, 1976 -- six months after implementation -- the Commission 

still was requiring an average of 125 days to process each grievance. 

Not all the problems associated with time delays were due to the 

volume, however, The administrative procedures of the Superintendent 

at Bedford Hills did much to undermine the credibility of the procedure. 

Because the role of the grievance coordinator was ill-defined, each 

Superintendent and coordinator negotiated the job responsibilities within 

the facility. At Bedford Hills the coordinator became an assistant, one 

who not only prepares the grievance but who also prepares the Super

intendent's possible response. The Superintendent allotted one hour 

each Tuesday to meet with the coordinator and review grievances. Should 

the Superintendent not find the prepared response acceptable, the co

ordinator was frequently asked to prepare another response for the next 

weekly meeting. Should the Superintendent be forced to cancel the 

meeting, it was usually not rescheduled during the week. For these 

reasons, as well as the volume, few grievances were dealt with within 

the stated time limits at Bedford Hills. 

Adding to the difficulties imposed by the volume of grievances 

filed in the New York system were such factoTs as turnover among 
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grievance clerks, which required training and apprenticeship, and the 

late arrival on the scene of grievance coordinators. Furthermore, a 

large number of grievances received either no written explanation from 

the Superintendent or sarcastic, brief and time-honored explanations, 

such as "security must be maintained" or "the grievant knows perfectly 

well why this·can't be changed." Finally, many inmates felt the 

promises of no arbitrary reprisals were unfulfilled. In a system with 

as many transfers as occur within New York, it is frequently the case 

that one who files a grievance will soon be transferred. Although this 

may be due to sheer chance, inmates view the two events as causally 

related. Similarly, the grievant may shortly afterwords be reported for 

some infraction -- again, often perceived as retaliation. To the extent 

that it is possible for evaluators to observe such activities, there 

does not appear to be a systematic pattern of retribution by officers 

or administrators. Nonetheless, the perception of such actions as re

tributive affects the procedure's credibility. 

2) Meet Inmate Expectations. Inmate expectations, the se~ond 

factor affecting credibility, fluctuated during the period of study. 

Soon after the procedure began, very visible changes in departmental 

rules were made as a result of inmate grievances. Departmental policy 

pertaining to length of hair, the presence of facial hair and style of 

inmate dress were among those which were successfully grieved. These and 

other change.s soon raised inmate expectations for sweeping and nltljor 

social change. What the inmates failr' to see, however, was the bct 

that the changes that were occ~<r.:;ing dealt with a few out-dated and 
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unsupportable practices. Once those had been changeq, there were, in our 

judgment, few major policy changes to follow. 

The failure to consistently affect policy and procedure, combined 

with the failure to meet the promise of speedy reply, apparently con-

tributed to an increased cynicism among inmates. The cynicism and re-

jection among inmates was greatest at Bedford Hills, where the inmates 

felt the Superintendent was not abiding by the procedure and, in fact, 

was trying to undermine the credibility of the procedure. Morale among 

even the inmates and officers on the Inmate Grievance Resolution Com-

mittee was very low at Bedford Hills. The officer members had volun-

tarily exposed themselves to the hostility of fellow officers, but 

they had not anticipated the resistance by the Superintendent. The 

inmate members felt caught betwee~ their own effort to support the 

procedure and encourage its use and the growing resentment and cynicism 

among fellow inmates. 

The level of inmate cynicism was so widespread and of such magnitude 

that Executive Deputy Commissioner Douglass stated that the procedure 

had raised inmates' expectations to often unreasonable levels. Despite 

the awareness of the problem at the top administrative levels, little 

was done to ameliorate the problem. Time delays persisted throughout 

the fir,at year; grievances which could have resulted in systemic 

change were resolved C!6 individual problems, and the structural cause 

of further such grievances remained; little or no pressure was directed 

toward expediting grievances at the local level. Equally important, 

field notes from Attica, Auburn and Bedford Hills indicate that those 

decisions resolved in favor of the grievant were ineffectually 
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lmplemented. As is discussed in more detail shortly, no structural 

p·.rovisions were made to assure implementation of grievance resolutions 

* throughout the system. Inmate cynicism increased, therefore, when 

even those grievances resolved in favor of inmates were not soon imple-

mel1ted. 

By the end of the first year, the procedure had become routinized 

and inmate expectations were "realistically" established. Inmates 

recognize that the institution will not permit great social change, and 

they regard the procedure as a vehicle for the resolution of their own 

personal problems. Consequently, morale has risen from its previous 

low point among all parties concerned. 

3) Maintaining Commitment. Finally; all r:elevant parties must 

have a commitment to the procedure and the principles upon which it is 

built if the procedure is to maintain a high level of credibility. The 

officers, as already mentioned, were excluded from early consideration 

except insofar as a small number served to design the procedure or sit on 

the Inmate Grievance Resolution Co~ittee. Executive Deputy Commissioner 

Douglass reported that as late as September, 1976, nearly ninety percent 

of the officers were boycotting the hearings. Inmate members of the pro-

cedure were harrassed by officers in all institutions. 

Few effective steps were taken to overcome this resistance by 

officers. Although the Director of the Inmate Grievance Procedure in 

Albany assumed that the local coordinators introduced the procedure 

to staff members, the local coordinators at Attica, Auburn and Bedford 

*The Director of the Inmate Grievance Procedure did initiate a follow-up 
letter to all grievants to determine their satisfaction with the reso
lution, but "this effort was terminated for lack of resources. 
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Hills reported abdicating this role to the Training Lieutenant. Further-

more, discussions with these local Training Lieutenants indicated that 

they were able to provide only superfic:i.al review' of the stages of the 

procedure. Moreover, few officers were awar~\ of the changt;s in policy 

or procedure as a result of grievances. At Auburn, an officer was pre-

paring to join the Committee by reviewing all resolutions during the 

first six months of the procedure; he was astonished ~t the large 

number of changes :f.n rules and procedures of which he was unaware and 

of which he felt most officers were unaware. This failure to communi-

cate these changes clearly reduced the officers' 'Understanding of and 

possible commitment to the procedure. 

In addition, new inmates did not receive systematlc training in the 

usage of the procedure. This is a great problem, of course, because of 

the large number of transfers within the New York correctional fa-

cilities. While it is true that the problem is alleviated somewhat 

by the fact that all facilities have the procedure and one can assume 

some familiarity. with the procedure was gained at the prio~ facility, 

it is also true that the credibility of the procedure varied among the 

institutions. Inraates transferring from an institution with a low 

credibility procedure may make the mistaken assumption that the pro-

cedure at the new facility is meritless and, hence, fail to utilize 

this means of redress. 

Inmates new to the system have no commitment to the Inmate Griev-

ance Procedur~. Since they were not a part of the inmate population 

before the new procedurei' these inmates do not recognize the 
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innovativeness of the procedure. Inadequate orientation of new inmates, 

consequently, also contributed to a low level of commitment to the In

mate Grievance Procedure, we believe. 

Finally, commitment was jeopardized by inadequate long-range 

planning. The job description of "Local Coordinator" wa.s never final

ized in detail, and new expectations were placed upon the coordinators 

as the need arose. Similarly, the forms utilized to record and assemble 

grievance information were altered over time, requiring not only adapta

tions but also more work by the coordinators. The Director's reluct

ance to take a firm position on such issues as who trains the clerks, 

new members and new staff, who oversees implementation of resolutions, . 

and what is th.e relationship between Superintendent and coordinator 

contributed to a lack of commitment by the coordinators. In addition, 

unresolved civil service issues and low salaries contributed to their 

dissatisfaction. The coordinators at Attica and Auburn resigned early in 

1977, and the coordinator at Bedford Hills left soon thereafter. 

b. Survey Responses 

The procedure had begun to gain credibility among the inmate popu

lation by the end of the first year of operation. Early time delays 

had become less of a problem. The expectations for change among in

mates were lowered to a more "realistic" level. Inmate responses tD 

select items from the February, 1977 survey are presented in Table III-21. 

Well over half the inmates at Attica and Auburn indicated that the In

mate Grievance Procedure had be.en necessary, yet there was a great deal 

of negativism toward the procedure. Only a few inmates felt the gen

eral reaction among inmates was positive, and the 1.nmates were di'vided 

on the utility of the procedure: about half reported that the 

I 



-162-

TABLE 1II-21 

Ill'MATE RESPONSE TO INMATE GRIEVAllCE 
PROCEDURE AFTER FIRST YEAR OF OPERATION, NEW YO~ 

Was Inmate Grievance Procedure 
necessary here? 

A. yes, definitely 
b. yes, somewhat 
c, yes, a little 
d. no, not at all 
e. don f t know 

What is reaction of most inmates to 
th~ Inmate Grievance Procedure? 

a. positive 
b. neutral 
c. negative 
d. don't know 

How useful is the procedure? 
a. generally a uaeful system to 

resolve grievances 
b. a fairly good system that needs 

some improvement 
c. a poor system that needs much 

improvement 
d. a bad system thst should be 

dropped or replaced 
e. don't know 

How could Inmate Grievance Procedure 
be imprQved? (% indicating) 

a greater speed 
b. more "outside" control 
c. inclusion of discipline, 

cl~ssification and parole 
d. different inmate clerk 
c. different committee 
f. more written repliea 
g. better explained decisions 
h. it~ okay as is 
i. other 

% indicating they talked to clerk 
about grievance: 

a. not at all 
b. once only 
c. twice only 
d. three or more times 

:t indicating they filed grievance 
Inth procedure: 

a. not at all 
b. once only 
c. twice only 
d. three or more times 

If no grievances filed, % indicating 
following reason: 

a. prefer a1tern3tive 
b. fear scaff reaction 
c. don't want to make waves 
d. procedure is ineffective 
e. procedure is hoax 
f. have no grievances 
g. other 

% indicating they would feel comfortable 
filing grievance against following: ' 

s. policy or procedure-substance 
b. Btaff 
c. equipment 
d. o~her inmates 
e. pblicy or procedure-execution 

(N-l04) 
54.B 
19.2 
3.B 
7.7 

14.4 

(N-l02) 
5.9 

25.5 
40.2 
2B.4 

(N-99) 

B.l 

32.3 

41.4 

17.2 
1.0 

(N-
1B.1 
65.7 

15.2 
3.B 
5.7 

10.5 
20.0 
1.9 
7.6 

(N"'91) 
3B.5 
14.3 
9.9 

37.4 

(N-I05) 
60.0 
20.0 
5.0 

15.0 

(N-63) 
17 .5 
27.0 
12.7 
15.9 
27.6 
11.1 
1.6 

(N-S5) 
42.9 
23.5 
42.2 
39.,0; 
34.1 

(N-273) 
65.6 
14.3 
5.5 
5.9 
B.8 

(N-271) 
11.4 
39.6 
26.9 
24.0 

(N-26B) 

15.3 

35.1 

39.9 

7.5 
2.2 

(N-278) 
3B.8 
52.5 

26.3 
3.2 
8.3 

13.7 
33.8 
2.9 

11.9 

(N"'234) 
35.0 
20.1 
12.8 
32.0 

(N-267) 
54.3 
1B.0 
12.0 
15.7 

(N-156) 
21.2 
7.7 
8.3 

12.8 
25.0 
13.5 
3.2 

(N-2l6) 
61.5 
42.1 
60.6 
37.8 
60.6 
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procedure was effective and about balf reported that the procedure 

either needed vast improvement or should be abondoned. Despite this 

apparent lack of overwhelming support for the procedure, there was 

little consensus as to how the procedure might be improved. If any 

change were to be made, the survey responses ind~cate it should be to 

introduce more imput by persons or groups outside the Department of 

Correctional Services. The responses to this question illustrate a 

residue of the early problems pertaining to speed and written explana

tions, but the earlier cynicism directed toward the inmate clerk and. 

the Committee seem to have all but vanished. 

Slightly over sixty percent of the inmates reported at Time 2 to 

having talked to the clerk about a grievance at least once during the 

year, and approximately forty percent indicated they filed a griev~nce 

during the year. It is interesting to note that the proportion who 

filed a grievance three or more times is nearly as la~ge as the pro

portion who filed only one grievance. This indication of repeated 

usage of the procedure suggests that it had gained some degree of 

credibility among a segment of the inmate population. This conclusion 

is supported by the responses to two other survey items. First, only 

about half of those inmates who reportedly did not file a grievance 

during the first year indicated they thought the proc~dure to be in

effective or a hoax by the administration. Although a sizecible pro

portion of the inmates at Attica (where staff hostility had been so 

great at implementation) feared staff reaction, this was not a fear at 
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Auburn. Second, a large proportion of the inmates, especially at Auburn, 

indicated that they would feel c;)mrortable filing grievances against 

staff, policy and procedure, equipment, and even other inmates. 

It is also apparent in Table III-22 that the introduction of the 

Inmate Grievance Procedure has had an effect upon the manner in which 

the inmate deals with his grievances. Inmates are equally as likely 

to take their grievances to another inmate or to an officer in 1977 as 

they were in 1976, but less likely to take their complaints to the 

Superintendent, the Inmate Li.aison Committee, or a counselor or 

teacher. The introduction of the Inmate Grievance Procedure has not 

affected the informal grievance resolution techniques (another inmate 

or officer), but has substituted for the existing administrative 

* remedies of counselor, Inmate Liaison Committee and Superintendent. 

TABLE IlI-22 

INMATE CHOICE FOR PROBLEM-SOLVING, NEW YORK 

Attica Auburn 

Person to whom inmate would go 
first with complaint: (N=154) (N=97) (N=203) (N=259) 

a. another inmate 22.1 36.1 27.6 26.3 
b. an officer 13.0 5.2 11.8 12.4 
c. coup.se10r or teacher 20.1 19.6 31.5 13.5 
d. Liaison Committee 7.8 4.1 9.9 5.4 
e. Superintendent 14.9 6.2 9.4 6.6 
f. Inmate Grievance Procedure N.A. 11.3 N.A. 21.2 
g. other 22.1 17.5 9.9 14~7 

*The procedure was not designfed to affec::.t traditional. informal means 
of dispute resolution. 
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It is unlikely that the Inmate Grievance Resolution Procedure will 

soon gain high credibility among the correctional officers, but there 

is reason to believe that some degree of acceptance already has been 

achieved. Largely because so few grievances have been directed against 

officers, and also because those few such grievances have not been well 

accepted by the Committee, most officers now view the procedure as 

benign. It is another "programll and it does result in some degree of 

visible change, but it has not directly affected their working con

ditions or personal security. 

This, "acceptance without credibility" is demonstrated by the data 

presented in Table 111-23. The difference in officer hostility between 

Attica and Auburn also is apparent one year. after the procedure was 

implemented. Because the procedure is viewed as benign, the officers 

indicate that such a procedure was needed, to some degree, and that it 

has received a favorable reception from inmates (note that the officers 

attribute a more favorable reception among inmates than do the inmates). 

The officers at Auburn feel the procedure is useful, but those at Attica 

are more inclined to abandon it. Finally, the officers at Attica are 

less likely than those at Auburn to perceive the grievances as merito

rious, important issues and, hence~ more likely to view the grievances 

as frivolous. rhese findings sugg~st that while differences between 

Attica and Auburn persist, the officers are less threatened by the 

procedure than at its implementation but that they still see no great 

need for the procedure. That is, they have accepted the procedure's 

existence but have not yet recognized its legHimacy. 
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TABLE 111-23 

CORRECTIONAL OFFICER RESPONSE TO I~~TZ GRIEVANCE 
PROCEDURE AFTER FIRST YEAR OF OPERATION, NEW YORK 

Attica 

Was Inmate Grievance Procedure 
necessary here? (N=77) 

a. yes, definitely 13.0 
b. yes, somewhl:\t 20.B 
c. yes, a little 22.1 
d. no, not at all 39.0 
e. don't know 5.2 

What is reaction of most inmates to 
the Inmate Grievance Procedure? (N=78) 

a. positive 25.6 
b. neutral 37.2 
c. negative 20.5 
d. don't know 16.7 

How useful is the procedure? (N=75) 
a. generally a useful system to 

resolve grievances 10.7 
b. a fairly good system that needs 

some improvements 14.7 
c. a poor system that needs much 

improvem.ent 18.7 
d. a bad system that should be 

dropped or replaced 32.0 
e. don't know 24.0 

About what percent of grievances filed to 
date are in each of the following categories? (N=54) 

a. important issues 9.9 
b. less important but meritorious issues 13.8 
c. marginal issues of very little merit 20.9 
d. frivolous. issues, a waste of time 50.4 
e. don't know 5.0 

-' .......... ' 

Auburn 

(N=llB) 
22.0 
40.7 
l7.B 
12.7 

6.B 

(N=llB) 
33.9 
36.4 
10.2 
19.5 

(N=114) 

19.3 

37.7 

19.3 

8.B 
14.9 

(N=70) 
17.7 
22.5 
21.6 
34.5 
3.7 
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c. Persist~nt Problems 

In addition to the problems associated with establishing and main-

taining credibility, two other problems of broad significance have 

permeated the operation of the Inmate Grievance Procedure in New York. 

1) Communication. The problems of communication enumerated below 

are not unique to organizations of the size and geographic diversity of 

the Department of Correctional Services. Further, we suspect that the 

problems pertaining to the Inmate Grievance Procedure are not unique 

within the Department and may, in fact, be quite similar to and a part of 

more general communication problems. Finally, it appears that the com-

ments elicited from personnel with regard to communication between facil-

ities and central office as well as within facilities are indicative of 

the respondent's position within the system and how that affects one's 

perspective with regard to the ~ystem. 

The level of communication within a given facility appears adequate 

to maintain the productive activity of the grievance procedure. Because 

of their close personal contact, there are few problems of communication 

between the inmate grievance clerk and the members of IGRC, among the 

members of IGRC, or between the grievance coordinator and both the 

grievance clerk and the members o~ IGRC. Responses to grievances by 

the superintendent or from Central Office are quickly communicated 

among these relevant personnel. 

The communication between the Director* of the Inmate Grievance Pro-

gram and the local coordinators is in need of improvement. One indica-

tion of a communication problem here is the degree to which coordinators 

*It ~ppears that the Director was similarly handicapped by inexplicit 
guidelines and directives from above and insufficient resources. 
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incompletely anq/or incorrectly make their monthly reports to the 

director. In informal interviews at Attica, Auburn and Bedford Hills, 

the coordinators voiced the concern that these monthly reports and 

the grievance logs from which the data are drawn have not been standard

* ized between facilities nor fully explained to the coordinators. 

Furthermore, the coordinators complained in early 1977 that they were 

ignorant of the processes developed in Albany to deal with the griev-

ances. They were officially unaware, for example, of the existence 

of the pre-screening committee, and assumed that all decisions coming 

from C.O.R.C. are made by the Deputy Commissioners. 

A communication problem also exists to the extent that no standard-

ized mechanism has been developed to assure that the resolution of in-

mate grievances (especially when the resolution provides for a change 

in policy or procedure) is effectively communicated to the general 

population of inmates and correctional officers. Not only does this 

provide an atmosphere conducive to rumors, but it also creates a 

situation in which the rules governing the behavior of inmates and 

officers are obscured. Although the Inmate Grievance Procedure may 

well s~rve to clarify existing rules and procedures, it appears that 

the presently employed technique of providing feedback has only 

created a more ambiguous working and living environment for inmates 

and officers. Furthermore, the credibility of the grievance procedure 

in the eyes of poth inmates and officers would be enhanced by a more 

formalized procedure which would produce more wide-spread and pub1ic 

information about the resolution of grievances. 

*The Director of the Inmate Glcievance Proce!dure has since standardized 
these forms and initiated periodic training sessions. 



-169-

By virtue of their social and physical distance from Central Office, 

the superintendents at Attica, Auburn and Bedford Hills generally feel 

that there is inadequate communication between their particular facility 

and Central Office. One such communica~ion inadequacy is the view of 

the three superintendents that the response from Central Office Review 

Committee frequently misinterprets the true nature of the grievance 

and that the resulting action taken by C.O.R.C. has much broader impli

cations than were involved in the original grievance. In fact, the 

interpretation may be so broad as ,to have entirely missed the issue 

within the grievance. 

A second communication inadequacy lies within the superintendents' 

feeling that they have insufficient input into those decisions by 

C.O.R.C. which will ultimately affect their facility. Acknowledging 

that they have the opportunity for input as the grievance initially 

crosses their desk, the superintendents feel that C.O.R.C. should con

tact them nonetheless after a preliminary decision has been made but 

before that decision has been rendered. This would enable C.O.R.C. 

to obtain the superintendent's reaction and additional input prior to the 

forthcoming directive. At the very least, it appears that this would 

be a politically expedient jesture toward the superintendents on behalf 

of C.O.R.C. (C.O.R.C. argues they are quick to call superintendents.) 

The third inadequacy which appears to be prevalent in organiza

tions of this size and nature is the feeling among those at the facili

ties that the persons in Albany are unaware of their unique situations 

and limitations in dealing with certain decisions made by C.O.R.C. 
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Superintendents and other administrative staff support this claim by ref

etence to the infrequent visits to the facilities by the Deputy Commis

sioners. 

The Deputy Commissioners indicated during interviews in March, 1977 

that by and large they feel that the superintendents have adequate oppor

tunity for providing their input prior to the rendering of a decision. 

Not only does the superintendent make a written recommendation with 

regard to all grievances coming before G.O.R.C., but it is reported that 

superintendents or re1event deputy superintendents are consul~ed -- or at 

least informed -- of decisions in advance. Furthermore, the Deputy Com

missioners report that decisions which will affect all facilities are 

made on a basis of the lowest common denominator -- that is, departmental 

policy will not be established at a level greater than that permitted by 

the facility least able to meet those expectations. Finally, it appears 

impossible that Deputy Commissioners would have the time to make more 

extensive visits to the facilities. Given the small number of Deputy 

Commissioners and the large number of facilities, were a Deputy Commis

sioner to visit one facility per week it would be at least 18 weeks 

before he would be able to return to the same facility. Interview notes 

indicate furthermore that Deputy Commissioners are forced by the struc

ture of the position to rely upon their assistants to make the necessary 

visits to the facilities and to provide feedback with regard to all mat

ters of importance. 

2) Performance of Duties. The success of any organization 

depends in large part upon the degree to which its personnel adequately 
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perform the duties and obligations of their respective positions. This 

analysis of the ~rievance procedure will consider the extent to which the 

relevant personnel are fulfilling their responsibilities within the 

spirit of the principles of the grievance procedure. 

The IGRC members and the Inmate Grievance Clerk appear to be ade-

quately contributing to the smooth operation of the procedure by the ded-

icat ion and z.eal that they generally bring to their tasks. Because of 

the nature of the position and the way its responsibilities are struc-

t~lred. the Grievance Clerk is both the single most important position and 

that with the greatest inherent problems. The procedure cannot operate 

effectively if the clerk does not adequately screen the grievances, 

attempt an informal resolution, and schedule and prepare grievances for 

committee hearings. One difficulty within the Clerk's position, then, is 

the fnct that he or she must confront other inmates with the possibility 

that their grievances do not warrant the attention of the grievance pro-

cedure, either because of their insignificance* or because they do not 

fall within the scope of "grievable" issues. A second area of potential 

problems is the fact that the posi~ion of Grievance Clerk requires cer-

tain skills and levels of expertise in writing and orEanizing grievances. 

The tendency for the clerk's position to be filled on the basis of 

friendship and trust among inmates is understandable and even necessary 

for the grievance procedure, yet minimal clerical and administrative 

skills must be a prerequisite if the grievances are to be reported in a 

legible and unambiguous manner. 

The members of \..,he Inmate Grievance Resolution Committee at Attica" 

Auburn and Bedford Hills appear to be working quite well together and 

*Officially, all grievances are significant. 
resources, etc. contributed to an occasional 
which some grievances were screened. 

Heavy work loads, scarce 
situation, however, in 
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striving to provide a reasoned recommendation to resolve the grie,:rance. 

The morale among the correctional officers serving on the committee 

appears quite high, and the cohesion between inmate and officer members 

has developed quite rapidly when forced to deal with common issues" The 

mutual respect which exists among committee members facilitiates hHrmoni

ous meetings which more often than not result in unanimous committE~e 

recommendations. 

The traditional inmate vs officer adversary positions are apps"rent 

within these committees on only a few issues. The officers and inIl\ates 

have learned to listen to alternative viewpoints and make reasoned deci

sions. The officers do not automatically support the notion of "security" 

and the inmates do not assume the grievances of fellow inmates about 

officer harassment are valid. The members of the committee appear to 

have developed a relationship of mutual respect and trust which allows 

them to work together on a problem-solving basis rather than at an adver

saria1 level. 

The role of the grievance coordinator within the local facility does 

not appear to have been clearly defined to either the coordinator or the 

superintendent. As a result, .the coordinator's job responsibilities vary 

between facilities. Our investiga~ion reveals that the coordinator posi

tion requires a full-time commitment to the ongoing procedure; coordina

tors are hard pressed to monitor the daily activities of the IGRC and the 

inmate clerk, keep abreast of status of grievances as they move in and. 

through the system, disseminate new information or decisions pertaining 

to old grievances; provide instructional orie,ntation to new correctional 

officers, and file the necessary communications with the Director of the 

j 
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Inmate Grievance Program in Albany. In addition, the coordinator fre

quently finds himself mediating conflicts between inmates associated with 

the procedure and o,fficers resistant to the procedure. 

The ambiguity of the coordinator's responsibilities within the 

facility is evident by the difference in demands placed upon the coorcli

nator by superintendents. The coordinator is at times expected to review 

the grievance reaching the superintendent's desk, research the issue, and 

prepare a tentative response for the Superintendent's signature. 

Although they have not been provided with the necessary support services 

(part-time secretarial help) that would be required to meet the demands 

of the position, the coordinators are generally striving to perform their 

duties as best as possible within the limitations of time and resources 

and the ambiguity of their job description. 

The structure vf the grievance appeal process, which requires the 

superintendent to provide written replies or recommendations within an 

allotted period of time, places th~ superintendent in a generally unten

able position. First, the large number of grievances which come before 

the superintendent has resulted in a situation in which increased demands 

for his time are being made with little or no assistance or release from 

other responsibilities. The superintendents appear to have assumed this 

additional responsibility in good faith'and strive to meet the specified 

deadlines. While the deadlines are not always met, it cannot be assumed 

that the failure is automatically and univ~rsally due to the lack of 

cooperation by the superintendent. Clearly, the grievance procedure has 

a low priority within the omnipresent concerns of custody and control. 

Yet the perception among the inmates and officers that the superintendent 
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is- indiffer.ent to the procedure undermines its credibility within the 

facility. 

Second, the superintendent must seriously weigh his decision on each 

grievance knowing that, should the grievant file an appeal, his decision 

will come to the attention of the Deputy Commissioners. These pressures 

provide for deliberate and rational decisions pertain.ing to facility and 

departmental policy, and encouragl; the superinten.dent to utilize his 

innovative skills to reach a satisfactory compromise at the facility 

level. On the other hand, however, the superintendent may assume a more 

traditional posture, merely state existing policy and procedure, and 

assume that the Deputy Commissioners will make the changes as they see 

fit. There are instances in which the superintendent has chosen to "pass 

the buck" rather than become involved in what may well become a cont:r:0-

versial issue. Similarly, the superintendent may feel that some changes 

will have adverse effec.ts either upon the morale of the. correctional 

officers and his staff members or on maintaining order and security 

within the facility; in such a case it is politically expedient for him 

or her to allow such decisions to be made in Albany. The superintendent 

is then absolved of any responsibility for resulting problems and can 

enforce the decision while simultaneously raising questions about the 

merits of the decision. 

3. An A~alysis of Grievances 

If volume is a criterion of success, the number of grievances filed 

during the first year of the Inmate Grievance Procedure in New York qual

ified this program as immensely successcul. A total of 10,287 grievances 

were filed within the entire system under the Department of Correctional 
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Services. There were 1,510 grievances filed at Attica and 913 grievances 

filed at Auburn; Bedford Rills has only one-fourth the number of inmates 

as Attica or Auburn, but those inmates filed 1,433 grievances during the 

procedure's first year of operation. In sheer number of grievances filed, 

it appears that inmates were ready and willing to embrace this mechanism. 

There is a tendency for a greater number of grievances to be filed 

in those facilities with the largest inmate populations. Utilizing the 

December 31, 1975, inmate population as a base, Attica had 1,843 inmates 

and 1,510 grievances; Green Haven had 1,626 inmates and 850 grievances; 

Auburn, with 1,586 inmates, produced 913 grievances; Great Meadow's 1,455 

inmates filed 1~159 grievances; Clinton produced 908 g~ievances from its 

1,451 inmates. 

But, smaller general conf:!.rtement facilities produced a higher number 

of grievances per inmate Chan did those facilities with larger population. 

Attica and Clinton, two large facilities, produced .8 and .6 grievances 

per inmate, respectively, while Bedford Rills (396 inmates), Wallkill 

(493 inmates) and Eastern (653 inmates) produced 3.6, 1.0 and 1.1 griev-

ances per inmate, respectively. 

We also find that the grievance proced~re is proportionately under-

utilized in those facilities which provide the greatest freedom to 

inmates. * Camps Adirondack, Georgetown, Monterey and Pharsalia had 87, 

102, 75 and 73 inmates, respectively, but produced only 1, 13, 11, and 9 

grievances, respectively J during the first year. Viewed differently) 

these 337 inmates filed .1 grievances per person, a rate much smaller 

than that of a comparable inmate population in general confinement. 

Reduced restraints, closer staff-inmate relations, proximity of release, 

*These facilities were without a grievance coordinator; the effect of 
this difference, is not known. 
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and the desire to maintain a low profile to avoid trouble are probable 

factors mitigating against high utilization of a grievance procedure for 

inmates in camps, community based facilities and similar situations. 

An analysis of the number of grievances filed by each inmate who 

filed a grievance at Attica or Auburn indicates that most of the persons 

using the procedure filed only one grievance. The information in Table 

1II-24 ind1.cates that approximately 757 Attica inmates and 580 Auburn 

inmates account for the 1,510 Attica grievances and the 913 Auburn griev

ances, respectively. This sugests (1) that about one-third of the popu

lation filed at least one grievance and (2) that most of those who filed 

at least one grievance filed only one grievance. The fact that a sizable 

number of inmates filed two or more grievance~ suggests that their first 

experience was sufficiently satisfactory to warrant further use. 

It is also apparent in Table III-24 that few inmates "abused li the 

procedure by filing a large number of grievances. Of the fifteen persons 

at Attica filing ten or more grievances, most filed ten to fifteen griev

ances durLlg the year; the exceptions were the four persons who filed 29, 

35, 39 and 45 grievances, respectively. At Auburn, only three persons 

l':iled more than nine grievances, and the extreme case was one inmate who 

filed 22 grievances. 

Collective or group grievances were discouraged, and the information 

indicates that few such grieva.nces occurred. '(.That'/., group grievances did 

occur, they tended to be ~elatively small groups. The major exception to 

this, howev'er, was a single Auburn grievance filed by 300 inmates. 

Figures 111-3 and 111-4 illustrate the weekly frequency with which 

grievances were filed at Attica and Auburn, respectively. Although the 

-
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TABLE III-24 

PATTERN OF INMATE USE OF GRIEVANCE PROCEDURE, 
NEW YORK 

Number of Grievances Filed Per 
Inmate UseI' of {3rievance Procedure 

One Grievance 
Two Grievances 
Three Grievances 
Four Gl:ievances 
Five Grievances 
Six Grievances 
Seven Grievances 
Eight Grievances 
Nine Grievances 
Ten or More Grievances 

Total: persons who filed 
Unknown identification 

Number . .o£ Persons Involved Per Grievance 

One ,Grievant 
Two Grievants 
Three Gr:1.evants 
Four or More Grievants 
Unknown 

Attica 

513 
120 

47 
29 
19 
7 
3 
2 
2 

15 
.757 

IS 

1496 
7 
2 
1 
4 

Auburn 

429 
92 
33 

8 
8 
3 
2 
1 
1 
3 

580 
20 

858 
38 
5 

12 
o 
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Inmate Grievance Procedure was not to begin operation until February 5, 

1976, grievances were informally accepted as of January 26, 1976 at 

Attica; this accounts for the 31 grievances during week "zero." Also, 

the Attica grievance coordinator, on occasion, responded to the long time 

delays by refusing to accept new grievances until existing grievances 

could be pro.~e6sed; this accounts for those periods in which no griev.

ances were filed; 

Examination of Figures 111-3 and 1II-4 indicates that there was no 

hesitancy on the part of inmates to utilize this procedure. The number 

of grievances per week filed at both Attica and Aubur~ during the first 

few weeks is the highest to be achieved during the entire year. This is 

probably due to the large reservoir of existing griev.ances against policy, 

procedure, programs, support services, etc., that suddenly are provided a 

legitimate outlet. More interesting is the fact that the weekly frequency 

of grievances filed at Attica rather consistently declines over the 

course of the year, resulting from a decrease in grievances among the 

population, a decrease in the procedure's credibility, the impact of 

changes in policy or proced,ures due to the grievance procedure, and/or 

the passing of an early period of "testing" of the procedure. 

The number of grievances filed at Auburn drops off dramatically 

after the first few weeks, but then begins a rather consistent pattern of 

increase during the remainder of the year. This pattern suggests that 

the problems cited above may have hurt the credibility of the procedure 

after the first few ~~eks, but that use of the procedure has gI:adually 

returned. Note also that the frequency of grievances drops during ~"eeks 

45-50 at both Attica and Auburn; it is not known to what extent this may 
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be due to the Christmas holidays, special activities and expected visi-

tors, and lessened inmate concern over everyday problems or increased 

inmate fear (real or unreal) of reprisals which would interfere with 

thos.e events • 

The Department of Correctional Services established a set of 14 ~at-

egories for classifying each grievance filed (see Figure III-5). This 

scheme was utilized by the inmace clerk at each facility to record griev-

ancea on the grievance log sheet. The data presented in Table III-25 

indicate the frequency of gr.ievances in each category and the proportion 

of the total number of grievances which fall within each category as 

recorded at the respective facilities. Grievances concerning support 

services (medical, custodial, package room, state issue and commissary) 

are the most frequent type in the entire system, accounting for 21 per-

cent of all grievances? f{l2_lowed by grievances against programs (call 

home, recreational, work assignment, library, group activities and organ-

izations). At Bedford Hills, however, support services account for 

nearly half (48%) of all the grievances filed. In contrast, grievances 

against personal conduct of staff are the most frequent type at Attica, 

exc~pt for the large number recorded as miscellaneous grievances. 

Yet differences between facilities in the assignment of grievances 

to one of the categories make meaningful comparisons difficult. At 

Attica, for example, 30 percent of all grievances are classified as mis-

cellaneous. This category also accounts for a sizeable proportion (12%) 

of all grievances within the total system, but only four percent of those 

at Bedford Hills and 10 percent of those at Auburn. 
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FIGURE III-5 

NEW YORK GRIEVANCE CLASSIFICATION CODES 

1. Housing - transfers; internal block affairs 

2. Grooming Standards - hair; cleanliness; attire 

3. Temporary Release - 'rRC; furloughs; work release; deathbed visits; 
medical release 

4. Inmate Property - what the inmate is allowed as personal property or 
is requesting be given as property 

5. Personal Conduct - Inmates - items involving inmate problems 
w/other inmates 

6. Personal Conduct - Staff - the actions of the staff in regard to 
relations with inmates i.e., abuse, 
harassment, force 

7. Security - search & seizure, segregation, keeplock, contraband 

8. Visiting Privileges - visiting room; correspondence dept; legal mail 

9. Support Services - medical; custodial; package ro~m; state issue 
items; commissary 

10. Safety - protection of inmates in all areas including. himself i..e., 
suicide, self-mutilation 

11. Inmate Rights - that which the inmate is allowed, (denial of): 
courts; counsel; religion; access to media 

12. Programs - call home; recreational; work assignment; library; 
group actj.vities and organizations 

13. Educational programs - any program where a degree or certificate 
can be earned. 

14. Miscellaneous - a catch all; any grievance which can not be 
grouped in any other category 



TABLE III-25 

TYPE OF GRIEVANCE FILED, NEW YORK 
1976 

Attica Auburn Bedford Hills Total S:xstem 
Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

Classification of Grievance 

Housing 36 2 38 4 99 7 707 7 
Grooming Standards 11 1 11 1 41 3 313 3 
Temporary Release 31 2 99 11 33 2 597 6 
Inmate Property 93 6 49 5 92 6 885 9 
Personal Conduct - Inmates 3 10 4 0 6 0 61 1 
Personal Conduct - Staff 248 16 107 12 47 3 1101 11 
Security 111 7 15 2 45 3 516 5 

I , Visiting Privileges 68 '5 141 15 56 4 779 8 .-
(Xl 

Support Services 192 13 166 18 690 48 2157 21 w 
1 Safety 4 0 0 0 16 1 68 1 

Inmate Rights 158 10 46 5 24 2 533 5 
Programs 92 6 130 14 202 14 1228 12 
Educational Programs 6 0 10 1 23 2 154 1 
Miscellaneous 454 30 95 10 59 4 1188 12 
Unknown (not recorded as 3 0 2 0 0 0 

one of above) 

TOTAL 1510 913 1433 10287 



Since the auburn grievance lo~s included a summa~y statement about 

each grievance (along with the category number assigned), a content anal-

ysis of these records was conducted. This reveals that 30 of the 95 

grievances (31.5%) assigned as "miscellaneous" were g~ievances about pol-

icy, rules and procedure. Another 16 (16.8%) of the miscellaneous issues 

concerned th~ type and amount of food served in the mess hall. An addi-

tional 23 percent of the miscellaneous issues were aJ.most equally divided 

between inmate pay and lost inmate property. Although category four (4) 
i 

of the cla8sification code (see Figure III-5) is labeled as "Inmate Prop-

erty", it specifically refers to the property an inmate is allowed or 

requesting; this may account for t~e 12 grievances listed as "lost inmate 

property" that were assigned to "miscellaneous." 

It is unfortunate that the large numbers of grievances being classi-

fied as miscellaneous were not noticed earlier and alterations made in 

the classification scheme. If indeed Attica had 454 grievances that do 

not fall within the existing thirteen categories, then new categories 

need to be constructed. This does not necessarily result in an increase 

in the number of categories, however, since those with only a few griev-

ances can either be consolidated ("programs" and "educational programs" 

could be combined as "programs" with little loss of information) or omit-

ted ("safety" and "personal conduct of inmates" are examples of those 

grievances easily relegated to "miscellaneous"). 

Furthermore, those categories with a large number of grievances 

could be broken down into sub-categories to provide more specific infor-

mation pertaining to the grievance. It provides little information for 

social policy purposes to know that 690 grievances from Bedford Hills 
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concerned support services if one does not know which services were 

involved, or whether there was a change over time in the various services. 

This is especially relevant since medical services, commissary, and pack

age room can each generate a large number of grievances. 

Finally, the classification scheme does not indicate whether the 

grievance concer~s the substance of a policy or procedure or its applica

tion. This distinction is especially important when considering that a 

grievance against the way a policy or procedure (e.g. medical support 

service, recreational program, inmate property, etc.) is carried out is 

quite different from challenging the very legitimacy of that policy or 

procedure. Although abuse, harassment, or use of force by an officer is 

grievable and categorized as "personal conduct-staff," it is clear that 

this category does not include all grievances which are directed at staff. 

A grievance originating in the application of a security or package room 

rule by an officer may not be categorized as a grievance against an offi-

,cer. Such grievances are frequently against the manner in which the 

officer carried out or enforced a rule or procedure, however, and as such 

they should be identifiable. This could be remedied if each grievance 

were also classlified as either policy-directed or incident-directed. 

Recognizing these limitations and the difficulty of making compari

sons between facilities, it is assumed that the manner in which griev

ances were classified within a particular facility remained relatively 

constant over time. Figures 111-6 through 111-14 therefore assume that any 

grievance filed at one point in time was classified in the same category 

as the same grievance would be classified at another point in time. To 

the extent that this assumption is valid, these weekly frequency 
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distributions suggest the possibility of variation over time among those 

categories which had the highest numbers of grievances filed. 

Despite the generally high utilization of the procedure at Attica 

during the first few weeks, as already evident in Figure 111-3, grievances 

concerning staff conduct were slowly introduced into the procedure. Fig

ure l1I-6 also suggests that this type of grievance continued to be filed 

throughout the first year, an apparent indication that inmates accepted 

the procedure as one means of dealing with such issues. Figures III-7 

and III-8 also indicate a rather steady rate of grievances concerning 

security and support services, respectively, at Attica. Figure III-9, 

however, indicates that very few grievances concernin~ inmate rights were 

filed at Attica after the first few weeks of the procedure. Either all 

issues pertaining to inmate rights were resolved to the inmates' satis

faction by this early set of grievances, or the procedure was not viewed 

by the inma,tes as a legitimate vehicle to deal with these issues as a 

result of early decisions handed down. A third likely alternative is 

t~lt the most common inmate right issues were filed early but required 

e~{tensive time to reach conclusion -- time during which similar griev

a~lc.es were not accepted. 

Figures 111-10 through 111-14 indicate the weekly frequency with 

which certain types of grievances were filed at Auburn. Each illustrates 

a stable pattern of filing, with some increase in frequency during the 

last part of the year. 

An analysis of records kept by the grievance clerks at Attica and 

Auburn is summarized in Table 111-26. Sixty-nine percent of the Attica 

grievances and 53 percent of the Auburn grievances were recorded as "resolved". 
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Those that wer~ dismissed, withdr~wn, dropped due to transfer, or which 

were "open" at the end of the first year are considered unresolved. Host 

resolved grievances were terminated within the facility, although the 

superintendent at both Attica and Auburn was involved in the resolution 

of a large number of grievances. It is evident that if the grievance 

could not be resolved informally prior to the Inmate Grievance Resolution 

Committee Hearing, it was unlikely that the hearing would provide a reso

lution. In part this is due to the role assumed by the committee, espe

cial:!.y at Auburn, where the committee merely voiced a recommendation and 

almost automatically forwarded the grievance to the superintendent. A 

more active 1.701e in resolution of.grievances by the ~o:ramittee in those 

grievances which do not pertain to policy and procedure substantive 

issues would reduce the volume of cases coming before the superintendent. 

Yet the fact that few resolutions occur as a result of the hearings is 

also due to a preference among inmates that the fina~ word should come 

from "the top," i.e., the superintendent. 

The time delays mentioned earlier are apparent in Table 111-26. For 

all cases requiring a hearing by ~he Inmate Grievance Resolution Commit

tee, the mean and median number of days from filing to hearing greatly 

exceed the deadline. The volume of grievances contribut1ed greatly to the 

delay when, because of the backlog of cases, grievants would be requested 

to permit time extensions. Without such extensions, the grievance is 

supposed to automatically by-pass the hearing and be forwarded to the 

superintendent. Another reason for delay -- especially the very long 

delays is tpe practice of accepting grievances from those persons 

placed in special housing and then delaying action on the grievance until 

the grievant is released and can attend the hearing. 
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TABLJ.<; III-26 

LEVEL OF RESOLUTION AND TIME REQUIRED, NEW YORK 
(FEBRUARY 5~ 1976-FEBRUARY 13, 1977) 

Number of Grievances Filed 
Number Resolved by End of One Year 
Stage at which Resolution Occurred 

Filing Stage 
Informal Stage 
I.G.R.C. Hearing 
Superintendent's Hearing 
'C.O.R. C ,/ Hearing 
Commission/Arbitration 
Commis s ioner 

Time Between Filing and I .G"R.C. Hearing
a 

Average (range), in days 
Med ian, i..'1. da y8 

If Appealed, Time Between I.G.R.C. 
Hearing and Submission to Superintelldent 

Average (range), in days 
Median, in days 

Time Between Submission to Superintendent 
and Return to I.G.R.C. 

Average (range), in days 
Median, in days 

If Appealed, Time Between Submission to 
C.O.R.C. and Return from C.O.R.C. 

Average (range), in days 
Median, in days 

Attica 

1510 
1041 

2 
358 
123 
259 
273 

26 
0 

14.8 (1-114) 
10.9 

7.0 (1-116) 
2.8 

12.1 (l-101) 
8.4 

73.3 (3-256_ 
68.0 

Auburn 

913 
481 

2 
198 

8 
190 

76 
7 
0 

26.4 (5-112) 
24.4 

5.6 (1-70) 
3.1 

8.1 ~~-128~, 
6.0 

86.9 (2-329) 
86.0 

~nc1udes only those cases which received a hearing by Inmate Grievance 
Resolution Committee. 
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Relatively little time elapsed between the hearing of the grievance 

and its submission to the superintendent. As the median indicates, half 

of all grievances forwarded to the superintendent were submitted within 

three days of the hearing. Similarly, the response from the superintend-

eut tended to conform to the time limits; half of all grievances were 

returned by the superintendent within 8.4 days at Attica and 6.0 days at 

Auburn. Yet it is also the case that a large number"of grievances 

encountered extensive time delay at this level: 10 percent of the griev-

ances at Auburn required more than two weeks. The major source of the 

delay, however, is the time at the Central Office Review Committee. 

Table 111-27 provides an analysis of grievance resolution for each 

one-third of the 54 week period under review. The Attica grievance data 

indicate that the proportion of resolutions which occurred at earlier 

stages of the procedure increased, over the period. This is especially 

apparent for I.G.R.C. hearing resolutions, which accounted for 4 percent 

of all resolutions and resolved 3 percent of all griev~nces during the 

fi~st eighteen weeks, comprises 18 percent of all resolutions and resolved 

12 percent of all grievances during the second 18 week period, and ren

dered 24 percent of all resolutions and resolved 15 percent of all griev

ances during the final eighteen-week period. Although many of the third-

period grievances -- aa well as some of those from the first and second 

period -- were unresolved at the end of the year and will be resolved at 

lligher levels, the fact remains that the proportion of all grievances 

filed which are resolved by the I.G,R.C. committee has increased. This 

suggests that the hearings at Attic', are becoming more of a gri~vence 

~solution dev~ce and less of a grievance !_e_c_o_mm __ e_n_d_a_t_i_on_committee. This 

is not the case at Auburn. 

~I 



TABLE 111-27 

LEVEL OF RESOLUTION AND TIME REQUIRED, BY PERIOD FILED, NEW YORK 
FEBRUARY 5, 1976-FEBRUARY 13, 1977 

Atticaa Auburn 
Weeks Weeks Weeks l-Jeeks Weeks Weeks 

1-18 19-36 37-54 1-18 19-36 37-54 --- ---
~mer 'of Gri~ces Filed 748 399 332 323 272 317 
Number Resolved by End of yearb 535 2'72 212 282 161 37 
If Resolved, Level of Final Resolution 

Filing Stage 1 0 0 0 1 0 
Informal Stage 155 117 85 121 71 6 
I.G.R.C. Hearing 20 48 51 7 1 0 
Superintendent 95 84 73 97 65 28 
C.O.R.C., 239 23 2 52 22 2 
Commission/Arbitration 25 0 1 5 1 1 
Commissioner 0 0 0 0 0 {} 

Time Between Filing and 1. G • R • C • Hearing 
C 

Average (range), in days 9.6(1-63) 24.1(1-114) 19.4(1-71) 22.0(5-94) 29.3(5-112) 41. 7 (18-72) 
Median, in days 8.3 20.2 14.8 20.9 27.2 39.0 

If Appealed, 'Time Between I.G.R.C. 
Hearing and Submission to Superintendent 

Average (range), in days 4.8(1-38) 15.9(1-116) 9.9(1-29) 5.2(1-57) 6.2(1-43) 3.6(1-11) 
Median, in days 2.4 4.6 5.4 2.4 4.0 2.5 

Time Between Submission to Superintendent 
and Return to I.G.R.C. 

Average (range), in days 8.9(4-70) 18.7(1-84) 9.2{1-36) 7.2(2-63) 10.4(2-128) 9.2(2-29) 
Median, in days 7.9 10.1 7.0 5.3 6.5 7.3 

a Those grievances filed before the procedure's official implementation date of February 5 have been omitted 
from analysis here. Therefore the totals for Attica will not equal those in other Tables. 

b~ince the data reported are based on only those grievances resolved at the end of the first y~ar, the pro
portion of resolved cases during the last one-third of the year is expected1y lower. 

~he ave,rage and median are computed on only those cases that reached LG.R.C. level. 

J ..... 
\0 
\0 
I 



-200-

Furthermore, the changing pattern of time delays at each level of 

the process is evident in Table 111-27. It is apparent that the lengthy 

delays occur within the second eighteen-week period rather than the first 

period" The number of resolved grievances during the third period at 

Aubur~ is too small for comparison, yet the Attica data indicate that the 

time delays were reduced during the third period. This pattern parallels 

the earlier comments that inmate cynicism and rejection of the procedure's 

credibility increased during the year but returned to a lower level by 

the end of the year. 

Table 111-28 presents the percent of grievances resolved during each 

of the three periods by type of grievance. Although serious questions 

have already been. raised about the utility of this classification scheme, 

the absence of alternative information compels its use. In general, the 

percent of grievances resolved dec~eases from the first period to the 

second period fpr all types of grievances at Auburn. At Attica, the 

total change is not Significant and, indeed, the perc~nt of grievances 

resolved increases in some instances. Moreover, the information in the 

table does not suggest that anyone type of grievance is more amenable to 

resolution than any other type. 

Tables 111-29 and 111-30 present a breakdown of the stage in the 

grievance procedure at which the grieVance was resolved by type of griev

ance, for Attica and Aubur.n, respectively. An elementary but important 

dichotomy can be created by grouping the information according to whether 

the resolution occurred prior to or. after reaching the superintendent. 

This distinction is important because it indicates whether resolution has 

been accomplished by persons associated with .the Inmate Grievance ~rocedure 
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TABLE III-28 

GRIEV ANeE RESOLUTION. BY TYPE OF GRIEV ANeE AND PERIOD FILED. NEW YORK 
(JANUARY 26. 1976-FEBRUARY 13. 1977) 

Attica Auburn 
Weeks '-leeks ~le.eks Weeks Weeks Weeks 
1-18 19-36 37-54 1-18 19-36 37-54 

Percent Percent 1?ercent Percent Percent Percent 
Number Resolved Number Resolved Number ;!Iesolved Nwnber Resolved Number Resolved Number Resolved 

Type of Grievance 

Housing 5 80 6 83 25 88 13 85 10 SO 15 13 
Grooming Standards 5 60 4 75 2 SO 6 67 3 67 ·2 0 
Temporary Release 2l 67 2 0 7 86 46 87 40 55 13 0 
Inmate Property 21 71 27 63 45 60 27 85 12 75 10 10 
Personal Conduct-Inmates 0 2 0 1 0 0 0 4 25 l.. Personal Conduct-Staff 98 74 80 68 69 65 30 87 40 58 37 8 0 
Security 38 68 46 67 26 42 5 100 3 33 7 0 .. 

I 
Visiting Privileges 25 68 24 75 19 58 40 90 59 61 42 19 
Support Services 44 66 76 64 64 58 59 90 40 70 68 18 
Safety 0 3 67 1 100 0 0 0 
Inmate Rizhts 126 70 10 80 15 73 20 90 15 47 11 18 
I'rograms 29 69 27 78 35 71 44 86 22 55 64 9 
Educational Programs 5 100 1 0 0 8 88 2 50 0 
!>!isce11sneous 330 73 91 70 Z3 65 25 ..li- ..6L 58 -1±L _5_ 

74"Sll ---n- 399 68 332 64 323 87 272 59 317 12 

aOne case unknown. 
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-- whose task it is to find a reso~ution when possible -- thereby reduc

ing the necessity of involvement by administration. The distinction may 

also shed some light on the issue of incident vs. policy grievances. 

Incident grievances can be resolved at the I.G.R.C.' level but policy 

grievances are most likely to require administrative decisions. The fact 

that 75 suppo;t s~~vice grievances were resolved prior to administrative 

action suggests that many of these were concerned with incidents of 

implementation by facility personnel. 

It is evident in Table 111-29 that grievances concerning security, 

visiting privileges, and programs were as likely to be resolved before 

leaving the I.G.R.C. hearing as after reaching the superintendent. 

Grievances concerning inmate property and support services were more 

likely to be resolved before reaching the superintendent, and grievances 

concerning housing, temporary release, staff conduct and inmate rights 

were more likely to be resolved at the administrative level. The number 

of grievances concerning grooming, inmate conduct, safety and education 

programs is too small for interpretation. 

Equally as important is the finding that many grievances are 

resolved informally rather than by the more formal I.G.R.C. hearing. 

Grievances pertaining to noUSitl.g, inmate property, security f visiting 

privileges and support services we~e frequently resolved informally. 

This is further indication that mapy of these may have been incident 

grievances. The areas in which th~ I.G.R.C. hearing resulted, in frequent 

resolutions are staff conduct, support services, and programs. Of all 

grievances rea~hing the superinten~ent, only those pertaining to inmate 

rights were significantly more likely to be resolved at central office 

than by the superintendent. 



Tl~a of Grievance 

TABLE 111-29 

STAGE OF RESOLUTION BY TYPE OF GRIEVANCE, ATTICA 
(JANUARY 26, 1976-FEBRUARY 13, 1977) 

Sta~e at Which Resolution Occurred 
Informal IGRC 

Filing Stage Stage HearingSpperintendent C.O.R.C. 

Housing (31/5)a 0 10 2 17 2 
Grooming Standards (7/4) 0 4 1 0 2 
Temporary Release (21/10) 0 3 2 6 10 
Inmate Property (59/34) 0 28 7 17 5 
Personal Conduct-Inmates (0/3) 0 0 0 0 0 
Personal Conduct-Staff(173/75) 1 42 35 52 40 
Security (69/42) 0 26 8 13 20 
Visiting Privileges (46/22) 0 17 4 18 7 
Support Services (121/71) 0 55 20 27 19 
Safety (3/1) 0 0 1 2 0 
Inmate Rights (112/46) 1 31 8 20 44 
Programs (66/26) 0 19 13 20 12 
Educational Programs (5/1) 0 2 0 1 2 
Miscellaneous (328/126) ...Q.. 121 22 66 110 

TOTAL (1041/466) 2 358 123 259 2i3 
% of those resolved 0.2 34.4 11.8 24.9 26.2 

Comm:J..ssion/ 
~bitration 

0 
0 
0 
2 
0 
3 
2- ~ 

0 
0 
0 
8 
2 
0 
9 

20 
2.5 

aThe numbers in parentheses indicate the number of grievances resolved, on the left, and the number of 
grievances unresolved as of February, 1977, on the right. 

Commissioner 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 I 
t) 

N 
0 

0 
W 
I 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
(J 
0.0 



The data for Auburn, presented in Table III-30, present a completely 

different fmage, largely due to the failure of the I.G.R.C. hearings to 

produce resolutions. The frequency of resolution before reaching the 

superintendent and after reaching ~he superintendent is equivalent for 

grievances concerning housing, temporary release, staff conduct, inmate 

rights, and programs. There are too few cases for interpretation in the 
.~ " .. 

areas of resolution for grooming, inmate conduct, safety and education 

programs. The remaining three categories are inmate property, visiting 

privileges, and support services, ~nd for each category the resolutions 

are significantly more likely to occur after the grieyance reaches the 

superintendent. While it is true that a number of grievances were 

resolved informally especially temporary release, support service, 

visiting privilege, staff conduct and program grievances -- for no cate-

gory of grievances did resolution occur more frequent~y prior to leaving 

the I.G.R.C. hearing than when the superintendent bec;ame involved. This 

may indicate strong confidence that the superintenden~ will provide a 

just resolution, a failure among those working with the procedure to seek 

resclution, a desire to avoid the inmate or guard reaction to a decision 

by passillg it "upstairs" -- or a combination of these reasons. 

4. Impact on Grant Objectives 

a. The Reduction of Violence 

The legislation mandating an Inmate Grievance Procedure in atl adult 

correctional facilities in the State of New York was directed largely 

toward providing a mechanism which would reduce the amount of violence 

within correctional facilities. One objective of thi~ evaluation, there-

fore, is to assess the impact of the Inmate Grievance Procedure upon the 
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TABLE 111-30 

STAGE OF. RESOLUTION BY TYPE OF GRIEVANCE, AUBURN 
(JANUARY 26, 1976-FEBRUARY 13, 1977) 

Stage at Which Resolution Occurred 
Informal IGRC " ( Commission! 

Filing Stage Stage Hearing Superintendent C.O.R.'C. Arbitration , 

TlEe of Grievance 

Housing (18/20)a 0 9 0 5 4 0 
Grooming Standards (6/5) 0 3 a 1 2 a 
Temporary Release (62/37) 0 30 1 21 10 0 
Inmate Property (33/16) 0 12 a 18 3 0 
Personal Conduct-Inmates (1/3) 0 1 a 0 0 0 
Personal Conduct-Staff (52/55) 1 25 1 19 6 0 
Security (6i9) 0 3 a 2 1 0 
Visiting Privileges (80/61) 0 27 a 38 14 1 
Support Services (93/73) 0 37 1 37 16 2 
Safety (a/a) 0 0 0 a 0 0 
Inmate Rights (27/19) 0 9 1 13 3 1 
Programs (56/74) a 24 2 19 9 2 
Educational Programs (8/2) 0 3 0 4 1 0 
Hiscellaneous (38/57) 0 15 2 13 7 1. 

TOTAL (480/431) 1 198' 8" 190 i6 7 
% oftfiose resolved 0.2 41.2 1.7 39.6 15.8 1.5 

a The numbers in parentheses indicate the number of grievances resolved, on the left, and the number of 
grievances unresolved as of February, 1977, on the right. 

Commissioner 

0 
0 
0 
a 
a 
a 1 

0 N 
0 

0 V1 
I 

a 
0 
0 
0 
0 
Q 
0 
0.0 
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amount and type of violent behavior within the facility. Interviews with 

Deputy Commissioners, superintendents, correctional officers and inmates 

consistently elicited comments suggesting that the grievance procedure 

would have minimal, if any, impact upon the level of violence within pri-

sons. Prison violence, it was asserted, is the result of such wide-

ranging factors as gambling debts, homosexual liaisons, inmate power 

struggles, loyalties to group memberships (e.g., outside street gangs, 

religiOUS groups, ethnic grou~s), overcrowding, and living conditions 

within the facility. On the other hand, there was a faint hope that the 

inauguration and successful implementation of the procedure may serve to 

provide an alternative means of venting the frustratipn and anger which 

accumulates within inmates. That is, it was thought ~hat an effective 

Inmate Greivance Procedure may serve to lower the level of tension by 

providing the inmates with a technique for airing their complaints about 

those rules and procedures which they feel are unwarranted. 

Two independent techniques were utilized to assess the relationship 

between the introduction of the Inmate Grievance Procedure and the amount 

of violence in the facility. First, the survey of inmates and correc-

tiona1 officers at both Auburn and Attica included items designed to pro-

vide an indication of the perceived level of violence within the facility. 

The information contained in Tables 111-31 and III-32 clearly and consis

tently indicates 'that inmates and correctional officers do not feel that 

the level of violence in 1977 is lower than it was reported to be in 1976. 

Indeed, there is consensus between inmates and correctional officers that. 

there has been a slight increase in the frequency of (1) inmate-staff . . 
fights, (2) inmate-inmate fights and (3) the abuse of inmates by staff 



-207-

TABLE III-31 

INMATE RESPONSES TO SELECTED 
ITEMS PERTAINING TO VIOLENCE, NEW YORK 

Attica Auburn 
1976 1971 1976 1977 

% indicating inmate-staff fightsa (N=156) (N=92) (N=187) (N'*250) 
a. never ~~Cu3:' . . 12.8 10.9 34.2 22.4 
b. occur monthly 41.7 31.5 35.S 43.2 
c. occur weekly 21.1 30.5 13.4 16.8 
d. occur daily 11.6 20.6 9.6 8.4 

% indicating inmate-inmate fightsa (N=l71) (N=96) (Na:209) (N=261) 
a. never occur 6.4 12.5 2.9 4.2 
b. occur monthly 20.S 34.4 43.5 21.8 
c. occur weekly 33.4 37.5 39.7 59.4 
d. occur daily 29.9 13.6 10.6 11.5 

% indicating staff abuse of inmatea (N=168) (N=99) (N=204) (N"'259) 
a' never occurs. 7.1 2.0 11.3 6.2 
b. occurs monthly 8.3 6.1 10.8 13.1 
c. occurs weekly 27.3 23.3 24.6 30.1 
d. occurs daily 50.6 67.6 49.6 45.6 

% reporting involvement in fight 19.9 15.8 6.7 14.1 
with other inmate in last two months (N=171) (N-10l) (N=224) (N-269) 

% agree, feeling in here now is 92.2 96.1 72.2 79.6 
tense (N=167) (N=103) (N=216) (N"275) 

.aThe percentages may not total 100r. because the "don't know!! responses 
have been omitted in the presentation. 
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TAB:r,.E III-32 

CORRECTIONAL OFFICER RESPONSES TO SELECTED 
ITEMS PERTAINING TO VIOLENCE, NEW YORK 

Attica Auburn 
1976 1977 1976 1977 

% indicating inmate-staff fightsa (N=S9) (N=77) (N=139) (N=llS) 
a. never occur . 8.5 6.5 26.6 12.7 
b. occur monthly 79.7 70.1 64.7 67.8 
c. occur weekly 6.S 20.8 4.3 1:5.3 
d. occur daily 5.1 2.6 2.9 1.7 

% indicating inmate-inmate fightsa (N=63) (N=7S) (N=154) (N=119) 
a. never occur 1.6 0.0 O~O 0.0 
b. occur monthly 12.7 12.S 17.5 9.3 
c. occur weekly 5S.8 52.6 70.S 69.7 
d. occur daily 26.9 34.7 11.0 19.3 

% indicating inmate abuse of staffa (N=62) (N=77) (N=lS0) (N=114) 
a. never occur s . 0.0 0.0 4.0 0.9 
b. occurs monthly 13.0 2.6 12.7 11.4 
c. occurs weekly 6.3 lS.2 19.4 15.8 
d. occurs daily 80.7 79.2 64.0 72.0 

% reporting involvement in fight 14.3 11.5 7.S 16.4 
with inmate in last two months (N=63) (N=78) (N=156) (N=ll6) 

% agree, feeling in here now is 74.2 88.4 49.7 71.5 
tense (N=62) (N~'18) (N=lS7) (N=ll9) 

aThe percentages may not total 100% because the "don't know" responses 
have been omitted in the presentation. 
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and abuse of staff by inmates. Furthermore, there i~ a slight increase 
. 

in the percentage of inmates and officers who agree that the feeling in 

the facility is tense. To the extent thai/: the perceived level of tension 

and the perceived frequency of a1~ercaticlns and abuse are indicative of 

the level of violence within a facility, the results of the survey clearly 

demonstrate that the level of viol.<ance within both Auburn and Attica has 

not been reduced during the year in which the Inmate Grievance Procedure 

was introduced. 

The second technique utilized to assess the level of violence within 

the facilities is the analysis of dimcip1inary records. There weJ;e 4337 

offenses reported in the Auburn daily journal between November 2, 1975 

and January 15, 1977. The Attica daily journal reported 5999 offenses 

between November 30, 1975 and Janu,ary 29, 1977. A c~ange in record keep-

ing format did not permit the recording and ana1ysis'of records from both 

facilities over the same time period, but sufficient overlap exists to 

indicate the general trend in b'oth facilities over an entire year. 

Figures III-15 through II1-24 present the frequency distribution of 

the 4337 offenses at Auburn over ~he 63 week period from November 2, 1975 

to January 15, 1977. A curS/Dry examination of Figure UI-15 indicatetif 

that there has been a slight decr~ase in the total number of offenses 

during this period of time. This decrease becomes even more visible when 

we compare the average frequency of offenses from weeks 1 through 14, 

before the Inmate Grievance Procedure was initiated, to weeks 15 through 

59: 

weeks 1-14 averaged 82.69 incidents 

week.s 15-29 averaged 77 .29 incidents 
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weeks 30-44 averaged 59.64 incidents 

weeks 45-59 averaged 57.57 incidents 

Figures 111-16 through 111-24 provide the frequency distribution 

over time for each type of offens~ and yield more specific information 

about the relationship between the Inmate Grievance Procedure and the 

observed decrease in total offenses over time at Auburn. Offenses against 

self, other inmates, and officers and staff are plotted in Figures 111-16, 

111-17, and 111-18, respectively_ Close inspection of these Figures 

indicates that these offenses against persons, or violent offenses, are 

not reduced over time. In fact, there appears to be a very slight 

increase in the frequency of offenses against other inmates and offenses 

against officers and staff. In sQort, there is no evidence to suggest 

that the initiation of the Inmate Grievance Procedure served to reduce 

the amount of violence within the prison as measured by the data obtained 

from the Daily Journal at Auburn. 

Figures 111-19, 111-20 and 111-21 provide the frequency distribution 

over time of offenses against personal property, institutional property, 

and both institutional and personal property, respectively. Analysis of 

these Figures indicates that there is no change in these offenses against 

property during the 63 week perioq of analysis at Auburn. Therefore. the 

initiation of the Inmate Grievanc~ Procedure does not appear to have 

affected the frequency with which inmates damage personal or institutional 

property. 

Figure 111-22 illustrates the frequency of reported occurrence of 

offenses against rules or procedures and demonstrates a sharp decrease in 

these offenses during the period ~nder examination. The average number 
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FIGURE 111-19. FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF OFFENSES AGAINST PERSONAL PROPERTY OR CELL FOR 63 WEEKS, 
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FIGURE 111-20. FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF OFFENSES AGAINST INSTITUTIONAL PROPERTY FOR 
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FIGURE 1II-21. FRE~UENCY DISTRIBUTION OF OFFENSES AGAINST PR~PERTY FOR 63 WEEKS, AUBURN 
(Inmate Grievance Procedure Initiated at 14th Week) 
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FIGURE 111-23. FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF REFUSAL OF DIRECT ORDER FOR 63 WEEKS, AUBURN 
(Inmate Grievance Procedure Initiated at '14th Week) 
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of offenses du~ing weeks 1 through 14 is 52.54, and the~e is a substan

tial decrease during weeks 15-29 (X ::: 40.79), 30-44 (X == 27.67), and 

45-59 (l: .. 28.73). Figure 111-23, '\-lhich pertai.ns to refusing to follow a 

direct order. shows a slight decrease during this time also. Figure 

111..,24 combines offenses .<lgainst rules or procedur\ss and refusal of a 

direct order, and adds offenses against fu~lough rules. It is clear from 

Figure 111-24 that there has been a substantial decrease in those types 

of offenses pertaining to order within Auburn following the initiation of 

the Inmate Grievance Procedure. It is this decrease that accounts for 

the decreases in. total offenses observed in Figure III-IS. 

The analysis of the 5999 recorded disciplinary reports at Attica 

from November 30~ 1975 to January 29, 1977 is illustrated in Figures 

111-25 through 111-34. An examin~tion bf the pattern of total offenses 

over the 6l-week period in Figure 11I-25 reveals that no .noticeable 

decrease has occurred fo1lo1IYing the inauguration of the Inmate Grievance 

Procedure on Febr.ua.ry 5, 19)'6. In fact', it is apparent that a dramatic 

increase occurred between April 18 aud July 17 (weeks 20-32) and the fre

quency by the end of the 61-\1eekperiod had only returned to the level 

that existed prior to the prolcedure' s implementation. 

weeks 1-10 aver~ged 90.20 i.ncidents 

weeks 11-20 a"eraged 10L10 incidents 

weeks 21.30 averaged 124.10 incidents 

weeks 31-40 aVElraged 102.00 incidents 

weeks 41-S0 avel':aged 86.70 incidents 

Figure.s III-26 , III-27 and III-28 reveal the pattern of 'Tiolent 

offenses against persons·. Figure III-26 indicates no noticeable change 
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in the frequency of inmate offenses against self. Figures 111-27 and 

111-28, representing offenses against other inmates and offenses against 

officers or staff, respectively, do not suggest that the level of vio-

1ence within Attica decreased as a result of the Inmate Grievance Proce-

dure. The mean number of recorded inmate offenses against other inmates 

vacillated during the 61-week period (X = 8.0 for weeks 1-10, 10.4 for 

weeks 11-20, 11.60 for weeks 21-30, 11.00 for weeks 31-40, 6.7 for weeks 

41-50, and 7.9 for weeks 51-60), returning to a pre-procedure level by 

the end of the period under examination. The mean number of offenses 

against officers and staff also vacillated, but there is evidence to sug-

gest a general linear pattern of increase during the 61-week period. The 

average number of incidents during the ten weeks prior to the Inmate 

Grievance Procedure's operation was 12.1, and for successive ten-week 

periods the average increases from 13.4 to 18.2 an.d 16.5, reaching a new 

high of 20.2 during the final ten-week period. The vacillation and the 

absence of any apparent decrease in the frequency of assaults on officers 

and staff suggests that the level of violence in Attica was not decreased 

as a result of the Inmate Grievance Procedure. 

Figures 111-29 and 111-30 depict the pattern of offense against per-

sona1 property or cell and institutional property, respectively; these 

two offenses are combined in Figure 111-31 to illustrate the overall pat-

t6rn of offenses against property at Attica. Figure 111-29 indica~es no 

changes had occurred in the seldom-encountered offense against one's own 

personal property or cell. Fig'Ur~ III-30 again demonstrates the dramatic 

increase during weeks 20-32, but it also shows that these property 

offenses never return to the level that existed prior to the Inmate Griev-

ance Procedure. Consequently, offenses against property, summarized in 

Figure 111-31, do not appear to have been reduced at Attica. 
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TABLE III-54 
(continued) 

INMATES (cont,) 

b. clothing issued 
change for the better 
change for the worse 
no change 

c. recreational opportunities 
change for the better 
change for the worse 
no change 

d. medical services 
change for the better 
change for the worse 
no change 

e. visitation rules 
change for the better 
change for the wo'rse 
,no change 

f. legal services 
change for the better 
change for the worse 
no change 

g. personal privacy 
change for the better 
change for the worse 
no change 

h. treatment by correctional offi~ers 
change for the better 
change for the worse 
no change 

i. treatment by administrators 
change for the better 
change for the worse 
no change 

j. job training and educational opportunities 
change for the better 
change for the worse 
110 change 

k. other 
change for the better 
change for the worse 
no change 

South Carolina 

(N=159) 
37.1 
7.5 

55.3 

(N=154) 
33.1 
7.8 

59.1 

(N=l56) 
25.6 
17.3 
57.1 

(N=152) 
32.2 
7.2 

60.5 

(N=l44) 
18.1 

9.0 
72 .9 

(N=l52) 
19.1 
15.1 
65.8 

(N=148) 
30.4 
10.8 
58.8 

(N=14S) 
29.0 
13.1 
57.9 

(N=145) 
40.7 

6.9 
52 ,If 

(N=74) 
23.0 

9.5 
67.6 
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the need for citizens groups to become involved in the procedure at cor

rectional facilities. The Society contacted CCJ for additional informa

tion. In June of 1976 an initial meeting was arranged at the Society 

office with Linda Singer of CCJ, Commissioner William Leeke, and Ted Moore, 

Wilkes Assistant Director of Administration. Leeke and Moore are both from 

the Columbia area and have a long acquaintanceship; furthermore, there has 

been an ongoing working relationship between the Alston Wilkes Society and 

the South Carolina Department of Corrections. 

These local citizens were to serve as needed to arbitrate or mediate 

those grievances appealed to the level of the Commissioner. Citizen 

involvement was minimal, however, due tv the fact that the role of these 

citizen volunteers was defined as arbitrators. Since only a few griev

ances reached the level of the CommiSSioner, there was little opportunity 

(only two occasions to September 1977) to utilize the service and training 

of the Alston Wilkes Society. Since their role was defined as arbitrators, 

they were not utilized to monitor the procedure's operation or oversee 

implementation of resolutions. 

The small number of grievances generated and the proportionately 

smaller number of grievances necess~tating arbitration could not have 

been foreseen. When the pattern became clear in mid-year, however, and 

it was evident that no sustained involvement by the Alston Wilkes 

Society could be expected if they w~re utilized as arbitrators only, 

it is unfortunate that the initiative was not made by the Alston Wilkes 

Society, the Commissioner, or the Center for Community Justice to 

redefine their role and create a structure that would permit more 

sustained involvement at a lower level in the process. 
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Brown and Moore indicated in our intervi.ews that they had hoped to 

have a bigger role with the program than wa& probably intended by CCJ 

officials. They found the training for their role as outside a~bitrators 

to be very thorough. 

Brown and Moore were quite critical of the slow pace followed to 

implement the procedure at Kirkland. Tney seemed quite qismayed that there 

were approximately five months between the initial announcement and the 

beginning of the procedure at Kirkland.' They recruited and trained the 

volunteers to serve as arbitrators, and feel responsible for preparing 

many more arbitrators than subsequently were needed. To date, only two 

grievances have reached the level of outside arbitration, 

During the first year of operation of the Inmate Grievance Procedure 

at Kirkland, the Society made site visits to observe the operation of the 

procedur~. While they always received positive reports, they seemed to 

doubt the information. It appears that, as a vigorous group anxious to 

assume a high level of involvement, they expected more attention from qCJ. 

From their point of view, the entire process has been too slow as a 

form of new service delivery system to inmates. They were unaware that 

the procedure had been expanded from Dorm 1 to Dorms 2 and 7 before 

October 1, 1976, and then expanded to the entire facility by February 1, 

1977. Brown and Moore had the distinct impression that facility-wide 

expansion was not accomplished prior to May, 1977. 

Brown and Moore indicated they "know Kirkland and its problems. 1I 

They expected conditions of confinement and violation of rights to be 

big grievance issues. They expected more formal hearing resolutions to 

be necessary. They expected other types of problems to surface more 



-318-

rapidly, e.g., library access, canteen issues, visitation rights. Both 

men seemed to be expecting more institutional reform and rapid change --

-- now -- than has seemed to be the case. They are genuinely concerned 

about what will happen after the official designers, implementators and 

monitors are gone. 

Now that the Commissioner of the Department of Corrections has 

decided to implement the Inmate Grievance Procedure in all South Carolina 

institutions, there should develop a larger number of grievances requiring 

arbitration, and a corresponding increase in the involvement of the 

members of the Alston Wilkes Society -- if the Commissioner chooses to 

call upon them. The potential for significant citizen involvement again 

exists in South Carolina, but it may again dissipate for lack of structure. 

5. Summary and Recommendations 

It is important to distinguisp between impact (o~ outcome) and proc-

ess evaluation. The maior concern of the correctional administrators is - , 

with impact: were inmate grievances resolved quickly, fairly and at the 

lowest level? The Kirkland ~xperience was most successful when judged by 

this outcome criterion. A process evaluation, which examines the manner 

of operation and the achievement of program objectives, asks whether the 

framing principles and initial design were achieved and, if achieved, 

whether they led to the desired outcome. As has been pointed out earlier, 

the impact of the Inmate Grievance Procedure cannot be attributed directly 

to the intrinsic merits of the mechanism. Rather, the successful outcome 

is due to both (1) the commitment and involvement of key personnel and 

(2) the number and type of grievances. It is not clear that these same 

personnel could be as effective had there been a greater number of griev-

ances or more policy-oriented grievances. Nor is it clear that other. 
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personnel, with lower involvement and less skill, could be as effective 

even with the same grievances. Therefore, although the program has been 

"successful" from an outcome criterion, the "program" cannot be credited 

with the success. 

This distinction presents a dilemma: should a technique that is 

providing successful grievance resolutions be preserved even if it devi-

ates from that designed or should the fundamental principles and design 

of the procedure be advocated and maintained eyen if it results in a less 

successful grievance xesolution mechanism? This evaluation recognizes 

the advantages of the former, yet advocates the latter for t'VIO reasons. 

First, the evaluation efforts have peen directed toward a process, and 

the evaluation must take exception when the integrity of that process has 

been or is about to be compromised. Second, an objective of the evalua-

tion is to discern the replicability of this process in other 5ettings and 

the stability of this p~ocess over time, and it is difficult to propose 

that a similar situation could be duplicated elsewhere or remain stable 

when its success is due to idiosyncratic factors. 

Fo~ these reasons, the following pages are devoted to an examination 

of the process a~d a discussion of how three existing conditions could 

affect the impact of the Inmate Grievance Procedure. 

a. Structure of the Grievance Committee 

The organizational structure of the grievance committee is unique in 

comparison to other states because it provides for such a large number of 

inmate and officer committee members. Whereas elsewhere each housing 

unit has a grievance clerk, at Kirkland each housing unit has an inmate 

committee member. Whereas elsewhere b?o officers are assigned to serve 
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on the committee, the officers at Kirkland are assigned to serve on a -- -
committee when they can be released from other assignments. Whereas 

elsewhere there is a "pool" from which the rotating chairman is selected, 

at Kirkland the inmate and officer members, as well as the chairman, are 

selected from three pools. The size of the inmate and the officer member 

"pools" from which a working committee is foxmed to hear any particular 

grievance is so large that potential problems are created by this struc-

ture: 

1) the level of familiarity, trust, and genuine comradery among 

committee members, especially between inmates and officers, is less than 

experienced elsewhere. 

2) the level of investment in the procedure and its success is 

diluted by the rather infrequent occasions t<Then the members are activeJ.y 

working on the procedure. 

3) there are communication gaps between members which extend over 

time since the inmate grievance clerk is the only person (other than 

Deputy Warden Brown) who knows all the grievances brought to the commit-

tee and the resolutions provided by the committee, warden or commissioner. 

4) the present structure has the unintended consequence of counter

productivity in an attempt to gain credibility among the inmate popula-

tion. By having one committee member from each dorm and a comparable 

number of officers, statistical analysis suggests that a grievance struc-

ture that draws four-person committees meeting on a weekly basis from 

"pools" sets up the conditions wherein anyone member may not serve more 

than one time in five weeks, and any single officer/inmate pair may not 

serve together more than one time in 15 weeks. In addition, it is within 
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the range of probability to overlook some member entirely.* This form of 

grievance structure has two added negative consequences: that of suggest-

ing a low priority for the proce\dure to inmates within Kirkland, and, by 

the absence of a visibly cohesive inmate/officer committee, that of 

suggesting that the members are 'unwilling or unable to engage in joint 

effort directed to'ward a successful program. 

b. Number and Type of Grievances 

One reason for the success of the Inmate Grievance Procedur~ is the 

fact that few grievances have been filed and that the majority of those 

filed have been incident-related grieva.nces. Yet the structure of the 

committee is such that a substantial increase in the number of grievances 

and/or an increase in the pruportion of policy-related grievances will 

increase the likelihood of failure. The procedure can operate efficiently 

only so long as the grievances remain small in number and easily amenable 

to informal resolution by the inmate clerk. The present structure of the 

committee is not prepared to meet i~creased demands upon its time. Nor 

is it clear that its present level of organization and communication 

would tolerate additional strain. 

The continuation of a small number of grievances, largely resolved 

informally, presents credibility problems too, however. An under-

utiliz,ed procedure risks low visibility, low priority, and low credibil-

ity. Furthermore, the informal resolution of grievances precludes the 

routine operation of the remaining stages in the process, thereby 

*Because officers must be released from their assignment to serve on the 
committee, and because certain duty assignments are easier to "cover" or 
more flexible, the effect is to increase the involvement of those offi
cers more easily relieved and decrease the involvement of those officers 
in critical duties. While the problems of communication and solidarity 
mentioned earlier are reduced for those officers who frequently serve on 
the committee, these problems become greater for those ylhose involvement 
is rare. 
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(1) undermining the prinldples of joint input by officers and inmates and 

outside review and (2) reducing the legitimacy of the procedure. In 

addition, it is mot"e difficult to monitor the~ s'cructural features gener

ating grievances (even incident grievances may be due to the faculty 

operation of some unit, such as the mail room), the fairness of the reso

lution, and the implementation of the resolution when grievances al'e 

resolved informally. 

Therefore it appears that a delicate balance must be maintained in 

Kirkland. The present structure is not designed to effectively deal with 

a large number of grievances requirin.g the attention of the Inmate Griev

ance Committee. Yet the principles and structure of tte Inmate Grievance 

Procedure requi.re that the Committee's role be fulfilled to assure thE~ 

continued credibility of the procedure. 

c. Administrative Involvement 

The final arena of potential problem is the extent to which adminis

trative personnel have been involved at the earliest stages of the griev

ance process. As has been pointed out, Deputy Warden louisa Brown has 

been intensely involved with the procedure -- meeting almost daily with 

the clerk, sitting in on Committee hearings, and actively working for 

resolution at the earliest possible stages. This type of involvement has 

been largely responsible for the procedure's success to date, yet it also 

establishes a situation which may lead to future problems for the proce

dure. 

One manner in which a problem may arise is by the sudden withdrawal 

of this involvement. Because Deputy Brown's involvement has been so 

intense and so consistent since the procedu;l;.,· begen, it is not clear that 
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the procedure co~ld continue to operate effectively in her absence.* That 

is. we can not separate the success due to the intrinsic merits of the 

procedure and the work of its personnel from the success due to Deputy 

Brown's active involvement in the daily activities of the procedure. 

. Should another person assume this role or should she reduce the level of 

her involvement in the procedure. the operational efficiency of the pro-

cedure may be seriously threatened. 

Yet the continued high involvement of administrative personnel poses 

the same problem as outlined earlier. Joint inmate and officer resolu-

tion is not being allowed to occur, administrative input at only a desig-

nated level of appeal/review is being abridged, and the high involvement 

may come to be viewed by inmates as "close supervision" by the adminis-

tration. Given the number of informal resolutions and the Deputy Harden's 

input at that level, the procedure may in time become an "ombudsman" sys-

tem wherein the clerk is viewed as assistant to the Deputy Warden. 

d. Recommendations 

The following recommendations are offered in relationship to 

those problem areas of structure, grie~ances and administrative involve-

mente 

1) l·r:f.th regard to the structure of the Grievance Committee and 

the resultant problems (potential or real) of communication, investment, 

and inmate credibility: 

*Louisa Brown resigned as Deputy Warden in June, 1978 to assume the posi
tion of Warden at the women's facility. Since this ol~curred just as 
this report was being finalized, the evaluators have not had the oppor
tunity to assess the impact of th~' resignation. The point is not moot, 
however, since the comments are applicable if the new Deputy Warden is 
expected to perform in a similar manner. 
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(a) tha~ the staff member "pool" be eliminated, and that specified 

officers be allocated to the grievance committee f6r specified periods of 

time; 

(b) that a lower-level administrative position be created to 

devote full-time to the procedure; the responsibilities would include 

orientation of new officers and inmates, training of new committee mem

bers, preparing monthly statistical tabulations, and monitoring adherence 

to time limits, performances of personnel, and implementation of resolu-

tions. 

(c) that the problems identified by the evaluation team concern

ing the present committee structure and its impact of potentially limiting 

participation of inmate members be addressed as a problem; however, that 

NO INMATE MEMBERS BE REMOVED except by attrition through transfer OL 

parole to avoid endangering the credibility of the procedure; 

(d) that an organized method of achieving comradery and promoting 

communication between inmate and staff co~m~ttee members and the grievance 

clerks be established; 

(e) that consideration be given to some form of written communi

cation between committee members that covers the scope and activities of 

current grievances and their status toward resolution; 

(f) that more systematic records be kept abput the frequency of 

participation of individual committee members on hearing committees. 

These records should be utilized to assure con.stant rotation and, hence, 

involvement by all members. 

(2) With regard to the Number and Type of Grievances and the 

resultant problems of commitment and credibility; 

(a) that the inmates be encouraged by staff to submit more policy

oriented grievances and to appeal negative decisions to the next level. 

This will generate more visibility for the procedure. 
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(b) that even some of the incident grievances be forwarded to 

the Inmate Grievance Committee for input. 

(c) that a systematic system of monitoring grievances be initi

ated to pinpoint those structural units, procedures, and so forth that 

may be causing incident grievances and that thes'e incident gr.ievances 

(although previously resolved to the satisfaction of the grievant) be 

brought before the Inmate Grievance Committee to document the need for 

systemic change rather than continued case-by-case resolution. 

(d) that a monthly m~~.orandum be developed for circulation among 

the officer/inmate members and chai~persons which includes: the total 

number of grievances to date; the number resolved at each level (or 

pending at each level); and policy changes that can be attributed to the 

grievance procedure. Furthermore, that some command staff such as the 

shift supervisors be asked to have the monthly newsletter circulated, 

initialed by the staff, and returned to the inmate clerk. 

3) With regard to administrative involvement and the dilemma tllat 

reduced involvement may reduce effi~iency while cont:nued involvement may 

undermine credibility: 

(a) that the !~puty Warden gradually, over a fixed and publi-

cized period of time, withdraw from daily involvement in the resolution 

of grievances by the clerk of the Inmate Grievance Committee. 

(b) that the Deputy Warden continue to monitor the frequency of 

grievances and the implementation of resolutions and continue active 

involvement in securing implementation. 

(c) that the Deputy Warden encourage the clerk and Committee 

members to request her assistance when necessary, but only after they 
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have wrestled with the issue and neeq information or input from the admin

istrative level. 

(d) that the Alston Wilkes Society be considered as the group to 

permanently serve in the capacity of citizen monitors of the grievance 

procedure and the implementation of resolutions. These monitors would 

report to both the Commissioner and the Warden. 



D. Colorado 

1. Implementation 

Condition~ at the male maximum security prison in Canon City, 

Colorado, long have been a concern in the state. The facility has an 

overcrowded tri-ethnic inmate population and an almost all-Anglo staff, 

set in a small prison tow~ in south central Colorado. Canon City 

Maximum had a population of 623 inmates at the time the Inmate Grievance 

Resolution Procedure was instituted in June 1976. There was a major 

inmate strike in 1971. The prison was the subject of a scathing 

American Correctional Association study in 1973 and a Grand Jury report 

in 1974, which offered a harsh indictment of "staff ,?haos" and poor 

administrative leadership. There were major riots in May and September 

1975; the May disturbance prompted a report by the State Attorney 

General's Office pointing to a major failure in "the duty to care for 

inmates," to "the incredible amount of violence inside the walls," and 

to the poor command procedures and "inaccessabi1ityHf of the Superinten-

dent and his staff.* 

Excerpts from the 1975 Attorney General's Report further underscore 

the conditions of the setting into which the CCJ and State correctional 

officials attempted to introduce an inmate grievance procedure in 1976: 

*Report of thj~ Attorney General on the Events and Causes of the 
May 18, 1975, Riot at the Colorado State Penitentiary. The 1974 Grand 
Jury Report is cited in this document. 
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• The current situation (of extreme overcrowding) breeds ••• conten-

tion and unrest, and has no rationale other than the penitentiary's 

penury and its inability to provide adequately for the inmates in 

its care. (p. 33) 

e Race is a pervading fact of life in Canon City, where the polari-

zation between the Anglo guard and minority inmate population, 

confirmed by the 1974 U.S. Civil Rights Commission study, has been 

paralleled by racial polarization within the inmate population. 

(p. 35) 

• Above all ••• the penitentiary must begin to set up a meaningful 

counseling program and to implement an effective affirmative 

action program to recruit minority counselors. (p. 38) The peni-

tentiary still does not have an affirmative action plan. (p. 40) 

• The investigative team was shocked at the number of weapons avail-

able in the current penitentiary environment. Inmates and line 

officers agree that there is no difficulty in obtaining weapons, 

and such exotic weapons as handguns, homemade napalm, and homemade 

nitroglycerine have been reported. (p. 41) 

• The inmates have altogether too much idle time. The daytime work 

program is totally inadequate to keep the inmates busy. (p. 45) 

• The breakdown of the disciplinary system at the penitentiary has 

occurred over a long period, from the impact of new constitutional 

and legal requirements on an untrained staff and the continual 

bending of the rules by the penitentiary administration. (p. 48) 

• Enormous amounts of contraband are introducp-d daily into th~ peni-
. 

tentiary. The worst problem is that of alcohol, which precipitates 



-329-

the most violent incidents. Inmates can smuggle in drugs without 

guard assistance. (pp. 52-53) 

• The administration of the penitentiary is perceived by both 

inmates and line officers as aloof and inconsistent, and the per-

ceived quarrel between the Canon City administration and the 

Denver-based Division of Corrections has exacerbated the problem ••• 

The bickering and back-biting has not abated and has now reached 

the press. (pp. 54-55) 

• (Citing the 1973 ACA Report:) The penitentiary cannot be effi-

cient1y staffed due to its design ••• It now takes a disporpor-

tionate amount of manpower to man the towers ••• * At the same time 

the main cellhouse is staffed with four officers to supervise 350 

inmates. (pp. 56-,57) 

In addition the study indicated 110 reported violent incidents 

in the prior seven years, resulting in 10 deaths, a total of five con.... '.'" 

victions, and 35 instances where the log simply shows "Victim refused 

to testify." (pp. 64-65; Appendix II) 

It was in this context that the ·CCJ staff agreed, late in 1975, to 

undertake the development of inmate grievance procedures in the Canon 

City maximum facility. Initially Gary Bowker at the LEAA regional office 

in Denver had contacted Singer about the possibility of working in 

Canon City, and with the help of Diane Callahan (the corrections 

specialist in the LEA! Colorado State Planning Agency), negotiations 

were begun with the Director of Corrections, Gerald Agee. The Governor 

*Our data indicate that nearly half of all security officers -- 56 
of 114 -- are needed to TJlan the towers. 
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had fired Ag~er6 predecessor, and brought Agee in to head the Division 

from his position as Director of Youth Services for the State. Singer 

said in an interview early in 1976 that initiation of the inmate griev-

ance procedure "has the Governor's blessing. II 

After deciding to enter Colorado and eliciting the necessary com

mitment from the Division, CCJ staff met with Agee and all but one of 
\ 

the 12 facilities superintendents for a day on December 10, 1975, to 

discuss plans for instituting the procedure. The idea received a mixed 

recE~ption from the superintendents, but Superintendent Nick Evans of 

Canon City maximum was willing to proceed -- reluctantly -- on a 90-day 

"experimental" basis. CCJ staff stressed the need to work slowly and 

cautiously. 

Despite strong support from Agee (and, it appears, from the Governor), 

a number of obstacles to effective implementation can be identified, 

among them: a high level of hostility and suspicion on the part of many 

of the superintendents, a number of postponements of important meetings 

and training sessions, an obvious lack of commitment to the procedure 

on the part of Evans as evidenced by his demeanor in the first training 

session for administrative personnel at maximum, a great deal of dead 

time for inmates (resulting in gang organizing and aimless lounging in 

the yard), lax security procedures, a high level of tension between 

staff and inmates, and a general aura of mistrust and cynicism permeating 

relationships in the facility. 

In spite of these obstacles, the Inmate Grievance Procedure went 

into effect at the Colorado State Penitentiary in Canon City on June 17, 

1976, following half a dozen site visits by CCJ staff to develop the 

design and conduct training with administrators, line staff and inmates. 16 
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Time 1 surveys were administered and interviews conducted in the 

facility before the procedure became operational, and our concern about 

the general receptivity of the situation was heightened by what we learned 

on site and in a series of interviews within and outside the Division 

of Corrections in Denver. While the superintendent seemed optim:i,sti,c., 

saying "We could not have picked a better time, because of other changes 

already in effect," further probing gave no indication that the program 

was viewed as a formal means for obtaining resolution of inmate cOm-

plaints. Indeed, j.t appears that the superintendent did not inform his 

own staff of the forthcoming procedure. Intervie'tvs with assistant 

superintendents indicated that they had received limited information 

about the grievance procedure and, therefore, were unaware of how it 

would affect thei? area of responsibility. The Hearings Officer (i.e. 

the coordinator of the existing process most likely to be affected by 

introduction of the grievance procedure), said he had heard virtually 

nothing about the new procedure until he talked with the evaluators on 

June 15, 1978. 

Laue had grave misgivings apout whether the procedure would take 

root and be effective, as summarized in a July 22 letter to Research 

and Planning Director Norma Phillips. The high level of staff resist

ance, the absence of a commitment of sufficient time of a staff person 

to attend to the detail of the procedure, and the absence of a plan 

for ongoing staff training and orientation all were noted. The letter 

h h " II. concluded wit anot er grave concern ~ 

It appears that the facility has an inordinate amount of 

dead time and a dearth of programs -- and both conditions, 
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I believe, lead to aimlessness, gang organizing and inter

personal as well as intergroup tension. I consider these 

conditions to b~ negative predictors regarding the inmate 

grievance system, and I do not think the new procedures can 

get a fair test when begun in this context. 

a. The Prison Climate 

A climate of tension and hostility characterized the Colorado 

State Penitentiary when the Inmate Grievance Procedure was introduced 

in June, 1976. The inmates were divided into three factions -- white, 

black, and brown -- and violent episodes among these groups resulted 

from the struggle of each group to gain control over such illicit 

inmate activities as the sale of drugs and to assert its position of 

dominance. The conflict was largely between the black and Hispanic 

inmates; white inmates were the minority and were less well organized. 

The ease of access to weapons and the frequent inmate assaults upon 

inmates also generated a high level of tension among correctional 

officers. The recent inmate riots contributed to the correctional 

officers' hostility toward and distrust of inmates. 

The degree of tension within the prison is illustrated by the 

responses from both inmates and correctional officers to the question

naire administered prior to the operation of the Inmate Grievance 

Procedure. As is evident in Table III-55, nearly 95 percent of the 

inmate and correctional officer respondents indicate that the feeling 

within the prison was "tense." More specifically, 38.7 percent of the 

inmates alld 37.0 percent of the officers report that assaults between 

inmates and staff occur at least weekly. Assaults between inmates 
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are reported to occur at least weekly by 80,3 .percent of the officers 

and 76.2 percent of the inmates. 

of assaults, the level of verbal abuse is also quite high: nine of 

ten officers reported that verbal abuse of staff by inmates occurs 

daily, and nearly half of the inmates reported daily verbal abuse of 

inmates by correctional officers. 

The data presented in Table III-55 also r.eveal a high level of 

property destruction and theft among inmates. In response to the 

question asking the frequency with which something in the prison is 

damaged by an inmate, over half" the inmate respondents and 92.7 percent 

of the officers indicate that such activities occur at least weekly. 

Similarly nearly all officers and more than three-fourths of the 

inmates report that something is stolen from an inmate at least weekly. 

These data, together with observations by those familiar with 

the prison, suggest a prevailing climate of tension and hostility 

within the prison. While this may be viewed as an indication of the 

need for an effective grievance resolution mechanism, it must also be 

recognized as a rather hostile environment for the implementation of 

any mechanism calling for the cooperative effort of inmates and cor-

rectional officers. 

A final point is necessary. The hostile and tense climate within 

the prison may be seen 'in retrospect as a reason for the failure of 

the Inmate Grievanee Procedure. Certainly it will explain a great 

deal of the initial negative response to the procedure by officers 

and inmates (disc'Ussed below), Yet this factor alone cannot account 

for failure. The climate at Attica was not substantially different 
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TABLE III-55 

CORRECTIONAL OFFICER AND INMA~ RESPONSES TO SELECTED 
ITEMS PERTAINING TO VIOLENCE, COLORADO 

(June, 1976) 

Correctional 
r Officers 

% Agree, feeling in here is tense 94.5 
(N=72)a 

% indicating inmate-staff fights 
b (N=65) 

a. never occurs 10.8 
b. occurs monthly 52.3 
c. occurs weekly 23.1 
d. occurs daily 13.9 

% Indicating inmate-inmate fightsb (N=-7l) 
a. ne',er occurs 0.0 
b. occurs monthly 19.8 
c. occurs weekly 60.6 
d. occurs daily 19.7 

% Indicating verbal abuse of staff by 
~nmate and of inmate by staffb,c (N=72) 
a. neveroccurs 0.0 
b. occurs monthly 2.8 
c. occurs weekly 4.2 
d. occurs dai:J,.y 93.0 

% Indicating somethin~ in prison 
damaged by inmates: (N=72) 
a. never occU+, 0.0 
b. occur monthly 7.0 
c. occur weekly 11.2 
d. occur daily 81.5 

% Indicating something stolen 
from inmate:b (N=70) 
a. never occur 0.0 
b. occur monthly 5.8 
c. occur weekly 24.3 
d. occur daily 70.0 

aThe numbers in parentheses are the total number of respondents 
that particular item of the survey. 

Inmates 

94.7 
(N=114) 

(N=109) 
17.4 
42.2 
20.3 
18.4 

(N=109) 
3.7 

18.3 
55.1 
21.1 

(N=114) 
7.7 

13.2 
30.6 
47.4 

(N=l05) 
19.1 
28.6 
25.7 
24.7 

(N=113) 
8.8 

10.6 
36.3 
42.4 

arlswering 

bThe percentages may not total 100% because the "don't knowll responses 
have been omitted in the presentation. 

cCorrectional officers responded to a question pertaining to verbal abuse 
of staff by inmates; inmates responded to a question pertaining to 
verbal abuse of inmates by staff.o 
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than that at the Colorado State Penitentiary. In both cases there 

was a high level of tension and a high frequency of assaults, thefts, 

and damage reported by both officers and inmates. The key difference, 

it appears to us, lies in the degree of administrative support for the 

procedure, the absence or presencepf a legal mandate, and the level of 

administrative effort expended to create a viable, legitimate Inmate 

Grievance Procedure. This is discussed in more detail elsewhere in our 

report. 

b. Correctional Officer Responsiveness 

The receptivity. of correctional officers to the Inmate Grievance 

Procedure can be viewed in terms of both their responsiveness to any 

new procedure designed to hear inmate grievances and their attitudes 

toward this particular model of a grievance mechanism. Data presented 

in Table III-56 indicat~ a resistance to any new program. Slightly 

over 80 percent of the officers indicate that inmates already have too 

many legal rights, and more than 90 percent feel that the authority of 

the officer is undermined by change$ and reforms. More relevant~ 

however, is the finding th~t nearly all of the officers feel they will 

help inmates with problems. In fact, few officers indicate that 

inmates with complaints should seek help from someone other than an 

officer, counselor or teacher.* The established griev~nce machinery, 

*It is unfortunate that teacher and counselor were combined as one 
response choice and cannot now be analyzed separately. In this Colorado 
prison, "counselor" is an off:tcial term for those correctional officers 
who are assigned the respon$ibility of dealing with inmate questions 
and concerns about such matters as hospital visits, parole hearings 
and classification board meetings. It may well be that the officers 
who approve of an inmate f s use of "teacher or counselor" are approving 
of the correctional officer counselor rather than the tea,cher. 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------
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TABLE III-56 

ATTITUDES OF CORRECTIONAL OFFICERS TO I~TE 
GRIEVANCE PROCEDURE AT IMPLEMENTATION, COLORADO 

(June 1976) 

% Agree, inmates here have too many 
legal rights 

% Agree, new changes and reforms are 
weakening the authority of the officers 

% Agree, if inmates come to me for 
help, I will try to help them 

When inmate has a complaint, who should 
he go to first about that problem? 
a. another inmate 
b. an officer 
c. a counselor or teacher 
d. the Inmate Awareness Committee 
e. the Superintendent 
f. other 

% Agree, most of the problems inmates 
have are caused by inmates themselves 

% Agree, inmate grievance procedure 
will do more ha~ than good 

% Agree, inmate grievance procedure 
will solve some of our big problems 

% Agree, inmate grievance procedure 
shows common sense 

% Agree, inmate grievance procedure 
will increase c~plaints about 
trivial matters 

% Agree, inmate grievance procedure 
will help inmates and hurt staff 

% Agree inmate grievance procedure 
can do serious harm 

Coloradoa 

82.6 
(N=69) 

91.3 
(N~69) 

97.1 
(N=68) 

(N=70) 
1.4 

35.7 
51.4 

4.3 
0.0 
7.1 

90.0 
(N=70) 

42.3 
(N=71) 

14.1 
(N=71) 

25.7 
(N=70) 

79.7 
(N=69) 

50.0· 
(N=68) 

58.0 
(N=70) 

aThe numbers in parentheses are the total number of respondents answering 
that particular item of the survey. 
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the Inmate Awareness Committee, does not appear to have much support 

among correctional officers. 

More specific questions directed to the Inmate Grievance Procedure 

are also reported in Table III-56. Few officers envisioned that the 

procedure would be useful in dealing with the major problems in the 

prison, and only one-fourth of the officers thought the procedure 

sho·wed common sense. On the other hand, half of the surveyed officers 

felt that the procedure would hurt the staff, over half indicated that 

the procedure can seriously jeopardize existing conditions, and over 

three-fourths agreed that the procedure would increase trivial complaints 

by inmates. 

In summary, correctional officers perceived no need for an inmate 

grievance resolution mechanism, felt such an innovation would weaken 

their authority vis-a-vis the inmate and undermine their desire that 

inmates with problems and compla~nts seek out officers, and anticipated 

that the new procedure would have little positive impact on current 

conditions. 

c. Inm~te Responsiveness 

Survey items designed to ascertain inmate receptivity at the 

time of implementation demonstrate that the inmates were seeking a 

viable mechanism to deal with their grievances and that the Inmate 

Grievance Procedure was favorably vie~led by the inmCj.tes. It is of 

interest in light of the correctional offic,,-'~;s' stated willingness to 

help inmates that only a small fraction of the inmate respondents 

felt that staff are willing to help inmates. The data in Table III-57 

also indicate that inmate complaints are most likely to be taken to 
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TABLE III-57 

ATTITUDES OF INMATES TO INMATE GRIEVANCE PROCEDURE 
AT IMPLEMENTATION, COLORADO 

(June, 1976) 

% Agree, we have no influence on 
how we are treated here 

% Agree, most of the staff are 
willing to help an inmate 

If you have a complaint about something, 
who would you go to first? 
a. another inmate 
b. an officer 
c. a counselor or teacher 
d. the Inmate Awareness Committee 
e. the Superintendent 
f. other . 

% Agree, the new Inmate Grievance 
Procedure will do more harm than good 

% Agree, the new Inmate Grievance 
Procedure will solve some big problems 

% Agree, the new Inmate Grievance 
Procedure shows common sense 

% Agree, most inmate complaints will be " 
worked out "very" or "pretty" well 
with Inmate Grievance Procedure 

% Agree, most inmates will not file 
grievances with new procedure 

% Agree, inmate grievance procedure 
will help inmates and hurt staff 

% Agree, inmate grievance procedure 
cannot do serious harm 

Co1oradoa 

60.6 
(N=109) 

4.4 
(N:=l13) 

(N=108) , 
23.1 
8.3 

15.7 
25.9 
8.3 

18.5 

12.8 
(N=109) 

31.8 
(N=110) 

64.5 
(N=110) 

44.6 
(N=llO) 

36.3 
(N=113) 

8.1 
(N=llO) 

47.7 
(N=109) 

· . 

aThe numbers in parentheses are the total number of respondents answering 
that particular item of the survey. 

,.. 



the Inmate Awareness Committee or another inmate rather than to an 

officer~ counse~or or teacher. Note, however, that even the Inmate 

Awareness Committee -- the formally established mechanism to resolve 

inmate grievances -- receives the support of only one-fourth of the 

inmates. 

Specific items pertaining to the newly established Inmate 

Grievance Procedure, also reported in Table III-57, suggest that inmates 

viewed this new mechanism with some skepticism; yet there is also an 

indication of relatively strong support. Only 12.8 percent agreed 

that the procedure would do more harm than good, nearly two-thirds 

felt the procedure shows common sense, nearly one-third held hope 

that the procedure would be able to deal with some of the major prob

lems in the prison, and somewhat less than half felt the new procedure 

would be able to work out inmate grievances "pretty well" or "very 

we1l ll • In short, the level of inmate responsiveness to the Inmate 

Grievance Procedure shortly before implementation was characteristic of 

that found in other sites. While their responsiveness may be descibed 

as guarded, suspect and cynical, it does not appear to be any more 

hostile than that of inmates of other prisons. 

2. Operation of the Grievance Procedure 

The grievance procedure in the Colorado State Penitentiary operated 

for a 1itt1a mQre than seven weeks before it was terminated by adminis

trative fiat following the stabbing death of an inmate on August 10, 1976. 

At that time, the entire institution was locked-down, all programs and 

most serv'ices were terminated until further notice, arid a special ses

sion of the Colorado legislature was called (eventuating in additional 

appropriations for the Division of Corrections). 
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During the operation of a grievance procedure, 134 grievances 

were filed. In the course of a site visit November 8-9, 1976, Hepburn 

was able to retrieve 77 of the individual grie.vances from the Eltore:coom 

where they literally had been dumped during the sweep of the facility 

that followed the August 10th incident. No other grievance recQrds were 

available, so we have no way of knowing whether our sample is representa

tive of the total population of grievances. 

The limited data available on the disposition of the grievances, 

and Hepburn's November interviews and conversation with top administra

tors, inmates, and with Gordon Roetker (a correctional officer who worked 

diligently before and throughout the operation of the procedure to make 

it work), indicate that the procedure had begun to function reasonably 

well, despite many problems. This' judgment is confirmed by CCJ staff. 

Grievances were being filed, informally investigated, and heard by the 

Committee, then sent to Superintendent Evans. Evans both rejected and 

sustained inmates' positions -- although there was no mechanism beyond 

a written "yes" from the superintendent's office for implementing or 

publicizing policy or procedural changes resulting from the grievance 

procedure. Some appeals went to Denver and of those, some went to outside 

arbitration, as detailed later in this section. 

While only 77 cases are available for analysis, a case log shows 

the distributio~ of the filing of the total number of 134 grievances 

over the seven-week period. There was an initial flurry of filings 

(42 cases -- or 31 percent of the total) in the first week of the proce

dure's operation, then the frequency leveled off and had reduced to 

only seven during the seventh and final week (see Figure III-35). 
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While data on disposition of all 134 grievances are not available, 

Table III-58 indicates that, of the 77 cases for which the record was 

retrieved, only five (six percent) ~1ere informally resolved -- a much 

lower percentage than in the other systems in which the CCJ has worked. 

Thirty one (40 t 3 percent) were resob/'ed at the level of the Inmate 

Grievance Resolution Committee, 41 (53.3 percent) went to the Superin

tendent, 9 (11.7 percent) to the Director of Corrections, and six (7.8 

percent) to arbitration. While it is not possible to determine at what 

stage (or, in many cases, whether) resolution occurred, it is clear 

that the procedure was involving correcti.ons personnel at many levels 

in the system -- and, therefore, making its impact felt. 

The greatest proportion of the 77 grievances for which we have 

data were clas~ified as Lost Inmate Property, representing a frequency 

of 15 (19.5 percent). Lost Inmate Property includes grievances about 

missing items of clothing from the laundry, lost property from cells, 

the boxes from home pict~d up from the package room with missing items 

(many instances were verified in this category). The biggest single 

issue 'Y7ithin this category is money missing from inmate accounts. 

Again, many cases were verified. 

The Classification category contains nine items (11.7 percent), 

most of them policy-related issues about criteria-inconsistancies, such 

as mandatory program participation (which includes work) ~ the face of 

the reality that only a portion of the inmates can be accommodated by 

the programs available. 



Type of Grievance a 

Housing 
Grooming Standards 
Temporary Release 
Inmate Property-Requested 
Inmate Property-Missing 
Personal Conduct-Inmates 
Personal Conduct-Staff 
Security 
Visiting Privileges 
Support Services 
Safety 
Inmate Rights 
Programs 
Educational Programs 
Classification 
Inmate Pay 
Miscellaneous 

TOTALS 

TABLE III-58 

TYPE OF GRIEVANCE BY STAGE IN THE GRIEVANCE PROCEDURE 
COLORADO STATE PENTENTIARY 
(June 17 - k~gust 4, 1976) 

Number Reaching Each Stage 
Informal b LG.C. Director of 

Filed Resolution Hearing SUEer intend ent Corrections 

3 0 3 3 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
3 0 3 3 2 
5 0 5 3 1 

15 0 15 10 1 
0 0 0 0 0 
4 0 4 0 0 
7 1 6 3 0 
2 0 2 0 0 
8 1 7 4 2 
0 0 0 0 0 
4 0 4 4 0 
8 0 8 2 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
9 1 8 6 2 
4 0 4 1 1 
5 2 3 Z 0 

77 5 72 41 9 

Arbitration 

0 
0 
2 
1 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
1 
0 
0 
0 
0 
1 
1 
0 

6 

aThis categorization scheme reflects that used in the New York System, with the addition 

b 

of categories for Classification, Inmate Pay, and Inmate Pr:operty-Hissing. 

The data available to us do not record attempts at informal resolution, and corroborative 
interviews and observations indicate that the grievance clerk for the initial five weeks 
did not informally investigate grievances. Therefore, data are not included for this 
category with the exception of those classifications where informal resolutions were 
reported. . 

I 
w 
~ 
w 
I 
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Program grievances included work assignments and recreation, with 

the eight filings (10.4 percent) split between these two issues. 

Support Service includes medical service, and eight (10.4 percent) 

grievances are represented here. All but one pertained to pOQr medical 

emergency care. 

Medical service is in a separate division within the State,'and 

prisoner grievances carry little weight there. Superintendent Evans 

only referred questions and issues to the Medical Director without 

recommendation, 

Other categories with smaller frequencies but in which important 

issues were raised included: 

Staff Action. Four grievants complained about staff seizure of 

inmates and their placement in disciplinary lock-up on the basis of 

"snitch notes" or "general harassment". 

Security. Seven grievances inmates seized ~in lock-up without 

charges pending investigations, who were later released, or whose cell 

was searched l.;rith no inmate present. 

Inmate Rights. Two grievants requested the right to be represented 

by legal counsel at disciplinary and parole board hearings. A third 

case was a grievance against the state policy that has no provision 

for the $100 release money for a paroled inmate from out-of-state. A 

fourth case was a request for legal typing service for inmates in 

administrative segregation. 

Ten of the total grievances filed were from past events where 

redress was still being sought. It is not possible to determine from 

the records available to us how often final resolution occurred within 



-345-

the time limits for the procedure. However, analysis of the records 

indicates that grievances were systematically filed twice weekly, with 

the necessary Committee hearings scheduled for one week later. In gen

eral, grievances were for.warded to the su~erintendent within 48 hours for 

his consideration. 

The Colorado design provided for complaints to be processed through 

all stages for final resolution within 55 days. Records further indicate 

that grievances filed before June 30 had reached arbitration vithin 35 

days. This provides every indication that. the Inmate Grievance Procedure 

was adhering to the specified time limits. 

3. Analysis: Problems, Termination, and Institutional Change 

Hepburn's visit to the Canon City facility November 8 and 9, 1976, 

provides the major basis for a reflective analysis of the operation of 

the inmate grievance resolution procedure and its impact on the institu

tion and its functioning. Operation of the procedure was terminated 

on August 10, 1976, when the $ntire facility was locked-down following 

the stabbing death noted earlier in this section. Although the proce

dure had developed visibility (and apparently some credibility, at 

least among inmates) in the facility -~ and although there had been 

numerous official recommendations for the development of some systematic 

procedure for dealing with inmate grievances17 -- tht~re has been no 

attempt to re-institute it or a comparable process since the lock-down. 

Singer and other CCJ officials made numerous attempts through telephone 

calls and letters in August and September to meet with Agee and/or Evans 

to discuss the future of the procedure, but Colorado officials were 

unresponsive. Agee, Evans, and others had been invited and expected 
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to participate in the conference of commissioners and other officials 

from the other three states at Keystone, Colorado, September 20-22, 1976, 

but they did not appear. 

Interviews in Canon City in November indicated that a major structural 

overhaul had taken place in the prison aimed at achieving tighter 

administrative control, and with no role for inmates in working out their 

complaints similar to the role they had played while the Inmate Grievance 

Resolution Program was in effect. The major changes included (1) reassign-

ment of staff, (2) a strict behavior modification program relating inmate 

classifications to performance on selected criteria (work, discipline, 

etc.), (3) reclassification of all inmates (with review every 30 to 90 

days), (4) confiscation of all i~ate personal property (to be returned 

as rewards for good behavior), (5) removal of money and tokens from 

inmates, and (6) stricter visiting procedures. Inmates who achieve the 

two highest levels in the classification system are paid and earn-good 

time, and those at the highest (honor) level have a slightly larger 

cell and the privilege of having their own property in the cell. Of 

the 604 inmates in the population at the time of the November site 

visit, 226 or 37 percent were in protective custody, administrative 

segregation, or in the lowest classification ("Regress:i,ve 111 -- a 

disciplinary rather than a working status). So the traditional lack 

of programmatic and work activity at the facility apparently continued 

after the lock-down and restructuring. 

In discusaing the operation and impact of the grievance procedure, 

the superintendent, assistant superintendents, officers, and inmates 

interviewed gave mixed reviews. Assistant Superintendent James Brittain 
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(the highest administrator with direct day-to-day responsibility for 

the procedure), thinks the grievance procedure was a good idea and that 

June was a good time to initiate the procedure, primarily because 

racial incidents, gang wars, etc., were at a minimum. He feels that 

the grievance procedure at least significantly reduced the number of 

letters that he and Superintendent Evans received from inmates. Apparently 

Brittain and the Superintendent, upon receipt of a letter, would return 

it to the inmate indicating that it was something that should have been 

taken up through the grievance procedure. When asked about the tesist

ance and hostility by the staff members toward the grievance procedure, 

Brittain acknowledged that these continued to exist. When asked how 

it would be possible to initiate guard involvement to obtain their sup

port for the grievance procedure, Brittain suggested: (1) rotation of 

the Committee member more often to provide a better understanding, 

(2) demonstrating through the grievance procedure how ambiguous or 

outmoded procedures can be removed, and (3) making the staff aware that 

the Grievance Committee will make their job easier and safer if the 

inmate can take his grievances to the Committee, beca~se inmates become 

more "manageable". 

Captain Harold Harris, a member of the Committee, felt that certain 

changes needed to be made in the grievance procedure. He felt that the 

Committee was much too time consuming, and that fewer personnel should 

operate it -- especially fewer or no command personnel. He also men

tioned that frivolous issues comprised about a third of the total 

grievances an~ should be omitted. The frivolous issues, Harris argued, 

were in part due to the inadequate clarification of what is and what 



is not grievable, and the fact that the cle~k was put in the position 

of having to tell inmates whethe~ the grievance was fi1eab1e. Harris 

admitted that he did not initially think the grievance procedure would 

wo~k, but that it did in fact work. 

Both Brittain and Evans ag~eed that the incident in August was 

more of an excuse for, rathe~ than a cause of, the gene~a1 lock-up and 

discontinuation of prison programs. Evans indicated that he had wanted 

to "gain control of the prison" from the inmates for quite some time. 

He cited an incident in March, in which the inmates went on a sit-down 

strike, as an example of an attempt by the administration to regain 

control. He apparently felt that this effort in Ma~ch failed, and that 

the incident in August was sufficient to promote the general lock-up_ 

Brittain and EVans also both indicated that the lockup provided a 

rationale for political activity. A special session of the state 

legislators was called and, as a result, a new multi-million dollar 

package was passed. Included are the following: (1) a new law with 

a mandatory five-year penalty for any inmate in possession of contra-

band, (2) appropriations for nine additional work supervisors, (3) com-

munication equipment (26 mobile pack unit radios and two base stations) 

and civilian dispatchers, (4) 13.5 positions in security to provide 

escort services for those inmates housed in Dorm 3 under administration 

segregation or classified as Regressive-l's, and (5) 17 new counselor 

positions.* 

*Counselors function more as monitors than clinicians in that their 
task is to attend to a small group of inmates to insure that they 
report to the physician, attend adjustment hearing committees, etc. 

---~-~------- -----
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Roetker, we conclude that the grievance procedure did not operate as 

well as it might have for the following reasons: 

1) The Grievance Clerk was ineffective; apparently he did not weed 

out the improper grievances, nor did he try to resolve grievances 

informally. It was not until after the fifth week of the eeven week 

life-span that he was removed and a new clerk installed. The new clerk 

seems to have handled the job well during his short tenure. 

2) The Committee of inmates and officers did not function for 

hearings as outlined. As Evans stated, "they organized but made no 

decisions." Apparently when a Hearing Committee met, it did not recog

nize its authority to make decisions without the sanction of other mem

bers from the ~te or officer pools. 

3) Both Evans and Agee failed to carry out their assigned respon

sibilities. Both agreed to support the recommendation of the committee» 

yet neither followed through on those recommendations. After a period 

of three to four weeks, Roetker assumed the initiative and saw to it 

that the appropriate personnel were given copies of the resolution 

signed by Evans or Agee~ attaching a memo indicating what these personnel 

were to do in light of the resolutions. 

4) The grievance procedure suffered certain built-in, structural 

problems. One such problem Wa!3 the distinction between what is and what 

is not grievable. With regard to classification, for example, it was 

never c1ear.tp Evans, Roetker, Harris and to committee members with 

whom we talked whether classification is or is not grievab1e. Should 

classification be grievable, a related problem exists: many of the 

decisions are made at the medium security unit, and as a resu1t of that 
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Superintendent Evans acknowledged that he would like some \~hicle 

for inmate/staff communication. He feels that the grievance procedure 

as designed took up too much staff time. He, like Harris and Brittain, 

felt the si~e of the committee should have been reduced~ Evans feels 

that grievances on classification should be omitted, and he would like 

to see trivial grievances omitted, but he recognizes the difficulty of 

doing the latter. The major advantage of the grievance procedure, 

according to Evans, rests in communication, Le., it provides a controlled 

outlet for discussion. When asked if he viewed the grievance procedure 

as a "window-in," Evans indicated that he already was in close contact 

with the facility and routinely received both inmate letters and dis-

ciplinary reports.** Evans further stated that the actual problem-

solving aspect of the grievance procedure was less real than was the 

communication effect. He said he envisioned plans for reviving the 

grievance procedure or some variation of the grievance procedure in the 

future. He would like to make certain changes as noted above before 

reviving it, and at this point its revival is a low priority item. He 

would not speculate on when the grieVance procedure or its variation 

might be implemented. 

As a result of information obtained in discussion with Brittain, 

Evans, Harris, Security Assistant Superintendent Goertz, and especi,ally 

*The Colorado design utilized the large inmate and officer pool structure 
ture de.scribed in the detailed South Carolina section of this report. 
The large committee was due to the presence of three ethnic groups. CCJ 
felt the size could be altered during the scheduled 90-day review. 

**Our observations of Colorado compared to facilities in other stat~s 
led us to a contrary conclusion. 
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decision, the inmate is sent to the maximum security unit, the grievance 

is entered at maximum, but the medium security unit refuses to acknowledge 

it. Another example occurs in the hospital, which is under the Department 

of Institutions and grievances canpot compel change. Anotller form of 

structural problem is the inadequate commitment of resources: no funds 

were allocated for replacement of line or command personnel assigned 

to the committee, although requested, no funds were expended for staff 

training, and no funds were expended for a superviso~ or coordinator 

position. Finally, the volume of grievances placed sufficient stress 

on the committee membership structure to produce a negative effect on 

the hearing committee's decision making power, similar to that discussed 

in the South Carolina section of this report. 

In November 1976, Hepburn felt from talking with inmates that the 

inmate grievance procedure still retained some credibility and had it 

been re-started immediately, it would have had a good chance of being 

accepted and utilized by the inmates. But Evans, Brittsin, and others 

had indicated that they do not want to renew the grievance procedure 

in its previous form for fear that the inmates would use it to grieve 

the changes made since August 10th. Therefore, it seems likely that 

no grievance procedure will be initiated in the forseeab1e future. If 

a procedure were constituted, we predict that grievances against policy 

and procedures will not be permitted. 

4. E~_~u~tion of the Five Impact Objectives 

Because th~ grievance procedure was aborted in the August 10, 1916, 

lock-down, and because the dramatic structural changes in the Canon 
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City facility have severely contaminated the pre/post experimental desigl:l, 

it is not possible to offer an analysis of the impact of the Inmate 

Grievance Resolution Procedure on the five impact objectives. Inferences 

may be drawn from the data and interpretations reported previously in 

this section, but they cannot be viewed as scientifically substantiated. 

In place '!:If. analysis or inferences, we offer the followii1g brief 

obs~r.vations regarding the impact objectives. 
~-- . 

~. I~stitutional~iolence 

!t!e Colorado State Penitentiary has a long and brutal history of 

in~~te-on-inmate violence, as cited earlier in this and other reports. 

Three independent sources (one inside, t~qO outside of the facility) 

told us that the high number of i~ate-on-inmate assaults are tolerated 

or even tacitly encouraged by line staff. It is unlikely that the 

seven-week operation of a grievanc7 system that was t~lerated by the 

administration, resisted by staff, and only briefly tested by the 

inmates could have any significant (or measurable) impact on the level 

of v'iolence within the facility. Furthermore, the massive structural 

changes could have a direct effect on this objective: for example, the 

larger proportion of the population now in some form of lock-up would 

have some effect on the amount of violence. We must conclude that the 

level of violence will remain high at the facility until some of the 

problems we -- and others -- noted in our visits are addressed. 

b. Inmate Perceptions 

We have no observations to report, except that some of the inmates 

with whom Hepburn spoke in his November site visit expressed some posi-

tive feelings about the procedure itself. We might speculate that 
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inmate perceptions of the f~irness and efficiency of the facility in 

dealing with inmate complaints should worsen following the short-term 

operation of a procedure whose outputs got no implementation from the 

Superintendent or the Commissioner, and which was summarily terminated 

following a not-atypical violent incident in the prison. 

c. Reduction in Litigation 

No data are available. Hearulgs officer Arthur King was nonplussed 

at the prospect of instituting the grievance procedure during our June 

1976 visit. Whatever changes may have occurred regarding justiciable 

grievances since then certainly could not be attributed with confidence 

to the seven-week operation of the procedure. 

d. Number and Clarity of Written Policies 

As a result of the lock-down and the attempt to regain administrative 

control of the facility, a revision of policies and procedures (often 

recommended in previous reports on Canon City) was undertaken, whose aim 

was to reduce their number from 96 to approximately 30. This was in 

process during Hepburn's November 1976 site visit, and was to be accom

plished by December 1. Here again,. no connection can be imputed between 

the instituting of the grievance procedure and this revision -- which is 

eSRentia11y a long-overdue administrative action precipitated by a violent 

:f.ncident and correctional politics in Denver and Canon City. 

e. Citizen Involvement 

There was no indication of citizen involvement in building or imple

menting the procedures, with the exception of the use of arbitrators. 

Mr. Brauer, a Denver attorney, recru:(.ted a group of volunteers to serve 

as arbitr.ators. This group consiste4 of persons, not necessarily 
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attorneys, experienced in arbitration of grievances. Representatives of 

CCJ met with this group on several occasions to inform them of the Inmate 

Grievance Procedure process and the group's role as arbitrators in the 

process. Only one grievance went to this group for arbitration, however. 

As with the other states, an independent citizen effort in monitor-

ing any grievance procedure is crucial to its success and continued 

autonomy, in our judgment. This would be especially critical in Colorado, 

for the prison and the city of Canon City are so historically ingrown 

that the independent operation of a grievance system (or any system aimed 

at ensuring fairness in the processing of inmate problems) is especially 

hard to achieve. 

* * * 

Our assessment of the Colorado experience -- made independently 

and often, as noted throughout this report -- was pointedly summarized 

by Alan Breed at the September 1976 Keystone, Colorado, gathering 

which Colorado correctional officials did not attend. There Breed, 

who recently had visited Canon City, pointed to several reasons for 

the failure of the procedure to take root at the facility, among them 

(a) lack of a climate for change, (b) a history of non-delivery on 

promises to inmates, (c) no strong identity of inmate groups, (d) lack 

of administrative support for the procedure below the Director's office 

in Denver, and (e) lack of staff training for implementation. His 

conclusion echoes ours:* "My position l1.0W is that grievance procedures 

should not be introduced without prior legislation." 

*Second Quarterly Report to the Center for Community Justice from 
the evaluators, April 22, 1976. 



E. Kentucky 

Interest by the Kentucky Bureau of Corrections in the inmate griev-

ance procedure first became apparent when Commissioner David Bland 

and Ombudsman Mike Montgomery attended a Center for Community Justice 

workshop, sponsored by the University Research Corporation, in the fall 

of 1976. As subsequent meetings resulted in more speCific plans for 

implementation, it was felt that Blackburn Correctional Center, a minimum 

security unit in Lexington hOUS:b'lg approximately 150 men, would b.e the 

suitable facility to introduce the procedure on a 90-day trial basis. 

Neither the Bureau of Corrections nor the Center for Community Justice 

anticipated a large number of grievances from Blackburn, and both felt 

that this would enable the Bureau to slowly institutionalize the proce-

dUre while becoming familiar with the effects such a procedure would 
~ 

have upon personnel, financial resources, and inmate satisfaction. In 

addition, the Superintendent at Blackburn Correctional Center was highly 

xeceptive to the inmate grievance procedure. 

1. Development and Implementation 

A committee of inmates and staff at Blackburn was trained by the 

Center for Community Justice and designed the procedure to be used. 

CCJ staff provided the orientation to the inmates, and the inmate griev-

ance procedure was initiated in May, 1977. Since Blackburn is comprised 

of three distinct units (First Offender Unit, On-The-Job Training Unit, 

and Career Development Unit), the resultant design called for a separate 

Committee within each unit. Each Committee consists of two staff members 

and two inmate members. The two staff members are the. Unit Director 

and his designee; the Unit Director also serves as Committee chairman. 
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The 'two inmate members were initially selected because they were the 

members of the Resident Council; both inmate members also serve as 

"clerks" to assist grievants in completing the necessary grievance forms. 

The two staff members of the committee are not correctional officers. 

Indeed, the 26 correctional officers employed at Blackburn were not 

involved in the design of the procedure and received little orientation 

to the process. As established, the Inmate Grievance Committee will 

always consist of the Unit Director and his designee and those two inmates 

who are elected to the Resident Council. 

The length of time between the decision to inaugurate an inmate 

grievance procedure and the actual operation of this procedure was too 

short to enable the evaluation team to design and distribute questionnaires 

prior to implementation. Since it was anticipated that the experience 

at Blackburn was only a prelude to implementation elsewhere, the evaluators 

reasoned that this type of data gathering would be carried out in another 

Kentucky facility. 

A representative of the evaluation 'team met with Montgomery in 

Frankfort after the procedure had been in operation for only a few weeks. 

lhis meeting centered around the Bureau's research objectives, types of 

data needs to evaluate those objectives, and existing limitations in 

securing those types of data. In addition to the preparation of a short 

questionnaire to be administered to inmates and staff when the procedure 

is expanded elsewhere in the system, the meeting also resulted in the 

design of two forms to be utiliz'ed at Blackburn. Since grievances were 

not being "tracked" at Blackburn, a grievance log was designed to record 

theprocessual flow of each grievance through the procedure; this enabled 
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the Ombudsman to monitor the grievances and to note the status and out

come of any particular grievance. In addition, a form was ~esigned to 

record specific information about each grievance. The data on these 

forms, which included such information as the nature of grievance, the 

level of final review, and the disposition of the grievance, could be 

quickly analyzed to enumerate the characteristics of the grievance) 

grievant and outcome. S:f.nce no ane at Blackburn was designated as a 

"clerk" or "coordinator," it was decided that one inmate would be 

assigned the responsibility to keep records for all three autonomous 

committees, maintain the grievance log, and complete the grievance 

information sheet for all grievances filed within Blackburn. 

2. Operation and Expansion 

By the end of July 1977, the experience with the Inmate Grievance 

Procedure at Blackburn was considered a success by the Commissioner, 

the Ombudsman and the Superintendent. Nearly 60 grievances had been 

filed, and most had been dealt with by the Inmate Grievance Committee. 

Twelve grievan~es, including two which had been referred to outside 

review, were received by the Commissioner. The Acting Superintendent 

felt that most of the grievances were legitimate issues, and that most 

had been resolved in favor of the grievant. Furthermore, he reported 

that the procedure had clarified some existing directives, illuminated 

some persistent problems which had failed to surface previously, and 

resulted in two new directives -- one pertaining to furloughs and one 

pertaining to meritorious good time -- applicable to the entire Bureau 

of Corrections. 
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A meeting was held on July 27 between Commissioner Bland and staff 

from the Center for Community Justice to review the progress at Blackburn 

and plan the expansion of the procedure into other facilities. The CCJ 

uffered its assistance in implementing the procedure elsewhere in Kentucky, 

and proposed that any such expansion be done expediently. This argument 

was premised upon two factors: (1) the successful experience at Blackburn 

had provided significant information about the utility and constraints 

of the procedure in a minimum security facility, but little additional 

information would be forthcoming now; (2) the length of time for continued 

involvement by the Center was decreasing and the likelihood of their 

assistance would be reduced when the LEAA grant terminated on January 

31, 1978. 

The Commissioner agreed that the inmate grievance procedure should 

be implemented elsewhere as soon as possible, and suggested it be established 

in either the women's facility or in additional minimum security units. 

The CeJ, however, argued that the Bureau already knows how well the 

procedure works in a minimum security facility and that the time was 

appropriate to move to the maximum security facility in LaGrange. This 

suggestion was met with initial resistance by the Commissioner, largely 

out of concern for the added burden this may place on staff. Additional 

considerations were (1) the need to expend resources to employ a civilian 

coordinator and (2) the arrival of a new Superintendent at LaGrange who, 

although he had been the Superintendent at Blackburn and was receptive 

to the procedure, may not wish to bring this piece of programmatic baggage 

with him while trying to accomplish other initial tasks. 



It was concluded that a subsequent meeting would be held shortly 

thereafter to enable the Center to make a formal presentation to the 

Commissioner's Executive Committee and the new Superintendent at LaGrange. 

This meeting would result in a decision for expansion of the Inmate 

Grievance Procedure to LaGrange. 

It was nearly two months later that the decision was. made to intro

duce the Inmate Grievance Procedure at LaGrange. The Center for Com

munity Justice again assisted in the design of the procedure and its 

implementation. By this time, however, it was too late for the evalua

tion team to take an active role in the collection of data. Not only 

was there too little time to conduct an evaluation study, but remaining 

project funds were committed to c~mp1eting the extensive evaluation of 

the procedure pegun in the other four states. 

A final meeting between a member of the evaluation team and Kentucky 

Bureau of Corrections representatives occurred in mid-December, 1977 to 

discuss research strategies and costs if the soon-to-be implemented 

grievance procedure at LaGrange were to be evaluated. The Bureau's 

Systems Management Unit had been assigned the responsibility to monitor 

and evaluate the procedure as it was implemented at LaGrange. The 

representative of the evaluation team met with the Unit Manager, a Unit 

research analyst and the new Ombudsman to discuss evaluation strategies. 

The initially-prepared questionnaires for inmates and officers were 

reviewed, sources of institutional data were discussed, and both time 

and labor costs were outlined. The new Ombudsman was unaware of the 

existence of the grievance logs and grievance information sheets, 
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initially designed for use in Blackburn; completed forms from Blackburn 

could not be located. These sources of data for grievances from Blackburn 

were thetefore unavailable for evaluative analysis. 

The Center for Community Justice staff met periodically from mid

January 1978 through March 1978 with the inmate and officer members 

of the Design Committee as well as administrato~s from LaGrange and 

Pee Wee Valley (a women's unit). The new grieyance machinery was 

introduced to ~aGrange on April 17, 1978 and to Pee Wee Valley on April 

24, 1978. 

During this time the Center for Community Justice was instrumental 

in securing an American Bar Association BASICS grant for the Young 

Lawyers Sectiop of the Kentucky Bar Association. 'fhese funds will 

enable the Young Lawyers to serve as agents of outside review -- in 

addition to the Governor's Advisory Committee -- and to work with the 

Ombudsman in monitoring the grievance procedure. 



F. Description and Interpretation of CCJ's Activiti~!: A Pe~spective 
from the Quarter1Y Evaluation Reports 

This report and especially this section -- is an evaluation of 

the development and impact of a procedure, not of an organization ~~. 

We have been primarily interested in such questions as: Was an inmate 

grievance resolution procedure successfully developed and implemented in 

the target states? What problems were faced in this process, and how 

were they overcome? What impacts were made -- both on the five formal 

objectives and on the various constituencies in and of corrections in the 

United States. 

Since the evaluation has been more formative than summative, we have 

been oriented toward support of the work of CCJ and have been careful to 

report to CCJ those crucial issues surrounding the implementation and 

operation of the Inmate Grievance Procedure in each state. Although CCJ 

did not always agree with our estimate of the problem or our suggested 

strategies of amelioration, CCJ did take note of our concerns. Agreement 

by CCJ did not necessarily result in change, however, since (1) some 

actions were beyond the intent and/or scope of CCJ's activities, (2) some 

actions were initiated by CCJ but thwarted by state or local personnel, 

and (3) some actio~s were not initiated by CCJ for lack of resources, 

time or priority. 

It is not possible, however, to evaluate the procedure without COID-

menting on the intervention organization and its personnel. Organiza-

tional and personal credibility are especially critical for any access 

into and potential influence on prison systems by any outsiders. 
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This section, then, offers a brief summary and interpretation of the 

work of the Center for Community Justice in this project, drawn primarily 

from our close working re1ationshi~ with them and from the eight Quarterly 

Reports submitted to the CCJ.* 

1. The Center for Community Justice: Purposes and Personnel 

The Center for Community Justice, founded in 1971, is described in 

the opening of this report as a small organization of young lawyers and 

others who have been interested in applying such techniques as negotia-

tion, mediation, and arbitration to the resolution of inmate grievances 

in prison systems. The founding director was Linda R. Singer, an attor-

ney who has worked and published e~tensive1y in the field of corrections 

and dispute resolution. Other major professional personnel for th~ grant 

period included Michael Keating (deputy director until mid-1977), 

Michael Lewis (a staff member from the outset and deputy director since 

mid-1977), Ann Horvitz, Charles Bethel, and Noel Brennan. Also heavily 

involved in the project was George Nicolau, Vice-President of the Insti-

tute for Mediation and Conflict Resolution in New York City, who, with 

his staff, collaborated in the Center's early work with the California 

Youth Authority and conducted much. of the training and orientation for 

prison personnel involved in the grievance procedures. 

*The eight reports were submitted as follows: 

I. 
II. 

Ilr. 
IV. 

V. 
VI. 

VII. 
VIII. 

January 20, 1976 
April 22, 1976 
July 19, 1976 
October 20, 1976 
January 20, 1977 
April 22, 1977 
July 20, 1977 
October 1~, 1977 
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It should be noted at the outset that our judgment of the CCJ per-

sonnel is highly positive; we view them as thoroughly competent profes-

sionals, sensitive to personal needs and social justice issues, and -

after three years of work together ~- committed to the same goals of 

institutional re~orm and joint problem-solving. We have learned a great 

deal from working with them. 

2. The Center for Community Justice, Social Intervention, and 
Citizen Involvement 

The CCJ work which is the focus of our evaluative effort is an exam-

pIe of social intervention whose aim is to alter the target system(s) in 

ways believed to be important by the intervenors and others. All inter-

vention is advocacy -- whether for party, outcome, or process. Party and 

outcome advocacy are the most frequent types. The cur~ent work, however, 

is an example of process advocacy, i.e., for the institutionalization of 

a particular set of procedures in a social system that will, in the eyes 

of the intervenors, yield just outcomes for the parti~s involved. Proc-

ess advocacy is an especially useful form of intervention in service sys-

tems where there is a great power disparity between providers and clients 

(corrections systems offer a prime example), and in which direct party 

advocacy is impossible or inappropriate. 

The development of inmate grievance resolution procedures by the 

Center is a classic form of process advocacy. The underlying and usually 

tacit belief is that the rights and needs of the least powerful groups in 

the system will be better served if a particular process can be intro-

duced and legitimated to deal with recurring problans they face. The 

process thus becomes a buffer against the arbitrary exercise of 

power by the owners and managers of the system. We would argue further 



-364-

that a key to the long-range success of inmate grievance mechanisms is 

the existence of outside monitoring and review (i.e., outside political 

leverage) on the prisons and correctional systems involved. 

This last point is perhaps the most important one we want to make 

about this project and the development of inmate grievance procedures, for 

without strong outside oversight and influence on the procedures, they 

could easily be abolished (either actively or passively through neglect) 

by facility and/or system-wide officials on whom the inmates' can offer 

no power check. While this may not have been in the thinking of the 

Citizen Initiative Program in LEA! which funded the Center's griev

ances work, it is the major sociological justification for linking citi

zen participation with the development and implementation of inmate. 

grievance resolution procedures. 

The role of the Center in developing such procedures now is examined 

in light of this analysis. "Increasing citizen involvement in prisons 

and on behalf of prisoners" was one of the five major impact objectives, 

and provides the context for the Center's work. The Center's conception 

of citizen involvement saw them in a number of roles, primarily as arbi

trators and as members of panels from which Inmate Grievance Resolution 

Committea chairpersons would be selected, but also potentially in offer

ing other forms of technical assistance to committees, in an information 

diffusion role, etc. The evaluation team believes that there is one 

other important role -- perhaps the most crucial role of all for citizens 

-- that of monitor for the procedures. Our perspective as sociologists 

with experience in community organization leads us to place greater 

emphasis on this dimension than did the CCJ staff, whose primary focus 
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was on the technical details of getting Inmate Grievance Resolution Pro

cedures established in the facilities. 

3. A Chronology and Critique of CCJ Activities 

This perspective is offered at this point because we now present a 

chronology and critique of the role of the CCJ from our eight Quarterly 

Reports -- and the role of citizen involvement is a continuing, important 

theme in those reports and this synopsis of them. We believe that a 

chronological reporting of the problems faced by the CCJ, the progress 

they made, and oUr recommendations to them, will best convey the nature 

of our formative evaluation and the issues to be confronted; in short, it 

will convey the "how to" picture to others interested in developing 

inmate grievance resolution procedures. 

a. Quarter I (September 1 - December 31, 1975). 

By the beginning of the grant period, CCJ already had firmly estab

lished its pattern of forming a working relationship with the state-level 

corrections officials, selecting facilities in which to develop grievance 

procedures, gaining access to those facilities, and conducting initial 

meetings and training with representatives of all the parties to be 

involved. When the evaluatioti team began its work, CCJ already had 

tested its approach in Green Raven Correctional Facility in New York, had 

successfully 'implemented the Ward Grievance Procedure in the California 

Youth Authority in conjunction with Nicolau and Breed, had consulted with 

New York officials regarding the development of the mandatory inmate 

grievance procedures law (passed by the Ne'>7 York State Legislature in 

August 1975), and had published a series of reports on inmate grievance 

mechanisms in various state facilities • 
.. 
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The eeJ model and approach were already well-developed, and the 

LEAA-funded project was underway, when the evaluation team began its 

work. The major foci of CeJ activity were in New York (helping prepare 

the state for implementation of the statutory grievance procedure early 

in February 1976), and in California (reviewing prior work with the ward 

grievance procedure and preparing for the application of the procedure to 

parole settings). It was clear to us that CCJ was well-respected by cor

rections officials in the two states. 

We observed IMCR-sponsored orientation sessions in Albany for the 

facilities' security personnel and in New York City for superintendents 

in December 1975. Inedequate prior arrangements with the training aca

demy in Albany and resistance of security personnel made the session 

there less effective than it could have been, in our judgment. The New 

Yoxk City session for superintdneents was highly productive, both in pro

moting information exchange and in building support among the superin

tendents. 

b .. Quarter II (January 1 - Harch 31, 1976). 

In our second Quarterly Report, we noted the following preliminary 

and impressionistic findings regarding the five impact objectives: 

• Reduction of Violence. "Every correctional official with whom we 

have consulted in connection with the project has cautioned us 

that causation of violence in prisons is far too complex to be 

attributed to the presence or absence of effective grievance 

machinery." 

., Ipmate Trust. "It appears that inmates' sense of the fairness of 

institutional grievance handling will be a direct function of 
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rigid adherence to procedures established by the design committees 

-- especially turn-around time for appeals. Insufficient staff 

and underdeveloped procedures at the facilities and central office 

level in Ne,,,York have contributed to delays in responding to 

appeals at both levels, and have challenged the initial credibility 

of the grievance system, we believe." 

• Reduction of Litigation. The General Counsel to the Department 

"predicts an increase in litigation against the Department in the 

perioo. covered by the CeJ grant" because of the !.EM grant to the 

bar association to place 35 lawyers in the system. 

• Written and Clear Policies. "Clearly the implementation of the 

grievance law in New York has increased the number of written pol

icies; there is widespread dispute as to whether clarity has been 

advanced." 

• Citizen Knowledge and Action. "This is a difficult objective to 

evaluate. II The Director of Volunteer Services for the Department 

"sent a memorandum to current prison volunteers asking them not to 

serve on grievance committees ••• 'to avoid confusion'. She 

believes an orientation to the IGRC would be helpful for volunteers, 

who often are asked informally by inmates to resolve grievances or 

advocate for them." "Little direct involvement" of volunteers was 

noted in New York, with the exception of persons who helped develop 

the system and those who have served as arbitrators. Initial 

meetings of CCJ staff with Alston Wilkes Society representatives 

in South Carolina were noted. 
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We made other observations about the responsiveness of the systems 

to CeJ's work in this period: 

• The extremely heavy grievance load in New York (more than 2,000 in 

the first l~ months) seriously strains the syste~, and calls for 

immediate funding and staffing increase at both the facilities and 

central office levels. 

• In New York, the system was already suffering credibility problems 

because of changing signals from Albany and delays, and the Inmate 

Grievance Coordinators were being "virtually unanimously prctised 

for their work." 

• In Colorado, resistance by facilities' administrators is hindering 

progress, but "diligent work by the ceJ staff with the administra

tors and the design committees is moving the process ahead." 

We made the following two specific recommendations to CCJ: 

• That all the New York superintendents be provided the opportunity 

to debrief their initial experiences with the procedure soon. 

• That CCJ push for clarification of the status of staff positions 

on the IGRC, for union resistance was hurting progress in imple

mentation. 

We then offered an initial formulation of the elements which would 

compose "the best plan for developing inmate grievance procedures in 

state prisons:" 

• Secure a state law requiring such a procedure in all facilities, 

with a time deadline for implementation which includes phasing-in 

by all fal!i1.ities. 
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• Set a rigid time limit for implementation. 

• Phase the implementation, starting with a demonstration "institution. 

• Include funding for staff in the legislation -- to begin si~ months 

prior to implementation. 

• Organize IGRC's by cell block or living unit within the facilities. 

• Run a formal debriefing and evaluation at three-, six-, and 12-

month intervals the first year, including central office personnel, 

appropriate legislators, facilities administrators, staff, inmates, 

and outside resources. 

In this early recommendation of planning procedures, our orientation 

as sociologists is evident -- especially in the last point, which essen

tially calls for beginning a process of network-building to support and 

monitor this activity. 

c. Quarter III (April 1 - June 30, 1976). 

During this period, the procedure became oper&tiona1 at Canon City 

in Colorado, and final preparations were made by CCJ to begin implementa

tion at Kirkland in South Carolina. We were particularly distressed by 

the resistance and management procedures we discovered in Colorado, and 

reported this verbally and in the Quarterly Report to the CCJ, as well as 

in the letter to the director of research for the Colorado Division (see 

Chapter II). We were especially concerned at the following finding, 

noted in our Quarterly Report (p. 5): 

The Hearings Officar (i~e.J coordinator of the process mo.t 

likely to be affected by introduction of the inmate grievance 

procedure), said he had heard virtually nothing of the new pro

cedure until he talked with Laue on June 15. He had not met any 
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CCJ staff or consultants. He feels that the grievance procedure 

will 'have little effect one way or another on life in the prison 

and the processing of prisoner complaints (most of which are due 
, 

to conditions on the outside rather than the inside, such as 

family situations, he says). 

In retrospec'~, this is another manifestation of our concern as soci-

ologists for a system-wide view of ~plementation rather than one whose 

focus is primarily the technical aspects of the procedure.* 

CUr "Problems and Recommendations" section read (emphasis added): 

• Dramatic action needs to be taken in New York to unclog the back-

log of gr~evances in Albany (and in some institutions at the level 

of the administration) before inmate confidence is irretrievably 

undermined • 

• The citizen initiative component of the Center's work needs to be 

increased drama.t.ically. In no state or location do we find what 

we would believe to be an adequate level of citizen involvement in 

the procedures. This is partly due to the lack of a community 

organization orientation on the part of most of the CCJ staff 

(virtually all of whom are attorneys), and partly due to comp1exi-

ties and resistances within the correctional systems. Specifically: 

the CCJ s~ould provide funds to support community organization or 

community development specialists in each of the states to organize 

citizen ill-put. 

*As 'evaluators, we sought .out all those persons upon whom the procedure 
may have the slightest impcl~t and/or who were in positions to affect the 
procedure's operation. CCJ, ~l contrast, requested that Superintendent 
Evans suggest those persons he felt should be included in the training 
and design of the procedure. 
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• Citizen monitoring teams need to be developed in relation to each 

facility to provide an independent evaluation of the procedure's 

operation and sufficient pressure on the institutions to keep the 

process flowing and inhibit any tendencies to';-1ard retribution 

against grievants. 

• Colorado desparately needs a full-time staff person to oversee 

development of the system ••• 

• Staff training is another desparate need in Colorado. There is 

interest in organizing the type of ongoing orientation we observed 

at Attica. 

• CCJ developmental an.d training activities need to be closely coor

dinated with existing mechanisms and related personnel in the sys

tems we have observed. Long-range effectiveness of the CCJ's work 

may depend heavily on the willingness of such vested interests to 

support the grievance procedures after the outsiders have left. 

d. (~arter IV (July 1 - September 30, 1976) 

Heavy CCJ involvement in the various implementation-related activi

ties continued during the fourth quarter: training, working with admin

istrators regarding procedures, etc. The Canon City lock-down of the 

facility and shut-down of the Inmate Grievance Resolution Procedure took 

place during this quarter, and CCJ devoted a good deal of time to attempts 

at re-stating the procedure, with no success as calls, letters and 

telegrams to Denver (and some to Canon City) went unanswered. 

In many ways the highlight of the quarter from the point of view of 

diffusion and utilization of the new procedures was the Keystone, Colorado 

conference September 20-22, which brought together key state-level 
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administrators and researchers from New York, California, and South 

Carolina (Colorado demurred) for a first-year debriefing. From that con

ference we synthesized a series of problems and recommendations regarding 

the procedures and CCJ's work,the highlights of which follow. 

After reaffirming our previous ~uarterl~ Report's recommendations 

about citizen invohrement and the need for case backlog reduction in New 

York, we said: 

The most critical need, we believe, is in the area of citizen 

involvement. The evaluation team is concerned that ongoing 

monitoring of the grievance procedures by a high-credibility 

group of citizens not connected with the prison system is 

required to ensure the continuation of effective grievance pro

cedures after the CCJ project is completed in each system. 

Forms of citizen involvement to date have included the use of 

citizens as arbitrators in all four atates, the train'ing of 25 

Alston Wilkes Society members in South Carolina ••• , and plans 

at Nelles School in California to train a corps of citizen vol

unteers to help monitor and evaluate the operation of the 

grievance procedure there. 

l.;re summarized the "major problems ll faced by the grievance projects 

by state: 

• California Gaining psychological ownership and investment in 

the procedure on the part of each new cohort of staff and wards, 

and the transfer of the procedure to parole regions (which probably 

requires, in our opinion, a series of yet-to-be-made structural 

adjustments). 
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• New York -- Meeting time-limits at the Central Office and Commis

sion levels (basically a problem of adequate staffing and organi

zation) • 

• South Carolina -- No serious problems identified at the time of 

the Keystone conference, with the possible except:ion of the small

ness of scope of the initial effort at Kirkland. 

• Colorado -- "The work of the CCJ in Canon City prob~bly is 

finished ••• " 

Finally, we presented a fist of the 10 most critical isau?s we 

believed the CCJ and the state systems would be facing in the second year 

of the project, based on our observations and conversations at Keystone 

as well as our ongolllg research: 

• What is the best mix of informal resolution to formal use of the 

procedure -- in light of efficiency and speed consistent with 

maintenance of high credibility of the procedure? 

• The "investment problem ll
: How to get each new cohort of staff and 

inmates appropriately committed to the procedure. 

• What is grievable? We observe that one credibility problem faced 

by the procedure is that the institutions have generally defined 

some of the problems. of deepest concern to inmates as non-grievable 

-- disciplinary' actions~ temporary release, and classification 

procedures, for example. 

• Relationship of emergency grievance procedures to regular proce

dures /from a concern with over-use of emergency procedures to 

avoid time-delays/. 
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• Relationship of the grievance procedures to other institutional 

procedures -- notably disciplinary prqceedings, liaison committees, 

hearing mechanisms, etc. 

• Degree of centralization of the proceedings within each facility: 

tier, block, dormitory, facility-wide? 

• Relationship of the grievance procedure to treatment staff strate

gies. An inherent conflict? 

8 Appropriate mix of sanction for grievance procedures: court order, 

administrative regulation, legislation? 

• Justiciability: what proportion of problems that get into the 

grievance procedure are justiciable? 

• In California, adaptation of grievance procedures to parole: the 

evaluation team believes that a ra.dically different structure might 

be best, using advocates and a panel of mediators/arbitrator.s 

rather than an ongoing committee structure. 

e. Quarter V (October 1 - December 31, 1976) 

The fifth Quarterly Report contained extensive documentation of 

implementation procedures and problems we observed in the three opera

tional states during the period. Most of these problems -- and related 

recommendations -- are contained in the state-by-state analysis in the 

previous sections of this chapter. Many of them relate to typical matur

ational or developmental stages of institutional innovations: trends in 

grievances types and modes of processing them, participant turnover, the 

"reinvestment" problem for each new cohort, the difficulties in making 

the shift to parole settings in California, developing outside support 

and leverage, etc. In Colorado, of course, the problem was one of simple 

survival of any grievance procedure, as documented. 
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We concluded that the next six months (Janua~y - J~ne, 1977) will be 

"the critical period in determining whether the procedures will '.;tither --

or become a strong, trusted, ongoing part of the structure of the systems 

and facilities in which they have been introduced. 1I Our major reconunen-

dations to CCJ are excerpted: 

~~sin ••• we are concerned with what we believe to be inadequate 

attention to citizen involvement in the grievance procedures. 

In no state is there a well-organized group of citizens capable 

of monitoring and overseeing the procedures to ensure effective 

and continuous operation. Some Wilkes Society members were 

trained as arbitrators in August, but none have been utilized 

as either arbitrators or monitors. He urge a serious effort 

(possibly including commitment of LEAA and/or COJ-granted 

funds) to develop effective citiZen monitoring capabilities in 

New York, California, and South Carolina. It should be obvious J 

in addition, that such citizen interest and influence would be 

an essential component of any resuscitated grievance arrangements 

in Colorado ••• We urge attention to our section on Problems and 

Recommendations in the last Quarterly Report ••• which lists 

issues we believe should form an agenda for a discussion of 

problems of institutionalizing the procedure. 

f. Quarter VI (January 1 - March 31, 1977) 

The occasion for the Time 2 site visits in New York provided the 

evaluation team the opportunity for extended observations and interviews 

in Attica, Auburn, and Bedford Hills. In addition, extensive analysis of 

institutional data was conducted in the St. Louis office. The Froject 
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Director visited South Carolina. All in all, the field research provided 

a good basis for assessing problems and making recommendations in the 

implementation phase in these two states. 

The Quarterly Report provided the major form of feedback to the eeJ 

about our analysis of institutional responses to the operation of the 

Inmate Grievance Procedure. We were able to present Time 2 data from the 

12 facilities in New York in addition to the three target sites (Attica, 

Auburn, and Bedford Hills). We cited for eeJ the types of problems which 

we believed deserved greatest attention and on which they continued ~o 

work: ignorance of the purpose, scope, and structure of the grievance 

procedure on' the part of large numbers of New York inmates; a continuing 

hostile and distrustful attitude on the part of officers; and massive 

problems of communication within the Department (and especially between 

the facilities and central office). He made a series of recormnendations 

regarding procedures within the New York system to eeJ for their use in 

their ongoing work with the state, among them: 

• Enforce time limits or restructure them to conform to realistic 

expectations. 

• Adequate orientation of both new inmates and officers to the 

Inmate Grievance Resolution Procedure. 

• Establish a committee of officers and inmates to be elected on a 

bi-annua1 basis to review the procedures and thus regularly call 

them to the attention of the inmates, guards, and administration. 

• Develop procedures for improving communication between the central 

office in Albany with superintendents -- and with inmates, the lat

ter through circulation of a monthly list of all the grievances 

resolved and the resulting changes in policy and procedures. 
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Some of the recommendations directed to CCJ regarding South Carolina 

were: 

• Assignment of a person at least half-time to coordinate and moni-

tor the grievance procedure. 

a Re1>tructuring the officer component on the Inmatta Grievance Reso-

lution Committee to eliminate problems of underutilization of some 

officers and promote coherence of the Committee. 

o Rationalize written forms and communication mechanisms so Commit-

tee members and inmates are more aware of the work and accomplish-
. 

ments of the Connn,ittee. 

Our observation is that the work of the CCJ and the responsiveness 

of Kirkland staff and inmates effectively addressed these concerns during 

the remainder of the project. 

g. Quarter VII (April 1 - June 30, 1977) 

CCJ now was involved in Kentucky, so the activities of the eva1ua-

tion team Project Director turned in that direction in addition to the 

other states. 

After indicating that there were "no new problems to be reported 

this quarter," the evaluation team offered one major recommendation for 

the CCJ to consider, as follows: 

The evaluation team has long been concerned with such prob

lems as inmate investment in the grievance procedure, imp 1emen-

tation of grievance resolutions, orientation of new inmates and 

officers, monitoring of the grievance procedure, and citizen 

involvement. Since the grant terminates January 31, 1978, the 

activity of the Center for Community Justice must now be 
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directed in a constructive way toward phasing itself out and 

institutionalizing inmate grievance procedures in those correc

tional facilities where it has so actively intervened. There

fore, we recommend that CCJ initiate plans for a "Keystone II" 

conference to be held in November or January. Such a conference 

should include key personnel from New York, South Carolina, 

Kentucky, and California to discuss such agenda items as: 

• What can Kentucky and South Carolina learn from New York 

and California with regard to the long-term problems and 

prospects of a system-wide inmate grievance procedure? 

• What is the present state of those issues raised during 

the first conference, and what new issues deserve consid

eration? 

• What can be done by CCJ (and the evaluation team) as they 

withdraw from the local scene to assist in the institu

tionalization of a viable inmate grievance procedure? 

Among relevant strategies are (1) greater citizen initia

tive and monitoring after the grant has elapsed and 

(2) dissemination of the advantages and disadvantages of 

the inmate grievance procedure, together with its princi

ples, design, and impact, to other states for their con

sideration and possible implementation. 

• What resources are available after the grant period for 

those states seeking assistance? 
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h. Quarter VIII (July 1 - September 30, 1977) 

The evaluation team and consultants completed the major portion of 

the field work in New York~ South Carolina, and California during this 

period, and visited Blackburn Correctional Facility in Kentucky with CCJ 

personnel to further assist in the start-up of the Inmate Grievance Pro

cedures there. We offered no new recommendations for any state with the 

,exception of South Carolina. Those l:'ecommc.ndations il'l.cluded: 

• That the problems identified by the evaluation team concerning the 

present committee structure and its impact on limiting ;?articipa

tion of officer members be addressed by CCJ and South Carolina 

officials. 

• That a monthly newsletter be developed for circulation among the 

officer and inmate members and chairpersons, to include the total 

number of gr.ic.vances, number resolved at each level, policy changes 

attributable to the procedure, etc. 

• That Warden Harvey be encouraged to consider the negative impact 

on the Committee proceedings that may occur if high level security 

personnel are included as chairpersons of the Grievance Committees 

las he advocated/. 

• That the Alston Wilkes Society be considered as the group to per~ 

manently serve in the capacity of citizen monitors of the griev

ance procedure and the implementation of resolutions. 

As with the other.recommendations, these were offered to CCJ in the 

spirit of the formative evaluator interested in adjusting procedures as 

implementation progresses. We are confident that our various series of 
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recommendations were taken into account by CCJ staff throughout the proj-

ect as they constantly evaluated and re-planned their work. 

* * * 
Since the grant had been scheduled to end August 31, 1977, we had 

agreed with the CCJ that we would end our series of Quarterly Reports to 

them with the eighth report. When no-cost extensions were granted to CCJ 

-- first to January 31, 1978, then to i\pril 30, 1978 -- w'e discussed the 

situation with CeJ and jointly decided to continue to focus our work on 

analysis of the data collected during the two years of the original grant 

period and on preparation of the final report. So, with the exception of 

constant telephone contact~ some consultations wit~ CCJ staff in Washington, 

and visits to Kentucky, our activities during the period since September 

30, 1977, have been directed toward analysis and writing in St. Louis. 

* * * 
This review of our ongoing assessment of CCJ activities during the 

course of the project has been intended to present "findings" of a 

different kind than those offered in the first five sections of this 

chapter. T.he aim here has been to analyze the role of the CCJ in foster-

ing these innovations through a review of our responses to their work as 

reflected in the "problems and recommendations" sections of our Quarterly 

Reports. 

OUr overall assessment of the CCJ effort is that they showed high 

professionalism and high quality work in attempting to introduce politi-

cally sensitive reforms into a very complex set of institutions. 

Whether they "succeeded II in the proj ect goals can be better measured some 

five or 10 years in the future, when we can see whether the procedures 
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they initiated are a regular and effective part of the individual facili-

ties ~d state departments of corrections into which they were introduced. 

Our judgment is that this goal will be achieved with appropriate 

effort now to promote institutionalization of the procedures. To that 

end, we repeat our recommendation for a series of activities aimed at 

(1) sharing what has been learned among the participants in the CCJ's· 

work, (2) spreading the idea to others in the corrections field, and 

(3) building appropriate networks of citizen influence to ensure autonomy 

and strength of the grievance mechanisms through monitoring and citizen 

oversight. We believe !¥AA funds committed to such a task would be well-

spent. 
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III 

NOTES 

1. It is difficult to compute the exact percentage of inmates who 

remained at Auburn (or Attica) from these data. Obviously, a large 

number of new arrivals and those transferred in may be among those 

transferred out within the year. Were we to assume that new arrivals 

are independent of those departing, 85 percent of the population is 

new at Auburn and 107 percent of the population is new at Attica (at 

Attica" the number of new arrivals is greater than the January 1, 

1977 inmate population). 

2. According to records furnished by the Bureau of Records and Statisti

cal Analysis, Department of Correctional Services, eight new facili

ties were opened during 1976, accommodating a total of 1,559 inmates. 

3. If one were to consider the expedited or emergency grievance system 

which is intended to provide redress in situations where the passage 

of time would prevent viable redress, there are three different but 

in some degree parallel systems which might be pursued by an inmate 

seeking relief. 

4. California Youth Authority, ~rievance Activity, (Draft Report for 

1976), Mimeo, pp. 4-5. 

5. Breed had reportedly begun to consider such action before he resigned 

as CYA Director. 

6. While the validity of this chain of reasoning is debated in this sec

tion, the reader is directed to the discussion of the second objective, 

immediately below (the impact of the grievance system of the "ward's 

perception of the likelihood of fair and prompt handling of complaints"), 

I·. 
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and to the final section of the report (IV. PRISONER REDRESS: 

ANALYSIS OF AN INMATE GRIEVANCE MODEL). 

7. It should be noted that there ~ a major confrontation between wards 

and staff in the ltlock up" area of YTS in September 1976, which 

resulted in critical injuries to one guard. However, the consensus 

of all of the staff l,nterviewed was that it was an isolated incident 

peculiar to the situation and the individual involved. In fact, it 

was observed that the incident was most noteworthy for the manner in 

which other wards protected the injured staff member, and that the 

incident did not spread to the rest of the institution. 

8. Tables I1I-12 through III-15 were reproduced from Ri~ht to Be Heard: 

Evaluation of the Ward Grievance Procedure in the California Youth 

Authority, Division of Research, Parole and Institutions Branch, 

Department of the Youth Authority, State of California, December, 

1975, pp. 36-38. 

9. David Dillingham, research director for the CYA ward grievances proj

ect, has compiled a list of all revisions to the manual resulting 

from the grievance procedure. It is available through his office or 

the CCJ. 

10. The maj or reasons given f or the anticipated increase were': 1) The 

South Carolina legislature passed a mandatory armed robbery law which 

provides for a compulsory 7-year sentence; 2) The courts are back in 

session following the summer recess; 3) Court dockets are crowded; 

4) All correctional facilities in the state are overcrowded. 

11. It may be that the involvement of these persons in the design of the 

procedure diminished the possibility that they would accept a less 

presticous role, such as assistant clerk, in the procedure. 
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12. While the inmates indicate a desire for greater speed and better 

~~itten explanations, it is pointed out below that the inmates 

report the Inmate Grievance Procedure handles inmate grievances more 

qUickly and with more written replies than did those procedures in 

operation prior to the implementation of the Inmate Grievance Proce

dure. 

13. Institutional data further indicate that administrative encouragement 

and support for maintaining credibility of the Inmate Council tends 

to greatly reduce the number of policy and procedural issues that 

become the subject of grievances. Warden Harvey persistently 

encouraged Inmate Council representatives to bring before the Council 

all facility-wide population problems, including issues that affect 

policy and procedure. We examined Council minutes for the l8-month 

period from March 1976 to September 1977, and found that a majority 

of the problems discussed were policy-related. Several changes have 

been made as a result, Le. special "off-grounds" visitation privi

leges for trustees; moving of pay phones to dorms and a resulting 

liberalization in call-home privileges; installation of rear security 

gates in dorms resulting in a major change in evening lock-up policy; 

etc. 

In the Spring of 1978, however, v1arden Harvey merged the Inmate 

Advisory Council and the Inmate Grievance Procedure. Inmate members 

of the Inmate Grievance Procedure are now automatically the Council's 

members, and these inmates meet with the Warden once per month to 

discuss inmate grievances. 

14. At first this appears contrary to the frequency with which "staff 

action" was classified by the Inmate Grievance Committee personnel 
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as a subject of grievances. It must be recalled, however, that a 

large number of grievances involved staff action subjects, and these 

were listed as a "secondary" subject of the grievance. Obviously 

the present coder vie,vs these actions as more primary to the sub

stance of the grievance. 

15. Interviews were conducted with John Brown, Assistant Director of 

Programs and Ted Hoore, Assistant Director of Administration, in 

September 1977. H. Parket Evatt has been the Executive Director of 

the Society for more than 11 years, and currently is a member of the 

South Carolina Legislature. 



IV. PRISONER REDRESS: ANALYSIS OF AN INItI..ATE GRIEVANCE MODEL 

A. The Center for Community Justice Approach to 
Inmate Grievance Resolution 

Under the direction of Linda R. Singer, the Center for Community 

Justice has been heavily involved in the study and development of inmate 

grievance mechanisms in correctional facilities since the early 1970's. 

Building upon its early work in the Washington, D.C. area, the California 

Youth Authority, and elsewhere, the Center was funded by the Citizen's 

Initiative Program of LEAA, the Ford Foundation and the Rosenberg Founda-

tion in 1975 to assist in the design and implementation of inmate griev-

ance procedures in four state prison systems. 

The Center for Community Justice advocates a specific process for 

prisoner redress. Fundamental to this process are. the following principles: 

1. There must be independent review, i.e., levels of appeal up to 

and including persons outside the correctional structure. 

2. Line staff and inmates must participate in the design and opera-

tion of the grievance procedure. 

3. Relatively short, enforceable time limits for making and imp1e-

menting decisions must be a part of the mechanism. 

4. There must be guaranteed written responses for every grievance 

submitted. 

5. Effective administrative planning and leadership is required. 

6. Administrative, line staff and inmate personnel must be trained 

in the skills and techniques necessary for effective investiga--

tion, hearing and resolution of grievances. 
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7. There must be an effective program for the orientat:lon of staff 

and inmates to the nature, purpose and functi'8 of the griev

ance procedure. 

8. There must be a continuing system to monitor and evaluate the 

effectiveness of the grievance procedure's operation. 

9. The grievance procedure should be statutorily enacted in legis

lation after the department has tested and evaluated the mechanism. 

The implementation of the Inmate Grievance Procedure in correctional 

facilities was intended to assure an effective means of prisoner redress. 

In addition, the project called for the evaluation ~f the impact of the 

Inmate Grievance Procedure in five areas: (1) reduction of violence 

within institutions, (2) increase in inmates' . perception of the likelihood 

of fair and prompt handling of complaints by the system, (3) reduction 

of litigation against institutions, (4) increase in the number and/or 

clarity of written policies in the facility, and (5) increase in citizen 

volunteers' knowledge of the corrections system and the action taken by 

volunteers on behalf of the system or particular offenders. 

The project was initially funded from September 1, 1975 to August 

31, 1977; two no-cost extensions carried the project to April 30, 1978. 

Because the Center already had been active in the California Youth 

Authority, one endeavor during the project was to continue this activity 

and extend the procedure to CYA parolees. In addition, the Center 

initiated the procedure in New York, assisting with system-wide implemen

tation following its pilot project in Green Haven Correctional Facility 

and targeting its attention on Attica, Great Meadow and Bedford Hills 

Correctional Facilities. Kirkland Correctional Institution in South 
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Carolina and the maximum security Colorado State Penitentiary were also 

selected by the Center, although the Inmate Grievance Procedure w~s 

aborted by administrative directive in Colorado shortly after its imple

mentation. Late in the project, the Center began work with the Kentucky 

Bureau of Corrections to implement the grievance procedure at Blackburn 

Correctional Facility. 

The Community Conflict Resolution Program qf the Center for Metro

politan Studies, University of Missouri-St. Louis, sub-contracted to con

duct a formative evaluation of the implementation and operation of the 

Inmate Grievance Procedure in each state and to assess the impact of the 

procedure on specific objectives. Furthermore, the evaluators sought to 

explore a number of additional issues, such as the procedurels impact on 

relevant constituencies, the timing of legislation, and the viable alter

native structures within the model advocated by the Center for Community 

Justice. Uppermost in the evaluative effort has been the issue of the 

procedure's ability to meaningfully effect social change within corrections. 



B. Implementation 

1. Relationship Between Grievance Procedure and Legislation 

Judicial decree, legislative action and administrative directive are 

three sources of correctional change. Various strategies of implementa

tion were utilized in the five states studied: legislation mandated the 

procedure in New York; administrative order legitimated the procedure in 

South Carolina, Colorado and Kentucky; and the procedure's initial found

ation, an administrative directive, was subsequently solidified by legis

tion in California. 

The experience in the California Youth Authority has been proposed 

as the ideal process of implementation: a committed and supportive top 

administrator establishes a pilot program which is slowly disseminated 

through the system and culminates in a law mandating the principles and 

process of the Inmate Grievance Procedure. This line of action, currently 

being followed in South Carolina and Kentucky, requires a highly supportive 

and very powerful Director or Commissioner if it is to succeed. As was 

the case in Colorado, an ineffective top administrator can be sabatoged 

by local parties -- whether they be the superintendent, administrative 

staff or correctional officers -- and/or by external political pressure. 

Furthermore, this process depends upon the top administrator for stability 

and priority within the system; should the administrator leave office, there 

is the possibility that the new administrator will not be as strongly com

mitted to the procedure or as capable in bringing legislative action. 

Due to the weaknesses inherent in this model, we support a process 

in which legislation of the principles, process and monitoring of the 

procedure is the first stage. Unlike the New York experience, however, 
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the legislation should call for (a) more time to implement the procedure, 

(b) a six-month pilot pro~ram in one or two facilities which will provide 

a reliable estimate of the number and type of grievances to be resolved, 

and (c) financial resources necessary for timely and efficient operation 

and monitoring of the procedure. 

Legislation requires the commitment and support of the Commissioner 

or Director, of course. Yet legislation at the outset creates a situa

tion of greater stability and credibility and serves to reduce the hos

tility by local staff and administrators that may otherwise be directed 

toward the Commissioner. 

2. Sin~le Facility or System-Wide Implementation? 

Although system-wide implementation should be the goal, implementa-

tion should begin with a single facility. The system needs an opportu

nity to experience and evaluate the training, design, implementation, 

operation and monitoring of the procedure on a smaller scale to make nec

essary preparations and adjustments. Such changes are more difficult to 

execute, ~nd may undermine the procedure's credibility once the pro-

cedure is in system-wide operation. Furthermore, the gradual introduction 

and dissemination of the procedure allows time for hostile and suspicious 

groups -- whether officers, administrators or inmates -- to adjust to the 

procedure; indeed, the findings of thj.s report suggest that their misgivings 

about the procedure will dissipate once the actual operation is observed. 

3. Commitment of Administrative Staff and Funds 

An endeavor of this nature requires the support of administrative 

staff at both the central office and the local facility. Their commitment 
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must be directed to providing a procedure that not only serves to "deal 

with" inmate grievances, but which provides social justice and redress to 

inmate grievants. To this end, then; administrators must be prepared to 

'commit time, energy, and resources. Correctional officers have to serve 

on the committee, middle-management must oversee and coordinate the pro

cedure, and administrative staff must respond to grievances. It will be 

necessary to increase the already overtaxed workload of many persons, and 

it also may be necessary to hire additional personnel. 

An inmate grievance procedure can be mandated by law and vocally 

supported by administrative staff, but it will not succeed if the energy 

and resources are not committed to that end. Many bureaucratic innova

tions have floundered and failed when supported by mere lip service. 

4. Selection and Training of Committee Personnel 

Adherence to the framing principles and the continued credibility of 

the Inmate Grievance Procedure require the institutionalization of the 

processes by which committee members are selected and trained. Selection 

of inmate members should be by general vote of the inmate population. 

Correctional officers should be elected from among volunteets, if possi

ble. Efforts should be made, however, to select those influential offi

cers who are vocally resistant to the procedure once the procedure has 

been firmly established and its operations have been routinized. Both 

inmate and officer members should serve a six months' minimum term of 

office. The semi-annual rotation of the corr®ittee members not only enables 

differing viewpoints, but more importantly (a) contributes to the proce

dure's credibility by this periodic exposure (elections) and (b) forcefully 

and regularly expands the number of lllmates and officers who are direet1y 
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involved with the procedure. Finally, selection should be carried out in 

such a way that only half the inmate members and half the officer members 

are replaced at a time; this will permit contin.uity over time and minimize 

the time and difficulties required for adaptation by new members. 

Training of these new committee members should be institutionalized. 

Once selected, but prior to service, committee members should receive a 

t!:.'i"I!~-phase training program. The first phase consists of a thorough 

presentation of the pl:inciples and operation of the Inmate Grievance Pro-

cedure, including a review of recent grievances, the input at each level, 

and the final resolution. The second phase includes both training in 

mediation for conflict resolution and a subsequent period to observe the 

present Inmate Grievance Procedure Committee in actual deliberations. 

The final stage in the training is to work with the coordinat"or in role-

playing situations, perhaps dealing with a grievance that is simultane-· 

ously being heard by the Committee and receiving feedback from the Com-

mittee, mindful that the Committee's existing mode of operation may not 

represent the proper or ideal principles for mediation. 

5. 
\, 

Inmate Grievance Committee Structure -- Alternatives 

Alternative Committee structures are possible as long as they 

maintain the principle of an equal number of inmate and officer 

members on the Committee. One alternative, for example, is to establish 

one committee for the entire facility, with assistant grievance clerks 

drawn from the various housing units. The ad,rantages to this structure 

are largely in terms of centrality of decision-making, continuity in 

recommendatilms and resolutions, and communication among grievance proce-

dure personnel. The disadvantages tend to focus on time and resources: 
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a single committee in a facility "lhich generates a volume of grievances 

will require a full-time commitment of both inmates and officers to their 

Committee responsibilities. 

Another alternative is to structure a single committee consisting of 

available "pools" of inmates and officers. Each inmate Committee member 

represents a housing unit, and the clerk is the only full-time position. 

This variation requires that a committee be formed on an ad hoc basis 

from among the available "pools". The advantages to this are mainly eco-

nomic -- officers are not assigned to the Committee on a full-time basis --

and the structure may function well when fe.w grievances need the attention 

of the Committee. The disadvantages, however, are numerous: communica-

tion, commitment, continuity and credibility are jeopardized by the com-

p1ex configurations of the committee since the same members may infre-

quent1y serve together or be privy to the resolutions produced by other 

members. 

Yet a third alternative exists, and this represents a compromi.se 

between the first two structures. A single facility may have several 

Committees, each representing one or more housing units. Officers are 

selected to serve on the Committee, but the smaller number of grievances 

coming before the Committee would not require a full-time commitment to 

the Committee. The advantages of this structure are continuity, 

communication and credibility of the Committee within the housing units 

served, reduced cost to replace officers serving on the Committee, and 

greater inmate and officer involvement within the facility because of the 

larger number of Committees. The disadvantages are a possible lack of 

inter-Committee communication or continuity, and the need for some local 
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agent to coordinate the activities, recommendations and implementations 

of the numerous Committees. " 

In addition, the number of Committee members can be varied. It is 

clearly disadvantageous to have teo large a number of perS01'lS ~.vorking 

together, for consensus is more difficult to achieve. Yet a six-person 

Committee appears to work as well as a four-person Ccmunittee, ,a.nd the 

larger Committee assures that a greater number of persons (inmates and 

officers) will be able to work on the procedure. 

Finally, the office~ members should include one officer with rank of 

Sergeant or Lieutenant. It is possible to have only line officers as Com

mittee members, but there is frequent need for an officer who can interact 

directly and, perhaps, blunt,ly with other command staff in the facility. 

Viewing the options for the Committee structure and the goals of a 

jus.t process that operates swiftly and effectively, it is our view that 

the goals can be maximized by the existence of three to four six-member 

Committees in larger, maximum security facilities and one or two six

member Committees in smaller, minimum security facilities. In either 

case, the officer members would include one with a rank of no less than 

Sergeant and all would be assigned to the Committee rather than to an 

"officer pool" for service to the Committee. 

6. .Int.~rna.l a,.,,<i. J~.!.tern.a!. !1onitorin~ 

It is imperative that both internal and external monitoring systems 

be thoughtfully created and vigilantly maintained. Internal monitoring 

should be carried out by a designated agent within the state's department 

of corrections. The purpose of internal monitoring is to routinely and 

systematically evaluate the operation of the Inmate Grievance Procedure 
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within each facility. A monthly summary of grievances filed can indicate 

possible problems: an increase in the type of grievances, a change from 

informal to formal resolution, a decrease in the proportion of grievances 

resolved within stated time limits, an increase in the proportion of 

grievances appealed to, or beyond, the superintendent, an increase in the 

number of grievances generated by one particular area (e.g., food, mail 

or medical), and a decl:ease in the ability of the Committee to provide 

satisfactory resolution. By using previous information as the facility 

norm, these signs of possible trouble can be quickly identified and 

investigated by a telephone call or visit. In addition, internal monitor-

ing is needed to assure rapid and complete implementation of resolutions. 

External monitoring is carried out by persons not a part of or 

influenced by the department of corrections, who report to the depart-

ment's director the findings of their periodic -- at least yearly and 

preferably more often -- review. Such an external group is recommended 

to sustain the procedure's credibility to inmates and to provide an 

independent evaluation of the procedure's operation at each facility. 

External monitoring will focus largely upon the selection and training of 

Inmate Grievance Committee members and the grievance clerk, the introduc-

tion to the procedure prOVided to new inmates and officers, the speed of 

replies to grievances, and the implementation of resolutions. 



C. Process ._---

The successful implementation of an Inmate Grievance Procedure will 

be reflected, to a great extent, in the efficiency and effectiveness of 

the pkocedure's operation. 

1. Utilization by Inmates 

The Inmate Grievance Procedure is frequently utilized by inmates to 

s~ek redress. The wards of the California Youth Authority filed over 

5,000 grievances during the first year of system-wide operation. Further-

more, there was a 76.9 percent increase in grievances filed the second 

year. Slightly over 10,000 grievances were filed during the first year 

of operation within the New York Department of Correctional Services. In 

South Carolina's Kirkland Correctional Institution, where the Inmate 

Grievance Procedure was introduced into only one housing unit and gradu-

ally established in the remaining units during the first six months, 

nearly 160 grievances were filed during the first year of operation. 

Colorado's maximum security male penitentiary aborted the procedure after 

only seven weeks, but 145 grievances h~~ been filed in that short time. 

The large number of grievances filed is impressive, but so too is the 

low frequency of repeated use of the Inmate Grievance Procedure. In New York's 

Attica and Auburn facilities, for example, about one-third of the inmates 

filed at least one grievance, and most of those ,.;rho utilized the proce-

dure filed only one grievance. Only 29.5 percent of those l.;rho filed a 

grievance filed a second grievance, and there were very few instances in 

which an inmate filed a large number of grievances. 
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Inmates utilized the Inmate Grievance Procedure to seek redress 

against staff actions, inmate actions, and a wideV'ariety of policies and 

procedures. Yet there is a decrease over time in the proportion of griev

ances against policy and procedure and an increase in the proportion of 

incident-related grievances against staff and inmate actions. Such a 

shift is evident among the wards in the California Youth Authority and 

among the inmates in the New York Department of Correctional Services. 

2. Type of Grievances Dealt Hith Most Effectively 

If one argues that grievances are handled "effectively" when (a) the 

grievant is upheld in whole or in part and (b) the grievance is resolved 

within a short time period, then incident grievances are clearly more 

effectively processed than those seeking redress of policy or procedure. 

The fact that incident grievances can be resolved -- and more often than 

not are resolved -- within the facility and informally suggests a more 

satisfactory resolution and greater speed. 

If, on the other hand, one wishes to argue that "effectively" han

dled grievances are those which not only provide redress for the grievant 

but also for non-grievants with the same problem or complaint, then inci

dent griev~n1.ces are not effectively handled. As is discussed below, these 

grievances are "resolved," but no structured mechanism exists to isolate 

and modify the cause of such grievances, even when several are produced 

3. Monitoring --- Citizen Groups 

An efficient monitoring system is needed if central office is to 

maximize the utility and maintain the cred.ibility of the Inmate Grievance 

Procedure. Monitoring provides bi-weekly or monthly evaluations of the 

procedure's operation: number and type of grievances filed, level of 
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resolution, type of resolution and adherence to time limits. Changes 

noted in the established patterns will serve as an early warning and pin

point emerging problems to be ameliorated. 

Credible, knowledgeable and objective citizen groups are also needed 

to monitor the Inmate Grievance Procedure. The presence of such a group 

would visibly demonstrate the correctional system's commitment to the 

principle of outside review and reduce the likelihood that the procedure 

would be discretely sabatoged by inmates, officers or administration. 

These citizens would serve as an independent monitoring agent to period

ically and systematically assess the procedure's adherence to its 

principles. 

4. Conflict Prevention and Resolution 

The Inmate Grievance Procedure provides a viable mechanism for both 

the prevention and resolution of conflict. For the inmate, the ability 

to file may avert conflict and the satisfactory resolution of a grievance 

may resolve conflict. 

For inmates collectively, the prevention of conflict occurs when 

grievances are the basis of systemic change, When grievances against 

policy or procedure are upheld and a change in the inutitutional rules or 

structure results, all inmates are benefited and a potential source of 

future conflict is removed. When incident grievances are treated case-by~ 

case, the grievant's conflict is resolved but systemic change does not 

occur; if, however, the common source of repeat incident grievances is 

isolated and altered, inc~dent grievances can serve as a basis for both 

the resolution and prevention of conflict. 
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How many inmate strikes or riots have been prevented by the satis

factory resolution of grievances? Data are not available to indicate the 

procedure's ability to reduce such instances of group conflict -- and 

data adequate to the requirements of a rigorous causal research design 

will never be available, given the complex nature of the corrections sys

tem. Yet it is plausible that the successful resolution of grievances 

affecting the entire population prevents such conflict either by removing 

the source of conflict or by instructing the inmates in an alternative 

conflict resolution technique. 
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D. J.mpact 

A successful Inmate Grievance Procedure has many potential effects. 

Some of the effects are direct and overt ~ '1t1hile others are indirect and 

covert. A few effects are discussed below. 

1. Impact on LEA! Objectives 

Five impact objectives were specified by LEAA in the initial 

grant. 

a. Reductiop of Violence: 

The analysis of questionnaire responses from both inmates and offi

cers indicates no apparent change in the level of inmate-inmate or inmate

staff violence due to the implementation of the grievance procedure. Nor 

was a reduction in violence apparent in the institutional records of ru1e

infractions. The only data to suggest that the level of violence had 

declined were comments made by administrators at the local facilities. 

Given the broad and complex bases for most acts of inmate violence, it is 

not surprising that little reduction is noted. 

h. Inmates' Perception of Fairness: 

Questionnaire responses by inmates and officers demonstrate an 

increased perception that inmate grievances are handled fairly. The 

introduction of the Inmate Grievance Procedure is view~d as a necessary 

change, the procedure is considered useful, and the procedure is both 

fair and speedy. ~ 

c. Reduction of Litigation: 

The analysis of the justiciability of grievances inuicates that the 

Inmate Grievance Procedure is impacting upon litigation. While it is not 

clear whether inmates would have sought litigation in the absence of 
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the procedure, it iB evident that the procedure is satisfactorily resolv

ing a large number of grievances which are justiciable -- that is, have 

sufficient legal merit to warrant litigation. 

d. Increase Number and Clarity of Written Rules: 

There is evidence to suggest that the Inmate Grievance Procedure is 

instrumental in bringing about an increase in the number and clarity of 

written rt,les. Grievances have compelled the facility and the department 

to re-examine time-honored rules and, when appropriate, delete, modify or 

create rules. 

e. Increase C:I.tizen Involvement: 

Citizen involvement has been at a minimum. Citizans have been uti

lized as arbitrators in the final stages of appeal within the procedure, 

but these cases are few and the citizens' input is control1~d. There 

remains a crucial role for citizens to play. as outside mon:ttoring agents. 

2. Impact on Inmates 

The Inmate Grievance Procedure provides many advantages to the inmate 

population, especially to those inmates who are less powerful or whose 

superintendent is less responsive. For those grievances which would ordi

narily result in litigation, the procedure can provide a fair and speedy 

resolution; the grievant is likely to be upheld in full or in part in 

meritorious grievances. Furthermore, the procedure provides a mechanism 

for the fair and speedy resolution of those grievances, such as incident 

and some policy grievances, which are not justiciable. In addition, the 

Inmate Grievance Procedure provides a format to compel a periodic review 

of existing policies and procedures, thus challenging the admUlistration 

to &ubstantiate the basis of the status que in light of the grievant's 
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request for alteration, specification or elaboration of those policies 

and procedures. 

Less tangible but nonetheless important are the Hside-effectsH of 

the procedure. Inmates are instructed in the techniques of conflict reso

lution via mediation, the utilization of :Ipaper-processing" rather than 

confrontation to redress grievances, and -- for those directly involved 

with the proc~dure -- the skills of investigation, report writing, nego

tiation and mediation. 

Many inmates refuse to utilize the prQced~re~ preferring such alter

native and time-tested grievance resolution techniques as talking to an 

officer or member of the staff or talking with an influential inmate. 

Even these inmates are benefited by the Inmate Grievance Procedure, how

ever, to the extent that systemic change results from a successful policy 

grievance or a series of incident grievances. 

Negative impact appears minimal. While it may be argued that the 

resolutions in favor of the grievant are token concessions, this remains 

to be empirically demonstrated. This exploration suggests that (1) many 

genuine and fundamental changes have occurred as a result of grievances 

and (2) the informal and speedy resolution of incident grievances, while 

they may appear trivial to some, is a valuable innovation in prisons 

which serves the immediate needs of the inmate in adjusting to his day-to

day living conditions. 

Finally, it is important to note that there was no noticeable pattern 

of systematic retaliation by officers or administration against grievants. 
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3. 1mpact or Line Officers 

The impact of the Inmate Grievance Procedure on officers is less 

direct than on inmate's. For those officers serving on the committee, 

special sldlls, a more s}'lT.metrical relationship with inmates, and a 

broader knowledge of the policies and procedures are gained. For those 

officers not directly involved with the procedure, the felt impact is 

limited to a clarification or modification of rules governing inmate 

behavior. There is some report of improved working conditions due to the 

following factors: (1) inmate anger is redirected (inmates file a griev

ance against policy rather than berating officers for enforcing policy); 

(2) previously ambiguous and contradictory rules have been clarified or 

altered, providing clearer direction and less arbitrary discretion in 

rule enforcement; and (3) some rules which l~ve been difficult to enforce 

or unpopular have been changed. 

Most salient to the officers is the procedure's absence of negative 

impact. Although the implementation of the Inmate Grievance Procedure 

was met with officer resistance and hostility, this was undermined when 

the officers discovered that very few grievances -- and even fewer suc

cessful grievances -- were filed against officers. The procedure now is 

generally accepted as just another "program" within the prison. 

4. Impact on Administration 

The Inmate Grievance Procedure has been an effective administrative 

tool. When the procedure is state-wide, it promotes parity within and 

among the state's facilities. Also, discrepancies between institutional 

rules and the actual operation of the facility begin to surface. The 

procedure also is reported to be an effective mechanism of social change; 
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Offenses against order are represented in Figures III-32, III-33 , 

and 111-34. There is no apparent, long term decrease in the level of 

offenses against institutional rules and procedures at Attica, as illus

trated in Figure 111-32. The average weekly occurrence is 31.8 for weeks 

1-10 and 34.0 and 29.4 for weeks 41-50 b:::'< 51-60, respectively. This 

decrease in the frequency of refusing a direct order, combined with an 

insignificant decrease in the frequency of offenses against rules and 

procedurea, suggests that there has been some decrease in offenses against 

against order. Figure 111-34 combines the data of Figures 111-32 and 

111-33 and adds the 21 offenses against furlough rules. The mean weekly 

occurrence of recorded offenses against order decreases from 60.6 during 

the ten weeks prior to the Inmate Grievance Procedure to 56.2 in weeks 

41-50 and 49.7 in weeks 51-60. 

In summary, Figures 111-16 through 1II-18 and 111-26 through 111-28 

suggest tha.t the Inmate Grievance Procedure has had no visible impact on 

the level of violence at either Auburn or Attica. Nor has there been .a 

Significant change in the level of offenses against property at either 

facility, as seen in Figures 111-19 through 111-21 and 111-29 through 

111-31. There is reason to believe, however, that the Inmate Grievance 

Procedure is related to the observed decrease in the frequency of 

recorded offenses against order at Auburn and Attica. Unfortunately, the 

pattern of decrease is not lw.e.ar and it is impossible to know whether 

the lower level of such incidents at the end of the period of examination 

is a temporary flux, soon to increase again, or the beginning of a more 

permanent lowered level of such ~ncidents~ Should the latter be the case, 
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however, there are two reasons why the Inmate Grievance Procedure may 

account for such a reduction in offenses against order. First, the pro-

cedure has gained the credibility of the inmates and created an atmosphere 

in which inmates are willulg to obey rules and procedures, with subse-

quent grievances being filed against those they feel to be unwarranted. 

Second, those rules or procedures which accounted for a significant num-

ber of earlier offenses have been clarified, deleted or altered as a 

result of the inmate grievance procedure. This second alternative will 

be ~amined in the context of the procedure fa impact on the number and 

clarity of written rules. 

The feasibility that the Inmate Grievance Resolution Committee and 

grievance clerk could assist in preventing or mediating group disorders 

was explored. Interviews following a strike at Auburn, however, suggest 

that this form of violence reduction does not appear to be possible. 

Inmates associated with the grievance procedure feel that thei.r personal 

safety would be seriously threatened if they were to be seen as working 

for the administration, and officers must maintain the central focus on 

custody and control in times of crisis. It was generally felt that even 

if the inmates are perceived as negotiators on behalf of inmate interests, 

failure to ach1.eve the strike's objectives would lead to the belief that 

the inmates ht.id "sold out" to or bean coopted by the administration. A 

similar line of reasoning applies to officer members, who would be 

harshly criticized by fellow officers should the negotiations fail or 

result in what is felt to be a concession to unrealistic inmate demands. 

Additional~concern was raised that such a use of the inmate members 

of the grievance procedure may actually increase the likelihood of group 
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incidents. If these inmates agree to represent the in~te population (or 

some sUbpopulation) and thereby protect the identify of the leaders of 

future strikes or incidents, then it is possible that those who would 

initiate such group activities will be less deterred by the threat of 

retaliatory measures taken by the administration against the leaders of 

such activities. 

Finally, it is imperative to recognize that should the members of 

the grievance procedure attempt a prevention or resolution of collective 

activitjLes and fail, the credibility of the grievance procedure and its 

ability to deal with inmate grievances may well be irrepairably damaged. 

b. The Reduction of Litigation 

Although a c~ntral motivation behind the institutionalization of 

inmate grievance procedures is the reduction of time consuming, costly 

and unpredictable inmate-initiated litigation, there is reason to suspect 

that the procedure may, in fact, increase litigation. As one Deputy Com

missioner told us, the procedure familiarizes the inmates with filing 

grievances, seeking intervention,; and obtaining redress, all of which may 

stimulate more court petitions as well as grievances. This section 

explores the impact of the grievance procedure on litigation in the light 

of this uncertainty. 

It is extremely difficult, if not impossible, to assess the impact 

of the Inmate Grievance Procedure upon the amount of inmate-initiated 

litigation against the correctional facilities or the Department of Cor

rectional Services. One approach is to examine the frequency and type of 

such litigation over time. According to the Legal Advisor of the Depart

ment of Correctional Services, inmate-initiated litigation decreased from 

2,383 cases in 1975 to 2,195 cases in 1976. 



-236-

One may be tempted to view this eight percent decrease as a product 

of the February 5, 1976 inauguration of the Inmate Grievance Procedure. 

The information presented in Table III-33 , however, suggests the.,t the 

Inmate Grievance Procedure did not account for this decrease. Most types 

of litigation, such as those dealing with detainer, parole, sentence ca1-

culations and transfer, are not now subject to grievance within the 

established Inmate Grievance Procedure. Indeed, litigation per.taining to 

health services and tort claims, which can be grieved, increased from 

1975 to 1976. 

TABLE III-33 

INMATE-INITIATED LITIGATION IN NEW YORK, 1975-1976 

% 
Type of Litigation 1975 1976 Chan~ 

1. Health Services 68 114 +67.6 
2. Challenge Judgement/Detainer 206 122 -40.8 
3. Parole 744 553 -25.7 
4. Employee Actions 12 11 - 8.3 
5. Sentence Calculations 298 261 -12.4 
6. Transfer Challenge 54 28 -48.2 
7. Discipline Complaints 125 153 +i2.4 
8. 'l'ort Claims 312 449 +43.9 
9. Temporary Release 15 44 +19,3.3 

10. Work Release 0 3 
1I. Appeals 64 39 -39.1 
12. Miscellaneous 485 410 -15.5 

TO'l'AL 2,383 2,195 - 7.9 

It appears that the reduction in litigation is due to such factors 

as court rulings rather than the Inmate Grievance Procedure. A compari-

son of litigation within New York to that of similar states may be 

instructive, but it would not be conclusive. Whether litigation in other 

states increased, remained constant or decreased would be meaningless 

without a thorough comparison of such factors as number of inmates, type 
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of facility, degree of over-crowding, and judicial precedent in respec-

tive courts. 

In our attempt to explore the impact of t.he Inmate Grievance Froc,e-

dure on the amount of litigation, we focused on the potential 1itigat:ion 

that was being dealt with by the grievance machinery. To the extent that 

grievances d.o not deal with legal issues( or lack legal merit, then the 

grievance p'rocedure has minimal impact on reducing litigation. If) on 

the other hand, a significant proportion of the grievances pertain to 

justiciable issues, then the grievance pracedure may be viewed as an 

alternative mechanism to. resalve issues that cauld have (but nat n~~ces-

8ari1y ~muld have) gane to. caurt. Whether the court would have up'he1d 

the grie,vant is al\e factor, but the cast to. the Department of Carr:ectianal. 

Services of preparing the legal wark and the crawding af the caurt dacket 

are equally r~levant factors in the desire to reduce litigation. 

A comparison of the rating af a sample of grievances by the twa 

* attarneys demanstrates that they agreed an the nature af the legal issue 

in all cases. The caefficient af inter-rater reliability with regard to. 

the justiciability af the grievances is .96, indicating agreement an 96 

percent-of the 154 grievances. Among those 6 cases on which there was 

disagreement, rater 111 was more conservative (found less or n'o merit) an 

4 ca,l?es and rater 112 was more conservative on 2 cases. In our attempt to 

ms.ke as canservative a statement as possible, the analysis af justicia-

b:1,lity is based upan the ratings by rater ttl. 

i'The method of selecting grievances and performing the ratings has been 
discussed earlier in this repart (see pp. ) 
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The 154 grievances were grouped according to the legal issue involved, 

as outlined in Table III·-34. Communication, comprising 43 of the 154 

grievances (18 percent) is the most frequent legal issue raised, although 

grievances pertaining to classification (18 percent) and conditions of 

confinement (17 percent) were also prevalent. The legal issues of dis-

crimination, First Amendment rights, and medical care or rehabilitation 

contained few grievances. 

Table 111-34 also provides a breakdoWll of the justiciability of the 

grievances according to the legal issue involved. Fifty-nine percent of 

the grievances were deemed to be without legal merit and unworthy of 

court action; 19 percent were clearly justiciable. The remaining cases 

were categorized as meritorious but in need of additional, usually fac-

tual, information. These data suggest that, at minimum, about twenty 

percent of the grievances from Attica and Auburn which came to the Central 

* Office Review Committee in 1976 could have gone to court. In addition, 

another three to twenty percent may have been of sufficient merit to 

bring to the attention of the courts. By this criterion, the Inmate 

Grievance Procedure appears to have the potential of diverting and 

resolving grievances that may have resulted in costly litigation. 

Table 111-34 categorizes those grievances which were judged to be 

justiciable: First Amendment rights, communication, due process and 

privacy/personal. appearance are the issues which are most likely to be 

justiciable; conditions of confinemen.t, medical care/rehabilitation, 

classification and property issues were judged to be disproportionately 

without legal merit, 

*Of course, all grievances could have been filed in court and would 
require the attention of a court clerk. Our concern is to identify 
those grievances which would have merited a hearing. 
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TABLE III~34 
JUSTICIABILITY OF GRIEVANCES CCt-lING TO CENTRAL OFFICE IN NEH YORK 

Frequency G't"Grl evance TuStTaabi 11 ty of Griev~nce 

Merit , Merit. 
Cl ea Y' Law Fact No 

Attica Auburn Total Merit. Unclear Unclear Merit 
Leoa 1 Issue 

Due Process 10 i li 1 Q. ! .§. 
Access to Courts 2 1 3 2 0 0 1 
Disciplinary Hearings 6 2 8 0 0 3 5 
Grievance Procedure/ 2 2 4 1 0 1 2 

Inmate Liaison Committee 

Conditions of Confinement £Q. §. f§.. f. 0 i Ji 
Overcrowding 0 0 0 
Inadequate Medical 2 0 2 0 0 2 0 

Treatment 
Physical Abuse by GUards 0 0 0 
Solitary Confinement in 0 0 0 

Strip Cells 
Recreation 6 1 7 0 0 0 7 
Inadequate Diet 1 3 4 1 f) 0 3 
Corporal Punishment 0 0 0 
Psychological Harassment 4 0 4 0 0 2 2 

by Guards 
Institutional Rules 7 2 9 0 7 

COOlnun i ca ti on 19 24 43 10 1 If. lQ. 
Mail 10 10 -20 7 1 4 8 
Censorship (Book, Other 3 1 4 2 0 2 0 

Printed Material) 
Visitors 6 2. 8 0 0 5 3 

Packages 0 10 10 1 0 1 R 

Telephone 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 

Re 1 i gi ous/Raci a 1 1 f. 1 1 Q. 0 f. 
Discrimination 
Religious Practices 0 2 2 0 0 1 

Dietary Considerations 0 0 0 
Raci a 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 

Religious Garments and 0 0 0 
Insignia 

First Amendment Rights 0 f. f. 2 Q. Q. Q. 

Privacy/Personal Appearance 2. 1 16 8 1 Q. 1 
Strip Searches 1 2 -3 3 0 0 0 

Kind of Clothing 1 1 2 0 1 0 1 

Hair 2 2 4 3 0 0 1 

Hands in Pockets, Shirt 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 

Tucked in, etc. 
Appearance of Cell and 4 2 6 2 0 0 4 

Cell Searches 

Medical Care, Rehabilitation 4 1 5 0 1 Q. i 
General Medical Care 2 0 2 0 0 0 2 

Rehabilitation 0 CI 0 
Right of Protection 1 () 1 0 1 0 0 

Right to Treatment 1 1 2 0 0 0 2 

Class i fi cati on II l! 27 1 f. 1 21 

Temporary Release Committee 8 6 14 1 1 1 -11 

Pay Sca1e 1 2 3 0 0 0 3 

Program Assignments 3 5 8 0 1 1 6 

Transfers 1 1 2 0 0 1 1 

Property ~ 1 15 f. Q. i ~ 
Commissary 3 0 -3 0 0 1 2 

Lost/Damaged 3 2 5 1 0 2 2. 

Institutional Goverance of 2 5 7 1 0 1 5 

Inmate Property 

Other 2 0 2 0 0 1 -
TOTAL 86 68 154 29 5 29 91 

._-----------



-240-

Table 111-35 indicates the relationship between the legal merit 

of the grievance and the ultimate resolution of the grievance by the 

Inmate Grievance Procedure. The data clearly indicate that the resolu-

tion of the grieVance is consistent with the degree of legal merit 

involved in the grievance. Of the 29 cases with clear merit, 23 (79 per-

cent) were resolved either entirely in favor of the grievant or with some 

compromise. Similarly, 67 of the 91 cases (74 percent) judged to be 

without merit were resolved against the grievant. Looking at the same 

information from a different perspective, 14 of the 35 cases (40 percent) 

resolved in favor of the grievant had no legal merit whereas only 6 of the 

93 cases (5 percent) resolved against the grievant had clear legal merit. 

It thus appears that the resolution of grievances is accomplishing simi-

1ar actions as might be expected had the grievances been presented to an 

unpredictable court. 

TABLE III-35 

THE RELATION BETWEEN JUSTICIABILITY AND RESOLUTION 
-; -- c= 

Resolution of Grievanc€ 
In Favor Against 

of Grievant ComEromise Grievant Total 
Just ic iabil ity of 
Grievance 
Clear Merit 14 9 6 29 
Merit, Law Unclear 2 0 3 5 
Merit, Facts Unclear 5 7 17 29 
No Merit 14 10 67 91 

TOTAL 35 26 93 154 

The majority (66 percent) of the grievances reviewed were resolved 

by the Central Office Review Committee, 27 percent were resolved by the 

Commission on Corrections, one grievance was resolved by arbitration and 

the remaining ten cases were resolved by the Commissioner. Table 111-36 

illustrates the extent to which the justiciability of the grievance is 
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related to the level of final resolution. Whether the grievance had 

clear legal merit or no legal merit, the grievance was equally likely 

(66 percent) to be resolved by the Central Office Review Committee. That 

is, there is no evidence to suggest that the Central Office Review Com-

mittee is disproportionately resolving only those grievances with legal 

merit or, conversely, resolving only those without legal merit; rather, 

the Central Office Review Committee appears to be providing a "satisfac-

tory" (i.e., not appealed) resolution regardless of the justiciability of 

the grievance. Similarly, it should be pointed out that the grievants 

are equally likely to appeal the decision of the Central Office Review 

Committee regardless of the legal merit of their grievance. 

TABLE III-36 

RELATION BETWEEN JUSTICIABILITY OF GRIEVANCE 
AND LEVEL OF FINAL RESOLUTION -

Level of Final Resolution 
Central Office Commission on 

Justiciability 
Clear Legal Merit 

Review Committee Corrections Arbitration, Commissioner 

Legal Merit, Law Unclear 
Legal Merit, Facts Unclear 
No Legal Merit 

TOTAL 

19 
4 

19 
60 

102 

6 
1 
8 

26 
41 

o 
o 
o 
1 
T 

4 
o 
2 
4 

10 

These findings indicate that the degree to which the grievances are 

resolved by the Central Office Review Committee is not determined by the 

justiciability of the grievance. Eowever, it does appear that the type 

of resolution is not associated with the legal merit of the grievance. 

Of the 29 grievances with clear legal merit, 19 were resolved by the Cen

tral Office Review COnllllittee: eight in favor of the grievant, seven by 

compromise and four against the grievant. The remaining 10 cases were 
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appealed to the Commission or Commissioner, who resolved the grievance 

against the grievant only twice. The finding that the Central Office 

Review Committee did not satisfactorily resolve 10 of 29 justiciable 

grievances (eight of which were subsequently justified) suggests that the 

Committee is not assuming as receptive a posture as might be deemed nec

essary to resolve justiciable grievances and, concurrently, resolve meri

torious isuues at the lowest level possible without additional time 

delays. However, it should be remembered that the Central Office Review 

Committee may feel the occasional need to allow the Commission or Commis

sioner to make decisions on those grievances of widespread and radical 

change in existing policy or procedure. 

In conclusion, this analysis of a sample of grievances from Attica 

and Auburn suggests the following: 

1) At minimum, 19 percent of the grievances are justiciable and 

could have gone to court, and an a~ditiona1 22 percent were deemed to be 

meritorious but in need of additional information. 

2) The resolution of the grievances is in line with their degree of 

merit, and it seems unlikely that the courts would provide a mor.e respon

sive audience to inmates. 

3) There is no evidence that the Central Office Review Committee is 

satisfactorily resolving grievances on the basis of legal merit; those 

with merit are no more likely to be reso1yed at that level than those 

without legal merit and, consequently, grievances with merit which are 

eventually resolved in favor of the grievant (or by compromise) are not 

being diverted from the appeal process by an acceptable reso1utiop by the 

Central Office Review Comm.ittee. 

i 
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These findings and conclusions must be interpreted in light of the 

sample on which they are based. Although the sample consists of only 154 

of the 472 grievances filed at Attica and Auburn in 1976 which reached 

the Central Office Review Committee and which were closed by August 22, 

1917, the implication of the findings assumes greater importance when 'ole 

recognize that there were 459 grievances from Attica and 203 grievances 

from Auburn which came to the attention of the Central Office ReView Com~ 

mittee in 1976. Furthermore, there were 1,647 grievances system~wide 

which were responded to by the Central Office Reviev.l Committee. Since 

clearly justiciable grievances comprised 19 percent of those in the sam-

ple, one might logically anticipate an equal proportion from the entire 

system. Calendar year 1976 would then have yielded 313 justicialbe 

grievances from the entire system which could have resulted in litigation 

had not the Inmate Grievance Procedure been in operation. 

c. Increased Perception of Fairness 

There was consensus from all relevant parties at the beginning of 

the study that increased inmate perception of fairness and trust in the 

administration would depend, to a great extent,'upon the procedure 1s 

ability to conform to its own guidelines. Insufficient numbers of poorly 

trained and under-resourced staff and underdeveloped procedures at the 

local facilities and at Albany contributed to the failure of the proce~ 

dure to establish and maintain a high degree of credibility. These fac-

tors, combined with the high rate of inmate turnover and its resultant 

problems of inmate investment in the Inmate Grievance procedure, have led, 

we believe, to a finding of no sigrdficant increase in the inmates' per·, 

ception of fairness and trust. 
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The responses of officers and inmates to selected items are pre

sented in Table 111-37. There is a higher precentage of responses after 

one year indicating fairness, quickness and written replies at both 

Auburn and Attica, but only among correctional officers. The fact that 

the Inmate Grievance Procedure is viewed as a fair means of resolving 

inmate complaints by more officers than those who saw the previous system 

as fair, suggests that initial fears and hostilities have been overcome. 

Subsequent analyses, not included here, found no relationship between an 

officer's perception of the procedure as fair, speedy, or providing writ

ten replies and such factors as familiarity with the procedure, involve

ment with the procedure, usefulness of the procedure or necessity of the 

procedure. Nor were length of employment, education, or one's view of 

one's job as a career related to perception of the procedure's fairness, 

speed or provision of written replies. In short, officers in 1977 were 

more likely than officers in 1976 to report that inmate complaints wer~ 

handlad ~air1y not because of their own background characteristics or 

view of the procedure, but because the procedure had been, at the least, 

harmless and, at the most, helpful. 

In c.omparison, inmates in 1977 were less likely than inmates in 1976 

to positively evaluate the fairness, speed, and written replies of the 

way their grievances were being handled. Analyses not presented 'here 

indicate that the responses of inmates to these items are related to 

other inmate opinions about the Inmate Grievance Procedure. Attitudes 

toward speediness of the procedure are unrelated to other attitudes among 

Attica inmates. Among Auburn inmates, however, the more useful and nec

essary the procedure was felt to be, the more likely it is the procedure 

:1.s viewed as speedy. 
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TABtE IlI-37 

CORRECTIONAL OFFICER AND IN}U~TE RESPONSES TO ITEMS SELECTED TO 
ASSESS FAIRNESS IN GRIEVANCE RESOLUTION, COMPARISON OF BEFORE 

AND AFTER INMATE GRl:E.'V ANCE PROCEDURE, NEW YORK 

Attica Auburn 
Time 1 ~ 

OFFICERS 
~ ~ 

Inmate complaints will be/have been 
worked out: (l~ .. 54) (N"73) (u-149) (N-ll4) 

a. very well 1.9 5.5 5.4 9.6 
b. pretty well 27,7 53.4 61.7 70.2 
c. not very well 51.9 32.9 25.5 13.2 
d. very poorly 18.5 B.2 4.7 4.4 
e. don't know 2.7 2.6 

Inmate complaints handled fairly: (\~"61) (N-n) (N-157) CU.-IIB) 
a. always 19.7 16.9 10.2 13.6 
b. most of time 5(1.1 55.B 54.1 69.5 
c. some of time 11.5 11.7 15.3 5.1 
d. seldom 3.3 1.3 1.3 O.B 
e. never 0.0 1.3 0.0 0.0 
f. don't know 11.5 13.0 19.1 11.0 

Inmate complaints handled quickly: (N-61) (N-77) (N-157) (N-llB) 
a. always 14.B 11.7 6.4 11.a 
b. most of time 50.B 4B.1 3B.2 4B.3 
c. some of time 13.1 15.6 2B.0 22.9 
d. seldom 4.9 7.B 7.6 3.4 
e. never 1.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 
f. don't know 14.B 16.9 19.7 14.4 

IUDn\te complaints receive written reply: (N-61) (Na 77) (N-157) (N-llB) 
a. always 14.B 1B.2 12.1 19.B 
b. most of time 27.9 32.5 22.3 34.5 
c. .some of time 29.5 1.6.9 28.0 20.7 
d. seldom B.2 5.2 10.2 3.4 
e. n\wer 0.0 0.0 1.9 C.O 
f. don't know 19.1 27.3 25.5 21.6 

INMATES 

Inmate complaints will be/have been 
worked out: (N=162) (N .. 99) (N-2l0) (N-267) 

a. very ¥lell 9.3 1.0 6.7 2.2 
b. pretty well 21.0 10.1 22.4 24.7 
c. not very well 34.0 55.6 ~1.9 42.7 
d. very po,')r1y 25.3 32.3 21.0 26.2 
e. don't know 10.5 1.0 B.1 4.1 

Inmate complaints handled fairly: (NE 163) (N"l02) (N .. 199) (N-274) 
a. always 1.8 a.o 0.5 1.1 
b. most of time 4.3 1.0 3.0 4.7 
c. some of tinle 20.2 11.B 16.6 21.5 
d. seldom 32.S 39.2 32.2 40.5 
e. never 22.1 37.3 14.1 21.2 
f. don't know 19.0 10.B 33.7 10.9 

Inmate complaints handled quickly: (N-163) (N-102) (!-I-198) (N-27S) 
a. alwaye 3.6 1.0 0.5 2.5 

b. most of time 3.0 1.0 3.0 4.0 
c, some of time 14.5 12.7 D,l 14.9 
d. seldom 30,9 34.3 30.B 40,0 
e, never 26.7 39.2 1.9.7 28.7 
f. don't know 21.2 11.8 32.B 9.a 

Inmate complaints receive written reply: (N .. 1S8) (N .. 103) (N-199) (N-273) 
II. always 6.3 4.9 8.1 9.9 
b. moet of time 17.7 9.7 IB.8 21.6 
c. Bome of time 16.S 26.2 IB.8 23.4 
d. seldOlll 27.2 32.0 16.2 20.1 
e. never 10.8 11.7 5.1 B.B 
f. don't know 21.S lS.5 33.0 16.1 
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Inmate responses pertaining to the frequency with which written 

replies are received were unrelated to familiarity with or necessity of 

the Inmate Grievance Procedure. Nor were they related to whether the 

inmate had used the procedure. In fact, the only relationship to fre

quency of written replies is that a higher frequency is likely to be 

reported by those who see it as a useful system to deal with inmate 

grievances -- and this relationship is found only among Attica inmates. 

The frequency with which inL,ates feel grievances are handled fairly 

is also unrelated to familiarity with the procedure, perceived necessity 

of such a procedure. or even use of the procedure. Those who feel com

plaints are more frequently handled fairly, however, are more likely to 

indicate that the procedure is useful (at Attica and Auburn) and are more 

likely to feel that future inmate complaints will be worked out well (at 

Attica only). In short, the fairness of the procedure~ its utility, and 

the trust that future complaints will be satisfactorily resolved are dif

ferent measures of the inmates' pet"ception of the fairness of the Inmate 

Grievance Procedure. Yet these tht"ee items, like speed and written reply, 

are largely unrelated to whether the inmate felt the procedure was neces

sary, felt it. is usef4l, or has in fact used the procedure. 

In conclusion, there is no information to indicate that the inmate 

population in 1977 was any more likely than the inmate population of 1976 

to feel that their complaints would receive a prompt and judicious hear

ing. Furthermore, there is no evidence to suggest that such a perception 

of fair and just treatment could be increased by an improved orientation 

to the procedure or by increased useage of the procedure. These findings, 

together with the favorable responses of correctional officers, suggest 

.,--------------------------------------~--------~------
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that a major f&iling of the proce4ure has been its inability to foster 

significant changes in the climate of the correctional facilities. 

d. Increase Clar~ty and/or Number of Written Rules 

It is difficult to document the extent to which the number and or 

clarity of written rules has been altered due to the Inmate Grievance 

Procedl.tl"e. Those new rules resulting from grievances are relatively . 
clear illustrations of the procedure's ability to affect change, and such 

new directives can be enumerated. Yet it is frequently the case that 

written responses from the IGRC, Superintendent or CORC contain state-

ments to the grievant which set forth in writing what was implicit or 

ambiguous. In L:;nch cases, the procedure has brought clarity to the 

grievant and/or staff, but no policy or procedure has been demonstratably 

affected. Consequently, any discussion of the visible rule changes and 

policy clarifications that are produced by the Inmate Grievance Procedure 

can only scratch the surface of this issue. 

Many visible changes in the rules did occur, but the most visible 

alterations were deletions of those rules (the origin af which was ill-

remembered) whose "security" basis could not withstand close scrutiny. 

Regulations pertaining to length of hair, neat appearance, walking with 

hands in pockets, type of clothing, etc., were among the first and most 

conspicuous to be altered or dropped. In some cases existing rules were 

amended to allow for recurrent situations, such as problems with inmate 

accounts. Rule clarifications, however, are less visible. 

The exploration of change in rule violations is one possible tech

nique to examine the degree to which rules have been clarified. This 

approach makes the assumption that a decrease in the reported incidence 

-----------------'-' -'-, ... ' ---------
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with which rules are violated is an indication that those rules -- and 

their underlying rationale -- are better understood by the inmate popula-

tion. Thus, a significant decrease in th~ number of recorded incidents 

of rules pertaining to grooming, for example, would suggest greater clar-

ity and/or some alteration of the rules over time. 

Since all inmate behavior is regulated by some rules and procedures, 

all disciplinary reports involve rule violations. The severity and 

nature of the violations may range from attempted escape, possession of 

contraband, and assault, on the one hand, to spitting, littering, or wear-

ing a hat in the school building. Our attempt to examine the degree of 

change in rule violations, therefo~e, omitted from consideration those 

rules pertaining to violent acts a~d the possession of contraband. 

Comparable dates were selected to minimize the distortion effect of 

such factors as holidays, seasonal differences and program changes (espe-

cially within the prisons' schools). Recorded offenses at Attica from 

November 30, 1975 through January 31, 1976 are compared to those from 

November 28, 1976 through January 28, 197f and, similarly, recorded 

offenses at Auburn from November 9, 1975 through January 3l t 1976 are 

compared to those occurring from November 7, 1976 through January 29, 

1977. Since many rules are infrequently violated, the examination of 

change includes only those rules with a high reported incidence at one of 

two time periods at one or both of the prisons. 

The data presented in Table III-38 indicate, for each of 16 rules, 

the frequency with which its violation was reported at either Attica or 
. 

Auburn during the time periods established for comparison. Since a sin,·" 

gle entry in the Daily JOUl:nal may indicate the infraction of more than 
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TABLE III-38 

ANALYSIS OF CHANGE IN FREQUENCY OF RULE INFRACTIONS, UTILIZING THOSE 
WHICH PREDOMINATE IN EITHER 1975 ·1976 OR 1976-1977, ATTICA AND AUBURN 

Attica Offenses Auburn 
Nov. 30, 1975- Nov. 28, 1976- Nov. 9, 1975-
Jan. 31 2 1976 Jan. 28, 1977 Jan. 31 2 1976 

Offenses 
Nov. 7, 1976-
Jan. 29 2 1977 

Tota1a 1st 2nd 3rd Tota1a 1st 2nd 3rd Tota1a 1st 2nd 3rd Tota1a 1st 2nd 3rd 
(806)(234) (45) (795) (414) (223) --- (1015)(301) (66) (636) (321) (140) 

1.90 Refuse to Obey Direct 
Order 290 248 34 8 294 187 86 21 218 177 36 5 191 136 42 13 

2.30 Threat to Employees 
or Inmates 44 26 14 4 64 34 17 13 25 .12 10 3 41 20 12 9 

3.00 Violate Local Ru1es/ 
Procedures 5 5 0 0 79 39 25 15 10 4 6 0 12 6 5 1 

3.20 Grooming/Hygiene 29 18 10 1 38 13 21 4 47 34 8 5 22 11 8 3 
3.30.1 Abuse of Privilege 37 26 10 1 52 30 11 11 32 20 11 1 36 13 8 15 
3.30.2 Abusive Language 32 14 14 4 46 14 14 18 35 16 13 6 39 6 25 8 
3.30.5 Failure to Cooperate 

with "Count" 21 12 9 0 56 13 7 36 17 6 9 2 10 4 3 3 
3.30.08 Harrassment of 

Employees or Inmates 15 9 6 0 52 11 21 20 9 4 2 3 11 4 3 4 
3.30.10 LOitering 24 19 5 '0 46 29 14 3 86 76 6 4 41 23 11 7 
3.30.11 Loud/Boisterous 

Behavior 24 23 1 0 38 15 13 10 3 2 1 0 3 1 1 1 
3.30.12 Lying 35 17 16 2 23 10 6 7 16 19 5 2 21 8 8 5 
3.30.13 Out of Place 

(Unauthorized) 56 50 5 1 57 29 21 7 167 124 40 3 83 40 32 11 
3.30.17 Refuse to Accept 

Work/Program Assignment 4 0 3 1 18 9 9 0 50 47 3 0 41 34 6 1 
4.1 Disrespect to Employees 

o-r Inmates 66 36 25 5 6 3 2 1 34 9 22 .... 9 2 2 5 ..) 

6.1 Unclean Cell 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 35 30 5 0 7 5 0 2 
6.2 Disrespect "Quiet Bell" 0 0 0 0 0- 0 0 0 104 100 4 0 23 19 3 1 

a,The Total indicates the frequency with which each rule violation was recorded during this time, whether that rule infrac-
tion was entered as the first offense, second offense or third offense. From November 30, 1975 through January 31, 1976 
at Attica, for example, there were 806 entries (i.e., inmates recorded) in the Daily Journal, of which 234 indicated a 
second offense and 45 indicated a third offense. Thus, there 'vere a total of 190 incidents of refusing a direct order: 
248 of the 806 first offenses, 34 of the 234 second offenses and 8 of the 45 third offenses. 
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one rule (e.g., an inmate simultaneously reported for Refuse Direct Order, 

Abusive Language, Loud Behavior), the information is grouped according to 

whether the rule infraction was reported as a first, second or third 

offense. It can be seen that there were a total of 806 cases in which 

one of these sixteen rules was reported as the first offense at Attica· 

during the 1975-1976 period; there were 234 cases in which one of these 

sixteen rules was a second offense, and 45 cases of a third offense. 

An inspection of the data from Attica reveals some major shifts 

between the two time periods. The total number of first offenses remained 

relatively constant (806 and 795), but there was a significant increase 

in the number of second and third offenses reported during the 1976-1977 

period. As a result, the total number of offenses increased from 1085 in 

1975-1976 to 1432 in 1976-1977. The impact of this ov~ral1 change is 

noted in the reported incidence of "Failure to Cooperate With Count": as 

first offense, the change is negligible (12 in 1975-1976 and 13 in 1976-

1977), yet the change in the total is substantial (21 in 1975-1976 and 56 

in 1976-1977) due to the 36 incidents recorded as third offense. 

Two other interesting changes occur at Attica. The incidence of 

ilViolati.6h of Local Rules and Procedures" jumps from five cases in 1975-

1976 to 79 cases in 1976-1977. Given the large number of specific local 

rules or procedures which can also be used to record the incident, it 

appears that this increase is due to a change in reporting/recording 

rather than actual incidence. It is also noteworthy that the incidence 

of "Disrespect to Employees or Inmates" is reduced from 66 to six cases, 

while the frequency of "harassment of Employees or Inmates" increases 

from 15 to 52. Have the officers merely altered their classification of 

behavior while the behavinr ~emains constant? 



--------------------------------~.--------------------,-'--------"--__________________ u. 

The information from Auburn does not reveal the tyP(~ of changes 

noted at Attica. The total number of incid.ents (first, second and third) 

decreased from 1382 :I.n 1975-1976 to 1097 in 1976-1977) although there 'Was 

some increase in the number of third offenses reported~ The frequency 

with which specific rule infractions occurred remaixv.ad quite stable, with 

three exceptions. The number of incidents for "Loitering" and HOut of 

Place" were halved one year later, and the frequency of reported in.ci

dents of "Disrespect Quiet Bell" in. 1976-1977 was only one-fourth that 

during 1975-1976. These decreases in the frequency of rule violations 

may be due to greater clarity or alteration of the rules, yet the ract 

that only three of the sixteen most frequently violat~d r.ules are 

affected suggests little measurable change in the overall clarity of 

rules. 

In fact, the changes noted at Attica suggest that these reports of 

rule violation are relatively meaninglf.!ss when discussing specific rules 

or procedures. There appears to be great latitude in the classification 

of the violation and in the decision to report a second or third offense 

simultaneously. In conclusion. it appears that the data are most unreli

able for the purpose of measuring change in recorded incidence of the 

violation of specific rules. The utilization of these data to examine 

the impact of the grievance procedure on the clarification of rules is 

'~uestionable • 

Yet there reamins a possibility of impact since data presented ear

lier (Figures III-22 through 1II-24 and Figures III-32 through III-34.) do 

indicate a substantial decrease in the number of violations of rules and 

procedures. Although our attempt to examine change in specific rules has 
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proven fruitless, the fact remains that this' general decrease may he 

attributable to the presence of the Inmate Grievance Procedure. 

Interviews conducted with administrators and staff suggest that the 

first impact of the Inmate Grievance Procedure was to obscure the rules 

rather than provide clarification.' One basic reason is that the large 

number of grievances against policy and procedure introduced an atmos

phere of tentativeness and confusion. Are yesterday's rules the same 

today? Has CORC responded to the grievance pertaining to visiting rules? 

How is the new directive to be interpreted and implemented? This state 

of normlessness was equally pronounced among both inmates and officers. 

A second reason for the existence of obscurity rather than clarity rests 

with the ineffective communication of new rules and procedures to offi

cers. Important new directives are posted on a bulletin board and added 

to the staff manual, but these methods are not sufficient to fully inform 

all staff of the changes that occur and to affect their behavior 

accordingly. 

The officer and inmate responses presented in Table 111-39 indicate 

the perceived impact of the Inmate Grievance Procedure on the number and 

clarity of written rules. Nearly one-fifth of the officers at Attica and 

two-fifths of the Auburn officers report that the new procedure has 

helped to clarify or improve existing policy. It is interesting that 

almost identical percentages of the inmate sample indicate that the clar

ity of the existing policy has been improved due to the Inmate Grievance 

procedure. Furthermore, over half of,the Attica officers and nearly palf 

of the Auburn officers feel that the number of rules had increased as a 

result of the Inmate Grievance Procedure. Yet a sizeable percentage 
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TABLE 1II-39 

CORRECTIONAL OFFICER AND INMATE RESPONSES TO ITEl'tS 
SELECTED TO ASSESS IMPACT OF INMATE GRIEVANCE 

RESOLUTION PROCEDURE ON WRITTEN RULES, NEW YORK 

OFFICERS 

Inmate Grievance Pt'ocedure helped 
clarify or impt'ove existing policy 
here 

a. agree 
b. disagree 
c. don't know 

Due to Inmate Grievance Pt'ocedure, 
number of written , rules here has: 

a. increased 
b. decreased 
c. no change 
d. don't know 

INMATES 

Inmate Grievance Procedure helped 
clarify or improve existing policy 
here 

a. agree 
b. disagree 
c. don't know 

Attica 

(N=76) 

19.7 
56.6 
23.7 

(N=75) 

54.7 
34.7 
4.0 
6.7 

(N=104) 

19.2 
51.9 
28.8 

Aubut'n 

(N=ll7) 

41.0 
23.9 
35.0 

(N=1l5) 

45.2 
21.7 
16.5 
16.5 

(N=271) 

40.6 
32.1 
29~3 
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report a decrease jn the number of rules as well; apparently the officers 

agree that the Iw.mber of rules has not remained unchanged, but dj.sagree 

as to whether it has increar,ed or decreased. 

Among inmates at both Attica and Auburn, the respondents are more 

likely to view the proc,:-:dure as increasing the clarity of rules if they 

at'efarn.:1.liar with th'i.~ procedure or view it is a useful grievance proce-

dure. At Auburn, those who feel the procedure was necessary and those 

who have used the p;~'r.)cedure are more likely to indicate that it has 

improved the clar.!ty of the rules. Further, those who feel the procedure 

clarifies policy are more likely to report feeling comfortable in filing 

grievances ~gainst policy, staff, equipment and enforcement of policy. 

Correctional officers who reported an increase in the clarity of 

rrlles 'were more likely to view the procedure as necessary and useful than 

whose Who did not feel clarity had increased. At Auburn, there is a 

tendency for newer officers to report greater clarity than their senior 

counterparts. Similarly, officers who have been employed for a shorter 

time report that the number of rules had decreased, while those employed 

for a longer pel:'iod are more likely to report that the number of written 

rules has increased. Somewhat surprisingly, there is no relationship 

between the perceived increase or decrease in written rules and the pro-

cedure's perceived ability to clarify the rules. 

, In summary, it appears that the Inmate Grievance Procedu!'e had a 

significant, measurable impact upon the number of rules. A large number 

of rules were called into qU'.~stion and, as a result, a sizeable propo:r-

tion were modified or deleted. Al~o, officers responding to the survey 

at Auburn and Attica concurred that the number of rules had increased as 

r I 
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a ~esult of the Inmate Grievance Procedure. It is not readily apparent) 

however, that the clarity of the rules in¢reased. It is true that the 

frequency of rule infractions decreased over time at Auburn (Figure 111-

22) and Attica (Figure III-34). Y~t the frequency of reported infrac': 

tions of the most commonly violated rules does not demonstrate a notice~ 

able change over time at either Auburn or Attica. Furthermore) inmates 

and officers are less likely.tb agree than disagree with the statement 

that the Inmate Grievance Procedure has improved or clarified existing 

policy. 

e. Citizen Involvement 

The thrust of the attempt to increase citizen involvement on b~half 

of the institution and inmates was directed toward the use of persons 

outside the Department of Correctional Services as mediators U~ the final 

stage of the appeal process. New York members of the American Arbitra

tion Association successfully and repeatedly served in this function. No 

significant attempt was made, how(~ver j to involve other citizen groups at 

any stage in the process. 

Margaret Appe, Director of Volunteer Services for the Department, 

sent a memorandum to prison volunteers in the spring of 1976 requesting 

that they not serve on grievance committees "to avoid role confusion." 

Although she stated in 1976 that an orientation to the grievance proce

dure would be helpful to the volunteers because they are frequently asked 

to become informally involved in inmate grievances, she acknowledged in 

late 1977 that most volunteers were not familiar with the Inmate Griey

ance Procedure. Volur.teers have been instructed that an inmate with a 

grievance is t¢ be referred to his counselor and that) should the inmate 

" 
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be dissatisfied with the counselor's response, the next step is to write 

a l?tter to the superintendent. Since conversations with superintendents 

indicate that inmates. who write such letters are rather automatically 

referred to the Inmate Grievance Procedure, the volunteer's recommenda-

tion would operate to cause undue ~e1ay in the resolution of the grievance. 

It is clear that the volunteers should be well-versed in the griev-

ance procedure, at least to the point that they are aware of its exist-

ence, its'location within the facility, the nature of those issues ,~hich 

are grievab1e, and the fact that the grievance clerk represents the first 

stage in the process. Additional involvement by the volunteers appears 

unwarranted, however, since they are directly under the supervision of 

the Department of Correctional Services. 

No attempt has yet been made to establish citizen groups to monitor 
, 

the Inmate Grievance Procedure. Such a group could make periodic checks 

within each facility on such factors as (1) whether time limits are being 

met, (2) whether effort is being made to informally resolve grievances, 

(3) the adequacy of the fact-finding and recommendations made by the com-

mittee and superintendent, and (4) the speed and thoroughness of imp1e-

mentation of decisions. Perhaps such citizen groups could be appointed 

by and report to the Commission on Corrections. 

f. The Inmate Grievance Procedure as a Tool to Improve Management 

While "improving management teclmiques" was not a stated goal of the 

project, interviews with local prison superintendents and Deputy Superin-

tendenta and with Deputy Commissioners at Albany elicited numerous co~-

menta describing the various ways in which the Inmate Grievance Procedure 

has been an effective administrative tool. 
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One area of administrative as~istance is the procedure's abilit.y to 

introduce parity within and among the state's facilities. Particular 

needs and peculiar problems of small institutions, frequently overloo~ed 

in so large a state system dominated by large, maximum security facill.

ties, now have an effective means of transmission to central office. 

Also, discrepancies between institutional rules and the actual operation 

of the facilities now surface at central office. Parity is also granted 

inmates in that the grievances filed by less powerful inmates, at smaller 

facilities or facilities with less'responsive superintendents now receive 

the same hearing as those grievances filed by more powerful inmates, by 

those at larger facilities,. and those at facilities with more responsive 

superintendents. 

The Inmate Grievance Procedure is also reported by these administra

tors to be an effective mechanism of social change. Not only are poli

cies and procedures more easily challenged, but their clarification or 

alteration can occur at a lower level of decision-making and :in. less time. 

A buffer in management is created in that superintendents can "pass the 

buck" to central office. for making the type of changes in rules or proce

dures which will not be well received by local officers and administra

tive staff. The Central Office Review Committee, similarly, can defer 

action and allow the issue to be d~alt with by the Commission of Correc

tions or an arbitrator -- both of whom are outside the Department of Cor

rectional Services -- if they feel an unpopular position is warranted. 

Furthe~ore, the procedure enables the Department or local facility t~ 

make changes in a slow and orderly fashion, minimizing the disruption to 

the system. Each grievance requires advance work and planning by the 
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various levels of review, thus perJD,itthg time for th~ system to prepare 

for and ~~cept the change that may result. 

Third, management is assisted by the procedure's usefulness as a 

social control mechanism. Many administrators view the procedure as a 

"release valve" for inmate tension and feel that inmates are more likely 

to file a grievance rather than refuse a direct order or assault an offi

cer. Some persons also see the procedure as a means of controlling 

superintendents. The procedure forces superintendents to engage in care

ful planning and decision-making to avoid appeals to central office if 

the grievance is not handled correGt1y and fairly the first time -- and 

the less flexible and less sensitive superintendents are more likely to 

come to the attention of central office and can be confronted by their 

superiors. Finally, the grievance procedure offers the potential for 

pin-pointing trouble spots within facilities and resolving those diffi

culties before major disruptions occur -- a "window in" to staff and 

other problems, as one administrator put it. An effective monitoring 

system is required before this management tool can be utilized and New 

York has yet to begin such a proce~s. 

5. Summary and Recommendations 

The discussion of the operation of the Inmate Grievance Procedure 

pointed out certain problems that continue to exist well after the imple

mentation process terminated. The major problem is maintaining the cred

ibility of the procedure. Several recommendations are offered. 

a. To increase the commitment among inmates and officers at each 

facility: 
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(1) Inmate grievance clerks and inmate committee members should meet 

with all incoming inmates, including those being transferred in 

from within the system, to review the structure and purpose of 

the grievance procedure and to highlight those successful griev-

ances which pertain to the ~ll.t:l.re population. 

(2) An effort should be made to increase correctional officer aware-

ness by publicly highlighting during roll call all resolutions 

pertaining to policy Qr procedure. If a change has resulted, 

then the change and its effect on the officer's duties should 

be pointed out. Confidentiality of grievant and persons 

involved must be maintained. 

(3) The rotating terms of officer and inmate members on the Inmate 

Grievance Resolution Committee should be maintained to maximize 

the number of officers and inmates who become a part of the 

procedure. 

(4) A procedure should be developed to compel each officer, over a 

protracted time period, to be relieved of regularly assigned 

duties for a one week period to attend all grievance committee 

activities as an observer. However, acceptance of this recom-

mendation by the inmate members is a prerequisite to its con-

sideration. 

(5) A review committee of officers and inmates (not to include those 

who have served on the committee) should be established and 

elected on a bi-annua1 basis to explore and assess the proce-

dure's strengths and weaknesses by means of extensive revie~ of 

cases and d;f.scussion with inmates and officers. The review 

committee will report dir~ctly to the Director of the Inmate 

Grievance Procedure. 
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(6) A monthly list should be prepar~d by the Dir~ctor of the Inmate 

Grievance Procedure indicating all grievances resolved at or 

above the level of the Central Office Review Committee. This 

list is to be circulated. to all facilities and made available to 

inmates and officers. Confidentiality of involved parties must 

be maintained. 

b. To increase the procedure's credibility fy fulfilling its promise 

to inmates: 

(1) The necessary action must be taken to assure that the estab

lished time limits will be met at each stage of the process. 

(2) The current practice of dismissing a grievance when the griev

ant is transferred must be abandoned, especially for grievances 

against policy and procedure. The size of the number of trans

fers among facilities suggests that many grievances may be dis

missed even though the grievant's concern persists. Furthermore, 

this would reduce the general inmate feeling that some persons 

are transferred as a result of grievances fHed. 

(3) A special citizen's committee, to be appointed by and reporting 

to the Commission on Corrections, should be established to serve 

as an independent body to monitor the implementation of grievance 

resolutions and record instances of harassment of and retaliation 

against grievants. Each major facility should have such a com

mittee assigned to it, but the members should reside in an area 

far enough from the facility so they are not likely to be 

directly supportive of either the institution or the inmates. 

(4) Systemic change should be introduced in thos~ areas whic:h gener

ate a large number of grievances. Even though the grievances 
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may be easily resolved at the local level, and even though they 

are individual incident grievances rather than policy or proce

dure grievances, a large number of such grievances indicates a 

structural problem in need of change. Since a case-by-case 

approach alone does not address the underlying causes of griev

ances, a large volume of such grievances will continue to be 

generated. 

c. To systematize the procedure, protect its autonomy vis-a-,vis all 

of the interest groups involved, and to ensure its continuation, 

a process for monitoring inmate grievances should be developed. 

This is of such great importance, in our opinion, that a detailed 

plan for monitoring is prcposed below. 

The problems encountered during the first year of the Inmate Griev

ance Procedure illustrate the necessity of monitoring the operation of 

the procedure at each facility. By routinely assembling a small amount 

of information for each grievance filed, the Director of the Inmate 

Grievance Procedure could have the capacity to receive constant access to 

data regarding types of grievances filed, location and type of resolution, 

time required between stages of the process and time required to resolve 

grievances. Data on these and other related issues must be available if 

one wishes (a) to determine the extent to which the procedure's operation 

at any facility is meeting the principles and expectations of the Inmate 

Grievance Procedure, (b) to determine whether certain stages in the proc

ess (e.g., the Inmate Grievance Resolution Committee hearings) are creat

ing problems by not meeting time limits or by not providing grievance 

resolution, (c) to locate the specific nature of inmate grievances, track 
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their increase or decrease, and take action to address the source of 

those grievances and thus prevent future grievances or collective inmate 

action, and (d) to oversee the impl~mentation of resolutions. 

Such a monitoring plan will require a modification of existing rec

ord keeping in the New York system. The coordinator or inmate grievance 

clerk at each facility would be responsible for providing the following 

information for each grievance filed: 

• TYEe of Grievance. Information should be obtained for each 

grievance indicating whether the grievance is against (a) policy, 

in which a rule, procedure, or regulation is challenged as being 

unfair, unwarranted or unconstitutional; (b) incident, in which 

the policy is uncontested but its application to this inmate at 

this time is grieved as wrong, unfair, or harmful; (c) staff or 

staff action, in which the grievance is directed toward the 

arbitrary action of a staff member, whether abuse and harassment 

or the contested application of a specific policy; (d) inmate or 

inmate action, in which the grievance is directp.d at the abuse, 

harassment, or ~.jury inflicted by the action of another inmate; 

(e) other, a category for residual grievances, which should be 

closely observed to assure that only a small number of. cases are 

of this type • 

• Nature of Issue. Information should be obta1ne,d. for each griev

ance indicating the major issue(s) concerned. These data would 

be nearly the same as presently being gathered, with greate+ 

specificity for type of program and type of support service and 

a drastic reduction in the "miscellaneous" grievance category. 



~ ~-----.----------------------------

-263-

• Level of Final Review. Each grievance would be coded to indi

cate the stage of the grievance's final re\riew : (a) informal, 

(b) I.G.R.C., (c) Superintendent, (d) C.O.R.C. screening commit

tee or C.O.R.C. itself, (e) Commission or Arbitration, (f) Com

missioner. 

• Disposition of Final Review. The final disposition would be 

recorded as one of the following: (a) upheld, (b) compromise, 

(c) denied, (d) no resolution reached since grievance. terminated 

(by release, transfer, etc.). 

• Time Limits for Written Responses, Information would be recorded 

to indicate the number of days required at each level the griev

ance passes. This could be done either by recording the exact 

number of days or by indicating (a) meets time limits, 

(b) exceeds time limits by 1-4 days, (c) exceeds time limits 

5-10 days or (d) exceeds time limits by more than 10 days. 

Regardless of the system used to record this information, it 

would be recorded for each step: (a) from filing to I.G.R.C. 

responae , (b) from LG.R.C. response to submission to Superintendent's 

(c) from submission or appeal to Superintendent to Superintendent's 

response to grievant, (d) from grievant's appeal to C.O.R.C. 

response to grievant, (e) from grievant's appeal to Oommission/ 

Arbitration to their response to grievant, (f) from grievant "s 

appeal to Commissioner to Commissioner's response to grievant. 

A special coding number would be used to signify "no review!' and 

would be applicable to all those stages in the process which are 

not involved in a grievance because it was terminated at an ear-

lier stage. 
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• Reason for Griavance Termination. This information obtained for 

each grievance indicates the reason for its termination: 

(a) grievant satisfied with resolution, (b) grievant unsatisfied 

but feels little chance for successful resolution at next step, 

(c) grievant exhausted all stages, (d) grievance is inappropriate, 

such as grievances filed which are later defined as non-grievable 

issues, (e) grievant released, ill or dead, (f) grievant 

transferred • 

• Time Limits for Implementation. Each grievance will be followed 

to record the length of time between resolution and implementa

tion of recommendation. Of course, this information will apply 

only when the grievance is upheld in part or full and when some 

action (refund, a new directive, etc.) is to be taken accoLding 

to the resolution. The information recorded will indicate 

either (a) no action required or (b) the number of days between 

the grievant's receipt of the notice of forthcoming action and 

the actual occurrence of that action. 

Although it is possible to obtain more information per grievance, 

the information outlined above is suggestive of what is required for a 

monitoring operation. By making month-to-month comparisons, the Director 

of the Inmate Grievance Procedure can establish a "norm" for each facil

ity and, as the new monthly reports arrive, instantly compare the opera

tion during the recent month to that facility's established norm. This 

will'highlight increases in numbers and types of grievances, pinpoin~ the 

source (e.g., package room or dentist's office) of any increase in griev

ances, detail the extent to which time limits are being exceeded at each 
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stage, indicate whether the proportion and type of resolutions at any 

given stage ~e.g., I.G.R.C. hearings) is increasing or decreasing, and 

assure prompt implementation of actions conceeded in resolutions. 

Moreover, the information can be compartmentalized to obtain a 

greater understanding of the operation. For example, one could compare 

the stage of resolution over time tor incident grievances to determine 

whether the informal and I.G.R.C. levels are continuing to operate effec

tively with this type of grievance or ~>1hether the disposition Ol~ final 

review is changing over time. As another example, one could ~KamU\e only 

those policy grievances concerning the commissary to 4etermine any change 

over time in the level of final review or time limits for implementation. 

By making these more detailed analyses, the Director of the procedure in 

Albany would gain information on the procedure's performance with spe

cific types of grievances or issues that is not observable when all 

grievances are grouped together. 

Not only will this enable the Director to perform a comprehensive 

check on the effectiveness of the grievance staff at ~ach facility, but 

it will provide a means of responding to those situations, policies, etc. 

which, by a sudden rise in the number of grievances, appear to be in need 

of quick attention. When shifts occur indicating a change in the level 

of resolution, time limits, type of grievance, grievance issue, or griev

ance resolution, the Director can call or visit the facility to discover 

the trouble and take remedial action. 



C. South Carolina 

1. Implementation 

Unlike Ne'w York, the Inmate Grievance Procedure was not mandated 

by law in South Carolina. William Leeke, Commissioner of the South 

Carolina Department of Corrections? Bought to-fmp1ement the mechanism as a 

pilot project in only one facility and to gradually expand the procedure 

throughout the facilities in the state. Warden James Harvey and Deputy 

Wardens M.~. Brown and Louisa Brown of Kirkland Correctional Institution 

were responsive to such a procedure and after a number of consultations 

with Center for Community Justice staff, South Carolina officials collec

tively decided that the Inmate Grievance Procedure would be introduced 

at Kirkland on an experimental basis. 

Kirkland Correctional Institution, opened in 1975, is a medium 

security facility designed to accommodate 420 male inmates in single 

rooms in seven dormitories. At the time of the procedure t s implementa

tion, however, the population was well over 800 inmates, with inmates 

double-and trip1e-decked in the single rooms. The inmate count at our 

Time 2 site visit (September 1977) was 926, down from a recent high of 

950. The population is expected to increase soon to 1,050 which is close 

to the maximum possible number of inmates the facility can accommodate 

with three inmates per room. This means then that Kirkland's inmate pop-

1ation now is nearly two and one-half times the intended number. lO 

With a significant increase in inmate population, there has been 

no change in the number of correctional staff positions authorized for 

Kirkland. The staff table of organization is still at the level for which 

the priBor;:~'.s constructed -- coverage for 400 inmates. There are 121 



--------.~--"---

-268-

correctl.onal officers.itssigned to the major shift 7 a.m. to 3 p.m., with 

a full shift consisting of 35 to 40. There is no hard money for treat

~nt staff. All treatment staff are on soft money through programs 

funded by ff,daral and other grants. 

COtn1,l:flssioner Leeke and the South Carolina Department of Corrections 

are s~.lpporting changes that can provide a measure of relief of overcrowd

ing. For eJ<;ample, an eJ<;tended work release law which Leeke was instru-

. mental in getting passed prOVides new work release opportunities for 

inmates nearing the completion of their sentences, and makes it possible 

for other inmates with AA classifications to be housed in community

based facilities. Departmental support for these types of changes seems 

to have had a positive effect on the attitudes of Kirkland facility 

admin:f'.strators, staff and inmates. 

Before introduction of the inmate grievance procedure, inmate com-

plaints at Kirkland generally were channeled through one or more of four 

alternatives = (1) a letter to the Warden., (2) a letter to the Commis

sioner, (3) the Inmate Advisory Council, (4) the Ombudsnmn of the Depart-

ment of Corrections. 

In the sp~ing and summer of 1976, the Center for Community Justice 

organized and trained the personnel selected to design and implement the 

proceclm:·e. It was mutually decided that the Inmate Grievance Procedure 

would be initiated on September 1, 1976 in Dorm 1 for a 90-day period and 

then slowly disseminated throughout the remaining dormitories, providing 

accessibility to the total inmate population by the end of the first year 

of operation. This decision to initiate the procedure in only Dorm 1 

affected the training and dissemination of information among the inmate 
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population, since the target group was narrowed to only those residents 

of a particular dormitory. Other inmates heard of the p.el., procedure, of 

course, but the dissemination of information to them was less structured. 

Only four grievances had been filed by September 20, 1976 and on 

September 27 the procedure expanded to Dorms 2 and 7. The Inmate Griev-

ance Procedure became facility-~ide on January 31, 1977, well ahead of 

schedule. Each of the el~pan8ions to allow access to more inmates was not 

accompanied by focused training or detailed information regarding the 

procedure's useage, but was accomplished by a memo from Wa~den Harvey to 

the affected population indicating the change. 

The s1:ructure of the Inmate Greivance Resolution. Committee, designed 

by a local team of inmates, officers and administrators, is fashioned 

around the needs of the facility. It was felt that each of the seven 

dormitories should be directly linked to the procedure, and this was 

accomplished by appointing the Inmate Advisory Council inmate representa-

tive from each dormitory to serve as a member of the Inmate Grievance 

Resolution CO~Anittee. One person, also a member of the Inmate Advisory 
'0 

Council, was designated as clerk. 11 The procedur, thus provided repre-

sentati,on to each dormitory by assigning a member of the committee, aad 

not just a clerk, from each dormitory. 

The fact that the facility was overcrowded and understaffed led to 

the decision to select nine correctional officers to serve as members of 

the Inmate Grievance Resolution Committee. The officers were not assigned 

to the committee on a regular basis, however, and were to be utilized 

when they could be released from their normal a.ssignments, The result of 

this arrangement is a procedure which consists of one inmate clerk and 

pools of inmate and officer members to be used for grievance resolution. 

I 
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Finally, it is noteworthy that the design team did not create n 

middle-management position, such as coordinator or director, to oversee 

the operations of the procedure. L;..1isa Brown, Deputy Warden for Pro

grams, assumed direct responsibility for coordination and monitoring of 

the Inmate Grievance Procedure. 

a. Correctional Officer Responsiveness 

Three-fourths of the correctional officers responding to the 1976 

survey indicated they had heard of the new procedure for dealing with 

inmate grievances. As illustrated in Table III-40, this information gen

erally originated from the Warden, other officers, or inmates. By the 

end of the first year, most officers felt their orientation had been ade

quate, and three-fourths indicated they were "somewhat" or "very" famil

iar with the Inmate Grievance Procedure. 

Table III-41 provides data from select items indicating a relatively 

positive attitude toward the new procedure. As in virtually every cor

rectional facility, the officers were likely to feel that changes and 

reforms undermine their authority and that the new grievance procedure 

would increase complaints about trivial matters. It appears that these 

responses can be anticipated whenever any new procedure is implemented to 

permit inmates to voice their complaints. The responses also illustrate 

a great desire on the part of correctional officers to have inmate com

plaints brought directly to the officer. As discussed with the New York 

findings, this is largely due to a feeling (1) that the office~ wants to 

and can help and (2) that such complaints should not go to administrative 

levels. Note that none of the surveyed officers recommended the Superin

tendent as a resource for inmate complaints, and only one officer approved 

of a teacher or counselor. 
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TABLE 1II-40 

IMPLEMENTATION OF INMATE GRIEVANCE PROCEDURE 
AMONG CORRECTIONAL OFFICERS, SOUTH CAROLINA 

Before Actual Operation (August 1976) South Carolina a 

% who have heard there is to be a new 
~te grievance procedure here 

How officer first heard of new 
inmate grievance procedure: 

a. another correctional employee 
b. inmate 
c. Superintendent or his staff 
d. prison newspaper or bulletin 
e. special film shown in prison 
f. city newspaper or magazine 
g. other 
h. had not heard of procedure 

After First Year (September 1977) 

% "somewhat" or "very" familiar with 
procedure: 

% agree, procedure has been written out 
and given to or posted for staff: 

% agree, orientation has been "adequate" 

% indicating staff have had no or very 
little opportunity to discuss and 
review grievance procedure 

75.4 
(N .. 61) 

(N=62) 
24.2 
11.3 
27.4 
3.2 
0.0 
0.0 

14.5 
19.4 

76.0 
(N"SO) 

64.6 
(N=4S) 

53.2 
(N ... 47) 

5S.0 
(N=50) 

aThe numbers in parentheses are the total number of respondents answering 
that particular item of the survey. This technique is used in subse
quent tables. 
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TABLE III-41 

ATTITUDES OF CORRECTIONAL OFFICERS TO ImfATE 
GRIEVANCE PROCEDURE AT IMPLEMENTATION, SOUTH CAROLINA 

(August 1976) 

South Caro1inaa 

% Agree, inmates here have too many 
legal rights 

% Agree, new changes and reforms are 
weakening the authority of the officers 

% Agree, of inmates come to me for 
help) I will tty to help them 

When inmate has a complaint, who should 
he go to first about that problem? 
a. another inmate 
b. an officer 
c. a counselor or teacher 
d. the Inmate Advisory Council 
e. the Superintendent 
f. other 

% Agree, most of the problems inmates 
have are caused by inmates themselves 

% Agree, inmate grievance procedure will 
do more harm than good 

% Agree, inmate grievance procedure 
will solve some of our big problems 

% Agree, inmate grievance procedure 
shows common sense 

% Agree, inmate grievance procedure 
will increase complaints about 
trivial matters 

38,,3 
(N-60) 

68~4 
(N=60) 

96.7 
(N-61) 

(N=61) 
1.6 

65.6 
3.3 

19.7 
0.0 
6.6 

81.7 
(N-60) 

17.3 
(N=58) 

26.3 
(N=60) 

54.3 
(N=59) 

63.3 
(N=60) 

a The numbers in parentheses are the total number of respondents answering 
that particular item of the survey. 
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With regard to the Inmate Grievance Procedure, few officers felt 

that it would do more harm than good, and over half agreed that it showed 

common sense. These responses, together with interview data, sugg~st 

that the level of officer responsiveness was quite high. Rather than 

reacting with hostility and resentment, it appears that the officers 

viewed the procedure with caution and interest. 

b. Inmate Responsiveness 

As evidenceq in Table 111-42, the residents of Dorm 1 were more 

likely to have heard of the new procedure at the time of the survey than 

those inmates reaiding elsewhere at Kirkland. This is to be expected 

since the information disseminated during implementation was directed at 

residents of Dorm 1. It is also apparent that inmates received their 

information from other inmates, regardless of place of residence. Data 

are not available to determine the content of that information, however, 

and it is not known whether those from Dorm 1 received their information 

directly from those inmates on the design team who were to serve with the 

procedure, as would be expected, and whether those from the other dormi

tories received information more informally and less directly in second

or third-person fashion. 

It is of interest that only slightly more than one-third of the 

inmates responding to the 1977 survey indicated they were "somewhat" or 

"very" familiar with the procedure. This suggests that an ongoing orien

tation to newly arrived inmates and to those residing in areas to which 

the procedure was expanded was unsuccessful. On the other hand, it is 

unusual for inmates (or any client group) to familiarize themselves with 

any procedure until the need arises. Since so few grievances were filed 
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TABLE 1II-42 

IMPLEMENTATION OF NEW GRIEVANCE PROCEDURE 
AMONG INMATES, SOU'tH CAROLINA 

Before Actual Operation (August 1976) 

% who have heard there is to be a new 
procedure here 

How inmate first heard of new 
grie'\'ance procedure: 

a. another inmate 
b. correctional officer 
c. teacher or counselor 
d. Superintendent or his staff 
e. special film in prison 
f •. prison newspaper or bulletin 
g. city newspaper/magazine 
h. friend outside prison 
1. other 
j. had not heard of procedure 

After First Year (September 1977) 

% "somewhat" or "very" familiar 
with procedure 

Residents of 
Dorm 1 

77 .9 
(N=86) 

(N=86) 
61.6 
1.2 
7.0 
1.2 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
1.2 
5.8 

22.}. 

Other 
Residents 

62.3 
(N=138) 

(N=137) 
46.0 
7.3 
2.9 
2.9 
0.0 
1.5 
0.0 
0.0 

.7 
38.0 

38.8~ 
(N=188) 

~he distinction between Dorm 1 inmates and the remaining inmates was not 
made in 1977 since the procedure was in facility-wide operation. Thus, 
tkis figure represents all inmates sampled regardless of the location of 
their residence. 



-275-

and since so few of those actually moved beyond the first stage of the 

procedure, it is unrealistic to expect a greater degree of familiarity. 

Table III-43 not only provides an indication of inmate responsive

ness to the Inmate Grievance Procedure, but it also points out that the 

Dorm 1 residents were more resistant than those of other areas. ~orm 1 

residents are significantly more likely than other residents to feel they 

have no influence on how they are treated and somewhat less likely then 

other reisdents to feel that the staff are willing to help inmates. More 

importantly, Dorm 1 inmates were less likely than other inmates to indi

cate that the Inmate Grievance Procedure shows common sense or will solve 

some big problems. Furthermore, Dorm 1 residents were nearly twice as 

likely as other inmates to agree that most inmates will not use the pro

cedure, and only half as likely to predict that inmate complaints will be 

worked out well with the new procedure. 

Such differences are of int€r.est because they suggest that the pro

cedure was being implemented amon~ inmates who were less receptive than 

other inmates. Whether Dorm 1 residents were qualitatively different 

from the population or whether their greater degree of information about 

the new procedure is the source of this lower receptivity at implementa

tion is not known, yet such a difference clearly exists. Yet the differ

ence should not obscure the fact that the level of receptivity was rela

tively high even among Dorm 1 residents: about one-third felt that the 

procedure would solve major problems and resolve complaints well, and 

two-thirds indicated that most inmates would utilize the procedure. 

In conclusion, the officers and inmates were generally receptive to 

the procedure at implementation. Problems of communication were minimal 
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TABLE III-43 

ATTITUDES OF INMATES TO INHATE GRIEVANCE PROCEDURE 
AT IMPLEMENTATION, SOUTH CAROLINA 

(August 1976) 

Residents of 
Dorm 1 

% Agree, we have no influence on 68.3 
how we are treated here (N=82) 

% Agree, most of the staff are 3.6 
willing to help an inmate (N=85) 

If you have a complaint about something 
who would you go to first? (N=84) 
a. another inmate 20.2 
b. an officer 16.1 
c. a counselor or teacher 7.1 
d. the Inmate Advisory Council 33.3 
e. the Superintendent 13 .1 
f. the Ombudsman 2.4 
g. other 7.1 

% Agree, the new Inmate Grievance 19.5 
Procedure will do more harm than good (N=82) 

% Agree, the ne~¥ Inmate Grievance 30.4 
Procedure will solve some big problems (N=79) 

% Agree, the new Inmate Grievance 63.4 
Procedure shows common sense (N=82) 

% Agree, most inmate complaints will be 
worked out livery" or "pretty" well 34.5 
with Inmate Grievance Procedure (N=84) 

% Agree, most inmates will not file 31.8 
grievances with new procedure (N=85) 

Other 
Residents 

50.7 
(N=134) 

7.9 
(N=138) 

(N=13l) 
19.1 
17.6 

7.6 
35.1 

7.6 
0.0 

13.0 

18.2 
(U=13l) 

58.5 
(N=130) 

78.9 
(N=128) 

69.5 
(N=128) 

18.1 
(N=133) 
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and the level of organization was very high. Strong support had been 

demonstrated by the Commissioner, Warden and Deputy Wardens. The imple

mentation on an experimental basis in only one dormitory of a unique 

facility provided the time and coordination for activities and, perhaps) 

reduced its threat to officers or administrators. 

2. Operation of the Grievance Procedure 

The early phase of the operation of the Inmate Grievance Proce-

dure was marked by turnover problems and change. Three of the original 

lllmate committee members were lost due to disciplinary problems; one offi

cer resigned and a second was transferred to a new job and, since neither 

was replaced, the officer pool was reduced to seven members. The grievance 

clerk was asked to resign by unanimous consent of the committee after some of 

his actions were defined as a breach of confidentiality, and a new clerk had 

to be recruited and trained. In addition, the difficulty of bringing together 

three officers to serve on an Inmate Grievance Resolution Committee hea~ll\g 

compelled a change from a committee consisting of three officers and three 

inmates to a committee comprised of two officers and two inmates. 

These changes in the earliest stages were not disruptive, how

ever, and may have aided in the long-term operation of the procedure. A 

major reason why such changes were not disruptive is that the procedure 

was dealing with so few grievances. Only sixteen grievances were filed 

during the first seven weeks of operation, and most of them were resolved 

informally by the clerk. After seven months of operation, 62 grievances 

were filed, with over half being resolved informally by the clerk. It is 

apparent that there was no heavy, immediate demand for a smoothly operat

ing and well coordinated committee, and the changes in the clerk and 
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committee personnel and structure did not jeopardize the procedure's 

ability to meet the needs of the grievants. 

a. Observations on Credibility of the Procedure 

The Inmate Grievance Procedure has been able to sustain a high level 

of credibility among inmates at Kirkland Correctional Institution. In 

general, the procedure has been able to assure credibility by (1) ful

filling the demands of the procedure, (2) meeting expectations and 

(3) maintaining a commitment to the procedure. 

1) Fulfill demands. The gradual expansion of the procedure 

throughout the facility, the small number of grievances filed, and the 

large proportion of filed grievances that were informally resolved con

tributed to the ability of the procedure to adhere to the time limits and 

written explanations at each stage of the process. Furthermore, less 

than half of the grievances filed sought alteration, clarification or 

change of existing policy or procedure. Grievants were more likely to be 

concerned with the application of a policy in a particular situation, 

personal effects missing after transfer, the amount of money in one's 

account, etc. These "incident" grievances :required considerable effort 

by the clerk, but they were resolved at that level and did not necessitate 

involvement by those at subsequent stages. Incident grievances are sus

ceptible to fast and effective resolution which maintains the credibility 

of the procedure. 

The credibility of the procedure was initially challenged by a fear 

of retaliation. Transfers and shakedowns occurring after a grievance is 

filed are bound to occur, and there was a tendency for some inmates to 

view these events as causally related. Due to a clerical misunderstanding, 
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moreover, copies of grievances were being placed in inmate personnel 

files for a short period. The error was discovered and corrective action 

taken, but this incident reinforced those who feared retaliation. By the 

end of the first year, however, few inmates believed that reprisals by 

officers or administrators would occur, and the credibility of the proce

dure' was high. 

2) Meet Inmate Expectations. The conditions of confinement at 

Kirkland are not as repressive as is often found elsewqere, and inmate 

demands for broad-based social change were very low. Many inmates had 

been transferred from Central Correctional Institution and voiced the 

opinion that, in comparison, Kirkland was a very good place to do time. 

This acceptance of existing conditions is supported by (1) the small num

ber of grievances filed during the early period of the procedure's opera

tion and (2) the small number of grievances against policy or procedure 

filed at any time. It is easy to meet inmate expectations for change 

whe~ little change is sought. 

In addition, the procedure appears to have satisfactorily met the 

expectations of those who filed grievances. The Inmate Grievance Resolu

tion Committee attempted to provide the Warden with realistic recommenda

tions that can be accommodated. Because of rather extensive and inten

sive work by all parties concerned, the grievant is more often than not 

satisfied with the resolution. 

3) Maintain Commitment. If there is one crack in the foundation 

of the procedure's credibility, it is with regard to the level of commit

ment to the procedure. Both the Commissioner and the y1arden give strong 

vetbal support to the procedure, to be sure, and Deputy Warden Louisa 
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Brown provides constant input to maintain the procedure. The correctional 

officers, too, are generally supportive of the procedure even though they 

may be unfamiliar with its actual operation. The level at which commit

ment appears to be a problem is the inmate population. The number of new 

inmates has increased substantially during the first year of operation, 

yet the new inmates have no investment in this particular means of griev

ance resolution. 

b. Survey Response Data on Acceptance of the Procedure 

Inmate and correctional officer respondents to the 1977 survey indi

cated strong support for the Inmate Grievance Procedure. As is evident 

in Table 111-44, nearly half of the inmates surveyed reported that the 

Inmate Grievance Procedure was "definitely" necessary, and another 24 

percent indicated it was "somewhat" necessary or needed "a little." 

Although the inmates were reluctant to comment on the procedure's recep

tivity among other inmates, they did report their own feeling that the 

procedure was a "useful system" (27 percent) or a "fairly good system" 

(44.8 percent) to resolve grievances. 

The data in Table 111-44 also reveal that less than half of the sur

veyed inmates talked to the clerk about filing a grievance, and only 15 

percent reported actually filing a grievance. This is in line with the 

small number of grievances filed. Although few persons report using the 

procedure, they all made suggested improvements. Nearly one-third of the 

sampled inmates indicated that greater speed and better explanation of 

decisions are needed improvements, about four out of every 10 inmates 

indicated a desire to broaden the scope of issues to be dealt with, and 

over half wanted more outside control over the procedure. The level of 



--------------------------------------------------
-281-

TABLE III-44 

INMATE RESPONSE TO INMATE GRIEVANCE 
PROCEDURE AFTER FIRST YEAR OF OPERATION, SOUTH CAROLINA 

(September 1977) 

Was Inml~te Grievance Procedure 
necess~ry here? (% indicating) 

a. jes, definitely 
'" yes, somewhat 
c. yes, a little 
d. nl1, not at all 
e. d~'n' t know 

What is reaction of most inmates to 
the Inmate Grievance Procedure1 (% indicating) 

a. pos~,l:ive 
b. neut,~al 
c. negative 
d. don't "'lOW 

How useful is the procedure? 
a. genetally a useful system to 

resolve grievances 
b. a fairly good system that needs 

some improvement 
c. a poor system that needs much 

improvement 
d. a bad system that should be 

dropped or replaced 

How could Inmate Grievance Procedure 
be improved? (% indicating) 

a. greater speed 
b. more "outside" control 
c. inclusion of discipline, 

classification and parole 
d. different inmate clerk 
e. different committee 
f. more written replies 
g. better explained decisions 
h. its okay as is 
1. other 

7. indicating they talked to clerk 
about grievance: 

a. not at all 
b. once only 
c. twice only 
d. three or more times 

% indicating they filed grievance 
with procedure: 

a. not at all 
b. once only 
c. twice only 
d. three or more times 

If no grievances filed, % indicating 
following reason: 

a. pref~r alternative 
b. fear staff reaction 
c. don't want to make waves 
d. procedure is ineffective 
e. procedure is hoax 
f. have no grievances 

% indicating they would feal comfortable 
filing grievance against following: 

a. polity or procedure-substance 
b. staff 
c. equipment 
d. other inmates 
e. polity or procedure-execution 

South Carolina 

(N-lS7) 
46.0 
13.9 
10.2 
9.1 

20.9 

(N-1S4) 
13.0 
32.1 
7.1 

47.S 

(N-174) 

27.0 

44.S 

lS.4 

9.S 

(N-=192) 
31.S 
52.1 

39.6 
16.1 
16.7 
23.4 
35.4 
10.9 
10.4 

(N-167) 
56.9 
13.S 

9.6 
19.5 

(N-184) 
85.0 

9.0 
3.0 
3.0 

(N-162) 
23.5 
11.1 
18.5 
7.4 

18.5 
37.7 

(N-15l) 
55.6 
42.1 
57.3 
47.6 
51.4 
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outside control and the definition of grievable issues, of course, are 

structured into the procedure; such alterations would require a modifica

tion of the procedure's design. Greater speed and better explanations, 

however, are subject to change without restructuring the procedure. Yet 

it appears unlikely that these aspects will change since they are gener

ally regarded as meeting the design's requirements.12 

Initially it was felt that the small number of grievances filed may 

be due to a fear of reprisal by officers or administration. This does 

not seem to be the case, Only 11.1 percent of the inmates who did not 

fHe a grievance during the year indicated that the:tr inaction was due to 

a fear of staff reaction. The desire to mainta:l.n a. low profile and not 

"make waves" is also a response indicating fear of some type of reaction, 

and less than one-fifth of the inmates survey indilcated this to be a con

sideration in their decision not to file a grievance. (It was possible 

for the inmate to check more than one response, so all or part of the 

11.1 percent who fear staff reaction may be included in the 18.5 percent 

who do fiot want to make waves.) The data indicate that the small number 

of grievances filed was not due to fear of reprisal but rather to satis

faction or complacency. Nearly one-fourth of the inmates preferred to 

work out their complaints by some other alternati"e and some felt the 

p,rocedure to be ineffective. The major reason for fail:f.ng to file griev

ances, however) :1.$ that a large proportion (37.7 pe.y.cent) of the inmates 

report they have no grievances. This f:f.nding supports the earlier state

ment based on field notes that the inmates at Kirkland sought little 

change in policy or procedure. 
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That there was a low fear of reprisal and a low level of grievances 

seeking redress is further su~ported by the indication in Table II1-44 

that the inmates would not feel uncomfortable filing grievances of vari

ous types. Somewhat over half of the inmates indicated they would feel 

comfortable filing grievances against policy or procedure, equipment, or 

the execution of policy or procedure. Yet clearly few such grievances 

were filed. This suggests that the inmates feel such matters to be 

grievable, that the inmates would grieve such matters if the occasion 

arose, but that the occasion has not yet arisen. Similarly, 42.1 percent 

of the inmates indicated they would feel comfortable filing a grievance 

against a staff member. If one compares this figure to the maximum of 

100 percent, it appears that nearly 6{) percent fear reprisal. Yet the 

percentage of those willing to file against staff is not significantly 

different from the 55.6 and 57.3 percent willing to file against such 

inanimate and impersonal matters as policy and equipment, respectively. 

In light of this, the reduction in the number who feel comfortable filing 

grievances against staff is realistic. 

A further sign of the level of inmate acceptance of the Inmate 

Grievance Procedure is revealed by the findings reported in Table III-45. 

Inmate respondents in 1976 and 1977 ~ere asked to indicate the person to 

whom they would turn first with a complaint, and one-third of the inmates 

in 1977 selected the Inmate Grievance Procedure (clerk). The choice of 

another inmate, officer, or teacher or counselor reduced moderately, and 

the choice of Superintendent increased moderately between 1976 and 1977. 

At neither time did the Ombudsman appear to be a desirable first choice 

for the inmates. The majot' effect was to significantly reduce the 
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preference for the Inmate Advisory Council. It appears that the arrival 

of the Inmate Grievance Procedure severely undercut the predominance of 

the Inmate Advisory Counc:i.l and only marginally affected inmate prefer-

ence for alternative problem-solving solutions. 

TABLE III-45 

INMATE CHOICE FOR PROBLEM-SOLVING, SOUTH CAROLINA 

South Carolina 
1976 1977 

Person to whom inmate would go 
first with complaint: (N=2l5) (N=lSO) 

a. another inmate 19.5 13.3 
b. an officer 17.2 11.7 
c. counselor or teacher 7.4 3.9 
d. Inmate Advisory Council 34.4 11.1 
e. Inmate Grievance Procedure N.A. 33.9 
f. Superintendent 9.S 15.0 
g. Ombudsman 0.9 0.0 
h. other 10.7 11.1 

Responses of correctional officers, presented in Table III-46, dem-

onstrate consistent and strong support for the Inmate Grievance Procedure. 

Nearly 65 percent of the officerlS report that the procedure was "somewhat" 

or "def :lnite1y" necessary at Kirkland, and over three fourths of the 

officers feel the procedure is a good system to resolve inmate grievances. 

Perhaps most important is the response of officers to the type of griev-

ances filed: about 16 percent of the grievances are viewed as frivolous 

issues whereas over 40 percent are viewed as meritorious issues of some 

importance. 
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TABLE III-46 

CORRECTIONJ~ 0FFICER RESPONSE TO Im'~TE GRIEVANCE 
PROCEDURE AFTER FIRST YEAR OF OPERATION, SOUTH CAROLINA 

(September 1977) 

Was Inmate Grievance Procedure 
necessary here? 

a. yes, definitely 
b. yes, somewhat , 
c. yes, a little 
d. no, not at all 
e. don't know 

What is reaction of most inmates to 
the Inmate Grievance Procedure? 

a. positive 
b. neutral 
c. negative 
d. don't know 

How useful is the procedure? 
a. generally a useful system to 

resolve grievances 
b. a fairly good system that needs 

some improvements 
c. a poor system that needs much 

improvement 
d. a bad system that should be dropped 

or replaced 
e. don tt know 

About what percent of grievances filed to date 
are in each of the following categories? 

a. important issues 
b. less important but meritorious issues 
c" marginal issues of very little merit 
d. frivolous issues, a waste of time 
e. don't know 

South Carolina 

(NelS 1) 
2,' .5 
37.3 

9.8 
19.6 
5.9 

(N=50) 
44.0 
30.0 
8.0 

18.0 

(N=48) 

33.3 

43.8 

6'.3 

4.2 
12.5 

(N",49) 
27.0 
14.4 
12.9 
15.8 
30.9 
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c. Problems and Prospects 

Problems we have observed in the operation of the Inmate Greivance 

Procedure are derived largely from the structure of the Inmate Grievance 

Resolution Committee. The desire to provide committee member status to 

a representative from each dormitory has resulted in designation of a 

number of inmates whose service and direct involvement with the procedure 

rotates on a weekly basis. The demands on the current and understaffed 

number of correctional officers has precluded permanent appointment of 

two persons to serve on the Committee, and also has resulted in a pool of 

officers whose service is rotated on a weekly and as-available-for

release basis. The non-voting chairperson ts selected from a pool of 

civilian employees. Consequently, the clerk is the only person with a 

full-time and consistent involvement in the Inmate Grievance Procedure. 

Had two inmates been designated as committee members and each dormi

tory assigned as assistant clerk, the major difference would be to create 

more consistent input from the inmate committee members. Had two offi

cers been appointed to serve on all committee hearings, similar consis

tency would result. The fact that any given committee hearing is com

prised of officers, inmates and non-voting chairperson who have had 

infrequent contact with one another to resolve grievances creates certain 

structural problems. 

The foremost problem is communication inadequacies. The hit-and

miss part-time involvement results in a breakdown of communication among 

committee members. There are no hard data available to support the 

belief that the infrequency with which these persons work together dimin

ishes their ability to work well together, but we believe this to be the 



case. There are data to indicate, however, that the communication per

taining to grievances occasionally suffers. Those who served on a hear

ing and produced a resolution recommendation do not automatically receive 

the follow-up information on the decision by the Warden. Those who serve 

and then return to other duties are unable to routinely and systematica11¥ 

monitor the implementaiton of resolutions. Finally, those who serve and 

then do not serve again until their turn in the rotation are largely 

unaware of the committee decisions or recommendations that occur during 

their absence, and the consistency of recommendations is more difficult 

to maintain. These problems are much more prevalent among staff than 

inmates. 

The clerk serves as the center of communication. It is his task to 

assure that committee members are informed of final resolutions, to moni~ 

€~r implementation, and to maintain consistency in committee recommenda

tions. The present clerk does a commendable job of carrying out these 

responsibilities, but occasional lapses are bound to occur. Furthermore, 

whether such responsibilities should be assigned the clerk rather than, 

for example, a middle-range administrator, is an open question. 

A second problem generated by the current structure of the Committee 

is the apparently low level of commitment to and investment in the proce

dure by tholse with only infrequent involvement in the process. This is 

especially the case with those officers who, because of the difficulty of 

being relieved from their positionn, may sit as a committee member only 

once in three or four months. 

A third problem created by the existing structure of the Committee 

is the potential difficulty that may arise should other changes occur. 
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The committee has been able to operate effectively to date because (1) a 

small number of gfievances have been filed, (2) nearly three-fourths of 

the grievances have been incident rather than policy grievances, and 

(3) most grievances, especially incident grievances, have been resolved 

informally and have not required committee hearings. Yet the increase in 

inmate popUlation from over 800 to nearly 1000 in a facility designed to 

accommodate less than 500 introduces the possibility that a greater num

ber of grievances will be filed. In addition, the over-crowded conditions 

may themselves create an increase in grievances and, especially, a change 

L~ the nature of grievances. 

In addition, the lar~e number of informal resolutions is due in 

large part to the heavy commitment by Grievance Clerk Michael Toy and 

Deputy Warden Louisa Brown. The clerk has been active in seeking resolu

tions, but as an inmate his scope j.s limited. A key ingredient has been 

the daily attention by the Deputy Warden. She meets almost daily with 

the clerk to discuss grievances and possible resolutions. Her authority 

enables her to receive immediate response from staff regarding inquiries 

pertaining to such matters as inmate accounts and inmate property. She 

also is in a better position to talk directly with correctional officers 

about thODe incidents which result in grievances. Her participation in 

committee hearings often leads to a reasoned and potentially more accept

able recommendation to be forwarded to the Warden. In short, we believe 

that the role that has been assumed by the Deputy Warden has contributed 

to a great deal of the procedure's success. Should that role change, 

whether due to more pressing programs or a change in personnel, the effi

ciency of the procedure may be severely jeopardized. 
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The present structure of the Committee is not prepared to meet 

increased demands upon its time. Nor is it clear that its present level 

of organization and communication would tolerate additional strain. The 

future harmony, credibility and efficiency of the procedure may well 

depend upon an allocation of designated inmate and officer members for 

specified time periods, and continued direct involvement by Deputy Warden 

Louisa BrO~lIl. 

3. An Analysis of Grievances 

There w~re approximately 160 grievances filed between September 

1976 and September 1977. The South Carolina Department of Corrections 

furnished for analysis data on the 104 grievances filed by 87 inmates at 

Kirkland Correctional Institution between February 1, 1977 and September 

30, 1977. The subject of the grievance and the issue involved are pre

sented in Table 111-47. The majority of the grievances filed were clas

sified as individual problems, and nearly one-fourth of toe grievances 

'concerned institutional policy. Only eight of the 104 grievances were 

primarily concerned with staff action, yet staff action was a "secondary" 

grievance in 41 additional grievances, 37 of which were a part of an 

"individual problem" grievance. It is apparent that the grievances 

touched on a broad range of issues and that no one issue was clearly pre

dominant. Further. no one type of grievance issue was any more likely 

.~;";J. the others to account for individual problem ~rievances or institu

tional policy grievances. These 104 grievances do not reveal a pattern 

of issues or subject areas that are more prone to be grieved. 

The data assembled in Table 1II-47 also indicate that three

fourths of the 104 grievances were resolved informally and that only a 
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TABLE III-47 

:: 
NATURE AND DISPOSITION OF GRIEVANCES FILED, SOUTH CAROLINA 

(January 1 - September 30, 1977) 

Subject of Grievance: 
Number Percent 

Individual Problem 63 60.6 
Dorm Policy 2 1.9 Institutional Policy 25 24.0 
Departmental Policy 5 4.8 
Staff Action 8 7.7 
Equipment 1 1.0 

104 100.0 

Issue of Grievance: 
Access to Court 2 1.9 Canteen. 7 6.7 
Classification 11 10.6 
Contraband 4 3.8 
Correspondence 3 2.9 Disciplinary 2 1.9 Food 8 7.7 
Medical 10 9.6 Money 6 5.8 
Property 8 7.7 
Transfe~ 1 1.0 
Treatment Program 1 1.0 
Visitation 6 5.8 
Work Release 1 1.0 
Other 34 32.7 

104 100.0 

Level of Final Review: 
Informal Resolution 79 76.0 
Grievance Committee 6 5.8 
Warden 10 9.6 
Commissioner 1 1.0 
Withdrawn, No Hearing 6 5.8 
Not Processed, Grievant Ineligible 2 1.9 

104 100.0 

Type of Disposition: 
Grievant Upheld 57 54.8 
Compromise 25 24.0 
Grievant Denied 6 5.8 
Unknown 9 8.7 
No Resolution 7 6.7 

104 100.0 
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handful of grievances were totally denied. Grievants were receiving 

swift resolution with apparently favorable outcomes. It is also apparent 

from Table 111-48 that the likelihood of informal resolution is not 

related to the subject of the grievance or the issue of the grievance. 

Furthermore, a favorable disposition was not only found among those 

resolved informally, where such a disposition would be expected by the 

failure of the grievant to pursue the grievance; favorable resolutions 

were characteristic of the Inmate Grievance Committee and, especially, 

the Warden. Finally, it is clear that while the time required to process 

these grievances ranges beyond the established tim~ limits, grievances 

generally are resolved within acceptable,time parameters. 

a. Personnel and Process 

Grievance clerk Michael Toy appears to be a key figure in the suc

cessful operation of the grievance procedure at Kirkland. His interper

sonal skills and commitment to the job are at a high level. The manner 

in which he approaches the task of grievance clerk has gained him unusu

ally strong credibility with staff, administrators, and inmates, in our 

judgment. Toy continually works 't>7ith other inamtes on the committee to 

familiarize them with techniqies that have proven successful. In addi

tion, Toy has developed a set of guidelines for inmate clerks that com

prises a 2S-page document entitled, "Writing an Effective Grievance 

Recommendation" • 

Toy attributes his success to the cooperation and support he received 

from staff and administrators, especially Ms. Brown. He indicates that 

he has been able to sharpen his skills in writing recommendations by 

examining the replies to his earlier recommendations written by Warden 

Harvey and the Commissioner. Also, Toy solicits criticism and comments 
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T.ABLE III-48 

SUBJECT, ISSUE, DISPOSITION AND TIME REQUIRED OF SOUTH CAROLINA GRIEV~~CES, 
BY LEVEL OF FINAL REVIEW 

(January 1 - September 30, 1977) 

Level of Final Review 
Withdrawn or Grievance 

Total Not Processed Informal Committee Warden Commissioner 
Subj ecl: of Gldevance 

Individual Problem 63 7 48 3 4 1 
Dorm Policy 2 0 2 0 0 0 
Institutiolo.al Policy 25 0 20 1 4 0 
Departmential Policy 5 1 1 2 1 0 
Staff Action .8 0 7 0 1 0 
Equipment 1 0 1 0 0 0 

Issue of Grievance 
Access to Court 2 0 1 1 0 0 
Canteen 7 1 6 o· 0 0 
Classification 11 2 5 1 3 0 
Contraband 4 0 3 0 1 0 
Correspondence 3 0 3 0 0 0 
Disciplinary 2 0 2 0 0 0 
Food 8 1 7 0 0 0 
Medical 10 0 10 0 0 0 
Money 6 0 4 0 2 0 
Property 8 1 5 1 1 0 
Transfer 1 0 0 0 0 1 
Treatment Program 1 1· 0 a 0 0 
Visitation 6 0 6 a 0 0 
Work Release 1 1 0 Q 0 0 
Other 34 1 27 3 3 0 

Disposit iona 
Upheld 57 49 2 6 0 
Compromise 25 22 2 1 0 
Denied 5 0 2 2 1 

Time Required at 
Stage, in dsyss 

Range 1-15 3-14 2-15 
Mean 2.6 6.7 7.6 8 
Median J; .• 7 5.5 7.0 8 

Total Time Required, 
in daysa 

3-17 5-25 Range 1-15 
Mean 2.6 12.0 16.2 18 
Median 1.7 12.5 16.8 18 

aThose cases for which disposition was unknown or yet to be reached were omitted 
from. the analysis. 
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from Ms. Erown about format and content on all recommendations before 

they are officially sent on. As clerk, Toy arranges for and attends all 

hearings. No tape recording is made of the hearing procedures; .Toy takes 

elaborate notes which are transcribed and filed. Recently he has begun 

to resolve some policy as well as incident grievances informally. 

The rotating chairmen and staff and inmate members of the committee 

indicated that they always try to give the Warden realistic recommenda

tions that he can deal with. The twelve recommendations for changes in 

the operation of the cafeteria were a result of much research on the part 

of the clerk, including several informal meetings with different group

ings of the following persons: Brown, correctional officers, civilian 

staff and Mr. M.E. Brown, Deputy Warden for custody (who is responsible 

for that area of the facility operation). Two full days of hearings by 

the Committee then resulted in the 12 point recommendation. 

Both the quantitative data and our observations on the functioning 

of the clerk and the committee are important findings, for they reflect 

upon the procedure's strengths and weaknesses should the number of griev

ances sharply increase in the future. Since the small number of griev

ances filed to date cover a broad range of issues, the procedure and its 

personnel have had the opportunity to become acquainted with a variety of 

grievances, attempt acceptable resolutions, and possibly prevent future 

such grievances by institutionalizing the necessary corrective measures. 

More importantly, the data indicate that all types of grievances are sub

ject to informal resolution. An increase in the number of grievances of 

any particular type should not require, therefore, a disporportionate 

amount of involvement by the Inmate Grievance Committee, the Warden, or 
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the Commissioner. The operation of the Inmate Grievance Committee, dis

cussed earlier, would continue to be as effective as long as the majority 

of grievances are resolved informally. 

Yet it should also be noted that the time used by the Inmate"Griev

ance Committee and the Warden to reply to grievances is based upon a small 

and sporadic number of grievances that now require their attention. In 

the 10-month period for which data are available, the Inmate Grievance 

Committee received 16 grievances and the Warden received 10 grievances. 

If the frequency of informal resolution is significantly reduced, more 

grievances will require the attentio~ of these levels of appeal. Even if 

the proportion of grievances resolved informally remains constant, an 

increase in the total number of grievances would send more grievances to 

the formal levels of review and resolution. Can the Inmate Grievance 

Committee and the Warden be expected to provide as swift a reply and as 

acceptable a resolution if the number of grievances doubles or triples? 

The data cannot answer the question, of course, but the comments pertain

ing to the structuEe of the Inmate Grievance Committee suggest that an 

increase in grievances requiring its attention will have negative effects 

upon its performance record. 

In summary, the high proportion of informal resolutions has provided 

the Inmate Grievance Procedure with a high performance record, not only 

be~ause it has brought swift and acceptable resolution for a large number 

of grievances, but because it has enabled the Inmate Grievance Committee 

to devote more time to, and provide favorable resolutions for, those few 

grievances that have come to that level. 
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b. A Comparison to Ombudsman's Grievances 

The South Carolina Department of Corrections also provided data per~ 

taining to the complaints from inmates received by the Department's Divi

sion of Inmate Relations (Ombudsman) for the period of January 1, 1977 to 

September 30, 1977. These 489 complaints, filed by 439 inmates from var

ious institutions within the Department, contained 68 complaints filed by 

inmates of Kirkland Correctional Institution. Since substantive com

plaints against certain policies, such as classification, are not griev

able with the Inmate Grievance Procedure, it was expected that the Ombuds

man would continue to receive grievances from inmates at Kirkland Correc

tional Institution. 

The subject and issue of these complaints, enumereted in Table 111-

49, are of great interest when compared to the subject and issue of the 

grievances received by the Inmate Grievance Procedure at Kirkland in 

Table 111-47. The distribution of the complaints coming before the 

Ombudsman is remarkably similar to that of the grievances filed with the 

Inmate Grievance Procedure. The vast majority concern individual problems, 

and few are concerned with dormitory policy or equipment. The main dif

ference is that the problems reaching the Ombudsman are less likely to be 

concerned with institutional policy and more likely to be concerned with 

departmental policy and staff action than the grievances filed with the 

Grievance Procedure. Similarly, classification, disciplinary, and trans

fer issues -- the substance of which are not grievable within the guide

lines of the Inmate Grievance ProcedQre -- are disporportionately over

represented among those problems coming to the Ombudsman. The similarity 

in type of grievance suggests that the Inmate Grievance Procedure is 
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TABLE III-49 

NATURE OF GRIEVANCES COMING BBFORE 
OMBUDSHAN) SOUTH CAROLlN/.! 

(January ~ - September 30, 1977) 

Subject of Complaints: 
Individual Problem 
Dorm Policy 
Institutional Policy 
Departmental Policy 
Staff Action 
Peer Problem 
Equipment 
Other 

Issue of Complaints: 
Access to Court 
Canteen 
Classification 
Correspondence 
Disciplinary 
Food 
Furlough 
Medical 
Money 
Parole 
Property 
Racial 
Religion 
Transfer 
Treatment Program 
Use of Force 
Visitation 
Work Release 
Other 

N 

327 
o 
4 

49 
98 
2 
1 
8 

489 

48 
1 

173 
3 

51 
1 
5 

19 
12 
24 
16 

1 
1 

71 
7 
3 
3 

16 
33 

489 

% 

66.9 
0.0 
0.8 

10.0 
20.0 
0.4 
0.2 
1.6 

100:0 

9.8 
0.2 

35.4 
0.6 

10.4 
0.2 
1.0 
3.9 
2.5 
4,9 
3~3 
0.2 
0.2 

14.5 
1.4 
0.6 
0.6 
3.3 
6.9 

100.0 
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attracting and resolving those problems that would otherwise have gone to 

the Ombudsman. The general similarity in subject and issue also suggests 

that a large proportion of the complaints currently resolved by the 

Ombudsman could be dealt with by the Inmate Grievance Procedure. 

These conclusions are underscored by a review of the time that could 

be saved in processing and resolving the problems that currently go to 

the Ombudsman but which could go to the Inmate Grievance Procedure. For 

purpose of illustration, data are presented in Table III-50 for only 

those grievances classified as individual problems or staff action sub

jects. These constitute the bulk of the complaints which occupy the time 

of the Ombudsman, and they are also the type of grievance which have been 

successfully resolved informally by the Inmate Grievance Procedure. The 

information available suggests that these grievances presently occupy a 

large number of person-hours enroute to resolution by the Ombudsman. For 

example, nearly all (403 of the 425) grievances require the attention of 

the Inmate Liaison Officer, and half of those required more than 78 ~inutes 

of time by this person alone. Furthermore, complaints to the Ombudsman 

require not only the time of the personnel of the Division of Inmate 

Relations, but they also require time from personnel whose major respon

sibilities lie elsewhere. Seventy-nine of these grievances required an 

average of nearly 33 minutes from Wardens, for example, and two grievances 

required 30 minutes each from the Commissioner. Perhaps the most telling 

finding is that these grievances pertaining to individual problems and 

staff action required an average of over eleven da~ to resolve. By com

parison, the resolution of grievances pertaining to individual problems 

and staff action which were filed with the Inmate Grievance Procedure 
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TABLE III-50 
-I 

TIME REQUIRED FOR INDIVIDUAL PROBLEM AND STAFF ACTION 
GRIEVANCES HA1~LED BY OMBUDSMAN, SOUTH CAROLINA 

Number 
Range Mean Median of Cases 

Time Involvement Per Grievance By 
Division of Inmate Relations Staff, 
In Minutes 

Inmate Liaison Officer 15-720 106.7 78.8 403 
Inmate Representative 15-45 24.2 20.0 6 
Secretary, Division of Inmate 

Relations 10-120 14.9 14.1 342 
Director, Division of Inmate 

Relations 5-840 19.6 10.7 355 

Time Involvement Per Grievance By 
Other Personnel, InMinutes 

Correctional Officer 5-90 30.1 19.8 17 
Correctional Officer Supervisor 5-90 26.4 21.6 45 
Superint~,ndent/Warden 5-315 32.7 20.0 79 
Division Director 5-75 22.3 17 .8 43 
Deputy Commissioner 30.0 30.0 1 
Commissioner 30.0 30.0 2 
Legal Advisor 6-60 21.4 16.8 29 

Total Time Between Filing and 
Resolution, In Pays 1-98 11.4 7.4 425 



-299-

required an average of only 4.0 days (median = 2.0), largely because 77.5 

percent were resolved informally, averaging only 2.7 days (median = 1.8). 

It appears that the Inmate Grievance Procedure may be able to sub-

sume a large number of the complaints presently brought to the Ombudsper-

son. This will most likely result in a quicker resolution of the griev-

ance, increasing inmate satisfaction with the way complaints are handled. 

From a managerial viewpoint, moreover, this will also reduce the amount 

of person-hours consumed at all levels, enabling personnel to devote more 

attention to the smaller number of grievances filed with the Ombudsman 

and, perhaps, reSUlting in more swift and acceptable resolutions. 

c. Inmate Advisory Council 

A final comment on the administration posture toward the Grievance 

Procedure and Clther client-relations mechanisms will underscore the 

importance of th.is variable in the successful operation of such mecha-

nisms. The Kirkland administration hal:> encouraged inmates to maintain 

both the Inmate Advisory Council (wh:f.c,h is Department-wide) and the 

Inmate Grievance Committee. In January 1977, Warden Harvey used a portion 

of the monthly inmate council meeting to clarify the differences between 

the two programs and pointed out the advantages he saw to inmates for 

continuing the council without confusing which types of problems each 

13 
mechanism is designed to address. Also in January, the title of Council 

Secretary was changed to Inmate Advisory Council Clerk and made a full 

time position. Deputy M.E. Brown was designated as Council Coordinator. 

The Inmate Advisory Council Clerk and the Inmate Grievance Clerk have 

been encouraged to work closely together. Toy has been an invited guest 

at monthly Council meetings on numerous occasions, and the two persons 

and organizations work together almost daily. 
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There are several important indicators of support for these programs 

by the Kirkland administrators. At Kirkland both the Advisory Council 

C1eck and the Grievance Clerk are full-time positions. Toy and Miller 

receive the maximum inmate salary possible ($12 bi-week1y) in the faci1-

:tty. While most of the resources needed are present at other institu-

tions in our study, they were present in much less quantity and quality 

than at Kirkland; in other facilities most items desired or needed by 

inmates are secured through a form of the perpetual "con-game". Both 

clerks have a private office with a telephone they are encouraged to use. 

Each office has a new, manual typewriter presented by Warden Harvey in 
, 

December, 1976. There is an abundance of paper and supplies provided for 

these offices. Re.quests for duplication of documents and minutes of 

m1eetings are speed1y hono::ed. Any document deemed by the Warden to be 

public information for inmates is r~produced in numbers of 700 in order 

to provide a minimum of one copy per room in every dormitory. While 

neither inmate clerk has "A" status or above (which means they cannot go 

beyond the inside gate to the front section of the administration build-

ing), they receive complete cooperation from the administrators, correc-

tiona1 officers and trustee status inmates to send materials back and fort-

through the gate as often as needed. 

4. Impact on Grant Objectives 

a. Reduction of Violence 

Inmates and correctional Qfficers responding to the surveys in 1976 

and 1977 were asked to indicate the frequency with which certain types of 

violent incidents occurred. Their replies, presented in Table III-51, indi-

cat.e a perception of the level of violence. This in no way represents 
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TABLE III-51 

INMATE AND CORRECTIONAL OFFICER RESPONSES TO SELECTED 
ITEMS PERTAINING TO VIOLENCE, SOUTH CAROl.INA 

Correctional 
Inmates Officers 

1976 1977 1976 1977 

% indicating inmate-st~ff fightsa (N=205) (N=173) (N=56) (N=47) 
a. never occur 45.4 57.2 37.5 48.9 
b. occur monthly 36.1 28.9 53.6 3B.3 
c. occur weekly 11.7 9.2 3.6 10.7 
d. occur daily 4.4 4.0 1.B 2.1 

% indicating inmate-inmate fightsa (N=21B) (N=lB7) (N=61) (N=50) 
a. never occur B.3 B.O 0.0 2.0 
b. oc;.cur monthly 34.4 33.2 39.3 22.0 
c. occur weekly 43.1 48.2 40.9 58.0 
d. occur daily 13.8 10.7 16.4 18.0 

% indicating staff abuse of inmate 
or inmate abuse of staff a, b (N=204) (N=174 ) (N=53) (N=49) 

a. never occurs 21.1 29.3 11.3 30.6 
b. occurs monthly 23.0 23.6 18.9 16.3 
c. occurs weekly 35.3 22.3 34.0 32.6 
d. occurs daily 20.1 24.7 34.0 20.4 

% reporting involvement in fight 20.1 19.9 3.2 11.5 
with inmate in last two months (N=219) (N=186) (N=62) (N=52) 

% agree, feeling in here now is 59.6 58.2 24.6 52.0 
tense (N=225) (N=189) (N=61) (N"'52) 

aThe percentages may not total 100% because the "don't know" responses 
have been omitted in the presentation. 

hStaff were responding to frequency of inmate abuse of staff; inmates 
were responding to staff abuse of inmates. 
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the actual level of violence, but it is instructive to the extent that it 

reflects to ~Ome degree a combination of the actual violence and the fear 

of violence within the institution. 

A close examination of the data in Table lXI-51 indicates that there 

has besfi a reduction in the perceived level of violence between s~af£ and 

inmates, but that the violence among inmates has not been perceptibly 

reduced. With regard to the frequency of inmate-staff physical a1terca~ 

tions, more officers and inmates are likely in 1977 thaAl in 1976 to 

report no assaults that occur. The frequency of inmates and officers report

ing daily occurrence, however, remains about the same over time and the 

percentage reporting weekly occurrence shows a slight decrease among 

inmate respondents but a substantial increase among correctional officers. 

The net effect appears to be that fewer inmates and officers report 

monthly occurrences of inmate-staff fights in 1977 than did so in 1976; 

the level of daily or weekly violent episodes of this nature has not been 

perceptibly reduced, but those who viewed such incidents as occurring 

only rarely in 1976 are more inclined in 1977 to indicate that they never 

occur. 

The frequency of reported staff abuse of inmates and inmate abuse of 

staff reveals a similar change over time. Inmates are somewhat more 

1ikely,to indicate in 1977 than they did in 1976 'that staff abuse occurs 

daily, and the percent reporting staff abuse occurring monthly remains 

the same over the year. Yet there is, a substantial decrease in the 
. 

repolrted weekly occurrence of staff abuse and a moderate increase in the 

percentage of inmates who report that staff abuse never occurs. About 

the 8~e J.?ercent of officers report inmate abuse as a weekly or monthly 



-303-

occurrence in 1966 and 1977. The percent of officers raporting inmate 

abuse of officers as a daily occurrence has markedly decreased in 1977, 

however, and the percentage reporting that inmate abuse of staff never 

occurs has appreciably increased in 1977. It is apparent that the 

inmates feel that staff abuse had declined and that the officers perceive 

a similar decline in the abuse of officers by inmates. 

Inmate assaults on other inmates are due to a host of factors (gam-

bling debts, scarce resources, sexual liaisons, and group allegiance, for 

example) that are less likely to be affected by an effective Inmate 

Grievance Procedure. The data of Table III-51 clearly indicate that no 

reduction in such violent episodes is perceived to have occurred during 

the year. Inmates report that the incidence of inmate-inmate fights :I.s 

perceived to remain relatively stable: a slight dec~ease in the percent 

reporting that such fights never occur, occ.ur monthly, Or occur daily, 

and a moderate increase in the percent reporting such incidents occur 
" 

weekly. The officers perceive a greater increase in inmate-inmate alter-

cations, however, as evident by the significant decrease in the percen-

tage reporting such activities as a monthly occurrence and the 

corresponding increase in the percentage reporting that inmate-inmate 

fights occur weekly. 

The relatively stable perception by inmates of the frequency of 

inmate-inmate violent altercations is further reflected by the constancy 

over time of the percent of inmates reporting involvement in a ~ight with 

an inmate during the last two months and by the similar percentage of the 

inmates in 1976 and 1977 who indicate that the feeling in the institution 

is tense. The perception among officers that inmate-inmate fights have 
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increased is further substantiated by the significant increase since 1976 

in the percent of officers who indicate the feeling in the prison is 

tense. 

In summary~ the survey responses generally indicate that both 

inmates and officers feel there has been a decrease in the level of vio

lence between inmates and officers during the time that the Inmate Griev

ance Procedure was implemented and operating. The only exception to this 

is the reported increase by officer~ in their involvement in a ~ight with 

an inmate during the last two months. With regard to inmate-inmate vio

lence, however, the inmates perceive it as being at about the same level 

in 1977 as it was in 1976, and the officers perceive the level to have 

increased substantially in 1977 compared to 1976. It is evident that 

whatever impact the procedure has had on the reduction of violence, it is 

most likely to have occurred with regard to inmate-staff relationships. 

The failure to impact on inmate-inmate assaults is not I:)ut'prising given 

the wide range of factors affecting such assaults and the fact that Lhe 

Inmate Grievance Procedure is not likely to be utilized to resolve those 

types of issues. The apparent impact on staff-inmate assaults and abuse 

also is not surprising, since an effective grievance mechanism should 

serve as a safety-valve for inmate anger and frust~ation concerning poli

cies, procedures, and the officers who attempt to carry them out. 

b. Increased Perception, of Fairness 

A cursory examination of the responses to those items presented in 

Table III-52 indicates there has been an increase among both correctional 

officers and inmates in the perception of the fairness with which inmate 

grievances are resolved. Officers were asked in 1976 to indicate how well 
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TABLE III-52 

CORRECTIONAL OFFICER AND INl~TE RESPONSES TO ITEMS SELECTED TO 
ASSESS FAIRNESS IN GRIEVANCE RESOLUTION, COMPARISON OF BEPORE 

AND AFTER I~TE GRIEVANCE PROCEDURE, SOUTH CAROLlNA 

..!21L 1977 
OFFICERS --,...-

Inmate complaints will be/have been 
worked out: (N"S7) (N-SO) 

a. very well 19.3 34.0 
b. pretty well S4.4 56.0 
c. not very well 22.8 2.0 
d. very poorly 3.5 a.o 
e. don't know 0.0 0.0 

Inmate complaints handled fairly: (N-6l) (N-Sl) 
a. always 18,0 25.5 
b. most of time 41.0 58.8 
c. some of time 18.0 2.0 
d. seldom 0.0 0.0 
e. never 0.0 0.0 
f. don't know 23.0 13.7 

Inmate complaints handled quickly: (Na 6l) (N-S2) 
a. always 11.5 17.3 
b. most of time 42.6 59.6 
c. some of time 6.6 7.7 
d. seldom 11.5 1.9 
e. nBver 0.0 0.0 
f. don't know 27.9 13.5 

Inmate complaints receive written reply: (N-60) (N-49) 
a. always lS.O 24.5 
b. most of time 30.0 24.5 
c. some of t.ime 11.7 20.4 
d. seldom 6.7 4.1 
e. never 0.0 2.0 
f. don't know 36.7 24.5 

I~TES 

Inmate complaints will be/have been 
worked out: (N-2l2) (N"180) 

a. very well 20.3 11. 7 
b. pretty well 35.4 42.2 
c. not very well 22.2 25.0 
d. very poorly 18.4 18.9 
e. don't know 3.8 2.2 

Inmate complaints handled fairly: (N-n6) (N-186) 
a. always 1.4 4.8 
b. most of time 9.3 17.7 
c. some of time 22.2 18.8 
d. seldom 32.4 23.1 
e. never 15.3 11.3 
f. don'~ know 19.4 24.2 

Inmate complaints handled quickly: (Nc 213) (N"186) 
a. always 1.4 4.3 
b. most of time 10.8 16.7 
c. some of time 17.4 22.0 
d. seldom 33.8 2S.8 
e. never 17.4 11.3 
f. don't know 19.2 1!!-.9 

Inmate complaints receive written reply: (N-2l3) (N-187) 
a. always 7.0 10.7 
h. most of t :!.me 11.3 13.4 
c. some of time 16.9 23.S 
d. seldom 18.8 14.4 
e. never 17.4 7.0 
f. don't know 28.6 31.0 
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they thought inmate complaints would be resolved with the new grievance 

procedure, and in 1977 officers were asked how well inmate complaints 

have been resolved. As the figures in Table III-52 demonstrate, there 

was a marked increase in the feeling that inmate grievances were satis

factorily resolved. When asked to evaluate the "present procedure l1 for 

dealing with inmate complaints, officers were more likely in 1977 than in 

1976 to report that inmate grievances were handled fairly, quickly and 

with a written reply. It is apparent that the officers feel the Inmate 

Grievance Procedure has not only worked better than antic:i.pated, but that 

it provides a more fair and speedy resolution than the proced.ures in 

operation in 1976 -- the Ombudsman and the Inmate Adv:!.sory Council. 

This view is ~e~erally shared by the inmates. The 1976 inmate sam

ple was more optimistic about how well the procedure ~ld work than the 

1977 sample indicates the procedure does work, but the difference is only 

at the extremely positive end of the responses. More importantly, the 

percentage of inmates who report that the existing system tlseldom" or 

"never" handles gr'!.evances fairly has decreased substantially from 1976 

to 1977, and there has been a corresponding increase in the percentage 

reporting that grievances are handled fairly "always" or "most of the 

time." The speed with which grievances are handled also has perceptive

ly increased between 1976 and 1977, and there is evidence to indicate 

that inmate complaints are more likely to receive a written reply in 

1977 than in 1976. 

In summary, survey responses of both officers and inmates indicate 

that the Inmate Grievance Procedure is more likely to be viewed as fair, 
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speedy and providing written replies than those procedqres in operation 

in 1976. 

c. Reduction of Litigation 

There are no data to indicate the degree to '-lhich the introduction 

of the Inmate Grievance Procedure at Kirkland affected the amount of 

inmate-initiated litigation. Even if data were available to enumerate 

and classify all inmate suits received in State and Federal courts, it 

would be difficult to differentiate the impact of the Inmate Grievance 

Procedure from that due to a greater number of inmates and the over-

crowded conditions at Kirkland. 

The Legal Advisor of the De.partment of Corrections, Larry Batson, 

believes there has been a sharp decline in the number of inmate problems 

at Kirkland which require legal services. Grievances filed with the 

Inmate Grievance Procedure which are appealed to the C9mmissioner are 

reviewed by the Legal Advisor. With regard to these grievances, the 

Legal Advisor feels the issues are more complex and raise serious issues 

about departmental policy. The issues are reported to be well researched 

and documented; they present clear but difficult decisions for the Com-

missioner. It is this ability to articulate issues s.t the £ac:t1ity level 

that the Legal Advisor views as a most important change brought about 

by the Inmate Grievance Procedure. 

In this effort to explore the impact of the Inmate Grievance 

Procedure on the amount of litigation, attention was focused on the 

potential litigation that was being dealt with by the gr~evance machinety. 

If a sizeable proportion of the grieVances do not deal with legal issues 

or lack legal merit, then the grievance mechanism has had min~al impact 

on reducing potential litigation. If, however, a significant number of 
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the grievances pe~tain to justiciable issues and have legal merit, then 

the Inmate Grievance Procedure may be viewed as an alternative mechanism 

resolving issues that may have, but not necessarily would have, gone to 

court. The concern is not whether the grievance would have been upheld 

by the court; the concern is only with whether the grievance is of suffi-

cient merit that it at least would have contributed to the already crowded 

court docket and would have required the expenditure of resources by the 

Department of Corrections in the preparation of legal work. 

A sample of 103 grievances was selected from the first 189 

grievances filed at Kirkland. As was done with New York grievances, each 

grievance was classified by the legal issue involved and the legal merits 

of the grievant's claim. Since the New York experience indicated that 

two attorneys independently evaluated the grievances with a very high 

level of consistency, only one attorney, the more "conservative" of the 
.-

two, was asked to review the sample of grievances from Kirkland. As 

before, the attorney was asked to provide a rather non-imaginative, con-

servative review of the merits of each grievance. Since the sample rep-

resents all grievances filed rather than only those appealed to the Warden 

or COlllL"d.ssioner J it was not anticipated that a large. number would be 

justiciable. This is a more accura.te indication of the justiciablility 

of grievances resolved by the procedure, but it tends to minimize the 

. . * 
ext~nt to ~hich the grievances were potential litigation. 

*Since an inmate may file virtually any grievance in court and consume 
the time of the::ourtts clerk, all grievances filed with the Inmate 
Grievance Procedure may be viewed as "diverted from court." Our evalua
tive effot't, however, is directed to those grievances of sufficient 
legal or constitutional merit to warrant a court hear.ing. This more 
conservative measure is designed to isolate these grievances which would 
be most likely to consume the court's time and the personnel and resources 
of the Department of Corrections. 
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'the distribution of the 103 grievances by legal is~ue is pre

sented in Table III-53. A wide variety of legal issues are represented, 

but "psychological harrassment by guards" accounts for over one-fifth of 

h
. 14 t e gr:I .. evances. It is also noteworthy that religious or racial dis-

crimination, First Amendment rights, and privacy or personal appearance 

are legal issues not raised within this sample of grievances. Only one 

grievance (that concerned with access to court) \-las rated as having clear 

legal merit; over 3/4 of the grievances (including all of those pertaining 

to psychological harrassment) had no legal merit; the remaining 18 grievances 

were felt to have some legal merit but either the intricacies of the law 

were unclear without further research or the facts of the case were 

incomplete, and clear legal merit could not be claimed. So, although a 

number of legal issues were represented among the grievances, the level 

of justiciability and the subsequent reduction of potential litigation 

is quite low. 

The relationship between the justiciability of the grievance and 

the type of resolution is not tabularly presented, but it indicates that 

grievances were more likely to be favorably reselved in those cases of 

some merit than in those cases of no merit. Of the 19 cases of some 

merit (clear or partial), 15 were upheld, three resulted in compromise 

resolutions, and only one was denied. By contrast, 37 of the 79 cases 

of no legal merit were upheld, 23 were resolved by compromise, and 18 

were denied. Furthermore, the level of merit appears unrelated to the 

level of resolution. Informal resolution was achieved for 17 of the 19 

grievances with some merit (the other two were resolved by the Inmate 

Grievance Committee and the Warden) and for 63 of the 79 cases of no 
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rABLE III-53 

JUSrICtABILITY OF GRIEVANCES, SOUTH CAROI.INA 

Justiciabilitx of Grievance 
}!erit, Merit, 

Frequency of Clear Law Fact No Don't 
Grievance ~ Unclear Unclear Merit ~ 

Legal Issue 

Due Pt;'ocesB 
Access to Court 1 1 0 0 0 0 
Diocipl1nary Uellrings 1 0 0 0 1 0 
Grievance Procedure/Inmate 

Advisory Council 1 0 0 0 1 0 

Conditions of Confinement 
Ovet;'crowding 4 0 0 1 3 0 
Inadequate Medical Treatment 6 0 1 4 0 1 
Physical Abuse by Guards 0 
Solitary Confinement in 

Strip Cells 0 
Recreation 2 0 1 0 1 0 
Inadequate Diet 3 0 1 0 2 0 
Corporal Punishment 0 
Poychological lIarrassment 

by Guardl! 23 0 0 0 23 0 
Institutional Rules 0 

Communication 
Mail 3 0 1 0 2 0 
Censorship (Book, Other 

Printed Material) 0 
Visitorl! 8 0 1 2 5 0 
Packages 0 
Telephone 2 0 1 0 0 1 

Religious/Racial Discrimination 0 
Religious Practices 0 
Dietary Considerations 0 
Racial 0 
ReligiOUS Garments and Insignia 0 

First Amendment Rights 

Privacy/Personal Appearance 
Strip Searches 0 
Kind of Clothing 0 
Unir 0 
Hands in Pockets, Shirt 

Tucked in, etc. 0 
Appearance of Cell and 

Cell Searchf.J 0 

Medical Care, Rehabilitation 
General Medical Care 3 0 1 0 2 0 

Rehabilitation 0 
Right of Protection 0 
Right to Treatment 3 0 0 0 3 0 

Classification 
Temporary Release Cotl1Iilittee B 0 0 0 7 1 

Pay Scale 5 0 0 0 5 0 

Program Assignments 11 0 0 0 11 0 

Transfer' 2 0 0 0 1 1 

Property 
6 Commissary 6 0 0 0 0 

Lost/Damaged 6 0 3 1 1 1 

In9titutional Goverance of 
Inmate Property 1 0 0 0 1 0 

Other 3 0 0 0 3 0 

TOTAL 103 1 10 8 79 5 
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legal merit. Ten of those with no legal merit were resolved by the 

Superintendent and four by the Commissioner. The type and level of 

resolution of grievanl~es of merit suggests that the procedure and its 

personnel are sensitive to meritorious grievances and take the steps 

necessary at the earliest opportunity to reach resolution. This is 

an obvious advantage for the grievants, for so swift and so acceptable 

an outcome could not be expected fro~ litigation. 

These findings, in summary, indicate that a rather small proportion 

of the grievances filed could have been the basis of 1itiaation. If 

legal merit is assumed for those cases in which the law or the facts of 

the case were unclear, nearly 1/4 of the grievances would be jus

ticiable. It is more reasonable to assume, however, that only half that 

number would be of sufficient merit to warrant litigation. Ten or twelve 

percent is not a large figure when the total is only 190 grievances, but 

the number takes on greater meaning when the total reaches one or two 

thousand. Consequently, it i5 conc+uded that grievances which have a 

potential for litigation are sufficiently encountered and resolved by the 

Inmate Grievance Procedure to suggest that it has a potential for reduc-

tion of litigation. 

d. Increase in Clarity and/or Number of Written Rules 

It is difficult to assess the direct impact of the Inmate Grievance 

Procedure on the clarity and/or number of written rules. There are 

several reasons to suspect minimal impact. First, the Department was 

in the midst of re-writing the policy and procedure manual at the time 

the procedure was implemented. Second, Kirkland was the only facility 

in South Carolina to implement the grievance procedure, and changes 
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max. hav~ resulted from initiatives undertaken in one of the other insti

tutions. Third, while many grievances were concerned with policy or 

procedure, it is also true that the major proportion of grievances were 

incident grievances not reflecting on the substance of policy. Finally, 

most grievance resolutions occurred prior to reaching the level of the 

warden, and this suggests that few changes or clarifications would 

result. 

On the other hand, some rules have been clarified and new policy 

has been written as a result of grievances filed. Furthermore, the 

constant attention and input by the Deputy Warden not only assisted in 

achieving informal resolution, but may well have aided in providing the 

type of clarification or alter~tion of rules that would not otherwise be 

expected to occur without formal appeal to the level of Warden. The 

extent of this type of clarification, alteration, or modification of 

rules is not readily assessible. 

Although specific instances of rule clarification or modification 

are not documented, it is apparent from the information presented in 

Table III-54 that both officers and inmates feel the Inmate Grievance 
. 

Procedure has made substantial changes. Correctional officers are more 

than twice as likely to ~gree than disagree that the Inmate Grievance 

Procedure has helped clarify or improve existing policy, and nearly half 

of the officer respondents indicate that the number of rules has increased 

due to the Inmate Grievance Procedure. Inmates, too, are more than twice 

as likely to agree than disagree that the Inmate Grieva~ce Procedure 

has helped clarify or improve. existing policy. And, when asked to indi-

cate Tilhether policies governing ten different aspects of institutional 

living have changed since the Inmate Grievance Procedure was implemented, 
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inmates are consistently more likt:ly to report changes "for the better" 

rather than "ftir the worse" when a change is noted. 

In summary, it would appear th,at changes have occurred during the 

existence of the Inmate Grievance Procedure, and the Inmate Grievance 

Procedure is directly responsible fot' some of those changes. As impor

tant, however, is the perception by both officers and inmates that 

pervasive, positive changes have occurl':ed as an outgrowth of the Inmate 

Grievance Procedure. 

e. Citizen Involvement 

Very positive step's were taken at the implementation phase to pro

vide citizen involvement in the Inmate Gr1.evance Procedure at Kirkland 

Correctional Institution. Under th7 auspices of the Center for Community 

Justice, the American Arbitration Associat:lon's Community Disputes Ser

vices Division trained 25 members of the Alston Wilkes Society as ~rbi-

trators. 

The goals of the state-wide Alston Wilkes Society are to facilitate 

reform of the criminal justice system in South Carolina, successfully 

reintroduce the former offender intI.. society, in.volve the people of 

South Carolina in the criminal justice system through volunteer parti

cipation, establish community acceptance for the forme~ offender, support 

criminal justice agencies, and increase interagency cooperation and 

involvement in South Carolina's criminal justice system.15 

The Society became interested in the inmate grievance procedures when 

the Assistant Director of Programs, John Brown, picked up an announcement 

at the American Correctional Association in the spring of 1976 stating 



-314-

TABLE III-54 

CORRECTIONAL OFFICER AND INMATE RESPONSES TO ITEMS 
SELECTED TO ASSESS IMPACT OF I}mATE GRIEVANCE 

RESOLUTION PROCEDURE ON WRITTEN RULES, SOUTH CAROLINA 
(September 1977) 

OFFICERS 

Irtma te Grievancl:! Procedure helped 
clarify or impr()ve existing policy 
here 

a. agree 
b. disagree 
c. don't know 

Due to Inmate Grievance Procedure, 
nuulber of written rules here has: 

a. increased 
b. decreased 
c. no change 
d. don't know 

INMATES 

Inmate Grievance Procedure helped 
clarify or improve existing policy 
here 

a. agree 
b. disagree 
c. don't know 

For those polic ies governing inmate 
behavior in each of following areas, 
what kind of changes have occurred 
since the introduction of the Inmate 
Grievance Procedure: 

a. food served 
change for the better 
change for the worse 
no change 

South Carolina 

(N=51) 

49.0 
21.6 
29.4 

(N=51) 

45.1 
19.6 
17.6 
17.6 

(N=187) 

42.8 
20.3 
36.9 

(N=l71) 
25.1 
12.9 
62.0 



I 

I 
I 
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policies and procedures are more easily challenged, at a lower level of 

decision-making, with less expense and in less time. Finally, the proce

dure is a useful mechanism of social control. Not only inmates are con

trolled, however s since the procedure forces the superintendents and 

other administrators to engage in careful planning and decision-making to 

avoid appeals to higher levels if the grievance is not handled fairly and 

correctly. 

The Inmate Grievance Procedure also offers the potential for locat

ing sources of strain within the facility. An effective monitoring sys

tem can detect these issues before major disruptions occur. 

5. Suitability to Other Arenas 

The results from New York indicate that the Inmate Grievance Proce-

dure is under-utilized in those facilities which provide the greatest 

freedom to inmates. Camps, community-based facilities, and even "work

release units" of larger facilities generate few grievances; few griev

ances were filed by California Youth Authority wards on parole. Reduced 

constraints, closer inmate-staff relations, proximity of r~lease, and/or 

the desire to do one's ow~ time and be released may explain the inmates' 

reluctance to embrace the procedure. Staff in such "therapeutic" settings 

are resistant since they feel the procedure's presence will alter the 

existing doctor-patient or counselor-client relationship that has been 

established with inmates. 

Yet the Inmate Grievance Procedure should be useful in such small, 

strict confinement settings 6'13 jails and T.vork houses. The utilization of 

the procedure may depend upon the proportion of inmates awaiting trial 

and the proportion sentenced, but in either case the conditions of 
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confinement, the unavailability of alternative redress mechanisms (few 

jails have counselors, ombudsmen, and others to resolve conflict situa

tions), and the "fixed" sentences suggest the applicability of the 

Inmate Grievance Procedure to these facilities. 



E. Inmate Grievance Procedures: Social Change Or Social Control? 

In this last section, we return to the question of greatest importance 

to the evaluation team: is the formal Inmate Grievance Resolution Procedure 

developed by the CCJ predominantly a mechanj.sm for the promotion of social 

change or social control in prisons? To clarify, we are interested in 

promoting those structures and processes that help change the system in 

particular directions -- toward greater openness, more democratic decision

making, cooperative problem-solving, more humane treatment of weaker 

members, equitable distribution of resources, accountability for behavior, 

basic fairness, and fulfillment of needs of all the parties to the greatest 

extent possible consistent with the rights of other members in the system. 

In short, our underlying concern is social justice. 

1. Pm>1er a!ld Control in Correctional Settings 

"Correctional" institutions represent one of the most rigidly 

structured and authoritarian patterns of social organization in western 

democratic societies. Formal power is ~eutrA'ized at the top; there is a 

rig~.d and formal hierarchy in the table of organization of prisons and prison 

systems, with a military or quasi-military arrangement of sanctions from the 

top down. There is a wide separation between providers of services and 

recipients; the clients are defined as deviant and dangerous, and their 

movement is rigidly controlled" Information flow and contacts with the 

everyday world are restricted. 

There are a number of interest groups in and of state correctional 

systems, including (on the inside) administrators, line staff, and inmates, 

and (on the outside) state-level staff and commissioners, legislators, bar 

associations, advocacy groups, and citizens. They are locked in a continuous 
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struggle for control of prison resources and client behavior. The power 

disparities among these various constituent groups are g~eat, and two of 

them -- guards and inmates -- are considerably less powerful (at least in 

the formal sense) than all the others. 

Yet, as in all such rigidly structured systems, the weakest groups 

find informal ways of controlli~tg some aspects of their lives so they may 

cope with the depressing realities of their situation. Prison guards and 

inmates are no exception. The informal inmate power structure and the on-

going bargaining relationships between inmates and guards are perhaps the 

best-known of the coping devices whereby these t~o groups exercis~ informal 

power and some fate control. '. 

Within this understanding of power and control in correctional settings, 

we may address the question of social change vs. social control as it relates 

to the introduction of inmate grievance resolution procedures. 

2. The Role of Inmate Grievance Procedures 

a. .In .E~~)?r~venti,?n and Resoll:l.!:.!()E: of Conflicts in Prisons 

Our primary interest in inmate grievance procedures arises from 

their potential usefulness in the prevention and resolution of destructive 

conflicts in prisons. Some conflict is natural and inevitable in all human 

social systems. Conflict is not necessarily bad or destructive. In our 

view, conflict is most harmful to the system (a) when there are great power 

disparities among the parties involved, (b) when there are no legitimate 

mechanisms for dealing with the inevitable conflicts in a cooperative 

pr.oblem-solving mannf:'r. and (c) ,,+en it escalate5 to violence. Conflict is 

*Two major examples are the well-documented behavior of slaves in the 
United States in Tool breakage, work lSlow-downs, and passive-aggressive 
"tomming", and the legendary stories of institutionalized deviant hehavior 
on the part of enlisted personnel in the armed services. 
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especially harmful in the latter case because the least powerful parties 

inevitably get hurt first and most. 

In prisons, inmates and guards are the weakest parties, yet they are 

the groups between whom the "delivery of correctional services ll ultimately 

takes place. Formal inmate grievance mechanisms can help empower both 

parties -- but especially inmates -- for more regu1ar1ized dealings with 

the institution, and therefore can lead to a patterning of conflict resolu

tion and institutional stability as well as change. We observed numerous 

instances in the course of our research in which inmates gained some control 

or influence over decisions affecting their lives -- some major, most minor. 

In the long run, we believe this will lead ~o the stability and regularity 

of institutional life because some basic human needs for fate control are 

being satisf ied. 

But perhaps the process is even more important than the outcomes. 

Developing and implementing an Inmate Grievance Resolution Procedure in a 

facility causes guards and inmates to practice the following behaviors, all 

of which can contribute to constructive conflict prevention and resolution -

and all of which are highly useful in life on the outside: 

• Joint design of procedures. 

• Cooperative decision-making pointed toward a win/win outcome 

(rather than competitive decision-making with the tacit under

standing that the process will be confrontational and the 

outcome win/lose). 

• Fact-finding and assessment. 

• Negotiation and mediation. 

• Tactics of constructive compromise. 

• Interpersonal communication. 
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• Establishing a forum and conducting a meeting. 

• Advocacy. 

The activities of many Inmate Grievance Resolution Committees in joint 

problem-solving were highly gratifying to many of the officer and inmate members 

involved. They learned that they could fashion informal resolutions to 

grievances, that their decisions on Inmate Grievance Resolution Committees 

ofte.n were unanimous, and that they could actually affect policy changes 

through the procedures. 

All of these learnings contribute to orderly and just resolution of 

conflicts and, therefore, to institutional stability. But the question 

remains: how much conflict is appropriate, and when does conflict prevention 

and resolution become suppression of legitimate issues that often can get to 

the surface only through conflict? From the perspective of many of the 

administrators with whom we worked, the most valuable aspect of the Inmate 

Grievance Resolution Procedure was the "window in" to day-to-day functioning 

it provided, thus enabling them to gain better management control. So here, 

as is the case throughout this analysis, the delicate balance between order 

and ju&tice -- between social control and social change -- is the critical 

question that ultimately is answered only in each facil:i.ty as the inmates, 

line staff and administrators continually negotiate the terms of their 

structurally strained relationship. 

h. In Promoting Social Change in Prisons 

Social change means the process of continuous redistribution of 

po,qer (the control over decisions) and resources (goods, services and privi

leges) within a social system. Whether the direction of redistribution is 

positive or negative generally depends on the social position and ideology 



-413-

of the observer. We want "social t.~hange" as we use it here to connote 

redistributions in the directions noted at the beginning of this section 

toward openness, equity, democratic decision~making, etc. 

We believe that the proper development and implementation of an Inmate 

Grievance Resolution Procedure can promote positive social change in prisons 

through the training in problem-solving it provides for inmates and guards, 

through the clarification and resolution of policy matters, through its 

check against arbitrary behavior on the part of the powerful in the system, 

through providing a forum for cooperative experiences for guards and inmates 

(the first in the memory of some with whom we spoke), and through developing 

a new mechanism for inmates to advocate their needs to the system. If 

Inmate Grievance Resolution Procedures are to be positive, in our view~ they 

must be built from the principles enunciated by the CCJ -- especially joint 

design and implementation and constant utilization of outside review. 

But every institutional innovation brings negative as well as positive 

changes. For example, when a skilled Inmate Grievance Clerk becomes idf:!ntified 

as the, central figure among inmates who can negotiate effectively with prison 

officials, he may be open to use and abuse by inmates who resent his plJwer 

and/or want to achieve their own goals through him. Prisons need to be 

sensitive about ways to protect this kind of figure in the inmate popula-

tion. 

The challenge to the informal inmate power structure created by the 

development of a formal mechanism for resolving inmate complaints is another 

potentially negative change that may result from the successful introduction 

of the procedures. Powerful inmates may try to coopt the procedure and 

appropriate it for their own ends, or they may harrass those inmates and 

guards who cooperate with it (as may certain officers, of course). 
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The most critical question of all. is \','htzf~her a developed Inmate 

GI'ievance Resolution Procedure yields .change~1 in unfair or arbitrl.iry 

policies -- or whether it simply engages in "case work". Often it is im

possible for such an institutional procedure to do both, for managers gener

ally want the procedure to deal with every grievance or problem as an indi

vidual incident or case, in which the agglcieved party may receive some measure 

of perceived restitution, but the structure or policy which generated the 

problem is left unchanged. As a result, individual inmat·es may have some 

of their needs satisfied in isolation from one another, put with a con

sequent lowering of their level of political consciousness. The clients, 

in short, a:te victims of cooptation. 

'Ihis is a critical question that.: must be faced by the C:CJ and the 

state p.l:ison systems involved. What mechanisms and safeguards are available 

to see that unjust po1ic:l.es and prc)cedures are remedied as a, result of indi

vidual grievances? The ~ work approach would advocate that inmate X get 

back, say, $100 that was misdirected within inmate accounts. The system 

change approach would deal more broadly with the issue of policies, pro

cedures and personnel in inmate accounts -- making changes in any or all 

of these areas if necessary to prevent the reoccurrence of theft from an 

inmate account. 

In our research we discovered many instances in which important policy 

changes resulted from the operation of the Inmate Grievance Resolution 

Procedure. We also discov~red many instances in which important policy 

changes were not initiateo., however, due to the tendency to view griev

ances 1.ndependently and resolve them case by case. 
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3. For Social Control or Social Change? 

The purposes of correctional institutions in the United States go 

far beyond "correcting". In fact, with only about five percent of the 

total corrections budget at all levels devoted to non-security expenditu,res, 

it is questionable whether correcting is as important as other goals such 

as societal protection and punishment of offenders. 

In this light, it is naive to expect that innovations such as inmate 

grievance mechanisms ,will be welcomed as an agent of positive change by 

the keepers of the system. It is more reasonable to expect that they 

would be viewed as another tool for achieving values of social control 

and population management. There is ,,\Vidence in this direction from our 

work in evaluating the CCJ activities. Most significant is the fact that 

in virtually every system and facility we studied, such issues as classi

fication, furloughs, and disciplinary sanctions were not grievable under 

the new procedurAs. One could argue that these are really the most 

important issues for inmates, and that the results of grieving such issues 

as facial hair, mail room procedures, anc th~ like are palliative at best 

and cooptive or repressive at worst. 

In our view, the difference between a grievance system serving as a 

case-oriented cooptive mechanism and its becoming an ei£ective tool for 

policy change will lie in the presence or absence of citizen involvement. 

An informed and powerful outside constituency capable of mQnitoring, 

reviewing, and exerting political leverage is the best protection against 

a return to business-as-usual in prisons following the introduction of an 

innovation. such as inmate grievance procedure,,_ 
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As described earlier, process advocacy is the best (i.e., most 

politically realistic and most effective) form· of intervention when the 

power disparities between provider and client are great and when direct 

party advocacy is not possible or appropriate" The CCJ's model of Inmate 

Grievance Resolution Procedures is a f?rm of process advocacy that can 

yield just outcomes for all the parties if the integrity of its operation 

is protected. Given the authoritarian nature and structure of correc

tional institutions, such protection of the process is possible in the 

long run only through the existence of strong, informed outside consti-

tuencies. 

'* '* * 
Inmate Grievance Resolution Procedures: for social change or social 

control? Evaluators must continue to raise the question. But the answer 

is not an easy yes or no, for change and control are related. We believe 

that humane control ("good management"? "system stability"?) is only 

achieved as a by-product of the just operation of social systems -- not 

as an end in itself. We conclude this report as we concluded Chapter II: 

Achieving some greater measure of social justice for 

the weakest groups in social systems is a necessary 

condition for attainment of the social control and 

stability desired by the more powerful parties. 
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FIELD ACTIVITIES OF THE EVALUATION TEAM 

DATES 

6/16/75 
9/10/75 

10/8-9/75 

12/8-10/75 

SITE 

Washington, DC 
(Center for Community 
Justice) 

Washington, DC 
(CCJ) 

Albany, NY 
(New York Depart
ment of Correctional 
Services; NY Train
ing Academy) 

12/29-30/75 Auburn, NY; 
New York, NY 

1/4-9/76 

1/15/76 

2/4-6/76 

(Auburn Correctional 
Facility and Insti
tute for Mediation 
and Conflict Resolu
tion) 

Attica, NY 
(Attica Correctional 
Facility) 
Bedford Hills, NY 
(Bedford Hills 
Correctional Facility) 

Albany, NY 
(New York Department 
of Correctional 
Services - Central 
Office) 

Auburn, NY 
(At~burn prison) 

PURPOSE(S) 

Preliminary planning 
of evaluation of the 
CCJ/LEAA project. 

To discuss implementa-
tion plans for the 
New York System. 

To observe and monitor 
training of New York 
prison officials. To 
meet with state correc
tional officials in 
preparation of research 
design. 

PARTICIPANTS 

Laue 

Laue, Hepburn 

Laue, Hepburn, 
Becker 

Initial visit to faci1- Laue, Hepburn 
ity; to observe train-
ing, to meet with CCJ 
staff, and NY Correc-
tional officials at the 
Institute for Hediation 
and Conflict Resolution. 

To gather pre-test data Hepburn, Becker 
by administering survey 
forms to Inmates and 
Officers ••• and, to inter-
view Administrators and 
grievance committee personnel. 

To make presentation at Laue 
meeting of the S~per
intendents from ~iew York 
correctional fa,cili ties. 
To interview Ce'ntral 
Office administrators. . 

To gather pre-test data I.C1.ue, Hepburn 
by administering survey Becker 
forms to Inmates and 
Correctional Officers. 
To interview facility 
administrators and grie-
vance committee personnel. 
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DATES SITE PURPOSE(s) PARTICIPANTS 

3/3~4/76 Denver, CO Introductory meeting Laue, Hepburn 
(Colorado Division with state officials 
of Corrections Central regarding research in 
Office) Colorado facilities. 

3/22-24/76 Canon City~ CO Initial visit with the Hepburn 
(State Penitentiary Superintendent and 
and State Training staff to discuss data 
Center) collection at the prison. 

To observe CCJ's train-
ing of state prison 
officials about the 
principles of the 
Inmate Grievance 
Procedure. 

3/31 - Albany, l'l'"Y (NY Dept. To confer with New York Laue, Hepburn, 
4/2/76 of Carr. Services) State Correctional Becker 

officials. 
Attica, NY (Attica To conduct follow-up Laue 
Prison) on operation of griev-

ance procedure after 
first 7 weeks. 

Auburn, NY (Auburn To conduct follow-up Becker 
Prison) on operation of griev-

ance procedure after 
first 7 weeks. 

Bedford Hills~ NY To conduct follow-up Hepbum 
(Bedford Hills Women's on operation of griev-
Prison) ance procedure after 

first 7 weeks 

5/12-14/76 Washington, DC (CCJ) To meet with CCJ Laue 
staff and review pre-
test data results and 
prepare plans for Cali-
fornia, Colorado and 
South Carolina. 

5/21/76 Seattle, Washington To meet with consultant Hepburn 
Gerald Cormick regard-
ing evaluation of CCJ's 
project work in Cali-
fornia. 

----~.--- --------~------------- -- ----~~---



DATES 

6/14-17 /76 

6/20-22/76 

7/25-28/76 

8/15-19/76 

8/19/76 

9/1/76 
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SITE 

Canon City, CO 
(Colorado Penitentiary) 

Columbia, SC (South 
Carolina Department 
of Corrections and 
Kirkland Correctional 
Institution) 

Sacramento, CA 
(California Youth 
Authority Central 
Office and several 
youth correctional 
facilities) 

Columbia, SC (KCI) 

Albany, NY (NY Dept. 
of Corr. Services) 

Washington, DC (CCJ) 

PURPOSE(s) 

To gather pre-test 
data by administering 
survey forms to Inmates 
and Correctional Offi
cers. To interview 
administrators and 
grievance committee 
personnel. 

Initial site visit; to 
meet with state correc
tional officials) to 
meet with Kirkland 
facility Warden and his 
staff; In preparation 
for research design. 

To conduct initial site
visits and interview 
personnel in connection 
with evaluation of pro
j ect. on ward grievance 
systems. 

To gather pre-test data 
by administering survey 
forms to Inmates and 
staff -- interviewing 
administrators and 
grievance committee 
personnel. 

To make presentation at 
meeting of NY Superin
tendents co~ce~ning 
initial research find
ings and future plans 
for monitoring of griev
ance procedures. 

Final planning for 
Keystone conference; 
discussion of ~valua
tion teams findings 
and appropriate feed
back to facilities. 

P ARTIC!P ANTS, 

Laue t Hepburn, 
Becker 

Hepburn 

laue t Hepburn, 
Gerald Cormick 
(Consultant) 

Hepburn, 
Becker 

Hepburn 

Laue, Hepburn 



DATES 

9/20-22/76 

10/11-15/76 

10/24-27/76 

11/8-9/76 

1/30 -
2/3/77 

SITE 

Keystone, CO 
(Conference Center) 

Auburn, NY (Auburn 
prison) 

Columbia, SC (KCI 
and S.C. Department 
of Corrections) 

Canon City, CO 
(State Penitentiary) 

Auburn., NY (Auburn 
prison) 

------------
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PURPOSE(s) 

To attend CCJ spon
sored conference for 
State & facility 
personnel related to 
inmate grievance pro
cedure. To assess the 
procedures' operation 
after one year of work 
under LEAA grant. 

Site visit and data 
collection of institu
tional records to assess 
impact of grievance pro
cedures. 

To conduct follow-up on 
operation of grievance 
procedure after first 
8 weeks. To meet with 
Commissioner of South 
Carolina Department of 
Corrections. 

To conduct follow-up 
interviews with prison 
personnel on operation 
and status of inmate 
grievance procedure 
following general lock
up of facility in Aug. 
1976. To secure griev
ance records from the 
program's 7 week opera
tion. 

To gather post-test data 
by administering Time 2 
survey forms to inmates 
& correctional officers. 
To interview adm. and 
grievance committee 
personnel. To gather 
additional institutional 
records an.d grievance 
logs for analysis. 

PARTICIPANTS 

Laue, Hepburn, 
Becker, Cormick 

Becker 

Hepburn 

Hepburn 

Hepburn, 
Becker, 
Stephen Brickey 

(Consultant) 



----.-------------~------------------------...-- .. 

DATES 

2/6-11/77 

2/14-19/77 

SITE 

Attica, NY (Attica 
prison) 

Bedford Hills, NY 
(Bedford Hills 
Womens Prison) 

3/13-16/77 Albany, NY (NY Dept. 
of Corr. Services) 

3/29-31/77 Columbia SC (KCI 
and SC Depart. of 
Corrections) 

5/16-17/77 Lexington, KY 
(Blackburn Corr. 
facility) 
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PURl,'OSE(S) PARTICIPANTS 

To gather post-test Hepburn, 
Becker, data by administering 

Time 2 survey forms to 
inmates and Correctional 
officers. To interview 
administrators and griev
ance committee personnel. 
To gather institutional 
records and grievance 
logs for analysis. 

Carl Pope 
(Consultant) 

To gather post-test 
data by administration 
of Time 2 survey forms 
to inmates and correc
tional officers. To 
interview administra
tors and grievance 
committee personnel. To 
gather institutional 
records and grievance 
logs for analysis. 

Hepburn, 
Becker, 
Stephen Norland 
(Consultant) 

To meet with and inter- Hepburn 
view Commissioners, 
CORC, and the Department
al State Grievance 
Director to discuss re
search findings after 
first year of operation. 

To conduct follow-up Hepburn 
after first 6 months of 
operation of the griev-
ance procedure. To dis-
cuss data collection 
with departmental research 
branch personnel. 

To visit Bureau of Hepburn 
Corrections, to assist 
in establishing inmate 
grievance monitoring 
procedure. 



DA!ES SITE 

5/10-12/77 Sacramento, CA (CYA 
Hdq. select facili
ties) 

7/10-12/77 

7/26-28/77 

8/22-25/77 

9/14-22/77 

9/25-30/77 

Washington, DC (CCJ) 

Frankfort, KY 
(Kentucky Bureau 
of Corrections) 

Albany, NY (NY Dept. 
of Corr. Services) 

Sacramento, CA (CYA 
Hdq. and select 
facilities. 

Columbia, SC (KCI 
and SC pept. of 
Corrections) 
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PURPOSE(s) PARTICIPANTS 

To conduct site visits Cormick 
to youth facilities. To 
conduct interviews in 
connection with evalu-
ation of CCJ's ~10rk 
with CYA. 

To meet with CCJ staff 
to discuss recommenda
tion made in our 6th 
quarterly report con
cerning operation of 
grievance procedure in 
New York facilities. 
To plan future evalua
tion activities. 

Laue, Hepburn, 
Becker 

To meet with Commission- Hepburn 
er in regard to future 
plans for implementation 
of inmate grievance pro-
cedures and KY expecta-
tion for our assistance. 

To meet with CCJ staff Hepburn 
and legal consultants 
to analyze CORC griev-
ance records. To 
access justiciab1ity of 
issues filed as griev-
ances. 

To confer with CYA 
officials. To visit 
youth facilities ~o 
complete field work for 
evaluation. 

To administer Time 2 
survey forms to inmates 
and correctional offi
cials. To interview 
administrators & griev
ance committee personnel 
To gather institut.iona1 
records & grievance logs 
for analysis. 

Cormick 

Laue, Hepburn, 
Becker 



DATES SITE 

12/18-19/77 Frankfort, KY 
(Kentucky Bureau of 
Correc t ions) 

6/8/78 Washington, DC (CCJ) 
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PURPOSE(s) PARTICIPANTS 

f.o meet with research Hepburn 
staff in Bureau of 
Correct:i.ons. To assist 
planning the evaluation 
of inmate grievance pro-
cedure in KY Prisons. 

Meeting with CCJ Direc- Laue 
tor and staff to review 
plans for final report. 
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Community Conflict Resolution Program 

UNIVl~RSITY OF MISSOURI·ST. LOUIS "" 
800t Natural 8rldgll Road 
St. Louis, Missouri 63121 

Telephone: {314) 453-5273 

D R A F T* 
12-21-75 

Research Plan: Evaluation of the Work of the Center for Correctional 
Justice in the Development of an Inmate Grievance 
Procedure in the New York State Department of Correctional 
Services. 

1. Introduction. The Community Conflict Resolution Program is under 
subcontract with the Center for Correctional Justice from September 1, 
1975 to August 30, 1977, to evaluate the work of the CCJ in developing 
conflict prevention and resolution procedures in four state correctional 
systems. The CCJ's work is funded under the Citizens' Initiative Program 
of the Law Envorcement Assistance Administration for the two-year period. 
New York is the first and major state in which the CCJ is working, and 
the Community Conflict Resolution Program (CCRP) has prepared the follow
ing draft research design after initial review of materials and site vis
its to Washington, D.C. s and Albany this fall. 

The Community Conflict Resolution Program conducts research, train
ing and evaluation related to racial and community disputes, and inter
venes directly in selected conflicts, customarily at the invitation of 
the disputing parties. Major areas of interest currently addressed by 
the Program include school desegregation, administration of justice, 
environment and human services delivery. 

2. Objectives to be Evaluated. Five major objectives guide the work of 
the eCJ under this grant, and they provide the standards from which this 
evaluation design is developed. They are: 

a. Reduction of the level of violence within institutions. 

b. Increase in inmates' perception of the likelihood of fair and 
prompt handling of complaints through administrative mechanisms. 

*Prepared by James H. Laue (Director of the Community Conflict Resolution 
Program and Director of the CCJ evaluation component), John Hepburn 
(Co-Director of the CCJ Evaluation), and Martha Becker (Sen~or Research 
Assistant) for ~eview by eCJ and New York State Correctional Services 
officials. 

The University of MrsSQuri is an equal emplovment and I1ducational opportunity institution. 
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c. Redulction of litigation against institutions. 

d. Increase in the number of written policies in institutions 
and/or incrl;';ase in the clarity of written policies already in existence. 

e. In.crease in citizen volunteers' knowledge of the corrections 
system and the action taken by the volunteers on behalf of the correc
tional system or particular offenders. 

3. ~ Design Considerations. Although considerable activity has 
taken place in New York State regarding the development of grievance 
machinery prior to the beginning of this project and its evaluation 
(ll;~luding the passage and initial phases of implementation of a state 
law requiring grievance machinery in every New York State correctional 
facility), an important part of the research plan is a series of pre- and 
post-intervention measures for each of the five objectives. (See 
Evaluation section of the initial proposal from CCJ to LEAA for greater 
detail.) Administration of the pre- questionnaires and interviews will 
take place prior to the initial joint training of the CCJ and the Insti
tute. for Mediation and Conflict Resolution (IMCR) in four selected New 
York institutions in January 1976. 

Four types of data will be collected: background and historical 
data (from the literature and New York State Correctional Services records 
-_I a process begun in tne evaluation team's trip', to Albany December 9-10); 
ol')servational and descriptive data; inmate and staff questionnaires; and 
structured interviews for selected staff and officials. 

Measures of effectiveness of major interest in analysis of the data 
will be: 

a. Increases or decreases in the five objective areas as listed 
above; 

b. Increases in knowledge or changes in volunteers' perceptions 
about corrections and prisoners; and 

c. Records of citizen volunteer activity. 

Particular attention will be given to description and analysis of 
the New York inmate grievance law and of the previous work of the CCJ, 
the IMCR and others at Green Haven Correctional Facility because of the 
pioneering nature of these efforts in the United States. 

4. Research Sites. Based on the plans for the CCJ and IMCR to conduct 
intensive training at two locations in January, the evaluation team has 
selected the following sites for in-depth analysis: 

a. Attica which is one of the CCJ/IMCR Training Sites and a maximum 
security male institution; 

b. Bedford Hills, another CCJ/IMCR Training Site which is the 
women's unit of the New York correctional system; 
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c. Auburn, also a maximum security male institution, was selected 
as a control institution for Attica. 

Sampling and instrumentation are discussed below for these three 
locations. Limited base-line data will be collected for most major. 
institutions in the state through the mans or with the assistance of the 
Division of Research and Planning. 

5. :':;ources of Data and Potential Indicators for the Five Objectives, 
Through the generous assistance of many persons in the Department of 
Correctional Services in our initial visit to Albany December 9-10, the 
evaluation team has developed the following tentative list of sources of 
data and potential indicators regarding the five objectives to be meas
ured. Construction of the various instruments indicated below will be 
compl.e:;~d fol)/)'!..dng reivew of this draft by CCJ and New York Correctional 
Servi~aa officials. 

a. Reduction of Violence. Violence in institutions will be cate
gorized as eittler against persons or against property, with such sub
categories as: 

against persons -- inmate/inmate 
inmate/guard 

against property 

large-scale or intergroup 

personal property 
institutional property 

Interviews with inmate leaders, staff, union representatives, superin
tendents, deputies, etc., regarding theft, victimization, etc. Institu
tional and/or system-wide records possibly to include Use of Forece--
Reports, Unusual Incident Reports, Property Damage Assessments to inmates, 
Keep Lock records, Adjustment Committee dispositions, Superintendent's 
Proceedings, etc. 

b. Increase in Inmates' Perception of System's Fairness. Question
naires to be completed by inmates under the supervision of CCRP staff. 
Records of usage of grievance system over time (use of system, repeat use, 
levels of satisfaction, appeals data, etc.). Number and types of Commis
sioner's letters. Baseline data about existing (including informal) 
grievance procedures. Liaison Committees' records. 

c. Reduction of Litigation. Records of the Chief Counsel. Records 
of usage of inmate law libraries and legal services. 

d. Number and/or Clarity of Written Policies. CCRP field notes. 
regarding development and training phases in the indepth institutions'. 
Attitudinal data from questionnaires regarding clarity. Questionnaire 
and interview measures of inmate and staff levels of knowledge and use of 
grievance procedures. Ratio of electronic to print announcements of 
policies and procedures. Administrative Bulletins, Inmate Rule Book, 
Policies and Procedures Manual and other written records. 
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e. Citizen Knowledge and Action. Records through the office of 
MtJ.rgaret Appe. ~,rs and frequency of usage of outside arbitrators. 
Descriptive and observatj.ona1 materials on the role of citizens in devel
opment of the procedures. Possibly mail questionnaires to local 1eade:rs 
in facilities t cities and towns. Interviews with CotnIIlissioner WadswoI'th 
regnrding her plans for citizen involvement. 

6. Sampling Procedure. Because it is the gosl of the evaluation team to 
assess the impact of the CCJ in formulating and implementing the griev
ance resolution mechanisms, our major efforts will be directed toward 
examining the effectiveness of the program as implemented by the CCJ at 
Attica and Bedford Hills (Great Meadow, also targeted for special inter
vent:f.on by the CCJ, is not a part of our sample due to its similarity to 
Attica and its relative inaccessabi1ity). The two facilities provide, 
respectively, a large maximum security unit and a small medium security 
ujit of women offenders. The Auburn Correctional Facility will also be 
studied as a "control" institution, for it is equivalent to Attica in 
size, security level and percent non-white population, but differs in 
that the CCJ will not playas large a role in initiating the program. 
While certain types of data will be routinely co1lected,from all facili
ties in the State, these three units will also be the 6ubject of inten
sive data collection from administrators, line personnel and inmates. 

Regarding sample size, interviews will be conducted in each of the 
three indepth institutions with the Superintendent, Deputy Superintendents, 
and those admini~trators directly involved in the implementation of the 
new progratlil. We would like to achieve a 50 percent sample of all super
visors and line officers. 

Questionnaire data will be especially important for learning about 
inmates' percpetions regarding objectives (b) and (d), and for some parts 
of each of the other three objectives. Inmate populations will be sam
pled according to size of facility. Attica and Auburn house approximately 
1,800 and 1,600 inmates respectively. In each of these facilities, a 20 
percent systematic random sample will provide for 98 percent precision or 
better, 99 samples out of 100. Bedford Hills, which currently houses 
approximately 360 inmates, requires a 33 percent sample to obtain this 
level of confi~ence in the results. The number of inmates from each unit 
in such a sample would be Attica -- 360, Auburn -- 320, and Bedford 
Rills -- 120, for a total of 800 inmates. 

The most desirable method of sample selection is to randomly select 
from an exhaustive and current list of all inmates (including those in 
special housing, keep lock, etc.). FroUll3uch a list the sample would be 
selected by picking the third name or number in each institution, then 
selecting every fifth name thereafter in Attica and Auburn, and 
every third name in Bedford Hills. 

If such a procedure is not possible, Eln alternative strategy is to 
select the sample from each cell block. The exact procedure would be 
developed in consultation with each institution's superintendent, but it 
probably would involve selection according to cell numbers, bed locations 
and special housing arrangements within each block. 

\ 
\ 
! 
l 

li 
i 

\ 
\ 

\ 
\ 

\ 
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Regarding administration of the instrument, line personnel would be 
re~ue~ted to comvlete the questionnaire after they have completed their 
duty shift. It is anticipated that the questionnaire can be self
administered and can be completed in not more than 60 minutes~ Question
naires are to be administered to inmates in groups of 40 to 50. depending 
on space and security restrictions. Each group will require no more than 
60 minutes and all inmates will complete the questionnaire within. a sin
gle day_ 

We recognize that the sampling procedures proposed above may be 
administratively cumbersome, and may pose security problems in bringing 
the inmates together for the questionnaire. For ease of administration 
from the facilities' perspective, we believe that it would be ideal to 
locate naturally occurring groups clf inmates (such as those in the din;lng 
hall) which would be representative of the entire inmate population. If 
no such groups are available, howev~r, we will require the assistance of 
the Superintendent and his or her staff in developing a procedure Which 
will not interfere with the normal functioning of the institution. 

7. Tentative T~e-Table. 

December 29, 1975: Meet with ~uburn Superintendent at Auburn. 

December 30, 1975: Meet with Bedford Hills Superintendent nnd 
observe orientation at the Institute for Media
tion and Conflict Resolution in New York City. 

December 31, 1975: Quarterly report 

January 5-12: 

February-March; 

April-December: 

January-March: 

Administer Ere- questionnaires and interv~ews at 
the three indepth institutions. 

Initial coding and tabulation of data. Interviews 
with system officials in Albany. Research on 
files in Albany (Use of Force, Commissioner's 
letters~ litigation, volunteers, etc.). Quarterly 
report. 

Continue data collection from records. Ongoing 
monitoring and collection of observational data. 
Possible administration of interim questionnaires 
and/or interviews. Analysis. Quarterly reports. 

Continuation of previous quarters' activities. 
Quarterly report. 

--~--~-----.---------------------~----- ---------------



April: 

May-August: 
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Administration of post- questionnaires and inter
views. Further research in records. 

Arl.alysis of all data, including last-minute records 
research. Assistance in diffusion through State 
and CCJ in conferences, etc. Quarterly and final 
reports. 
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::;l'E C." ~ \ E. D . . January, 1976 

tJ:: N\J~f!.r cIt ~e.5~or\'Ses 
l>f~Y'" <l-LJf!S'h 01'1. S'lIAFF SURVEY 

Community ConfU ct Resolution Program 
University of Missouri-st. Louis 

st. Louis, Missouri 63121 

James Laue 
John Hepburn 

Ma:t"tha Becker 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 
. 

The Community Conflict Resolution Prograrn of st. Louis has been 
asked to monitor the new inmate grievance procedure' in the correctional 
facilities in New York. As part of our task we are seeking information 
from inmates, correctional officers and the Superintendent and his' staff .. 
This questionnaire is r~n attempt to find out how you and other cor
rectional officers feel about a number of things. We will be asking 
co~rectional officers in most of the correctional facilities to answer 
these questions. You are not asked to identify yourself, so please 
do not put your name on this questionnaire. Your answers will be 
completely confidential'. 

First, we would like some general information about you. 

1. What is your age? 

2. 

3. 

Number of years of formal education: 
number) N:. lP3 - A'Je-V'£:\.',\e. :w 0';' 4 eAYS 

_Elementary Secondary 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 

Race or ethnicity (check one) N :;sGJ 

(circle the appropriate 
~ eel Uca.'~'·O,,:; 1-3. J.f 

College 
13 14 15 16 

~ Black 
"&.9..ti. White 

JJL American Indian 
n other 

. ~ Spanish surname 

4. What is your annual salary? (check one) 

1lJ2 belm." 9,000 
1WD 9,001 - 10,000 ..u 10,001 - 11,000 
~~ 11,001 - 12,000 
~ll12,001 - 13,000 
,~ 13,001 - 14,000 .. 

~ 14,001 - 15,000 
1Jl 15,001 - 16,000 
li above 16,000 . 

I 
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5. How long have you been a correctional employee? (check one) 

Under 6 months 
7-18 months 
l~ years to 2 years 
3-5 
6-8 
9-11 
12-14-
15 or more years 

6. How long have you been a correctional employee here? (check one) . 

Under 6 months 
7-18 months 
1~ years to 2 years 
3-5 
6-8 
9-11 
12-14 
15 or more years 

.. 

7. Are you planning to make corrections a career? 

'lfLNO 
"'.:1.LYes 

'1.5 Don i t know yet -- probably not - .... 
I~Don't know yet -- probably yes 

8. Is your job here becoming more or less satisfying work? 

1I.3More satisfying 
5~Less satisfying 
~About the same 

9. Based on your own experience, do you feel the inmqtes here are 
harder to deal with than they were a year ago? 

5lf;~ More difficult 
~.5Less difficult 

3~About the same 

10. B~sed on your experience, would you recommend corrections as a 
career to someone just starting out? 

~NO 
J,3.J..Yes 
tliDon I tknow 
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11. Are the complqints by the inmates here- about the same as they 
were a year ago? N,:;. Ia.l.. 

~NO 
~Yes 

12. Are the complaints by the staff here about the same as they were 
a year ago? No:: lc~ 

13. If a group of inmates strongly feels 
them unfairlyu what kinds of actions 
right to take in order to change the 
you feel are appropriate) 

that the staff is treating 
do you think they have a 
pituation? (check all that 

~rs i~% 
lD~. 7 3.3.3 
.l5."1 ~1.lp 
lP5.1 J!I:j 
'~t3 ~5.1 
50.~ ~ 
J'1.D "3.D 

Hold a meeting to talk about what's happening AJ~~J 
Bring it to the attention of the Liaison Committee AI:: 103 
Go talk to the Superintendent tJ:- Lo3 _ 
write a letter to the Superintendent IJ:- ft,3 
Send a letter to the newspaper At=- 10.3 <.. . ..• 

write a letter to the Commissioner in Albany A.L.: /.p3 
File a law suit N= lD.3 

"I.R rs:i Do something to call attention to their cause even thOUghlV~~3 
it may be against the rules A.1= lo~ 

10.3 13.7 Do whatever it takes to get the job done.~~~3 

14. To the best of your knowledge how often do these things happen 
here? (check one for each guestion) 

a. fights between inmates M= 1.03 
L~ never 

tU. about once a month 

.1:1. about once every two weeks 

I~ about once a week 
week .3Q.~ about 2 or 3 times a 

Ill. about 4 to 6 times a welek 

~ 
at least once a day 
more than once a day 

staff b. fights between inmates and 
'l.~ never 

1b.b about once a month 
o ~ about once every two week~ 
~ 
~ about once a week 
~ about 2 or 3 times a week 
..b.Jl about 4 to 6 times a week 
~ at least once a day 

• ~ more than once a day 
1.1 clon'.t K"'bW 



15. 

16. 
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c. something in the prison damaged by an 
O.D never 
~ about once a month 
3:J.. about once every two weeks 
I~ about once a week 
i.3 about 2 or 3 times a week 
lJR.. about 4 to 6 times a week 

3.L:1. at least once a day 
Ji.1. more than once a day 
I.~ don'1. k"ov.l 

d. inmate abuse of a sta ff member !\.L= 1.o.3 
M. 
11L 
~ 
D.D 
3.J. 
~ 

never 
about once a month 
about once every two weeks 
about once a week 
about 2 or 3 times a week 
about 4 to 6 times a week 
at least once a day 
more than once a day 

inmate N;: ~3 

3.Ll 
~.1Je. 

,,(0 

e. something stolen from an inmate N= f.t,l. 
~ never 

dbn'.J:. Il.nov-J 

~ about once a month 
,.~ about once every two weeks 
~ about once a week 
r.1Ji about 3 or 3 times a week 
~ about 4 to 6 times a week 
~.3 at least once a day 
J~ more than once a day 

,. l.p d.b""·~ kno\I'J 

within the last two months, how often have you had a piece of 
clothing or other personal possession torn, broken or ruined? N= 1.o:L 

(check one) 

~ never 
1.W.. once on:!.y 
~ 2 times 
...u. 3 times 
jJp. 4 times 
J1Q 5 times 
.bJl 6 to 10 times 
..old. 11 or more times 

within the last two months, how often have you had something you 
owned stolen from you? (check one) ,Aj.:. (p, 

ru never 1lL 4 times 

1i once only D.:.O.. 5 times 

2 times llJl. 6 to 10 times 
_L..k 3 times JlJl 11 or more 

, 

\ 
\ 

\ 
I 
1 
\ 
\ 
1 
\ 

\ 
l 
1 
i 
; 
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17. Within the last two months, how often have you been attacked by 
an inmate? (check one) N.: &>3 

ID never 
;!J.S. once only 
.Jde. 2 times 
.JJe. 3 times 
~ 4 times 
...oJ). 5 times 
..A/J 6 to 10 times 
~ 11 or more 

18. How would you describe the feeling in this prison now? Would you 
say it is: (check one) N:: lP:t 

Ig tense, upt'ight, everyone nervous most of the time 
~ somewhat tense, possibility of fights often· 
J?Jl relaxed, only a few fights 
b1L very relaxed, not much nervousness 

19. Have you heard before today that there is to be a new inmate 
grievance procedure here? 

~es 
.:JJ.. no 

If 2es, please answer (a) and (b): 

a. When did you first hear about it? (check one) 
,.lJ, no-\- applicable.' 
~a few days ago 
3~1 or 2 weeks ago 
3~3 or 4 weeks ago 
Ell-more than a month ago 

b. How did you first hear about it? . (check one) 
/, '7 t\D~ C\~"\·Ie.db\t.. 
3~from another correctional employee 

5.0 from an inmate 
.,.1.~!3 from the Superintendent or the Superintendent's staff 
~from a prison newspaper or bulletin 
tjLfrorn a special film or TV tape shown in the prison 
~a city newspaper or magazine 

~L..:Lother (5l'e..e.i ',e...d wah tn('ormg~;on ) 
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20" The new inmate grievance proced.lre will do more harm than good. 
(circle one) N::. 58 

3.'+ M.I ..3~, R J5.9 
17. :z. 

strongly strongly 
disagree !.. disagree !.. undecided !.. agree !.. agree 

21. The new inmate grievance procedure will solve some of this 
prison's biggest problems. (circle one) N:5B 

o15Q 
J7.Q .E1.a ,5.;l D.O 

strongly strongly 
disagree !.. disagree !.. undecided !.. agree L. agree 

22. The new inmat~ grievance procedure will help the inmates and 
hurt the staff. (circle one) t\l.:: 59 

It 7 ;tD.3 .J5.~ "'.3.lf ~5 
strongly strongly -disagree L. disagree I undecided !.. agree !.. agree 

23. The new inmate grievance 
(circle one) N::S9 

procedure cann9t do any serious harm. 

15 . .3 
j5.L> 33.'1 

0.0 
strongly 15·l.. strongly 
disagree !.. disagree I.. undecided !.. agree I.. agree 

24. The new inmate grievance procedure is sure to be effective. (circle 
one) rJ ~ 58 

13. ~ J~.~ 4-Ll. ~ 
0.0 

strongly 5. !L strongly 
disagree I disagree / undecided I agree I agree 

25. The n-aw inmate grievance procedure shows conunon sense. (circle one)/J='5cg 
19.0 ~.'-f Jcl.~ ~5.9 

0.0 
. strongly strongly 
disagree !.. disagree !.. undecided !.. agree !.. agree 

26. When the new grievance procedure begins, do you think that m6st 
inmate complaints will be worked out: (check one only) N = SlP 

.Li.yery we 11 
o1.lt.i.Pretty well 
5~not very well 
l'J.1...very poorly 
.3.'" dO..,I-l, t<.nO'N 

27. How much do you think most correctional employees care about the 
successful' working out of inmate grievances? (check one) IV: 59 

u..very much 
~'l...Lsomewhat 
3~a littl~ 
3~not at all 

(.1 dc..,'-t: ~nb_~ __ . .. __ ....... . 
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28. Do you think ,the new procedures will 'improve the relationships 
between inmates here? (check one) N=LPO 

~es, a l!ot 
l5JLYes, some 
d-2JLa little, 
55,£) no, not 'at all 

.1.'"1 do",'! ~o""" 
29. Do you think the new procedures will improve inmate/staff 

relationships? (check one) 1J= (p' 
~es, a lot 
:L.&..Yes, some 

~1eJ..a little 
~~,3no. not at all 

I. f.p do..,'~ \<.t"\Dv-I 

30. When it comes to filing a grievance, do you think most of the 
inmates will: (check only one) N,::.l.ol 

31 .. 

32. 

33. 

~file wheneve'r they feel like it 
~file only if really necessary 
~not file if they can help it 
~not file at all 
I. ~ don'-l ~b""" 

When the new procedure begins, how do you expect most officers 
will feel toward inmates filing grievances? (check only one) N= leI 

~accept it totally 
~accept it with, some doubt 
all-be suspicious of it 
~l1-not want anything to do with it 
.:I. (p don't: Khb-N 

After the new procedure begins here, how do you think the inmates 
will feel about filing complaints or gxievances? (check only one))U~b~ 

1!lLvery comfortable, willing to file 
11jLhesitant, reluctant to file 
~ver~ uncomfortable, very unwilling to file 
I. lp don t. )c.,b..N 

Do you think the new grievance system will increase the inmate 
complaints about: 

a. major institutional rules and procedures tJ.:: lc~ 
~es' 
..l.Lno 
li:.l.dfm't know 
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b. correctional employees N= LPI 
~5.d..yes ' 
~no 
Illdon I t know 

c. trivial matters that are only a waste of time M:: {.pD 
~S.{)yes " 
~no 
I~don 't know 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

Here are some questions about the way complaints by inmates 
are handled now. 

34. Is there a particular person on the staff or a committee which 
is supposed to handle inmates complaints? (check one) "-1.: ~l. 

tg5.5 yes 
iJJlo 
.b.2..don't know 

35. In general, are complaints handled fairly? (check one) ~;41 

(11.a'lways 
5clJ-most of the time 
11 .. 5 some of the time 
3"fseldom 
bJLnever 
LL2..don't know 

36. !n general, are complaints handled quickly? (check one) /'J = LPI 

l.:lJ,.always 
5b.~most of the time 
~some of the time 
..1i.seldom 
.J.Je...never 

I.1.&. don't know 

37. In general, is there a written reply to complaints? (check one) N:-lDI 

I.i.i.always 
~~most of the time 
~~some of the time 
~seldom 
M,never 

l!L.1.don't kno\Y' 



-447-

38. When an inmate has a complaint about something here, who is that 
inmate sUPPo,sed to go to first about the problem? (check one) N= iD3 

~another inmate 
1lian officer 
~a counselor or teacher 
/iJLthe Liaison committee 
~the Superintendent 
~other (5pei,~·e.d ) 

39. Under the present procedure, what happens after the Liaison 
Committee meets to discuss the inmate's complaint? (check ill 
that are correct) 

\les No 
. /'fl. ". ~ send recommendation to Super intendent N: ~3 
~f.3 ~notify inmate of their recommendation fJ.: lD.3 

0.0 loo.bmeet with the Adjustment Committee N: LP3 
~R ~send recommendation to commissioner N:~3 

M>.~ 1ii.don 't know tJ:;. 103 
.. 

40. As things now operate, about how often are complain.ts by inmates 
handled in the following ways: 

Frequently Seldom Never 

inmate with complaint does 5'1. A.f nothing and lets it drop tJ.= 57 18.1 I "f. b a. 

b. inmate with complaint talks 
to another inmate who stra~htens 
it out with an officer tu.s5 3l.,.~ 50.Q <6.~ 

e. 

inmate with complaint talks 
'11.~ d6.1 directly to an officer fJ,.3 5' etD 

inmate writes to superintendentM .. 5j l~,q ~1.4 {)·O 
inmate writes to commissionerN~57 4'1.l o..D d. 

f. inmate files formal complaint 
with Liaison Committee f\l.;s 5~ . 5'-1-.l. J1.2_ 3.4 

41. How do you think most of the correctional employees personally 
feel about inmates who make complaints to the Superintendent? 

(check one) N,,, iJ,3 

~they don't care 
~they give the inmates a hard tlme about it 
1jLthey encourage inmates to do it 
I.1.5..don 't know 

DOh~ 
~b~ 

.t2-

3.5 ----
1& 
l:.i 
3A -
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42. How does the way inmates' complaints are handled here compare N=~I 
with other prisons where you have worked or heard about? (check one) 

~ tliis one is worse 
,~ about the same 
~1jL this one is better 
sti don't know 

4'3. How do you think most inmates generally feel about other inmates 
who make complaints to the Liaison Committee? (check one) Al=~ 

~.5they don't care 
~they give them a hard time about it 
3~they encourage them to do it 
~...:.d,.,.don 't know 

---44. How do you think most inmates generally feel about other inmates 
who make complaints to the superintendent? (check one) N: f..c~ 

3J . .3 they don't care 
O.Cthey give them a hard time about it 
~~.3they encourage them to do it 
~don't know 

45. Does the Superintendent really care about the complaints the 
inmates have? (check one) N = 1.03-

4.g the Superintendent doesn't care 
~ the Superintendent gives them a hard time 

~~.~ the Superintendent encourages them to make complaints 
,.,·5. I don't know 

46. Generally speaking, do other correctional employees here care 
about the complaints the inmates have? (check one) AJ=~jL 

~they don't care 
~ they give them a hard time 
~.~they encourage them to make complaints 
.c.tD.3,don't know 
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* * * * * * .* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

Now "lIe want to get some idea of how you personally feel about 
things. We are not interested in how you think others feel; we 
want Y9ur personal opinions. .For each of the following statements, 
please put the number which best represents your opinion in the 
space to the left. 

strongly 
Disagree~ I Disagree I Undecided I Agree 

Strongly 
I Agree 

(1) 

_~47. 

9.cg 
_48. 

0.0 
_49. 

{)() 
_50. 

I (P., 
51. 
3.3 
52. 
<6. c1. 
53. 

-49 
_54. 

. 

~I& 
55. 
I. (p 
56. 

IO.Q 
57. 

,Jl.o 
58. 

cl3.D 

(2) (3) (4) (5) 

A criminal should be punished first, then we can worry about 
reform. N:: ~I 

~9.S ~. ~ .21.~ .t~ 
Most of the problems that inmates have are caused by inmates 
themse 1 ve s. AJ,:: loD 

3 . .3 0.0 '51.9 1./5.0 

Mili tant inmates here make my job more difficult. N = ~I 
..3. 3 ~.el.. ~1. 4 103. q 

If given the chance, most inmates are capable of taking care 
c>f themselves on the outside. fU: 10 0 . 7 

-+33 1~.3 J.O·Q I, 
1 have developed a friendship with a few inmates. M.:t f.t,O 

~.3 10.0 'f~.3 10.0 
Most inmates really can't be rehabilitated. f\.1::l &/ .1 

~,.3 I I, 5 3'-/.'-/- J1.T. tD 
Most inmates respect me as a correctional employee. Al:~1 

:J..I·3 ,3./ 15.9 14. ~ 
A correctional employee must always enforce the rules to the 
''letter, even if it angers inmate leaders. At.::; ltJ I 

~.o '.1 .3~1 .;1.3.0 
Inmates here have too many legal rights .N: lDl 3.18 

'4.1 , '-I. W3J.1.4 · 
Most criminals do not benefit from punishment. N;. /.p 0 

15.Q , 3.3 3ft;. 7 .,l5. C 
A criminal will go straight only when he finds that prison life 
is hard. Ai:: i.e> , 

3~. 11.5 
Hard prison life will keep men from committing 

/8.D 

, CD. t.J 
crime. N :::i.D1 

.;tI.3 



L 

59. 
-0.0 
_60. 

.l3.D 
_61. 

J.:L 
. 62. 

-i.5 
_63. 

11.7 
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If inmates come to me for help, I would try to help them. A1:~1 
0.0 y..ct '7 D. 5 d.-4-. (.p 

Inmates are easier to control by privately talking to the 
inmate' leaders than by enforcing all the rules. !\.L:-u,f 

tt.&.#·(P ,l.!) ~1.CJ /.p.&, 
New changes and reforms are weakening the authority of the 
correctional officers o Ai.::. &~ 

4. % &i.7 IQ.4 lc,'l..9 
Inmates are never to be trusted. N;:-f..t,:L 'lo.t 

If(p.i ,,,/.5 , lc,.1 
Harsh treatment only makes the inmate more bi tt(~r. fJ.:: ~J..-

J-I.D IL..I 35.5 q.'J 

THANK YOU FOR YOUR HELP. 
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, James Laue 
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Martha Becker 

* * * * * * * 
First, we would like some gener?l information about you • 

. 
1. Race or Ethnicity (check one) 

(03. « 
e20.6" 

I';'. 'f 
..J±. 
~ 

Black 
White 
Spanish speaking, Latin 
American Indian 
other 

2. Religion (check one) 

.17.1 
~,. 0 

-L:.L 
I/, fa 
.3.~_ 

I 'f. 0/: 
.1-1.0 

Protestant 
Roman Catholic 
Jewish 
Black Muslim (Elijah Muhammad) 
Sunni Muslim 
other 
none 

3. Marital status (check one) 

married now 
rlivorced since coming to prison 
divorced before coming to prison 
separated before coming ~o prison 
widowed before coming to prison 
widowed since coming to prison 
single - never married 
tnjllrl"','eci since in prison 

4. Education ( check one) 

less than 7th grade 
7th - 9th grade 
lQth - 11th grade 
high school graduate 
some college 
some voca·t ional . or trade school a fter high school 
completed college 
none 
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5. How old are you? 
30. q 

6. How many times have you been in prison? tV =- /1rfA 
1.0 

7. ~/hat is the total number of years you have spent in prison?N::I"I_--".s-;.....;.~O...:;../_ 

8. How old were you when first arrested by the police? tV: 171 10/. ro 
9. How long have you been at this prison? 

10. How long before you wi 11 be released from pri son? N:: I 70 .tJ.. +0 If yea (",5 

I 

11. How many years or months have you already served Oh this 
sentence? N::=./ 7,s I;J. fa.:1..3 rnon+hs 

12. 

13. 

14. 

'Ies 
S7.7 
43.1./- , 
J, ./ 
"0.7 
tft·tA 
37.~ 
sm. I 

· {g. 7 
. 0/3.4 

4,;t,3 

15. 

'1(;5 

.,t q. " 
11../. g 

~~..i.J. 
O1o.q 

How orten do you get visits from friends or relatives? (check one) tV:: Ib7 
.J(.;.$, never __ 

. 3. iO about 4 times a week or more 
---3~-- about 2-3 times a week 

,.0 about once a week 
10. '" about once every two weeks 
;z. o. '-f at 1 east once a illontil 
3 f. J 1 ess than once a month 

,1,.4 selclom 

How often do you get letters from outside? (check one) tV= 177 
3.Li. I"lever 
:Z,3 almost every day 
q,,,. about 4 or 5 times a week 

~ 7./ about 2-3 times a week 
.:1. 1./ • .3 about once a week 
17.~ at least once a month 
q.~ less than once a month 

_ Q. I d 0/1'+ KYlOW 

Here is a list of some possible complaints which you might have. Please 
check those whi ch you feel are a problem for you. (check one) AI::: J qc, .: NO ,y 

i!;t.,3 
5"(0. b 
"f.9-
.3'1 . .3 
SI·9 ,.a.. Lf 
43·9 
40.3 
$'~.~ --ny __ 

food served 
clothing issued 
recreational opportunities 
medical services 
visitation rules 
legal services 
personal privacy 
treatment by correctional officers 
treatment by administrators 
job training and educational opportunities 

If a group of inmates strongly feels that the staff is treating them 
unfairly, what kinds of actions do you think trey have a right fo take 
in order to change the situation? (Check any that you would do). N: IqCa 

NO 
70.4 

~ 
77.' 
7Q.1 

Hold a meeting to talk about what's'happening . 
Bring it to the attention of the Liaison Committee. 
Go talk to. the Super5~~2ndent. . 
Write a letter to the Supe~intendent. 

(Question continued on next page) 

; ., 
-·"1 
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15. (continued) , 
YeS /110 
X.~ 63.~ 
:<P.b Jl3:. 
..;.s.O 75.0 
{1.1.Li 7f.ft, 

Write. a letter to the Commissioner in Albany. 
Send a letter to the newspapers. 
File a law suit • 
Do so~ething to call attention to your cause even 
may be against the rules. 
Do whatever it takes to get the job done. 

though it 

16. To the best of your knowl~dge, how often do these things happen here? 
(Check one for each question). /1/::. 171 

a. fights between inmates 

c,.t.J never 
~O.S about once a month 
~ about once a week 
1~.3 about 2 or 3 times a week 
Q.4 about 4 to 6 times a week 

".¥ at least once a day 
~ more than once a day 
......1.!L c:/o114 /(r)OW 

b. fights oetween inmates and staff 

13. S never 
41.7 about once a month 
(Q.9 about once a week 
~ about 2 or 3 times a week 
~ about 4 to 6 times a week 
7./ at 1 east once a day 
4.ji more than once a day 
1¢..3 don'-l- Know 

c. something in the prison damaged by an inmate 

~3.'-I- never 
~~.I about once a month 
.L.!2:::t about once a week 
~ about 2 or 3 times a week 
~ about 4 to 6 times a week 
_9~ at least once a day 

7./ more than once a day 
f~.q do'l'-+- know 

d .. staff abuse of an inmate 

7./ never 
8 .. 3 about once a month 
~ about once a week 
/0.7 about 2 or 3 times a week 
7.i about 4 to 6 times a week 

7~~/- at least once a day 
3'-1.S- more than once a day 
~, .5. clot! t.f '~<110 W 
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16. (continue'd) 

e. something stol~n from an inmate 

/0.<6 never 
Iq,q about once a month 
~ about once a week 
~ about 2 or 3 times a week 
~ about 4 to 6 times a week 
~ at le~st once a day 
1~.7 more than once a day , 
'£..i2. do",' -I ~ 11 0 W 

17. Within the last two months, how often have you had 'a piece of clothing 
or other personal possession torn, broken or ruined? 11/-:::/03 

.33./ never 
Iq.G once only 
~ 2 times 
.-9.....:£ 3 times 
_U 4 times 
. .!id. 5 times 
~ 6 to 10 times 
~ 11 or more times 

18. Within the last two months, how often have you had something you owned 
stolen from you? tV -:; '71 

51,$" never 
Iq,~ once only 
~ 2 times 
~ 3 times 

3.0 4 times 
1.[ 5 times 
~ 6 to ten times 
~ 11 or more times 

19. Within the last two months, how often have you been in a fight with 
another inmate or had another inmate attack you? IV: 171 

~O,I never 
~.S once only 
'I. I 2 t'imes 
O.b ~ times 
~ 4 times 
.JLJL 5 times 
~ 6 to 10 times 
~ 11 or more times 

20. Within the last two months, how often have you been in a fight with 
a correctional offi cer: /II; lro q 

never' 
once only 
2 times 
3 times 

4 times 
.5 times 
6 to 10 times 

11 or more times 



-455-

21. How would you describe the feeling in this prison now? 
Would y.ou say it is: (check one) tV::: I 71 

5~6 ~ense, uptight, everyone nervous most of the time 
3'-1.S" somewhat tense, possibility of fights often 
'.f relaxed, only a few problems 
~ very relaxed, not much nervousness 
.. .?l.3 do n '-!- Xt'lOW 

22. Have you heard from anyone before today that there is to be 
a new inmate grievance procedure here? Nt / 7 f 

23. 

24. 

1.L1... yes 
1,9... ~ no 

If~, please answer (a) and (b): 

a. When did you first hear about it? (check one) /'I.f;: /$f 

a few days ago 
1 or 2 weeks ago 
3 or 4 weeks ago 
more than a month ago 

h. How did you first hear about it? (check one) tV::. ,.s-9 

!3l.:!L from another inmate 
~ from a corrections officer 
~ from a teacher or counselor 
'I':1.l from the Superin~endent or his staff 
~ from a special film or TV tape shown in the prison 
..!L.!:L a prison newspaper or bulletin 

-J.L a city newspaper or a magazine 
~ from a friend or relative from outside the prison 
;l.S other ( ) 

The new inmate grievance procedure will do more harm than good. 
(circle one) I\I-=- '70 

t-/J./.f /..3. S" 5f.~ 7,6 .$.33 

strongly strongly 
Disagree / Disagree / Undecided / Agree / Agree 

The new inmate grievance procedure will solve some of this 
prison's biggest problems. (circle one.) tV:: Ib7 

II. 4 ,~.O $'-1. ~ /4. '-I- 7.~ 
strongly Strongly 
Disagree / Disagree / Undecided / Agree / Agree 

/) 
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25. The new inmate grievance procedure will help the inmates and 
hurt the s,taff. (circle one) IV: Ib3 

023· 1 013.3 4.$.1- 4:Cf 
~.S 

strongly Strongly 
Disagree / Disagree / Undecided / Agree / Agree 

26. The new inmate grievance procedure cannot do any serious harm. 
(circle one) tJ:: 1f,5 

q.7 q. 7 ~" ./ 
lI.s 

strongly '-f 3. 0 Strongly 
Disagree / Disagree / Undecided / Agree / Agree 

27. The new i.nmate grievance procedure is sure to be effective. 
(circle one) tV = 1105 

~.I /I. S' C, I. r; I'-/-. S - " ./ 
strongly Strongly 
Disagree / Disagree / Undecided / Agree / Agree 

28. The new inmate grievance procedure shows common sense. (circle one) 
7.Q S.S' 37.~ 39." 

q, I 11.1.:: I' <j. 
strongly Strongly 
Disa~ree / Disagree / Undecided / A9ree / Agree 

29. When the new grievance procedure begins, do you think that most 
inmate complaints will be worked out: (check one only) N~/~~ 

....!i:!L very ,well 
~ prettY,wel1 
~ not very well 
~ very poorly 
.!.f2..:§. do nl..J. K YI ow 

30. How much do you think staff will care about the successful 
. working out of inmate grievances? .(check one) "'::=/69 

31. 

...:J.J... very much 

.Cbl- somewha t 
~s.o a little 
~ not at all 
--!iL don'-# Know 

Do you think the new 
other inmates here? 

II. :A yes, a lot 
,:1.(, .7 yes, some 
~ a little 
.:J I. 7 no, not at 

...1.:1- donlt Know 

procedures will improve relationships with 
(check one) IV:. I" I 

all. 
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32. Do you think the new procedures will improve inmate/staff 
relati?nships? (check one) N= J~9 

~ yes, a lot 
14,'1 yes, some 
~tl.t a little 
~ no, not at all 
S.'-I_ doYl'+ Know 

33. After t'he new procedure beg ins here, do you think you will feel 
comfortable filing complaints or grievances? (check only one) 

1\1:: 1 to 7 
l!:b.!:I:.. most of the time 
g:.fL some of the time 

~ seldom 

~ never 

.J.lil.. don't know 

34. When the new procedure begins, how do you expect'staff will 
feel toward inmates filing grievances? (check only one) 

/'1.:1'5" 
accept it totally 
accept it with some doubt 
be suspicious of it 
not want anything to do with it 

d0111-# .(no w 
35. When it comes to filing a grievance, do you think most of the 

inmates will: (check only one) N::.lfol 

file whenever they feel like it 
file only if really necessary 
not file if they can help it 
not file at all 
don'~ Know 

Here are some questions about the way complaints by inmates 
are handled now. Please answer to the best of your knowledge. 

36. If you have a complaint about something here, who would you go 
to first? (check one) /I/:::./s'-f 

another inmate who might be able to help me 
an officer I can talk to 
a counselor or teacher 
the Liaison committeo 
the superintendent 
~ther w Hh ;",f!o 
o4her w:-tl)ou.+ il'l-Po 
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II' , 

1,1 I 
37. How do you think most of the correctional officers generally I 

II' • feel about inmates who make complaints to the Superintendent? I, 

, (check one) N-:::./~S J 

I
I 1"1.'1 ,they don't care 1,1 

~ ·:they give us a hard time about it 

I 
~ they encourage us to do it 
~~.I don't know 

I 
33. How do most of the correctional officers feel about inmates 

who make complaints to the Liaison Committee? (check one) 
1'1:::. 16/).. 

JL/. ~ they don't care 
~ they give us a hard time about it 

.2..5 they encourage tis to do it 
i!:.!L£ don't know 

39. How do most of the inmates generally ,feel about those inmates 
who make complaints to the Liaison Committee? (check one) 

"':If,~ 
~ 

, .;1.. -
~ 
3J.3 

they don't care 
they give them a hard time about it 
they encourage them to do it 
don't know 

40. How do most of the inmates feel about those inmates who make 
complaints to the Superintendent? (check one) tV::.I"';;'" 

they don't care 
they give them a hard time about it 
they encourage them to do it 
don't know 

41. How does the way complaints are handled at this institution 
compare with other prisons you have been in or heard about? 
(check one) tV:: /C:,S" 

this one is worse 
-about, the same 
this one is better 
don't know 

L-________________________________ _ 
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42. Generally speaking, does the correctional staff here care abou,t 
the complaints the inmates have? (check one) /11=-/64 

no, they don't care 
yes, they give us a hard time about it 
yes, they encourage us to make complaints 
don't know 

43. Does the Superintendent care about the complaints the inmates 

44. 

45. 

46. 

have? (check one) N=-lbO 

no, he doesn't care 
yes, he gives us a hard 'time about it 
yes, he encourages us to make complaints 
don't know 

Is there a particular person on the staff or a committee which 
is supposed- to handle inmates' complaints? (check one) 

. . fV.:.:/~1-
yes 
no 
don't know 

Do you know anyone who has complained to this person or co~nittee? 
(check one) tV: / s-L/-

.31.0 yes 
5'1./ no 

I. 9.- do" '-I- Kr10W 

In general, are complaints 

3.6 always 
..1..:2- most of the time 
I '-J.~ some of the time 

. .30. 'I seldom 
~ never 
~ don't know 

handled quickly? (check one) 

N=-ICoS 

47. In general, are complaints handled fairly? (check one) 
No;;:../fo,3 

15;& always 
....!:LL most of the time 
~o.~ some of the time 
J.:J..S' seldom 
~.:2..1 never 
.L!1Q.. don't know 
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48. In general, is there a written reply to complaints? (check one) 

~ always 
N::: I sf 

17. 7 most of the time 
I(,.S some of the time -
~ 7.,).. seldom 
10.1 never 

.21. $ don't know 

* * * * * * * * * * * * *' * * * * * * * * * * 

Now we want to get some idea of how you ·personally feel about 
things. We are not interested in how you think others feel: we 
want your personal opinions. For each statement we read, please 
indicate whether you agree or disagree with that statement. 

strongly 
Disagree .; 

strongly 
Disagr~e~e~~!~_U~n~d~e~c~i~d~e~d~~!~ __ ~A~g~r~e~e~~!~_A~g~r~e~e~ __ _ 

As you can see on the scal~ above from left to right, 

1 means strong disagreement with the statement 
2 means disagree, but not so strongly 
3 means you are undecided 
4 means you agree, but not strongly 
5 means you strongly agree. 

There are no right or wrong answers here, so please tell us 
what you feel by putting the number in the space for each item. 
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Strongly Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Undecided ASl:'ee Agree 

49. None of us have any influence on 
how we are treated here.H=t7~ 11.0 i·' Ip-·a 9}J·8 iJS'.'a 

50. The kind of guys I hang around 
with here are really a lot like 
most of the people I knew on the 

II .S street. N:I10 ~".S- 80·' IO'~ ,4.' 
51. The government has no right to 

put poor people in prison when 
all they have done is try to 
surv~ in an un1ust system. 

-1111 t·O '1.2- 18·). fM: 1'.0. f) 
52. There is really not much I can 

do about what happens to me 
here. N~/7' ,.j /1.·0 ,.1/. 2.8.,3 I./I/.S-

53. Who you know is more important 
that what you know.~~'70 I;.. .. q S;q 13.5 d,o.c, _nl 

54. I feel more and more helpless 
• when I see what's going on 

around 'here. N:::: I~f 5:, 1L2 '/.1 $·1 ~.O 
55. When you do the kind of work I 

do on the street you just have 
to expect to pull a few years in 

#3.,' ~().q 9.0 prison once in a while.JV;"1 ~., J5'.() 

56. You have to take care of your-
self because nobody else is 
going to take carJV:o~Jr0u. .5.~ /,z o.{, 15:0. 7et k 

57. If you know the right peop~e, 
you can get just about anything 

~,2. 1(1." ,fI·S .:.5"7. " you want around here. Af=110 7·/ 
58. Inmates can improve their own 

conditions here by cooperating 
5lJ.'1 M"·a ZI '1 1·1 with the staff. N=I'3 

59. All officers belong in one class 
and should be treated about the 

-..!~1.1 DlS.1 same way. N:I" /3.0 _AA'S' ;tp./ 

60. Americans prisons are just like 
concentration camps for the poor 
people, black people and other 

~.q a~2 #., Itt 1- _ ,If. Z oppressed minorities. N:./70 
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Strongly Strongly 
Disagree ·Disagree· Undecided 'Agree Agree 

61. If you stop and think about it, 
most of the rules they have here 

JJ.S-- ',S' . G". 3 make pretty good sense. N=110 S~Jl "f. 7 

62. We are totally powerless to con-
trol what happens to us in this 

2',2 institution. ftI:. 11" 8./ 'I., s:a m·o 
63. I feel more like a political1:~' 

prisoner than like a crimina • S// '~.If 15':'-1.'- J..'lP\ 39·/ 
64. You really can't expect people 

to think much of you if you are 
willing to back away from 
trouble. N -:: I'S I().~ 18·8 .20.' ;1..7.3 aJ·O 

65. The staff here would rather do 
things for a few inmates who will 
inform on others or who do just 
what they are told than do any-
thing about the problems the 

1·8 ~e rest of us have.Ii:'/70 .g.S' n·/ lft' 
66. As inmates, we all share the 

same problems and have the same 
M interests. H::." 1 ;).5·1 $.1 ~·o lea· 0 

67. The biggest criminals can fix 
~ anything and rarely go to prison. ".7 J.l.1 ~·9 '~3 . N=-I1/ 

68. You have to be hard to make it 
here. N~nl '1.[ IZ·S" '1/./ . .;z,,~ 48.0 

69. You have to do what you can to 
help other inmates even when it 
might get you in trouble with 

I~'D If. e LS: (, the officers. He "1 ~l~o J/.Z 

10. Since everyone thinks I'm a 
c~iminal, I might as well go 
ahead and be one when I leave 

JIll. 1-here. N'C.11~ ~9./ II,.' ~7 la·r 
71. TIle solution to the problem of 

crime is to tear down the prisons 
and rebuild the whole society 

1./ S.~ that forces people into crime. a., ;;J.D. I 5S.0 
N:.lflf 
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Strongly Strongly 
Disci$ree Disagree Undecided < 'Astee Agree 

72. I was right in doing what I dtd 
and I'd do it again even if I 

~O.q knew ltd get arrested again.IV=I'i ~tl,_ .J9·3 9.3 -1!l:!L 
73. I don't have much in CPl"...mO!l wi th 

people who never brea~ "'he law. 
::. -1 3J,·3 . ""'S 10.' 1.J. 1.3·6. 

74. Most inmates are nothing mQ~e 
than victims of an unjust soci-

~., ~ty. N-=-/11 1e'Z ·3 1.~ ;l.l.'/. 'I ,&<18. , 

75. It is O.K. to hang.around with 
people who break the law as long 

I~ .. (" l1:. ;J.. as you stay clean yourself.AV~Ji1 ~·lt cYJ.1J ab.':! , 

76. When inmates stick together it's q"l.8 ,a lot easier to do time.IV~/7~ JI., (1.1 1:1 31.2-

17. When I get out of here I want to 
do what I can for others who may 

~·3 I. , 
"'~ 39,1 , .. '3,." still be in prison. IV:; 11" 

78. .Most of the people on the staff 
are willing to go out of thei~ 

'9.S- .i.o./ 5.7 O·(p '-to way to help an inmate. )Y"; 111 
79. I have developed a friendship 

with a few of the officers.At:',? #5.0 AU 41 ~o.l g.G. , -. 
80. It would be pretty hard for any-

one to ever make me mad enough 
.~.a 1'7 11.3 that I'd fight them.JV~/'a ~O ~.",-

8l. I depend on my friends here for 
acivice and help in dealing with 

It,-/ 33.3 the staff. N-=-I" 12b1 ~.# 1~·1 
82. The other inmates are right when 

they say "don't do anything more 
than you have to." lJo::; "0 S.~ 11,(P ... .'-5 3&G oa·r 

83. The real power in this place, as 
it affects my 1if' here, is con-
trolled by inmate leaders, not 
staff. N=/r,ftJ 53.0 ~·t 'i~ 1:.2- _.1~_ 



-464-

Strongly Strongly 
Disagree' "Disagree Undecided' Asree Agree 

. 
84. 'An officer is never to be 

trusted. N-=-l1f 10,5"' ~.4 IPl. .a ~a '-Is. ", 
85. We are allowed to make a lot of 

decisions for our~~r.rd here. 51· , <?tI., 1·1 '~5 1.(, 

86. Even though I broke the law, I 
was right to do it by my moral 
standards. N =IS~ ''I,D n·7 I 1- let 1'1." a9,f 

67. If you evet do have to fight, 
you're smart to do a good enough 
job on the other guy that he'll 

.3.5" '.8 OlO.g (,i .0 never come back for more. N =n3 ~., 

88. The reason I'm in here is because 
I did what everyone else does, 
only I got caught. '1'1 :.15 7 ~~.a d.!~1 Ia·} ,,,.G, 18.S" 

89. This place is run in such a way 
that mak~s it easy for the staff 
but without showing much consid-
eration for the needs and desires 

lI.o .'/.~ ('.2 t/t9 of inmates. /{= /11 17.S'" 
"--' 

90. I shouldn't be in prison for do-
ing something that I had to do to lao , 13~ J n.~ IS." 4fo3 survive. N = 1(,,0 
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lV::; tJUMI3G,e.. 0':'" ~eSf70"'1>e."'T$ 
rebruary, 1977 

f€~ Qu£S-nOrJ 
STAFF SURVEY 

Community Conflict Resolution Program 
University of Missouri-St. Louis 

St. Louis, Missouri 63121 

James Laue 
John Hepburn 

Martha Bec,\<er 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ., * '* 
The Community Conflict Resolution Program of St. Louis has been 

asked to monitor the new Inmate Grievance Procedu,;r.e in the correctional 
facilities in New York. As part of our task we are seeking information 
from-inmates, correctional officers and the Superintendent and his 
staff. This questionnaire is an attempt to find out how you and other 
correctional officers feel about a number of things. We will be asking 
correctional officers in most of the correctional facilities to answer 
these questions. You are not asked to identify yourself, so please do 
not put your name on this questionnaire. Your answers will be complete
ly conH.dential. 

We conducted a survey here in February 197,6 asking the staff 
questions qUite simi1iar to these. Please indicate whether you 
completed the first questionnaire. 

q, J Don't know t/:: 76: 

Now some general information about you. 

1. How long have you been a correctional employee? (check one only) 

I.:; Under 6 months 
S. I 7-18 months 
q.O 1~ to 2 years 

<2 g.A 3-5 years 
.1 Z. q 6-8 years 
Ja...~9-ll years 

7.7 12-14 years 
~LI. '115 or more years 

2. How long have you been a correctional employee here? 
(check one only) 

1.3 Under 6 months 
i. 7 7-18 months 

_ <to 1~ to 2 years 
30.8 3-5 years 
{if. I 6-8 years 
7.1 9-11 years 

_..1:1...12-14 years 
!J. I. K 15 or mO}'e Yl'.ll'S 

--------------- ~-- ' 
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3. Are you planning to make corrections a career? (check one only) 

65. q.Yes 
$.</ No 
". S Don't know yet 
J~ Oon 't know yet 

probably not 
probably yes 

4. Is your job here becoming more or less satisfying work? (check one 
only) 

~.O More satisfying 
71.Q Less satisfying 
e2.bl.., About the same 

5. Based on your own experience, do you feel the inmates here are harder 
to deal with than they were a year ago? (check one only) " 

77.0 More difficult 
It 1./ Less difficult 
~h~ About the same 

6. Based on your experience, would you recommend corrections as a car~er 
to someone just starting out? (check one"dnly) 

1.f.t:L. Yes 
7!i".~No 
'B. V Don't know 

7. To the best of your knowledge how often do these things happen here? 
(check one for each question) 

a, fights between inmates 
0.0 never 
J·i about once a month 
'1.0 about once every two weeks tV = 7<t 
10.,3 about once a week 
Jl.~.~about 2 or 3 times .a week 
I • I about 4 to 6 times a week 

a. Y.L/ at least once a day 
10 . .3 mOlre than once a day 

b. fights between inmates and staff 
ro.S never 

SI. tJ.. about once a m.onth 
12 • .;1.. about once every two weeks 
L!J.O about once a week IV--7? 7. ~ about 2 or 3 times a week 

O.Oabl;lut 4 to 6 times a week 
. ..-t..Lat least once a day 
...l~mol~e than once a day 
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c. something in the prison damaged by an inmate. 
a.a never 
1:. () about once a month 
1.3 about once every t\>IO \-}eeks 
£.3 about once a week 
10.7 about 2 or 3 times a v;eek tV::;.. 7 S 
9.0 about 4 to 6 tiDIes a week 

.30.7 at least once a day 
.tf£>.Qmore than once a day 

d. inmate abuse of a staff member 
f).O never 
~.~ about once a month. 
Q.oabout once every two weeks 
7.g about once a week 
~.~ about 2 or 3 times a week 
8.9 about 4 to 6 times a week 

&! 7 . .3 at least once a day 
Si/.f-more than once a day 

e. someth1,ng stolen from an inmate 
1.3 never 

S.Qt about once a month 
~. ~ about once every two weeks 
9. I abou t once a week 
~about 2 or 3 times a week 
-.3~about 4 to 6 times a week 
Q1Q. q at least once a day 
~q. Q more than om~e a day 

/'/::77 

, . 

8. Within the last two months, how often have you had a piece of clothing 
or other personal possession torn, broken or' ruined? (check one only) 

.57 . .3 never 
eX '.7 once only 

'i'.3 2 times 
-L.~3 times 

1./-,04 times 
0.0 5 times 

_,.3 6 to 10 times 
0.0 11 or more times 

9. Within the last two months, how often have you had something you owned 
stolen from you? (check one only) 

70.7 never 
I~. Q once only 
q.3 2 times 

, ci!. 7 3 times 
c(l7 4 times 
"" 7 5 times 
0.0 6 to 10 times 
0.0 11 or more timgs 
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10. rTithin the last two months, hO\-7 often have you been attacked by an 
inmate? . (check one only) 

flt.s neyer 
q.O once only 

cK. C, 2 times 
a.O 3 times 
0.0 4 times 
O. 0 5 times 
O.Q 6 to 10 times 
Q. Q ,11 or more 

II. How would you desc,ribe the feeling in this prison now? Would you say 
it is: (check on(~ only) 

12. 

'IG's 
, 8.;l 
SLI. S" 
11./.3 
5t.tf 
. q./ 
.3.? D' 
~ 

0.S' -:t. G 

'.5" 
13. 

J~., tense, uptight, everyone nervous most of the time 
~~.9 somewhat tense, possibility of fights often 
ll.~ relaxed, only a few fights 
v.overy relaxed, not much nervousness 

If a group of inmates strongly feels that the staff is treating them 
unfairly, what kinds of actions do you think they have a right to 
take in order to change the situation? (check all tbat YOll feel are 
9Rpropriat,e) '1£5.:: ,/e..S, CheC! keel 11./ = 77 
NO NO::: 1'10+ C!.heeKe d (\I 

II.R a. Hold a meeting to talk about what's happening. 
~S=b. Bring it to the attention of the Liaison Committee. 
Is: 7 c. Go talk to the Superintendent. 
1/1. G d. Write a letter to the Superintendent • 
qo.qe. Send a letter to the newspaper. 
~f. Write a letter to the Commissioner in Albany • 
.2'2. 0 g. File a grievance w:Lth the clerk of the Inmate Grievance 

Resolution Committee 
q 8.Sh. File a law suit. 
7~9i. Do something to call attention to their cause even though 

it may be against the rules. 
qa.S"j. Do whatever it takes to get the job done. 

Are the complaints by the inmates here about the same as they were a 
year ago? A/::. 7t./ 
7:;' 7 Yes 
QtI.{.J No 

0.0 '])0"'+ Know 
14. Are the complaints by the staff here about the same as they were a 

year ago? 

~Y: Yes 
17. (, No 
o . 0 1) 0 n 1-," K Y1 0 t.,V 

N;: 1'1 



15. lo."hen an inmate has a complaint aboUt something here, who is that 
inmate supposed to go to first about the problem? (check one only) 

/ . .3 another inmate N:::.. 77 
83. I an' officer 
.3.Q a counselor or teacher ".5 the Inmate Grievance Resolution Commitr~ee 
0,0 the Liaison Committee 
0.0 the Superintendent 
~.~other ( ) 

please specify 

16. As things now operate, about how often are complaints by inmates 
handled in the following ways: 

FrE\quently Seldom Never --a. Inmate with complaint doe!:; nothing 
and lets it drop. a._/~ C:, O. ~ ~f . .P.. 

b. Inmate with complaint talks to -another inmate who straightens it 
out with an officer. b. ~J.~ ~.4 cr.'? 

c. Inmate with complaint talks 
directly to an officer. c.:ll~ t2..8. ~ 02.~ 

d. Inmate writes to Superintendent. d. ~'Z. 9 10. l 0.0 
e. Inmate writes to Commissioner. e.70. " .;L 7. q t.S' 
f. Inmate files formal complaint with 

the Liaison Committee. f.7/.0 ~q.O 0.0 
g. Inmate files formal complaint with 

the Inmate Grievance Resolution 
Committee. g~ £5.'1. t. t/-. I tJ.O 

17. In general, are c~mp1aints by inmates handled fairly? (check one only) 

l'.'1 always 
S'[.b' most of the time 
II. 7 some of the time 
'.3 seldom 
1.3 never 

I~. 0 don't know 

tV=- 77 

18. In general, are inmate complaints handled quickly? (check one only) 

II. 7 always 
'it. L most of the time 
~some of the time 
...:z.l...seldom 

D.Q never 
H2.' don't know 

1'1=-77 

I 
/1/:::.7/' 

/1/=7/ 

;../ = 7.2 
tV.:: '19 
N='f 

N::(Pq 

tV=71 
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19. Irl general, is there a written reply to inmate complaints? 
(check one only) 
.L1~always 
-.LiZ. S'mos, t of the time ;./ 7 

1'L!Lsome of the time 'v :::.. 7 
...:~seldom 
_~never 

t/,L7. ~ don't know 

. 20. How does the way inmates' complaints are handled here compare with 
other prisons where you have worked or heard about? (check one only) 

~dt this one is worse 
I 1.6, about the same 
£,p..1 this one is better 

. ~'1.Sdon I t know 

"r'-77 

21. Generally speaking, do other correctional employees here care about 
the complaints the inmates have? (check one only) 

:2.S: Q they don't care 
Q.O they give them a hard time 

. 0,.7 they encourage Inmates to make complaints 
';Is.? don I t know 
J.!3.d.. +he 1 C (it re 

* * * -Ie * * * * * * * .* * * * * * 

Now we would like to ask some questions about the new Inmate Grievance 
Procedure. 

22. Are you familiar with the Inmate Grievance Procedure here? (check 
one only) 

L~.7 very familiar with it 
~~.7 somewhat familiar with it 
';3,T"not very familiar ~>lith it 
~.'do not know about it 

23. Has the Inmate Grievance Procedure been written out and given to or 
posted for the staff? (check one only) 

g.z!LYes 
,q. 0 No 

e;g./ don 't know 

* 
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24. How adequate has your orientation been to, the Inmate Grievance 
Procedure? (check one only) 

CI. () excell'ent orientation 
£1.3 adequate orientation 
ot 8.2, less than adequate orientation 
tI. S- no orientation at all 

25. What opportunity has been given staff to discuss and review the 
grievanc:e procedure since its implementation? (check one only) 

.3q.~ none 

.35.1 very little 
06/. &:, some 
/.f. I much 

26. Has the new Inmate Grievance Procedure helped to clarify or improve' 
eXisting policy? (check one only) 

IQ.7 yes 
s&:,.~no 
Q23.7 don't know 

tV = 7t;; 

27. Do you think a formal means of registering complaints, such as the 
Inmate Grievance Procedure, was necessary here? (check one only) 

1~.O definitely yes 
.2-0. g yes, somewhat 
~~es, a little 
..3q.O no, not at all 
5'6 don't know 

N= 77 

28. In general, how would you rate the reaction of most inmates to the 
new Inmate Grievance Procedure? (check one only) 

rSL~ &:, enthusiastic 
~neutral 
cao.5" negative 
Ik.7 don't know 
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29. 

30. 

31. 
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The new Inmate Grievance Procedure is doing more harm than good. 
(circle one) 

/ . .3 I L/: .3 :31. 0<,. JOt. ~ 02 O· 1~ 
Strongly Strong y 
Disagree / Disagree / Undecided / Agree / Agree 

The new Inmate Grievance Procedure is solving some of this prison's 
biggest problems. (circle one) 
~(j. 8 

Strongly /0.4 
Disagree / Disagree / Undecided / Agree / 

0.0 
Strongly 
Agree 

The new Inmate 
ing the staff. 

Grievance Procedure is helping the inmates and hurt
(circle one) 

/. :3 
Strongly 13.0 
Disagree / Disagree / 

~o. 'I 
Undecided / Agree / 

Strongly 
Agree 

-

N:::77 

AI.::. 77 

32. The new Inmate Grievance Procedure is not doing any Serious harm. 

33. 

34. 

35. 

36. 

37. 

(circle one) 

S
Ol. o.1

1 
33 .1 oz.t:l .I 0251../ S / . .3 1 

trong y trong y 
Disagree / Disagree / Undecided ./. Agree / Agree 

The new Inmate Grievance Procedure is effective. (circle one) 
II. ~ 

Strongly 
Disagree I 

:31. G .:3 r;. ,;1. / ~ Lf 
Disagree / Undecided / Agree / 

The new Inmate Grievance Proceudre shows common sense. 

(J.O 
Strongly 
Agree 

(circle one) 

N=- 77 

S 
1~.9l :2.q.t:j OZp.O c27. 3 trong y 

0.0 1/: 17 
Strongly 

Disagree / Disagree / Undecided / Agree / Agree 

The new Inmate 
(circle one) 

Grievance Procedure handles inmate grievances fairly. 

(p.S 
Strongly 0,.1 
Disagree / Disagree 

'10. J 
/ Undecided 

'1-1.6 
/ Agree / 

The new Inmate Grievance Procedure is providing written 
inmates about their grievances. (circle one) 

0.0 
Strongly 0.6 
~isagree / Disagree I Undecided / Agree / 

r52..6 
Strongly 
Agree 

replies to 

.3.9 
Strongly 
Agree 

IV::. 7 7 

The new Inmate 
. (circle one) 

Grievance Procedure handles inmate grievances quickly • 

1.03 
Strongly 
Disagree I Disagree 1 Undecided 

,36". S' 5.3 
Strongly 

I Agree / Agree 
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38. Do you think the new Inmate Grievance Procedure is impro~ing the 
relationships between inmates here? (check one only) 

a. q yes, a lot 
l.!J...:.lJ£:.s, some 
ri:2. 'I a little 
.&iZ. " no, not at all 

I. 3 clon
'
../- Know 

39. Do you think the new Inmate Grievance Procedure is improving the 
relationship between inmates and staff? (check one only) 

M.,yes, a lot 
~es) some 
lJ.Q a little 
7ft>. b no J not at all 

. O. O_c/.Oi'l '1-' Kl1ol.AJ 

tV,::! 77 

40. When it comes to filing a grievance, do you think most of the 
inmates: 

~g.~ file whenever they feel like it 
r£ c6 file only if really necessary 
3.9 do not file if they can help it 
' . .3 do not file at all 
,. 3 do~ I-J )(now -

41. Under the new Inmate Grievance Procedure, how do you think most 
officers feel toward inmates filing grievances? (check one only) 

-'2.'1 accept it totally 
"t..g. " accept it with some doubt 
~are suspicious of it 
~not want anything to do with it 

0.0 dO~I-/- Know 

r/:; 77 

42. Under the new Inmate Grievance Procedure here, how do you think 
the inmates feel about filing grievances? (check one only) 

'7Q0r8 Very comfortable, willing to file rN:. 77 
13.0hesitant, reluctant to file 
5".,2., very uncomfortable, very unwilling to file 
~.b_cltm4 KnoW • . 

43. Do you think. the new grievance system changed the inmate complaints 
about: (check one for each question) 

a. major institutional rules and procedures 
1s..3 yes, complaints have inc.reased 
3.Q yes, complaints have decreased 

11.7 no change 
q. I don't know 

N=77 
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43. continued 

b. correctional employees 
7.h.O yes, complaints have increased 

1·,3 yes, complaints have decreased N::::7$ 
l~·J no change 
q.a donWt know 

c. trivial matters that are only a waste of 

i.:J.·7 yes, complaints have increased 

~.7 yes, complaints have decreased 

time 

l·O no change 
~·Z don't know 

44. Using the Inmate Grievance Procedure, do you think most inmates 
would feel comfortable filing: (check one only) . 

77.3 most type of grievances 
/4. 7 some types of grievances '" = 7 $' 
'- .7 few types of grievances 
Q.Q no grievances 

-1.:.J-clo n 1 -I K nOW 
45. As far as you can tell, has the new Inmate Grievance Procedure increased 

or decreased the number of written rules here? 

.[¥. 7 increased 
f.'I; 7 decreased 

q, 0 no change 
',7 don't know 

46. As far as you can tell, since the new Inmate Grievance Procedure began, 
do you thank that most inmate complaints have been worked out? 
(check one only) 

So S" very well 
53.¥. pretty well "':;:. 7.3 
JDl.1 not very well 
8.;J. very poorly 
~ doYl 1-1 XI10w .. 

47. How much do you think most correctional employees care about the 
successful working out of inmate grievances? (check one only) 

1'1: 1 very much 
~.r; 7 somewhat 
.33. F a little 
our.? not at all 
0.0 do ht1 Know 



56~1 
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48. About how much of your time in any given week is involved with the 
Inmate Grievance Procedure? (check one only) 

61{:1 non~ 
'v. I 1 hour or less 
q.O 2 to 3 hours 
I.~ 4 to 5 hours _I." ~ to 7 hours 
do-.~ 8 or mo:t;':e hours 
1.1 don It know 

49. Staff members may be involved with inmate grievances in a number of: 
ways. Here is a list of some of the ways. HOW MANY TIMES have you 
been involved in each of these ways? (mark EACH ITEM with a NUMBER) 

# of times 

a. 
b. 

c. 

A grievance filed against me or something I did. 
I was called as a witness at a hearing of the Inmate 
Grievance Resolution Conunittee •. 

~~J ~ 
el\~t9 
~~t 

d. 
e. 

I provided information for connnittee members ·'related to 
a grievance. 
I have served on the Inmate Grievanc~ Resolution Committee. 
I have served as rotating Chairman for the Inmate Grievance 
Resolution Committee • 

. ~ f. 

g. 

I took duty for another officer while he was involved with 
the Inmate Grievance Resolution Connnittee. 
Other ( ). 

50. Based. on your experience with the grievance procedure, how would you 
evaluate its usefulness? (check one only) 

51. 

10.7 generally a useful system to resolve grievances tV;::. 7.3' 
JI./.7 a fairly good system that needs some improvement 
'~7 a poor system ~hat needs lots, of improvement 
J~.O a bad system that should be dropped or replaced by something else 
tft 'I. Odon 't know 

As far as you can tell, under the new Inmate Grievance Procedure, 
about what percent of the grievances filed so far are in each of the 
following categories? 

q.q % deal with important issues. 
13.g % deal with issues that aren't very important, but have merit. 
~% deal with issues that are marginal and have very little merit. 
-s(i:'7% deal with frivolous issues which are a waste of time. 

SoO % don't know 
100% 

52. How does the way inmates' complaints are handled now compare with the 
way they were handled before the new grievance system started? (check one only) 

cf)3.7 better now 
J G.S' about the same 
at. I worse now 
,q.7 don't know 
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49. _ Q. How many times have you been involved with the Inmate Grievance 
Procedure in each of the following ways? 

A. Table: Staff respondents data concerning the number of times 
they w~re involved with I.G.R.C. BY forms of involvement. 
N= f:)q 

Number of Times Involved 
One or Three or 

Forms of Involved None Two Times More times 

a. Grievnace filed 
against me or 
something I did. 

02/),3 11,(0 

b. Called as Witness 
by I.G.R.C. :l.q 0.0 

c. Provided information 
for conunittee. /I.S Itfo 

d. Served as member 
of I.G.R.C. <2.9 O,(j 

e. Served as Chairman 
of I.G .R.C. IO~,O 0,0 ",0 

f. Took duty for another 
officer involved with 
LG.R.C. 

g. Other form of 
invo1vement. 



53 Hard prhon life u:!ll km,'p mel) 
from c.:o111mitting cl~jmc. 

54 A criminfll should he punbtwd 
fjrst., then we C<1n "70rry about: 
reform. 

5) }fost of t:h(~ prohJ (,1.1f,! that in' ,at~s 
have f\n~ causcJ hy :i.ll1n:-ltcs ttWlll
selvoH. 

56 M:i.lUaltl: inmates here make my 
job more difficult. 

57 If Given thp chance, most l.r.
mates ere capable of taking cnxe 
of themselves on the outside. 

58 I have. developed a friendship 
with u f(m inmntes. 

59 Host: :Inmates really can't be 
r.ehab 11:i. L a ted. 

60 Most i.nmll teB rcspoc t me as a 
corrc:c ticu£ll employee. 

61 A correct:! ('mal employee n,ust 
alHlly8 enforce the rules to 
the letter, oven If it angers 
;i.nmatc leaders. 

62 Inmates hCl:e have too many 
legal r.:t r,hts. 

63 Host cr:ll:d.nals do not benefit 
from punishment. 

6lt A crilllin ... ~l will go stra:i.ght only 
,.,ho11 he fi11ds that prison life 
is hard. 

65 'If in1na U~8 come to me fnr hal p, 
1 ,,,ould tr)r to help tlwm. 

66 Inmates m-e cnsier to control by 
privCltoly talkin.g to the il1l1latc 
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Sttongly 
1l!~1,~~r,.r.t'.£. 

SJ 

5,4-----

/.:3 
--~---

/.3 

IJ~O ---
_jp.if_ 

aZ_L 
J-9 

17.10 ----

/ . .3 

n __ ~Is:. __ 
1'I:L ~!i_~ 

_? i __ 3/. (, 

().O ~~O 

;~:d~~~c~l:on by enrord.ng 1\11 _15.~.. 21..3 

Strongly 
Undcc~(ls2. bf..E-~ AUt~e.9. __ ~ 

J..1.(p 31, fa 
~~'b 

3:_L ___ ~ j~tJ .... N: 

1..3 Old.~ 15',,3 N:: ---

l'f,J _ ".9 .-l::J~_ AI :-1 

-5..J. 
----' 

11.7 --_ .. _--

S-SS '1./ #=7 
~----.-----

3tt.:J.. 3f.4. /tJ ~ 7 
-""'.- --.~., .. "...,...- ... 

1-3.7 13~:L 14:7" ..-----

.35./ _'f:f~~ .. N~17 

02;1./1 '/th5 itJ ;: 7(, -_ ..... ' .... -

~i/-. 9 JI.9 IJ': 17 -- -----
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Stronp,ly Stronr;ly 
Di.:!'HJ BrC'c p j I::Dx·,-ee 1111l1ecidod AJ'J2££. Agrc_e_, _ 

67 N<:t-l Ch(lllge(; and reforll'!'; al"f.' 

Hc.:a,henJ Jlt'. I.he Ll1.lthorl!:y of the 
O,tJ _OliO 02,fp ,;t;;..J 7S,..3 AI.:?? rorrcctionnJ o HicerfJ . -----

68 1. t11ilU t E:(1 .. 11':(,;, nevC!r to be: trt'~:tcJ. _ .. {;;L ,-/;;.. 'I fIJ, '+ ti/6.0 -15.3_ tJ:77 -----
69 lIflrnh trclltn".'rtt. only mahes the 9.02 dl3,'! -L5 ,g _ N::..7(P inl1'tttc morc bj t t(~r. .39.!f . "'IV; ----
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Finally, we would like some general inforrnati,on about ~rou that would 
be useful in our analysis of correctional staff data. 

70. What is your age? II vG-fl4G ~ AG G 31 AJ::: 7~ 

71. Number of years of formal education: N:::. 71 

72. Race or ethnicity (check one) N;::/71 

:2..1 Black 
tq.O White 
t2 r 0 Spanish surname 

~erican Indian 
~Other 

73. What is your annual salary? (check one) 

. 
0.0 below 9, 000 
~9,OOl - 10,000 
00-10,001 - 11,000 *! 11,001 - 12,000 
~12,001 - 13,000 
aE·~ 13,001 - 14,000 

,3 14,001 - 15,000 
0<. 1'0, 15,001 - 16, boo 
~.7 above 16,000 

Thank You For Your Cooperation 
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WJ.hitlt,£ O"'H~.eUJIr;£ 5F'teel,:'/eJ) INMATE SURVEY 

February, 1977' 
/ITT I e. 4 ,c,lf e / L /7 Y 

"I::: N(A.mJ'JeY' of ee.."Sf0l'lden-ls CommunityGon ~1ict Resolution Program 
re.f fj,i",e::s+icm University of Miss~uri-St. Louis 

St. Louis, Missouri 6~121 

James Laue 
John Hepburn 
Martha Becker 

* * * * * * * * * * 
Here are some questions about the way complaints by inmates are 

handled here. Please answer to the best of your knowledge. 

We conducted a survey here in February 1976 asking inmates questions 
quite similar to these. Please indicate whether you completed the first 
questionnaire. 

g.P.. Yes .3 .S Don t t know tV .:: I$' 

1. If you have a complaint about something here, who would you go to -first1 (check one only) 

3~.J another inmate who might be able to help me 
-Uan officer I CaI\ talk to 
lQ.4 a counselor or teacher 

4> I the Liaison Comm:i .. ttee 
~--the Inmate Grievance Resolution Committee 
"% the Superintendent 

17 • .$ Other 

2. Here, is a list of some pos~ible complaints which you might have. 
Please indicate how much of a problem each of these is for you by 
checking each item. 

Very Much Somewhat 
.2.1. q 

No Problem 
a. 
b. 
c. 
d. 
e. 
f. 
g. 
h. 
i. 
j. 

k. 

food served • • • • • • • • • 
clothing issued • • • • • • • • • • 
recreational opportunities. • • 
medical services. 
visitation rules, • •• •• 
legal services. •• • ••••• 
personal privacy. • ••• 
treatment by correctional officers. 
treatment by administrators • 
job training and educational 

a. 60.0 
b. {d.7 
c • .J',.o. 7 
d.71L.1 
e. "q.b 
f,' 1-/7.3 
g. 7:1..1 
h. it.1 
1. ~7. q, 

opportunities ••••• • j.~ 
other ( _______ ",..-_____ ) k.~ 

specify 

~ \{. I 
3(. If. 
...L1J_ 
1~.5 

';!Jk.5 

't1·i 

lI. I tV" <10 
ZA N:fJ 

11.0 III,. 7.3 
I. I N:" 

13. q IV;:. 79 
I'.~ IV .. 74 ..:z Y N;ll 
/0. () 11111-'10 
,.~ IV =-1'1 

It.q 1'/=7t! 
Is. L/ __ tV::. 01' 

3. How does the way complaints are handled at this institution compare 
with other prisons you have been in or heard about? (check one only) 

.!',," this one is worse 
I 7. ~ about the same 
0.0 this one is better 

.:z..,f .~ don't know 
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4. To the best of your knowledge, how often do these things happen here? 
(Check one for each question). 

a. fights between inmates 

Je,.Snever 
31.{. 'i about once a month 
.{)..V.O about once a week f\I t:' q, 
I~.S about 2 or 3 times a week 
1,0 about 4 to 6 times a week 

. '." at least once a day 
7.,3 more than once a day 
.:l! I don'+ Kl1olA) 

b. fights between inmates and staff 

lo.q never 
31. S" abou t once a mon th 
t:I.8 about once a week tV -::::- q ,;J... 
'1

1
K about 2 or 3 times a week 

IQ.q about 4 to 6 times a week 
k.s at least once a day 
1~.1 more than once a day 
,'. 5' don'-l- Know 

c. something in the prison damaged by an inmate 

J./O.7 never 
iLl. G about once a month 
e.g about once a week 
5.S about 2 or 3 times a week N:= q I 
~.9 about.4 to 6 times a week 
5.$ at least once a day 
4.ymore than once a day 
~ • .3 donI./- Know 

d. staff abuse of an inmate 

:J.! 0 never 
~.I about once a month 
I' .I_about once a week 

"i1:L_8,bout 2 or 3 times a week "l~ q q 
~_about 4 to 6 times a week 
~_at least once a day 
5~.Jrmore than once a day 
--1.JLaol1',f Know 

e. something stolen from an inm~te 

'''.0 never 
J!J. L/ about once a month 
I~q about once a week 
g.S about 2 or 3 times a week 
4.3 about 4 to 6 times a week 
4.~ at least once a day g.' more than once a day 
3.£ dC'J",'4 Know 
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6. 

7. 
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Within the last two months, how often have you had a piece of clothing 
or other personal possession torn, bt'oken or ruined? (Check one only) 

J./ " tl never 
pLl. (, once only 
1(,. 7 2 times 
'-I. q 3 times N::: IO:J-. 
{. 0 '4 times 

W. q 5 times 
& q 6 to 10 tiT!\es 
~.q 11 or more times 
0.0 dOh l"; Know 

Within the last two months, how often have you had something you owned 
stolen from you? (Check one only) 

bl.t) never 
1.[',0 once only 
'.Q 2 times 
0.0 3 times 
'.0 4 times 
.:1..0 5 times 

tV 'Z 100 . 

0.0 6 to'lOtimes 
~,O 11 or more times 
0.0 do1'l'+ Know 

Within the last two months, how often have you been in a fight with 
another inmate or had another inmate attack you? (Check one only) 

2'1.,;J" never 
/1. q once only 
..;2..0 2 times 
{.O 3 times N:J! 10/ 
Q. 0 4 times. 
0.0 5 times 

, Q.Q 6 to 10 times 
,.0 11 or more times 
0.0 aon/-I Know 

8. Within the last two months, how often have you been in a fight with 
a correctional officer: (Check one only), 

7'1.8 never 
1. g once only 
,a.q 2 times 
J:. q 3 times 
Q.O 4 times 
I. q 5 times 
,.0 6 to 10 times 
$,7 11 or more times 
0.0 don'-I- Know 

tV:: 103 
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9. How would you describe the feeling in this prison now? Would you 
say it is: :(Check one only) 

. 
7g. , tense, ~!lptight, everyone nervous most of the time 

..L7:.i:._somewhat tense, possibility of fights often AI ': 103 
3.9 relaxed, only a few problems 
~very relaxed, not much nervoUSness 

0.0 dOh'.J Know 
10. Does the Superintendent care about the complaints the inmates have? 

(Check one only) 

6".1, 1./ be doesn't care 
'h5 he gives uS a hard time about it 
. g.2 he encourages us to make complaints 
,p. I,Y don f t know 

11. In general, are complaints by inmates handled quickly? (check one ·only) 

/.0 always ,.0 most of the time 
1~.1 some of the time 
9'1 .. 2 seldom 
3q,0l never 
(/. i don't know 

12. In general, are inmate complaints handled fairly? (check one only) 

0.0 always 
~ost of the time 
~some of the time 
.3q . .; seldom 
.31 . .3 never 
10. t don't know 

N~/O~ 

13. In general, is there a written reply to inmate complaints? (check one only) 

4.Q always 
Q.7 most of the time 
~some of the time 
J"'-.Qseldom 
1/, 7 never 
,.,.. S don't know 

N=- 103 

14. Generally speaking, does the correctional staff here care about the 
complaints the inmates have? (Check one only) 

6~. 1 they don't care 
~Y.3_they give us a hard time about it 
_& !-they encourage us to make complaints 
(0.7 don't know 
/.0 -They ea .... e 
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15. If a group of inmates strongly fe~ls that the staff is treating them 
. unfairly, what kinds of actions do you think they have a right to 

'/I£S 
take in 

1'10 
order to change the situation? (Check any that you would do) 
'Ie'S: Ye'lS/ O-heeKed I tV o!; NOT ehea.l<ed 
Hold a meeting to taik about what's happening 17. I 

.§:..A 
q.5' 
q.$' 

?J f. 4 

'l..:J.,fj a. 
I. Y.? b. 
(,ft).S c. 
Ofo.Sd. 

Bring it to the attention of the Inmate Liaison Committee 
Go talk to the Superintendent 
Write a letter to the Superintendent 
Write a 'letter to the Commissioner in Albany ('l.f2, e. 

l:t. '-I- 37. G f. File a grievance with the clerk of the Inmate N ~ lOS' 

l Z· I t:J.Jl g. 
/Y.3 id:.Lh • 

JJ.tf . (09.6 1. ,. () fL1..Q.j' 

'* '* '* * 

Grievance Resolution Committee 
File a law sui t 
Do something to call attention· to your cause 
even thOl{gh it may be against the rules 
Do whatever it takes to get the job done 
Send letfl~r +0 news f""pE f'"' 

'* '* * * *' '* * * * * * * * * 

Now we would like to ask some questions about the new Inmate Grievance 
Procedure. 

16. In general how familiar are you with the Inmate Grievance Procedure 
here? (Check one only) 

01./.0 very familiar with it 
~~l somewhat familiar with it 
3s.gnot very familiar with it 
, If. 0 do not know about it 

tV::: lOS 

17. Do you think a formal means of rE.\gistering complaints, such as 'the 
Inmate Grievance Procedure, was n,ecessary here? (Check one only) 

Stl.<; definitely yes 
~ /q.p.,yes, somewhat 

3.f yes, a little 
7. 7 no, not at all 

J Y. 'I don't know 

N -::: 10Lj 

* 
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18. lIas the new Inmate Grievance Procedure helped to clarity or improve 
existing policy? (Check one only) 

Iq . .a. Yes 
s/,9 No 
2- I . g Don't know 

N= /04 

19. Based on what you know about the grievance procedure, how useful do 
you think it is? (Check one only) 

g., generally a useful system to resolve grievances 
..3e...:3 a fairly good system that needs some improvement tV -=- q'l 
41.~a poor system that needs lots of improvement 

. ./7. t& a bad system that should be dropped or replaced by something else 
',0 dOH'-/- Know 

20. In general, how would you rate the reaction of most inmates to the new 
Inmate Grievance Procedure? (check one only) 

n. 

22. 

'I irs 
II. J 
65.7 
1$.£ 
.3.S' 
5'.7 

10.5 
.9..0.0 

,. q 
7. f; 

5: 9 enthusiastic 
,;z.S.$" neutral 
i./-Q. P. negative 
R;J' 'i don't know 

Since the ne.w Inmate Grievance Procedure 'began, do you think that 
most inmate complaints have been worked out: (Check one only) 

1.0 Very well 
/0. I Pretty well N:. qq 
ss. b Not very ~ell 
~~'$_very poorly 

I. \Don'+ K..,oW 
How could the new Inmate Grievance Procedure be improved? (Check 
all that apply) '1£:$., Ye.s, (!hee../,(ecl 
1'10 No I: "';0+ (!he~Xeci 
t"q a. Greater speed ----
3.4.3 b. More "outside" control 
i~.8 c. Include disciplinary action, classification, parole, etc. 
q'.g d. Have different inmate clerk that ,we have now 
q 4. 3 e. Have different committee than we have now 
~q.S'f. Have more written replies N::s /OS 
10.0 g. Have better explanation of decisions 
9Y./h. OK as it is 
q~.lf 1. Other ( ) 

specify 



23. 

24. 

25. 

26. 

27. 

28. 

29. 

30. 
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The new Inmate 
(circle one) 

Grievance Procedure is doing more harm than good. 

q.O 13·0 
Strongly ~q. 0 3Q.o 10.0 Strongly 
Disagree I Disagree I Undecided I Agree I Agree_ 

The new Inmate Grievance Procedure is solving some of 
biggest problems. (circle one) 

sfr~/glY t+h. S t9-. o. 'I 2. '1 
Disagree I Disagree I Undecided I Agree 

this prison's 

3.0 
Strongly 

I Agree 

The new Inmate 
. (circle one) 

I,;J... q 
Strongly 
Disagree I 

Grievance Procedure is not doing any serious harm. 

17. 9 ~.tl.1 
Disagree I Undecided 

The new Inmate 
(circle one) 

Grievance Procedure is effective. 

1$·6 
Strongly 
Disagree / Disagree / Undecided. I Agree 

The new Inmate Grievance Procedure shows 
(circle one) 

S 
I:;". °1 ,;J.. tI. 0 Jl. '/. 0 

trong y 

common sense. 

31.0 

/ 

Disagree I Disagree / Undecided / Agree / 

10. q' 
Strongly 
Agree -

0·0 
Strongly 
Agree 

.s: 0 . 
Strongly 
Agree 

The new Inmate Grievance 
(circle one) 

Procedure handles, inmate grievances fairly. 

16.3 02..".5 
Strongly 
Disagree I Disagree I Undecided / Agree / 

.:l.O 
Strongly 
Agree 

1\1.;:../00 

1'1=10/ 

tV:' /0/ 

AI ':=/00 

The new Inmate Grievance Procedure is providing written 
mates about their grievances. 

replies to in-

(circle one) 
~~ ~~q ~~8 ~~q 

Strongly 
'-/-.1 

Strongly 
Agree Disagree /1 TIisagree I Undecided / Agree /. 

The new Inmate 
(circle one) 

Itf. 3 
Strongly 
pisagree / 

Grievance Procedure handles inmate grievances quickly. 

1-/.1. 0 0< q. f, b.1 cR.. 0 
Strongly 

Disagree I Undecided / Agree / Agree 

i :' 
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31. How much do you think staff cares about the successful working out 
of the inmate grievances? (check one only) 

32. 

I. fJ. very much 
,.f sotnewhat 

&ZZA fl little 
6..3. J not at all 

I. " dOt'!'-I Know 
Do you think the new Inmate 
ships between inmates here? 

I/; f yes, a lot 

Grievance Procedure is improving relation
(check one only) 

c2:J.s!LYes, some .. I I 0 Li.. 
c!,tj.O a little IV:: 7 
"'11.3 no, not at all 

I. Ldon'.J. Xnow 
33. Do you think the new Inmate Grievance Procedure is improving the 

relationships between inmates and staff? (check one only) 

34. 

to yes, a lot 
<i 1 yes, some 

,At/. Q a little 
_~no, n6t at all 

1,9 d0l14 Know 
Since the new Inmate Grievance 
comfortable filing complaints 

7. f most of the time 
17. " some of the time 
I q. " seldom 
34...3 never 

.P.. O. " don't know 

.. 

Procedure began here, do you feel 
or grievances? (check one only) 

35. Under the new Inmate Grievance Procedure, how do you think staff 
feels toward inmates filing grievances? (check one only) 

36. 

3.~ accept it totally 
't q accept it with some doubt 'IV ~ /O;l... 

4ot.l. ( be suspicious of it 
'i':6l not want anything to do with it 

.;t. q ciol19 know 
When it comes to filing a grieVance, do you think most 6£ the 
inmates: (check one only) 

$9 file whenever they feel like it 
H~.' file only if really necessary 
Ol.o.i do not file if they can help it 
'~'.2 do not file at all 

LlIQ. don '-I- kr10W 

IV= /01 

I 
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37. Have you used the new Inmate Grievance P~ocedure? (check one only) 

40.0 yes 
60. D. no 

/'J-::! 105" 

IF YES, continue with qu~stion 1.~38. 
IF NO ski to uestion #45 on next 

38. How often have you filed a grievance? (check one only) 

0.0 never 
50.0 one time 
II. q 2 times 
Ife."1 3 times 
7./ 4 times 
sil.J 5 times 
0. 0 6 times 

11.9 J times Or 1110r'e. 

39. How often has YOu~ grievance gone before the Inmate Grievance 
Resolution Committee? (check one only) 

34, J never 
43.Cj. one time 
/1-/. " 2 times 

O,Q 3 times 
0.04 times 
J./-,q 5 times 
0.06 times 
,g. Lf 7 times Or ~are. 

40. Are you generally satisfied with the way the Grievance Clerk has 
handled your complaint(s)? 

41. Werp. - "u generally satisfied with the way the l;nmate Grievance 
Res' ;ion Committee handled your complaint(s)? 

IS·Y. yes 
~ 1.1. b no 

42. Of all the grievances you have filed, how many have been settled in 
your favor? (place number(s) in spaces below), 

. I OJ... Total number of grievances you have filed. tV :: ..3/ 

1.30. 1 number settled entirely in my favor 
N ~ SJ IS'. 7 number settled in my favor, but with some compromise 
<t~6e.-S SJ./.;J. numbe~ settled not in my favor 
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43. Of all your grievances that were settled,. indicate the number you 
think have been resolved in the following way (s): 

.l1-Total number of grievances settled. tV.7Ifl .3 ~ 

l!.4seS ,14. / somewhat satisfactory 
N::: 71 114., entirely satisfactory 

7/,Z not at all satisfactory 

44. Have you received written notice of the results of each hearing or 
review? (check one only) "':::.39 

45. 

" £5 l7,s 
.:J..'?O· 
1;".'7' 
15"'. ?i 
2:~.JQ 

II, I 
/. r" 
46: 

;1.1. & yea 
~!,o 
...£..L don't know 

used the Inmate Grievance Proceduret 
and continue with uestion #46. 

* 
Why don't 
~) 

* * * * * * * * * * 
you use the Inmate Grievance Procedure? 
N-::.cO,:? ",[~5; '1es, C!.necKed 

/110 :. 1'110+ C! he.- Ked 

prefer to work it out another way 
fear of staff reaction 
don't want to make waves 
the grievance procedure doesn't work 

* * * 
(check all that 

NO 
gPo.S' a. 
73.0 b. 
.87 . .3 c. 
9 '1.1 d. 
IU/'e. the grievance procedure is a hoax. I don't believe it is 

really going to be for our complaints 
~~.~ f. I have no complaints 
.91. ':L9' o"'her 
How orten have you ~a1ked to someone with the grievance procedure 
about a grievance you have? (check one only) 

J?,s never 
I '-I. 3 one time 
q.1. 2 times 
q, q 3 J:imes 
,.~ 4 times 
tI. iJ 5 times 
0.0 6 time'/:; 

l".S 7 times Or mc.> .... e. 

47. If an inmate filed a grievance today, do you think it would even
tually be worked out or settled fairly? (check one only) 

4. ~ yes, always 
.3./ most of the time 
i~.1-some of the time 
~never 
..!.iLdon't know 
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48. Please indicate whether you would feel comfortable or uncomfortable 
filing EACH:of the following types of grievances with the new Inmate 
Grievance Procedure. (check one for each item) 

* * 

Comfortable 

JI:<.~ 

OlE.S 

'1Jt..~ 

Jq.S-

:34-. l 

* * 

I , 

* 

Uncomfortable 

* 

S7.1 

7{,. S' 

5"7.i 

baS 

* .* * 

a. 

h. 

c. 

d. 

e. 

* 

Against policy or procedure (like IV: f~ 
visitation rules). 
Against staff (like an officer talk- IY~ fji 
ing down to you). 
Against equipment (like inad~quate IV-?~ 
medical supplies or equipment). 
Against other inmates (like using N ~ oJ 
the canteen for their own profit). 0 

Against the way policy or procedures 
are carried out (like not receiving /\Ie;. fA 
a visitor arrival call). -
* * * * * * * * 

Now we want to get some idea of how you personally feel about things. 
We are not interested in how you think others feel; we want your personal 
opinions. For each statement we read, please indicate whether you agree 
or disagree with that statement. 

Strongly 
Disagree 1 Disagree I Undecided I Agree 

As you can see on the scale above from left to right, 

1 means strong disagreement with the statement 
2 means disa.gree, but not so strongly 
3 .means you are undecided 
4 means you agree, but not strongly 
5 means you strongly agree 

I 
Strongly 
Agree 

There are no right or wrong answers here, so please teil us what 
you feel by putting the number in the space for each item. 

, 



~

------------------------------------------------------------------------ -~-~---- -----

-492-

Strongly Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Undecided, Asree Agree 

49. None of us have any influence on 
IS~ ,./ '/.5 ~7 .57.5 H::" how we are treated here. 

50. the kind of guys I hang around 
with here are really a ,lot like 
most of the people I knew on the 

~~, ;lSw , 13.' Ol/.:J... 13-' N-.::(,f, street. 

5!. the government has no right to 
put poor people in prison when 
all they have done is try to 4.5 l'Ir'l 1·5 11·1 SS::L N= '1 survive in an unjust system. 

52. there is really not much I can 
do about what happens to me 

1.3.~ I~,;L J.. 'I ,J35 1f1·/ II=: 'I here. 

53. Who you know is more important 
IlI.S 8·1 ~, 18.3 ..55./ N: '9 that what you know. 

54. I feel more and more helpless 
when I see what's going on 

L3.0 /.'1 1.7 J/.,/ J.f'f.9 /le'r around here. 

55. When you do the kind of work I 
do on the street you just have 
to expect to pull a few years in /fa,S ~'t 1 /0.'1 10/1- '1-0 Nt: ('7 prison once in a while: 

56. You have to take care 6f your-
self because nobody else is 4.3 /. Ii 0,0 dJ.? 7~.s 1/&'9 going to take care of you. 

.' 
57. If you know the right people, '. 

you can get just about anything 
q~O /0.'1 /0.'1 M 53·7 /J::: (, 7 you want around here. 

58. Inmates can improve their own 
conditions here by cooperating sa, .20.3 7~ II. (, 7-~ Ii= '9 with the staff. 

59. All officers belong in one class 
and should be treated about the 

/1-h tUo /"'~ m ;A;t./ AI- ,,r~ same way. 

60. Americans prisons are. just like 
concentration· camps for the poor 
people, black people and other ' J{. J.j 1-'1 f.g 1f!l ''1 .. 1 /1-;. ,g oppressed minorities. 
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Strongly Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Undecided Agree Agree 

61. If you stop and think about it, 
most of the rules they have here ;3!.ol "'.;J. '?.J.. 13,0 7-~ I/=ft,q make pretty good sense. 

62. We are totally powerless to con-
trol what happens to us in this 

/.7 I'J. 'f .j.f ~7-S 1't?, 1/::.''1 institution. 

63. I feel more like a political 

1·7 1/.3 s:i ..3/., Jf'l.3 N='" prisoner than like a criminal. 

64. You really can't expect people 
to think much of you if you are 
willing to back away from 

IJ.;L .,JU- 17. ~ rJ.A' :u..1 J/=" trouble. 

65. The staff here would rather do 
things for a few inmates who will 
inform on others or who do just 
what they are told than do any-
thing about the problems the I.S b.O I.S :ll.~ (,1.7 1/::.' 7 test of us have. 

66. As inmates, we all share the 
sam£; problems and have the same 

~ • .:l J/. q 11·S c:6.:l 7·;1., N::69 interests. 

67. The biggest criminals can fix /.1./ '1..3 ~J ~4" '-l.3 N=''1 anything and rarely go to prison. 

68. :You have to be hard to make it '-/.iJ 1'1.7 4.'1 ~.3 i//.d.- II:: fig here. 

69. You have to do what you can to 
help other inmates even when it 
might get you in trouble with 

lol-/ . ".0 ~ '/.0 1,0.3 3iI.~ N=iJ7 the officers. 

70. Since everyone thinks I'm a 
criminal, I might as well go 

II:: (;,2 ahead and be one when I leave 
,~, If{. I ~.2 /.5 1.1 here. 

71. The solution to the problem of 
crime is to tear down the prisons 
and rebuild the whole society 

Il. '- 17. , I(J,~ /0..3 .silO /1='8 that forces people into crime. 
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Strongly Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Undecided ·Agtee Agree 

172. ;: was right in do~ng what I aid 
and I'd do it again even if I If't't .l3fi /5. 9 9S 6 . .3 II:: '3 ·p;.~.ew i: j d gl?1': arrt.!s ':ad a.~: .. in . - --' .. -

73. r don 1·C hav€: ,luc:n i ~ ·~C.'" ":;,0-'. wi. _Or. ;J.7-3 ~,q /D.~ {,./ /~ / N=(,tp people who never breck ~he law. 

74. Most l.nrr" .. .'.:.!:;,:., are not:.in:::. mo~~e 

than victims of an unjust soci- /.s ZS /J~J.f .,a 9 S3. 7 1/:: '7 ety. 

75. It is O.K. to hang around with 
people who break the law,as long 

".,J{ ~~ r /Z9 ~'.9 //.1 11= '7 as you stay clean yourself. 

76. Wnen inmates stick together it's 
L~S 'i-If .5:9 J/~ .sb.(J H4: {,j a lot easier to do time. 

77. When I get out of here I want to 
do what I can for other~ who may 'f.(p /.S /~.3 ~"O 91.S N=hS still be in prison. ---

78. Most of the people on the staff 
are willing to go out of their 

Ss:/ ~9-0 $9 .J!t 1.7 N::{,' way to help an inmate. 

79. ! have developed a friendship 
Jt14tf ol't.~ ttl i£l Ib .. , Jlt:1'~ '.,':Ln a few of the officers. 

80. It would be pretty hard for any-
one to ever make me mad enough 

Itt 1 -?ti /$ :J.. ~< R./ 11= 6cP that I'd fight them. ...-

81. I depend on my friends here for 
a~vice and help in dealing with 

~.O .J.'. 'I II." .3'/.;; n·tJ II:: '7 the staff. 

82. The other inwltes are right when 
they say "dt'in "t do anything more q./ JiJ~ 16·7 dlP 18,0!. N: (,{, than you have to." 

83. The real power in this place) as 
it affe.cts my life here, is con-
trolled by inmate leaders, not Jf6.~ ~'..2. J. / /3.' I(J.<] 1/= ~ staff. ----
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Strongly 
Strongly 

Disagree pisagtee. Undecidec!. Agree Agree 

84. An officer is never to be /oli /Ie'i 7,$ a!L '1Z8 II r '7 
trusted. 

85. We are allowed to make a lot of ~/,5 "10 .. 0 'f,' ~,.2 t7 lJ:1: is ~ 
decisions for ourselves here. -

86. Even though I broke the law, I 
was right to do it by my moral 10,1 . -30.y '1#~ ~ i.J. ~ .J!f.', N ::: (;5< 
standards. 

. -
87. If you ever do have to fight, 

you're smart to do a good enough 
job on the other guy that he'll C.O I~/f 10.4 cJS!/ Jf'J.~ 11='7 
never come back for more. - -

88. The reason I'm in here is because 
I did what everyone' else does, 

J~<j 3.>1 I(). t:; ~ c.3Of~ N=I#S 
only I got caught. 

89. This place is run in such a way 
that makes it aasy for the staff 
but without showing much consid-
eration for the needs and desires 1·5 0.0 J.j.-5 J.,Jll 7t. to N= (p 7 
of inmates. .,,----

90. I shouldn't be in prison for do-

ing something that I had to do to 'f,(, If-. '1 f.3k~ ';"0,0 fitt, t/={S 
survive. 
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Finally, we would l:tke some general information about you. 

91. Race or Ethnicity (check one only) 

.12 7.0 Black 
J7.Q Whii:e 

1. , Spanish speaking, Latin 
,. I American Indian 

92. Religion (check one only) 

tf(q.O Protestant 
ttl. S' Ronan Catholic 

l. I Jewish 

5.a other 

i. , Black MusH.m (Elij ah Huhammad) 
M_Sunni Muslim 
Q.7 other 
~/ •. ~ 110ne 

93, Marital Status (check one only) 

,2' .,;( married now 
,9.' divorced since coming to prison 

.1'..3 divorced before coming to prison 
~1 separated before coming to prison 
.3.;\ widowed be!ore coming to prison 
1./ widowed since coming to prison 

~ f.:2 single - never married 

94. Education (check one only) 

J.~ less than 7th grade 
lo.~ 7th - 9th grade 
at 9.. 10th - 11th grade 1\1;;: 1 Lt 
6'U>.£high school graduate I 
£LI.$" some college 

€.J some vocational or trade school after high school 
ct.3 completed college 
0.0 none 

95. How old are you? (check one only) 

LtI,cj 23 years old or younger 
.g~ . .3 24-26 years old 
Q?.g.J 27-29 years old 
Ig.1 30-34 years old 
eYl . .3 35 years old or older 
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96. How many times have you been in prison? (check one only) 

~.f once only (this time) 
.Jo.,il t~ice (2 times) 
r;1-:;"Jj three or more times 

97. What is the total number of years you have spent in prison? 
(check one only) 

/9.' 1 year or less 
.3/.S 2 to 3 years 
2i.:3 4-7 years 
18.s 8 or more years 
;J.. .:1. don't know 

98. How old were you when first arrested by the police? 
(check one only) 

':;'.3 15 years of age or younger 
:;go. Q 16-17 years of age 
IY.7 18-21 years of age 
32.1 22 years of age or older 

99. How long have you been at this prison? 
(check one only) 

~s: 0 less than 3 months 
~". 0 3-5 months 
19, i 6-11 months 
j~12-23 months 
JJ2:!:/::.....2-4 years 
~.I 5 or mo~e years 
/. 0 don't know 

100. How long before you will be released frO!:ll prison? 
(check one only) 

14.0 less than 6 months 
I¢.q 6-11 months 
IIf.O 12-23 months 
IK, • .a 2-4 years 

~:l.. b 5 or more years 
li . .3 don't know 

101. How many years"of months have you already served on this sentence? 
(check one only) , 
i.4 less than 6 months 

IZ q 6-11 months &Ztt l2-:?3 months 
.3 . 2-4· years 
JJ~5 or more years 
---,::r-don't know 

Thllnk You For Your Cooperation 
I • 
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January, 1976 

STAFF SURVEY 

Community Conflict Resolution Program 
University of Missouri-St. Louis 

St. Louis, Missouri 63121 

James Laue 
John Hepburn 

Martha Becker 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 
The Community Conflict Resolution Program of st. Louis has 'been 

asked to monitor the new inmate grievance procedure in the correctional 
facilities in New York. As part of our task we are seeking information 
from inmates, correctional officers and the Superintendent and his staff. 
This questionnaire is an attempt to fi~~ out how you and other cor
rectional officers feel about a number of things. We will be asking 
correctional officers in most of the correctional facilities to answer 
these questions. You are not asked to identify yourself, so please 
do not put your name on this questionnaire. Your answers will be 
completely confidential. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

First, we would like some general information about you. 

What is your age? ~ 159 - 4reraqc iJRe..=..J7.~ 
Number o~~ears of formal education: (circle the appropriate 
number) ,.4= 1S9~II(em.q€- # of yea.rs- of cduc.a..i/o/l =. 101..7 
El~mentary Secondary College 

1 ~ 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 

Race or ethnicity (check one) ~ /~Jj 

~ Black 
(P.~ White 

.12:J2 Spanish surname 
! 

What is your annual salary? 

J1/) below 9,000 
J2./) 9,001 - 10,000 
...QJ/) 10,001 - 11,000 
I./.!.? 11,001 - 12,000 
~ 12,001 13,000 

J..!:LJ.. 13,001 - 14,000 

.12:/) Amer ican Indian 
1:9.. other 

(check one) fi. IS 7 

~14,001 - 15,000 
~ 15,001 - 16,000 
~ above 16,000 
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5. How long have you been a correctional employee? (check one)~ 159 

Under 6 months 
7-18 months 
l~ years to 2 years 
3-5 
6-8 
9-11 
12-14 
15 or more years 

6. How long have you been a correctional employee here? (check one)~/~ 

Under 6 months 
7-18 months 
l~ years to 2 years 
3-5 
6-8 
9-11 
12-14 
15 or more years 

7. Are you planning to make corrections a career? A= /59 

8. 

10. 

../ofl.No 
l/1:LYes 
~Don't know yet -- probably not 

IJ&lOon't know yet -- probably yes 

Is your job here becoming more or less satisfying work?~/~1 
~ore satisfying 
~Less satisfying 
~bout the same 

Based on your own experience, do you feel the inmates here are 
harder to deal with than they were a year ago? ~ /jlt 

~JlMore difficult 
1.0 Less difficult 
~bout the same 

Based on your experience, would you re<?9DID'end correc'tions as a 
career to someone just starting out? /V= /~ 

It&1LNo 
;l..1:lYes 
IjfLnon I t know 
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11. Are the complaints by the inmates here about the same as they 
were a year ago? Ai.::: 1St 

12. 

13. 

14. 

02 '-/.7 No 
7"'Z[T Yes 
.J..:!. dOIL'-I MOW 

Are the complai~ts by the staff here about the same as they were 
a year ago? 4 = 1St 

If a group of inmates strongly feels that the staff is treating 
them unfairly, what kinds of actions do you think they have a 
right to take in order to change the. situation? (check all that 
you feel are appropriate)~ /~tI 

flo 
1!M. 
~ 
Ia~j 

~ 
~ 
9h8. 

!lZ5 

Hold a meeting to talk about what's happening 
Bring it to the attention of the Liaison Committee 
Go talk to the Superintendent 
Write a letter to the Superintendent 
Send a letter to the newspaper 
Write a letter to the Commissioner in Albany 
File a law suit 
Do something to call attention to their caUse even though 
it may be against the rules 
Do whatever it takes to get the job done. 

To the best of your knowledge how often do these things happen 
here? (check one for each question) 

a. fights between inmates * /5'-1 
..f1:.t2 never 
~ about once a month 
!lJ. 

c2iP.LJ 
~ 
~ 

about once every two weeks 
about once a week 
about 2 or 3 times a week 
about 4 to 6 times a week 

~ at least once a day 
~ more than once a day 
.Q.da. dolt'l- I</wUJ . / 

b. fights between inmates and staff /11= 139 
c2/p.:.Ip neve r 
~ about once a month 
~ about once every two weeks 
~ about once a week 
1tL about 2 or 3 times a week 
~ about 4 to 6 times a week 
~ at least once a day 
f2.:Q more than ··once a day 
.L:.:L cloFt!f J0.0UJ 
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c • something in the prison damaged by an inmate ~ /49 . ..IJfJ. never 
flU.. about once a month 

t1 .about once every two Weeks 
I " about once a week 

~ 
about 2 or 3 times a week 

.7 about 4 to 6 times a week 
~ at least once a day 
c2.aJ more than once a day 

d. inmate abuse of a staff member ~ /CI~ 
..!M. never 
..1;L about once a month 
l:M. about once every two weeks 
jp;z about once a week 
.$;I. about 2 or 3 times a week 
.!:M about 4 to 6 times a week 

J.Itb:l. at least once a day 
~ more than once a day 

e. something stolen from an inmate ~/./j7 
J2J never 
L.5.:tJ about once a month 

kt about once every two weeks 
l.S.Jl about once a week 
.11S about 3 or 3 times a week 
.JeJ about 4 to 6 times a week 

cEt1 at least once a day 
IS. I) more than once a day 

within the last two months~ how often have you had a piece of 
clothing or other personal possession torn, broken or ruined? 

never 
once only 
2 times 
3 times 
4 times 
5 times 
6 to 10 times 
lIar more times 

(check one) /V= /50 

Within the last two months, how often have you had something you 
owned stolen from yOU? (check one) ~ IS? 

~ never 1M 4 times 
once only M 5 times 

O.~ 2 times 1M2 6 to 10 tinles 
Jl:..Q 3 times 1M. 11 or more 
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17. within the last two months, how often have you been attacked by 
an inmate? (check one) ~~ /~6 

I 

" never 
once only 
2 times 
3 times 
4 times 
5 times 
6 to 10 times 
11 or more 

18. How would you describe the feeling in this prison now? Would you 
say it is: (~heck one) ~ /~7 

19. 

..-
7.() tense, upt'ight, everyone nervous most of the time 

L/}.,.7 somewhat tense, possibility of fights often, 
':I..Zi relaxed, only a few fights . 
~ very relaxed, not much nervousness 

Have you heard before today that there is to be a new inmate 
grievance procedure here? ~ 16d 

CfZ§yes 
~no 

If yes, please answer (a) and (b): 

a. When did you ~irst hear about it? 

~a few days ago 
i~l or 2 weeks ago 
~3 or 4 weeks ago 
~more than a month ago 

(check one) ;v.; /57 

b. How did you first hear about it? (check one) 

~from another correctional ~mployee 
~from an inmate 
/~from the Superintendent or the Superintendent's staff 
~from a prison newspaper or bulletin 
~from a special film or TV tape shown in the prison 

/~.a a city newspaper or magazine 
1S:..2.other «(\~"d 
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21. 

22. 

23. 

24. 

25. 

26. 

27. 
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The new inmate grievance 
(circle one) ,;V::: 1:59 

procedJre will do more harm than good. 

(p.e; 
r...f/f. (p 1../,3,1/ c2..5 

strongly /e:l.IP strongly 
disagree ! disagree ! undecided ! agree ! agree 

The new inmate grievance procedure will solve some of 
prison's biggest problems. (circle one) ~ /57 

this 

405 
';<9.3 -</)..7 dl.& 

0<.5 
strongly strongly 
disagree L disagree L undecided i agree L agree 

The new inmate grievance procedure will 
one ) ./V""~ IS 7 

help the inmates and 
hurt the staff. (circle 

/·3 
~&J:; /j.3,q /3.1/ 

~5 
strongly - strongly 
disagree i disagree i undecided i agree ! agree 

The new inmate grievance 
(circle one) ~ 1St 

procedure cannot do any serious harm. 

7,a 
c2.S.q /·9 

strongly 0''fJ.cJ 17.;Z strongly c::><.. •• 

disagree i disagree L undecided L agre~~ L agree 

The new inmate 
one) * /$t 

grievance procedure is sure to be effective. (circle 

cJ..5 ,;(;.S ~~, I 
/.3 

strongly 1"'/.0 strongly 
disagree / disagree I undecided L agree L agree 

~ t}-~ inmate grievance procedure shows common sense. (circle one) 

. ..3.~ 
14·0 .302.S 4.5.9 

...3. <{ 
" strongly strongly 

disagree I.. disagree I.. undecided I.. agree !.. agree 

When'the new grievance procedure begins, do you think tha~/:m6s~ 
inmate complaints will be worked out: (check one only) /V~ /~7 

.s.qyery well 

~
/. retty well . 
. not very well 

llvery poorly 
sii:L dof'l J.f 1<!l6tu 

How much do you think most correctional employees care about the 
successful working out of inmate grievances? (check one) ¥ /S</ 

..J.lk.very much 
41;L somewha t 
flla little 
1.() not a~' all 
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28. Do you think the new procedures will improve the relationships 
between inmates here? (check one) ~/~g 

L/.4yes, a lot 
3!:Lbes, some 
J.i:.Q.a little 
~no, not at all 
.~ dm II I<./wuJ 

29. Do you think the new procedures will improve inmate/staff 
relationships? (check one) ~/j(7 

~es, a lot 
3~es, some 
~a little 
~no, not at all 
~dtYL1l<MUJ -' 30. When it comes to filing a grievance, do you think most of the 

inmates will: (check only one) ~/~r 

31. 

~file whenever they feel like it, . 
I~file only if really necessary 
~not file if they can help it 
G1&.not file at all 

When the new procedure begins, how do you expect most officers 
will feel toward inmates filing grievances? (check only one)~/~ 

I~accept it totally 
~accept it with some doubt 
J~be suspicious of it 
jj[not want anything to do with it 

,32. After the new procedure begins here, how d9 you think the inmates 
will feel about filing complaints or grievances? (check only one) 

~ l,5q 
74.2very comfortable, willing to file 
~hesitant, reluctant to file 
eli..very uncomfortable, very unwilling to file 

33. Do you think the new grievance system will increase the inmate 
complaints about: 

a. major institutional ruJLes and procedures /ISC/ 
r:tJi!lyes 
:l&.-no 
.ZQ.don't know 
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b_ correctional employees ~/5g· 

~
es . 

no 
I~don't know 

c. trivial.matters that are only a waste of time ~/~9 
lr:JJrrJes 
~no 
13.tdon I t know 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 
Here are some questions about the way complaints by inmates 

are handled now. 

34. Is there a particular person on the staff or a committee which 
is supposed to handle inmates complaints? (check one)~ /5'7 

/~always 
S9.J.Jnost of the 
/~some of the 
L.,Lseldom 
Q.:.Q....never 

19.Ldon I t know 

time 
time 

36. l':n general, are complaints handled quickly? (check one) ~ /.5'7 

37. 

~. :!~~Y~f the time 
· some of the time 
· seldom 

Mnever 
l!:i.:1..don't know 

In general, is there a written reply to complaints? (check one) 
~/S7 

~
·I always 
· most of the time 
. some of the time 

LO:..2.seldom 
JlLnever 

J..:i,[don't know 





38. 

39. 

40. 

41. 
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When an inmate has a complaint about 
inmate supposed to go to first about 

something here, who is that 
the problem? (check one) 

/(:1.57 
~another inmate 

7/.3 an officer 
~'1a counselor or teacher 
I . the Liaison Committee 
~the Superintendent 
..5.::Lother (, ~ ) 

. 
Under the present procedure, what happens after the Liaison 
Commi ttee meets to discuss the inma.te' s complaint? (check all 
that are correct) 

/1J) 
LfJjisend recommendation to Superintendent ffi 15(j 

~
notifY inmate of their recommendation J{-;/5~ 

3 meet with the Adjustment Committee ft/.sY 
send recommendation to Commissioner ,,;V.::: ISg 

~don't know ~/~9 . 

As things now operate, about how often are complaints by inmates 
handled in the following ways: 

Frequently Seldom Never 
a .. inmate with complaint does 

4.Q nothing and lets it dropAl=I41 :2. to. :l (p.3. i 
h. inmate with complaint talks 

to another inmate who straightens 
it out with an officer iV=-143 31.$ 55:< /3.3 , 
inmate with complaint talks 

7-7.3 ;(/.3 /.3 directly to an officer ¥/5~ 
inl'!'ate writes to superintr.~r~~~i;; ~fl.d ~ 0.7 
ihmate writes·' to commissio Ef..r},;') 0.3 l~ 
inmate fil(!s formal complcffrtt' 

J.f7.J..f ~) /./ /.~ with Liaison Committee )V::. 1..17 

d. 
e. 
f. 

How do you think most of the correctiona.l employees personally 
feel about inmates who make complaint~ to the Superintendent? 
(check one) ~/~7 

4~they don't care 
.~3they give the inmates a hard time about it 
~they encourage inmates to do it 
o{Udon't know 
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42" How does the way inmates' compla.ints are handled here compare 

43. 

with other prisons where you have worked or heard about? (check one) 
~/.5S 

~ this one is worse 
J~ about the same 
J~ this one is better 
3M don't know 

How do you think most inmates generally feel about other inmates 
who make complaints to the Liaison Committee? (check one)~/57 

~~they don't care 
'J.!Lthey give them a hard time about it 
~they encourage them to do it 
-33.1 don't know 

-44. How do you think most inmates generally feel about other inmates 
who make complaints to the superintendent? (check one)~/Jl7 

45. 

~they don't care 
.!2.4..they give them a hard time about it 
3~they encourage them to do it 
~don't know 

Does the Superintendent reall~ care about the complaints the 
inmates have? (check one) ./V=- ISS 

~the Superintendent doesn't care 
L6Qthe Superintendent gives them a hard time 
~the Superintendent encourages them to make complaints 
5..!.I.:l.don't know 

46. Generally speaking, do other correctional employees here care 
about the complaints the inmates have~ (check one) ~/~( 

/~they don't care 
£!:L they give them a hard time 
~they encourage them to make complaints 
5Mdon't know 



47. A cr:t.minal should be punished 
first ~ then ,.;re can "'01~ry about 
refnrm. IV:: '$7 

48. Most of the problems that inmates 
have are caused by inmates them
selves. ~/.sy 

49. Militant inmates here mE,ke my 
job more difficult.AI=/stt 
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Strongly 
Disar,ree Disagree 

14'~ 

50. If given thl? ch.am:e) mo~t in·
mates are capable of tald.ng care 
of thetr:~leJ.ves on the outside·~If=IS7 _.1.3 _ .$':L 

51. 

52. 

53. 

I ~.ave ~eveloped a fri.enrlsh}j 
Wi':h a rew inmates. /y:./S"'y 

Host inmates really can't be 
rehabilitated. I'/=IS" 
Most inmfttes respect me as a 
correc tiona.l employee. AI:: 1.s7 

54. A ccn."rectional employee must 
ah\7uys enforce the rules to 
the letter, even if it angers 
inmE.tc leaders. t{::. 1.5"7 

55. Inmates he't'e have too many 
legal rights. )f~/Jig 

56. Most: criminals do not benefit 
f ron: punishment. 11-= 151 --.:J..I-, _~l!...~ 

57. A crimin .... l will go straight only 
when he finds that: prison lire 
is hard. 1/-=-1 si -1.'d...!J_ _Qb, '0 

, -. 
oJ'::'. Bard prison life '\.;rill ke("p men 

from committing crime. ¥<::'./S5 

59. If inme.tcs com~ i:o Tile! £0:::- h,,!l p) 
I \.;rould try to help til(.!m .)I::./S"I 

60. Inmatris nre casier to control by 
privately tal"I<;t:lt to the inmate 
le[~d~Ts than by enfOl:c::'ng nIl 
tilC'. rules. H:.I5'O 

Undecided 

II- 'I 

/5,3' 

Strongly 
Agree Agree 

/,9 

II, () 
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\, Strongly Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Undecided Agree Agl'ee 

61. New changes and refot~s are 
weakenj,ng the autho'rity of the 

l· '1 f,4 b'S !I1J 3'~ J. correctional officers. fI/,:L.fSS" 

62. Inmates arc n~ver to be trusted (h': /£1) 'f.6 
» 

'f~3 13,J. ~~_~r3 

63. Har~;h trentment only makes the ,., 
irunate more: bitter. I'/:::./SI [",6 1?J~9 ~~3 /0,6 

TP ... .6.NK YOU FOR YOUR HELP. 
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L1. J 1- ,.1 t!. I f I tt-,f r; (./ "') ,./ /I' !It" ~ AI = f(L1fYlbtr cl ~s(xmSt!S 
(Jer 1!fe..s t jOf'L INMATE SURVEY 

Community Conflict Resolution Program 
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James Laue 
John Hepburn 

Martha Becker 

* * * * * * * 
First, we would like some general information about you. 

1. Race or Ethnicity (check one) ~c2$1 

5'4,5'. 
81,10 
!J,t 

~ 

Black 
White 
Spanis,h speaking, La tin 
American Indian 
other 

;2. Relision (check one) Ai:=';},36 

~ Protestant 
~ Roman Catholic 
.~ Jewish 
~ Black Muslim (Elijah Muhammad) 
~ 'Sunni Muslim 
~ other 
r2,k.s. none . 

3.. Marital Status (check one)£ ,;]33 

marr ied nm'l . 
divorced since coming to'prison 
~ivorced before coming to prison 
separated before coming to prison 
widowed before coming to prison 
''lidowed since coming to prison 
single - never marri,ed 

4. Education ( check one) Jyf:cJ.J4 

less than 7th grade 
7th - 9th grade 
lOth - 11th grade 
high school graduate 
~ome college' 
som~ vocational or trade school after high school 
completed college 
none 
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5. How 01 d are you? /z. = d:;' ~ 

6. How many times have you been in prison?IZ=J~3 /. I 

7. What is the total number of years you have spent in prison?n;..2l-l_-,s'.=--.;.to~",---

8. How old were you when first arrested by the police? f7...=.2J.{ 11.5 
9. How long have you been at this pr'ison? 11=~:lg 

10. How long before you will be released from prison? '1=-J.IO 
lid rn I I mcltlhs' 
c2. bJ 1./ yeS. 

11. How many years or months have you already served on this 
sentence? ft.':. cR;; I / ~ I:tJ JJ l?Wfl.ths 

12. How often do you get Visits from friends or relatives? (check /9r:t1rf) 
-,. 7 'le.ve.r . \;:- o<.C/1 
0.5 about 4 times a wee.k or more 
;l.J./ about 2-3 times a week 
7. J. about once a week 
~ about once every two weeks 
~ at least once a month 
~i:; ~~~~~an once a month 

13. How often do you get letters from outside? (check one) 17..=c28() 

14. 

yes, 

* m-
Y<6,L 
,Js.'L 
~/.5 

.1±f: 
J..7.f 
4(.Q 

'15. 

e:!l. Il.e ve.r 
~ almost every day 
~ about 4 or 5 times a week 
-;2~~~.h~ about 2-3 times a week 
.:17.4 about once a week 

~
3 at least once a month 

./ less than onte a month 
. ck;rt'.f. I<//J)W 

Here is a list of some possible complaints which you might have. Please 
check those which you feel are a problem for you. (check one) 1l=;)37 
fl() 
.lto.5 
tRW. ;;. 
'{'J 
~teL/. , 
7f[.~ 

il± 
7.i?;!. 
St.! 

food served 
clothing issued . 
recreational opportunities 
medical services 
visitation rules 
legal services 
personal privacy 
treatment by correctional officers 
treatment by administrators 
job training and educational opportunities 

If a group of inmates strongly feels that the staff is treating them 
unfairly, what kinds of actions do you think they have a right to take 
in order to change the situation? (Check any that you woul'd do). /1=:;:37 flo . 
~ 

~ 
Hold a meeting to talk about What's happening. 
Bring it to the attention of the Liaison Com~ittee. 
Go talk to the Su~erintendent. 
Write a letter to the Supe~intendent. 

-I'Ij..\ 

(Question continued on next page) 
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(continued) 
rw 
~ 

~
7 

7. . 

" 
Write, a letter to the Commissioner in Albany. 
Send a letter to the newspapers. 
File .3 law suit. 
Do something to call attention to your cause even 
may be against the rules. 
Dowh~tever it takes to get the job done. 

though it 

16. To the best of your knowledge, how often do these things happen here? 
(Check one for each question). 

a. fi ghts between i nma tes fL = ;;.cR 

dEL 'never 
~ about once a month 
~ about once a week 
~ about 2 or 3 tim~s a week 
~ about 4 to 6 times a week 
~ at least once a day 
~more than once a day 
~ cltnll I<t!.()UJ 

b. fights between inmates and staff '!l?/Q7 

c. 

~ never 
~ about once a month 

7.S about once a week 
~f about 2 or 3 times a week 
~ about 4 to 6 times a week 
q~ at least once a day 

· more than once a day 
::JdJ... dU"l!1 !<t:ww 
something in the'prison damaged by an inmate /L==j<13 

J9..d2 never , 
~about once a month 
~ about once a week 
~ about 2 or 3 times a week 
~ about 4 to 6 times a week 
4~~ at least once a day 

· more than once a day 
...1eJ2.. Jr;/t'l Kru)tAJ 

d. staff abuse of an ; nmate /l.. = ;J()l/ 

4i, never 
~. about once a month 

· about once a week 
~ about 2 or 3 times a week 
.2:!L about 4 to 6 times a week 
~ at least once a day 
~ more than once a day 
~ d()/'L',f KMw 
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16. (continued) 

e. something .. stolen from an inmate fl.. =:<'00 
, 

!!£fL never 
~ about once a month 
~ about. once a week 
~ about 2 or 3 times a week 
~ about 4 to 6 times a week 
~ at 1 east once a day 
~ more than once a day 

-.3.5" duLl-~ 
'17. Within the last two months, how often have you had a piece of clothing 

or other personal possessi on torn, bY'oken or rui ned? /L::: 021 'l' 

~ never 
o2/J..:..:J once only 
'LkuL 2 times 
..n.. 3 times 
S.O 4 times 

....3.;Z 5 time? 
-'29.. 6 to 10 times 
..J1.S 11 or more times 

18. Withi n the last two months, 
stolen from you? 11.= ~~ 

how often have you had something you owned 

~ never 
~ once only 
-L.L 2 times 
~ 3 times 

~ 
4 times 
5 times 

~. 6 to ten times 
..t2:.ff-. 11 or more times 

19. Within the last two months, how often have you been in a fight with 
another inmate or had another inmate attack ,you? I't= ~'/ 

never 
once only 
2 times 
3 times 
4 times 
5 times 
6 to 10 times 
11 or more times 

20. Within the last two months, how often have you been in a fight with 
a correctional officer: 11.= ~c:<~ 

never 
once only 
2 times 
3 times 

.tlfL 4. times 
_0_ 5 times 
----0 ,6 to 10 times 
. () 11 0 r ma re t i Ille s 
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21. How would you describe the fee1ing,in this prison now? 
Would you ~ay it is: (check one) /l.=:llq 

~ tens~, uptight, everyone nervous most of the time 
~ somewhat tense, possibility of fights often 
~ relaxed, only a few problems 
8.~ very;relaxed, not much nervousness 
J " J ~~ J,- . Un A ~ .... -L::r- ClUt.;t, TV.. u;.t.-V 

22. Have you heard from anyone before today that there is to be 
a new inmate grievance procedure here? /1.::: ;;2..31 

23. 

24. 

<;(7.9 yes 
I..J../ no 

If~, please answer (a) and (b): 

a. When dip you first hear about it? (check one) /l.--:=.;]OS 

~ a few days ago 
..!t...!. . 1 or 2 weeks ago 
~ 3 or 4 weeks ago 
~ more than a month ago 

b. How did you first hear about it? (check one) ~=020~ 

The new 
(circle 

I~.(} 
strongly 
Disagree 

from another inmate 
from a corrections officer 
from a teacher or counselor 
from the SUperintendent or his 
from a-special film or TV tape 
a prison newspaper or bulletin 
a city newspaper Dr a magazine 

staff 
shown in the prison 

from a frien~ or relative from outside the prison 
other ( \~~ ___________ ) 

inmate grievance 
one) /L =: ~.,2.S' 

procedure will. do more harm than good. 

(p.:L 
c:l.o .() S~.O s.~ strongly 

/ Disagree / Undecided / Agree I Agree 

The new inmate grievance procedure will solve some of this 
prisonis biggest problems. (circle one) 

/..5.4 $'(') 
• CI 

strongly /7.tJ S...1. ~ /f).'3 Strongly 
Disagree I Disagree I Undecided I Agree I Agree 
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25. The new inmate grievance procedure will help the inmates and 
hurt the staff. (circle one) P~a..Q.1 

a.~.(p 
strongly ~~I./. " :31. ·tJ :g.d.. 0·'1 Strongly 
Disagree / Disagree / Undecided / Agree / Agree 

26. The new inmate grievance procedure cannot do any serious harm. 
(circle ope) )J ::aaJ 

,,3 
/8·1 . .8g,S' ""q. , 'loS-

strongly Strongly 
Disagree / Disagree / Undecided I- Agree / Agree 

27. The ne~ inmate grievance procedure is sure to be effective. 
(circle one) H~ 01.1 , 

'·9 1"1 "I. /,p 11,0 
j,7 

strongly Strongly 
Disa9ree , / Disagree / Undecided / Agree / Agree 

28. The new inmate grieva~ce procedure shows common sense. (circle 
s-.tr N~{J.I 

i.f'/-.r 
1~1 

Strongly ,.(. 3..!r.1 strongly 
. Disagree / Disagree / Undecided / A9 ree / Agree 

29. Wnen the new grievance procedure begins, do you think that most 
inmate complaints will be worked out: (check one only) ~:~/O 

~ very well 
~ pretty well 
~ not very well 
~ very poorly 

jS:L ~+ t(~~ 
30. How much do you think staff will care about the successful 

working out of inmate grievances? (check one) AI~~/a 

~ 
.J.1L.Q.. 
~ 
..fi:L 
..J:lL 

fiery much 
somewhat 
a little 
not at all 
den/I A!..tIotcJ 

Do you think the new 
other inmates here? 

procedures will improve relationships with 
(check one).IV;::" t) J1 

/J./ yes, a lot 
~ yes, some 
3ii1.. a little 
~ no, not at all 
~ i.. don 'f t'MJIAJ 

one) 
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32. Do you think the new procedures will improve inmate/staff 
relationships? (check one) /L.= c1.:2.a 

yes, a lot 
yes, some 
a little 
no, not at-all 

33. After the new procedure begins here, do you think you will feel 
comfortable filing complaints or grievances? (check only one) 

n....:;:l.~O 

dQfl IJ #.....n..tJW 

I..XL most of the time 

L,~·&z some of the time 

t.~L seldom 

I.J2.4- never -
~ don't know 

34. When the new procedure begins, how do you expect staff will 
feel toward inmates filing grievan9~s? (check only one)I2~~/1 

~ccept it totally 
accept it with some doubt 
be suspicious of it 
not want anything to do with it 

350 When it comes to filing a grievance, 'do you,think most of the 
inmates will: (check only one) It=- t1U:; t· 

aCfll.f Kltow 

/J.!:L 
.£4.1 
d.f.1 
10.S 

/. () 

file whenever they feel like it 
file only if really necessary 
not file if they can help it 
not file at all 
dolt)f l<JtouJ 

Here are some questi9ns about the way complaints by inmates 
are handled now~ Please answer to the best of your knowledge. 

36. If you have a complaint about something here, who would you go 
to first? (check one) 11.== ;J.(}'3 

another inmate who might be able to help me 
an officer I can talk to 
a counselor or teacher 
the Liaison committee 
the superintendent 
other Wi!/) I""fa. 
atha- 66ft!\. 
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37. How do· you thinl< most of the correctional officers generally 
feel about inmates who make complaints to the Superintendent? 
(check one) /l..::. c2/3 

.L.Z.$. they don't care 
~ they Slive us a hard time about it 
~ thl9y emcourage us to do it 
5l!dL. don't know 

38. How do most of the correctional officers feel about inmates 
who make complaints to the Liaison Committee? (check one)IL=~/d 

they don't care 
they give us a hard time about it 
they encourage us to do it 
don't 'know 

39. How do most of the inmates gene'rally feel about those inmates 
who make complaints to the Liaison Committee? (check one)t7=~ar 

they don't care 
they give them a hard time about it 
they encourage them·to do it 
don't know 

40. How do most of the inmates feel about those inmates who make 
complaints to the Superintendent? (check one) /2.=:2.tJc:2.. 

they don't care 
they give them a hard time about it 
they encourage them to do it 
don't know 

41. How does the way complaints are handled at this institution 
compare with other prisons you have been in or heard about? 
(check one) 11= ';'~(j:J.. 

this one is worse 
about the same 
this one is better 
don't know 
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42. Genera·lly speaking, does the correctional staff here care about 
the complaints the inmates have? (check one.) 17. = .:2tJ:L 

o 

~ 
l/.S ,m 

no, they don't care 
yes, they give us a hard time about it 
yes, they encourage us to make complaints 
don't know 

43. Does the Superintendent care about the complaints the inmates 
have? (check one) 11=- ;J.(yJ 

no,' he doesn't care 
yes, he gives us a hard time about it 
yes, he encourages us to make complaints 
don't know 

44. 1s there a particular person on the staff or a committee which 
is supposed to handle inmates' compl~ints? (check one) 1l=lq4 

yes 
no 
don't know 

45. Do you know anyone who has complained to this person or committee? 
(check one) /l=- I f9 

~ yes 
7().9 no 

fj.G d()IL'I/<tu;W 
In general, are complaints handled quickly? '46 • (check one) 1l.=-/9<l 

~ always 
..t.UL most of the time 
l.3·1. some of the time' 
.30. ~ seldom 

~ ne'i1er 
3J.· don't know 

In general, are complaints handled fairly? 47. (qheck one) /l=lct9 

i 
always 
most of the time 
some of the time 
seldom 

1'1./ never 
~ don't kno~ 
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48. In gen.era1, is there a written reply 
" 

to complaints? (check one) 
/1=-197 

~ 
, 

always 

~1'1 most of the time 
s;ome of the time 

LIP.:2 seldom 

..6.:i. never 

33dL don't know 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

Now we want to get some idea of how you 'personally feel about 
things. We are not interested in how you think others feel; we 
want your personal opinions~ For each statement we read, please 
indicate whether you agree or disagree with that. statement. 

strongly strongly 
Disaq~r~e~e~~!~ __ ~D~i~s~a~g~r~e~e~~!~~U~n~d~e~c~i~d~e~d~ __ ~! __ ~A~g~r~e~e~ __ ~! __ ~A~g~r~e~e~ __ _ 

As you can see on the scale above from left to right, 

1 means strong disagreement with the statement 
2 means disagree, but not so strongly 
3 means you ar~ undecided 
4 means you agree, but not strongly 
5 means you strongly agree. 

There are no right or wrong answers here, so please tell us 
what you feel by putting the number in ~he space for each item. 
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Strongly Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Undecided Asree Agree 

49. None of us have any influence on 
Y.g how we are treated here.N~IO lI,q 1~,1 <?1$6 l{5".~ 

50. The kind of guys I hang around 
wi~h hera are really a lot like 
most of the people I knew on the 
street. N=~05" .91.1 st:l S . .3 ~ I~'~ 

51. The government has no right to 
put poor people in prison when 
all they have done is try to ',0 JOII Is.ta .5'/.3 survive in an WljU~t system. lJ·O =1'1 

52. There is really not much I can 
do about what happens to me 

}(.,2 ".~ .g.g ~." 3'·5'" here . ..¥: d-O~ 

53. Who you know is more important 
that what you know.AI~~o1 IO,f) /5,'/ Zet AZL . 1./1, I 

54. I feel more and more helpless 
when I see what's going on 

Z':/ rtd, --M~ around here. N:::: 'd.ott/ 11{ 37-Z . . . 
55. When you do the kind of work I 

do on the street you just have 
to expect to pull a few years in 

1/1/1 ~:.L ~1 8·3 prison, once in a. while. IJ~:.MJS" .il&.. 
56. You have to take care of your-

self because nobody else is 
3.8 ~/1 ~ ~L going to take care of you.AV:~ g,3 

57. If you kno~v the right people, 
you can get just about anything 

II~L-
• 

.33·6 ,30.0 you want around here. )V:~~7 J3.~ /1=' 
58. Inmates can improve their own 

conditions here by cooperating 
with the staff. )J-;;.o~ 95".0 31,1-' /1, 1 /3" 9'.1 

59. All officers belong in one class 
and should be treated about the 

~i(, 1'{1 "j",! .;z3. ? same way. .41::: all 10.,_ 

60. Americans prisons are just like 
concentration camps for the poor 
people, black people and other 

1."J JIf·£j ·S·3 M 5"5.5'" oppressed minorities. AI~~1 
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. Strongly Strongly 

Disagree' 'Disagree' Undecided' 'Agtee Agree 

61. If you stop and think about it, 
most of the rules they have here 

fiO.1 ~/S: ',g (",1 2L 
make pretty good sense. N~~ot1 

62. We are totally powerless to con-
trol what happens to us in this 

1· I ~1.8 8.S' :1.1.0- .35.1 
institution. N'~~I 

63. I feel more like a political $,/ 2'·' prisoner than like a crimin~l. JL :t./,d. QlO.ci 
N::.:l~ 

64. ~ou really can'~ expect people 
to think much of you if you are 
willing to back away from ~7·1 ~,1 /1.8 
trouble. AI:: a.~ 1:1. .!r Z~ 

65. The staff here would rather do 
things for a few inmates who will 
inform on others or who do just 
what th~y are told than do any-
thing about the problems the ,·3 t5l~B 47 M 1/,8 
rest of us have. JI::~I"b 

66. As inmates, we all share the 
same problems and have the same 

:Jtf. t( 88·3 interests. Aj: ~tYJ r S,1 t:20·fL 10,0 

67. The biggest criminals can fix /,1 It:; anything and rarely Af: to prison. 3-8 ~.t() "/' If 
-:.~O 

68. You have to be hard to make it 1R 6'9,. . ~ ~1-1 here. JI-=.:J..J 0 3;. ? 

69 •. You have to do what you can to 
help other inmates even when it 
might get you in trouble with 

'~'1 .It,1 the officers. AI::;).01 &1$'.' 35.S' /5"·3 

70. Since everyone thinks I'm a 
criminal, I might as well go 
ahead and be one when I leave , I,'! 
here. AI::. CIllO '~3 ~t/. 3 S,l 3.t 

71. The solution to the problem of 
crime is to tear down the prisons 
and rebuild the whole society 1.1 /1.(j' J/./ It?;, 57).~ 
that forces people into crime. 

J/-:'p.()8 
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Strongly , Strongly 
Disa$ree' 'Disagree Undecided 'Agree Agree 

72. I was right in doing what I did 
and I'd do it again even if I 

~L 1l,3 1§~ I knew I'd get arres~ed~~~. _.41.,1._ 5.~ 

73. I don't have 11'1UCn i~. ccr:mo •• with 
LJ,3 people 'tITho never b;oak 'che law. 3£·1 ~·3 _0'1 11 .. 0 

-:;Jl/O 
. 74 •. M~st ir~te5 are not~ing more 

than victims of an unjust soci-
g.8 11. J .. SQ·,. 2~_·:z. ety .. #':::1/0 IO·b 

75. It is O.K. to hang around with 
I~eop).e who break the la'W as long 

_'!d..' /j,1 .!Je,l Ll).~ as you stay clean yourself.~ao; ~ 

76. Wnen :i:nmates stic.k together it's 
I/~i .30·1 a lot easier to do time.IV~~ S.tt /0./ /0,/ 

17. When I get out of here I wallt to , 
do what I can for ethers Who may 
still be i1.", prison. A/':.J.dj 

" ", I{)·S- J$'{ .,." 3 .:, 1. t. 
78. Most of the people on the staff 

are willing to go out of their 
ho.;;' ,. , til "~ way to help an inmate.~~11 «SA. 

79. I have developed a friendship 
_ ¥ord. /0,3 11~ with a few of the officers.N=~ .3~·3 01,0 

80. It would be pretty hard for any-
one to ever make me mad enough "'.3 13, I Ilit , fo·a that I'd fight them. N:..aoc. 017.1 

8l. I depend on my friends here for 
advice and help in dealing with 

10" -341 t9 3/./ ". 'i the staff. ;~=;tCl~ 

82. The other inmates are right when 
they say "don I t do ;;:l;thi11g more 

~L c2tl 11.1 1/01.., /O.'r than you have to. II -:. ~.oCf --
83. The real power in this place) as 

it affects my life here, is con-
trolled by inmate leaders, not 

1/1.1 --.Y1~_ 1.4 .,li 2.·1 ,staff. N=.a.oL{ 
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Strongly Strongly 
'Disagree "Disagree Undecided' Agree 'Agree' 

84. An officer is never to be 
10.1 ~ at.s: q;. if trusted. ~-:.~OS' td,.a 

85. We are allowed to make a lot of 
LJ~,o _d.J ,.~ ~,i decisions for ourse~es here. lU·' -":.301 

86. Even though I br.oke the law, I 
was right to do :i,t by my moral 

a3.(, t~,. (" cRO., DlO''1 standards. ..,::. \'H' 8-<1.0 -
87. If you ever do have to-fight, 

you're smart to do a good enough 
job on the other,guy that he'll 

~., lo.a. .3/hl Q1.Q never come back for more. #J=!lda 5d.a, 

88. The reason I'm in here is because 
I did what everyone else does, 

~S·I 33-0 s-.t/ ~-& 11,3 only I got caught. ij:: ~O~ 

89. This place is run in such a way 
that makes it easy for the staff 
but without showing much consid-
eration for the needs and desires 

S-¥~ of inmates. N=a" S'.J. 3-3 ~,3', 3~,1 ...---
90. I shpuldn't be in prison for do-

ing someth:lng that I had to do to 
'S.~ '5,~ M survive. 

N-=- \'11 
Ia.a 85,5" 
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rebruary, 1971 

Community Conflict Resolution Progrllm 
University of Missouri-St. l~ouis 

St. Louis, Missouri 63121 

James Laue 
John Hepburn 

Martha Becker 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 
The Community Conflict Resolution Program of St. Louis has been 

asked to moni.tor the new Inmate Grievance Procedure in the correctional 
facilities in New York. As part of our task we are seeking information 
from inmates, correctional officers and the Superintendent and his 
staff. This questionnaire is an attempt to find out how you and other 
correctional officers feel about a number of things. We will be asking 
correctional officers in most of the correctional facilities to answer 
these questions. You are not asked to identify yourself, so please do 
not put your name on this questionnaire. Your answers will be complete
ly confidential. 

We conducted a survey here in February 1976 asking the staff 
questions qUite similiar to these. Please ind:i.cate whether you 
completed the first questionnaire. N.::. I /0 

5$.QL Yes 40.9 No O.q Don't know 

Now some general information about you. 

1. How long have you been a correctional employ~e? (check one only) 

iEunder 6 months 
• 7-18 months 
. l~ to 2 years 

If.a.o 3-5 years 
~6-8 yeCirs 
~9-11 years 
8. 4 12-14 years 

;>,7 Z 15 or more years 

2. How long have you been a correctional employee here? 
(check one only) 

5. I Under 6 months 
n. g 7-18 months 

~)tl~ to 2 years 
. 3-5 years 

6-8 years 
II.q 9-11 y~ars 
,J. 4 12-14 'tears 

cJ9.1o 15 or more years 

:1 

II ___________________________________________________ ~.------------------_,~I 
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3. Are you planning to make corrections a career? (check one only) N =/1 g 

4. 

J).OYes 

& NO 
. Don't know yet -- probably not 
" Don't know yet -- probably yes 

Is your job here becoming more or less satisfying work? 
only) N:; I I g 

MMore satisfying 
7. Less sat.isfying 

!. • !-About the same 

(check one 

5. Based on your own experience, do you feel the inmates here are harder 
to deal with than they were a year ago? (check one only) , N = 115 

faq.h More difficult 
~Less difficult 
~About the same 

6. Baised on your experience, would you recommend corrections as a career 
to someone just starting out? (check one only) N = 119 

10. I Yes 
ZiJ.q- No 
15:/ Don't know 

7. To the best of your knowledge how often do these things happen here? 
(check one for each question) 

a. fights between inmates 
-.all-never 

I
r about once a month 
. about once every two weeks 

about once a w'eek . 
. about 2 or 3 times a week 

1.3. 4 about 4 to 6 times a week 
/7.00 at least once a day 
. I. 7 mO,re than once a day 
:r;r:do,,'+ Krww 

b. fights between inmates and staff 
1.Je.7 never 
~~about once a month 
t '.0 about once every two weeks 
~about once a week 
~about 2 or 3 times a week 
0.0 about 4 to 6 times a week 
/.7 at least once a day 
0.0 more than once a day 
~d()n.'.J Kt.ww 



8. 

9. 
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c. something in the prison dnrr.aged by an inmate N-= /1 '-I 
~never 
~about once a month 

1i
about once every two \.'eeks 

. about once a week 

. about 2 or 3 times a ~eek 
{P.I about 4 to 6 times a week 

Sh.a at least once a day 
/9.5 more than once a day 
-:::tiff:.doll'l t<n«V 

d. inmate abuse of a staff member N:: 1110 
().Q nevar 
g.Uz about once a month 
J.h about once every two ~leeks 
(".0 about once a week 
'l. (p about 2 or 3 times a ~Teek 
O.q about 4 to 6 times a week 

35;3 at least once a day 
35.3 more than once a day 

/. 7 don 'I KfI.t(..U 
e. something stolen from an int!late N:::. J II 

t/.O never 
tg, I about once a month 

--1...B..-about once every two weeks 
~about once a week 

8./ about 2 or 3 times a week 
~about 4 to 6 times a week 
J.:J.:l~at least once a day 
/~.~ ID3:! than once a day 
~ U(JI(/.fI<ttcW 

Within the last two months, how often have you had a piece of clothing 
or other personal possession torn, broken oi ruined? (check one only) 

(o9.<a never 
OJ. g:3 once only 

2 times 
/.7 3 times 

0.94 times 
0.0 5 times 
0.0 6 to 10 times 
0.0 11 or more times 

N::.lllo 

Within the last t~o months, how often have you had someth~ng you owned 
stolen from you? (check one only) N::: I Ilo 

~
nevel' 

. once ouly 
/. 2 times ,=#°3 times 

D. 4 times 
. 5 times 

~O~,Or6 to 10 times 
0.0 11 or more times 



------_.--- -----~---~--~----------------------~ .~----------

yes 
17.~ 

(da,C!-
028 If? 
SO,i{ 
_((;,fl. 

J![;l[ 
~~L 

1.3, <a .5., 
3.4. 
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10. Within the last two months, how often have you been attacked by an 
inmate? . (check one only) N =-1 f to 

I
, never 
, once only 

2 times 
3 times 

012 4 times 
0.05 times 
Q,O 6 to 10 times 
0,0 11 or more 

11. How would you describe the feeling in this prison now? Would you say 
it is: (check one only) N;:. I Iq 

12. 

JJ.~tense, uptight, everyone nervous most of the time 
~somewhat tense, possibility of fights often 
~relaxed, only a few fights 

D.Q very relaxed, not much nervousness 

If a group of inmates strongly feels that the staff is treating them 
unfairly, what kinds of actions do you think they have a right to 
take in order to change the situati9n? . (9heck all that you feel are 
a,qr0priate) N= II~ yes::. ye.~, c.h.e.e.Ke.a . . 

110 :. YlO+ c he..c.Kid 
gJ..J. a. 
33Tb. 

H
,~c. 
, d. 

3, e. 
12J.Jl.f. 
J11Lg. 

~h. 
9!:l!:Li. 

Hold a meeting to talk about what's happening. 
Bring it to the attention of the Liaison Committee. 
Go talk to the Superintendent. 
Write a letter to the Superintendent. 
Send a letter to the newspaper. 
Write a letter to the Commissioner in Albany. 
File a grievance ~l1ith the clerk of the Inmate Grievance 
Resolution Committee 
File a law suit. 
Do something to call attention to their cause even though 
it may be against the rules. 
Do whatever it takes to get the job done •. 

13. Are the complaints by the inmate-s here about the same as they were a 
year ago? J..l =. , \'-\ 

~
,q Yes 

7. No 
dOll'll<t:lotJ 

14. Are the complaints by the staff here about the same as they wer.e a 
year ago? N:::. II~ 

~
yes 

3. No 
- dt:> /1. 'I /«I,r;w 



----------------------------------
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15. lo.'hen an inmate has a complaint about something here, who is that 
inmate supposed to go to first about the problem? (check one only) 

N::I\7 
~another inmate 
7.fl:.JJLan officer 

14,0 a counselor or teacher 
0,0 the Inmate Grievance Resolution Committee 
3,1./ the Liaison Committee 
0,0 the Superintendent 
Ii; ,I) other ( ) 

please specify 

16. As things now operate, about how often are complaints by inmates 
handled in the f.olLowing ways: 

N::o 108 

N= 109 

N:::.\ \0 

N= 107 
N= 100 
N= /Oq 
N.:: /lJ.. 

17. 

18. 

a. Inmate with complaint does nothing 
and lets it drop. 

b. Inmate with complaint talks to 
another inmate who straightens it 
out with an officer. 

c. Inmate 'Y'::l.th complaint talks 
directly to an officer. 

d. Inmate writes to Superintendent. 
e. Inmate writes to Commission~r. 
f. Inmate files formal complaint with 

the Liaison Committee. 
g. Inmate files formal complaint with 

the Inmate Grievance Resolution 
Committee. 

In general, are complaints b~,inmates 
J\l :: I I C6 

.L...Z:..ka1 ways 
~most of the time 
~.I some of the time 
O.'l seldom 

-'2Lnever 
LI.a don't know 

.frequently Seldom Never 

a.IIp.? (pd.. a /9·" 

b.J..~,/1 ft;.2JI 2-3 

c·M d.,~ .~ 
e. 5.5... 1 ti! =i 
f. &5./ ,,'3·0 0.0 

g. <6 1.//6 1..5.11 
I 

0,0 

handled fairly? (check one only) 

In general, are inmate complaints handled quickly? (check one only) 
N::.II~ 

I/,a always 

~
' most of the time 
• some of the time 
. seldom 

. ...1!.:12.-neve r 
L!l..:.!:L-don 't know 

Don'f 
L KllO,Ld 

.J.!L 
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19. In general, is there a written reply to inmate complaints? 
(check ~ne only) N= I (ft, 
/q.f/always 

JfiJYmost of the time 
~ome of the time 
.J2Lseldom 
0.0 never 

J.t 42 don't know 

20. How qoes the way inmates' complaints are handled here compare with 
other prisons where you have worked or heard about? (check one only) 

IV::.//7 
d.;; this one is worse 
042.~ about the same 
~this one is better 
IJ!:f!Ldon't know 

21. Generally speaking, do other correctional employees here care about 
the complaints the inmates have? (check one only) N::. 110 

* 

15.5' they don't care 
0.0 they give them a hard time 

~
they encourage Inmates to make complaints 

£5 don't kno\y 
. - the.y C/Jfe. 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

Now we would like to ask some questions about the new Inmate Grievance 
Procedure. 

22.: Are you familiar with the Inmate Grievance Procedure here? (check 
one only) ,A./.:: I / 7 

I~~very familiar with it 
~s(lnh'whnt fmnil (nr wHh 1t 
a.tl.S.-not very familiar wIth II 
..!I.:JL.do not know about it 

23. Has the Inmate Grievance Procedure been written out and given to or 
posted for the staff? (check one only) N :::: / I r 
(PZ ~ Yes 
L!1!LNo 
....E..:.L-don't know 
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24. How adequate has your orientation been to the Inmate Grievance 
Procedure? (check one only) ;\J.::. / 17 

25. 

26. 

27. 

28. 

II. / excellent orientation 

~
adeqUate orientation 

. less than adequate orientation 
. no orientation at all 

What opportunity has been given staff to discuss and review the 
grievance procedure since its implementation? (check one only) 

tV:;;. /13 
; 

-%5.1 none 
~very 
,~some 

7.0 much 

little 

Has the new Inmate Grievance Procedure helped to clarify or improve 
existing policy? (check one only) AI:: /17 

~es 
dJiLno 
tl5'.a don't know 

Do you think a formal means of registering' complaints, such as the 
Inmate Grievance Procedure, was necessary here? (check one only) 

N=II~ 
c:2;J..(J definitely yes 
?to.? yes, somewhat 
IZr yes, a little 
~no, not at all 
~don't know 

In general, ho~ would you rate the reaction of most inmates to the 
new Inmate GJ,"ievance Procedure? (check one only) AI.=. I/<? 

,52.9 enthusi{1stic 
J(p.il neutral ' 
L.t2d.negativ~ 
I.!L.fL. don't kllOW 



29. 

30. 

31-

32. 

33. 

34. 

35. 

36. 

37. 
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The new Inmate Grievance Procedure is doing more harm than good. 
(circie one.) 43 4...3 34.:2. 14.4 1:2. q Strongly Strongly IV=/17 Disagree / Disagree / Undecided / A~ree / A~ree 

The new Inmate Grievance Procedure is solving some of this prison's 
biggest problems. (circle one) 

0.9 . q.t/ '1.3. (p '.~~ . .:< 023. C; Strongly Strongly AI=- /17 
Disagree / Disa~ree I U~decided / A~ree I Agree , 

The new Inmate Grievance Procedure is helping the inmates and hurt-
ing the staff. (c:.trcle one) 

/0.3 0.9 
Strongly 025.~ ~5.Cj 02.7.4 Strongly ;1./= 117 Disagree / . Disagree / Undecided / Agree / Agree 

The new Imuate: Grievance Pro,cedure is not doing any serious harm. 
(circle one) 

O.C; CJ.I! 
02,0.5 0<1.q· d9,3 Strongly Strongly AI:://? Disagree I Disa~ree I Undecided I Agree I Agree 

The new Inmate Grievance Procedure is effective . (circle one) 
.,3.// 

17. / ,(j /. 0 3~.Cj 
/,7 

Strongly Strongly N~ /17 Disagree / Disagree / Undecided / Agree / A~ree 

The new Inmate Grievance Proceudre shows common sense. (circle one) 

s: / /,:;) 7 ./ I ~ ., .//''' oJ; 
Strongly ..;/' ""tv. 0( ",,'t).o( Strongly /\/;; 117 
~D~is~a~g~r~e~e __ ~/ ___ ~Di~s~a~g~r~e~e ___ ~/ ___ ~Un~d~e~c~i~d~e~d __ ~/ ___ ~A~g~r~e~e~~/ __ ~A~g~r~ee~ __ 

The new Inmate Grievance Procedure handles 
(circle one) 

inmate grievances fairly. 

O.q ~.() 
Strongly s: / d'5. 0 S3.0 Strongly A/= 1/7 
_D_is_a~g~r~e~e __ ~/ ___ ~D~is~a~g~r~e~e __ ~/ ___ ~Un~d~e~c~j~.d~e~d __ ~/ ___ A~g~.r~e~e~~/ ___ ~A~g~r~e~e ___ /~ 

The new Inmate Grievance Procedure is pr9viding written 
inmates about their grievances. (circle one) 

replies to 

(p.O 0.0 
Strongly 
Disagree I Dinagrcc / Und('!' I c\(·d / 

I. 7 oli{o / (pr.1 Strongly 
Agn:'p I A~'rc(' AI;: 1 I f£J -_ .. _- .. ----. ~----

The new Inmate Gr:levance Procedure handles inmate grievances quickly. 
(circle one) 

c2./P O.C; 
~,.q ~:l..:l. 47.1 Strongly Strongly 

N::.II{p Disagree / Disagree I Und~cided / Agree / Agree 
i 
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38. Do you think the new Inmate Grievnnce Procedure is improving the 
relationships between inmates here? (ch,eck one only) N ~ 114 

~
. ~s, a'lot 

es, some 
" . a little 

Ol..g ./ no, not at all 
~ (/CJ/I'II</I(JW , 

39. Do you think the new Inmate Grievnnce Procedure is improving the 
n'llll:lullIlhlp hl'twl'.'1l IUlllilt,-" Ilml /illlff? (r.llC'C'k (lIW only) N:: IIIp 

fil
' es, a lot 
. es, some 
.3 a little 

no, not at all 
. .2l.0 don. 'f I<tJa..J 

40. When it comes ~o filing a grievance, do you think most of the 
inmates: N::.. liS 

41. 

7~.3 file whenever they feel like it 
/3.g file on1.y if really necessary 
5.s2l do not file if they can help it 
/.1 do not file at all 

Q /1 clcl1 'I I<JJt;w 

Under the new Inmate Grievance Procedure, how do you think most 
officers feel toward inmates filing grievances? (check one only) 

IS: ~ 'accept it totally 
.q1p.5 accept it with some doubt 
~1-are suspicious of it 
to.5 not want anything to do with it 
.. Q.Cf. don. 'I I«l.{)W ' 

N= IlL! 

42. Under the new Inmate Grievance Procedure here, how do you think
N : the inmates feel about filing grievances? (check one only) :;; II~ 

~1.3 very comfortable, willing to Hle 
L(p.q hesitant, reluctant to file 
(). q very uncoillfort'':~le, yar:'junwilling to file 

.,3,. JL dOlt '-I I<lJ ,) • 

43. Do you think. the new grievance system changed the inmate complaints 
about~ (check one £01' each questiol1)· N.= liS 

a. major institutional rules and proct;ldures 
&.1.5 yes, complaints have :Increased 
.r:2. ~ yes, complaints have dl~creaseci 
I fu. 5 no change 
L Z If. dart' t know 
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43. continued 

1>-. 

c. 

correctional employees 
~es1 complaints have 
~eSt complaints have 
LJ.dLno change 
l.!LL-don't know 

/1.1:::. / IS 

increased 
decreased 

tri'vial ll:lB tters that 

l
es, complaints 

. eS, complaints 
. no change 

are only a waste oi time 
have increased 
have decreased 

. () don't know 

AI=- 1/4 

44. Using the Inmate Grievance Procedure, do you think most inmates 
would feel comfortable filing: (check one only) ;t(~ II~ 

u,3. <l most type of grievances 
iJ,7.{p, ,some types of grievances 
_/a,a few types of grievances 
~no $rievances . 
-:::z;:z;. don 'I I0.()W 

45. As far as you can tell, has the new Inmate Grievance Procedure increased 
or decreased the number of written rules here? AI.:: /1 S 

46. 

47. 

1:h'i2. increased 
J f. 1 decreased 
11e.5 no change 
!.la,S' dontt know 

As far as you can tell, since the new Inmate Grievance Procedure began, 
do you thank that most inmate complaints have been worked out'?' AI.::. 1141 
(rhl"'rl' nlll' (,,,1,,) 

1.1,/) vtny Wt!.Ll 

70.2,pretty well 

£ not very well 
. very poor~y 
. obn. 'I N/{)/.JJ 

How much do you think most correctional employees care about the 
successful working out of inmate grievances'? (check one only) 

(jp. if very mue h 
6/.1. L/ somewhat 
190.02 a little 
I ,.a not at all f 

...1lfL dOrt'l ~W 

N=/I~ 
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48. About how much of your time in any giVen week is involved with the 
Inmate Grievance Procedure? (check one only) AI-= /I<{ 

.1i.!.no~e 
~1 hour or less 
-1.l2 'to 3 hours 
0.04 to 5 hours 
0.0 6 to 7 hours 
1.78 or more hours 
Zh don't knmv 

49. Staff members may be involved with inmate grievances in a number of 
ways. Here is ·a list of some of the ways. HOW MANY TIMES have you 
been involved in each of these ways? (mark. EACH ITEM with a NUMBER) 

# of times 

a. A grievance filed against me or something I did. 
---:. 

b. I was called as a witness at a hearing of the Inmate --- Grievance Resolution Committee. 
c. I provided information for committee members related to --- a grievance. l _ 

d. I have served on the Inmate Grievance Resolution Committee. ---____ e. I have served as rotating Chairman for the Inmate Grievance 
Resolution Committee. 

f. I took duty for another officer while he was involved with --- the Inmate Grievance Resolution Counnittee. 
g. Other ( ) • -_ .... 

50. Based on your experience with the grievance procedure, how would you 
evaluate :J,ts usefulness'! (check one only) ./1/,;. 1/1/ 

;q.3 generally a useful system to resolve grievances 

l
a fairly good system that needs some improvement 

. a poor system that needs lots of improvement 
· a bad system that should be dropped or replaced by something else 
· _don't know 

51. As far as you can tell, under the new Inmate Grievance Procedure, 
about what percent of the~rievances filed so far are in each of the 
following categories? ~= 7.(1 

52. 

1
% deal with important issues. ,.' 

.. % denl with :lflIHIl"1I thnt nn'n't v('ry 1mpnrtont", hut hllvl' m£!rit. 
/. % dCL\l with IHBUl'U that un' IIlllq~lrHlI and h/1VI' v(·ry lIlt .. l!' IIII'rIL 

• % de~ll with frivolous 11l9\1ca whIch arc n wnflttl of tilll£!. 
3.7 % don't know 

100% 

How does the way inmates' complaints 
way they were handled before the new 

~~ ~b~Jtter now 
• about the same 

~worse now 
t!L.L-don't know 

are handled now compare with the 
grievance system started? (check 
~/I5" 

one only 
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49. _ Q. How many times have you been involved with the Inmate Grievance 
Procedure in each of the following ways? 

A. Table: Staff respondents data concerning the number of times 
they yere involved with I.G.R.C. BY forms of involvement. 

N· L/5 

~~ of Involve~ 

a. Grievance filed 
against me or 
something I did. 

b. Called as Witness 
by I.G.R.C. 

c. Provided information 
for committee. 

d. Served as member 
of I.G.R.C. 

e. Served ,as Chair~an 
of I.G .R.C. 

f. Took duty for another 
officer involved with 
I.G.R.C. 

g. Other form of 
involvement. 

Number of Times Involved 

None 

"./ 
M 
(d).{) 

, 

'13·1 

m.-

. 
One or 

Two Times 

3.5 --

J.5 

Three or 
More times 

15. 7 

/·1 
S.5 

-=---
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Stronr,ly Stronsly 
Disagree Di~.~'l Undecided NJ,rc!: ,Aur~~ 

53 Hard prison lifCi will kCE::p tnen 7,&:, SIJ If.~ ~3 {'1:3 N::lltl from committing crime. --- --~ . 

54 A cl"iminol should be punished 
first, then we can \'1Orry about '.0 :Z~ 1.:4(J 35.0 .4.'.6' . )1-:. 1/7 't'efornl. 

55 Most of the problems that inmates 
have nre caused by inmates them-

0.0 9·.:1. ~, $7·/ ti:24.J IV:"9 selves. -,----
56 Militant inmates here' make my 

0 .. 0 5.0 f'f 3J.«( $i:L N:jJ'I job mOte difficult. 

57 If given the chance, most in-
ttI.ates are capable of taking care 117 'i;~' /5 . .1.} 17/1 &_.N::.J'7 of themselves on the outside. --- --

58 1 have developed a friendship 7-7 Ii. 8 ..Jbl "'8~ I -,-'t:.~.- /J= II 7 with a few inmates. _=----.t. 

59 ~IDst inmates really can't be e:2.' ~b ~tt ¥t'l ~·L_~II'1 .'t'ehabilitated. --
60 Most inmates respect me as a S:'1 II{I1 ~7 '19~ M ___ -",:1/ g correctional employee. 

61 A correctional employee must 
always enforce the rules to 
the letter, even if it angers :2." ~8J_ ~I ~'l·9 13:1 N~111 inmate leaders. 

62 Inmates here have too many 
-0.0 /.J.fc 11-8 .33"/ $.' 1I::/}8 legal rights. -- --- .. __ ._ ..... -

63 l'lost criminals do not benefit 
-''if. ~!1 __ ._ ._.~ft_ J'IJ ·Jl3 .;115 from puni r.hml'nt. - --- ... _ .. _~ __ .. tJ 

64 A criminal w U 1 ~'.O I: 1.1'.III',ht (>til y 
wh('n he findu thnt pr.iI1(1n lif(· 8·5 'il. q _.Q:7 ___ '17.1 .18.8. ,J:;! 17 is hard. 

65 'If inmates come to nte for help, /·7 0,0 /·7 70.3 ~..3 8 1 would try to help th{~m. 
__ N:.II 

66 Inmate£ arc easier to control by 
pr:1.vntc.ly tnlk:lll~ tc) th" inmute 

~·1 ~-2. 0(0,0 'f . .3 lCHuct'l-; th.1.u by <mf"(ll-dng till J¥~g 1-1:.115 the rules. --- , - ... -----,..~. 



67 Nm .. t chnngC!s and rl..'.fornw orc 
weakenl n8 the Duthority of tha 
correctIonal offlcern. 

68 Inmater, are never to be trusted. 

69 
. 

Harsh treatment only makes the 

il'Ullate morc bitter. 

4'--___ _ 
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Stronr;ly 
PisD 1'. r<'c;. 

0.8 
i.f.~ --
~.O 

J.f.~ 

'Y~" 

t:25.b 

Undecided .. AGree -

5./ JoO _ .... --

~.::L 17.8 

20.5 J//.l{ 
--'- --

Stronp;ly 
Ar.rc<.~ -. 

59·3 --- w:./J'a 
15..S· 
_j __ AI:: I Ii 

~.D }/-:/17 
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Finally, we would like some general informat:lon about you that would 
be useful in our analysis of correctional staff data. 

70. N= 117 What is your age? o..vem.qe. o..q e. 35 

Number of years of formal education: (circle the appropriate number) ~ 119 71. 

Elementary 
123 456 7 8 

72. Race or ethpicity (check one) 

/.7_Black 
~White 

0.0 Spanish surname 

73. What is your annual salary? 

0.0 below 9,000 
().g9,001 - 10,000 

# 10,001 - 11,000 
. 11,001 - 12,000 

I I. 12,001 - 13,000 
~13,001 - 14~000 

Secondary V -_ J '1. q 
9 10 11 12 " ff.. 

1.7 American Indian ::r.s-Other 

(check one) ;r=: / I~ 
50.014,001 .. 15,000 
~15,001 - 16,000 
....J:!:Labove 16,000 

0. V~ ;a.qe, Sa, larJ 
/ /./ /30 

J 

Thank You For Your Cooperation 

College 
13 14 15 16 
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INMATE SURVEY 

Community Conflict Resolution Program 
University of Hissour'i-St. Louis 

St. Louis, Missouri 63121 

James Laue 
John Hepburn 
Martha Becker 

* * * * * * * * * * 

February, 1977 

Here are some questions about the way complaints by inmates are 
handled here. Please answer to the best of your knowledge. 

We conducted a survey here in February 1976 asking inmates questions 
quite similar to these, Please indicate whether you completed the first 
ques tionnaire. (l) -::. ;). ~ 9 

Ig.D Yes tP. . I Don' t know 

1. If you have a complaint about something here, who would you go to 
first? (check one only) tV :: .. !).. 5"'1 ..-' 

2. 

J~·3 another inn~te who might be able to help me 
I~.~ an officer I can talk to 
13.~a counselor or teacher 
~the Liaison Con~ittee 
~I.~the Inmate Grievance Resolution Committee 
...le.L. the Superintendent 
'4. LOther 

Here is a list of some possible compiaints which you might have. 
Please indicate how much of a problem each of these is for you by 
checking each item. rv -:;... 

Very Much Somewhat No Problem 

3. 

a. food served . .. · · · · · · · a • 6-~ ,S' 3~,2 IL, R tV ::. ~4fo 
b. clothing issued · · · • · · b. ~:2.'" 33,8 rJ.J.. h n ':.. ),34: 
c. recreational opportunities. c. :2g.1: ,3~· 81 :J~ .;1... 11. ~ 0l~1 : 
d. medical services. · · · d. l2~ , I ':t.. Y.. l~. S- Y\ :. ;J..~g 
e. visitation rules. · · · · · · . e. G:.3. tj r:2.Ce .3 ,2lQ.3 1\ =~3"" 
f. legal services. · · '. . f. fl/. 10 r2.r2 ,~ M. '1.. :. ~~f 
g. personal privacy. · g. t.f.. ~ :L~.j Y\ ";... ~37 
h .. treatment by correctional officers. h. l:/.l· g 'LtJ '5- J7.] V\ '::.. ~ '37 
i. treatment by administrators · i'. 67.1. :3;1.. 3 {)',j V\ - .l'3;L. 
j. job training and educational -

opportunities • · · · · · · · . j.~ :l.CJ,~ 2~·~ V) : J/S"' 
k. other ( ~ ) k. . 1. <f .;\0 .J. n - q~ - -specify 

How does the way complaints are handled at this institution compare 
with other prisons you have been in or heard about? (check one only) 

y"o.1 this one is worse 
d3.'1 about the same 
.8.3 this one is better 

c.t {.. t~ don't know 

tV ~ ~lo l{ 
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4. To the best of your knowledge, how often do these things happen'here? 
(Check one f6r each question). ' 

a. 

b. 

c. 

fights b\!tween inmates tV - ~(, I 

'1 . ;l.. never 
d-.I. $'_abo~t once a month 
:tfp.f? about once a week 

a-~ ." about 2 or 3 times a week 
7.1 about 4 to 6 times a week 
k,q at least once a day 
~ore than once a day 

,1 ~oh'+\(~bW 

fights between inmates and staff n 

s9:e? . ~ never 
~3.~about once a month 
1f.O about once a week 
(.".(J about 2 or 3 tiules a week 

,;2. D about 4 to 6 times a week 
6', "l... at least once, a day 
~more than once a day 

.;j... d.onl~ 1<'''01..0 
something in the prison damaged by an 

:l1.0never 
~5.g about once a month 
~~bout once a week 
. (, ,S' about 2 or 3 times a week 
'.9 about 4 to 6 times a week 
1. ,!. at least once a day 
_4~~more than once a day 
~ c\. ()" I "" • 1(" 0 LV 

- ;;.. S'D 

inmate 

d. staff abuse of an inmate y\ -::.. () S- ~' 

~.'J.. never 
13. I about once a month 
~_about once a week 
~about 2 or 3 times a week 
',j about 4 to 6 times a week 

If.", le at least once a day 
l~.D more than once a day 

rV 

s: 0 . ¢ " n • 4- 1< h t::I W 
e. something stolen from an inmate 1'1 _:l S"ft:> 

,/ 
ltl.~ never 
'3O,j ..... about once a month 
1.3,2 about once a week 
F. fa about 2 or 3 times a week 
~about 4 to 6 times a week 
~at least once a day 
I ". I more than onc.e a day 
.2..a....c!o.,'1 Know 

- ;,2.. \f ~-
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Within the last two months, how often have you had a piece Qfclothing 
or other personal possession torn, bl.·oken or ruined? (Check one only) 

37, D.never 
as. 0 once only 
lS.( 2 times 
9.Y 3 times 
l{.;;" 4 times 
8: 3 5 times 
~6 to 10 times 
~ll or more times 
1fK"cl." ... ''\- KhOW 

1\J ':- ~!o ~ 

Within the last two months, how often have 
stolen from you? (Check one only) rv - Qt~(, 
le &. '1 never 
dQ...:.l.once only 

7. I 2 times 
y..,( 3 times 
Q.O 4 times 

.12..:!l-5 times 
~6 to 10 times 

you had something you owned 

o .0 11 or more times 
~dO"'+ '<I'\OW 
Within the last two months, how often hav'e you been in a fight with 
another inmate or had another inmate attack you? (Check one only) 

~never 
~once only 
3.7 2 times 
,. 1 3 times 

(J • D 4 times, 
0·,-\ 5 times 

f\J ":.. C:}..b~ 

O.D 6 to 10 times 
b.q 11 or more times 
f).D c\ l)h '+ K 1\0 ~ 

Within the last two months, how often have you been in a fight with 
a correctional officer: (Check one only) f\.J::. Ol.." f? 

9 I, "-\ never 
'\ . r once only. 
l.(" 2 times 
o .'=( 3 Urnes 
(;) .1 4 times 
C) . ..., 5 times 
o . y 6 to 10 times 
~.11 or more times 
.12.:..tl. 6. 0 t'\ '{ 1< n 0 LV 
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Ho", would you describe the feeling in this prison now? Would you 
say it is: (Check one only) tV -;... ;.. I f:5' 

Lj(,q tense, uptight, everyone nervous most of the time 
.3g.[aomewhat tense, possibility of fights often 
17,' relaxed, only a few problems 
3!~ very relaxed, not much nervousness 

10. Does the Superintendent care about the complaints the inmates have? 
(Check one only) ;1J -:::. ;J. 7 ~--

lp.,3 he doesn 1 t ca.re 
JI.g he gives us a hard time about it 
~.7 he encourages us to make complaints 

Jk- .J-. don 1 t know . 

11. In general, are complaints by inmates handled quickly? (check one only) 
rJe ~7 r-

12. 

13. 

~. (' always 
4,D~ost of the time 
ly.j some of the time 
!=IO,D seldom 
Jg.7 never 
9.. g don't know 

In general, are inmate complaints handled fairly? 

1, I always 
~most of the time 
c1~some of the time 
tla£ seldom 
¢1.,;L never 
lO.T don't know 

fL) '=- .9..., 'I 
(check one only) 

In general, is there a written reply to inmate complaints? 
n.J:'~73 

(check one only) 

'1.9 always 
~/.~ most of the time 
~some of the time 
~seldom 
. 8,g never 
U, . I don't know 

14. Generally speaking, does the correctional staff here care about the 
complaints the inmates have? (Check one only) AJ ~ ~7 3 

s-o.Cj they don't care 
,H,8 they give us a hard time about it 
~.9 they encourage us to make complaints 

If.3 don't know 
1./ +-he.1 CD! r ~ 
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If a group of inmates strongly feels that the staff is treating them 
unfairly, what kinds of actions do you think they have a right to 

ord~r to change the situation? (Check any that you would do) 
'{. es -;. 1 e. 5 I C. h C:!. .:.11 e. oJ IN 0 ..... It) o:}: c:.. h c c R e J 

take in 
'Vo 'I e.s 

~Q .~"" ~a. Hold a meeting to talk about what's happening 
c!J/, ~ 7[: b. Bring it to the attention of the Inmate Liaison Committee 

Go~talk to the Superintendent 
Write a letter to the Superintendent =tf gQ,6 c. 

Cfj'L d. 
] lJ..8e. c1.t. ~ 

c9- 3 . (,2 

/).). ] 
18 ·1 

11= 

77.{)f. 

17·2g· 
..3.L:3....h • 

7/. /:'1-
q:J. I ~ 

* * * * 

Write a letter to the Commissioner in Albany 
File a grievance with the" clerk of the Inmate 
Grievance Resolution Committee 
File a law suit 
Do something to call attention to your cause 
even though it may be against "the rules 
Do whatever it takes to get the job done 
5ehj \c:.He. ... 10 netVs/Jt1,tJ~f'I 

ok * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

Now we would like to ask some questions about the new Inmate Grievance 
Procedure. 

16. In general how familiar are you with the Inmate Grievance Procedure 
here? (Check one only) nJ -;... ). 7 to 

17 •. . 

02(' .~ very familiar with it 
30.8 somewhat familiar with it 
3y.B not very famil~ar with it 
$.0 do not know about it 

Do you think a formal means of registering complaints, such as the 
Inmate Grievance Procedure, was necessary here? (Check one only) 

/IJ-::. J-73 
~6.bdefinitely yes 
'Y;.J yes, somewha t 
SS-yes, a little 
~no, not at all 
.%..:..!L..don't know 
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Has the new lnmate Grievance Procedure helped to 'clarity or improv..:
existing pollcy? (Check one only) ~ ~ ~f / 

t../(}.h Yes 
'3~. ( No 
J7. ? Don t t know 

• I 

19. Based on whit you know about the grievance procedure, how useful do 
you think it is? (Check one only) t1.J -::. J.. G f 

IJ. 3 generally a useful system to resolve grievances 
3f. I a fairly good system that needs some improvement 
~a poor system that needs lots of improvement 
.-:L£..a bad system that should be droppe.d or replaced by something else 
~.&: doll't k'l'loc..J 

20. In general, how would you rate the reaction of most inmates to the.new 
Inmate Grievance Procedure? (check one only) flJ "':;... ~ 7/ 

21. 

22. 

II·Yenthusiastic 
37. to neutral 
~negat:l.ve 
J'l.D don't know 

Since the new Inmate Grievance Procedure began, do you think that 
most inmate complaints have been worked out: (Check one only) 

I/J -;. J).. C:. 7 
~.~ Very well 

JlI.1 Pretty well 
4.'2.7 ' Not very well 
)b.& Very voorly 
y..\ don,\- /{hln.) 

How could the new Inmate Grievance Procedure be improved? (Check 
all that apply) 0/ ~ .;l. 7 ~ yes -= i esc ~ e. c..R e. d 

lUo "j ~/. ~ a. Greater speed IV () ':- IV cJ + c. h e. t. I( c 
. Y·7,-$"'b. More "outside" control 

73.gc. Include disciplinary action, classification, parole, etc. 
tl(,.fd. Have different inmate clerk that we have nO\o1 
9h 7e. Have different committee than we. have now 

:8&.3 f. Have more written replies 
lo&.,& g. Have better explanation of decisions 
~h. OK as it is 
&'.P./1. Other ( ______ ~-__ - __ ) 

specify 
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23. The new Inmate Grievance Procedure is doing more harm than good. 
(circle' one) 

~I. '3 '34·<:J 3/. ~- 8. fe, 3·1 
Strongly Strongly 
Disagree I Disagree I Undecided I Agree I Agree t\J ':.. ~b7 

24. The new Inmate Grievance Procedure is solving some of this prison's 
biggest problems. (circle one) 
J~.D 

~:J.8 Id.., 
'-I. f 

Strongly "38. ~ Strongly tV -..- ~ '" ~ Disagree I Disagree I Undecided I Agree I Agree 

25. The new Imna te Grievance Procedure is not doing any serious harm. 
(circle one) 

(,.() 
15.3 ~~. ) ~ ;·7 '0·8 

Strongly Strongly I\J at ~'t{ 
~.sagree I Disa~ree I Undecided I Agree I Agree --26. The new Inmate Grievance Procedure :Ls effective. 
(circle one) q,:\ 

;)..7.3 &.(. .~ 
4. I 

Strong y 33·0 Strongly 
rJ - J.fa7 Disagree / Disagree I Undecided I Agree I Agree 

27. The new Inmate Grievance Procedure shows common sense. 
(circle one) 

It,·l 
d-d.. ~ d.~. 0 L{' • Y 

I. I 
Strongly Strongly tV"":.. ~(..8 
Q!sagree I Disagree I Undecided ./ Agree I Agree 

28. The new Inmate Grievance Procedure handles inmate grievances fairly. 
(circle one) 

Q,8 
J3· 7 3;).·7 J.7. '1 

Colt( 
Strongly Strongly rJ::: .;tG., 
Disagree / Disagree I Undecided I Agree I Agree 

29 o. The new Inmate Grievance Procedure is providing written replies to in-
mates about their grievances. 
(circle one) 

i.e; '3 o. 00 37, 
S-, b 

Strongly d.-I,D 0 Stro'ugly rV -::. "'Cod-. Disagree I Disagree I Undecided i Agree / Agree 

30. The new Inmate Grievance Procedure handles inmate grievances quickly. 
(circle one) 

t+.. '3 ,0 ;/..11, 9 /3.t:, 
1.9 

,J B.lP ~ Strongly '3 to. ~ Strongly -Disagree / Disagree I Undecided I Agree I Agree 
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31. How much do you think staff cares about the successful working out 
of the ~nmat~ grievances? (check one only) 

32. 

33. 

34. 

3 . b very 'Oruch 
I ~ . ..3-somewhat 
dt;? .'] a little 
£.;1. . bnot at all 
-LL-d.oh'4- "l(hOU> 
Do you think the ne'tlT Inma te 
ships between inmates here? 

&.~ yes, a lot 
dJ. ~ yes, some 
1 ~ .f)" a little 
'2.J no, not at all 
~ do,", ,t K hblJ.\ 

Grievance Procedure is improving relation
(check one only) 

Do you think the new Inmate Grievance Procedure is improving the 
relationships between inmates and staff? (check one only) 

~. 3 yes, a lot 
.J.1..Jyes, some 
J,t, ·9 a little 
~~.g no, not at all 
~dol"\'4 Khow 
Since the new Inmate Grievance Procedure began here, do you feel 
comfortable filing complaints or grievances? (check one only) 

It., .'1 nlOst of the time 
I ~ . .;' some of the time 
) t. J seldom 
11. S::never 
16'. 1_don' t know 

35. Under the new Inmate Grievance Procedure, how do you think staff 
feels toward inmates filing grievances? (check one only) 

36. 

s: Y accept it totally 
lJ, 8 accept it with some doubt 
~O.~be suspicious of it 
~not wa'C1\t anything to do with it 
).3 : d. t>'" I ~ I< h £>"J . 

When it comes to filing a grievance, do you think most of the 
inmates: (check one only) 

q. t file when~ver they feel like it 
~a ·4 file only if really necessary 
~.~fto not file if they can help it 
.I (,,·1 do not file at all 

.a. ]_ 6 (:) h '-\ \( h b w 
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37. Have you used the ne,., Inmate Grievance Procedure? (check one only) 
I\J __ d- (.. 7 

yS". 7 yes 
D/.3 n~ 

IF YES, continue with question f,l3a. 
IF NO ski to uestion #45 on next 

38. How often have you filed a grievance? (check one only) I\.J -=- I ~ 0 

3.3 never 
'to .f? one time 
~.7 2 times 
~ 3 times 
],?,"4 times 
J..6~ 5 times 
/·1 6 times 
f. 1 7 times 
Cz,7 8 or more times 

39. How often has. your grievance gone before the lnmate G·rievance 
Resolution Committee? (check one only) f\) -::. I I to 

)..3,3 never 
33.'" one time 
~2 times 
~.3 times 
.3..:.!L4 
--.l:L5 
··T-~r6 

time~ 

times 
times 

cL."t 7 times 

--

40. Are you generally satisfied with the way the Grievance Clerk has 
handled your complaint (s) ? tV ';:;.. , I ~ 

fa:!.? yes 
37, 3 no 

41. Werp. you generally satisfied with the way the Inmate Grievance 
Resolution Committee handled your complaint (s)? I\.J I=- I I r 
fO . '-{yes 
yCf.h no 

42. Of all the grievances you have filed, how many have been settled in 
your favor? (place number(s) in spaces below). 

J..l:, '7 Total number of grievances you have filed. IV ":. I '" R Eo S po" J Cl "",~ S 

IV ::. ~!'.!J().O number 
/ ~£. 8 number 

Ca SI!.$ £V.;tnumber 

settled entirely in my favor 
settled in my favor, but with some compromise 
settled not in my favor 
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43. Of all your grievances that were settled, indicate the number you 
think have been resolved in the following way(s): 

,23/ fotal number of grievances settled. IJ.: 107 ~SfOAJO!lIVTS 

tJ::2"IIZb"enti~relY sa,tisfactory 
Ctl~ ;(5/ somewhat satisfactory 

s&.clnot at all satisfactor.y 

44. Have you received written notice of the results of each hearing or 
review? (check one only) ~:: /If. 

SJ.qyes 
~no 
.3.5 don't know 

have used the Inmate Grievance Procedure, 
uestion onl and continue with uestion #46. 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * 
45. Why don't you use the Inmate Grievance Procedure? (check all thaL 

J!llll1.Y) N :: /6'y., y 6 ~ n/ Gs,VI€(L/(Ef) 
"11£6 ,.to ,00 '::: A:>f7IV(~K..e;j). 

~ ~a. prefer to work it out another way 
J:1. 902· .. ' b. fear of staff reaction 
..$.,J!. .9t 7 c. don't want to make waves . 
J&.1. 8Z2J d. the grievance procedure doesn't work 
~ 7.~Oe. the grievance procedure is a hoax. I don't believe it is 

really going to be for our complaints 
~ 84.5 f • I have no complaints 
~ CJ- O'T II £" iR--
46. How often have you talked to 

about a grievance you have? 

!J.$.Onever 
i2Dr' one time 
1t2.8' 2 times 
".Q 3 times 

-kL4s times 
..!.i..:L times 
~6 times 
.l.J.:!/:-7 times OR- It) Ot?.~ 

someone with the grievan~7 procedure 
(check one only) AJ,::;. :l....3'f 

47. If an inmate filed a grievance .today, do you think it would even
tually be worked out or settled fairly? (check one only) 

~
es, always 

. most of the 
• some of the 

lZPh never 
Ol.:2,L don't know 

time 
time 
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48. Please indicate whether you would feel comfortable or uncomfortable 
filing EACH of the following types of grievances with the new Inmate 
Grievance Procedure. (check one for each item) 

. * 

Comfortable Uncomfortable 

(r;t5 -31?5 

iu 61.1. 
td2.fo J:ti 
3Zg ft,2.:V 

616~ ~ 

* * * * * * * * 

a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

e. 

* 

Against policy or procedure (like tJ = ;<1;; 
visitation rules). 
Agairlst staff (like an officer talk- jiJ= OlIfp 
ing down to you). 
Against equipment (like inadt:lquate 1J ::oV~ 
medical supplies or equipment). 
Against other inmates (like using ,u:: 193 
the c?nteen for their own profit). 
Against the way policy or procedures ~;~~ 
are carried out (like not receiving 
a visitor arrival call). 

* * * * * * * * * 

Now we want to get some idea of how you personally feel about things. 
We are not interestea in how you think others feel; we want your personal 
opinions. For each statement we read, please indicate whether you agree 
o'r disagree with that statement. 

Strongly 
Disagree / Disagree / Undecided / Agree 

As you can see on the scale above from left to right, 

1 means strong disagreement with the statement 
2 means disagree, but not so strongly 
3 means you are undecided 
4 means you agree, but not strongly 
5 means you strongly agree 

/ 
Strongly 
Agree 

There are no right or wrong answers here, so please tell us what 
you feel by putting the number in the spac~ for each item. 

/) 
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Strongly Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Undecided Agree Agree 

49. None of us have any influence on 
1:J..5 $.8 ~D ;2.8,·9 ~9 ,J~;O how we are treated here. 

50. The kind of guys I hang around 
with here are really a lot like 
most. of the people I knew on the r.J.q./ ~9.' 5,,3 ~ cr,; 1tJ...:J,'#J street. 

S!. The government has no right to 
put poor people in prison when 
all they have done is try to 

7J 'to ~,7 It'f 'Lb tJ:.2'-/5 survive in an u~just system. 

52. There is really not much I can 
do about what happens to me 

/6J# ,,.,, I 8·7 1'1. , tf/e{o ~::~I/-fp here. 

53. Who you know is more important 
ID, I 1[.3 4.~ Ol~~ 4'/.' JU:.0lt/8 that what you know. 

54. I feel more and more helpless 
when I see what's going on (,,7 IS! 7,5 ~? 87.7 fJ~ around here. 

55. When you do the kind of work I . 
do on the street you just have 
to expect to pull a few years in 

~·7 ~lf 0.3 /a, I{. 11./.-.2 N~ prison once in a while. 

56. You have to take care of your-
self because nobody else is 

3:b &2,8 l).r /9.7 ~s tJ~1 going to take care of you. 

57. If you know the right people, 
you can get just about anything 7.8> 1.1 7.'1 ~,~ ..;0',,8 IU~ you want around here. 

58. Inmates can improve their own 
conditions here by cooperating 

~:l.~ I',f,? with the staff. ~"I v., 7.'1 7,$ N:JS3 
59. All officers belong in one class 

and should be treated about the 
1~8 ;}/,(p /s:~ ~O¥J,q. ~:~O same way. 

60. Americans prisons are just like 
concentration camps for the poor 
people, black people and other ,,{ t,t~ .o.~ ELi. '1.5 N~ oppressed minorities. 
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Strongly Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Undecided Agree Agree 

6l. If you stop and think about it, 
most of the rules they have here 

~ttp ~.ol 10 h,(J S;~ IV::. 2St) make pretty good sense. 

62. We are totally powerless to con-
trol what happens to us in this q,:l, /785 7,<. ~3..5 ~,~ N::: 251 

:" ; 

institution. 

63. I feel more like a political 9.1 /2·7 13.5 Ils.o "tr !l:Zik prisoner than like a criminal. 

64. You really can't expect people 
to think much of you if you are 
willing to back away from 

lOt 0 ,2J/.f 12., Ol'.f ;l$.I, )J::J.2J7J trouble. 

65. The staff here would rather do 
things for a few inmates who will 
inform on others or who do just 
what they are told than do any-
thing about the problems the c2.0 0.9 .3,9 ,$ 1t'. if Jb.25S rest of us have. 

66. As inmates, we-all share the 
same problems and have the same 

/7.' 3'"1. 9 1/.5 Itt f ~7 JJ::25.l interests. 

67. The biggest criminals can fix 
8~ ~." :2.K 2145 .. '''-'' 1J=2S3 anything and rarely go :to prison. 

68. You have to be hard to make it '(.G, ~3 8.0 "'-.9 ,;0,9 g......2$1 here. 

69. You have to do what you can to 
help other inmates even when it 
might get you in trouble with 

t:lo ~~ l:b¢ J/..2. ;Jt:L N-::.)$b the officers. 

70. Since everyone thinks I'm a 
criminal, I might as well go 

'te ahead and be one when I leave 
'5f, il/.J.. 3,:<... 6;:L N~;SfJ here. 

7l. The solution to the problem of 
crime is to tear down the prisons 
and rebuild the whole society 

~fO l()'4 12ll- J!:I§. S3() Ah.l51 that forc;es people into crime. 
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Strongly Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Undecided Agree Agree 

72. ~ was r.ight in doing what I did 
and lid do it again even if I "19.,-L. ,,20.0 7.f /01 0 IJ,() M:: ~3() 'p.-:<i.r" -;:' d ~.;>t arru.s .... ~<i ;",;' l.n. 

" 

73. X don"c nave ,1\U(.·n 1.' '_C' .. "u'i~ 'Wi;'n 

Slo·l 3'.1./ '(.1 S:7 7./ N=;l.1-{ J people who never break he law. 

74. Most inmt:d:e ... are not::'in'· mc,::-e. 
than vict1.ms of an unjust soci- j.,tZ J~7 fl.!) ~'/s 15:7 AIs :l1r et:y. 

75. It is O.K. to hang around with 
people who break the law as long 

11.10 32.2- /3.5 e23r3 /3S N;2'1S as you stay clean yourself. 

76. Wnen inmates stick together it's 
2.1 ,~() t() 3$' 17.-6 N~,25D a lot easier to do time. 

77. When I get out of here I want to 
do what I can for others who may 1.2 1.~ 19.3 3"~ J2.t Ah23g still be in prison. 

78. Most of the people on the staff 
are willing to go out of their 05:.5 11.1/ Jj.o S:C ~tlJ tJ~2S~ way to help an inmate. 

79. ! have developed a friendship 
il,-'- :lJ.." 11.-1 15.9 .:l.t; Ns~/ ....... :, .2 few of the officers. 

80. It would be pretty hard for any-
one to ever make me mad enough 3&02 3:2~3 /1. , /J.! '-/.8 . N!J.2S1 that I'd fight them. . 

81- I depend on my friends here for 
a~vice and help 'in dealing with 15.8 :21.3 JSf ·.3~o gs N~ :1.11 the staff. 

} 82. The other inmates are right when 
they say "donlt do anything more 

Ifl).·t, 32.5 13.g ~!1 ;'.1 11.;.1' than you have to." 

83. The real power in this p1ace~ as 
it affects my life here, is con-
trolled by inmate leaders, not M_ ~.O f.~ s:6 5:L staff. N:s~ 
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Strongly Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Undecided Agree !:!Area 

84. An officer is never to be 
~O ''i.<f 1).3 /K~ SS:J AI:;:J!If trusted. 

85. We are allowed to make a lot of 
5RO CJ~6 1.1 1.0 6,D JJ::~"'O decisions for ourselves here. 

86. Even though I broke the law, I 
was right to do it by my moral ".1 _.:;,1.7 /&.1 11.7 ~3.? N:m1 standards. 

87. If you ever do have to fight, 
you're smart to do a good enough 
job on the other guy that he'll 3·1 ,.~ IllS iJ.1.K ~O Af:.(L~ never come back for more. 

88. The reason I'm in here is because 
I did what everyone else does, 

e2f.1 3].,2 1.3 IJ~S 1t3 _.IJ::.:230 only I got caught. . 
89. This place is run in such a way 

that makes it easy for the staff 
but without showing much consid-
eration for the needs and desires 

3.~ J/.S- ·S3 CJ./. '1. ~ ~ AhJ . .'/7 of inmates. 

90. 1 shouldn't be in prison for do-
ing something that I had to do to 

I~ . .2 15/[ 95 ~~.5 J/aA ,,::.~ survive. 
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Finally, we would like some general information about you. 

91. Race or Ethnicity (check one only) 

51.' Black ,,J.~spanish speaking, Latin 
~White ~merican Indian 

~other 

92. Religion (check one only) tb ::JJI"'-

93. 

94. 

~
' Protestant 

• Ranan Catholic 
• Jewish 

1r.9 Black Muslim (Elijah Muhammad) 
~Sunni Muslim 
"l.5!Lother 
~none 

Marital Status (check one only) A1.= ~,,~ 

30.'1 married now 

~
divorced since coming to prison 

• divorced before coming to prison 
• separated before coming to prison 

~
widowed before coming to prison 
widowed since coming to prison 
single - never m~rried 

Education (check one only) /J:;..:Jlf1 
~less than 7th gr~de 
~7th - 9th grade 
~~~10th - 11th grade 
~~~high school graduate 
~~r-:some college 
~~_some vocational or trade school after high school 
~~_completed college 
...tooIC....A-none 

95,. How old are you? (check one only) N':!lL :J!.;fS-
1'~11 23 years old or younger 

124-26 years old 
27-29 years old 

b. 30-34 years old 
35 years old or older 
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96. HOl" many times have you been ,in prison? (check one only) ,,;:. a.3? 

~~.1 once only (this time) 
~Jltwice (2 times) 
~jl.three or more times 

97. What is the total number of years you have spent in prison? AJ=Ql3~ 
(check one only) 

8.2 1 year or less 
~a!~2 to 3 years 
,3( , q 4-7 years 
0lS: 0 8 or more years 

, . drl don't know 

98.' How old were you when first arrested by the police? tJ=-:J3D 
(check one only) 

33.'115 years of age or younger 
Q\I.3..16-17 years of age 
~.;Ll8-21 years of age 
£?1.G, 22 years of age or older 

99. How long have you been at this prison? '" ~ 0133 
(check one only) 

)0.3 less than 3 months 
It, .2 3-5 months 

45.3 6-11 months 
aa.3 12-23 months 
13.1 2-4 years 
Lt. " 5 or mote years 

. O,Q don't know 

100. How long before you will be released from prison? AI= ~ 
(check one only) 

13,2 less than 6 months 
15 D 6-11 months 
IS.$ 12-23 months 
D.ta 2-4 years 
11. k 5 or more years 
ao.("don't know 

101. How many years of months have you a1r'eady served on this sentence? ;j::=. ~33 
(check one only) 

0. 'I less than 6 months 
, IIJ. 1 6-11 months 
31.{'-; 12-23 months 
39, I 2-4 years 
19,~ 5 or more years 

• 0.'1 don't know, 

Thank You For Your Cooperation 
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COLORADO 
STAFF SURVEY 

June, 1976 

Connnunity Conflict Resolution Program 
University of Missouri-St. Louis 

St. Louis,.Missouri 63121 

James Laue 
John Hepburn 
Martha Becker 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

(!,ANDN ~/7V MA('HCI~ 
~'/I-IT" 

The Connnunity Conflict Resolution Program of St. Louis has been 
asked to monitor the new inmate grievance procedure in the correctional 
facilities in Colorado. As part of our task we are seeking information 
from inmates, correctional officers and the Superintendent and his staff. 

This questionnaire is an attempt to find out how you and other 
correctional officers like yourself feel about a number of things. You 
are not asked to identify yourself, so please do .!!.£.t put your ~.~ 
~ questionnaire. Your answers will be complete confidential. 

First, we would like some general information about you as a 
correctional officer, my major assignment is: 

(, (, .~ security 
~group living and counseling 
~programs 

In some of the questions we will use the words "correctional 
officer." When used, corractional officer refers to all persons employed 
in this facility for security, programs and counseling. 

1. What is your age? A ~ L",a. «t eo. A, <..::. Lf I· t.I-

2. Number of years of formal education: (circle the appropriate number) ~~ ", 

Elementary 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

Secondary 
9 10 11 12 

3. Race or ethnicity (check one) 

0.0 Black 
~White 
~Spanish surname 

College II \) 4L t' ~, e It D~ '1- (!.q I" oS 
13 14 15 16 O~ ~.&. f:I e q-l-, tD" ::".~ 

o .0 American ':3:" I, q .., 
5. fl ~other 



4. 

5. 
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What is your annual salary? (check one) f\J~ ,0 

J.~ below 9,000 ".\.f 13,001 - 14,000 

1I!~ 9,001 - 10,000 -tt-14 ,001 - 15,000 
II. .to 10,001 - 11,000 ." 15,001 - 16,000 
to.O_11,OOl - 12,000 
'0.0 12,001 - 13,000 

, I , " above 16, 000 
live "'efCf e. J n ,I'm c... '= , 2, b IJ I 

How long have you been a 

':{. ~ 6 months or less 
7. I.) 7-18 months 

correctional employee? 

ItJ.; 19-24 months 
~3-5 years A ut.-"q Q ~ t±. 0 ~ 
--=t8-6 .. 8 years ,. 
~9-11 years 0 Sr S e. f'\ 0 , c:".C(:,.o;:.. 

~12-14 years 
J Jr.~ 15 or ~ore years 

(check one) V-=. 

A- '3,0.0 e 

'1 , 

6. How long have you been a correc tiona1 employee here 7 (check one) AJ ';. 1, 
't.~ 6 months or less 
~~7-18 months 
If. S'" 19-24 months 
is'. (" 3 ... 5 years If V ~ ,,~C?..e, tl: i) ~ 
~.~ 6 ... 8 years c.. · 

II. '3 9-11 years C\ t'\ 0" C. \ +'/ 
1&:.1 12-14 years 
a,s:. '-I 15 or 1\lore years 

'fe..qns ct+-
rYl a)C. -_ (" +b ~ '1~q "S' 

7. Are. you planning to make cortec tions a career? rv"!:. -, tJ 

Y..3 ,no 
Sa.l) yes 
~don't 
~don't 

know yet -- prob~bly not 
know yet -- probably yes 

8. Is your job here becoming more or less satif;fying work? AJ::. ? i> 

11. I more satisfying 
~? , less ~atisfying 
A!'. "1 a.bou t the same 

9. Based on your own experience, do you feel the inmates here are 
harder to deal with than they were a year ago? 

J ,.1_more difficult 
I. "l less difficult 

.I !. g about the same 

j 



-561-

10. Based on your experience, would you recommend corrections as a 
career to someone just starting out'; t'\)";-"'1, 

o'l'eno 
a.c...8 yes 
Pi. , don't know 

11. Are the complaints by the inmates here about the same as they 
were a year ago? 

3/. 3 no 
(a,.1 yes 

12. Are the complaints by the staff here about the same as they were 
a year ago? 

13. 

14. 

.-11. ~ no 
V. t.2 yes 

1f a group of inmates strongly feels that the staff is treating 
them unfairly, what kinds of actions do you think they have a 
l,"ight to take in order to change the situa.tion? (check all that 
you feel are appropriate) n) ~ i~-
"rv (> 

~~.8 hold a meeting to talk about what's happening 
q,.Qkbring it to the attention of. the Inmate AW9reness Committee 
6~.B go talk to the Superintendent 
oq. Z write a letter to the Superintendent 
9/.7 send a letter to the newspaper 4Q•3 write a letter to the Commissioner in Denver 

().1 file a la"7 suit 
22.2Po something to call attention to their cause even though 

it may be against the tule$ 
qq. Cfdo whatever it takes to get the job done 

To the best of your knowledge how often do these things happen 
here? (check one for each question) PV -::. t I 

a. fights between inmates 
-0..a..-never 
~about once a month 

11.3 about once every two weeks 
_ )f .1 _about once a week 
Qlq.b about 2 or 3 timas a week 
tJ. 1 about 4 to 6 times a week 
, y. , at least once a day 
.fi ,,_more tha.n once a day 
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b. fights between inmates and staff tV -;. <c ,-
ID.tg never 
~. 0 about once a month 

• ., :about once every two weeks 
,5::. • .., about once a week 

~i-:. about 2 or 3 times a week 
, .. f'r-aD!}ut 4 to 6 times a week 

It? ~ at least once a day 
3" more than once a day 

c. something in the prison damaged by an inmate ~ 
0,0 never 
~.8 about once a month 
~about once every two weeks 
~about once a week 

~
about 2 or 3 times a we~k 

• abou t 4 to 6 times a week 
at least once a day 

If '> • r more than once a day 

d. verbal abuse of a staff member 

O.D never 

I· ~ about once a month 

I· ~ about once every two weeks 

I.~ about orlee a week 

}. ~ about 2 or 3 times a week 
, .~ about 4 to 6 times a week 

l~ 't. at least once a day 
J 2. b. more than once a day 

by an inmate tV 

e. something stolen from an inmate I\.J __ -, 0 
0.0 never 
~about once a month 
~about Gnce every two weeks 
_".' about once a week 

i:le..-about 2 or 3 times a week 
• t. about 4 to 6 times a week --='->;--

2-~. '" at least once a day 
U f. 'f more than once a day 

'::. , ~ 

15. Within the last two months, how often have you had a piece of 
clothing or other personal possession torn, broken or ruined? I\J ~ 4r I 

(check one) 

~never 
~once only 
lr-..5 2 times 
I.~ 3 times 
,. 4 times 
(J.D 5 times 
I.~ 6 to 10 times 
" ¥ 11 or more times 
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16. Within the last two months, how often have you had something you 
owned stolen from you? (check one) tV ":. '1 f 

73.~never 
('t. 1 once only 
C. {; _2 times 
0.0 3 times t':b 4 times 
Q. 5 times 
0.0 6 to 10 times 
O. D 11 or more times 

17. Within the last two months, how often have you been attacked by 
an inmate? (check one) tV "':.. 1 f 

~s:tnever 
g. S'" once only 
If. ~ 2 Umes 
,.~ 3 times 

_~4 times 
~5 times 

O.(J 6 to 10 times 
_--:o:O;.:..lL 11 or more times 

18. Hm>l would you describe the feeling in this prison now? Would you 
say it is: (c.heck one) tJ '=- -, t;L. 

'3o.b tense, uptight, everyone nervous most 
(p 3 'lsome~o,That tense, possibility of fights 
~I relaxed, only a few fights '.i very relaxed, not much nervousness 

of the time 
often 

19. Rave you heard before today that there is to be a new inmate 
grievance procedure here? tV::.,-;t... 
~es 
~no 

If ~, please answer (a) and (b): 

a. When did you first hear about it? (check one) Al ~ ~~ 
~a few .days ago 
~1 or 2 weeks ago 
J.g " 3 or 4 ~.,eeks ago 
1f2-. , more than a month ago 

b. How did you first hear about it? (check one) N ~ ('<f 
6-~.~;from another correctional officer 
~o.3 from an inmate . 

Jc2 .1. from the Superintendent or his staff 
0.0 from a prison newspaper or bulletin 

~
from a special film or TV,tape shown in the prison 

• a city newspaper or magaz~ne 
other ( 5 () e. c. t f, e c:l ) 



20. 

21. 

22. 
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The new inmate g~\ievance 
(circle one) I\J -::.. 't f 

procedure will do more harm than good. 

'1 , ~ " #\. 7 '1 (, I strongly ~ J • ~ 

~d~i~s~a~gr_e_e __ ~/ ____ d~i8_a~g~r_e_e __ ~/ ___ u_ndecided / 

I y. I 
strongly 

agree / agree 

The new inmate grievance procedure will solve sc.o.e of 
prison's biggest problems. (circle one) f\) -;:. ..., ( 

this 

I g. ~ 
strongly 
disagree / disagree 

The new inmate grievanc.e 
the staff. (circle one) 

f. '1 , CI 
strongly" , 
disagree / disagree 

The new inmate grievance 
(circle one) N __ '1 1> 

If·lo 
strongly yo· D 
disagree / disagree 

~'.:L 
/ undecided / 

1.s
agree / 

1$"": <e, 
strongly 
agree 

procedure will help the inmates and hurt 
I\) ';;.. t. 'B 

/ 
,,~. 0 

undecided / 
'3~. Y 

agree / 

. 17, (. 
strongly 
agree 

procedure cannot do any serious harm. 

/ 
9..1 t'f 

undecided: / 

1.'1 
strongly 

agree / agree 

24. The new inmate grievance procedure is sure to be effective. (circle 
one) N -:;:. ., 0 

25. 

26. 

I~.~ 0.0 
strongly "3 I. , J l( • , I D. 0 strongly 
disagree / disagree / undecided / agree / agree 

The new inmate grievance procedure shows common sense. 

lS'·b 
strongly 
disagree / 

;ttf· ~ 
disagree 

'3 / . '1 
undecided 

;"'''1 
agree / / / 

(circle one) tV':. 1 f) 

lJ. , 
sttongly 
agree 

When the new grievance procedure begins, do you think that most 
inmate complaints will be worked out: (check one) ~~ t () 

tf. J very well 
30. () pretty well 
!:Iy.3 not very well 
;.,. t/ very poorly 

27. How much do you think most correctional officers care about the 
successful working out of inmate grievances? (check one) IV '::.. '1 0 

-' ~~----

:Jot, 'f very much 
3" I somewhat 
A~.' a little ,7, , not at all. 
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28. Do you think the new procedures will improve the relationships 
between inmates here? (check one) N -::.. ~? 

$": g yes, a lot 
~yes, some 
a:~r;~ a little 
6-0 /1 no, not at all .. '.'"f c:\.t""'+ \thOW 

29. Do you think the new procedures will improve inmate/staff relation-
ships? (check one) tV ".:... t& ~ 

4."5 yes, a lot 
1 \, .;L,. yes, some 
3 (,. g a little 
4,.~no, not at all 

, . .;". 60.-,'+ K~DW 
30. When it comes to filing a grievance, de you think most of the 

inmates will: (check only one) f\) '::. (P 1 

gs:, file whenever they fell like it 
q.O file only if really necessary 
q.3'not file if they can help it 
I. t" not file at all 

31. When the new procedure begins, how do you expect most officers 
\oTill feel toward inmates filin.g grievances? (check only one) r\J -;.. b 1 

32. 

(: 3 accept it totally 
'+'3. ~ accept it with some doubt 
y ~, S'" be suspicious of it 
~7.S- not want anything to do with it 

After the new procedu~e begins here, how do you think the inmates 
will feel about filing complaints or grievances? (eheck only one) rtJ ':... t.o, 
-, "'1 very comfortable, willing to file 
,q, I hesitant, reluctan~ to file 

, • .s:very uncomfortable, very unwilling to file 

33. Do you think the new grievance system will increase the inmate 
complaints about: 

a. major institutional rules and procedures ~ ~ -, 0 
i7. I yes 
I().D no 
d-. Cf don I t know 

b. correc tiona1 officers ~::.., 0 
~t: 7yes 
a.hno 
6i 1- don I t know 



,. 
-566-

c. trivial matters that are only a wast.e of time f\) -::. ~ '7 
~es 
~no 

, f • to don't know 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 
Here are some questions about the way complaints by inmates are 

handled notlr. 

34. Is there a particular person on the staff or a committee which is 
supposed to handled inmates complaints? (check one) r\J -=- "7 D 

:0,0 yes 
_!.bno 
b:- , L'l don't know 

.35. In general, are complaints handled fairly? (check one) rV '::: -,0 
'B. (P a,lways 
~most of the 
~some of the 
~seldom 
~_never 
I 7. I -don't know 

time 
time 

36. In general, are complaints handled quickly? (check one) t\J -:.. { 1 
5! t. always 

y 3.7 most of the time 
~Rome of the time 
~seldom 

0.0 never 
I q . 1 don't ~now 

37. In general, is there a written reply to complaints? (check one) N =- ~ 0 

7. , always 
a.p.{) most of the time 
d. g. " some of the time 
~seldom 
---!b::L..never 
:31 , i don't know 

38. When an inmate has a complaint about something here, who is he 
supposed to go to first about his problem? (check one) ~":- ..., D 

/. 'i another inmate 

~
an officer 

,. a counselor or teacher 
~. the Inmate Awareness Committee 
0.0 the Superintend~nt;... '~ 
7,/ other Cspe..el-T'e.~ ) 



39. 

~ .. to 

!.fo .. ~ 
, ,.,. ~ 
::tt 
.yo.' _ 

40. 
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Under the present procedure, what happens after the Inmate Aware
ness Committee meets to discuss the inmatets complaint? (check 
all that are correct) tV ";:- ., ?-.-
rt)b 
~.1 send recommendation to Superintendent 
"7(.. .~ notify inmate of their recommendation 
gt~q meet with Disciplinary Hearings Officer 
q 7~~ send recommendation to Commissioner 
O. Z don't know 

As things now operate, about how often are complaints by inmates 
handled. in the following ways: 

Freguently Seldom Never 
a. inmate with complaint does 

nothing and lets it drop ~2·l td.i,!"" I{;3 
b. inmate with complaint talks to 

another inmate who straightens g.j it out with an officer 17. t:t 7~.~ 
inmate with complaint talks 

':1:.2.5 directly to an officer tJ.9 at 3·~ 
inmate writes to Superintendent ~:~ ~9:.' ( i· 2 
inmate writes to Commissioner ~H:1.1 ~ lS.·5 
inmate files formal complaint 

I. tt with Inmate Awareness Committee S'"S-, ~ ~"·fa 

c. 

d. 
e. 
f. 

41. How do you think most of the correctional officers personally feel 
about inmates who make complaints to the Superintendent? (check 
one) VU ~ lP-' 
Lf ~ • 8.. they don't care 
~.c they give the inmates a hard 

~they encourage inmates to do 
~don't know 

time about it 
it 

IV ::. t'1 

rV~St;, 

IV ::. S" '1 

42. How does the way inmates' complaints are handl.ed here compare with 
other prisons where you I:ave worked or heard about? (check one) tV -;.. (, 1 

43. 

13. 0 this one is worse 
f 1.~ abou t the same 
I (). this one is better 
f,-q f ~ don't know 

How do you think most inmates generally feel about other inmates 
who make complaints to the Inmate Awareness Committee? (check one) A)~ 7 D 

~ 7. I they don't care 
~they give them a hard time about it 
~they encourage them to do it 
ft.;'. 1 don't know / 
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44. How do you think most inmates generally feel about other i.nmates 
who make complaints to the Superintendent? (check one) ~: ~ 0 

:3/. ~ they don't care 
:7. , they given them a hard 
~they encourage them to 
~don't know 

time about it 
do it 

45. Does the Superintendent really care about the complaints the 
inma tes have? (check one) ~..,.. to, 

0.0 no, he doesn't care 
C2.l> yes, he gives them a hard time about it 

~r1' 8 yes, he encourages them to make complaints 
0' tP-. 2-: don't know 

46. Generally speaking, do other correctional officers here care about 
the complaints the inmates have? (check one) nJ ~ ~1 
~., no, they don't care '.0 yes, they given them a hard time about it 
J..L, , yes, they encourage them to make complaints 
\.{- 0.:3 don't know 

* * * * * * ~~ *seti* *rJ~i-I* ~A~e 
Now we want to get some idea of how you personally feel about 

things. We are not interested in how you think others feel; we want 
your personal opinions. For each of the following statements, please 
put the number which best represents your pinion in the space to the 
left. 

Undecided 
(3) 

It 7. --- should be puni ed first, then w 

ree / 
(4) 

Strongly 
A ree 
(5) 

48. Most --- problems that inma s have are cause by inmates 

__ 49. Militant 

__ 50. If given 
of themselves on 

_____ 51. I have developed 

here make my job 

most inmates 
outside. 

52. Most inmates really can be rehabilitated. ---
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Strongly Strongly 
Disae;ree Dis~g!.§~ ,\i:"1d~"i.ded Ag:ree Agree 

., 
A c:.:.'_minal $noul,~ be punished ~/ . 
iirs·'. then we ca':, worry about 

8.1 ;'1·1 1·;. re'" .... ,., ... " .l!M. a17·~ .i...' .... "','" .. 

48. Most oi the problems that inmates 
have i .. :;:e c8useli by il1mat:es t'nem-

/- 'I . /." selves. NtJ11J 1; I ,,'I,J ..!l{1"a 2 
49. Militant inmates here make my 

job more difficult.N'=1D I'~ $·7 $".7 3.I!1t ql., 
50. If given the chan~e, most in-

mates are capable of taking care 
of themselves o~ the out6ide.,." Ib./ 1/(,.1/- {o./ ~.,:t I () ~I 

Sl. ~ have deve~oped a friendship 
with a few inmates. ~" l!i.a -'-i'. , 7.'1 S~.tl If~7 

52. Most inmates really can't be 
'-fp'f rehabilitated. ~" ~a·~ /fs, .;L. /u,;,£ 6-'''' 

53. Most inmates respect me as a 
correctional employee.~~4' /b./ 13. () I 'I. S' ~(J.Z II·' 

54. A correctional employee must 
always enforce the rules to 
the letter, even if it angers J.., 4:8 inm.s.te leaders. ,~ '1 d31i2,. Jt;..t) ';"i. l 

55. Inmates here have too many 
legal rights.~" ;J·t ID.I q"a 1./tJ,6 1/;".0 

56. Most criminals do not benefit 
from punishment. II/-$' it/HI ''1,S: .11-5 II.' 

57. A crimin5l will go straight only 
wnen he finds that pr~son life 

.A~_ ::"8 hard. IV-" s.'-. II, , P.s:t> ;ZS'~ () 

.. nard prison life will keep mel."i -'''' 
11.6 from committing crime.~" .5'.1 49./ ,;t!/.a, AD. fJ 

59. If inmates come to me fer help, 
'.0 /.S" lO.y 1~·:1 I would try to help them.~.~ /.,5' 

60. Inmates are easier to control by 
privately talking to the inmate 
leaders than by enforc~ng all 

itll/-t /' $'1 .. / f'. S- E,tJ.$ . I. 'I the rules. /Ie:.' if 
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Strongly Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Undecided Asree Agree 

61- New chan&es and reforma are 
weakening the authority of the 
correctional officers. ,v:::/" /. tt. ;0' 1,1f ~'I.' 1./1 ~ 'fa 

62. I~~, are never to be trusted. I:f.~ .q~. , 1·;' ~~ II./·S-

63. Harsh treatment only makes the 
1~1,' inmate more bitter ./V"" ll·' ASp$" 3,l,.lf- iii.' 

THANK YOU FOR YOUR HELP. 



(:'G()~£S Ilte£ £'Itt'te€SSI!:]) 
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tJ::: Nv.",he;- of R et3for'l de n+s 
fer Quesf/on 

COLORADO 
INMATE SURVEY 

Cownunity Conflict Resolutio~ Program 
University of Missouri-St. Louis 

St. Louis, Missouri 63121 

* * 

James Laue 
Johl). Hepburn 
Martha Becker 

* * * * * * * 

1!4tJON CITY MAXIMUM 

P4~/Lrry 

June 1976 

1. How often do you get visits from f~r.iends or, relatives? (check one) N ': It ~ 
"1.9 never 
2. b about 4 times a week or more 
'3 • r about 2-3 times a week 

It, ,1 about once a week 
7.0 about once every two weeks 

at least once a month 
less than once a month 

2. How often do you get letters from outside? (check one) r'\J ::. "!;" 
~. fa never 

3. 

I 1. Lf almos t every day 
s: 2. about 4 or 5 times a week 

d- g. 7 about 2-3 times a week 
~ 9. 8 at least once a month 
JJ . .3 less than once a m,onth 

Here is a list of some possible complaints which you might have. 
Please check all those ~hich you feel are a problem for you. tv ~ I' ~ 

No 
3/.9 
~'f' 8 
!.lOllS: 
.tt'. I 
Clf· "2 
48·3 
y.z...~ 
4[.7 
41, l/ 
I I, I 

food served 
clothing issued 
recreational opportunities 
medical services 
visitation rules 
legal services 
personal privacy 
treatment by correctional officers 
treatment by administrators 
job training and educational opportunities 
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If a group of inmates strongly feels that the staff is treating them 
unfairly, what kinds of actions do you think they have a right to 
take in order to change the situation? (Check any that you would do). "-1 ';.. , , b 

No 
4=1. ~ Holel a meeting to talk about what's happening. 
6:J.b Bring it to the attention of the Inmate Awareness Committee 
~k.Q Go talk to the Superintendent. 
"7 ~ I 1 Writ~ a letter to the Superintendent 
'" (". 'f: Write a letter to the Commissioner in Denver 
(, q. 7 Send a letter to the newspaper 
iPS-. S- File a law suit 
(" t{. 7 Do something to call attention to your cause even though 

it may be against the rules 
;'0·9 Do whate'ver it takes to get the job done 

5. To the best of your knowledge, how often do these things happen here? 
(Check one for each question). 

a. fights between inmates 1\):;:., I D Cf 

b. 

c. 

3.] p.ever 
\~.~ about once a month 
~l:'~ about once a week 
111 If about 2 or 3 times a week 
~.:l about 4 to 6 times a week 

=!]± at least once a day 
more than once a day ,. ~ cl.o,,'-\' \(n Ow 

fights between inmates and staff IV 

=fr£ never 
!J.7..._ about once a month 

=ll about once a week 
about 2 or 3 times a week 
about 4 to 6 times a week 

l 0 ~ 'l at least once a day 
~·3 more than once'a day 
I, '8. J.o,,·~ \(l'\tH,u 

something in the prison damaged by an 

never 
about once a month 
about once a week 
about 2 or 3 times a week 
about 4 to 6 times a week 
at least once a day 
more than once a day 
6011 'f. 1(t)DW 

- I 0 ~ 

inmate IV':... IDS .... 
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(cont. ) 

d. verbal apuse of an inmate by staff tV ':. " 'i 
"7, '1 : never 
13. Z. . about once a month 
q, (.. .', abou t once a week 

, () . ~ about 2 01;" 3 times a week 
ID.~- about 4 to 6 times a week 
.,1o.~ .: at least once a day 
J:. 7. '2.. more than once a day 

O. if'" d. 0" '+ 1(" 0 u) 

e. something stolen from an inmate rv -::. " 3 

'9.~ never 
10. Co about once a month 
I Y • '1.. about once a week 
13,3 about 2 or 3 times a week 
~.D about 4 to 6 times a week 

1$ ... 0 at least once a day 
;l7'i more than once a day 

,. _ J. 0 fl • 4- K t'\ Ow 
6. Within the last two months, how often have you had a piece of cloth

ing or other personal possession torn, broken' or ruined? ~ ~ f I 3 

7. 

8. 

Jtt. .~ 
~" ~ 
Ita ·3 

~.:J.... 
IQ.1.:. 
~"O 
3r~'" 
7. l 

never 
once only 
2 times 
3 times 
4 times 
5 times 
6 to 10 times 
11 or more times 

Within the last two monthf&, how often have you had something you 
owned stolen from you? Pv -_ , I~ 

~ ' .. ~ never 

.:~ once only 
2 times 
3 times 

0.0 4 times 
~,b 5 times 
ri·b 6 to ten times 
Q.j 11 or more times 

Within the last two months, how often have you been in a fight with 
another inmate or had another inmate attack you? tV -:::.. " !)-

never 
once only 
2 times 
3 times 
4 times 
5 times 
6 to' 10 times 
11 or more times 
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9. Within the last two months, how often have you been in a fight with 
a correctional officer? I\J -:;... I I .3 

never 
once only 
2 times 
3 times 
4 times 
5 times 
6 to 10 times 
11 or more times 

10. How would you describe the feeling in this prison now? Would you 
say it is: (check one) N ':- 'I 'f 

tenf3e, uptight, everyone nervous most of the time 
som~what tense, possibility of fights often 
relaxed, only a few problems 
very relaxed, not much nervousness 

11. Have you heard from anyone before today that there is to be a new 

12. 

13. 

inmate grievance procedure here? N 0::.. " b 
(''i.'' yes 
3ie 0 nv 

If ~, please answer (a) and (b): 

a • When did 
.J..:l~ 
,,~! J 

ti 

you first hear about it? (check one) N .... t I Z. 
a few days ago 
1 or 2 weeks ago 
3 or 4 weeks ago 
more than a month ago 
I\fJ+ ClPPt;C.4b/c.. • b. How did you first hear about it? (check one) AJ";.. f I " 

4q.8 from-another inmate 
_--,,'.;:..' +'1 from a corrections officer 

dr.~ fr.om a teacher or counselor 
__ ~/~.? from the Superintendent or his staff 
____ O.p from a special film or TV tape shown in the prison 
___ ~ a prison newspaper or bulletin 

n.~ a city newspaper or a magazine 
---~ from a friend or relative from outside the prison 
--d~5 other ( S:.f.!..cr..,'~J'c...~ / /,7 On ~"e...e:.+,'~J) 
--l' I")C+ at pp, ,e"bl~ I 

The new inmate grievance procedure will do more harm than good. 
(circle one) IV 'C:.. l" ~ 

~D.:Lt _ 7. J 
St-t,ngly IS. ~ , ~!. (p ,s. ~ Strongly 
Q!oagree / Disagree / __ ~U~n~d_e_c_i~d_e_d __ ~/ ____ A~g_r_e_e __ ~/ ____ A~g~re~e~ __ 

The new inmate grievance procedure will solve some of this prison's 
biggest problems. (circle one) ~ ':;.. "() 

I I . 8 ~.(. 
Strongly ,f'. (' ~ '1. , ~o· t) Strongly 
Disagree / Disagree / Undecided / Agree / Agree -



14. 

15. 

16. 

17. 
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The new inmate grievance procedure will 
. the staff. (d.:rc.le one) tV ~ 110 

1'3.Cc, 
Strongly 40.0 
Disagree / Disagree 

"3 ,- 'Z.. 
/ Undecided 

help the inmateo and hurt 

4, !,. .... 
3.~ 

Strongly 
/ Agree I Agree' 

The new inmate grievance procedure cannot do any serious harm. 
(circle one) I\J "::.. f () '=t 

~. t:, , II, 9 
Strongly 10 • I ; .,. "=' '3 S .. , g Strongly 
=D~i=s=a~gr~e=e=-~/ __ -=D~i=sa=g~r~e~e~~/ ___ U~n~d=e~c~i~d~e~d~~/ __ ~A~g~r~e~e~~/~A~g~r~e~e~_ 

The new irunate grievance 
one) N"':- I , 0 

Str~~jlY )~. ~ 
Disagree / Disagree 

procedure is sure to be effective. (circle 

/ 

(,/).D 

Undecided 
17. '3 

/ Agree / 

J.t. 
Strongly 
Aeree 

The new inmate 
t. ~ 

Strongly 

grievance procedure shows common sense. (circle one) 
II. l' 

Strongly '3.b 
Disagree / Disagree 

3D.V 
/ Undecided 

6-~. 7 
/ Agree / Agree 

18. When the new grievance procedure begins, do you think that moat 
inmate complaints will be worked out: (check one only) Il/ 0;;:.. " i) 

(, .4 very well 
~ f.;JJ pretty well 
AI, p.., not very well 
,., • Co very poor,ly . 3.". t.\,""" .... Know 

19. How much do you think staff will care about the successful working 
out of inmate grievances? (check one) ~ ':.. • I J 

very much 
somewhat 
a little 
not at all 

20. Do you think the new procedures will improve relationships with 
other inmates here? (check one) ~":..." 'L.. 

~
'.!' yes, a lot 

yes, some 
~ Cf. a little 
p..,.~ no, not at all 

• I.S d.t1,,'-f. I("OW 
21. Do you think the new procedures will improve inmate/staff relation-

ships? (check one) f\) '::.. " '} 

yes, a lot 
yes, some 
a little 
no, not at all 
de,,'t 1(.,0""'; 
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22. After the new procedure begins here, do you think you will feel 
comfortable filing complaints or grievances? (check only one) IV ":.. " 'f 

most of the time 
some of the time 
seldom 
never 
don't know 

23. When the new procedure begins, how do you expect staff will feel 
toward inmates filing grievances? (check only one) IV -.:. I' 3 

accept it totally 
accept ~t with some doubt 
be suspicious of it 
not want anything to do with it 

24. When it comes to filing a grie,rance, do you think most of the 
inmates will: (check only one) tV ":.. ll) 

I~, ~ 
tit .1 
~3.' 

:::M 
Here are 

handled now. 

file whenever they feel like it 
file only if really necessary 
not file if they can help it 
not file at all 
eo"'",, Kilow 

some questions about the way complaints by inmates are 
Please answer to the best of your knowledge. 

25. If you have a complaint about something here, who would you go to 
first? (check one) tV "':.. , 0 g 

another inmate who might be able to help me 
an officer I can talk to 
a counselor or teacher 
the Inmate Awareness Committee 
the Superintendent 
other 

26. How do you think most of the correctional officers generally feel 
about inmates who make complaints to the Superintendent? (check one) tV:.. " z..... 

they don't care 
they give us a hard time about it 
they encourage us to do it 
don't know 

27. How do most of the correctional officers feel about inmates who 
make complaints to the Inmate Awareness Committee? (check one) AJ ~ I' J 

they don't care 
they give us a hard time about it 
they encourage us to do it 
dontt know 

{ 

J 
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28. How do most of the inmates generally feel about those inmates who 
make complaints to the Inmate Awareness Conunittee? (check one) N -::. , t 1... 

A &.J as-' 
8. () 

";o.'f. 
3~. , 

they don't care 
they give them a hard time about it 
they encourage them to do it 
don't know 

29. How do most of the inmates feel about those inmates who make 
complaints to the Superintendent? (c'heck one) IV 'L.. "0 

they don't care 
they give them a hard time about it 
they encourage them to do it 
don't know 

30. How does the way complaints are handled at this institution compare 
with other prisons you have been in or heard about? (check one) tV ';.. I I 0' 

6'/).0 

t.~ 
/)..1 

3',' .. 
this one is worse 
about the same 
this one is better 
don't know 

31. Generally speaking, does the correctional staff here care about the 
complaints the inmates have? (check one) ~ -_ I b ~ 

no, they don't care 
yes, they give us a hard time about it 
yes, they encourage us to make complaints 
don 't kno\~ 

32. Does the Superintendent care about the complaints the imnates have? fJ -;., I D lJ 
(check one) 

07.9 
9. ;.. 
If· , 

c#.1.!L 

no, he doesn't care 
yes, he gives us a hard time about it 
yes, he encourages us to make complaints 
don't know 

33. Is there a particular persoa .. the staff or a conunittee which is 
supposed to handle inmates' c0'l1.plaints? (check one) N -::. I 0 't 

yes 
no 
don't know 

34. Do you know anyone who has complained to this person or committee? 
(check one) f\J '=- '0 Co 

l/,f ,I yes n. , no 
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35. In general, are compla;tnts handled quickly? (check one) IV -:.. '0'1 

31; always 
I· ~ most of the time 

.-lh..L some of the time 
'3!.~ seldom 
~·I never 
l~ b don't know 

36. In general, are complaints handled fairly, (check one) tV:: 110 

o.~ always 
fl·j most of the time 

1:2 • f.r, some of the time 
2 f . ).. seldom 
~(.,'!:f never 
J..o. t> don't know 

37. In general, is there a written reply to complaints? (check one) rv ... -
4.(,. always 
tl.ft> most of the time 

10. ~ some of the time 
.+tt·1 seldom 
!}..~I f) never 
,,-s·9 don't know 

* * * * 0}; * * * * * * * * * * * * 'It * 
Now we want to get some idea of how you personally feel about things. 

We are not interested in how you think others feel; we want 1£ur personal 
opinions. For each statement we read, please indicate whether you agree 
or disagree with that statement. 

Strongly 
Disagree / Disagree / ,Undecided I Agree 

Strongly 
/ Agree 

As you can see on the scale above from left to right, 

I means strong disagreement with the statement 
2 means disagree, but not so strongly 
3 means you are undecided 
4 means you agree, but not strongly 
5 means you strongly agree. 

There are no right or wrong answers here, so please tell us what 
you feel by putting the number in the space for each item. 

, /) 'i 
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Strongly Strongly 
Disasree Disagree UndeC1de\.9. .!!gree Agree 

38. None of us have any influence on 
how we are treated here.~o, I~~t ,',,3 7,;1 . Pi:J!: !J/ • .ji1. 

39. The kind of guys I hang around 
with here are really a lot like 
most of the people I knew on the 

.37.3 $.7 '.'/: lJ4:. street·~IIf) '1,3 

40. The government has no right to 
put poor people in prison when 
all they have done is try to 
survive in an unjust system.g=U' g.pt 1-8-" 1'/eS-- 16'4~ ~.e.I" {, 

4l. There is really not much I can 
do about what happens to me 
here. ~"" 'f /8,/J tll.ll.S': '1-2.- IA--q :UrI 

42. Who you know is more important 
that what you know. 1I"flb /4,'1:. 11-6': q.£ AAL .!J..t!:r 

43. I feel more and more helpless 
when I see what's going on 

'~'l 11).7 r,b H' :lJII, 
around here.Af~II~ 

44. When you do the kind of work I 
do on the street you just have 
to expect to pull a few years in 
prison once in a while.I1~111 'i1·1 -g'l.' {,.a Ib1.. t.s 

45. You 'have to take care of your-
self because nobody else is 
going to take care of you.AI~nL a,J, a,b 4·1 ~I K-:L. 

46. If you know the right people, 
you can get just about anything /'.3 ~/I,' IIJ, 7 M .!I'" you want around here.dI~ll~ 

47. Inmates can improve their own 
conditions here ~ cooperating lfI,. if ~t8.'_ II.h J!L tf.s: 
with the staff. =II".. 

48. All officers belong in one class 
and should be treated about the 1'1. t ~JE:;" /3.5 m t#2.S--
same way. ~~/II 

49. Americans prisons are just like 
concentration camps for the poor 
people, black people and other r·D L2·' 1·1 ~ 3'!f,g 
oppressed minorities.~II~ 
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Strongly Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Undecided' 'Agree 'Agree 

50. If you stop and think about it, 
most of the rules they have here 
make pretty good Bense'~~II~ If'!.!' ~,.t (4.7 ~ tJ."t 

51. We are totally powerless to con~ 
trol what happens to \18 in this 
institution.~/'- If,} &ls3 H-f ~g JIJ. ¥= 

52. I feel more like a political 1/.:/10 
prisoner than like a criminal/ --.!lil- J.1,,{, J~ ~ AI. 2.-

53. You really can't expect people 
to think much of you if you are 
willing to back away from 
trouble. /I'It./ Of . /:1. [_ .3fJ,,3 18./ ~f "113 

54. The staff here would rather do 
thing~ for a few inmates who will 
inforw, on others or who do just 
what they are told thc\n do any-
thing ~bout the problems the 
rest of us have. ~lll ~ If..s- t./ ~.r' (,.t: 

55. As inmateS, we c\ll shar,a the 
same probh~ms at\;d have t.he same 
interests·IY$/fc1. 11.1 Y-if_ 1,,/ :l4...s- //J·1 

56. The biggest criminals can £ix~II' 
IrE anything and rarely go to prison. Ib.D 8-.2. .54i) W!$" 

57. YO'll have to be hard to make.\ it 
L(:.r her~l. /II-J../I#- ;l.Z7 1~1 .3&1 ~, 

58 •. You have to do what you can to 
help other inmates even when it 
might get you in trouble with 
the officers. VfI</Il 1,fJ .. A.tt1 'iI,p.. ..:tl~ I/Q'SL 

59. Since everyone thinks I'm a 
c·riminal, ! might as well go 
ahead and be one when I leave 

~*' _3).,/ ~lIk M ~t here. !la-I''-
60. The sol ... ~;' .. ~~ 1:Q the problem of 

crime is to tear down the prisons 
and rebuild the whole society ~/lJ 
that forces people into crime. f·r ~,~ l4/·a :1/.;1... 3$~ 
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Strongly Strongly 
Disagree Q,isagree Undecided Agree Agree 

61. I was right in doing what I did 
and I'd do it again even if I 
knew I'd get arrested again.~/q 15:1) _~,_L t.b $:f: /'" If: 

62. 1 don't have much in ccmmon w'it~1 4J.ttJ people who never brea~ the l~w. A'i!.f 'L·l M;.IJ s..s: 
63. Most inmates are nothing more 

than victims of an unjust soci- fJf ~1f,1 JIiI.'l n.t 
ety. K~II~ 15. a. 

Q4. It is O.K. to hang around with 
people who break the law as long 
as you stay clean yourself.~11 ~.!£. 3:14/ (5:3 j.H (,..3 

65. When inmates stick together it's 1.//., 
a lot easier to do time. A'=/IJ ;".1 "1 la~ 1fb:J. 

6.6. When I get out of here I want to 
do what I can for others who may 

.J'~ ,., ~Zf' N. -~s* still be in prison'~/' 

67. Most of the people on the staff 
are willing to go out of their 

.$t~ /1.4'" &5 :!/.S: 4·' way to help an inmate. /1-115 _ .... 

68. , I have developed 'a friendship 
with a few of the officers.Af~II~ .afJ, b ;5.1) 19...1 A.1e1 3,' 

69. It tIl'ould be pretty hard for any-
one to ever make me mad enough _ 1& 'b Ilf,~ " 1_ that I'd fight them.~,,~ Jl.).9,. 1.1'1 

70. I depend on my friends here for 
aavice and help in dealing with IS,3 &tl,h 11/.2. 'J.7-r- a,s-
the ·staff. III';) 1/ , 

n. The other inmates are right when 
they say ".~ontt do anything more "., 31·1 1/'.' '~I Il,g 
than you have to." #<.113 

72" The real power in this place, as 
it affects my life here~ is con-
trolled by inmate l~aders, not 

"1- ..... 3.ZL l~ l~D -~ staff. 'tltl/'-
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Strongly Strongly 
Disagree' Disagtee Undecided Agt~ Asr~ 

73. An officer is never to be 
1,#3- ~.IJ trusted. '~/,J /3,3 Iib-L 3S.¥ 

74. We are allowed to make a lot of 
~.'t d~ciBions for ourselves here ./l-II!J .-!fD.1 ,gs:'t I./.'f l~/) 

75. EVen though I broke the law, I 
was right to do it by my moral 
~tandards.Jt'~/~ ;l;l.,i- '/.,3 ,22,': m<f 

76. If you ever do have to fight, 
you're smart to do a good enough 
job on the other guy that he'll 
never come back for more. AI-III 9-C ~~ 1~A .31.0- .n.9: 

77. The reason I'm in here is because 
I did what everyone else does, 

.3$".' 11.1 only I got caught ./I-;:'I/)'I gS,7 '1.3 LM _ • .:1 

78. This place is run in such a way 
that makes it easy for the staff 
but without showing much consid-
eration for the needs and desires 

,8.J, J!~ 16:/ of inmates. /Vt:Jo/l2. !S,S'- ,J:J.Ih.o 

-----79. I shouldn't be in prison for do· 
ing something that I had to do to 

,,~ i' J,,7,S- ll.3 1'..9 ~t;f: survive·I/--//)9 
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Now we would like some general information about you. 

80. Race or Ethnicity (check one) N~ II~ 
£111- Black 
6/8 . .;to White 
;l1a.8. Spanish speaking, Latin 
~.t.z American Indian 
.3. , Other 

81. Religion N: /10 

82. 

31.8 
~/.8 
,s,L. 
3.4 
0.'1 

18 . .;1.. 
.:lO.O 

Marital 
;;1'1.1 
15. 7 
If. I 
'.S" 
:J.S 
;l.a 

..31..., 

Protestant 
Roman Catholic 
Jewish 
Black Muslim (Elijah Muhammad) 
Sunni Muslim 
Other 
None 

Status (check one) N= 108 
married now 
divorced since coming to prison , 
divorced before coming to prison 
separated before coming to prison 
widowed before comin~ to prison 
widowed since coming to prison 
single - never married 

83. Education (check one) AI.: Illt 

84. 

85. 

86. 

87. 

88. 

89. 

90. 

.3,1 
";1.1 
/1.'1 
1I,.s-
a?t.. 
3·7 
lJ.O 
D.l> 

less than 7th grc;;de 
7th - 9th grade 
10th - 11th grade 
high school graduate 
some college 
some vocational cr trade school after high school 
completed college 
none 

How old are you? 11::0 11f) 

How many times have you been in prison? N. I()B 

What is the total number of years you have spent in prison? II, ~ AI.::. IDS' --"-;...:...;=--

How old were you when first arrested by the police? N.'01 ".8 
How long have you been at this prison? II::. 110 1;1..., -Ie ;;3 mo.s. 

yrs./mos. 
How long before you will be released from prison? N= q1 5 er more. yeQJ".:!J 

yrs./mos. 
How many years and months have you already served on this 
sentence? N= 101 

Thank you for your help 

,~+o ~ rno" 
yrs./mos • 
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;'::;;'UJrGf ,I:J/']; mr~f~ed 

k ,icld.."ud F~"I:rJ 
s, u.,1'Jv CA.-ra'/AI III 

r~" Pd,rCftd~ a...3 ~ E,llte.~r. 
W~I! tJ~,t"/.fE ">/'E~/j:';Ir~ Aug. t, 1976 

/1/';:* #UI"16J:1f lI./lf .-.r;J'I,'..,A/t!s6uTH CAROLINA 

rlt.;t It u,/t:.JIf",'AI.. STAFF SURVEY 

Community Conflict Resolution Program 
University of Missouri-St. Louis 

St. Louis, Missouri 63121 

James Laue 
John Hepburn 
Martha Becker 

* * * * * * * * * 
The Community Conflict Resolution Program of St. Louis has been 

asked to monitor the new inmate grievance procedtlre in the Kirkland 
Correctional Institution. As part of our task we are seeking information 
from inmates~ correctional officers and the Superintendent and his staff. 

This questionnaire is an attempt to find out how you and other 
correctional offic~rs like yourself feel about a number of things. You 
are not asked to identify yourself, so please ~ not put your ~ ~ 
this questionnaire. Your answers will be completely confidential. 

First, we would like some general information about you . 

.I.. What is your age? __ _ 

2. Number of years of formal education: (circle the appropriate number) 
~VJ:""aR '* ()~ ~EN'J ~ J;'dfU.(!p..~~b-t/ :=- 1.:J~,,2 c /f/':::t ~ 

Elementar::t . Secondary College 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17+ 

3. Race or ethnicity (check one) AI 0::: ,..:z. 
:'(a.J Black 
~White 
~Spanish surname 

/. , American Indian 
(J. a other 

4. What is your annual salary? (check one) N~ [".,{l 

".~ 11~001 - 12,000 
I. , 12,001 - 13,000 
Ii ~ 13,001 - 14,000 
~ • () above 14) 000 
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5. How long have you been a correctional employee? (check one)llI~ ~ 

022. 4?6 months or less 
-lb. ~ 7-18 months 
/~. 919-24 months 
~2-5 years 
~6-8 years 
~ __ 9-1l years 

()« 1J 12-14 years 
b. D 15 or more years 

1'1 Vii! R. J:i(/£ #' f),r:" y£ NJif f 

tF' 5'liltv/'eE =- ~ --bI /tP ""CA!*~ 

6. How long have you been a correctional employee here? (check one) /1/ :: (,,;,Z 

..:27, .(/'6 months or less 
~7-18 months 
~19-24 months 
".~2-5 years 

6., () 6-8 years 
I). () 9-11 years 
" • 0 12-14 years 
(I~ t) 15 or more years 

Nv~'-~i!:.· ~( tJ-/ f'EA~J' 
t2~ Ye-r'dl'C!£' H~ /(;I'r~/4.Il~ 
7 "'CIJ /K PlOA.ttJO. 

7. Are you planning to make corrections a career? ,A/:::::' IvO 

.-2.~. () no 
~. 0 yes 
,. ? don't know yet -- probably not 

./ ..:l:t..J don't knm.;r yet -- probably yes 

8. 
A/_ /,-2. 

Is your job here becoming more or less satisfying work? ~. ~ 

J). fmore satisfying 
~;ess satisfying 
.,J'7:Tabout the same 

9. Based on your own experience, do you feel the inmates here are 
harder to deal with than they were six months ago? ~/~~~ 

.:24/./ more difficult 
J/. () less difficult 
~about the same 

10. Based on your experience, would you recommend corrections as a 
career to someone just starting out? ~~ d'1' 

J?,. 7 no 
J"U ¥yes 
...z? , don't know 

s. c ~== 
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11. Are the complaints by the inmates here about the same as they 
were six months ago? ,It' :: .5'9 

~..2no 
..5" '_.J yes ~ At.. "'"' 
& ~ .L; (JN (. IC.'W I 

12. rAre~e complaints by the staff here about the same as they were 
six months ago? Us: (, 0 

13. 

~ • ..s-*- .. 
14. 

aJno 
~ 0 yes J I.. ~if)W 
~. Z. L)()~I' t" ~. 
If a group of inmates strongly feels that the staff is treating 
them unfairly, what kinds of actions do you think they have a 
right to take in order to change the situation? (check all that 
you feel are appropriate) ,(/-:: "tIL 

IVb 
~hJfhold a meeting to talk about what's happening 

.2/. t) bring it to the attention of the Inmate Advisory Council 
~. 'go talk to the Superintendent 
~ 02 write a letter to the Superintendent 
SFbr-l sznd a letter to the newspaper 

IllJa "write a letter to the COmInissioner in Columbia 
~.~file a law suit 
?s:.c2.do someting to call attention to their cause even though 

it may be against the rules 
~,3.~do whatever it takes to get the job done 

To the best of your knowledge how often do these things happen 
here? (check one for each question) AI"!Z ~ / 

a. fights between inmates 
_()~_never 
~about once a month . 
9.,p about once every two week!3 
J'.e2 about once a week 

..:2/; .J about 2 or 3 times a week 
/. ~ about 4 to 6 times a week 

/.1. " at least once a day 
.1,~ more than once a day 
_...J~ .PtMIJt IeAlt)p.) 
~ghts between inmates and staff 
.J 7. S"never 
jj-1. 'about once a month 
0.0 about once every two weeks 

- /.2 about once a week' 
~4r about 2 or 3 times a week 
I). IJ about 4 to 6 times a week 
b , at least once a day 
o. () more than once a day 

.J • Ie; PDM!t k II/()W 
• III 
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.4J_57 
c. something in the prison damnp,t'd hy nn inmntc N -..... 

~
~ never 

~ • about once a month 
• about once every two weeks 

r«= {}about once a week 
Ib.~about 2 or 3 times a week 
J .. S about 4 to 6 times a week 
/J!.."i at least once a day 
/...t.J more than once a day 

.. .J,.S"' ... dl)u~ ~1t/I4A./ S J 
d. verbal abuse of a staff member by an inmate ,1./-:::;1 

//..1 never 
~~about once a month 
/.1,~about Qnce every two weeks 
..s: ? ab 0 \,1 t once a week 
~about 2 or 3 times a week 
--::r:I'''':=.:,l'w,''-""..about 4 to 6 times a week d." at least once a day 
sO; I more than once a day 
I: ~ ..b8.Af~ ~H8W __ .-G' 

e. - sometl1ing stolen from an inmate ,(r_-.::a r 
{).O never 

/t? ::l. about once a month 
~.~about once every two weeks 

v. about once a week 
Ct..s- about 2 or 3 times a week 
...1"'. / about 4 to 6 times a week 
a2~ ~t lea~t once a day 
~tvmore than once a day 

tJ.t2. ..,D<M.I~ ~/IIIW 
15.~thin the last two months, how often have you had a piece of ~ 

clothing or other personal possession torn, broken or ruined? AI-:::.5-' 
(check one) 

fl . .2never 
/~ 7 once only 
() .D 2 times 

-... 1 .. ¢' 3 times 
& Z 4 times 
(), tJ 5 times 
f) .. 0 6 to 10 times 
I'J-O 11 or more times 

16. Within the last two months, how often have you had something you 
owned stolen from you? (check one) ~=r'O 

go never 
1;2, f.) once only 

.& ?' 2 times 
D. () 3 times 

....t .. J 4 times 
Q.O 5 times 
IJ. lJ 6 to 10 times 
O. a 11 or more times 
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17. Within the last two months, how often have you been attacked by 
an inmate? (check one) ;tI' -:: G- 02. 

?4'~ Ilnever 
oJ, .,:t,. once only 
~L2 times 
O. eJ 3 times 
C .0 4 times 
ttl. (') 5 times 
t'J .. t!) 6 to 10 times 
9 .. 0 11 or more times 

18. How would you describe the feeling in this prison now? Would you 
say it is: (check one) A/::: (,1' 

bl, tense, uptight, everyone nervous most of the time 
~eb somewhat tense, possibility of fights often ...$"" ¥relaxed, only a few fights 
~l> very relaxed, not much nervousness' 

19. Have you heard before today that there is to be a new inmate 
grievance procedure here? 4/.11" (,,/ 

20. 

If ~, please answer (a) and (b): 

a. When did you first hear about it? (check one) ~~ (f~ 
IIf.J a few days ago 
ilb 71 or 2 weeks ago 
.s .0 3 or 4 weeks ago 
/.1,..$ more than a month ago 
.,')/.2. HAt ~/~ ~/e 
~w did you first hear about it? (check one)A/: ~A 
~42£rom another correctional officer 
_//,J from an inmate 
..2 7. «'/front the Warden or his staff 
J.Jl. from a prison newspaper or bulletin 
lJ .. t> from a special filnt or TV tape shown in the prison ".0 a city newsj>aper or magazine 
~other ( ,~eC,.,tQ td ) 

-'e# ~ ~~fte ~~levrn~:' ~~dure will do more harm than good, (circle one)AI~~ 

/() .. .J .:t.~ I ~r . .J 
strongly 
disagree 

4-:-2 
strongly 

I I I I agree undecided agree disagree 
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2l. The new inmate grievance proccdur0 will solve some of thi.s 
prison's biggest problems. (circle one) A(.; 'C; 

J . ..J I/o. 7 
.:2(.. ? ,,.2 J~ ..J strongly Js:O strongly 

disa6ree / disagree I undecided I agree I agree 

22. The new inmate grievance procedure will help the inmates and hurt 
the staff. (circle one)~$ 4~ 
I~.? 

/(,..7 
.,$-. b 

&'!,i.~·:..·~·ng 'Y 02..P-J ..1.1 .. .1 strongly 
di~"!H:ree I disagree / undecided / agree / agree 

" 

23. The new inmate grievance procedure cannot do any serious harm. #= ~O 
(circle one) 

.1 . .:/ /I/.P /~,7 j..$-.eJ JJ-:O strongly strongly 
disagree / disagree / undecided / agree / agree 

24. The new inmate grievance procedure is sure to be effective. (circle 
one) A~:: "eJ 

..l"..) 5:t) /t,.7' .s'J .. J a2/. 7' strongly strongly 
~,asree / disagree / undecided / agree / agree 

25. The new inmate grievance procedure shows common sense. (circle one) A/::.5" 
D_() 4: ,!;- ..J?,.J /0. r12. 

strongly '¢« / strongly 
disagree / disagree / undecided / agree / agree 

26. When the new grievance procedure begins, do you think that most 
inmate complaints will be worked out: (check one) A/':t..s- /" 

/R J very well 
..5"'1< .vpretty well 
~fS:not very well 
.J • ..,... very poorly 

27. Row much do you think most correctional officers care about the 
successful working out of inmate grievances? (check one) ~~~ 

28 .. 

~~.02very much 
J.fl. .. .iZ.somewhat 
.23..0a little 
//. 9not: at all 
~? Ao,IVf.~~w 

iJOyQu' think the flew procedures will improve the relationships 
between inmates here? (check one) A~ s-P 
./S! fyes, a lot 
~fyes, some 
4C~.:::La little 
~~ ~no: not at all 
&~don' t knolv 
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29. Do you think the new procedures will improve inmate/staff relation
ships? (check om~) N-;: 1,#2 

/~./ yes, a lot 
J'" " yes, some 
/" .. / a little 
I'.,;~o, not at 
.:2A. on' t know 

all 

30. When it comes to filing a grievance, do you think most of the inmates 
will: (check only one) N -::: 4.:2. 

31. 

32. 

~~ile whenever they feel like it 
.a~.~file only if really necessary 
J . .2 not file if they can help it 
tJ.() not file at all 
? 7 don I t know 

When the new procedure begins, how do you expect most officers 
will feel toward inmates filing grievances? (check only one) ;(/::;- &0...2 

~&.I accept it totally 
.2...r: ?:accept it with some doubt 
..2.1: () be suspicious of it 
/*./ not want anything to do with it 

/.2. .. 9' don't know 

After the new procedure begins here, how do you think the inmates 
will feel about filing complaints or grievances? (check only one) .If/.=:: It.3.. 

~9.~very comfortable, willing to file 
~hesitant, reluctant to file 
~very uncomfortable, very' unwilling to file 
L "...3 don't know 

33. Do yo~ think the new grievance system will increase the inmate 
complaints about: 

a. major institutional rules and procedures A/r:::. '" 2. 

:IFyes 
.1 no 

/& • / don't know 

b. correctional officers 
~ 

7..z.1yes 
~ .. z:..no 

..;u. Odon't know 

I 



-592-

c. trivial matters that are only a waste of time A./= ~() 

~.:1 • .Jyes 
/..!f':U no . 

.:l/. 2don 1 t know 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 
Here are some questions about the ""ay complaints by inmates are 

handled now. 

34. Is there a particular person on the staff or a committee '1Iihich is 
supposed to handled inmates complaints? (check one) Il/-:: ('1 

~:~es no 
...2~ on' t know 

35. In general, are complaints handled fairly? (check one) ;LI~~/ 

If\()always 
_~~most of the time 
/P.Osome of the time 
I). t) seldom 
O. b never 

.2).0 don't know 

36. In general, are complaints handled quickly? (check one) A/~ (,/ 
.I/".J'""'always 
~~~ost of the time 
~some of the time 
//.£seldom 
b.t) never 
~don't know 

37. In general, is there a written reply to complaints? (check one)~:: (;0 

/5. t>always 
..JAO most of the time 
I~ 7 some of the time 
/._7 seldom 
t:J. tJ never 
J~. 2don' t kno", 

38. When an inmate has a complaint about something here, who is he 
supposed to go to first about his problem? (check one) A1~ ~I 

/ ...:t. J ~""a ... ".a A:..(/~,AJ 
;. Cd another inmate _ L.J 'V V 

aJr. , an officer 
...J. J a counselot'!;'or teacher 
~ 7 the Inmate Adv.isory Council 

0.0 the Warden 
{,. (. other ( ...S"~a,C/;c:. tLd ) 

~f 

" 
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40. 

41. 

-593-

Under the present procedure~ what happens after the Inmate Advisory 
Council meets to discuss the inmate's complaint? (check 
all that are correct) 40.1:: (,,~ Nt> ,"II! 

fl!Psend recommendation to Warden 
notify inmate of their recommendation 

I
meet with Disciplinary Hearings Officer 

~ send recommendation to Commissioner 
0, send recommendation to Ombudsman 2..... don't know 

As things now operate, about how often are complaints by inmates 
handled in the following ways: 

Freguentlz Seldom Never ~ a. inmate with complaint does 
.O.!!! Jtl,7 fDj"O .,s-~ JJ::: <I(P nothing and lets it drop 

b. inmate with complaint talks t:ci -
another inmate who straightens (). tJ ..3q,J ~02 IJ,O ~~ -<It;. it out with an officer .. c. inmate with complaint talks ',0 1~ Cf 3.(,./ ",f) .N=- <jftJ directly to an officer ............ -d. inmates writes to Warden .e.,;l.. '1..3 • ..:3 e2Dt " ~~ /tI:$ -<fS' 
or Commissioner ~f£-= .Jl.~ .~~ ..r.l H~9 

e. inmate files formal complaint~</ 
$,( .If{J,f ~q with Inmate Advisory Council • _ fl.: -<,I~ 

f. inmate files formal complaint ~ 
, 

/'.7 ~#~ /.3 with Ombudsman N-:..s6 
How do you think most of the correctional officers personally feel 
about inmates who make complaints to the Warden? (check one) IV: t; <:> 
*,.0 they don't care 
~,~ they give the inmates a hard 
~they encourage inmates. to do 
~don't know 

time about it 
it 

42. How does the way inmates' complaints are handled here compare with 

43. 

other prisons where you have worked or heard about? (check one) 1'/= '" 

b I () this one is worse 

~
about the same 

6 this one is better 
_ don't know 

How do you think most inmates generally feel about other inmates I 
who make complaints to the Inmate Advisory Council? (check one) N:;:(" 

1911 they don't care 
0,0 they give them a hard time about it 
~.~ they encourage them to do it 
~don't know 

----~---------------------------------.----------
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How do you thInk mORt of the corrl'C"['lonnl offlc0.rs pers0nally fee] 
about inmates who make cnmplnints to the Ombudsman? (check one) II-::$~#.. 

'~'r they don't care 
they give the inmates a hard time about it 

-~~~'~Ji~they encourage inmates to do it )V 
.. don't know 

-t 

How do you think most inmates generally feel about other inmates 
who make complaints to the Ombudsman? (check one) AI-::. ~ I 
;l1.~they don't care 
~they give them a hard time about it 
~they encourage them to do it 
!:/iklLdon't know 

46. How do you think most inmates generally feel about other inmates who 
make complaints to the Superintendent? (check one) ~ ~/ 

47. 

~
they don't care 

. 
they gtve them a hard time about it 
they encourage them to do, it 

~don't know 

How does the Superintendent f!Tl abo~t the complaints the 
inmates have? (check one) JV~ ItJ f 

"It he doesn't care 

~
he gives them a hard time about,it 

, ,he encourages them to make complaints 
• don't know 

48. Generally speaking, how do other correctional of~cers here feel about 
the complaints the inmates' have,? (check one) If ... ", 

.m. 0 they don't care 
~~they give them a hard time about it 

, they encourage them to make complaints 
~~don't know 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 
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Strongly 3trongly 
Disagree Disa~ree ---,,-- \~nde,"'ided Agree Agree .- -

49. A c:c .r..minal s"noui;:: be punished 
firs~) then we ca~ worry about 

f.r..t:) c/lb.O /1.-3 .z,l,3 J.$,3 re:£::' .... 1l1. N~ t,() 

50. Most of the problems that inmates 
have e.re causea by inma'Ces tnem- o,(J /,$.3 S,O fl),O ..s1·1 selves. 

#t- "" 51. Militant inmates her~ make my s,-tf (,'" job more difficult.~~ t9.. ,/./ 39.0 ,;uz,,() 
52, If given the chan~e, most in-

mates are capable of taking care 3.3 30. 0 30.0 93·3 '3.3 of themselves o~ the outoide. 
N'" '0 

53. I have deve~oped a friendship 
/(J.O :l6,6 $'1·7 &'.7 with a few inmates. N'= '0 ~tJ 

54. Most inmates really can't be 11,7 3"7 II·? «'8·3 If. 7 rehabilitat.ed. N: '0 
55. Most inmates respect me as a /p.g /. ? /1. 9 "'7.~ ~O correctional employee.~=Jr9 

56. A correctional employee must 
always enforce the rules to 
the letter, even if "it angers 8,3_ 'V{,·7 ",7 /6.7 ~.7 inmate leaders. }/= (PO 

57. Inmates here have too many /.3 ~/) c28.~ I'.~ :J/J.O legal rights. N"~O 

58. Most criminals do not benefit 
/q.O :1.".7 IS:o 3;.3 /0,,0 from punis hmen t. N'= (,tJ 

59. A criminal will go straight only 
wnen he finds that pr~son life 

lb. 0 J'-/3.3 /1.3 /6.7 I/.7 is hard. f'J='O ---_. 
60. Hard prison life will keep men 

~.3 ~~O Jg.3 5.tJ 8.3 from committing crime. 11= '0 
61. If inmates come to me fo:c help, 0·0 t'.O 3.3 .5",'1 39.3 I would try to help them.N •• ' 

~l 62. Inmates are easier to control by 
privately talking to the inmate 
leaders than by enforcing all /O.~ ,:tt).3 1S:3 'l-d-l /3." . the rules. N=59- ---
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Strongly Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Undecided !tree Agree 

63. N~ changes and reforms are 
weakening the authority of the .s:tJ 1$;0 II. '7 J/~7 3/'. '1 correctional officers .N='D ..-- • 

64. Inmates are never to be trusted. 1'1·f 31:,.} l"i. f ~.() 11,5 
N=hl --~ 

65. Harsh treatment only makes the 8.'1 II. 'I lIt 9 J{5,8 ,:t'1.1 inmate more bitter. N=59 

THANK YOU FOR YOUR HELP. 



Fi~lJf"es are. e.xfressed 
in perce.ot ~~& ~c.e.Ft 
LA»1f!rE. e~rwi'Se 6f&'~ie4 
N =. n~ M responda.nts 

'fee 'foest. 0(. 
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SOUTH CAROl, rNA 
INMATE SURVEY 

Community Conflict Resolution Program 
University of Misso~ri-St. Louis 

St. Louis, Missouri 63121 

James Laue 
John Hepburn 
Martha Becker 

* * * * * * * * * 

f\'t<'k.I&r\d Fsdliry 
~ Catd'tJd. 

August 1976 

1. How often do you get visits from friends or relatives? (check one) 

about 4 times a week or more 
about 2-3 times a week 
about once a week 
about once every two weeks 
at least once a month 
less than once a month 
never 

2. How often do you get letters from outside? (check one) 

3. 

almost every day 
about 4 or 5 times a week 
&bout 2~3 times a week 
at least once a month 
less than once'a month 
never 

Here is a list of some possible complaints which you might have. 
Please check all those which you feel are a problem for you. 

NO 
,ts, 
a? " S4.'1 
11'1.4. 
"Ill. 3 
55:.' 
1/.'1.2 
sa,s 
.1-iJ.iiL 
M.! 

food served 
clothing issued 
recreational opportunities 
medical services 
visitation rules 
legal services 
personal privacy 
treatment by correctional officers 
treatment by administrators 
job training and educational opportunities 
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If n group of lnmates strongly feels that the staff is treating them 
unfairly 1 what kinds of actions clo you think they have a right to 
ta~ in or.-dar to chnnge the sHuat.Lon? (Check any thnt you would do). 

S3 .. $' 
'/!Ita 
'a." 1;l.'1 
("A.iL 
1{itl/ 
'11.1 
;to." 

W.1 

Hold a meeting to talk about what's happening. 
Bring it to the attention of the Inmate Advisory Council 
Go talk to the Superintendent. 
Writ~ a letter to the Superintendent 
Write a letter to the Commissioner in Columbia 
Send a letter to the newspaper 
'File a law suit 
Do something to call attention to your cause even though 
it may be against the rules 
Do whatever it takes to get the job done' 

S. to the best of your knowledge, how often do these things happen here? 
(Check one for each question). 

a. fights between inmates IIA e1Uf 

b. 

c. 

, • ..! never 
~~ about once a month 

I't. '1. about once a week 

lftlS. about 2 or 3 times a week 
,~! about 4 to' 6 times a week 

1.1 at least once a day 

"'~ more than once a day 
- Q.€. ,. ~ew:t It".", 
fights between iTh~ates and staff NA~ 

~~ never 
11,..1 about once a month 

r.~ about once a week 

I. tJ about 2 or 3 times a week 

~.~ about 4 to 6,times a week 

.I1~ at least once a day 

i~ . more than once a day 
: tJ6tN I\no"" 
something in the prison dal!J.aged by an inmate PI", .)D'-

never 
about once a month 
about once a week 
about 2 or 3 times a week 
about 4 to 6 times a week 
at lea~t once a day 
more than once a day 
d.n '., t\no&c> 
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(cont. ) 

d. verbal abuse of an inmate by staff N .. ~ 
~ never 

913.0 about once a month 
II,., about once a week 
If;",£. about 2 or 3 times a week 
B. .!S about 4 to 6 times a ,v-eek 

IA.1 at least once a day 
'1.1/ more than once a day 
P. . . at ".... dent WI,) 

e. something stolen from an inmate II ~ ~'" 

'1.'.1 never 
illS about once a month 
Iw.~ about onc~ a week 
11.'1 about 2 or 3 times a week 
IO.~ about 4 to 6 times a week 
12.0 at least once a day 
14.1 more than once a day 
Q,O lit don't Kno.l 

6. Within the last two months, how often have you had a piece of cloth
ing or other personal possession torn, broken or ruined? 11::. .:u1 

'15 . .:1., never 
ao. J once only ,I.. t 2 times 
'.S 3 times 
JI. II 4 times 
It 'I 5 times 
1.1/ 6 to 10 times 

a.! 11 or more times 
_ A. t> dctnt f\ftou,) 

7. Within the last two months, how often have you had sometning you 
owned stolen from you? NIl~ 

8. 

Wh£. never 
'1,1 . once only 
,e,9 2 times 

1. • .5 3 times 
1.# 4 times' 
/.,. 5 times 
4.0 6 to ten times 
It'" 11 or more times 
/). Q. dot{t ~ 

Within the last two months, how often have you. been in a £::i.ght with 
another inmate or had another inmat:e attack you? ~ ~ -117 

'rJ.'1 
II." 5.S 
1.8 
Q.O 
D,C 

never 
once only 
2 times 
3 times 

. 4 times 
5 times 
6 to 10 times 
11 or more times 
6on't ~ 
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9. Within the last two mont"hs 1 h0W (Jft~"1\ hnvC' ~{l)\1 bc('n in n fir,ht '''ith 
a c.orrect:/,onal offln'r? ~:: ~ 

b.~ 
I, ., 

D.D 
O.f) 
b., 
AD 

never 
once only 
2 times 
3 times 
4 times 
5 times 
6 to 10 times 
11 or more times 

10. How would you d~scribe the feeling in this prison now? Would you 
say it is: (check one) n- Ql.::tS' 

11. 

12. 

13. 

tense, uptight, everyone nervous most of the time 
somewhat tense, possibility of fights often 
relaxed, only a few problems 
very relaxed, not much nervousness 

Have you heard from anyone before 
inmate grievance procedure here? 

""" yes .--3L.L no 

If ~, please answer (a) and (b): 

a. When did 
.aCt .;.. 
iI"'.' 

~lA.L 

you first henr about 
a few days ago 
1 or 2 weeks ago 
3 or 4 weeks ago 

today that there is to be a new 
JJ: :JAI/ 

it? (check one) "/1.3:1'/ 

"'M I> ,more tha~ a month ago 
. A54. f. not ¥plte.abla.. 

b. How did you first hear about it? (check one) W~ ~3 
Jr~.O from another inmate 
~., from a corrections officer 

___ ~~~~ from a teacher or counselor 
!i~ from the Superintendent or his staff 

___ ~ from a special film or TV tape shown in the prison I)., a pris,on newspaper or bulletin 
_-"A~~ a city newspaper or a magazine 
__ ~O~.~~ from a friend or relative from outside the prison 

:-tl: ~~:; ~1r:~fied ) 
The new inmate grievance procedure will do more harm than good. N 11.-11., 
(circle one) 
~ • .a.. 

Strongly 
Disagree / Disagree I Undecided 

The new inmate gr.ievance procedure will 
biggest problems. (circle one) N:.;w'l 

,.~ ttl ~."1 Strongly 
Disagree I Disagree / Undecided 

I Agree 

solve some of 

~.., . ., 
I Agree 

/ 

8., 
Strongly 
Agree 

this prison's 

.:/)."1 
Strongly 

/ Agree 



14. 

15. 

16. 

17. 

The new inmate grievance 
the staff. (circle one) 

,S.I 33 • .5 
Strongly 
Disagree / Disagree 
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procedure \dll help the inmates and hurt 
pJodlD 

3'1.3 l~.' ,.+ 
/ Undecided 

Strongly 
/ Agree / Agree 

The new 
(circle 

inmate grievance procedure cannot do any ~erious harm. Nct..:u.L. 
one) 

'1.1 "~.l) /1,.$ 
Strongly Strongly 
Disagree / Disagree / Undecided / Agree / Agree 

The new inmate 
one) IJ= ..:l'~ 

S.1 
Strongly 
Disagree / 

The new inmate 
5 . .1.. 

Strongly 
Disagree / 

grievance procedure is sure to be effective. (ci~cle 

Disagree / Undecided 

Act . .1.. J.:t.3 
Strongly 

/ Agree / Agree 

grievance procedure shows common sense. (circle one) 11.2 :JIb 
':1(, • ..:1... 1/.8 I?I, I{"".1 

Disagree / Undecided / Agree' / 
Strongly 
Agree 

18. When the new grievance procedure begins, do you think that most 
inmate complaints will be worked out: (check one only) N=..a,~ 

QlO • .!5 very well 
.36 • .., pre tty well 

:1! not very well 
very poorly 
dofo)n'i f'\now 

19. How much do you think staff will care about the successful working 
out of inmate grievances? (check one) tJ:J;~'1 

20. 

~.3_ very much 
9U,,~ somewhat 
.35. D a little 
laS. S" not at all 

D,9 dora't f\rw>U) • 
Do you think the new procedures will improve relationships with 
other inmates here? (check one) N:a:llc" 

as. 0 yes, a lot as.. yes, some 
Q)1 • .a. a little 
II • • 1 no, not at all ,. 'I dDn'i f\AO&c) 

21. Do you think the new procedures will improve inmate/staff relation-
ships? (check one) N::.. oUe.., 

yes, a lot 
yes, some 
a little 
no', not at all 
dDr:1 I't~ 
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After the new procedure begins here, do you think you will feel 
comfortable filing complaints or grievances? (check only one) ~A~I 

r.A 

most of the time 
some of the time 
seldom 
never 
don't know 

23. When the new procedure begins, how do you expect staff will feel 
toward inmates filing grievances? (check only one) N = ';113 

h.D accept it totally 
~ accept it ~.;rith some doubt 
~ be suspicious of it 
"~::i not want anything to do with it =:.: drm'.f KMW 

24. ~leh it comes to filing a grievance, do you think most of the 
inmates will: (check only one) tI~;acB 

file whenever they feel like it 
file only if r~ally necessary 
not file if they can help it 
not file at all 
dttn't Kn~ 

Here are some questions about the way complaints by inmates are 
handled now. Please answer to the best of your knowledge. 

25. If you have a complaint about something here, who would you go to 
first? (check one) II::.~&G 

Iq.~ another inmate who might be able to help me 
11.~ an officer I can talk to 
,,~ a counselor or teacher 

3~.M the Inmate Advisory Council 
,.8 the Superintendent 
D.9 the Ombudsman ii: other $p.c.'~.eca : : _!...: ~.,.,*,. bJaftK, 

26. How do you think most of the correctional officers generally feel 
about inmates who make complaints to the Superintendent? (check one) ~=~'1 

.:l.il.l they don't care 

~aa.5 they give us a hard time about it 

'u! they encourage us to do it 

~~Ie. don't know 

27. How do most of the correctional officers feel about inmates who 
make complaints to the Inmate Advisory Council? (check one) ,.J:::. :U8 

they don't care 
they give us a hard time about it 
they encourage us to do it 
don't know 
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28. How do most of the inmates generally feel about those inmates who 
make complaints to the Inmate Advisory Council? (check one) "A ell$" 

they don't care 
they give them a hard time about it 
they encourage them to do it 
don't know 

29. How do most of the inmates feel about those inmates who make 
complaints to the Superintendent? (check one) ~~~" 

they don't care 
they give them a hard time about it 
they encourage them to do it . 
don't know 

30. How does the way complaints are handled at this institution compare 
with other prisons you have been in or heard about? (check one) /1:&:1'1 

this one is worse 
about the same 
this one is better 
don't know 

31. Generally speaking, how does the correctional staff here feel about 
the complaints the inmates have? (check one.) 1111. ~11 

they don't care 
they give us a hard time about it 
they encourage us to make complaints 
don't know 

32. How does the Superintendent feel about the complaints the inmates have? 
(check one) 

he dOesn't care 
he gives us a hard time about it 
he encourages us to make complaints 
don't know 

33. How do most of the inmates generally feel about those inmates who make 
complaints to the Ombudsman? (check one) N:Ii GUa.. 

.;u.Ol.. 
8.$ 

11. () 
.!Ja,,, 

they don't care 
they give them a hard time about it 
they encourage them to do it 
don't know 

34. How do most correcitonal officers feel about inmates who make complaints 
to the Ombudsman? (check one) II::. ~15' 

they -don I t care -
they give us a hard time about it 
they encourage us to do it 
don't know 

l~. ________________________________________ ~ __ __ 
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35. Is there a particular person on the staff or a connnittee which is 
supposed to handle inmates' complaints? (check one) fl ::.;US 

'I'l.Q yes 
'5,' no 
!1.~ don't know 

36, Do you know anyone who has complained to this person or comnd.ttee? ~=';f.)' 
(check one) 

.", yes 
? ... a. no 

37. In general, are complaints handled quickly? (check one) II e..;a • .3 

.!~ always 
,0.8 most of the time 
1'1.~ some of the time 
!3~& seldom 
MI~ never 
AdL don't know 

38. In general, are complaints handled fairly? (check one) Ii~ ~.~ 

I.~ always 
!.! most of the time 

caa.~ . some of the time 
a;. 1/ selqom 
IS. a never 
1!1l~ don't know 

39. In general, is there a written reply to complaints? (check one) IJ;:& .;al3 

1.0 

* * * * 

always 
most of the time 
some of the time 
seldom 
never 
don't know 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 
Now we want to get some idea of how you personally feel about things. 

We are not intere~t~d in how you think others feel; we want your personal 
opinions. For each statement we read, please indicate whehter you agree 
or disagree with that statement. 

Strongly' 
Disagree I Disagre~ I Undecided I Agree 

Strongly 
I Agree 

( 

1 
.1 , 

,. 
l~ 



, 
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Strongly Stl'{lngly 
Disagree Disagree Undecided Agree Agree 

40. None of us have any influence on 
Jc2.0 1'04 If. I :U:O 3:1. ¥ how we are treated here.nC mil _. 

41. The kind of guys I hang around 
with here are really a lot like 
most of the people I knew on the ,:IS. 9 OLIf.' 1,4/ .!lAC, 1'.;1,.0 street. 1\:.. Q. , (, -

42. The governmfmt has IlO right to 
put poor people in prison when 
all they have done is try to )1.5' /1· 'tl" ('.4.f ;z.f.,. I 31.5--survive in an Unjust system~.2J9 --

43. There is really not much I can 
do about what happens to me 

13.3 /15.1 4.'1 :1.7-~ r:lf,. " here. ,,::.£11 

44. Who you know is more imporltnt '1.1 /0.''; /If. " 33.0 3~.1 tha t what you know. 11 ':. a.J . 
45. I feel more and more helpless 

when I see what's going on q.~ n. I I!J, .If 3'+.1 ~.a around here. ,,-:.. ~J1 

46., When you do the kind of work I 
do on the street you just have 
to expect to pull Il few years in 
prison once in a while. n;::dU '" Aif.4 072.~ 3.1 1.£3 /.3 • .y 

47. You have to take care ~f your-
self because nobody else is 
going to take care of you.~-'U' J;O 3, ,;t. -s, 7 

8; " hc:l.. " 
48. If you know the right people, 

you can get just about ~thing -4.1 a,s ~,1 ~Oj1 ~'1 you want around here. n - 1'1 
49. Inmates can improve their own 

/3.Jf conditions here by co0r-erating cQ.7· ~ J...3,,0 J5,;J" oV.OL. 
with the staff. n':. 01 ,., 

50. All officers belong in one class 
and should be treated about the /8. ~ 015";1 1/3 Jl/", /1.'" same way. 11 ~D 

51. Americans prisons are just lik~ 
concentration camps for the poor 
people, black people and other 
oppressed minoriti~s. "lr.~ .. 13.~ I"~ '/.1 ,{l3,/ ai,S-
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Strongly Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Undecided' 'Agree Agree 

52. If you stop and think about it, 
most of the rules they have here 1l.fI. I :L8.~ 1~1 /4/.1 ~'1 make pretty good sense. 1l-:::~ 

53. We are totally powerless to con-
trol what happens to us in this 14/·1 .:LI. 1 (,.O :lB,) 01..'1, r 
institution. n~ ~1 

54. I feel more like a political 
/0, f 17, , )7./ d/.3,(J 31.S prisoner than like a criminal. 

n -::'A.J~ 
55. You really can't expect people 

to think much of you if you are 
willing to back away from /(0,3 31),; 7,7 ';JlI.O 1&,,7 trouble. n=-C'J.A./ 

56. The staff here would rather do 
things fer a few inmates who will 
1.nform on others or who do just 
what they are told than do any-
thing about the problems the ca,,. "3 .4f.f I, R iJ.(),.5' 71), fJ rest of us have. n= tI,/J.O 

57. As inmates, we all share the 
same problems and have the same ..Yl.,!3 g'lS- tf, I IS:D rAJ interests -11 0:: a~ 

58. The biggest criminals can fix 5.0 (,..g ~4f ;If.() anything and rarely go to prison. ~.g 
I\~~I 

59. You have to be hard to make it (,,7 tf/3, a M,/p here. 11 ~~3 K.L . "".g 
60 •. You have to do what you can to 

help other inmates even when it 
might get you in trouble with JI.&t- &:>.0 r+S c1l..f., leo the officers. fl I: ~ 

~ 

61- Since everyone think~ I'm a 
c·r imina 1 , I might as well go 
ahead and be one when I" leave -SIP, I ~g .5:0 a,~ IbfO here. n =.:1.:1-1 

62. The solution to the problem of 
crime is to tear down the prisons 
and rebuild the whole society J"/i:k /9,1 /5':1 'f·1 8/,0.,., that forces people into crime. 

n ~c-~/g 

... 

'_., ....... ----------------
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Strongly Strongly 
Disagree Disagree !1nc,lecided 'Agree Agree 

63. I was right in doing what I did 
and I'd do it again even if I 
k~ew I 1d get arrested again.~~~ ~O 11./ ----.-- 7,0 8.3 ",7 

64. I don't have much in common with 
~'1.3 .sA/.? I'J,If lit'! II. '1 peopl~ who never break ~he law. 

n.: Il-A :J.~ .. 

65. Most inmates are nothing more 
than victims of an unjust soci-

13 t I 1'l·B IIJ~ g 10 Ii .J2, 'I ety. n~~ 

66, It is O.K. to hang around with 
people who break the law as long 

J2:1.5"' .;u",/ 11.3 .Qk,J 11./·0 as you stay clean yourself.n~ 

67. When inmates stick together it's $,~ a lot easier to do ttme.~Af ~,¥ Sf \31,3 AJ1.(P 
68. When I get out of here I want to 

do what I can for others who may 
~fO 9."/- IS:~ 3'1.5" 8,,8 still be in prison.,,=- aA3 

69. Most of the people on the staff 
are willing to go out of their 

'1000 19,3 ~tS 4f. 'I /.3 way to help an inmate.l1~ 

70. I have developed a friendship 
Q8..""/ ~At1 1I.oJ- ..:Ir;J..:7 '1.0 w1th a few of the officers."~~ 

71. It would be pretty hard for any-
one to ever make me mad enough 

~. 9 ~tD J.cJ. Cf llI,;,(" /1·7 that I'd fight them. n=~ 

72. I depend on my friends here for 
advice and help in de~ling with 

Yj. r &,(L I¥.{) .:$l.'f 8.1.tJ the staff. ft::: • .tlQ~ 

73. The other inmates are right when 
they say "don't do anything more 
than you have to. ')1 -:: aJl.1 J3., /1 e:lHJ 1"1,0 ..5C>:3 I'f.~ 

74. The real power in thiB place, as 
it affects my life here, is con-
trolled by inmate leaders, not 023. 'I 8/.0}., /O.J ..l1!.' 1/, 'I 
B taf f. 11 =- 0l.1~ ---

----~--------------------------.---,-, -------------------------
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Strongly Strongly 
Disagree' Disagree Undecided' Agree Agree 

75. An officer is never to be 
'1.0 J'f, 1 l~ 1'1,1 .3" q-trusted. y\ ::-.~9 

76., We are allowed to make a lot of 
decisions for ourselves here.n~S SiP$' as,7 , .'1 I&'f 7.7 

77. Even though I broke the law, I 
was right to do it by my moral :J-~.,+ ~D.J .f.~ J1.7 18/~ standards. 1\ ~ 0101 

78. If you ever do have to fight, 
you're smart to do a good enough 
job on the other guy that he'll M_ ",3 S,D 48.., J1to never come back for more'~~J 

79. The reason I'm in here is because 
I did what everyone else d,oes, 
only I got caught. 1\ -::crt} , tl7/f ~1,OL ".~ Ii, 1 --.l113 

80. This place is run ~n such a way 
that makes it easy for the staff 
but without showing much consid-
eration for the needs and desires G2.R g,1 7.3 $-f. a ~AJ of inmates. 1\.-= Q.J I 

81. I shouldn't be in prison for do· 
ing something that I had to do to 

13 • I 02-1.1 '/.1 .J!f{ 37,l survive. n:: r:L13 

j 
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Nm-l we would like some general information about you. 

82, Ethnicity (check one) 1/::. ~OS' 
Black 
White 
Spanish speaking, Latin 
American Indian 
Other 

83. Religion H::. rtl1 
~.~ Protestant 
3.~ Roman Catholic 
I.$. Jewish 

~Jl- Black Muslim (Elijah Muhammad) 

84. 

I.S Sunni Muslim 
81.1 Other 
li.t- None 

Marital 
,3' . .! 
,~" 
I~.l 
4.&. 
#f.b 
C.S" 

ale.' 

Status (check one) AI=. fit, 
married now 
divorced since coming to prison 
divorced before coming to prison 
separated before coming to prison 
widowed before coming to prison 
widowed since coming to prison 
single - never married 

8S t Education (check one) AI::. ~DI
lI .. ftk less than 7th grade 
:u.a 7th - 9th grade Q"eraqe. '*.f ~$ of 
.;vi.! 10th - 11th grade edtJ~'icn 'C'ift it> It-tft. Q(.,de,. 
~,O high school graduate ~ 
IS ., some college 
1.3 some vocational or trade school after high school 
1.5' completed college 
~ none "'u~e.. 

86. How old are you? 1\1,:;. ,if" _as. AI 

87. 

88, 

89. 

90. 

91. 

92. 

HoW many times have you been in prison? ~A l,fl7 

What is the total number of yearfi you have spent i~prison? 
N c t81 

Howald were you when first arrested by the police? 
1J:tI ita.. 

How 'long have you been at this prison? ~~:to t<tO 

How long before you will be released from prison? ..,:. &'" 

How many years and months have you already served on this 
sentence? ~':::. "5" 

Thank you for yout hl;!lp 

a.I yrs. 
".0 Y("$_ 

/,. fb IL Wl.fi~ 
yrs./mo'S. 
_A.fo~yN. 
yrs .?mos. 

, Io\"~ .13 ~m1h.s 
yrs./mo S , ' 



______________ c:"~'!~.,.--,~------------------------------

Figures are. fi~pre.~3ed 
in ~ueenit).~e.~ except 
wh~e crlhet'W'I~ $f'eciti e.d 
N:.; Number m- re.sponda.nt.s 

per '1tJe~f'ol'\ 
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September, 1977 

STAFF SURVEY 

Community Conflict Resolution. Program 
Vniversity of ~fissouri-Gt. Louis 

St. Louis, ~issouri 63121 

James Laue 
John Hepburn 

Nartha reeker 

-Kld~'8I'\d Fac.ilf+y 
..sovth C'l!td j n.a. 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 
The Community Conflict Resolution Program of St. Luuis nas been asked 

to monitor the new Inmate Grievauce Procedure at the idd.1aml facility in 
South Carolina. As part of our task we are seeking information from 
inmates, correctional officers and the Harden a.nd his staff. This ques
tionnaire is an attempt to find out bow you and other correctional officers 
feel about a number of things. \\Ie will bE: asking correctional officers 
to arLswer tnese questions. We are not asked to identify yourself J so 

. {ll.ea~;e do not put your name on this questionnaire. Your answers 'l-7i11 Le 

. corn,p:Letely confidential. 

He conducted a survey here in August El76 asking the staff questions 
qu1.t~~ similar to these. Please indicate whether you cOlllpleted the first 
questionnaire. tJ:::: J{~ 

,3t),~ No f) Don't know 

Now some general information about you: 

1. How long have you been a correctional employee? (check on~ only) 
N.:.51 

'/.9 Under 6 months 
OI!!,$ 7-18 months 
~_1~ to 2 years 
».,3 3-5 years 

$8 6-8 years 
..r.LtL9-ll years 

a...12-14 years 
" 15 or more years 

2. Ho",' long have you been a correctional employee here? (check one only) 
N=.5/ 

~pnder 6 months 
Dl2.S 7-18 months 
M.S 11:1 to 2 years 
gr • ., 3-5 years I.' 6-8 years 
_ ..... ":.....9-11 years 
_-",:O~12-14 years 
_ ........ " .... 15 or more years 
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3. Are you planning to make correc.tions a career? (check one only) 
N::. .,g. 

50,lJ Yes 
Ja.5: No 
q.~ Don't know yet probably not 

;Jl;,. , Don't know yet probably yes 

4. Is your job here becoming more or less satisfying work? (check one 
only) AI=-.5/ 

33.3 More satisfying 
a,.I~Less satisfying 
1fS.1 About the same 

5. Based on your own experience, do you feel the inmates here are harder 
to deal with than they were 8 year ago? (check one only) . 

31.' More difficult 
10. 'I Less difficult 
58. ~About the same 

N::. 1{8 

6. Based on your experience, would you recommend corrections as a career 
to someone just starting out? (check one only) 

~Yes 
33.3 No 
0'1,$Don't know 

N::SI 

7. To the best of your knowledge how often do these things happen here? 
(check one for each question) 

a. fights between inmates II::. 5D 
.Ql.O never 

Ol~, 0 about once a month 
I,.Q about once every two weeks 
£a.D about once a week 
~.O about 2 or 3 tjmes a week 

S.D about 4 to 6 times a week 
I~.oat least once a dav 
~more than once a dAY 

b. fights between inmates and staff N= 'I' 
&fR.,never 
.aft aabout once a month 

1{.3about once every two weeks 
"'.3. about once a week 
~.labout 2 or 3 times a week 

__ ~a~about 4 to 6 times a week 
__ ~D~at least once a day 
__ Cl.tmore than once a day 

j 
) 
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c. something in the prison dmr.aged by an ~.nmate II::;. '19 
a.o never 

cil/.5 about once a month 
OQ.If about once every two weeks 
/D.cil..about onc.e a week 
ha~about 2 or 3 times a ~eek 
"1.1 about 4 to 6 times a week 

Iff.S at least once a day 
10.m,. more than once a day 

d. inmate abuse of a staff member tJ::.1/q 
30. ill never 
J/D . .a about once l:l month 

8,Labout once every two ",reeks 
_ /,,1 about once a "l(aek 
lip • ." about 2 or 3 times a week 
3.0 about 4 to 6 times a week 

lip, !1.at least once a day 
!-/. I 1l1ore than on ce a day 

e. something Eltolen. from an inl'la.te #="1'1 
!il,l) never 
g.a.. about once a month 

10.9l...about once every tv.ro weeks 
~.~ about once a week 
18,4 about 2 or 3 times a week 

1...1 about 4 to 6 times a week 
11,3 at least once a day 
B.OLmore than once a day 

8. Within the last tHO months, how often. have you had a piece of clothing 
or other personal possession torn, Lroken or ruined? (check one only) 

N::. .51 
1t,.Snever 
,<i, , once only 
aiD 2 times 

....a.dl.3 times 
_~O~4 times 
_--",0,-5. times 
___ ~O~6. to 10 times 
___ ~~~ll or more times 

9. Hithin the last two tTlonths, hoy' often have you had something you owrted 
stolen from you? (check one only) N::.S/L 

'/..lrl..g never 
15. 'i:. once only 
5. 8 2 times 
/,'9. 3 times 

__ D_4 times 
_..Jo<():.-.5 times 
_~6 to 10 times 
.. _Q)l or morE' tlr.1f.R 
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10. Within the last two months, how often have you been attacked by an 
inmate? (check one only) N=s&.. 

89,S never 
So 8 once only 
I. q 2 times 

_....,O~3 times 
1.'1 4 times 

__ ()~5 times 
1.9 6 to 10 times 

_....,1J1IC:.-1l or mo r e 

11. How would you describe the feeling in this prison now? Would you say 
it is: (check one only) tJ =.Q. 

~,8 tense, uptight, everyone nervous most of the time 
1~.Dksomewhat tense, possibility of fights often 
¥~,~elaxed, only a few fights 

a,8 very relaxed, not much nervousness, 

12. If a group of inmates strongly feels that the staff is treating them 
unfairly, what kinds of actions do you think they have a right to 
take in order to change the situation? (check all that you feel are 

'I e,f, appropriate) 
eh&t..~.No, tJot~eeKe.d 

3S.5" ~/.S'a. Hold a meeting to talk about what's happening. 
IeI.S. 38.sP. Bring it to the attention of the Inmate Advisory Council. 
a 6'. 0 "IliOc. Go talk to the Warden. Wk.,. ?3.,d, Write a letter to the Warden. 

'tq ',.,e. Send a letter to the newspaper. 
1.k. ~f. Write a letter to the Commissioner in Columbia. 

5't 10 1-aAg. File a grievance with the clerk of the Inmate Grievance 
Committee. 

4.8 '1(., • .jl)l. File a law suit. 
__ 0_ IDO,O 1. Do something to call attention to their cause even though 

it may be against'the rules. 
4,8_ q~.~. Do whatever it takes to get the job done. 

13. Are the complaints by the inmates here about the same as they were a 
year ago? AI =1#1 

'l~HiL.Yes 
II. a No I g., don" Know 

14. Are the complaints by the staff here about the same as they were a 
year ago? ~::. &.11 

8.0.1 Yes 
.11.a.ZLNo 
...i.&. doni Koc~ 

J 
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15. When an inmate has a complaint about something here, who is that 
inmate supposed to go to first about the problem? (check one only) 

NwSL 
A.B a. another inmate who might be able to help 

41.8 b. an officer 
,. I} c. a counselor or teacher 

11 • .3 d. the Inmate Advisory Council 
1.1 e. Clerk of the Inmate Grievance Committee 
~.# f. an Inmate grievance representative in dormitory 
~~O~g. the Inmate Grievance Committee 
~~C~h. the Warden 
~~O~i. the Ombudsman 

() j. other 
-~ 

16. As things now operate, about how often are complaints by inmates 
handled in the following ways: 

Frequently Seldom Never 
a. Inmate with complaint does ncthing 

and lets it drop. tV ::. I/a... a·~L 51/. fl 2.l 
h. Inmate with complaint talks to 

another inmate who straightens it 
out with an officer. ftJ::. '13 b. "Ii. ~ "1&.8. 2.a 

c. Inmate with complaint talks 
directly to an officer. W::' '15 c.~~ s.~!~ al~ 

d. Inmate writes to Warden. N::.~ d '..!:l.!L..L _55.. • .3 -12. 
e. . Inmate writes to Commissioner. fJ:; ,",0 e.~_ ..:5LS- ~.~ 
f. Inmate files formal complaint. H::. 1/3 f. ~i.l. Jl -1il~ 0 
g. Inmate files formal complaint 

with Ombudsman. H =-.:,q g.~S 5'11~_ ~.l. 
h. Inmate files formal complaint with 

the Inmate Grievance Committee. N::.&lS h. 8q .oz... /118 -- Q 

17. In general, are complaints by inmates handled fairly? (check one only) 
A/::.51 

0I5.~ always 
..5S1.B most of the time 

9\.0 some of the time 
_..::D::.-,.seldom 

() never --=---fa.? don 1 t know 

18. In general, are inmate complaints handled quickly? (check one only) 
/V::.5c'J... 

11. S always 
59.~most of the time 
'11 ,some of the time 

_.-b.1-seldom 
. __ JL.I1evcr 
laS don t t know 
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19. In general, is there a written reply to inmate complaints? 
(check one only) II::. 'R 
",g,~.$ always 
a!I,51ll0st of the time 
ao." some of the time 
~.l seldom 
sil.O never 

Dll/, sdon 't know 

20. How does the way inmates' complaints are handled here compare with 
other prisons where you have worked or heard about? (check one only) 

fJ :::.$/1 
10.t, this one is v70rse 
Ql7. '2 about the same 
~.1 this one is better 
3tl.Q don t t know 

21. Generally speaking, do other correctional employees here care about 
the complaints the inmates have? (check one only) AI = "11 

l2.1 they don't care 
a they give them a hard time 

Cit?? they enco.urage Inmates to make complaints 
~on't know 

* * * * * * +: +: * +: +: * * 
Now we would like to ask some questions about the new Inmate Grievance 
Procedure. 

22. Are you familiar with the Inmate Grievance Procedure here? (check 
one only) N::. 50 

.?til Qvery familiar with it 
~tosomewhat familiar with it 
OlD.onot veT.Y familiar with it 

1.0do not know about it 

23. Has the Inmate Grievance Procedure been written out and given to or 
posted tor the staff? (check one only) 

~ ::. "'IS 

24. 

ii 
il 

How adequate has your orientation been to the Inmate Grievance 
Procedure? (check one only) N =-'"11 

su~excellent orientation 
~adequate orientation 
at. a ~ess than adequate orientation 
as,S' no orientation at all 

---_____ .... = __ .... t~ .. ,li!Il q, 
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25. l-o"h.at opportunity has been given staff to disc1).sS and review the 
grievance procedure since its implementation? (check one only) 

.;1#1.0 none 
.3'-1,0 very lit tIe 
OW.O some 
ta,a much 

N::..50 

26. Has the new Inmate Grievance Procedure helped to clarify or improve 
existing policy? (check o'ne only) 

qq,Q yes 
~no 
~don't know 

N ::.5/ 

27. Have there been changes in policy governing inmate behavior in any 
of the following areas since the introduction of the grievance 
procedure? (please indicate change by checking each item) 

Change for Change for No 
the better.: the worse change 

a. food served. ~ ;:: ..,(" a. ~5..2 _ ~.3 .!rol Q 
b. clothing issued. ~::. &/(p b.~,- d,~ _.!fS..1. 
c. recreational opportunities. N:"I8 c·,..!J.a ... L !:/..tfJ.c ~ 
d. medical services. N. "lip d·JA3,a 4t..S ZID..1.. 
e. visitation rules. N.::.10/5' e. 1-e;:~ 0. rfJ~.~ 
'f. legal services. N: ~~ f. sa . .L ~13 !:la.S 
g. personal privacy. AI::. "I!> g. sil3.3 l~.O "tB. 
h. treatment by correctional 

officers. N::."1 h. 5~.1. fe..~ ~.gz., 
1. treatment by administrators. AI:"" 1. ~~. g ~.1 ~f.t,.!!> 
j • job training and educational 

opportunities. N.::. "13 j. 5~ll ~.3 ~.~ 
k. other. fJ =.:vI k.~ l~. 2 tsa. ,5 

28. Do you think a formal means of registering complaints, such as the 
Inmate Grievance Procedure, was necessary here? (check one only) 

~=51 . 
c211.S definitely yes 
~yes, sQmewhat 

9,S yes, a little 
Iqt~ no, not at all 
5'.Ldon I t know 

29. In general, how would you rate the reaction of most inmates to the 
new Inmate Grievance Procedure? (check one only) 

tJ::.50 
W.D enthusiastic 
SO,O neutral 
!.Q..negative 

,R.O don't know 



30. The new Inmate Grievance 
(circle one) N.:: 5a. 

11.3 3D. g 
Strongly 
~$agree / Disa~ree 
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Procedure is doing more har,m than good. 

.3.5 

/ Undecided I Agree 

5.8 
Strongly 

/ Agree 

Jl. The new Inmate Grievance Procedure is solving some of this prison's 
biggest problems. (circle one) tJ= 51 

a,q a5.S 33.3 ~'1." 1.' 

32. 

33. 

34. 

35. 

36. 

37. 

38. 

Strongly Strongly 
Disagree / Disagree / Undecided / Agree / Agree 

The new Inmate 
ing the staff. 

'1.g 
Strongly 
,Pisagree I 

Grievance Procedure is helping the inmates and hurt
(circle one) N =5' 
33 • .5 ,q." 

Disagree / Undecided / Agree / 

15.7 
Strongly 
Agree 

The new Inmate Grievance 
(circle one) IV:. S8L 

Procedure is not dOing any serious harm. 

5.8 iI.S 110.11 'I. e. 
Strongly 
Disagree / Disagree / Undecided / 

Strongly 
Agree I Agree 

The new Inmate 
a.O 

Strongly 
Disagree I 

The new Inmate 
.;t.D 

Strongly 
Disagree I 

Grievance Procedure is effec.tive. (circle one) N::.5/ 
II. 8 ~?S ~.O 9.8 

Strongly 
Disagree I Undecided / Agree / Agree 

Grievance Proceudre shows common sense. 
,"/. /) It.. () '-01.0 

Disagree I Undecided / 

(circle one) ~ =SlJ 
ii,/) 

Strongly 
Agree 

The new Inmate Grievance Procedure handles inmate grievances fairly. 
(circle one) tV=.5D 

Ol.D I..D ~.O .58.0 f« .0 
Strongly Strongly 
Disagree / Disa~ree I Undecided / Agree / Agree 

The new Inmate Grievance Procedure is providing written replies to 
inmates about their grievances. (c:ir.cle one) Nalf'l 

C S.a... 0101.1/ 51.1 l;;t • .:t.. 
Strongly Strongly 
Disa~ree I Disa~ree I Undl2cided / Agree I A8ree 

The new Inmate Grievance Procedul:e handles inmate grievances quickly. 
(circle one) 

0 
Strongly 
Disa~ree 

,.- ,\ 
I ~' • \ 

'.f 

/ 

H S!> "11 
~. , 

Disa~ree 

,13.8.le "'.OL 4../ 
Strongly 

I Undecided / Af2ree / . Asree 

,~~------'--------------------------------------------------,---------------
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49. Do you think the new Inmate Grievance Procedure is improving the 
relationships between inmates here? (check one only) 

'/.8 yes, a lot 
~?l yes) some 
45.S a little 
".(,. no, not at all 

1/::51 

40. Do you think the new Inmate Grievance Procedure is improving the 
relationship between inmates and staff? (check one only) 

1!L.Des, a lot .m., yes, some 
0D..~ a little 

N:: 'I' 
..$\., no, not at all 

41. When it comes to filing a grievance, do you think most of the 
inmates: tJ ::. 51) 

42. 

43. 

~.o file whenever they feel like it 
~8.0 file only if really necessary 

8.0 do not file if they can help it 
~.O do not file at all 

Under the new Inmate Grievance Procedure, how do you think most 
officers feel toward inmates filing grievances? (check one only) 

N ::. "I~ 
~.~ accept it totally 
qq.D accept it with some doubt 
It,~ are suspicious of it 
1O.;;..p.ot want anything to do with it 

Under the new Inmate Grievance Procedure here, how do you think 
the inmates feel about filing grievances? (cheek one only) 

N=5D 
~.O very comfortable, willing to file 
I~.ohesitant, reluctant to file 
~.Qvery uncomfortable, very unwillin~ to file 

44. Do you think the new grievance system changed the inmate i.complaints 
about: (check one for each question) 

a. major institutional rules anq procedures IJ ::,Sj 
~.oyes, complaints have increased 
11.8 yes, complaints have decreased 
cU." no change 
'1. C:r_don • t know 
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44. continued 

b. correctional employees AJ ::.5/J 
~.D yes, complaints have increased 
!?lAID yes, complaints have decreased 
rWI,O no change 
JI". Q don f t know 

c. trivial matters that are only a waste of time N:51 
~~I yes, complaints have increased 
I!,k yes, complaints have decreased 
~l." no change 
Jat.1... don't know 

45. Using the Inmate Gr:!.evance Procedure, do you think most inmates 
would feel comfortable filing: (check one only) 

!J:SI 
~.OLmost type of grievances 
1,,~some types of griev~nces 
1.8 few types of grievances 

__ ~a,-no grievances 

46. As far as you can tell, has the new Inmate Grievance Procedure increased 
or decreased the number of '\\Tritten rules here? 

tis. , increased 
Iq.(e decreased 
tJ. t-no change 
• .,. wdon' t know 

47. As far as you can tell, since the new Inmate Grievance Procedure began, 
do you thank that most inmate complaints have been worked out? 
(check one only) II:. 50 . 

3':1.0 very well 
5/,.D pretty well 

a.C,not very well 
11.0 very poorly 

48. How much do you think most correctional employees care about the 
successful. working out of inmate grievances? (check one only) 

II:. 50 
~!/J very much 
,!&,. D.,somewhat 
1'1,0 a 1it.tle 
S.a not at all 

J 
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49. About how much of your time in any given week is involved with the 
Inmate Grievance Procedure? (check one only) 

N:::.S' 
~none 

-3,. " 1 hour or less 
I~.? 2 to 3 hours 
d,O 4 to 5 hours 
d,D 6 to 7 hours 

__ ~O~8 or more hours 
1.8 don't know 

50. Staff members may be involved with inmate grievances in a number of 
ways. Here is a list of some of the ways. HOW MANY TIMES have you 
been involved in each of these ways? (mark EACH ITEM with a NUMBER) 

II of times 

____ a. A grievance filed against me or something I did. 
___ ~b. I was called as a witness at a hearing of the Inmate 

Grievance Committee. 
c. I provided information for committee members related to --- a grievance. 
d. I have served on the Inmate Grievance Committee. ---e. I have served as rotating Chairman for the Inmate Grievance ---- Committee, 

__ ~f. I took duty for another officer while he was involved with 
the Inmate Grievance Committee. 

__ ,g, Other ( ). 

51. Based on your experience with the grievance proeedure., how IN'ould you 
evaluate its usefulness? (check one only) Wc~ 

52. 

53. 

3',3 generally a useful system to resolve grievances 
"'.3.8 a fairly good system that needs some improvement 
~3 a poor system that needs lots of improvement 
1.QLa bad system that should be dropped or replaced by something else 

If) .5don' t know 

As far as you can tell, under the ne'w Inmate Grievance Procedure, 
about what percent of the grievances filed so far are in each of the 
following categories? (Numbers should add to 100%) N:;.8/~ 

~hler~e. of response.5 ai\leJ'l by t!af.:!~Dry 
c!l? 0 % deal with important issues. 
11t~ % deal with issues that aren't very important, but have merit. 
,~.,~ deal with issues that are marginal and have very little merit. 
gr.g % deal with frivolous issues which are a waste of time. 
3O.Q % don't know 

100% 

How does the way inmates' complaints are handled now compare with the 
way they were handled before the new grievance system started? (check one only) ) 

N:.~' 
I.flp,q better now 
.30.~about the SClmE' 

.el.Qworse nmoJ 
O\QA don't know 

J 
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50. - Q. How many times have you been involved with the Inmate Grievance 
Procedure in each of the following ways? 

50. _ A. Table: Staff respondents data concerning the number of times 
they were involved with I.G.R.C. BY forms of involvement. 
N= ~ 

Forms of Involved 

a. Grievance filed 
against me or 
something I did. 

b. Called as Witness 
by I.G .R.C. 

c. Provided information 
for committee. 

d. Served as member 
of I.G.R.C. 

e. Served ,as Chairman 
of I.G.R.C. 

f. T.ook duty for another 
officer involved with 
loG.R.C. 

g. Other. form of 
involvement. 

Number of Times Involved 

None 

~a 

I~t 

1/-1 

'"~.3 
'.3~ 

''1-/ • 

One or 
Two Times 

.sf. I 

,a. 0 

If·' 

1.1 

,.~ 

Three or 
More times 

& . .s-
,.~ 

1·7 

,.a. I) 

0 
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Strongly Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Undecided Agree Agree 

54. Hard prison life will keep men 
11, (, :gs::.3 from committing crime.~~1 . /3, 7 13.7 /1-6 

55. A criminal should be punished 
first, then we can worry about 
reform. #..:..5" I _11 .3/,,/- I/tl ~f,/f 11·-' 

56. Most of the problems that inmates 
have are caused by i~tes them-
sel ves • ::S I _JiL So1 Sot ~/) ..Y • .!J 

57. Militant inmates here make my ,.f) job more diff:i.cult. J/~/) 1'1. () I.l) ¥ti1.tJ .!JI),D 

58. If given the chance, most in-
mates are capable of taking care 

-.1.1, f 35:3 17,{J 0l.9,jI .$".1 of themselves on the outsideAV~l 

59. I have developed a friendship 
'1.0 with a few inmates. ~~~D .:J/.{) )().D ~() '1.0 

60. Most inmates really can't be 
rehabilitated. AI~~I ~!.L ";7-.3 _1&- /"6 /s:z 

61. Most inmates respect me as a 
correctional employee.AI~~D II./) ,.1) ~.O ~~ ,M.O 

62. A correctiona.l employee must 
always enforce the rules to 
the letter, even if it angers 
inmate leaders. ,¥-:.!J':'t Zf ~a'L :l.{) ~f,f 17, It> 

63. Inmates here have too mali> .5,. f2 __ legal rights. ft/?-,fj ;1.. /) J!IJ,() !lO,/) ~() 

64. Most criminals do not benefit 
l·g ~'f.~ from punishment. K~S;' ~f .371J J..f 

65. A criminal ~o]ill go l)traight only 
when he finds that prison life 
is hard. r-tlf 1O,;;'" 1.j1J. f 18,'1 e2.1J.¢ 10. a... 

66. If inmates come to me for help, 
I would try to help them~/~1 () .s-:,( I) 6't7 ~1';" 

67. Irtmates are easier to control by 
privately talking to the inmate 
leaders than by enforcing all [,.0 ~b ~,() ~'Ia/) /diO the rules. A1~D 
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Strongly Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Undecided Agree Agree 

68. New changes and reforms are 
weakening the authority of the lif. b ~L- .3f.O 
correctional o£ficersAl·~D ,,0 3#1.,,, 

69. Inmates are never to be trusted', -111- ~1f,1J $",'1 If,/; [3·7 
~~I 

70. Harsh treatment only makes the 3/1 L3,Z inmate more bitter, !/-::.tr/ -,/.8 ..sr., LL·g 
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Finally, we would like some general information about you that wcmld 
be useful in our analysis of correctional staff data. 

71. ifuat is your age? tlv~ ~ ar "'R~po"d&nt.s (tJ.:: 59 ::.. .31." 1t!1M'6 

72. 

73. 

Number of years of formal education: (circle the appropriate number) 
A\lu~ ~ ~ ~ of edtJ~+iot) (tV ::. so) .. ~. I y~ 

Elementary Secondary College 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 

Race or ethnicity (check one) 

01£,.9 Black 
k1,.s White 
-U..Spanish surname 

I, 'I Amer"1~;lln Indian 
l. '1 Other 

74. What is your annual salary? (check one) 

() below 7, 000 
'.0 7,001 - 8,000 

4(. /) 8,001 - 9,000 
,1$,0 9,001 - 10,000 
hID 10,001 - 11.000 
a,D 11,001 - 12,000 

o 12,000 - 13,000 
o 13,001 - 14,000 

g,O above 14, 000 

Thank You For Your Cooperation 

--- ---~--------------------
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iAl fe~IJT1JGtf~ E-Hu:P! Itlf'1Lt..:E SURVEY 
wf/GIlG t:>7f!€'!l..WISt.; SP6t.,FIE'D - ----

AI::: llilm 1lff'R. ()t:' Community Conflict Resolution Program 
IV Jie$?o.uDIJ~ University of Hissouri-St. Louis 

Septl:!mb~r, J.977 
f(il.tCIIl1m ,...~,-;-ry 
SotrrH C!.luloLiJUII-

PIER.. Qqe'o-n'Ot)S St. Louis, Missouri 63121 

James Laue 
John Hepburn 
Martha Becker 

* * * * * * * * * * 
Here are some questions about the way complaints by inmates are 

handled here. Please answ~r to the best of your knowledge. 

~le conducted a survey here in September 1976 asking inmates questions 
quite similar to these. Please indicate whether you completed the first 
questionnaire. 1.1==-177 

...<:l.,{) Yes 7io No 1.0 Don't know 

1. If you have a complaint about something here, who would you go to 
first? (check one only) fJ::: 1((fJ 

l3.~ another inmate who might be able to help me 
11.7 an officer I can talk to 
!5.'j a counselor or teache'r 
~ the Inmate Advisory Council 
~ Clerk of the Inmate Grievance Committee 
~ Inmate grieva.nce representative in my dormitory 
~ the Inmate Grievance Committee 

(5.0 the Warden 
o the Ombudsman 

-"""'"-
It, other 

2. Here is a list of some possible complaints which you might have. 
Please indicate how much of a problem each of these is for you by 
checking each item. 

Very Huch Somewhat No Problem 

3. 

a. food served • . . · • · · · · a. 56-v :1..1. ;t., 17. f:6 p: lfe>? 
b. clothing issued · · · · b. 

Ii 
~513 ~". g' ~= /5'3 

c. recreational opportunities. · c. ~ <l.i,l .:3~! l 101:; It{-<:J 
d. medical services. · · · · · · · d. 3. 11= ~~ p ;.1.5:/..J 
e. visitation rules. • · · e. • ~ .- /J:.I# 
£. legal services •• f. .0 ~~tL- .:J.,'&I fd ':. 1.3,) 
g. personal privacy. · · · · · · · g. 6ta ..J71..i).~ ~91. () IV:: ISO 
h. treatment by correctional officers. h. :1 '/-0 .-S~.? : i"'}:~: f# 10 ·15i 1- treatment by administrators · • • · i. 0l.'l!6" ..J: I 
j. job training and educational 

.J.Z1- -J2±. A) .:: 1-l1 opportunities . • · . · · · · · j. $iii k. other( ----) k. la,~ • 1)-:; 1/6 
specify 

How does the way complaints are handled at this institution compare 
AJ:: '''1 (check one only) with other prisons y6u have been 

I~.b this one is worse 
/(,. () about the same 

in or heard about1 

_J1)iL thls one is better 
..sc')~ don't know 
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4. To the best of your knowledge, how often do these things happen here? 
(Check one for each question). 

a. fights betw~en inmates ,I):: Ig1 

B:tJ never 
~~about once a month 
~about once a week 
~about 2 or 3 times a week 
~about 4 to 6 times a week 
..t'i!I.-at least once a day 
~more than once a day 

b. fights between inmates and staff ~= 178 

c. 

d. 

e. 

~never 
02(; 1 f!1bout once a month 
~ilbout once a week 
-;,t,.~ about 2 or 3 times a week 
~about 4 to 6 times a week 
~~~-at least once a day 

I. 1 more than once a day 
-'klL-~~ 
something in the prison damaged by an inmate JJ-:: /7(P 

~
never 

• about once a month 
• about once a week 

about 2 or 3 times a week 
gz5 about 4 to 6 times a week 
~at least once a day 

~u~aday 
staff abuse of an inmate ~:: n¢ 
~.;Jnever 
.2.:3.~about once a month 
~about once a week 
~about 2 or 3 times a week 
6'.7. about 4 to 6 times a week 
10.9 at least once a day 
td.K more than once a day 

something stolen from an inmate IJ~ 177 

11/ never 
~about once a month 
~about once a week 
IS, Dabout 2 or 3 times a week 
{",.2,about 4 to 6 times a week 
~t'least once a day 
~more than once a day 



5. Within the last two months, how often have you had a piece of clothing 
or other personal possession torn, broken or ruined? (Check one only);U=I?o 

lJnever 
once only 

~ 2 times 

! 3 times 
• 4 times 
, 5 times 

~L6 to 10 times 
~.qt...11 or more times 

6. Within the last two months, how often have you had something you owned 
stolen from you? (Check one only)tU~/gg 

7. 

8. 

"O.f, never 
tW.'!; once only 
,// 2 times 
&7 3 times 
PI,1 4 times 
~.:V5 times 
~6 to 10 times 
~ll or more times 

Within the last two months, how oftefl have you been in a fight with 
another inmate or had another inmate attack you? (Check one only))V~/g, 

f.b.! never 
Sonce only 
~2 times 

1.1 3 times 
O,{) 4 times 
I, ~ 5 times 
M 6 to 10 times 
~,~l or more times 

Within the last two months, how often have you ~e,n in a fight with 
a correctional officer: (Check one only) )U=/~~ 

t:t/.~ never 
Ie Co once only 
:L~ 2 times 
tk 3 times 
().5 4 times 
o 5 times 
~6 to 10 times 
-r,z--ll or more times 

-------.~-------------
~ ____________ '"I~~,JI~""A. 



9. 
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How would you describe the feelin~in this prison now? 
say it is: (Check one only) fU ': 1'67 

tlf.Q tense, uptight, everyone nervous most of the time 
~.~somewhat tense, possibility of fights often 
~relaxed, only a few problems 
__ ~very relaxed, not much nervousness 

Would you 

10. Does the Warden care aLout the complaints the inmates have? 
(Check one only) No:: /1' 

I
he doesn't care 

, he gives us a hard time about it 
• he encourages us to make complaints 

don!t know 

11. In general, are complaints by inmates handled quickly? 

4.'!J always 

(check one only) 
tr= Ifro 

~most of the time 
~some of the time 
a16J[seldom 
. ,{.g-never 
IZ7 don't know 

12. In general, are inmate complaints handled fairly? (check one only) J,J-:./& (P 

4. g always 
~ost of the time 
~some of the time 
~seldom 
~never 
~on't know 

13. In general, is there a written reply to inmate complaints? (check one only) 

,

• :!:~y~f the 
. some of the 

. seldom 
• never 

,N.() don't knm.; 

time 
time 

1J~/f:7 

14. Generally speaking, does the correctional staff here care about the 
complaints the inmates have? (Check one only) 

so.g they don't care 
~lth.Y give us a hard time about it 

they e~courage us to make complaints 
don't knew 

..M.-IIuo~ 
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15. If a group of inmates strongly feels that the staff is treating them 
unfairly, what kinds of actions do you think they have a right to 

tI~!» :j,.f::r~n order to change the situation? (Check any that you would do),t)::!tO 
f(!#({!UO eiIGilU:'P 
~ ~a. Hold a meeting to talk about what's happening 
~ __ ~b. Bring it to the attention of the Inmate Advisory Council 
~ ~c. Go talk to the Warden 
~~.~ft. Write a letter to the Warden 
~ 'ft;5:e. Write a letter to the Commissioner .in Columbia 
..,5".[ fR'.2J f. File a grievance with the clerk of the Inmate 

Grievance Committee 
~ ~¢ g. File a law suit 
~ ~h. Do something to call attention to your cause 

even though it may be against the rules 

* * * * 

Do whatever it takes to get the job done 
Send a letter to the newspaper 
Contact the Ombudsman 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

Now we would like to al=1.· c:nl1'P (juestions about the new Inmate Grievance 
Procedure. 

16. In general how familiar are you with the Inmate Grievance Procedure 
here? (Check one only) N:' ,rK 

17. 

18. 

~j(verY familiar with it 
,;l(J. somewhat familiar with it 
~not very familiar with it 
~do not know about it 

Do you think a formal means of registering complaints, such as the 
Inmate Grievance Procedure, was necessary here? (Check one on1y)N= If7 

~Odefinite1y yes 
~es, somewhat 
IP.~yes, a little 
~no, not at all 
~don't know 

Has the new Innlate Grievance Procedure helped to clarify~ or improve 
existing policy? (Check one only)...u -:: 1&7 
!.~/~ rJ 'Yes 
..:L;'f{~ 
,,2b. ~No 
~., Don't know 
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19. Have there been changes in policy governing inmate behavior in any 
of the following areas since the introduction of the grievance 
procedure? (please indicate change by checking each item) 

a. food served 
b. clothing issued. 
c. recreational 

opportunitie.s. 
d. medical ser7ices. 
e. visitation rules. 
f. legal services. 
g. personal privacy. 
h. treatment by 

correctional officers. 
:t. treatment by 

administrators. 
j. job training and educa

tional opportunities. 
k. other 

Cha.nge for 
the better 

~:. /11 a. 
IJ-:. (59 b. 

~f:.'tf.t h. 

~S;/ 
~7,{ 

,a.l 
~(ip 
$:?.;tJ 
M,I 
19./ 

~,t/ , 

JJ -:.145:t. ~9, D 

N ~tt/,£ j. #,1 
tJ ~ rr k. rf<!J.o 

Change for 
the worse 

'[.8' 
-'-Z.~ 
7'~-
9.0 

16;,-

/o.g 

I~,I 

No 
change 

~O 
SS".~ 

~-r,K 

_6l'/. 9 

EA.I 
fe,7.{; 

20. Based on what you know about the grievance ~)pcedure, how useful do 
do you think it is? (Check one only) AJ~/7~ 

21. 

:~ generally a useful system to resolve grievances 
a fairly good system that needs some improvement 

, a poor system that needs lots of improvement 
~ a bad system that should be dropped or replaced by something else 

In general, how would you rate the reaction of mos~_Jnmates to the new 
Inmate Grievance Procedure? (Check one only) AJ:/~~ 

_~o enthusiastic 
-1 neutral 

~ negative 
~ don't know 

22. Since the new Inmate Grievance Procedure began, do you think that 
most inmate complaints have been worked out: (Check one only)A)~/fa 

~ Very well, 
~ Pretty well 

:1.5. () Not very well 
Ii' Very poorly 

23. How could the new Inmate Griev~nce Procedure be improved? (Check 
,,~~ al~at apply) A~--19:1.--
t~ ~~;:""P :.!:i.:1. (pf.:1.J a. Greater ,speed 
.6j II b. More "outside" control 

A c. Include disciplinary action, classification, parole, etc. 
d. Have different inmate clerk that we have now 

~ 
e. Have diffetent committee than we have now 
f. Have more ~'ritten replies 

• g. Have better explanation of decisions 
........ ~_ AL h. OK as it is 
~ 1. Other (_~_....--__ --:-::--_ 

specify 

'"-----_._----------------- -

---) 



24. 

25. 

26. 

27. 

28. 

29. 

30. 

31. 
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The new Inmate Grievance 
(circle one) 12.::179 

Procedure is doing more harm than good, 

1.3.4 JI 1/.5 
Strongly ..3...,./ 
Disagree / Disagree / 

J'~/.(P 
Undecided 

1c3.4 
I Agree 

Strongly 
/ Agree 

, 
The new Inmate Grievance Procedure is solving 
biggest problems. (circle one) /'L::' It'd 

some of this prison's 

st70ntlY d./r;./ ..3~. <l c3l.1 
Disagree / Disagree / Undecided / Agree / 

c:(.~ 
Strongly 
Agree 

The new Inmate Grievance 
(circle one) /1..::./7.., 

Procedure is not doing any serious harm. 

oZ. 3 n 
Strongly "T,O 
Disagree / Disagree 

The new Inmate Grievance 
(circle one) /7... = /7.5' 

02.. B 
Strongly /8.7 
Disagree / Disagree 

The new Inmate Grievance 
(circle one) fl.::. 17 7 

1.1 ~ / 
Strongly / v. Y' 

Disagree / Disagree 

/ 
c:lt.1 
Undecided 

S' c:)..6 
/ Agree / 

Procedure is effective. 

/ Undecided / Agree / 

Procedure shows common sense. 

S7.1 
/ Undecided / Ag~ee / 

7.9 
Strongly 
Agree 

{p.3 
Strongly 
Agree 

q.ft> 
Strongly 
Agree 

The new Inmate Grievance 
(circle one) /l.. = Itfd 

Procedure handles inmate grievances fairly. 

,j'.9 
Strongly 11.7 6'3.3 ~7.J. 
Disagree / Disagree / Undecided / Agree / 

The new Inmate Grievance Procedure is providing written 
rna tes about their grievances. /l..: 171 
(circle one) 

I. ~ 
Strongly 
Disagree / Disagree / Undecided / Agree / 

as. I 

a.q 
Strongly 
Agree 

replies to in-

I·~ 
Strongly 
Agree 

The new Inmate 
(circle one) 

Grievance Procedure handles 
/1.: /7S 

inmate grievances quickly. 

t".3 
Strongly 
Disagree / 

c2ej.1 a~.9 
Disagree / Undecided I 

~;;,. tj ;,,""1 
Agreeitl 

" 

01.9 
Strongly 
Agree 



32. How much do you think staff cares about the successful working out 
of the inmate grievances? (check one only) /l.: r!~> 

33. 

~
very much 

• somewhat 
a little 

:J;~ ~ot at all 
· dOll-'1- I</lObJ 

Do you think the new Inmate 
ships between inmates here? 

J /." yes, a lot 
::lq.f yes, some 
"3.1 a little 
o!'fi.lf no, not at all 

Grievance Procedure is improving relation
(check one only) /1... . .:.1<11 

34. Do you think the new Inmate Grievance Procedure is improving the 
relationships between inmates and staff? (check one only) /1...::/~O 

~
es, a lot 

• es, some 
a little 

• no, not at all 

35. Since the new Inmate Grievance Procedure began here, do you feel 
comfortable filing complaints or grievances? (check one only) /1.:=/1:2. 
~most of the time 
~some of the time 
/-Ip,S seldom 
~never 
~don't know 

36. Under the new Inmate Grievance Procedure, how do you think staff 
feels toward inmates filing grievances? (check one only) /l::. 177 

<l.o accept it totally 
al.~ accept it with some doubt 

~
be suspicious of it 

• not want anything to do with it 
dolt' I- I<n.t5uJ 

37. When it comes to filing a grievance, do you think most of the 
inmates: (check one only) 

.q.JLUle whenever they feel like it 
~ile only if really necessary 
~do not file if they can help it 
~do not file at all 
...I?.:.k. dott II- IW;w 



38. Have you used the new Inmate Grievance Procedure? (check one only) Il =.It{J/ 
&!iyes 
~no 

IF YES, continue with question #39. 
IF N0...l skip to questi"on If4~....2n page_ eleven. 

39. Bow often have you filed a grievancE!~ (check cne only) /t.::. 3() 

Lflt1. never 
$'~ one time 
11R.1 2 times 
la,a 3 times 
jt' 4 times 
_~()_ 5 times 
-:--~():- 6 titT\e s 
(P.7 7 times or fV\.D reo 

40. Total number of grievance(s) you have filed SsJ-.:21 t1::5,CDMen.:l:.s 

Of all the grievances you have filed, how many have been settled 
in your favor~ (place numbers in spaces below') 

Ilt{~ 3~. number settled entirely in my favor 
t~e ~ number settled in my favor, but with some compromise 

~ number settled not in my favor 

41. How often has your grievance been solved without a formal hearing 
with the Inmate Grievance Conunittee? (check one only) IL=;L go 

~
(p never 

/. one time 
• 2 times 
~ 3 times 
~ 4 times 
_~a_ 5 tilDes 
-:::-_a~ 6 times 
,3 ." 7 tiTl1es Dr mere 

42, Total number of grievances resolved without a formal hearing ______ __ 

Of all your grievances that were resolved informally, indicate the 
number you think were handled in each of the following way(s): 
(place numbers in spaces belm.,) 

.. r! ~number resolved by talking to ICC Dormitory representative 
fl .. ,s 104i.tl number resolved by talking to Inmate Crievance Clerk 

> Se.S" 8.;).0 number resolved by talking to members of Grievance Committee 
Co.. /) number resolved by talking to the Warden 
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43. 

44. 

45. 

How often has your grievance gone before the Inmate Grievance 
COlmnittee? (check one only) 1t=:J. r 

I~::e~i.me 
• 2 times 

3 times 
_ ..... 0:;... 4 times 
__ ,101:0;.... 5 times 
~ 6 times 
..JY.e... 7 times 

Of those grievances that went to the Inmate Grievanc~ Committee for ~ D 
a formal hearing, how many went on to the Warden Ita : (number) reSfJDfldel"r:65 

Total number of grievances settled I g : (number) c:1J, f't..S f,XI/IIJItl'l ts 
Of all your grievances that were settled, indicate the number you 

~f think have been resolved in the following way(s): 

(l ~~~~ it number resolve4 entirely satisfactorily 
~~~ • ~ number resolved somewhat satisfactorily 
t~~~ . number resolved not at all sati~factorily 

46. Have you received written notice of the results of each hearing 
or review? (check one only) /I..::JS" 

cJl./:lJ yes 

~ ~~n't ~now 
47A. Were you generally satisf~ed with the way the Inmate Grievance 

Connnittee handled your complaint (s)? (check one only) /l. = :J..ft, . 

~l~ yes • no 

47B. Are you generally satisfied with the way the Grievance Clerk haa 
handled your complaint(s)? (check one only) /'I..=:LV 

lJJ);L yes 
~no 



48. 
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Since you have used the Inmate Grievance 1Procedure, 
skip next question only and continue with" uestion #48 

\-lby don I t you use 
apply) /1...::. /~;J. 

the Inmate Grievance Procedure? (check all that 
y-e 5 ~ C Aec..J<ed AS .t1.- reA.. S ())'\... 
n. f) = ntJ~ f!.h.eel<!!J.:f 11.() 

~a. 
l!f!L b. 

~c .• 
~d. 
~T.5' e. 

prefer to work it out another way 
fear of staff reaction 
don't want tb make waves 
the grievance procedure doesn't work 
the grievance procedure is a hoax. I don't believe it is 
really going to be. for our complaints 
I have no complaints 

49. How often have you talked to someone with the grievance procedure 
about a grievance you have'? (check one only) /'i..= 1(/7 

fH never 
• one time 

~ 2 times 
_~ 3 times 
"?J7)- 4 times 
1.( 5 times 

-.l...!L. 6 times 
.-!ldL 7 times or MPre 

so. If an inmate filed a grievance today, do you think it would even
tually be worked out or settled fairly? (check one only) 

L~ yes, always 
LL..!::l most of the 

~ 
some of the 

• never 
• . don't know 

time 
time 

51. Please indicate whether you would feel comfortable (~r uncomfol,"table 
filing EACH of the following types of grievances with the new Inmate 
Grievance Procedure. (check one for each item) 

Comfortable 

/1..=-/ SI SS: if:? 

fl :./I./IJ ru 
n. :. /113 $7.3 
/1 ='1./1 l/7.h 
11. :: ft~LI 0/.# 

Uncomfortab Ie 

'#tip 
~~ 
Lt",· 7 
/iJ..y' 

LJiJR-

a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

e. 

Against poHey or procedure (like 
visitation rules). 
Against staff (like an officer talk
ing down to you). 
Against equipment (like 11.\adequate 
medical supplies or equipment). 
Against other inmates (like us~ng 
the canteen for their own profit). 
Against the way policy or procedu~es 
are carried out (like not receiving 
a visitor arrival call). 



-
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Strongly Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Undecided' Agree Agr0.c 

64. If you stop and think about it, 
most of the rules they have here 

;/'/. / 3Dt,/-make pretty good sense.AI~/Jnr J~,~ ~1f1:l ,,3 
65. We are totally powerless to con-

trol what happ~ns to us in this 
institution. N'=-J(,O 13,' ~,I I.l .33.1 ;t./},b 

66. I feel more like a political A/-=-"-:J. 
prisoner than like a criminal. II, 7 ~.~ //,7 ~1.1 :;.6,0 

67. You really can't expect people 
to think much of you if you are· 
willing to back away from 
trouble. #-:::"0 IS, 6 ;..b.f 1.0' 3~·S" 17t$' 

68. The staff here would rather do 
things for a few inmates who will 
inform on others or who do just 
what they are told than do any-
thing about the problems.the 
res t of us have. t/:::./Gt q. '1:- J,~ ~f 2/.b S~S" 

69. As inmates, we all share the 
same problems and have the same 

I'J, 0 ..sf,6 6,3 :J.I • .s- I~,J interests. ,-15f 
70. The biggest criminals can fixAl~/~ 

ZlJ Id,l II,I! O1t.1 t/3,7 anything and rarely go to prison. 

71. You have to be hard to make it 
8.' ,M.8 1,S' 3/".3 B.3. ~ here. II~/"D 

72. You have to do what you can to 
help other inmates even when it 
might Bet you in trouble with 
the officers. AI'" 1St 17,7 3';,5_ 1/, If II.,! /6,,. 

73. Since everyone thinks I fm a ,1-:-15 ' 
criminal, I might as well go ~ 

ahead and be one when I leave 
t{~5 at. 0 7,() ~fi 3,;).. here. 

74. The solution to the problem of 
cr:f.me is to tear down the prisons 
and rebuild the ~lole society 

{I}. 6 /)$,6 /J..-r ~!3 311" tJ that forces people into crX;:'1IJfJ 
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Strongly Strongly 
Disagree D:I;sagree Undecided 'Agree Agre.e 

75. I l~as right in dOing what 1 did 
and If d do it <lgnin even if y~ $1 
knew I'd get arrested again. .../ .sl.b .;u·6 ~6 4.( /1/.- 0 

76. I don't have much in common with 
people who never break the law,1/I1S'1 3,S":() .39·5 I~'L It), a 3.2 

77. Most inmates are nothing more 
than v:l.ctims of an unjust soc:i.-

,;.6./ 17,:1.- ~/.,/ ~,/ ety, (4/-:;:./5'1 /t1f~ 
'" 

78. Ii: is O.K. to hang around with 
people who break the law as long 
as you stay clean yourself.~1!f1 ",1{ "'7-7 /U :l.'I.s: /$,7 

79. l*len inmates stick together it's 
a lot easier to do time ./1-=-"1 '·8 9.3 JJ_ 'II." ~~., 

80. When I get out of here I want to 
do what I can for others who may 

9,3 -4"-,- J,~b I.(et.Z ,34. 9 still be in prison. )/t:.lh~ . 
81. Most of the people on the staff 

. are willing to go out of their 1(,.1) 3~·3 ,/ . .s f,1. /)..s-way to help an inmate.AI'/~1 

82. I have developed a friendship 
with a few of the offi,cers .~JG1 1.1·' ';'~I /3/1 ~'/.lJ 1·S'" 

83. It would be pretty hard for any-
one t6 ever make me mad enough 

13./ :l 'I .. '/- :J..tJ.& _1'If~' that lid fight them. K~lNJ flB-r 
84. I depend on my friends h€.n:e for 

advice and help in dealing with 
the staff. A'?ls'l ·IO.~ ~t,o 1'/'1 .3.3., 8'·3 

85. The other inmates-are right when 
they say "donit do anythiug more 

IJ.~ "/~6 ..l"( .:5'~·1 ,.<1 than you have to." ~/T1' -
86. The real power in this place, as 

it affects my life here» is con-
trolled by inmate leadeArs, not 
staff. "--161 ~,9,B _ 61.1 l~'f /I,f, ,./ 



Strongly Strongly 
Disagree· pisagree Undecided Agree Agree 

87. An officer is never to be 1/./ trusted. II~-";');-' - .. --~ ~'1. 7 JlI·~ ;t9,7 .8.S,3 

88. We are allowed to make a lot of 
JJ.S-decisions for ourselves here.~/I~ .3~.3 Id·S" ,;l.6~S'- ~.3 

89. Even though I broke the law, I 
was right to do it by my moral 
standards. /I-:=- /5'9 a:t· r '/l1.S' 15.~ 13.9 /6.~ 

90. If you ever do have to fight, 
you're smart to do a good enough 
job on the other guy that he'll 

'6·t7. ,.:J. lo,s' :If:,b 97;S-'never come back for more. ,vc/~ 

91. The reason I'm in here is because 
I did what everyone else does, 

,;t 1/. If .3/.3 Id·/J Lid.. 1£0 only I got caught. I/#t./,() 

92. This place is run in such a way 
that makes it easy for the staff 
but without shm'1ing much consid-
eration for the needs and desires 

S'.lJ f·' /"t 3&1../ of inmates. h-==-ls9 81.[ 
I 

93. I shouldn't be in prison for do-
ing somethi~ that I had to do to 

. survive. -:;.15"6 1f/·6 d..l-:L 1.2../ 1'If :2. d..K.~ 



Finally, we would like some general information about you. 

94. Race or Ethnicity (check one only) ~ 1{P7 

95. 

~_Black 
3ll:.White 

Religion (check one only) 

34.1/ Protestant 
_""7i:3:~.3:....Ranan Catholic 

I).", Jewish 

~~12~Spanish speaking, Latin 
(.1 American Indian 
a. ft; other 

)/:./(PtJ 

~.o Black Muslim (Elijah Muhammad) 
~Sunni Muslim 
~other 
/!b!Lnone 

96. Marital Status (check one only) AI':: l"S-

,-1;t .7married now 

1Pdivorced since coming to prison 
• divorced before coming to prison 
• separated before coming to prison -:!=-+-

~~widowed before coming to prison 
~widowed since coming to prison 
~single - never married 

97. Education (check· one only) ;V=/~"i' 

c(.q less than 7th grade 

~
. 7th - 9th grade 
• 10th - 11th grade 
• high school graduate 

~
~ some college 

• some vocational or t:rade school after high school 
• completed college 

_____ none 

98. How old are you? (check one only) H: /"~ 
02S.J 23 years old or younger 
J.~.S 24-26 years old 
,-Y,S 27-29 years old 
1',3 30-34 years old 
r1.6' 35 years old or older 
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99. How many times have you been in pLison? (check one onlY).;r;: 1tt..2 

~~_~once only (this time) 
f~twice (2 times) 
la.a three or more times 

100. What is the total number of years you have spent in prison? 
(check one only) ...v.; IS 7 

JZ4. 1 year or less 
37.(P 2 to 3 years 
.:J 1.7 4-7 years 

7.0 8 or more years 
'k.ll don't know 

101. How old were you when first arrested by the police? 
(check one only) A/':I'" 
~15 years of 
.Ll.B-16-17 veaLs 
c.3t2.1o 18-21 years 
87.522 years of 

age or younger 
of age 
of age 
age or older 

102. How long have you been at this prison? 
(check one only) H= lib).. 

103. 

IOJr less than 3 months 
/..1p.7 3-5 months 
c:J/.() 6-11 months 
~~~12-23 months 

2-4 years 
~ or more years 
--lJi .. don I t know 

How long before you will be released from prison? 
(check one only) .;v,; I~() 

1
3 less than 6 months 

6-11 months 
I 12-23 months 

• 2-4 years 
~5 or more years 
L11L-don't knm<1 

104. How many years of 1110nths have yotl already served on this sentence? 
(check one only) */Si 
1~1ess than 6 ~onths 
17./ 6-11 months 
d&tr 12-23 months 
aida 2-4 years 
6.1 5 or more years 

(; don't knm.r 

Thank YC'u fnr Your ('{'OlH:1:<llit.r: 



APPENDIX D. Institutional Data Forms 



CORRECTIONAL FACILI~~ 

NEW YORK 
GRIEVANCE FORH 

DA'l'E . --------------------
NANE NO. HOUSING UNIT 

THIS '-FORti MUST BE FILED WITHIN 72 HOURS OF GRIEVANCE INCIDEWI~ 

DESCRIPTION OF PROBLEM: 
(Please make as short as possihle) 

------------------------------------------------------------------.---------

-----.--

,----------------~, .... ----'---
SIt;NED : __ _ DATE: ______ . ________ _ 

GRIEV1\NCE CLERK: __________ . _____ _ 

ADVISOR REQUESTED I~ Yes [ :1 No WHO: ________________ ~ _________ ___ 

ACTION REQUESTED BY INMATE: 

This Grievance has been informally resolved as follows: 

~ ! 

This Informal Resolution is accepted: 
(To be completed only if resolved prior to hearing) 

~RIEVANT SIGNATURE . . - ____________ , ________ DATE ________ _ 

If unresolved, you are entitled to a hearing by the Inmate Grievance 
Resoluti~~ Committee (IGRC). 

I 



GRn;VANCl~ ront1 
PAG£ IJ:IWO 

R~SPONSE OF !GRC: 

. " 

-M8-
NEW YORK 

-----~.------------------------------------------------.----------~-------------

D1\'J,1E nETORNED TO INMATE: IGRC MEMBERS: 

------------------_._----

RE'l'URN WI'l'HIN 24 HOURS AND CHECK ON£; 

I disagree with the IGRC recommendation and ~ant 

to appeal to the Offica of the Superintendent. 

L ._/ YES r-/_-,I NO 

SIGNED: 
G1UEVANT DATE 

GRIEVANCE CLERK'S RECEIPT DATE 
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"ORM 2UA (1/701 

STATE OF NEW YORK-DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONAL. SERVICES 

GRIEVANCE CLERK'S LOG 

r "vane .. uper n 00 en . omm Sston, 

1 H"arine Arbil-ro'ion -0 .. 
1? :;-~ :to » z UlO ;00 » z UlO ;00 » z tAo o:t i:'~1 ~. 

" 0 
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!!~ "tJ 0 C 0 0 n .. 
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, 
-----,-------------------'--~.--.. '--. -----,,------- * r+ 

, 
, -- ,·.0 ,-

I 

if STIITE OF NEW YORK-OEPARTMEHT OF CORRECTIONAl. Si!RvICES 

DAIL Y JOURNAL-BY DEPUTY SUPERINTEI~DENT 

.. :l;',~v =I":";'C;- C" E';E'H IN"C;A::T :~ :'F THE ~ULES AN: QE:3JLATIOI-IS:>C TME FACIl.ITY BY THE Cri.,:~RS OR INMATES AtJO THE ACTION TAKEN ON EACH CASE 

A",;) '!e:V;;"~'~:'J"'S;'= A",,,, CO/,lP .. I"'> 7 6' I','IATES CF' S'A:J Co; ,'/SJ""'CIENT "OOC. WA"T CF CL01HING OR C"lUE:L OR UNJUST TREATMENT BY At. OFFICEQ .• 

J / 

l 
. I '1CTrO'l ell 

P E'IAl. TV 1~~oOSe:o 

C~"\"E" SA TIO'; 
~IO r 

• EA:;·.;~O 
• ~C':; \':."1"~ 

-. 
, Talkinr, to a civilian in the yard after 

being told i.t was nat alloHed. 41,7 
Release but; KL f~l J.;J...'YS
';1.4 cuJ's-::i3 for 12 nys bal- nce~ 

Contrab:md in locker .. 1 shiv. g,/O.o'-/-
3(. days. p'ob. to II j .Co;:).':). 
Y.L 14 de,yo - i~Olle 3J.1ft> 
ne1~a3e l2/5/7~. 

Il'-."F. Laundry hanginp, on bars. I!.()~ 

Left s'eat tn Ness Hall and'when told 
to return, argued. 3,30./.;3 

a·Insolence to officer. 1./ 

Contraband in desk drawer in School -
solid steel bar with taped handlc./.3.l. 

30 da.ys probo.tion- None 
Not loclted in. 

Tine serv~d 2 days
Counsel-P.e1ease. 

None 

Frevious KL a t none 
time .. Releaoe llA:::/75. 

Time served 2 days
Counsel-Release. 

r';one 

Not obe~:in!?; an order; not doin~ his Tilile served 2 days-
worl< p)'operly; womed before./.'1"- 8'.16 Counsel-Release. 

none 

Not obeying an order; not doinr; his, Time served 2 doys- Heme 

S ;)S<J 

.3;:;.,51 

3;tSJ 

~Iort properly; ~Jti!'rp'ned before.1190.~.I'k "Release from KL-30 ays pro • to 

Investigation: Unauthorized usc of 
shOp materials and possible making 
of a gun. ~/« 0 - 3, ::lCJ ./9 

I A $10 bill,',2".vcc.::tn :f:ld batting G~lpD. ·.;;>s- ,g.:) 6 If) 7 

I Numorous bott1ng clip::. found in call. 
3.~O.o7 

K1 \'l1th X until 
IlSSi(';l1lOcnt chanc;e. 
ime served 7 days. 

30 ci::.yo SItU) 
Sco e.bovo. ' 

I 5 .. 3 o· '1 
A lnrt::::l qu':"ntity of T~..,t~ .. ~,,: r:Hn"l ~n t"'l"" __ ._w. __ ... ____ ·_ .. ___ - ... -- ........... - ... --.. ---,-- .. -.~---, .... -_.-

.l}dj .Co 11:1 • 

None ...:3;).53 

.:3.2.5 ~ 
30 r. ss. 
':'" ,. .•• ,. "c:t) 

\ 

\ 
I 
! 
I 

1 

I 

t 

I 

I 
C\ 
VI 
o 
I 
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INMATE GRIEVANCE PROCEDURE - PAT4 COLLECT!ON FORM 

SOUTH CAROLINA 

INST~UCTIONS: Complete this form for each case filed with the Inmate Grievance Committee durin~ 
the period February 1 through December 31, 1977. 

1. Cl1se Number: 11 I I I ! I IITl9 
2. Inmiite NlltlIe (Lo.st Name, followed t)y Urst init;!.al): 10 I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I 125 

3. lntllllte scne Number: 26 I I I I I 130 
4. Dorm;!.tory Number: 3231 0 34 34 

5. llate Filed (Enter 01 for Japuary I 02 for February) eta.): month 1 1 I I ITI year 

6. Grievance Committee Number: 36 [J 

7. SUBSECT l~TT~ OF GRIEVANCE (Cira1e appropriate answer(s), not.more than 3) 

(1) Individual problem 
(2) DOl;'Di Policy 
(3) Institutional Policy 

(4) Departmental Po1iay 
(5) Staff Aation 
(6) Peer l'roblem 

(7) EqUipment 
(8) Other (specify) 

8. ISSUES RAISED BY GRIEV~~CE (Circle appropriate answer(s), not more than 3) 

(1) Access to courtl 
legal service 

(2) Canteen 
(3) Classification 
(4) Contraband 
(5) Correspondenca 
(6) Discipline 
(7) Food 

(8) Furlough 
(9) Medical 

(10) HonllY 
(11) Parole 
(12) Property 
(13) Racial 
(14) Religion 
(15) Transfer 

9. RACE OF GRIEVANT (Circle One) 

(16) Treatment 
Program 

(17) Use of Force 
(18) Visitation 
(19) Work Release 
(20) Other (specify) 

4LIJl 

4tD5 

(1) White 
(2) lUack 

(3) American Indian 
(4) Oriental 

(5) Group Grievance 4~ 
(6) Other U 

10. LEVEL OF FINAL REVIEW (Circle One) 

(1) Informal 
(2) Gdevanee Committee 
(3) Warden 
(4) Commissioner 

(5) Outside Arbitrator 
(6) Withdrawn without 

a hearing 

11. DISPOSITION OF GRIEVANCE AT FINAL LEVEL OF REVIEW 

(7) Not processed 
because Grievan 
not eligible 

(8) Other (specify) 
(Circle One) 

(1) Upheld 
(2) Comp):omise 

(3) Denied 
(4) Unknt)wn 

(5) No resolution rea~hed :f8 
reached c=: 

(6) other (specify) 
TIME TAKEN FOR WRITTEN RESPONSES AT EACH LEVEL OF REVIEW (Enter the number 
of worlting days at each applicable level; if not applicable, enter NI A) 
Informal Review 
Grievance Committee 
Warden 
Commiss:l.oner 
Outside Arbitrator 

_______ ~. working days 
_______ w.orking days 
_~ _____ w.ork;l.ng days 

working dsys 
-------wotking days 

13. NUMEER OF WORKING DAYS BETWEEN FILING AND CLOSING OF CASE _____ _ 

14. nID WRITTEN RESOLUTION CONTAIN TIME LIMITS FOR IMPLEMENTATION AT: 
approptinte space at each level) YES NO N/A 

Informal Review 
Grievance Committee 
Warden 
Commissioner 
OUtside Arbitrator 

1!i. IF GRIEVANCE WAS DENIED AT ANY LEVEL OF REVIEH - ARE REASONS GIVEN? 
appropriate space for each level) YES NO N/A 

(1) Informal Review 
(2) Grievance Committee 
(3) Wa.den 
(4) Commissioner 

(Check 

(Check 

410 

5 2 
53 II 

55 6 
57 B 

!~ 
'§ 68 
69 
7 

sl 
--rndIVidual Filling in Forms 

~l 
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SOUTH CAROLINA 

DIVISION OF INMATE RELATIONS ~ nATA COLLECTION FORM 

INSTRUCUONS: Complete this fortll for each caae handled by the Division of lmnate Relations 
during the period February 1 through December 31, 1977. 

1. CASE NL'MBER 
8 

2. INMATE NAME (Laat name firat, followed by first initia~): 

3. INMATE SCDC NUMBER: 

4. SCDC FACILITY: (Use appropriate abbreviation) 

5. DATE (Enter 01 for Jan., 02 for Feb., ete.; enter 01 for first 
day, 02 for second day, etc.) 

6. DATE CLOSED (follow instructions in (5»: 

7. STAFF ASSIGNED: 

8, SUBJECT MATTER OF CASE (Circle appropriate answer(s), not more than 3 
(1) Individual Problem (4) Departmental Policy (7) EqUipment 
(2) Dorm Policy (5) Staff Action (8) Other (specify) 
(3) Institutional Policy (6) Peer Problem 

9. ISSUES RAISED (Circle appropriate answer(s), not more than 3) 

(1) Acceas to courtl (7) rood (14) Religion 
legal service (8) Furlough (15) Transfer 

(2) canteen (9) Medical (16) Treatment prog. 
(3) Classification (10) Money (17) Use of Force 
(4) Contraband (ll) Parole (18) VisitatiOn 
(5) Correspondence (12) Property (19) Work Release 
(6) Disciplinaty 0.3) Racial (20) Other 

1 O. RACE OF INMATE FILING CASE (Circle One) 
(1) White (3) American Indian (5) Group Grievance 
(2) Black (4) Oriental (6) Other 

1 1. TIME SPENT ON CASE B1 DIVISION OF INMATE RELATIONS STAFF (in hou-cs) 
(1) Inmate Liaison Officer . hours 
(2) Inmate Rep-cesentative hours 
(3) Secretary, Div. of Inmate Rel. hours 
(4) Pirector. Div. of Inmate Rel. hours 

12. ESTIMATED TIME S~ENT B1 orUER SCDC PERSONNEL INVOLVED IN CASE (Enter 
number of hours at applicable space; cheek NONE if no other SCDe 
personnel is ~volved) 
(1) Correctional Officer hours 
(2) Cortectional Officer Supervisor hours 
(3) Warden/Superintendent hours 
(4) Division Director hours 
(5) Deputy Commissioner hou-cs 
(6) COIIIl1lissionllr hours 
(7) Legal Adviso-c hours 
(8) Professional/program staff hours 
(9) Other (specify) hours 

(10) NONE hou-cs 

13. DISPOSITION OF CASE (Circle One.) 

ca 

(1) Problem resolved (2) No resolution -ceached (3) Other (specify) 

14. TIME SPAN BETWEEN FILING AND CLOSING OF CASE: wor'jdng days 

',; ~i Oaly 
50 
51 

52E8 54 

57 --

'Ir 62 65 
66 69 
70 3 
14 7 

rd 2 1 -
2 
6 9 

10 J.3 
14 7 
18 1 
22 5 . 
2.6 f9 
30 p3 
34 1'7 
38 1 

420 

43.CID+5 

S I--=--:-:--,-:"--::-~:-:-:-_:--:=--__ _ 
Individual Filling in Form 





... 654- UNIT COUNCIL MEETING KENTUCKY 

UNIT: WEEK OF: 

TU1E OF MEETING: ---
.~====================~============:============= 

HEARING SCHEDULE 

NAME WITNESS REQUESTED DISPOSITION -
yes or nc who 

1 

2 

:3 I 
4 - -. 
5 J 

I 
6 

7 

8 I 
9 

-
10 I 
11 I I I -' 

13 
... ~ 

14 

15 -_. 
16 

17 

DISPOSITION LOG 
UNIT COUNCIL CHAI~~N 

A. Resolved to grievant's satisfaction 
DATE:_, __ _ B. Not resolved to grievant's satisfactil 

C. Reco~nendation to Superintendent 
D. Grievant did not appear for hearing 
E. Dismissal 
F. Request for time extension 



-655- SUPr;kLNTENllENT'S REVIEW 

REVn:W AND D!~CrSrON: 

[J I AM SATISFIED WITH THE SUPERINTENDENT'S DECISION. 

o I WISH TO APPEAL THIS DECISION TO THE COMNISSIONER. 
-YOU HAVE TWO (2) WORKING DAYS TO FORWARD THIS FORN 

TO THE COMMISSIONER.-

GRIEVANT'S SIGNATURE 

COMMISSIONER'S REVtE\" 

REVIE\V AND DECISION: 

o I AM SATISFIED WITH THE COMMISSIONER'S DECISION. 

KENTUCKY 

DArg OF DECISION: 

SUPERINTENDENT,' S SIGNATURE 

DATE OF DECISION: 

o I WISII TO APPEAL THIS DECISION TO THE GRIEVANCE REVIEW COMMITTEE. 
-YOU HAVE THREE (3) WORKING DAYS 1'0 FORWARD THIS FORM TO TilE 

OMBUDSMAN. -

GRlgVANT'S SIGNATURE COMMISSIONER'S SIGNATURf. 



UNIT COUNCIL GRIIWANCE LEDGER 

· I GRIEVANT DATE STATEMENT OF GRIEVANCE DISPOSITION OF 
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3RiEVANCE 

KENTUCKY BUREAU OF C0RRECTIONS 
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GRIEVANCE INFORMATION FORM KENTUCKY 

GRIEVANT'S NUMBER: UNIT: 

DATE FILED: GRIEVANCE NUMBER: 

1. Issue raised by grievance (circle one): 

1. Individual problem 
2. Dorm policy-
3. Institutional policy 
4. Departmental policy 

2. Subject matter of grievance (circle one): 

1. Bureau regulations 
2. Canteen 
3. Computation of time 

. 4. Conflict with staff 
5. Disciplinary procedures 
6. Food 
7. Furloughs ( 
8. Grievance mechanism 
9. Institutional physical conditions 

10. Institutional regulations 
11. Job assignments I 
12. Legal services 
13. Matl 
14. Medical/Dental services 
15. Meritorious good time 
16. Missing personal property 
17. Permission to marry 
18. Recreation 
19. Religious services 
20. Telephone calls 
21. Transfers 
22. Treatment program assignments 
23. Trips off the facility 
24. Visiting 

3. Level of final review (circle one): 

1. Unit CoUncil meeting 4. Grievance Review Committee 
2. Superintendent 5. Commissioner's final decision 
3. Commissioner 6. Withdrawn'by grievant 

4. Disposition at final lev'el of review (circle one): 

1. Granted in full 
2. Denied 
3. Compromise reached 

5. Total number of days to resolve grievance: 

6. Was grievance submitted as an eme.rgency: yes no 



APPENDIX E. Inmate Grievance Flow Chart 



6. 

5. 

3. 

2. 

1. 

I.. 

STEPS IN GRIEVANCE 

PROCEDUR.E 

Commissioner Ward 
approves or dis-
approves within 
10 days 

I ~ 

Commission of 
Correction/ 
arbitration within 
lO days* 

t--

~ 

f-
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DUTIES OF 

GRIEVANCE CLERK 

Make sure inmate is 
notified of decisions 
and all information is 
logged. 

-Advise inmate of hearing/ 
------- arbitration date and time. 

I \ 
f- -

Transmit appeal to __ WITHIN ------ Commission of Correction. 72 HOURS 

O·OOROCO ~ 
Decision within. -------Notify inmate of C.O.R.C. 
20 days * op inion. 

WITHIN 
24 HOURS 

1'_- _ _ _ _ _ _ _____ Transmi t appeal and -1 r records to C.O.R.C. 
~------------~, ---------~ 

Superintend.ent 
Decision within 
5 days* 

11\ 

t----
!GRC formal hearing 
within 5 adjitional 
days* 

IGRC may resolve 
informally within 
48 hours 

-----,----~---------

___ Notify inmate of 
Superintendent's action. 

Transmit appeal and ___ WITHIN 
. _____ records to §uperinten- 48 HOURS 

dante 

- - .- - - - Give hearing results 
to inmate. 

-- - - _ Schedule hearing 

- --- - - - Enter informal resolution 
on grievance form & log. 

- - - _ _ _ _ _ _ __ , __ G i v e g r i e v Ii nee to I G R C . 

Inmate files 
gJ:'ievance with 
clerk. 

~----------------

--~---

Help inmate prepare case. 

Fill out grievance form. 
Number & enter in log 

*Automatically forward grievance to next level if time limit 
is not observ·ed. 



APPENDIX F. Summary of Survey Instruments in Fifteen 
New York Facilities 
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INMATE AND CORRECTIONAL OFFICER ATTITUDES 
ABOUT THE INMATE GRIEVANCE PROCEDURE 

A survey of inmates and correctional officers from 15 correctional 

facilities was administered in February 1977 to assess the r&action to 

the Inmate Grievance Procedure after its first full year of operation. 

The St. Louis evaluation team visited Attica, Auburn, and Bedford Hills 

correctional facilities to distribute the survey to all correctional officers 

during roll calls and to administer the survey to a sample of inmates 

designed to represent the inmate population of each facility. In addition, 

100 inmate and 50 correctional officer surveys were sent to the'Supel"intendent 

of the followin.g correctional facilities: Albion, Bayview, Clinton, 

" 
Coxsackie, Eastern, Elmira, Fishkill, Great Meadow, Ossining, Taconic, 

Wallkill, Woodbourne. The survey was administered!. by facility staff 

and returned to us for analysis. The findings and conclusions found 

herein, therefore, are based on the information from these 15 facilities. 

Familiarity with Inmate Grievance Procedure 

Three items have been selected from the survey of inmates to 

indicate their degree of familiarity with the Inmate Grievance Procedure. 

As illustrated by the information'in Table 1, more than half of the 

inmates responding to the survey indicated that they were "somewhat" 

or livery" familiar with the procedure. Although one may desire a 

higher degree of familiarity among inmates, it is usua.lly the case that 

---------~.----
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inmates are not familiar with a given program until such a situation 

arises that U is to their ben.efit to seek out more information about that 

program. The finding that 53.10/0 of the inmates are familiar with the 

procedure is therefore consistent with the finding that 42. 30/0 of the 

inmates responding to the survey indicate that they have used the 

Inmate Grievance Procedure. Furthermore, nearly a third of the 

inmates indicate they feel comfortable filing grievances. While we are 

unable to determine the reasons for any discomfort (e. g., ignorance 

of the procedure, fear of staff or fellow inmate reaction), it is encourag

ing that a substantial proportion of the inmates feel at ease with the 

procedure. 

The information in Table 1 (and in other tables) is presented 

in such a manner that variation among facilities is observable. This 

variation may be of information value to representatives of those 

facilities, but shouLd ~ be used to make hard comparisons. In the 

absence of such information as the representativeness of the inmates 

or officers surveyed, the size and composition of the inmate population, 

and the conditions within the facility dictated by physical structure, it 

is impossible to make meaningful comparisons between facilities, 

Table 2 presents information indicating the existence of a high 

degree of familiarity with the Inmate Grievance Procedure among 

correctional officers. Slightly more than two-thirds of the officers 



pc p-.4 _ ; LA P 

.~----------------------------~--------------.---------~----~------------~ 

TABLE 1 

IN}~TE F~~IL!ARITY WITH Ih~~TE GRIEVANCE PROCEDURE! BY FACILITY 

FACILITY 
.....L ...L _3_ _4_ 5 6 7 8 _9_ ..l.Q.... .Jl..... .,..!L .l:L ~ ..l:.L Total 

7. indicating they are 
"somewh3t" or "very" 50.5 54.9 47.5 57.2 50.8 62.8 45.8 51.9 60.5 71.9 61.0 58.5 40.0 38.7 41.4 53.1 faci11ar with IGP (101) (111) em (276) (65) (102) (lOS) (104) (38) (89) (100) (77) (70) (106) (99) (151,0) 
r. i~dicating they feel 
comfortable filing griev-
ances "most" or "some" 35.5 22.9 42.4 31.1 47.6 46.1 25.4 41.4 27.0 44.2 29.7 32.0 22.0 18.1 18.5 31.3 of tiI:;e (102) (109) (92) (267) (63) (102) (102) (104) (37) (86) (101) (75) (68) (105) (97) (1510) 
% indicating they have 41.2 36.4 32.6 45.7 53.2 61.5 40.0 39.4 41.0 65.5 44.0 28.9 35.8 32.'1 32.0 42.3 used IGP (102) (110) (92) (267) (62) (104) (105) (104) (39) (87) (100) (76) (67) (105) (97) (1517) I 

'" '" "'-J 
I 

NOTE; The numbers in parentheses indicate the number of persons who responded to that particular item in the survey. 



~ .... ----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- -

Tl.BLE 2 

CORRECTIO~AL OFFICER FA."G:LIARITY WITH INMATE GRIEV~rCE PRCCEDUltt, BY FACILITY 

FACILITY 
-L 2 3 4 _5_ -.L 7 8 _9_ .1.L 11 12 ~ ~ 15 To::al -. 

% indicating they are 
Ilsooewhatll or livery" 80.8 58.0 50.0 65.0 66.0 68.0 74.4 66.7 82.5 67.6 64.0 67.8 35.3 73.5 69.4 67.5 
familiar with IGP (47) (50) (28) (117) (50) (50) (78) (51) (40) (3t.) (61) (62) (17) (49) (49) (7e3) 

% indicating ICP has 
been cistributed or 59.6 56.0 60.7 67.8 53.1 86,0 67.9 81.6 81.5 61.6 65.6 68.9 58.8 81.6 8~.O 6" ' J ... 

posted for staff (47) (50) (28) (118) (49) (50) (78) (49) (40) (34) (61) (61) (17) (49) (SO) (781) 

% indicating orientation 
to ICP holS been "ad.::- 58.7 46.0 35.7 55.5 56.0 16.0 60.3 58.9 70.0 52.9 34.4 42.6 47.1 55.1 65.3 54.8 
quate" or "~xce11ent" (46) (50) (2?) (117) (50) (50) (78) (51) (40) (34) (61) (61) (17) (/19) (49) (781) 

% indicating "n01l or 
"very littlc" oppot'tu- I 
~ity ~o discuss and 71.1 54.0 75.0 71.7 ~7.3 63.3 74.3 74.6 65.8 78.1 67.2 77.4 82.3 62.2 48.0 68.5 0\ 

0\ 
review (45) (SO) (28) (:i.l3 ) (49) (49) (74) (51) (38) (32) (61) (62) (17) (45) (50) (764) 00 

I 

:r. indicating they ate 
involved in rep ~orc 6.4 10.0 0.0 3.4 6.1 4.1 14.2 5,9 17.0 0.0 4.9 6.S 0.0 8.0 8.1 6.8 
chan one hour per week (47) (50) (27) (lIS) (49) (49) (78) (51) (40) (33) (61) (58) (17) (SO) (49) (777) 

NOTE: the n\!~bl?rs in parentheses indicate the nu~ber of persons who responded to that particular item in the survey. 

ct' 
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responding to the survey indicated that they were familiar with the 

procedure and that the procedure had been distributed or posted for 

them. Although few officers (31. 50/0) indicated that they had an opportunity 

to discuss and review the Inmate Grievance Procedure, more than half 

(54.8%) felt their orientation to the procedure had been satisfactory. 

Finally, it is noteworthy that less than 7% of the officers report a 

weekly involvement in the procedure of more than one hour of their 

time. It appears that their familiarity with the procedure is due to 

their orientation within the facility rather than their direct contact with 

the g'rievance machinery. 

Attitudes Toward the Inmate Grievance Procedur~ 

The in.rnate surveys contained a number of questions designed 

to ascertain attitudes about the operation of the In...-nate Grievance Proce

dure. The first conclusion apparent after an examination of Table 3 is 

that the inmates view the introduction of the grievance procedure as 

beneficial and the operation and continued existence ')£ the grievance 

procedure as legitimate. For instance, 53. 3% of all inmates surveyed 

indicate the Imnate Grievance Procedure was definitely necessary, 

58. 9% feel its a good system to resolve grievances, and 33.4% feel 

that inmate grievances had been worked out ttprettytl or ttverytt welL 

A second conclusion is that the grievance procedure is an accept

able mechanism for resolving inmate grievances. Although only 20% 

-------~-------



!~LE 3 

SElECTED INHATE RESPONSES TO THE INNATE GRIEVANCE PROCEDURE! BY FACILITY 

FACIL::TY 
_ 1_ 2 _3 _ 4 5 _6_ _7_ & 9 .l:L -1L 12 .l:.L 14 15 " ... 0 tal 

% indicating they would 15.8 13.5 26.2 21.2 40.3 16.7 11.3 32.7 17.5 37.0 24.0 13.2 16.9 14.1 13.4 20.3 
go to IGP with complaint (101) (111) (82) (259) (62) (102) (97) (104) (40) (54) (96) (76) (65) (99) (97) (1445) 
first 

'% indicating IOP was 60.4 59.5 53.1 65.6 62.9 65.7 74.0 67.3 55.6 85.0 61.6 71.4 65.7 68.6 61.5 63.3 
d~f1nite1y n~cessary (101) (111) (96) (273) (62) (102) (104) (104) (36) (87) (99) (77) (70) (102) (96) (1520) 

% incicating IGP helped 27.5 26.6 33.7 40.6 33.3 54.4 19.2 54.4 35.0 40.4 47.0 24.4 15.5 9.3 17.2 33.C* 
clarify or improve policy (102) (J.CS) (95) (271) (66) (103) (104) (103) (40) (89) (100) (78) (71) (107) (99) (1537) 

% indicating IGP is a 
&ooi.l syste:.n to resolve eS.6 61.8 67.7 50.4 75.0 76.5 40.4 78.7 64.1 53.9 60.6 62.4 55.9 4'.5 40.2 5E.9 
griev;:nces (102) (110) (90) (26B) (64) (102) (99) (103) (39) (89) (99) (77) (66) (10:?-) (97) (1510) 

1 
% ir .. ci.:!;:!ting in:r.:!te 0' ...... 
cocpl::tints have be~n 0 
>let'ked oct "pretty" or 32.7 41.3 46.2 26.9 34.4 54.0 11.1 61.8 39.5 32.2 38.0 32.4 28.9 1B.B 14.5 33.4 

, 
"veryl' well (98) (lOS) (93) (267) (64) (100) (99) (102) (38) (90) (100) (74) (69) (101) (96) (1537) 

% ~ntticacing needed IGP 
it:.prove;::et'!ts: 

26.5 29.7 28.6 38.8 25.8 34.3 18.1 30.S 30.0 34.4 24.8 37.2 23.9 28.0 24.8 30.1 
a. greater speed (102) (111) (9B) (278) (66) (105) (lOS) (104) (40) (90) (101) (78) (il) (10i) (101) (1557) 

59.8 39.6 41.8 52.5 37.9 58.1 ' 65.7 45.2 65.0 83.3 52.5 53.8 49.3 54.2 46.5 53.3 
b. more outside cor.tro1 (102) (111) (98) (278) (66) (105) (105) (104) (40) (90) (101) (i8) (71) (107) (101) (1557) 

c. in~!usio~ of c1assifi- 24.5 24.3 13.3 26.3 40.9 30.5 15.2 40.4 32.5 27.8 28.7 32.1 15.9 22.4 28.7 26.5 
ca~io~ anu ~i~ci~linary (102) (111) (98) (278) (66) (105) (105) (104) (40) (90) (101) (78) (71) (107) (101) (1557) 

d. better explanations of 32.4 36.9 29.6 33.8 28.B 33.3 20.0 34.6 37.5 31.1 32.7 43.6 16.9 38.3 30.7 32.2 
decisions (102) (111) (98) (278) (66) (lOS) (105) (104) (40) (90) (101) (78) (71) (107) (101) (1557) 

r. agree IGP is solving 15.7 20.4 36.3 16.8 27.7 30.7 11.9 36.5 15.4 25.5 20.4 20.0 14.9 6.S 7.3 20.0 
big proble::..s (102) (108) (91) (26B) (65) (101) (101) (104) (39) (90) (98) (75) (67) (103) (96) (1508) 



- __ -......-.........- -.-.- ~ ___ ,...-T_._..",.....-~,,-.-.. ...,. ___ .... ___ • , .. ~~~_.po-;,.. .... __________ -.._--.... _________ ...... _' ______ _ 

TABLE 3 - cant. 

FACILITY 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 It 12 13 14 15 Total 

% agree IGP is effective 32.7 27.3 50.6 30.3 34.4 49.5 8.3 54.8 30.0 34.1 40.4 32.0 24.2 23.1 14.7 32.4 (101) (106) (91) (267) (64) (99) (96) (104) (40) (82) (~9) (75) (66) (104) (95) (1489) 
% agree IGP shows 48.0 43.7 71.4 48.5 55.4 64.4 36.0 69.0 57.5 41.9 47.5 56.8 40.0 39.5 32.3 49.6 aOru!!on sense (102) (110) (91) (268) (65) (101) (100) (103) (40) (86) (99) (74) (65) (104) (96) (1504) 
% agree IGP handles 26.5 24.0 55.0 33.8 47.7 60.6 22.4 57.2 40.0 32.1 33.7 41.4 27.3 27.0 17.7 35.8 grievances fairly (102) (108) (91) (266) (65) (99) (98) (103) (40) (87) (98) (75) (66) (104) (96) (1498) 
% agree IGP will settle 
grievances fairly "some" 57.9 69.2 72.2 60.7 65.6 76.3 59.4 75.0 68.4 65.0 78.4 79.4 38.1 36.0 44.S 62.2 "most" or "all" of time (102) (104) (90) (234) (61) (97) (96) (104) (38) (77) (98) (73) (63) (100) (92) (1439) 
% .:lgree tl:ey would feel 
comfortcb1e filing griev-
ance aGainst: 

I 53.5 54.8 56.9 61.5 59.8 55.4 42.9 70.2 75.8 69.2 43:4 70.7 42.6 65.1 43.0 57.7 0\ 
....... 

s. policy or procedure (101) (<13) (72) (213) (53) (92) (84) (104) (33) (65) (99) (58) (47) (86) (n) (1.2;9) I-' 
I (,8.5 45.1 41.9 42.1 45.5 38.9 23.5 56.3 48.6 50.7 34.3 42.4 18.5 37.8 21:.0 40.5 b. staff (95) (91) (74) (216) (55) (90) (85) (103) (35) (71) (99) (59) (54) (90) (82) (1303) 

63.3 62.5 56.0 60.6 55.6 65.9 42.2 69.2 64.7 64.8 42.4 52.5 50.0 62.1 52.6 58.1 c. equipc:ent (98) (88) (75) (216) (54) (88) (83) (104) (34) (71) (99) (61) (44) (87) (76) (1278) 
46.0 39.5 32.4 37.8 29.6 37.0 39.5 30.0 52.9 54.0 36.8 38.2 30.4 34.6 48.6 33.7 C. other inmates (100) (86) (71) (193) (51) (81) (81) (100) (34) (63) (95) (55) (46) (81) (72) (1209) 

e. execution of policy 55.0 55.9 52.1 60.6 55.6 63.2 34.1 69.2 64.7 68.1 l~4 .4 55.9 46.7, 65.1 44.0 56.2 or procedure (100) (93) (73) (213) (53) (87) (82) (104) (34) (69) (99) (59) (45) (86) (75) (1272) 
Of those who have not used 
rep, % incicating they 
don't use it because: 

s. prefer to work it out 25.0 23.9 18.8 21.2 15.2 14.6 17.5 18.8 20.8 18.2 24.6 19.6 12.8 15.1 15.9 19.2 another way (60) (71) (69) (156) (33) (41) (63) (64) (24) (33) (57) (56) (47) (73) (69) (916) 

2 



TABLE 3 - cont. 
FACILITY 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 B 9 10 11 12 13 14 13 Total ---
h. f~ar of staff 21.7 1.4 5.B 7.7 27.3 17.1 27.0 12.5 16.7 9.1 17.5 3.6 17.0 9.6 1B.8 12.9 
reactien (cO) (71) (69) (156) (33) (41) (63) (64) (24) (33) (57) (56) (47) (73) (69) (916) 

c. cen't want to 23.3 14.1 5.13 8.3 6.1 12.2 12.7 12.5 8.3 6.1 7.0 8.9 12.B 8.2 10.1 10.5 
cake waves (60) (71) (69) (156) (33) (41) (63) (64) (24) (33) (57) (56) (47) (73) (69) (916) 

23.3 8.1 8.7 12.8 9.1 4.9 15.9 3.1 4.2 3.0 10.5 B.9 6.4 11.0 13.0 10.5 
d. IGP doesn't work (60) (71) (69) (156) (33) (41) (63) (64) (24) (33) (57) (::6) (47) (73) (6~) (916) 

25.0 11.3 7.2 25.0 3.0 19.5 28.6 12.5 8.3 12.1 17.5 10.7 17.0 20.5 29.0 18.2 
e. IGP is a hoax (60) (71) (69) (156) (33) (41) (63) (64) (24) (33) (57) (56) (47) (73) (69) (916) 

f. no c.omplaints exist 18.3 16.9 23.2 13.5 15.2 14.6 11.1 48.4 29.2 24.2 22.8 21.4 17.0 19.2 20.3 20.2 
(60) (71) (69) (156) (33) (:'1) (63) (64) (24) (33) (57) (56) (47) (73) (6~) (916) 

I 
0"1 
o..J 
1-'> 
I 

NOTE: The numbers in parentheses indicate the ~ul!lber of persons who responded to that particular iteo in the survey. 

""'Ir. t::il~,y cases a In::'ge perc~~:age obose to indicate "don't know" r;:.ther than a "yes" or"no" or an "agree" or "disagree". 
Conseq~ently, some of these nu~bers nay be misleadin~ unless one axa~inas the percent unknown. In this instance, for 
execp1e, 33.5% indicated they did not know whether policy had been c1ari~ied or improved. 

3 

l. 
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of the inmates indicate the procedure is solving some of the prison's 

biggest problems, nearly half (49.6%) of the inmates feel the procedure 

shows common sense and nearly one-third (32.4%) agree that the 

inmate grievance procedure is effective. Indeed, 52. 2% of the inmates 

indicate that the procedure will settle grievances fairly "some", "most" 

or !lall of the time" .. Inmate acceptance of the inmate grievance proce

dure is further demonstrated by the finding that over half of the inmates 

surveyed indicate they would feel comfortable filing grievances against 

policy or procedure (57. '1%), equipment (58. 1%), and execution of policy 

or procedure (56.2%). As might be expected, approximately three

fifths of the inmates indicated discomfort at filing grievances directed 

against staff or other inmates. 

The third conclusion to be reached from an analysis of Table 3 

is that the Inmate Grievance Procedure appears to have gained inmate 

approval in its present state and under the guidelines of its present 

design. When asked to indicate whether or not the procedure needed 

certain improvements, less than one-third of the inmates felt the need 

for greater speed, better explanation of decisions or the inclusion of 

classification and disciplinary action. The inmates did indicate, however, 

a desire for more outside control, but this appears to be an unrealistic 

expectation. It is surprising, in fact, that so few inmates indicated a 

desire to include classification and disciplinary action within the grievance 

machinery. 



- ~--.--------'---~----------
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In summary, the irunate responses indicate that the Inmate 

Grievance Procedure is viewed as a legitimate and credible vehicle for 

resolving inmate grievances. Among those inmates who had not used 

the procedure at the time of the survey, only 12. 9% indicated a fear of 

staff reaction and less than a fifth felt that the procedure was a hoax. 

The information presented in Table 4 suggests that the grievance 

procedure has not only been accepted by the correctional officers but 

that they support the procedure as a means of resolving grievances 

within the facility. While only about one-fifth of the officers responding 

to the survey feel the grievance procedure waS definitely necessary or 

that it is solving some of the biggest problems in the facilities, there 

is evidence that the officers accept the procedure as a viable and fair 

means of resolving grievances. For example, two-thirds of the officers 

feel the irunate has a right to file a grievance, nearly half (48.7%) of the 

officers feel the system is good, over half (55.2%) feel the system is 

fair, and over a third (37.6%) agree that complaints by inmates are 

handled better now than in the past. 

The inmate grievance procedure also appears to have had an 

impact on the working conditions for the officers. Nearly one.fourth 

(23. 30/0) of the officers agree that the inmate grievance procedure is 

improving the relationship between inmates and offic'ers, and a third 

of the officers indicate that policy and procedure have been clarified or 

improved since the inaugration of the Inmate Grievance Procedure. 
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TABLE 4 

SELECTED CORRECTIO~.~ OFFICER RZSPONSES'TO THE I~L\TE GRIEV~~CE PROCEDURE! BY FACILITY 

FACILITY 
_1_ 2 _ 3_ _ 4_ _5 _ 6 7 8 _9 _ ..lL 11 -1L .2:L -.!L ....l2- Total 

% agree, i~t:e has riSht: 70.2 40.0 67.9 66.1 58.0 74.0 61.0 70.6 82.5 91.2 67.2 71.0 64.7 66.0 62.0 65.6 
to file gri~vance (47) (50) (28) (118) (50) (50) (77) (51) (40) (34) (61) (62) (17) (50) (50) (785) 

? indicating IGP was 15.2 16.0 14.3 22.0 16.0 32.0 13.0 19.6 20.5 54.5 16.4 22.6 17.6 12.0 22.0 20.3 
definitely necessary (46) (50) (28) (118) (50) (50) (7":j (51) (39) (33) (61) (62) (17) (50) (50) (782) 

% agree IGP is solving 17.8 8.0 32.1 24.8 26.0 42.0 10.4 40.0 17.5 39.4 16.2 32.8 29.4 12.0 26.0 23.8 
som~ big problems (45) (50) (28) (117) (50) (50) (77) (50) (40) (33) (61) (61) (17) (50) (5C) (779) 

% agree IGP is effective 43.5 42.8 48.1 38.5 26.5 '14.0 18.4 54.0 43.6 72.7 39.3 32.1 31.3 26.0 46.0 3&.9 
(46) (49) (27) (117) (49) (50) (76) (50) (39) (33) (61) (56) (16) (50) (50) (769) 

% agree lGP shows 52.2 32.7 44.0 41.1 44.0 56.0 27.3 56.0 57.9 66.6 36.1 46.4 47.1 26.5 52.0 4.3.9 
co=on sense (46) (49) (27) (117) (50) (50) (77) (50) (38) (33) (61) (.56) (17) (49) (50) (770) 

% ~Zr~e lG~ ha~dles 50.0 44.0 57.1 59.0 52.0 52.0 44.2 64.0 66.7 81.Z 57.4 51.0 58.8 36.8 65.3 55.:! I 
grielT<!:1,ces fnirly (46) (50) (28) (117) (50) (50) (77) (50) (39) (33) (61) (54) (17) (49) (';9) (770) 0-

"-J 
VI 

% agree, IC? is ~proving I 

imr,a!:.a.-staff rel<:;tio::.- 10.6 20.0 25.0 21.5 20.0 26.5 10.4 34.0 28.2 33.4 24.6 . 23.6 43.8 10.2 36.0 23.3 
shipll IIsowe ll or Ita lot" (47) (50) (28) (116) (50) (49) (77) (50) (39) (33) (61) (55) (16) (49) (50) (752) 

% to agree, rGP is good 
syste= to resolve 46.8 30.0 42.S 57.0 36.0 60.0 25.4 62.S 71.0 75.0 If9.2 53.5 43,8 24.0 61.3 4e.7 
grievances (47) (50) (20) (114) (50) (50) (75) (51) (38) (32) (51) (56) (16) (50) (4:?) (769) 

? agree lGP has helped 
c.larify or improve 27.7 18.0 32.1 41.0 22.0 48.0 19.7 41.2 41.0 55.9 36.1 36.8 25,0 20.0 43.8 34.0 
policy (47) (50) (28) (11'1) (50) (50) (76) (51) (39) (34) (61) (57) (16) (50) (48) (774) 

r. a~rce co~?laicts are 34.0 38.0 39.3 43.5 26.0 40.0 23.7 49.0 38.5 56.3 34.4 47.5 29.4 26.5 37.5 37.6 
handled be~ter now (47) (50) (28) (lIS) (50) (50) (76) (51} (39) (32) (61) (59) (17) (49) (48) (772) 

NCl'~: The numb~rs in parentheses indicate the number of persons who responded to that particular item jn the survey. 



Attitude Change Over Ti~ 

A comparison of responses to selected items in January, 1977 to 

those responses in January, 1976 indicates the deg;ree of change occurring 

since the Inmate Grievance Procedure was inaugurated. Data in Table 5 

reveal that there is no significant difference in the inmates I perception 

of the speed or fairness with which inmate complaints are handled. 

Priol' to the procedure I s implementation, B. 8% of the inmates agreed 

that complaints were handled quickly, B% agreed that complaints w'cre 

handled fairly, and lB. 40/0 agreed that a written reply to complaints was 

usually received. One year after the procedure was in operation, 9. B% 

of the inmates agreed that complaints were handled quickly, B.l% agreed 

that complaints were handled fairly, and 23. B% agreed that they usually 

received a written reply to their complaints. 

'l'his consistent negative response may be due, in part, to the 

general tendency of inmates to respond negatively to any prison activity. 

A c;omparison of responses over time by correctional officers suggests 

that they perceive inmate complaints to be handled more quickly and 

fairly and with more written reply in 1977 than in 1976. Nonetheless, 

the absence of change over time among inmates suggests that inmate 

perception of fairness and trust in dealing with their complaints has not 

been improved. 

It is also apparent in Table 5 that the introduction of the Inmate 

Grievance Procedure has had an effect upon the manner in which 



nn'fATES: 

Person to ~.;hom inmate would go 
first with complaint: 

a. another. inmate 
b. an officer 
c. counselor or teacher 
d. Liaison Committee 
e. Superintendent 
f. Inmate Grievance Procedure 
g. other 

% agree, complaints handled quickly 
"always" or "most of the time" 

% agree, complaints handled fairly 
"always" or "most of the time". 
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TABLE 5 

% agree; there is a written reply to complaints 
"always" or "most of the time" 

CORRECTIONAL Ol~'ICERS: 

% agree, inmates are harder to deal with 
than a year ago 

% agree, complaints handled fairly 
"always" or "most of the time" 

% agree, complaints handled quickly 
"always" or "most of the time" 

% agree, there is a written reply to complaints 
"always" or "most of the time" 

1976 
(14 Facilities) 

20.7 
11. 7 
31.1 
11.5 
13.6 
N.! 
11. 3 

8.8 
(1392) 

8.0 
(1389) 

18.4 
(1374) 

52.6 
(761) 

65.1 . 
(774) 

52.0 
(775) 

30.7 
(773) 

1977 
(15 Facilities) 

22.6 
10.9 
21.1 
4.4 
7.3 

20.3 
13.5 

9.8 
(1512) 

8.1 
(1510) 

23.8 
(1506) 

65.6 
(767) 

81. 2 
(780) 

68.5 
(783) 

47.1 
(780) 
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the inmate deals with his grievances. Inmates are equally as likely to 

take their grievance to another inmate or to an officer in 1977 as they 

were in 1976, but less likely to take their complaints to the Superintendent, 

the Inmate Liaison Committee, or a counselor or teacher. The introduc

tion of the Inmate Grievance Procedure has not affected the informal 

grievance resolution techniques (another inmate or officer), but has 

sUbstituted for the existing administrative remedies of counselor, 

Inmate Liaison Committee ai'ld Superintendent. 

Conclusions 

This evaluation is directed to ascertaining the impact of the 

inmate grievance procedure on certain objectives. One objective is the 

increase in the inmate perception of fairness by the Department of 

Correctional Services in dealing with grievances. As a result of the 

data presented in Table 3, it is apparent that the inmate grievance proce

dure has produced a luechanism which is regarded by the inmates as a 

fair, legitimate, and useful vehicle for addressing their grievances. 

However, the data presented in Table 5 suggest that the Inmate Grievance 

Procedure is not viewed "as being any more fair or speedy than the 

previous system of grievance resolution. The second objective is to 

access the impact of the inmate grievance procedure in providing clarity 

of written rules. Since onle-third of the officers and inmates responding 

to the survey feel that the procedure has help to clarify or improve policy 

and procedure, we are led to conclude that this objective is being obtained. 






