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THE EXECUTIVE TRAINING PROGRAM
IN ADVANCED CRIMINAL JUSTICE PRACTICES

Introduction

The Executive Training Program in Advanced Criminal Justice Practices is a
nationwide training effort that offers states and local jurisdictions the
opportunity to learn about improved criminal justice procedures and put them into
operation. The Executive Training Program is sponsored by the National Institute
of Law Enfcrcement and Criminal Justice (NILECJ), the research center of the Law
Enforcement Assistance Administration, United States Department of Justice.

The National Institute supports wide-ranging research in the many legal,
sociological, psychological, and technological areas related to law enforcement
and criminal justice. It also follows through with the essential steps of
evaluating research and action projects and disseminating information on them to
encourage early and widespread adoption.

The Executive Training Program is one of the Institute's priority efforts
at transferring research results to actual application in police departments,
courts, and correctional institutions across the country. In this program, top
criminal justice administrators and other decisionmaking officials of courts,
corrections, and pelice agencies in each state are selected to participate in
workshops and other training activities held across the country. The aim of the
Executive Training Program is to help states and local jurisdictions develop the
capacity to use new procedures derived from research findings or designed and
developed by the Institute's Office of Development, Testing, and Dissemination
through its Exemplary Proljects Program and Program Models publication series.

Goals

The primary goal of the Executive Training Program is to enable criminal
justice executives and policyshapers to bring about adoption of improved court,
corrections, and police practices identified or developed by the National
Institute.

As LEAA's research, evaluation, and technology transfer arm, the Institute
works to devise improved methods to control crime and strengthen the criminal
justice system and to train law enforcement and criminal justice personnel to
use these more promising approaches.

To introduce the new practices throughout the nation, the Institute's
Executive Training Program:

® Informs influential policymakers about new practices and their
potential for improving the criminal justice system, and




® Gives them the knowledge and skills needed to apply these
methods in their jurisdictions.

Approach

Techniques that have been shown to work or that promise improved effective-
ness or efficiency are presented to key criminal justice executives and decision-
making officials in Training Workshops, Field Test Training, Follow-On Training,
and Special National Workshops. Eight topics have been identified by the National
Institute for training sessions that began in late 1976 for selected senior staff
and officials of state and local agencies.

The Executive Training Program was designed, and is conducted and managed, by
University Research Corporation (URC), a national training organization based in
Washington, D.C. Some portions of the training are conducted under URC's super-~
vision by cecnsulting firms experienced in criminal justice training.

1. Training Workshops

Eight Workshop series are being presented across the country. Each
Workshop runs for about three days. It is devoted to one topic, and is
oper. to 60 top criminal justice policymakers from throughout the
geographical area of the Workshop presentation. At the first four
Workshop series, participants learned new techniques for programs on:

Managing Criminal Investigations
Juror Usage and Management
Prison Grievance Mechanisms

Rape and Its Victims

Beginning in September 1977, Workshops are being presented around the
country on:

Managing Patrol Operations

Developing Sentencing Guidelines

Health Care in Correctional Institutions
Victim/Witness Services

® 9o & 9

Nationally known experts assist in developing training and present
portions of the Training Workshops. URC curriculum designers, trainers;
and logistics, evaluation, and media staff are working with the National
Institute, the criminal justice experts, and researchers from Exemplary
Projects or Program Mcdels to ensure clear presentation of concepts and
appropriate guidelines for implementation. Participants receive
individual program planning guides, self-instructional materials, hand-
books, and manuals. Certificates, acknowledging the competence of
participants to implement the new procedures, are awarded at the conclusion
of training. In cases of special need, local training support may be
provided after the participants begin the implementation process in their
jurisdictions.




Participants have clearly defined and specifically outlined imple-
mentation plans when they return to their jurisdictions. Each site also
receives 30 days of follow-on training over an 18-month period. It is
designed to provide ideas and recommendations for tailoring the program
to local needs. The training helps local groups develop the capacity to
solve theii own problems and to share ideas and experiences with other
field test projects.

3. Special National Workshops

Special National Workshops are the third part of the Executive Training
Program. They are held for criminal justice policymekerg on significant
topics selected by the National Institute. The first Workshops focused on:

e Argersinger v. Hamlin - This 1972 U, S. Supreme Court
decision, mandating that counsel be provided for all
defendants wno faced the possibility of incarceration,
has had a major impact on the court system. The
presentation focused on this decision and the problems
associated with the delivery »f legal counsel to
indigent defendants.

e Update '77 - This Workshop brought mayors and county
chairpersons from across the nation to Washington, D.C.
to discuss the role of the local elected executives in
planning and developing programns in law enforcement and
criminal justice. LEAA/NILECJ Progrzm Models, research
findings, Exemplary Projects, and other resources were
digscussed as potential sclutions to problems faced by
these chief executives.

% Determinate Sentencing - A great deal of attention has
recently been focused on the determinate or "fixed"
sentence concept. This Workshop provided an in-depth
analysis of this trend and its effect on both the
judicial and correctional systems at the national and
state levels. Current legislation and laws in
California, Indiana, and Maine wers discussed in detail
together with related issues that affect police,
prosecution, courts, and cerrections.

Other Special National Workshops, in the planning stage, include:
Stochastic Modeling (data analysis techniques for law enforcement planners
and analysts); Plea Bargaining; Diversion; Mental Health in Corrections;
and Update '78.

Recommendations for problem-solving are provided by criminal justice
experts and others who have already dealt with these problems or whose
theoretical and analytical contributions can be helpful in the implementation
effort.




models developed under NILECJ auspices, including models derived from:

& Research Results - Improved criminal justice practices
identified through research findings.

®» [Lxemplary Projects - Projects that show documented success
in controlling specific crimes or that have demonstrated
measurable improvement in criminal justice service.

The training topics were selected from among the most promiging 1

® Program Models - Syntheses of the most advanced techniques,
including operational guidelines, that can be followed in
locales throughout the courntr..

Following each Training Work !'%  wup to six days of follow-on training
are available, on a regional basisg, t -gist local agencies in direct
application of skills learned in these - vocutive training events.

2. I"ield Test Training

Each year, Workshop topics may be selected for field testing in up to
10 jurisdictions. During 1976, "field test" sites were selected to
implement projects in Managing Criminal Investigations and Juror Usage and
Management:.

The Executive Training Program will provide assistance to three

Neighborhood Justice Center (NJC) test sites in Atlanta, Kensas City, and

Los Angeles. A Neighborhood Justice Center is a community-based project

that seeks to resolve conflicts between peoplc who have a continuing

relationship and who generally lack recourse to the courts. The Centers

will recruit and train community people to apply the techniques of mediation

and arbitration to disputes. ETP will be responsible for assisting these

three project sites prepare grant applications; for conducting a seminar

for the project staffs at the I» ;inning of the test period; for providing

30 days of follow-on training assistance to each center during the start-up -
period; and for conducting NJC Directors' conferences during the course of ‘
the contract.

The field tests focus national attention on the new procedures and
evaluate their effectiveness and transferability to other jurisdictions
throughout the country. The communities selected are those considered most
likely to be able to carry out model projects.

Representatives from the test sites, selected by specialists most
familiar with the new procedures to be implemented, receive Field Test
Training designed to:

® FPrepare test site staff to operate or implement their
projects,

® Identify needs for follow-on training, and

® Determine the most effective format for Training
Workshops in the procedures.

LA
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Results

The Office of Technology Transfer of the National Institute anticipates that
the Executive Training Program will equip criminal justice executives to return
to their communities with the knowledge and skills to improve delivery of criminal
justice services and thus help to shape a safer envircnment. It also offers
participants a personal benefit-~the chance to enhance their own skills and career
potential.

About OTT

The Office of Technology Transfer (OTT) is responsible for distilling research,
transforming the theoretical into the practical, and identifying programs with
measurable records of success that deserve widespread application. In selected
instances, OTT may also provide financial and technical assistance to adapt and
test these practices in several communities. The result is that criminal justice
professionals are given ready access to some of the best field test programs
or those experimental approaches that exhibit gcod potential.

OTT has developed & structured, organized system to bridge: (1) the opera-
tional gap between theory and practice, and (2) the communication gap between
rasearchers and criminal justice personnel scattered across the country. OTT's
comprehensive program provides:

o Practical guidelines for model criminal justice programs;

0 Training Workshops for criminal justice executives in
selected model programs;

o Field tests of important new approaches in different envir-
onments; and

o International criminal justice clearinghouse and reference
services for the entire criminal justice community.

To perform these tasks, OTT operates through three interdependent divisions--
Model Program Development, Training and Testing, and Reference and Dissemination--
whose functions serve as a systematic "thoroughfare" for identifying, documenting,
and publicizing progress in the criminal justice field.
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OVERALL WORKSHOP OBJECTIVES

workshop has been designed to help participants gain:

An understanding of the principles essential to creating
~Ffective prison grievance mechanisms.

Snoawareness of the potential benefits-~direct and indirect~-
of wifective gricevance mechanisms.

an approcizcion of the importance of thorough planning and
implencntatio,

i grasp of the techniques that are helptul in sclving problems
of planning and implonmcntation.

1

sacw T odge of the resoursos avaiizable nationally, regionally,

« 233ly o 4 correctional systom that is about to implemernt
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SUMMARY OF SESSION 1:

INTRODUCTION
1:00 ~ 1:45 p.m.

TIME METHOD CONTENT VISUALS HANDOUTS
1:00 p.m. Plenary Session Introduction of LEAA
(5 min.) Lead Trainer introduces Regional OQOffice staff
LEAA Regional Office staff Official greeting from LEAA
1:05 p.m. Lead Trainer: Lecture Introduction of the training | Chart showing Resumes of
(5 min.) organizations and sponsor: relationships training staff
NILECJ, URC, CCJ of NILECJ, URC, and descriptions
, . £ izati
Introduction of training cca ot organizations
staff
1:10 p.m Lead Trainer: Lecture Genesis of the PGM topic. Large graphic 1. Prescriptive
(7-8 min.) NILECJ's three functions: displaying Package
@ Research: Prescriptive NILECJ functions 2. Controlled
Program and covelopnent | Confrontation
g of PGM topic.
@ Evaluation: Controlled
Confrontation
® Technology Transfer: The
ETP/PGM Workshops
1:17 p.m. Lead Trainer: Lecture Definitions: Two large Definitions
(7-8 min.) ® Grievance gra?h%c§ with
definitions:

® Grievance mechanisms

@ Effective grievance
mechanisms

Need for grievance mech-
anisms in general is pre-
sumed. But refer partic-
ipants to:

1. Grievance
and griev-
ance
mechanism

2. Effective
grievance
mechanism
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SESSION 1, SUMMARY (Contd.)

TIME

METHOD CONTENT VISUALS HANDOQUTS
1. Survey
2. Prescriptive Package
3. Manual
1:25 p.om. Lead Trainer: Lecture Basic content of the Work- Two large Design principles
( in. s : ics: .
(5 min.) hop graphics Implementation
1. Design principles Design principles
2. Implementation principles principles
Implementation
principles
1:30 p.ma. Lecture Overview of the Workshop Large graphic: Schedule
5 min.)
{5 min.) schedule Workshop
schedule
1:2% pom. Lead Tralner: Lecture Objectives of the Workshop Large graphic: Objectives
yomdn and the nature of the . .
. Objectives
audience
i 40 p.m. Lead Trainer: Discussion Answer guestions on any

£0 mii.)

and Questions

content covered so far
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SESSIf 1

INTRODUCTICONS, ORIGIN OF WORKSHOP, DEFINITIONS: OVERVIEW

1:00 - 1:45 p.m.

DAY I

GOALS
1. To acqunaint participants with trainers,

2. Tr; familiarize participants witn the origin and rurposes of th.
Worishop on Prison Grievance iechanisms.

3. To <« cablish basic definitions.
4. P ntroduce the principles of designing and implementi-c 2 prison

gricvance machanism.

5. To provide a preview of tho Worlk~h- 3-7nia.

PERF'ORMANCE OBJTCTIVES

Participants will understand the definitions of grievanc: ad grieva- .

mechanism.
METHODS

Lecture

Discussion

MATERIALS/LOGISTICS

1. Room layge enough for 60 participants

2. Table in front of room
3 Sufficient number of chaixs

4. Une flip-chart stand and charts

1t




5. Copies of Prescriptive Package

6. Copies of Controlled Confrontation

b

12




DESCRIPTION:

METHOD

CoNTENT

Introduction of LLAA Reqgioral

1. i2gional official welcomes parcicipants
Office personnel. (5 min. limit) and adds appropriate bricf remarhs.
2. Introduction of training staff: Briefly descoibe relationship between
Trainers stand when in-roduced NILECJ/OTT (LFAA), URC, and CCJ.
by Lead Traincr.
Briefly list gualifications of individual
“rainers.
3. Genesis of PGM toplc: Make MILECJ has three functicns:
sure everycne aas a copy ~ft the
brescriptive Package and vho 1. Research
txemplary Project materialis., Urae 4. Evaluation
~ontinued reference to them. 3. Technology transfior
ljese: oraphics to explain functions Research: Prescriptive Package done by
£ LJILECT and products related to CCJ. )
functions.
Evaluation: Exemplary Project with CC5
consultation. How and what.
Technology Transfer: Workshop series on
PGM seeks replication of ideas developed
in research and proven succezsful in
evaluation.
4, Definitions: Ono o A grievance is a complaint about anything.

provides the definition ot an
effective grievance mechantiuzm,

Briefly explain what is mea..t by
an inmate.

It can cover any aspect of prison life.

Formal definitiocn: A grievance is a
complaint about the substance or
application of any written or unwritten
policy oxr regulation; or about the
absence of a policy, regqulation, or rule;
or about any behavior or action directed
toward an inmate.

The key element is that any action is--
and should be~-grievable; individual
jurisdictions will have to determine what
matters ought to be excluded--such as
questions of parocle in a department that
has no jurisdiction over parole.

13




METHOL CONTEN®

Aogrievance nmechanism is an administro-

tive means for the expression .nd

resslution of inmates' griesvances.

s alTetive yricvance mechanian is one

“hat:

1. OCrera Tiivly and is percd’ ced by
inmatas a7 staff to he fair,

> Tx yosd, ond

oo Rrtoilly volvas problems, ftzluding
thoss #hat coaoivs review, olar’ fi-
cation, o Banae ~F polis les.

becoomition Peothg participant  of e

el T e gricvance mechanisms

prasume i, P T Casts Tieakion can be

fou 3 in:

; 575 05 Saveey

5 Froeoripo.ove Package (rp. At

S Meovial

. Introduction ou the principles:

carcly, the Cenfter ..as oo
Tuis is not tie place for g foll ing princivles a.c
elaboration. Tne princ. les netersary for rhe design of an effective
should simply be listed. gr.evance mecaanism:

1. Written responses, including the
recasors far the decision taken, mugt
be o all grievances.

N

. Griev ntos nust be responded Lo within
proscral - reasonable time limit =;
specini visions must be made oy

b

regponalinyg o cmerqencies.

o Outside review of grievance s must be
available.

4. TInmates azd line staff must partic-
ipate in the desiyn and operation of

thi moachanaisn

5. All inmaies must have access to the
meosan s, witl guarantee against
reprisal.
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METHOD

CONTENT

¢. The mechanism must Le applicable to
as broad a range of issues as possibloe
and must contain means for resolving
specific questicns of Jurisdicticn.

dusign, however, is not everything.
Implementation is almost as important.
we will discuss a checklist of imple-
mentation principles and consider
strategies for sacenusful implementation
later in the Workshop.

6. verview of Workshop schedule: Discuss the schedule in terms of substan-
Use of simplified graphic to show tive materiaels to be presented:
schedule.
Session 3: Overvicw of desion principles.
Incourage participants to mingle
on their cwn time to enjoy Session 4 and 5: The twe most controver-
fullest possible benefit of the sial principles and what they involve.
workshop.
Session b: Benefits of a mechanism based
Descrikce the materials: on the principles, from the point of view
cof an administrator.
® Participant's Handbook
Session 7: The problem of implementation.
® Manual.
Session 8: How to evaluate your current
Plug NILECJ's materials. mechanism.
Session ¢: Strategies for improvement--
change/innovaticn.
7. Objectives and audience If objectives seem vague, it is because,

composition.

in a sense, they are. We are advocating
principles and concepts, not a specific
model.

The Workshop has been designed to help
participants gain:

1. An understanding of the principles
essential to creating effective
prison grievance mechanisms.

2. An awarencss of the potential
benefits-~direct and indirect--of
effective grievance mechanisms.

15




METHOD

CONTENT

An appreciation of the importance of
thorough planning and implementation.

A grasy. of the techniques that are
helpful in solving problems of
plannina and implementation.

A knowledge of the resources avail-
able nationally, regionally, and
locally to a correctional system that
is about to implement its own

Easily explained.

The fragmentation of innovation in

Judges, attorney generals, public
The legal

3.

4.

5.
grievance mechanism.

why this audience?

1. Administrators:
corrcctions.

2.
defenders/legal aid:
background.

3.

Legislators, governors' aides, SPA
specialists: Need help and resources.

voals are to help meet the need for
coordinaticn of effort and equality of
knowledge, both of which, to date, have
been spotty at best.

8. Discussion/questions: Postpone
specific questions on the
principles. Deal only with
questions on the Workshop
schedule, objectives, and
development.

Linkage to Next
Session:

principles of design.

Participants will have a broad overview of the Workshop and
will have been introduced to some basic definitions and the
The next session will include an

exercise for the participants that will give them the
opportunity to apply the principles of design in a simulated

situation.

16




NILECJ FUNCTION

Research:

Evaluation:

Technology
Transfer:

GENESIS OF THE WORKSHOP ON PGH

17

PRODUCTS

Prescriptive Package Program
Grievance Mechanisms in
Correctional Institutions

Exemplary Project Program
Controlled Confrontation

ETP Workshop on Prison
Grievance Mechanisms

Participants' Replication of
Effective Grievance Mechanisms




RELATIONSHIP OF ORGANIZATIONS
INVOLVED IN THE WORKSHOP

U. S.
DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

I

i

LEAA

4&____~__

NILECH

4_.—_

ETP Contract
URC

Subcontract for PGM Workshop
cca
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SOME BASIC DEFINITIONS

What is a "grievance"?

A complaint about the substance or application of any written or unwritten
policy or regulation, or about the absence of a policy or regulation, or about any
behavior or action directed at an inmate.

What is "grievable'"?

Potentially, anything is grievable. It is up to the people designing a
mechanism to identify areas or subjects that must be specifically eliminated for
statutory or political reasons from the Jjurisdiction of a mechanism.

What is a "grievance mechanism"?

An administrative--as opposed to legislative or judicial--means for the
exXpression and resolution of inmates' grievances.

What is an "effective grievance mechanism"?

A grievance mechanism is effective:

1. If it operates fairly and is perceived to be fair by inmates and
staff.

2. If it is used.

3. If it actually solves problems, including those that require
review, clarification, and changes of policies.

* 0 v .
Whenever the term inmate is used in the Workshop, it is intended to include

any individual--juvenile or adult--who is under the supervision of any
correctional institution or program.

1o




DESIGN PRINCIPLES

ACCESS FOR ALL INMATES, WITH GUARANTEES AGAINST REPRISALS

INMATE AND LINE-STAFF PARTICIPATION IN DESIGN AND OPERATION

WRITTEN RESPONSES, WITH REASONS, TO ALL GRIEVANCES

REASONABLE TIME LIMITS AT ALL LEVELS, WITH PROVISIONS FOR EMERGENCIES
OUTSIDE REVIEW

BROAD JURISDICTION, WITH DISPUTES OVER WHAT IS GRIEVABLE SUBMITTED TO
THE MECHANISM

IMPLEMENTATION PRINCIPLES

ADMINISTRATIVE LEADERSHIP AND PLANNING

TRAINING

ORTENTATION

MONITORING AND EVALUATION

INCREMENTAL1SM

20
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SUMMARY OF SESSION 2: INTRODUCTIONS AND IDENTIFICATION OF PARTICIPANTS' CONCERNS

2:00 - 2:45 p.m.

TIME

METHOD CONTENT VISUALS HANDOUTS
2:00 p.m. Small group Introduction of task
(5 min.)
Lecture
2:05 p.m. Introductions Name and affiliation of
{10 min.) participants
2:15 p.m. Division intoc two subgroups Raise concerns regarding In each of 4
(20 min.) prison grievance mecha- Yooms:
Discussion and listing of nisms from point of view
concerns of constituents Easel
Newsprint
Subgroups list concerns Tape
on newsprint Magic Markers
2:35 p.m. Small group Small group shares and com-
(10 min.) pares data. Trainer re-~

Discussion, lecture

sponds by drawing material
together.

Trainer identifies topics
to be dealt with during
Workshop and those that
cannot be handled (such as
legal services).







SESSION 2

INTRODUCTTIONS AND IDENTIFICATION OF PARTICIPANTS' CONCERNS

2:00 - 2:45 p.m.

DAY II

GOALS
1. To introduce participants to each other and staff.

2. To identify concerns that participants have about prison
grievance mechanisms.

PERFORMANCE OBJECTIVES

Note

METHODS
Small groiups

Lecture and discussion

MATERIALS/LOGISTICS
1. Four break-away rooms, each large enough for up to 16 participants
2. Newsprint

3. Magic Markers in each rtom

23




DESCRIPTION:

METHOD

CONTENT

Check participants' understanding
of the previous scssion.

Trainer begins session by asking
participants whether they need any
clarification regarding Session 1,
Orientation.

[

Introduction of participants:
Use of first names should be
clearced with participants.

Trainer asks participants to identify
themselves by name and affiliation or
role: participants should also indicate
why they are here.

Identification of concerns:

The group should be subdivided
into two separate groups to draw
up lists of concerns. Ask each
group to draw up a list of
concerns, interests, and needs
that it would like covered or
addressed during the course of
the Workshop. The purpose of
this list is to establish a
benchmark against which partici-
pantg and trainers can measure
proygress and the success of the
Workshop in meceting participants'
expectations or its failure to
do so.

The list will also alert the
trainer to participants'

concerns and issues that will
not be addressed in the Workshop,
thereby anticipating the possible
disappointment of some partic-
ipants who come to the Workshop
with a "peculiar" or special
question or interest. Trainers,
of course, will be available
outside of sessions to respond,
if possible, to such inquiries.

Discussion of concern: The larger

group should be re-formed for the
two lists.

Some exampics of concerns, interests, or
problems might be:

® How much does a mechanism cost?
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METHOD

CONTENT

After each group has a rough list,
attempt to place pricrities on the
listed interests, concerns, and
anticipated problems.

The trainer will identify the
concerns that will be addressed
during the Workshop, as well as
standards for evaluation at the
end of the Workshop.

(Use list of concerns to inform
guest administrator for Session
6 of participants' concerns.)

@ Should a mechanism be based on a
statute?

® How do you handle opposition to a
mechanism from a strong correcticnal
officers’ union?

@ Should a court impose a mechanism on
a reluctant administration?

The establishment of priorities need not
take much time. The point of the exer-

.cise is more to identify what the

participants want than to establish
fixed priorities of subject matter.
Simply use the opportunity to get some
sense of what is most important to your
group and to dispel expectations that
will not be met in the Workshop.

Linkage to Next Participants now have an overview of the Workshop content

Session: and have identified their concerns. The next step is a

' first attempt to wrestle with, understand, and apply the
six principles of design.
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SUMMARY OF SESSION 3: DESIGN PRINCIPLES

3:00 - 5:30 p.m.

TIME

METHOD

CONTENT

VISUALS

HANDOUTS

3:00 p.m.
(15 min.)

LZ

Small groups: Role play,
simulation, with two subgroups
required to design grievance
mechanisms for a school.

Introduce the role play:
Discuss the purpose of the
exercise. Discuss the
reasons for role~-playing a
high school situation and
the universality of the
design principles.

Allow the participants to
read and digest the simu-
lation background and roles.
Give everyone a chance to
ask questions about the

role play. Define the terms
of the role play.

Divide the participants into
two committees. Let each
committee organize and dis-
cuss the task and the roles
for a few moments.

Define the task and time
limits clearly: Each com-
mittee must come up with a
design.

Newsprint
Tape

Magic Markers
for two working
grcups within
each of the four
groups of par-
ticipants

Background on
school simula-
tion

Role descrip-
tions

3:15 p.m.
(15 min.)

Trainer lecture

Brief discussion

Introduce the design princi-
ples and explain them within
the context of the school
situation.

Chart of all six
principles (same
as in Session 1)

Refer partici-
pants to hand-
out on princi-
ples in Ses-
sion 1.




SESSION 3,

SUMMARY (Contd.)

TIME

METHOD

CONTENT

VISUALS

HANDOUTS

G:ddopam.
(31 min.)

8¢

Allow some initial discussion,
but only to the extent neces-

sary to clarify the meaning of

Frarticular principles.

Small groups: Within each
small grouj., two subgroujs
work independently. Train-
er is available, but does
not interject comments
unless it is absolutely
necessary to do so.

The small working qgroups de-
S1Yn a yrievance mechanism
for George Washington High
School.

Small group: Subgroups re-
form into small groups and
discuss their designs.

Each subgroun describes its
design.

Compare the designs with each
other then with the design
principles.

Discuss the relevance and
usefulness of the principles
of design. Consider how one
or both designs incorporated
or neglected each of the de-
sign principles. Does the
practical exercise make the
purpose of each principle
clear? If not, clarify.

Additional
material on
principles is
in the PGH
Manual.

5:15% pom.
(15 min.)

Small groups

Lecture

Prepare groups for next
morning's exercise. Assign
readings in Participant's
Handbook and outside review
readings for Session 5.
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SESSION 3

DESIGN PRINCIPLES
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DESCRIPTION :

METHOD

CONTENT

1. Introduce the role play: Divide
the group into smaller working
groups.

Pass out background material on
the school simulation.

Pass out role assignments and
description.

Pass out materials on principles
and have participants read it
before the simulation.

Make sure the participants
understand the situation, theilr
tasks, and their roles. Give
them time to read the material
and to ask questions.

Make sure that those who play
the role of the principal in
each group understand their
function and responsibility
clearly.

Answer questions on the role
play, the task, or the design
principles, and set the groups
to work.

'urpose of the exercise: Design a
grievance mechanism for George Washington
High School based on the principles.

A school simulation was selected for the
design exercise because:

1. For our purposes, there is an
effective similarity betwcen a school
and a correctional institution in
terms of clientele, administration,
teachers, line staff, and community
groups.

2. The neutral (for us) environment of a
school will allow particaipants to
concentrate on the procedural aspects
of designing a grievance mechanism,
without being distracted by the
substantive issues involved in
creating a mechanism specifically
for corrections.

Tt is our belief that the principles are
universal and apply to the development of
a grievance mechanism in any context

in which there is a major disparity in
the power of the clients of an institu-
tional service and the institution
providing the service. This exercise is
designed to enable the participants,
through experience, to learn the reasons
underlying the various design principles.

The school principals have decided firmly
on a grievance mechanism. This meeting is
to execute that decision, not evaluate or
challenge it. They must drive the group
to a design based on the design

principles as best they can within the
allotted time.

2. Introduce the principles: Refer

participants to the list of
principles presented in Session
1.

Review the development of the principles:

1. Basic research into the elements of
successful grievance mechanisms in
other environments led to development
of a set of hypothetical principles.
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METHOD

CONTENT

Point out the additional material

on principles in the Participant's

Handbook.

31

Trial and error in corrections:
Massachusetts, California, New York,
Colorado, and South Carolina.

Review and analysis of what made
other mechanisms in corrections
succeed or fail.

Give another plug to the Prescriptive
Package Proyram and Controlled
Confrontation.

THE PRINCIPLES

Explain them within the context of a
school situation:

A.

Written responses

1.

3.

Informal responses are not good
enough since we are talking about
bureaucratic reform.

Written responses constitute

proof that:

a. Response was made--or not
made.

b. Time limits were obserxrved--
or not observed.

A record of the case is necessary
for rational appeal and review.

Time limits

A prod to act in timely fashion.

Open-ended mechanisms are
unacceptable.

Enforceability; go to next level
when not observed.

Possibility of extension with
mutual consent.

Emergency grievances.

The importance (paradoxically) of
timeliness in prisons; National
Advisory Commission's 30-day
limit.
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METHOD

CONTENT

Critique and compare designs.
Re-form the working groups into
one group.

Have the school principal or his/
her designees describe each group's
design. Lead a comparison of the
two designs and compare both to

the grievanue principles. low

did the groups incorporate--or

fail to incorporate--the principles?

A,

Are written responses required at
every level? Reasons? If not, why
not?

Were "realistic" time limits included
at every level? Enforceable?
Emergency provisions? Possible
extensions?

What is the valuc of participation in
this design exercise? Arc all
constituencies included as partic-
ipants? Should they be? Why or why
not?

Is there provision for outside
roview? If not, why and what is the
effect on credibility? Who are the
reviewers?

tiow do people f£ind out about the
mechanisms and initiate the complaint
process? What about academic
reprisals?

What is the jurisdiction and how arc
disputes about the grievability of a
specific case resolved?

Do the principles make sense?

Pass out material with a bricef
description of the Session 4 role pay.

Prepare group for next day's
sessions. All participants will
be called on to play a role or
or critique other role players
in the roles described in the
material For Session 4. It will
help if everyone will read over
this brief material before
romorrow's Session 4. Also point
out the case studies for outside
review in Sessilon 5. Ask
participants to read then.
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Linkage to Next Participants now have an overview of all of the design’

Session: principies. The next two sessions will deal in depth
with the most difficult concepts--participation and
outside review.
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ADDITIONAL READING ON DESIGN PRINCIPLES
OF AN EFFECTIVE SCHOOL GRIEVANCE MECHANISM

1. Written responses, including the reasons for the decision taken,
must be made to all grievances.

Assurance that there will be a response to a complaint at every level is a
fundamental requirement for an effective grievance mechanism. If the complaint is
rejected, a written reply with reasons for the rejection is all the more important.
Only in this way can a grievant or other interested party know the grounds on which
decisions were based or decide whether or not an appeal is warranted. Written
replies are also needed to determine whether a grievance has been handled properly
within established time limits. 1In all, written replies are an index of the
fairness of the procedure, as the Supreme Court has noted:

The provision for a written record helps to insure that
administrators, faced with possible scrutiny by state
officials and the public, and perhaps even by the courts,
where fundamental constitutional rights may have been
abridged, will act fairly.*

The necessity of providing a written reply applies at every level at which a
grievance is considered, including informal resolution of the complaints.

2. Grievances must be responded to within prescribed, reasonable
time limits; special provisions must be made for responding to

emergencies.

Brief, enforceable time limits are essential at every step in a grievance
mechanism. They put all involved parties on notice that they must act on complaints.
Mechanisms without time limits are an invitation to parties responsible to avoid
dealing with tough questions and issues. Time limits should be realistic, but any
procedure that requires much more than 30 days from start to finish probably will
not be used or trusted by inmates.

To have meaning, time limits must be enforceable. If a response at one level
is delayed beyond the time limit, a grievance should automatically be forwarded to
the next level of the mechanism. If necessary, the time limit at one level may be
extended for a specified, brief period, but only with the written consent of the
grievant.

Mechanisms must also have special provisions for handling emergency dgrievances.
Some complaints may involve some loss to the student unless there is a quick
resolution of the complaint. For example, a student may be excluded from a trip
unless an alleged infraction is cleared up immediately. In such cases, time limits

”
i

Wolff v. McDonnell, 418 U.S. 539, 565 (1974).
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must be shorter, and some levels of the mechanism may have to be bypassed to
expedite handling of the gricvance.

3. OQutside review of grievances must be available.

To be effective, a school ¢grievance mechanism must include some form of :
independent review--that is, review by a person or agency independent of the school
system. This requirement reflects the reality of life in educational institutions, &

where the power exercised by administrators and staff over students is so great
that any adminigtrative procedures created to handle grievances must be safequarded

against abuse. ‘ i
Objective review of complaints b+ 1r:artial outsiders is essontial if a

mechanism is to be credible to stude:: . in alddition to providing the unemotional

perspective of a neutral party, outs . ‘few lmposes at the lower levels of a

gricevance procedure the necessity of p.o ing reasonably, since unreasonable

responses and faulty logic will be dete.

It is not necessary for the opinio: ¢ o ndependent outside body to be
binding on school administrators for the sro. - re vo be eoffective.  The indepe
dence and fairness of the outside review and v good faith of school adminis-
trators, rather than the threcat of binding sanctions, maike mechanisms effective.

There is no theoretical reason, however, for not making the Aecision of the
outside reviewer binding in cases involving the appli-ation--as opyosoed to the
substance--of policy. ~

¥

4. students and teachers must participate i <he design and
operation of the mechani:sn.

The most effective way to promote credibility in a aricvance mechanism is Lo
give teachers and students a central role in waking it work. Such a role must
have meaning; teachers and students must have a hand in the design of the
mechanism, as well as the opportunity to work together to decide malters within
their jurisdiction and to offer p» - uasive recommendations to administrators on
policies. This kind of participation requires a willingness on the part of
administrators to share a measure of responsibility with teachers and, in turn,
willingness on the part of teachers to work in harmony with students.

This participatory approach enables those people who must live with the
solutions to problems to share a role in developing those solutions. Teacher
and student participation promotes a commitment to the mechanism and guarantees
that those who know the daily school routine best will have a say in the process
of altering that routine. Student participation also makes it less threatening
for other students to bring up legitimate grievances (especially against teachers)
at the samc time that it discourages the submission of friwolous grievances and
other potential abuses of the system.

5. All students must have access to the mechanism, with guarantees
against reprisal.

Fear of reprisal is the objection to grievance mechanisms most often voiced
by students. Of course, there can never be an absolute guarantee that threats or
reprisals will not be applied informally against somcone who uses the system, but
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some safcqguards can be built into the mechanism. For cexample, the importance of
ensuring that no record of a grievance be placed in the complainant's school file
cannot be overemphasized. Belief that a complaint about wpolicy, programs, or
teachers will appear in a student's file that goes to a college or potential
cmployer i likely to detoer him/her from making a complaint if he/she is already
hesitant to use the mechanism.  More subtle pressures can also be appliced,
especially by teachers who can make 1ife difficult for grievants or students with
participatory roles in the procedure.  Another test of the good faith of adminis-
trator: is whether they provent harassment of stadoents who ugse the system.

. The mechanism must be applicable to as broad a range of issues
a5 posgible and must contain means for resolving specific

questions of jurisdiction.

“ome schocls may already have, say, a disciplinary process and may wish to
retarn df, or there currently mav he a method of gquestioning class assignments.
o the seote of oo gricvance nechanism has been agreed upon, the mechanism

i

Lroclf omust ocontailt a mearss for o determining whether a cpecific grievance is

aricvable o Thi, when o arievance is dic sissed because it is net within che ambit
cob T s o, o atadent it bed aliowed to oappeal that ruling through every

oo pecshbew,  The echigiom thos would nave Sfurisdicrion over guestions of its
cwr bl reab i iivos,
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SCHOOL SIMULATION

General Background

George Washington High School has a student population of 2,000. It is one
of three high schools in Riverwood, a large suburb of a major city.

Over the past three years the so'vo! district has experienced problems
confronting the majority of high sci ol ~oday: wvandalism, truancy, theft of
school property, and declining test o ..  There has been a drastic rise in the
usce of drugs and alcohol on school grou ... In addition, the school district has
been subjected to an increasing amount. of 1. *i1jation by parents on behalf of
children who have been suspended for varios. ntractions of rules and Lhreats of

violence against faculty member:.

Most recently, Washington High has had two controversies that have aggravated
the school's situation:

1. The administration backed the school newspaper's faculty advisor
when she refused to publish an article she considered obscene in
the school paper. The student editors resigued and took their
case to the student government, from whom they expected support.
After a closed meeting with the princip:l, the student government
decided to take no stand on the issue.

2. A prominent student was suspended after repeatedly defyving a
certain teacher's authority and disrupting his classes. She is
a very bright student with a large following among the student
"intelligentsia" and some faculty members. Her parents have now
filed suit against the school for depriving their daughter of her
right ful education.

The District Superintendent has been deluged with phone calls due to the
recent incidents. The press has reported the lawsult, something the superintendent
had hoped could be avoided. He has decided steps must be taken immediately and
that something new is necessary. A pilot project is planned for one of the high
schools in the school district as an experiment. With the aid of a small

foundation grant, a student grievance mechanism will be designed for the school
within 30 days.

The principal of George Washington High worked actively to make sure George
Washington was chosen as the test school for the pilot project. The principal
feels that some conflict resolution tool is needed to prevent the high school from
becoming hopelessly mired in problems. The principal has just learned that George
Washington has been chosen to conduct the experiment and has called a meeting of
key people to begin the design process. The principal's memo follows.

38




e

MEMORANDUM

TO: Desian Committee Membors DATE: March 1, 1977
*ROM ¢ Principal, George Washington High

SUBJECT: First Mecting to Develop the Design of the Pilot Student Grievance
Mechanism

As per our conversation of last week, T want to thank you for agreeing to serve on
the committee to develop a Student Grievance Mechanism for George Washington High.
You were identified not only because of the positions you hold as members of the
faculty and student body, but also because of the points of view you represent.
The meeting will be held at 2:00 p.m. on March 4 in the faculty lounge. The

committee is composced of the following pecple:

Principal

Head Guidance Counselor

Academic Vice-Princijpal

Dean of students

Teachers' Union Building Representative
Student Council President

Junior Class President

PTA President

Vice-Principal for Administration

As you know, the purpose of this meeting is to come up with the design of a
mechanism to handle student problems quickly, fairly, and openly. May I suggest
that you now begin thinking about such issues as the form a procedure should take,
the number of levels of appeal, who should participate at each level, the time
limits, and the costs.

The Superintendent has given us 30 days for the design of such a mechanism.

Therefore, we must act rapidly. I expect the committee to arrive at a preliminary
plan at our March 4 meeting.
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ROLE DESCRIPTION: HEADL U IDANCE COUNSELOR

You see the grievance mechanism as a sericus threat to your professional
inteaqrity., Tt interferes with treatment programs, such as group counseling, and
undermines the counselor':s authority to determine what is best for students.

You have o raster's o in schoel psychology and are president of the local

chaptar of the School Psycholosgists Association. You have just returned from a
She-we ok ihi-servioe tralning workahop on adolescent drug and alcohol abuse.
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ROLE DESCRIPTION: VICE-PRINCIPAL FOR ACADEMICS

You are older than the principal, have been at George Washington a long time,
and are seeking a higher administration post elsewhere. You are caught between a
raculty that is basically unreceptive to the grievance mechanism and an adminig-
trator who wants it to succeed. You pride yourself on your open mind. You are
deeply disturbed by the deteriorating morale throughout the school, the conflicts
between and within groups, and the drop in academic standards.  You have a son who
is a senior at George Washington who argues vociferously for more student partic-
ipation in school policymaking.
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ROLE DESCRIPTION: DEAN OF STUDENTS

You are a former physical education teacher. You take pride in your
rapport. with students and believe that a grievance mechanism will open up
communicat ions between rival factions. You led a small group of faculty dissidents
in the censorship fracas. You belicve there is no place for litigation in resolving
student disputes with the school system.
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ROLE DESCRIPTION: TEACHERS' UNION REDPRESENTATIVE

¥You see the new mechanism as a threat to the teacher's authority and the
right to establish rules for class behavior and decorum. You also see it as
potentially a threat to the teacher's prerogative to design cuarriculum and are
afraid that it might even lead to public censure of a teacher's actions., A
majority of the union members agree. On the other hand, you are receiving
increasing pressure from teachers who are concerned about the rapid deterioration
of the learning environment and the threat of litigation, and who belicve that
teachers may find in a grievance mechanism the tool they need to restore confidence
in the classroom situation among their students.
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ROLE DESCRIPTION: STUDENT COUNCIL PRESIDENT

An incoming senior, you have just taken office. You are an honor student who
is aiming for a prestigious college, law school, and a political career in the
tradition of vour family. You are defensive about the Council's losing its
credibility as the forum for airing student concerns and are afraid that a
grievance mechanism would further crode the Council's status. However, you know
that the Principal wants a grievance mechanism and you do not want to be left out
of the mainstream if one succeeds.  You want to ensure a role for the Student
Council in the procedure.
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ROLE DESCRIPTION: PRESIDINT OF JUNIOR CLASS

You are an incoming junior who has recently become an "A" student. However,
you used to be a disciplinary problem in junior high. You are active in extra-
curricular activities and over the summer organized a Teenage Hotline in the
community. You are tentatively in favor of a new grievance mochanism because it
might provide students with a real voice in school affairs and disputes for the
first time. But you doubt very much that the administration and teachers will
permit a mechanism that limits their decisionmaking power. You have your own
ideas on how the mechanism should Function, but take a "show me" attitude toward
all school authorities.
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ROLE DESCRIPTION: P,T.A. PRESIDENT

You are deeply troubled by the diminishing quality of education at George
Washington High School, the increasing alienation of the children from school
and the learning process, and a breakdown in communication between school and
home, as evidenced by the recent rise of litigation. You are delighted that
the school superintendent wants a grievance mechanism because you sce it as a
means of forcing the school to initiate communication with the home and community.
Yuspicious of the biases of staff and administration, you favor neutral outside
review of grievances at somc stage if they haven't been resolved internally.
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ROLE DESCRIPTION: VICE-PRINCLPAL FOR ADMINTISTRATTON

You got your B.A. from a local teachers college 25 years ago, your Master's
in Business Administration over a period of tine. You arc viewed primarily as a
good fiscal manager by the central administration. You are outraged Ly the
destruction and theft of property and believe it is the product of permissive
attitudes toward the young. You are a strong belicver in discipline and in
adhering to rules and regulations.  You are cynical about student participation
in school affairs; you feel that students are just children who should be in
school simply to learn.
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SUMMARY OF SESSTION 4: PARTICIP..TIOH

9:00 a.m. - 12:00 noon

TIME METHOD CONTENT VISUALS HANDOUTS
9:00 a.m. Small groups Recapitulation of the prin- Chart on the
{15 min.) ciples, focusing on areas principles on
Le.d trainer: Lecture that were of particular con- wall.
cern to the group in Session
Discussion/question period 3.
Entertain questions.
Explain purpose of upcoming
exercise.
9:15 a.m. Small groups Explain the form of inmate Role descrip-
(30 min.) and line staff participation tions (distrib-

Trainer: Lecture
Discussion

Preparation for role play

that will be demonstrated.
Show a procedural framework.

Explain mediation to some
extent. Briefly go over the
material handed out at the
end of Session 3.

Fass ocut role assignments.
Explain the observer sheets.
Pass out the grievance. Make
sure everyone understands the
grievance, the role play, and
the committee's task, which
is to resolve the grievance.

uted at end of
Session 3)

Grievance Form
and Fact Sheet

Observer's
Checklist




SESSION 4, SUMMARY (Contd.)

TIME METHOD

CONTENT VISUALS HANDOUTS
9:45 a.m. Small groups Simulated committee attempts
(30 min.) to resolve the grievance.

Role play in simulated
grievance committee hearing

Make sure committee comes up
with a response.

10:15 a.m. Small groups
(30 min.)
Trainer 1 ds a critique and
discussion of the simulation

Trainer solicits input from
observers and reviews the
committee's performance,
points out the critique
worksheet and elicits
responses to the points
covered.

Critique work-
sheets (Griev-
ance Committee
Hearing Ques-
tionnaire)

Lead trainer: Lecture
Discussion

Showing of film

little fanfare. The film
shows participants how the
same grievance was actually
handled by an operating
grievance committee. Dis-
cuss the film, using the
critique worksheet. Dwell

on the benefits of participa~-
tion. Elicit reactions and
comments, answer questions.

11:00 a.m. Break

n (15 min.)

o
11:15 a.m. Plenary session Place preceding exercise in Critique work-
(45 min.) reality. Introduce film with sheets







SESSION 4

DESIGHN PRINCIPLES: INMATE AND LINE STAFF PAFTICIPATTON

1:00 a.m. -~ 12:00 noon

DAY IT

GOALS

1. To uxplain and define the principle of inmate and line statt
participation.

e

To give participants exposure to and undarstanding of one
succussful form of inmate and line staff participation.

3. To give pariicipants an opportunity to question and react to
the principal of participation.

PERFCRMANCE OBJECTIVES

Participants will know and understand the design principl- of
participation.

METHODS
1. Lecture
2. Role Play
3. Discussion

4. Film

MATERIALS/LOGLISTICS
i. Four bhreak-away rooms

2. Large room for plenary session with tables and chairs for four
trainers
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Flip-chart stand
Newsprint

Magic Markers

Projector and screen for film viewing
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DESCRIPTION:

METHOD

CONTENT

1. Recapitulation of principles:
Participants are in their small
groups of 10-~15.

Fach group trainer will respond to
problems or questions that emerged from
the discussion of principles in Session
3 and will recapitulate any principles
that remain unclear.

In one or two lines, describe the
purpose of the next session-~that is,
to show one way in which the principles
of inmate and line staff participation
have been structured successfully.

2. Prepare for the role play: Use
the chart on p. 62 to describe
mechanism.

Restate the purpose of the exercise.

Describe the mechanism in which the
inmate/staff committee is a component:

A. First level--Committee
B. Second level--Administrative review

C. Third level~-Appeal to outside
review.

Discuss the background steps that
precede a committee's hearing:

A. Informal resolution

B. Investigation

C. Notice to parties and witnesses.
Describe the committee and its structure:
A. Inmate members

B. Staff members

C. Chairpeopig

D. PFunctions and duties of each.
Describe the process of mediation:

A. Third-party intervention
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METHOD

CONTENT

Give role assignments. Go over
the material on roles and spend
some time explaining the meaning
of mediation.

Explain observers' role; give
out observers' checksheets and
explain them.

Make sure everyone understands
roles, situations, and tasks.

Take enough time to set up the
exercige so participants are
comfortable with their roles
and they know what is expected
of them. Take special care to
explain to the chairperson the
nature of his/her task and
responsibilities.

B. Powerlessn.z: of mediator; power nf
persuasion nnly

C. Purpose is to solve problems

D. Executive sessions.

Grievance committee simulation:
The trainer may take part in the
simulation to provide additional
background information, if
requested., For example, the
trainer may assume the role of
package room clerk.

Grievance committee simulation

critique:

The observer's checksheet focuses on how
well the committee did its job~-that is,
on the dynamics of the hearing itself.
The trainer should go over the checklist
with the cbservers and elicit their
reactions and comments. This portion
of the critique should focus on points
such as:

A. Was the issue defined clearly?

54




Rl ' ¥ i o

ARTHOD

After the critique of the

committec’s work, point eonl e

List of review queshioms or the

concent of particljecec. .1

tead the participants ~hrough

» oronsideration of the points
-1 in the questionnaire.

Gt
. bud t all -
inforr o on e neerded Lo Yool
Tl el inee”
.0 wWeo o th Sl e s sponsive o

e

.o Dhid " atiom o mou
B. Did the resolution scem reasons: .o
to you? To the gricovant?

F.  Did evoryone du Lorg/nher job?

The questionnaire iocasas on the general
purpose »f the commiites hearing. 7o
through the Juestions; with the
sarticipants. Do not dorand answor. .
but make sure the ¢ueotions and therx
ampact are anaderstoc..

ion: Film ¢ actual
wmnittee hearing and
the film.

()]

The purpose of the film is primaril> >
relate the nreceding excrcise to rvoality.
We are not talking about hypothetical
principles, They do work, and they arc
working.

Committee performance is the single most
successful aspect of the mechanism
adopted in valifornia, hew York, and
South Carolina.

A critique of the film should begin by
focusing on the questionnaire answers,
which can be compared and discussed.
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BACKGROUND INFORMATION: INMATE GRIEVANCE COMMITTEE

(Note: Participants should read this section before attending Session 4.)

SIMULATION NOTES FOR SESSION 4

The following notes are provided to enable participants to prepare for
the simulation that will take place in small groups during Session 4 on Day TI.

Background: Committee Structure

The heart of an effective mechanism is inmate and line staff participation.
Tomorrow morning's simulation is designed to present a working illustration of
what we mean by inmate and line staff participation.

The committee hearing that participants will simulate tomorrow morning is
the first formal step in the handling of a hypothetical grievance. It comes after
an attempt at informal resolution has already been made--unsuccessfully--by the
committee.

The committee consists of three inmates and three line staff, plus a non-
voting chairperson. The inmate members have been chosen by vote of the total
inmate population. Line staff were selected by the administration.

The non-voting chairperson may be a staff person, inmate, or volunteer Erom
the community who has worked in some program within the institution. He/she is
chosen by mutual consent of committee members. There is usually a panel of equal
numbers of staff and inmate chairpersons who rotate the assignment.

Roles

Committee Members

The role ¢f committee members is to hold grievance hearings and make
recommendations for the resolution of the grievances they hear. Suggested
resolutions should be considered on the basis of their reasonableness and respon-
siveness to the problem. Thus, staff and inmate committee members must approach
hearings objectively and unemotionally.

Specific duties of the committee members include:

1. Attending and being on time for all committee hearings.

2. Listening attentively and impartially to all presentations.
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Asking pertinent questions of parties and witnesses involved
in the grievance to ensure that all facts and facets of both
sides of the problem are discussed and reviewed.

Keeping the hearing focused on the grievance involved.

Seeking constantly for imaginative alternative solutions to
the problems presented.

Helping other committce members frame a resolution that
responds to the grievance and protects the interests of
inmates and staff,

Suggestions for Committee Members in Conducting Hearings

A hearing is initiated by a complaint. The complaint may be individual
or institutional. It may be a grievance against a specific action or a general

policy, or it

The

The

may be a suggestion for change.

role of a committee member is to:

Identify the issue or issues (these may sometimes be obscure).
Get at the facts, if there is any dispute as to the facts.
Hear all sides of the argument.

important thing to remember is that the grievance mechanism is a way

of solving problems, not judging guilt. It is concerned with changing policies,

circumstances, conditions, and attitudes to improve the future--and with providing

recompense to

the grievant, if appropriate. Thus, the hearing should resemble less

a courtroom than a negotiation session.

Fashioning solutions to problems requires that the committee members
focus on the following tasks:

1.

Get all the facts: Both parties to a grievance will have
issues to discuss and points of view to explain. They should
have a full opportunity to do so at the grievance committee
hearing. It is sometimes difficult, in the midst of so much
talk, to pinpoint the specific problem. Sometimes, moreover,
the real problem will be subtle or hidden, and committee
members must make sure they understand both the obvious and
hidden dimensions of the grievance. By asking gquestions,
committee members should strive for a clear understanding of
both the problem and the grievant's suggested remedy.

Keep an open mind: Committee members should try to avoid a
fixed, preconceived notion of merits of the grievance. They
must be alert to efforts on the part of grievants, responding
parties, or witnesses to misrepresent, exaggerate, or obscure
the facts. Most important, committee members must resist the
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Specific dutics of the chairperson of the coumittze include:

L.

Convening all hearings as scheduied in wwe... @ way as to
ensure that required time limits are met.

Bstablishing the order of bus:ucss jor hearings, convening
when necessary, adjourning when accessary, and guiding
discussions.

Seeing that all Learings are conducted in & full and fair
fashion so that the rights o! .nma cs and stalf are
protacted and all inmates and staff have an opportunity

to express themselves completely.

58

PR - SR



(63}
.

Helping committee members formulate reasonable sclutions
to problems that are responsive to the complaint and
acceptable to the involved parties.

Writing the respornoe to the grievant’s cornplaiont and wmaking
sure that the gricvant fully understands the decision of
the committee and the reascns for the decisicen.

Gugyestions for the Committeu Chalrperson

The chairperson's first and most obvious responsibility is to run the
grievance hearing, which is essentially a formal fact-gatherin: mecting.

Some guestions a chairperson might use as & checklist Tor his/her rolc
as presiding memper ol the cunmriicboe thoiude,

1.

Did I explain the purpose of the hearing to the grievant
and others present?

pid I allow full expression by both sides?

Did I appear tc be open and obijective or did I appear as
if I knew what the answer was or had made up my mind
beforehand?

Was the hearing orderly or was there a great Jdeal of cross-
talk and chaos?

Did I stick to the issue (or issues) or, knowing the"” some
ventisation must occur, dia I nevertheless let parties
wander unnecessarily?

Did I give other committee members a chance to ask questions
after the presentations had been concluded?

pid all the facts and arguments get on the table? If not,
was it the fault of the parties, or the committee members?
Did the members understand the issues, were they perceptive,
did they probe?

Did all parties fecl that they had every opportunity to
tell their side of the story?

At the end of a hearing, when all of the facts have been heard and the
issue or issues clarified, the committee will go into a private session to
consider and frame its decision. Here the primary function of the chairperson is

mediation.

He/she must help the committee fashion a joint recommendation that

will equitably and effectively resolve the grievance.

To achieve this goal, the chairperson (mediator) must keep open
communication between staff and inmate members of the committee. Inmate and staff
members obviously will have different perceptions of some grievances and their
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proper solution. By pos’tioning himself/herself in the middle, the chairperson
becomes a translator for those different perceptions.

Successful solutions to problems brought before the committee will
require accommodation, compromise, and an ability by inmates and staff to
recogrize each others' intercests and needs. The chairperson's skills as a
mediator will be vital to the success of the grievance process. The following
questions will serve as a checklist on the mediation aspects of the chairperson's
role:

1. Did I retain opjectivity?

2. Did I look beyond the "recommended action™ and search
for other alternatives that might be more acceptable?

3. Did I let solutions come from the other committee
members or did I seek to impose my solution on the
committee?

4. What was the approach of the members--were they open,
did they try to understand and reach toward the other
viewpoint, or were they rigid? Was there a feeling
that they were seeking a solution or only "their"
solution?

5. 1If a solution was reached, was it understood? Was it
clearly set down so that others could understand it?
Assuming it was not perfect (most solutions are not),
did it appear to meet the problem?

6. Was "authority" used to pressure anyone, or did the
solution appear to be the best the committee members
felt they could get under the circumstances?

Grievant

The grievant is an inmate of the institution. He has first taken his
complaint to an inmate clerk, who has helped him state it clearly in writing and
made sure that the statement is an accurate reflection of the grievant's problem
and what he wants done about it. Inmate or staff members of the committee may
have spoken to him about his grievance in an attempt at informal resolution, but
none has been achieved. The grievant has asked the grievance clerk to be his
representative at the hearing. (NOTE: Grievants are not required to have a
representative or witness present and frequently do not.)

At the hearing, the grievant or his representative will be asked to
state the problem in his own words and elaborate on it. He may call witnesses if
he likes. He may be asked questions by any and all committee members, including
the non-voting chairperson. When the committee is satisfied that it has gathered
all pertinent information, it will excuse the grievant and attempt to reach a
solution. If it does so quickly, it may call the grievant back in and tell him
its decision. If a committee needs more time, it may either cal’ *he grievant
back to hear its decision at a later date or give it to him in writing.
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The Definition of a Grievance

For the purpose of this simulation, it is assumed that a grievance has been
defined as follows:

A grievance is a complaint about: (1) the substance or application
of any written or unwritten policy, regulation, or rule of the
correctional institution or any of its program units; (2) the lack
of a policy, regulaticn, or rule; or (3) any behavior or action
directed toward an inmate.

Individual disciplinary matters are not grievable under this procedure.
However, policies and rules of the disciplinary process, as generally applicable
to inmates, may be the subject of a grievance.

In accordance with the correctional laws of the state, any policy, regulation,
or rule of the Board of Parocle or action taken by it is not within the juris-
diction of this grievance procedure.
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CORRECTIONAL FACILITY

GRIEVANCE FORM

DATE:

NAME John Doe No. 76543 HOUSING UNIT CB4

THIS TORM MUST BE FILED WITHIN 72 HOURS OF GRIEVANCE INCIDENT

DESCRIPTION OF PROBLEM: I arrived at this facility approximately eight davs

(Please make as short as possible) _
ago_and have yvet to receive my personal property. There have been a number of

inmates who arrived after I did and they have already received their property.

This is a very unhealthy situation for me since I cannot shower and change

clothes while waiting to receive my personal property.

SIGNED: DATE :

GRIEVANCE CLERK:

ADVISOR REQUESTED: [_ | Yes [ ] vo WHO :

ACTION REQUESTED BY INMATE: That T be .iven my personal property immediately

and that the institution adopt a more consistent method of issuing personal

property. This should not be left to the whim of the package room officer.

This Grievance has been informally resolved as follows:

Attempts at informal resolution were inconclusive.

This Informal Resolution is accepted:
{To be completed only if resolved prior to hearing)

GRIEVANT SIGNATURE: DATE:

If unresolved, you are entitled to a hearing by the Inmate Grievance Resolution
Committee (IGRC).
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INMATE GRIEVANCE COMMITTEE HEARING

Factual Background

A newly arrived inmate must appear at the package room during its normal
business hours--that is, from 11:30 a.m. to 3:00 p.m. daily. The package room
clerk is required to go through the inmate's belongings in the inmate's presence
and check those belongings against the institution's approved list of possessions.

The package room also 1s responsible for checking all packages received
through the mail and the visiting room. Lines at the package room fregquently are
long. The package room clerk also serves as mail clerk, however, and these duties
prevent keeping the package room open for longer hours.

Approved lists of possessions vary from institution to institution throughout
the system.
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INMATE GRIEVANCE COMMITTEE HEARING SIMULATION

OBSERVER'S CHECKLIST

These are things to look for during the simulated grievance hearing. Most
of the questions can be answered with a simple “yes" or "no." We will ask the
observers to share their answers with the group at the end of the hearing.

1. What is at issue in this grievance?

Yes No
2. Does it concern policy?
If so, is it institutional?
departmental?
3. What was the recommendation(s) arrived at by the committee?
4. Did the committee members: Yes No

a. Listen attentively to all sides?

b. Behave impartially?

c. Ask pertinent questions and get all facts?

d. Identify the issues?

e. Work well together?

f£f. PFind a solution that responds to the grievant while
protecting the interests of inmates and steff?

RN
NERN

|
|

5. Did the non-voting chairperson:

a. Make sure everyone understood the grievance?

b. Give all committee members a chance to ask questions?

¢. Give the grievant a chance to discuss the case?

d. Get all the facts and issues out?

e. Guide the committee discussion of possible solutions
fairly and effectively?

[

|
|

6. Was the solution that was reached clearly understood by
all members?

|
|

7. Was the solution clearly written down for the grievant?

8. Did there seem to be any undue pressure on either the
grievant or on some committee mewmber(s)?
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GRIEVANCE COMMITTEE HEARING QUESTIONNAIRE

Was the proceeding an adversarial one or not?
Was the hearing fair to the grievant?
Would you, were you he, perceive it to be fair?

Does this kind of hearing give the grievance mechanism
credibility?

Did both sides seem to have a genuine interest in making the
committee work?

What can this committee do that informal resolution cannot
accomplish?

Does this forum provide a means for inmates and staff to have
genuine input into institutional policies and living conditions?

Does it help staff and inmates understand each others' points
of view?
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SUMMARY OF SESSION 5: OUTSIDE REVIEW

1:00 - 3:00 p.m.

TIME METHOD CONTENT VISUALS HANDOUTS
1:00 p.m. Plenary Session Introduction tc principle of Chart: Defini- Reprint of
(30 min.) - outside review: tion of outside chart on out-

Lecture

Lead Trainer:

What do we mean by outside
review:

@ Independence

@ Skilled reviewers

® Advisory nature of review

Prevalence of outside review

® Ombudsmen: Minnesota,
Iowa, Connecticut, Mich-
igan, Hawaii

® Procedures: Wisconsin,
Maryland, North Carolina,
Illinois

® Arbitration: California
Youth Authority, New York,

South Careclina.

Advantages vis-a-vis litiga-
tion

What happens to arbitrations

review

Chart on preva-
lence of outside
review

Chart on litiga-
tion

Chart on CYA
arbitrations

Chart on bene-
fits

side review

Reprint of
chart on preva-
lence of out-
side review

Reprint of
chart on cost
of litigation

Reprint of
chart on bene-
fits




SESSION 5, SUMMARY (Contd.)

TIME

METHOD

CONTENT

VISUALS

HANDOUTS

® Benefits
Credibility
Reasonableness
Low-cost catalyst for
reform
New constituency

® Ad hoc vs. permanent
review
Cost
Co-optation reduced
Geography
Expertise

Chart on ad hoc
vs. permanent
review

Reprint of
chart

1:30 p.m.
(90 min.)

Small groups

Review and discussion of case
studies

Small groups will be broken
down into four smaller groups
each of which will consider
and report on one case study.

Groups will be reassembled
to report on and discuss
the four case studies.

Case studies of arbitration
cases:

® One approach: Does not
preclude use of other

existing means of review

Describe CYA and New York
approaches

Case studies (4)

A. Showers Case

B. Sunni Beards Case
C. PFire Case

D. Disciplinary Process
Case

Case studies

(4)
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SESSION 5

DESIGN PRINCIPLES: OUTSIDE REVIEW

1:00 -~ 3:00 p.m.

DAY II

GOALS
1. To explain the principle of outside review.

2. To acquaint the participants with the different forms of
outside review.

3. To show how outside review has worked in the form of ad hoc
arbitration to resolve diverse, difficult issues.

4. To give participants an understanding of the benefits of
outside review in a grievance mechanism,

PERFORMANCE OBJECTIVES

Participants will understand the nature and benefits of outside
review.

METHODS

1. Lecturxe

2. Case studies

3. Discussion

MATERIALS/LOGISTICS
1. Four break-away rooms

2. Room large enough for 60 participants
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4.

Two flip-chart stand, and charts

Case studies
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DESCRIPTION:

METHOD

CONTENT

-

1.

Introduction of outside review:

Refer participants to the
Prescriptive Package appendices.

71

What do we mean by outside review?
A, 1Independence of the reviewer from:
1. Corxrections
2. Government
B. Nature of the review:
1. Binding
2. Advisory
3, Both

4. Efforts to limit rejection to
advisory opinion

C. Nature of the reviewers:

1. Education and experience

2. Exclusion of the knee~jerks
D. Status of the reviewers:

1. Permanent

2. Ad hoc
Prevalence of outside review in a
variety of forms--not an exhaustive
list:
A. Ombudsman

1. Minnesota

2. TIowa

3. Connecticut

4. Michigan




METHOD CONTENT

B. Procedures
1. Wisconsin )
2. Maryland 4
3. North Carolina !

4. Illinois

(@]

Arbitration

—~a

1. California Youth Authority

.

2. New York
3. South Carolina
D. Judicial Review

Cost of arbitration vis-a-vis litigation.
Use the chart to explain.

Graphic on CYA arbitration What happens with outside review: Use
figures; participants will have the graphic to describe the effects in
a copy in their Handbooks. one jurisdiction.

Trend to uphold administrators' decisions
after a mechanism has been operating for
a pericd of time.

Benefits of outside review:

A. Credibility

B. Reasonableness of participants'
decisions

C. Low-cost catalyst for reform
D. Buidling a new constituency
Ad hoc vs. permanent review:

A. Cost factor

B. Co-optation reduced

C. Constituency development potential
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METHOD

D.

E.

CONTENT
Geography: easier to cover large
area
Expertise: problem cut both ways

Case studies on outside review:
The participants separate into
small groups, where the group
trainer again explains the
purpose of the session.

Use graphic on CYA and New York
mechanisms.

Each small group is further

split into four subgroups, each

of which is given a case study.
The subgroup will review its

case and report to the reassembled
group on:

a. The issue in the case
b. Development of the case

¢. The subgroup's opinion of
the decision

d. Advantages of outside review
illustrated by the case.

Arbitration, as indicated, is only one
of many forms of outside review. Our
emphasis here on arbitration does not
preclude use of other existing means of
review to satisfy this principle.

Describe 7. A and New York procedures.

Give case studies:

A.

73

Showers Case: Explanation of
development of case.

Points:

1. Type of issue: administrative;
suggestion for improvement

2. Arbitrator as fact-finder,
mediator, decisionmaker

3. BAbility to ensure compliance
advisory.

4. Nature of review:

sunni Beards Case: Explanation of

development of case.

Points:

1. Nature of reviewer:
a. Familiarity with the law
b. Investigates personally

c. Pamiliarity with preceding
arbitration opinions

2. Using arbitrator as an "excuse"
for desired reform: institu-
tionalizing a "lightning rod"




METHOD

CONTENT

Jailhouse lawyers seem to have
"hought into" the New York
system

Compare the costs between admin-
istrative and judicial handling
of grievances.

Mysterious Fire Case: Explanation

of development of case.

Points:

1.

o

Applicability to a juvenile
ingtitution

Nature of issue; group discipline

Mecha:ism as a tocl for justice--
that is, recompense.

Disciplinary Process Revisions Case:

Explanation of development of case.

Points:

1. Nature of the issue

2. Nature of the reviewers: not
pushovers; legal experience and
knowledge

3. Impact on subsequent litigation.

Linkage to Next
Session:

This concludes the in~-depth treatment of the two most

difficult principles.

The next session will include a

review of all the design principles, together with an
effort to lay out all of the reasons the principles
should be adopted--no matter what the difficulties.
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"REVIEW"

CUTSIDE R

REVIEWERS'

MUTSTIDE REVIEW:

WHAT IS IT?

Q» INDEPENDENT OF :
INSTITUTION
DEPARTMENT

STATE

VIEWERS

STATUS

B>  RECOMMEMDATION:

BINDING v. ADVISORY DECISIONS
APPLICATION v. SUBSTANCE

POSSIBILITY FOR COMPROMISE

Who are they?

Permanent or ad hoc?




OUTSIDE REVIEW: NO LONGER AN INNOVATION

INDEPENDENT OMBUDSMAN :

1. Connecticut
2. Hawaii

3. TIowa

4. Michigan

5. Minnesota

MULTI-LEVEL PROCEDURES WITH SOME FORM OF OUTSIDE REVIEW:

6. Illinois
7. Maryland
8, North Carolina

9. Wisconsin

MECHANISMS WITH REVIEW BY OUTSIDE ARBITRATORS:

10. California Youth Authority
11. New York

12. South Carolina

TOTAL: Twenty~-four (24) percent of the 50 states have mechanisms with outside
review; 100 percent of the 50 states and the Bureau of Prisons have
judicial outside review!
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STEPS LEADING TO OUTSIDE REVIEW

LEVEL NEW YORK CALIT'ORNIA
Institution Comnmittee Committee
Superintendent Superintendent
Institutional Departmental
Issue Issue
Department Central Office Review Director of
Department
Qutside Commission of Correction Arbitrator [ﬁArbitrator
Arbitrator
Final Director of Department Superintendent Director of

Department
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AFBITRATICN NO. 1

CASE OF THE SHOWERS (PART 1)

In the Matter of the Grievance between
Green Haven Correctional Facility
and

Anthony S , Grievant

ISSUE

This grievance involves the adeguacy of current shower facilities and sched-
ules at Green Haven Correctional Facility and the institution's failure to remedy
that problem by providing access to newly-installed, modern showers in sizx of the
eight occupied cellblocks.

STATEMENT OF FACTS

In support of his complaint, grievant shows that the current shower schedule
of approximately one shower per week is basaed on the exclusive use of old, inade-
quate showers in a central bathhouse and that new showers are avallable and oper-
able, but unused.

In response, the administration ccntends that the newly-installed showers
require scheduling correctional personnel to supervise their use and altering
the daily schedule of inmate activity to accommodate shower time for those who
desire it. In addition, the administration showed that alternative shower
facilities existed in the gym for those involved in evening sports activities
and for those in night school, pursuant to a special directive of the Superin-

tendent to ensure access of night school students to gym showers on a daily basis,

if desired.

During earlier stages of processing this grievance, the inmate and staff
members of the Grievance Committee unanimously recommended a shower at the end
of the work day, between 2:30 and 3:15 p.m. The Superintendent neither accepted
nor rejected that proposal but referred it to the Correction Department's Cen-
tral Office Review Committee. That committee remanded the grievance to the
Superintendent with instructions to develop a shower schedule suited to the needs
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of his particular institution but consistent with the official work day, which
technically (although not actually) ends at 3:00 p.m.

Grievant appealed to the State Commission of Correction, which designated
me to arbitrate this matter in accord with the institution's grievance procedure.

At the hearing of November 7, 1975, several new facts became clear. First,
the alternative facilities described by the administration representative are
limited in their availakility and therefore do not provide adequate relief for
the problem. Although the gym showers are modern, present athletic scheduling
enables inmates to use those facilities on a rotating, non-mandatory basis only
once each five nights. 1In addition, it became clear that the form Superintendeiit's
directive enabling night school students to shower on a daily basis after classes
was not being complied with.

Second, newly-appointed Superintendent expressed at the
hearing his intention within one month, but hopefully within one week, to
schedule showers within the time available to inmates to maximize the number of
showers per week per man, as desired by each man.

Finally, and most important, upon discussion by the representatives of both
sides and by staff and inmate members of the Grievance Committee, it became clcar
that there was no significant difference in the "policy" goals of the instituticu
and the remedy desired by the grievant. The grievant seeks a reasonable number
of showers per week; the Superintendent's representative indicated that for health
and sanitation reasons the administration hoped ultimately tc be able to schedule
daily showers if desired.

Since there is no essential dispute between the parties and since the admin-
istration indicated that it would voluntarily move to correct this situation, I
have de«cided to issue an interim award by which I will direct the administration
to take specific steps to improve the shower schedule within two weeks following
issuance of that award. In addition, because it is an interim award, I shall
retain jurisdiction over the grievance to make sure that the steps implemented by
the administration are sufficient to resolve the complaints raised by the grievant.
If it becomes necessary, the case will be reconvened before me for further findings
of fact; and, if necessary, I shall issue a final award resolving this matter. If
the steps directed by this interim award and the steps taken by the administration
are sufficient to resolve the complaint, then I shall issue a final award noting
that the girevance has been resolved and dismissing the same.

By reason of the foregoing, I hereby issue the following:

INTERIM AWARD

1. Within two weeks following issuance of this interim award, but no later than
Friday, November 28, 1975, the Superintendent of the Green Haven Correctional
Facility shall take the following steps to resolve this grievance:

a. Schedule at least three showers per week for inmates in cellblocks
D, E, F, G, H, and J, where new showers have been installed;
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b. Enforce the former Superintendent's directive &nabling night
school students to shower at their option at the gym following
the end of night school classes; and

c. Schedule no less than three showers per week in the bathhouse
for inmates in cellblocks A and B who desire showers.

I hereby retain jurisdiction of this case for the purpose of determining

whether compliance with the foregoing directive resolves the complaints
raised by the grievant.
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CASE OF THE SHOWERS (PART IT)

In the Matter of the Grievance between
Green Haven Corxrectional Facility
and

Anthony S y Grievant

On November 14, 1975, I issued an Interim Award in this matter, retaining
jurisdiction of the case to determine whether compliance with my Interim Award
resolved thc coinplaints raised by the grievant.

On April 22, 1976, I met with the Grievance Committee at Green Haven
Correctional Facility to review the Administration’s compliance in this matter.
On the basis of that review, I find that the Administration has complied in every
respect with the substantive direction of the Interim Award. That compliance is
satisfying the inmate's grievance, and I shall therefore issue the substantive
terms of that Interim Award as a Final Award.

At the April 22 hearing, however, a significant, related problem became
apparent: there had been no effective distribution of the Interim Award, so that
the inmate population was unaware of the important benefit which had been
accomplished through the grievance procedure. For the procedure to work effec-
tively in reducing tensions and establishing an effective problem-solving
relationship between inmateg and Administration, it is necessary to educate all
concerned as to the nature of the process and its successes. I shall therefore
incorporate in the Final Award provision for ensuring that the inmate population
receives notice of this Award.

By reason of the foregoing, I hereby issue the following:

AWARD

1. The Superintendent of the Green Haven Correctional Facility shall continue
to take the following steps to resolve this grievance:

a. Schedule at least three showers per week for inmates in all cell-
blocks where new showers have been installed;
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b. Inforce the former Superintendent's directive enabling night
achool students to shower at their option at the gym following
the end of night school classes; and

¢. Schedule no less than three showers per week in the bathhouse
for inmates residing in cellblocks where new showers have not
yet been installed.

The Superintendent shall maintain in every cellblock a looseleaf binder
containing copies of avery arbitration award affecting Green Haven
Correctional Facility. The Superintendent shall ensure that the regular
block clerk maintains those binders in up~to-date status, and the
Superintendent shall from time to time advise the general population
that copiles of these awards .ive aviilakle for reading in each book.
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ARBITRATION NO. 2

CASE OF THE SUNNT BEARDS

In the Matter of the Grievance between
Attira Correctional Facility
and

Allen H , CGrievant

A hearing in the above matter was hela ut the Attica Correctionai i .cility,
Attica, New York, on June 1, 1976, kefore the undersigned, who was selected 1o
serve as Arbitrator in accordance with the procedures of Section 139 cof the
Correctional Law. Each side was afforded full opportunity to present testimony,
evidence, and argument, to summon witne.ses, and to engaqge in their examination
and cross-examination. All witnesses we.. SwWurn.

The Arbitrator wishe: to thark all of the participants for the courtesy 2.
cooperation extended to her during the hearings and to commend the respective
parties for the diligence and skill each evidenced in his/her undertakinog.

This advisory arbitration stems from a grievance £iled by grievant which
reads as follcows:

Crievant requests the law governing the growth of beards
be modified (to allow Sunni Muslims to wear one-inch bearxds).

CONTENTION OF THE GRIEVANT

In support of his case, the grievant, a member of the Sunni Muslim sect fcu
12 years. contends that the issue of not being allewed to wear a beard for securit,
purroses at the Attica Correctional Facility is a violation of the Sunni Muslim
religion, which states that the wearing of beards is mandatory. He states that in
the Sunni Muslim religion a beard is a sign of manhood, rank, and dignity and that
a clean~shaven face opposes his beliefs.

The grievant states his awareness of prison rules and points out that Ramadan
2rvices (fasting until sundown) plvs other religious services dictated by the
Muslim Bible are allowed in prison. Not allowed is the wearing of special robes
and at times the use of incense and oils which, according to the grievant, pose no
threat to security, any more than does the wearing of beards. He points out that
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arguments are inconsistent.

The grievant also contends that if he were not in prison, he would wear a
full beard as the Muslim prophets do; his argument for the wearing of a one-inch
beard, therefore, is a compromise. He states that this is an example of giving
up something in order to get something else.

The grievant's representative maintained that the beard is a poor reason for
invoking security precautions in that a prisoner who started any trouble in the
yard or elsewhere is too heavily guarded to be able to escape from sight long
enough to shave off his beard in order to thwart ideatification, a possibility
suggested by the administration. In addition to the guard security, the
prisoners are locked out of their cells when they are in the yard, making it
impossible to re-enter a cell for the purpose of attempted camouflage or a gquick
shave. He further states the guards are familiar with the prisoners and even with
a new security crew on duty, identification of prisoners is firmly enough estab-
lished to preclude a prisoner's escape after starting trouble. He asserts that

some practices are allowed and some are not and that the security-oriented %
a known person is known with or without a beard. i

A second spokesman for the grievant suggested that fingerprinting be counted
as a much surer basis for identification than a clean-shaven face versus a bearded
face. He asked an administration representative how many times a fight had
occurred where identification of the participants became an issue. The
representative answered that it had happened six, eight, or ten times within the
last two years, but that the fights usually didn't happen in front of the
officers. In a New York City Correctional Facility (Riker's Island) that houses
about 7,000 prisoners, beards are allowed. He theorizes that security at Riker's
Island must pose as great a problem as at Attica, if not greater, and that beards
do not, apparently, interfere with prison identification there.

In conclusion, grievant pleads to be allowed to follow the guidelines of his
religion and maintains that beards are not an identification factor, inasmuch as
people have individual facial characteristics as well as variations in size and
shape. In addition, rigid security systems and the number of guards and hall
captains on duty would not allow the time or the logistics for a prisoner to
change his identification at the time of an altercation.

CONTENTIONS OF THE ADMINISTRATION

Wearing of beaxds by prisoners should not be allowed for any reason,
including religious, because it is a threat to prison security in that beards make
identification toco difficult if an inmate should create a disturbance.

The administration contends that on two previous occasions, New York State
Court decisions upheld the rule banning facial hair for prisoners. Why then,
should this be changed now?

The administration alsc contends that too much religious emphasis has been
placed on this issue, especially since the grievant admitted that he would not be
excommunicated from his faith if he were clean-shaven.
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The fear of "going too far" was also expressed by the administration, A
one-inch becard could easily grow into a three-inch beard; how, therefore, could
any control be exercised?

With two or three officers guarding 400 inmates in the yard, guards are left
at a great disadvantaqge if some altercation should occur. One of the members of
the administration stated that since "all black faces look alike, it is difficult
to tell black people apart and that the addition of beards would make identifi-
cation impossible--especially from far away." BAccording to the administration,
the black inmates have three hair styles--braided, afro, and close-shaven--whereas
white inmates have blond, brown, black, and red hair worn curly, straight, crew-
cut, close-shaven, etc., which makes the white prisoners much more distinguishable
from one another. , -

The guards contend that it is theoretically possible to quickly shave any-
where in the prison (not just in the cell) and that prisoners can often sneak
into the gallery and that officers often don't know who is where.

There is a fear that acceptance of beards in this instance will create
difficulties in the future if other prisoners should want to grow facial hair.

OPINTION

Cne of the controlling aspects of my decision in this case is the question
of whether the wearing of beards by Sunni Muslims is a mandatory tenet of their
religion. The delay in the issuance of this arbitration must be attributed to
the Arbitrator's conviction that this case could not be decided without full
information on the religious beliefs of the sect in this respect. By letter of
June 6, 1976, grievant cited material that would settle this issue. The material
was requested by the Arbitrator from the Ansaru Allah Community in Brooklyn,

New York, and received on July 18, 1976. The Arbitrator is aware that in a
traditional labor-management arbitration situation she would not have the burxden
of securing additional necessary items of evidence, but she is additionally aware
of the special problems and responsibilities of the Arbitrator in this case. TFor
that reason, she chose to reserve her decision pending receipt of the book, Why
the Beard.

On the basis of the material received, I accept grievant's position that
beards are mandatory to members of the Sunni Muslim faith. I quote from the
document at page 13:

The cutting of the beard is considered a disgrace and it
is strictly forbidden by ALLAH. Trimming of the beard
and clipping short the mustache is, however, recommended,
as also the removal of superfluous hair under the navel
or in the armpits.

and additionally, on page 1l:

Do the opposite of what the polytheists do; let the beard
grow and clip the mustache.
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i denying jgricvant's request, the administration relies on two decisions of
e Dnited States District Court: In the matter of the Application of Douglas
“artin, dated July 17, 1973; and In the matter of the Application of Richard
prathwailte, dated May 1, 1973. I am mindful that as an arbitrator I am not bound
;7 these legal precedents, but I am also persuaded that I must consider them
crricusly.  In the Brathwaite case, Judge John V. Curtin cites the Supreme Court
fn Undted Jtates v, 2'Brien, 391 U.S. 367, 377 (1967). Chief Justice Warren,
writing {for the Court, concluded:

...we think it clear that a government regulation is
sufficiently justified if it ig within the constitutional
power of the government, if it furthers an important or
substantial governmental interest; 1if the governmental
interest iLs unralated to the suppression of free expression,
and 1f the incidental restriction on alleged First Amendment
freoedoms is essential to the furtherance of that interest.

In the Brathwaite casce, Jud.o Curtin concluded that the prison requlations
01l within the O'Brien standard.

e present case is an odministrative action, and I find that the evidence
a5 presented to me falls short of satisfying the O'Brien doctrine, as laid down
by Chiof Justice Warren speaking for the United States Supreme Court.

After careful consideration of all of the evidence and testimony, this
arbitrator finds that the arqgument for any real threat to security hias not been
sibstantiated.,

After a site visit to the arcas where prisoners might attempt to go quickly
o shave a beard in order to deter identification, I am convinced that this would
he difficult, if not impossible, to accomplish. The guards are familiar with the
inmates, and cells are locked bechind the prisoners who are in the yard. Re-entry
into a cell would be impossible. There was no example cited by the administration
to show that any incident occurred, which indicates that the concern is problematic
rather than a concern based upon actual or known ildentification problems. The
gricvant gave compelling examples of how difficult it would be for a prisoner to
escape recognition if he committed a disturbance. A known person is known with or
without his beard, in as well as out of his cell.

The Arbitrator will not give dignity to the administration's contention that
"all black faces look alike” bv discussing it in the body of this opinion and
award.

My award is based on the additional consideration that there are no two
preccdents that may be cited as comparable. The information offered in testimony
for the griecvant that beards are allowed on Riker's Island was not disputed by
the administration, which indicated that beards apparently do not interfere with
security there. Although the precedent of prior awards is not controlling, I
cite with approval and note that I am in agreement with the award of Arbitrator
Joel Douglas in the Matter of the Grievance between Inmate of F-Block, Green Haven
Correctional Facility, and State of New York Department of Correctional Services,
November 5, 1975, when he recommended that Native American Indians be allowed to
wear headbands at all times while in prison.
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ARBITRATION NO. 3

CASE OF THE MYSTERIOUS FIRE

In the Matter of Arbitration between

Mike W

and

Fred C. Nelles School

This grievance was filed by Ward Mike W on behalf of all
teaching assistants in Group C assigned to Hayes Cottage, and concerns the
imposition by the staff of group restrictions on all residents of Hayes Cottage
as a result of an incident occurring in horticulture.

On June 26, 1975, at approximately 10:00 a.m., a fire was started at horti-
culture while Group A was there hoeing weeds. The fire was small and was easily
put out. At noon, when the entire cottage was assembled, the wards were counseled
concerning the seriousness of the fire and were advised that the entire cottage
would be restricted from evening program if further incidents were to occur in
the afternoon.

In the afternoon, while Group B was at horticulture, other fires were started
and this group was ordered back to the cottage. After being returned from school,
the entire cottage was then sent into the dorm and instructed to stay on their beds
at approximately 3:30 p.m. that afternoon. A speech restriction was imposed during
the dinner hour, and upon completion of dinner the wards were required to remain
in the dormitory and not receive their normal evening program.

Upon the failure of the parties to resolve this grievance through the
grievance procedure instituted at the Fred C. Nelles School, George E. M ’
Jr. was appointed as impartial Arbitrator, and the matter was set for arbitration.
A hearing was held on August 27, 1975, at which time both the grievant and the
staff were given a full opportunity to present evidence and arguments on the
issues.

ISSUES TO BE DECIDED

1. Whether the restriction of Group C and the seven teaching assistants who
were not present at horticulture when the fires were started was a fair
and reasonable application of school disciplinary policy.

2. If not, what is the appropriate remedy?
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WARD POSITION

It is the grievant's contention that the implementation of cottage
restriction affecting Group C and the seven teaching assistants who were not in
horticulture at the time of either incident was unfair.

In addition, the grievant feels that the teaching assistants and Group C
should be given some form of compensation for the approximate five~hour loss of
program on the day in question. The grievant suggested that 1,500 cash points
be awarded the individuals deprived of their evening progran.

STAFF POSITION

It is the staff position that the imposition of cottage restriction was
appropriate in view of the circumstances surrounding the fire. The staff contends
that there was no way for them to ascertain whether the absent teaching assistants
or Group C did not encourage the other wards to start the fires. The staff also
contends that the awarding of cash points to the wards would set a precedent, in
view of the fact that cash points are earned, and that the staff did not act
improperly in restricting the wards.

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

There is no dispute between grievant and staff as to the facts. This
grievance seeks to ensure that discipline, when imposed, will be fair and reason-
able and not arbitrary and capricious. The staff is charged with the respon-
sibility of implementing fair and reasonable discipline without compromising
institutional security and the safety of wards and staff,

The evidence adduced at the hearing would indicate that the staff was aware
of the names of the teaching assistants who did not go to horticulture and of
thelr whereabouts and the whereabouts of Group C all during the day. To infer
that the teaching assistants and Group C members encouraged members of Groups A
and B tc start the fires is grossly unfair and appears to be an attempt to punish
by association, rather than an attempt to ascertain sufficient independent
evidence to draw such a conclusion. Peer pressure may be helpful in some
instances in solving some problems, but it would seem highly unlikely to be
appropriate in this instance.

Evidence was submitted to reflect the layout of the cottage and to show how
it was possible to restrict members of the cottage to the dormitory and to permit
others to enjoy an evening program by locking several doors as an alternative to
the discipline imposed. This method has been used on other occasions and in
particular in connection with a disturbance that occurred during the screening of
a movie. The staff was unable to satisfactorily distinguish the movie incident
from the facts of this grievance.

It would therefore seem that the imposition of group restriction to the

entire cottage was unfair and that Group C and the seven teaching assistants from
Hayes Cottage should prevail in this class action type grievance.
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Upon full consideration zf all the evidence and arquments of the parties, i

AWARD AND DECISICH

iz the decision of this arbitration board, or a majority thereof, that:

L.

The imposition of cottage restriction on Group C and the seven
teaching assistants of Hayes Cottage was unfair and unreasonable,
since neither the group nor the teaching assistants were present
waen the fires were started.

The appropviate remedy is to restore to the wards of Group U and
the scvan tzaching wssistants awl time lost o0 a resul* of the
group restrictio:

The arbitration board finds that the total tims lost was approx-
imately ftive hours and the wards arc Lo oo given Five hours of
program time at the rate of one-hali neouvr each voning until ti. s
receive the total hours loct.
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ARBITRATION NO. 4

CASE OF THE DISCIPLINARY PROCESS

In the Matter of Independent Review betwoen

Steveon W , Ward

and

California Youth Authority,
(0. H. Close 53chool)

ISSUE
Should Section 453.7 of the Disciplinary Decisionmaking System be revised to
require 'proof beyond a reascnable doubt" as the standard of certainty to find

"true" an allegation of misconduct in Level B cases?

STATEMENT OF' FACTS

On October 27, 1975, grievant filed a grievance on behalf of a number of
wards in Calaveras Hall, O. H. Close Schocl, contending that the existing standard
of certainty, based upon "preponderance of evidence," deprived wards invelved in
Level B disciplinary proceedings of "due process" as guaranteed by the United
States Constitution. In his grievance, he requested that Section 453.7 be amended
to require "proof beyond a reasonable doubt" as the standard of certainty to be
applied in Level B DDMS cases.

The matter came before the Calaveras Hall Grievance Committee on October 31,
1975. The Committee's decision was that "...all guilt should be proven...(and)...
that evidence should be factual in all instances, rather than a belief in guilt."

On November 7, 1975, the Superintendent of the School denied the grievance
with the following explanation: '"Department policy is clear the preponderance of
evidence may be used." Because departmental policy was involved, however, he
referred his decision to the Director of CYA in Sacramento for final determination.
in a letter to the grievant, dated November 26, 1875, the Director concurred in
the Superintendent's decision and informed the former that he could appeal the
decision to independent review if not satisfied with the decision.

Grievant then appealed his grievance on November 26, 1975.
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DISCUSSION

Grievant contends that findings based upon preponderance of evidence have
resulted in great injustices to wards at the school. He argues that 35 percent
of the wards found guilty of alleged Level B infractions at the School during
the past year were not guilty at all but were convicted on circumstantial
evidence, often as a result of false charges made by unfriendly wards.

In this connection, he cited an incident in which he was personally involved,
one night when he committed a minor infraction by trading beds with another ward
in order to be near a ward with whom he wanted to talk. A staff member caught
him in the wrong bed and he would have been charged with only a Level A infraction
had not some unidentified ward or wards falsely informed the staff member that he
had engaged in serious misconduct with wards next to him before the staff member
came into the room. Grievant testified that even though innocent of the more
serious charges made against him, he was found guilty and suffered lock-up for 72
hours and possible extension of time before parole. He argued from this incident
that the conviction of a ward for a Level B infraction, without proof beyond a
reasonable doubt, violates that person's ceonstitutional rights guaranteed by the
Fifth, Sixth, and Fourteenth Amendments.

The California Youth Authority admits that injustices can occur under the
"preponderance of evidence” standard but argues that the security interests of
correctional institutions require a standard of certainty below that of proof
beyond a reasonable doubt. The Director, in denying the grievance in this case,
had this to say:

My reasons are as follows: The "preponderance" standard of
proof is the generally recognized standard of proof for both
parole and correctional (systems). The courts do not require
a higher standard. They recognize that the protection of
staff and wards requires a high degree of certainty that
persons involved in seriocus misconduct or major rule violations
will be held accountable. The courts recognize the basic

and unavoidable task correctional administrators have of
providing reascnable personal safety for staff and wards.
Clearly defined rules and sure reckoning for misconduct plays
a major role in furthering the institutional goal or modifying
the behavior and value systems of wards sufficiently to permit
them to live within the law when they are released.

In our institutions there is a great range of personality
and characteristics among the wards. With many wards, it is
essential that discipline be swift and sure. It would be
unwise to establish disciplinary procedures which would
require the proceedings typical of the criminal trial, for

it would very likely raise the level of confrontation between
staff and wards and make it more difficult to utilize the
disciplinary process as a tool to advance the rehabilitative
goals of our institutions. This consideration, along with
the necessity to maintain an acceptable level of personal
security in our institutions, must be taken into account when
we establish our policies regarding disciplinary proceedings.
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However, a number of procedural safeguards have been provided
to protect wards accused of serious misconduct. They include:
Written notice of the allegations and the evidence against
the ward 48 hours in advance of hearing, the right to request
the assistance of a ward representative to assist the ward

in presenting his defense at the hearing, the right to call
witnesses and present documentary evidence in his defense
when permitting the accused ward to do so will not be unduly
hazardous to the physical safety of another ward, a hearing
by an independent and unbiased fact finder, a written state-
ment of the findings and the evidence relied upon by the

fact finder, and a written statement of disposition. In
addition to these "due process"” protections, departmental
policy provides two levels of appeal to assure a ward
consideration of administrative relief when they feel they
have been treated fairly.

OPINION

After hearing the testimony offered by both parties at the hearing and
reviewing the documentary evidence submitted by them, the Panel, in executive
session; unanimously agreed that the preponderance of evidence standard, with
whatever shortcomings it may have, should not be disturbed.

The Youth Authority referred to U. S. Supreme Court decisions relative to
the revocation of parole wherein the minimum level of proof required to warrant
parole board action to revoke parocle is a preponderance of evidence. The
deprivation suffered by a parolee in revocation of parole is at least equal to
or greater than the loss sustained by an institution inmate who is disciplined
as the result of a finding of fact in a Level B DDMS case.

The Department argued that institution administration and particularly
maintenance of necessary discipline preclude a higher standard of evidence than
required by the United States Supreme Court. The grievant did not argue against
this position.

The DDMS provides all the necessary and appropriate due process safeguards.
Any failure by the Youth Authority to comply with the DDMS procedure is grievable.

We believe that Youth Authority wards in institutions receive all the
protection of their constitutional rights required by the United States Supreme

Court in respect to actions taken as the result of alleged misconduct.

RECOMMENDATION

It is the unanimous recommendation of the Panel that the grievance be denied.
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Witnesses include:
administrators (institutional and
departmental)
inmates (transfer to court with escorts);
possibility of continuance

Judge's decision

Appeals?! 4"/
?
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ARBITRATION TRACK RECORD

California Youth Authority

Period: First 29 months of operation
Grievances Filed: Over 7,000

Grievances appealed to outside review: 58 (0.8 percent)

In 58 cases heard by arbitrators:

Outside revicwers reversed administrators' prior decisions
in 40 cases (69 percent):

Findings of the outside reviewer were accepted
in 34 of these cases {85 percent).

Findings of the outside reviewer .rere denied
in 6 of these cases (15 percent).

Outside reviewer sustained administrators’ prior decisions
in 18 cases (31 percent).
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SESSION 6:

SUMMARY OF PRINCIPLES; BENEFITS

3:00 - 5:30 p.m.

TIME

METHOD CONTENT VISUALS HANDOUTS
3:00 p.m. Small group session: Discus- Review of principles: Six principles:
(15 min.) sion of "package deal" con- charts posted

cept.

Summary of principles.

1 and 2: Written responses;
time limits: generally
conceded

3 and 4: Problems with
participation and out-
side review

5 and 6: Generally OK, once
explained.

A package deal! Adopt all
of them or you probably
shouldn't bother at all.

Refer participants to the
Prescriptive Package data.

prominently
around room
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SESSION 6 , SUMMARY (Contd.)

TIME METHOD CONTENT VISUALS HANDOUTS
3:30 p.m, Plenary Session Benefits of the design Chart(s) on Reprint of
(90 min.) principles package: Why benefits: benefits

Guest administrator: should an administrator chart(s)

and discussion

adopt the principles:
1. Improved administration:

A. "Window-in"--
balanced information

B. Clarification of
policies

C. Review and evaluation
of new programs

D. "Participation" for
line staff

E. "Lightning rod"
theory of sharing the
heat for reform

F. Building a constit-
uency.

2. Alternative to violence
and litigation:

A. Anticipate the future;
work to create an ef-

fective mechanism

1) Exhaustion

1. "Window-in"

2. Clarifica-
tion of
policies

3. "Participa-
tory" man-
agement

4. "Lightning
rod"

5. Constituency
building

6. Alternative
to violence

7. Alternative
to litiga-

tion

8. Rehabilita-
tive

9. Justice model
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SESSION 6, SUMMARY (Contd.)

TIME

METHOD

CONTENT

VISUALS

HANDOUTS

Guest administrator leads
question-and-answer period;
entertains group questions
first, then general questions,
if time permits.

B. Preserve right to
handle complaints
internally.

3. Possibly rehabilitative

A. Inmate buy-in

B. "Positive" form of
inmate participa-
tion and its limits

C. Justice model.

Legislators, judges, execu-
tives:

vValue of informed collabora-
tion with administrators to
structure an effective
mechanism.

5:00 p.m.
(30 min.)

Plenary Session

Lead Trainer: Lecture

Description of next day's
sessions; preparation for
Session 7, the implementa-
tion case study; preliminary
discussion of the implementa-
tion principles.

Chart on imple-
mentation
principles

Implementation
case study
materials

Handout of
chart on im-~
plementation
principles.
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SESSION 6

DESIGN PRINCIPLES SUMMARY: BENEFITS OF AN EFFECTIVE MECHANISM

2:45 - 5:30 p.m.

DAY II

GOALS

1. To review the design principles and make sure they are clearly
understood.

2. To show the unitary nature of the principles package.

3. To spell out the benefits of adopting a prison grievance mechanism
kased on the principles.

4., To give participants an opportunity to express their reactions to
the six design principles.

PERFORMANCE OBJECTIVES

Participants will know the six principles of design.

METHGCDS

Lecture

Discussion

MATERIALS/LOGISTICS
1. Four break-away rooms
2. Room large enough for 60 participants

3. Table in front of room with five chairs for trainers

4, Flip-chart stand
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DESCRIPTION:

METHOD ' CONTENT

1. Review of principles: Small group Go over the six principles. Make sure
discussion and lecture. they are clearly understcod.

Procedural: Written responses; time
limits~-nuts and bolts of an admin-
istrative system.

Difficult to understand: Access/repri~
sal and jurisdiction have derived from
experience.

Difficult to accept: Outside review
and participation; without them, you
have nothing.

It is a PACKAGE DEAL:

Why? Look at the Prescriptive Package
data, especially Chapter 3.

The group trainer should go over This is the opportunity for the group
the list of principles and elicit to pinpoint its problems with, and
questions, objectives and problems questions about, the principles. The
and concerns relevant to each. result of this group meeting should be
Then, with the help of the group, a list of questions expressing those
the trainer should place them in objections to the principles that are
priority order. most important to the group.
2. Benefits of the package: Why bother to adopt:

Introduce the guest adminis-

trator, who will explain and lead Administrators:

discussion on benefits. After a

description of the benefits, A. "Window-in:" Problem of communi-

questions from the participants cation of information and directives

will be used to elaborate on the up and down in a larde organization.

benefits. An effective grievance mechanism

permits:

1. Better communication: An
administrator who reads griev-
ances knows pretty quickly where
the problems are.
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METHOD

CONTENT

2. Balanced information: Source
of information is not just
supervisors; top administrators
have direct input from line
staff and inmates,

B. Clarification of policies;
"traditions" weeded out; actual
policies identified and cleaned up.

C. Balanced review of new programs
from others than those dedicated
to keeping and expanding themn.

D. Participation: Beginnings of a
response to what management theo-
rists have been urging for 40 years.

E. "Lightning rod" theory: Let
outsiders take some of the heat for
reform.

F. Build a new constituency for
corrections.

G. Alternative to violence and
litigation:

1. Anticipate the future

2. Build now on a collaborative
basis with courts and legisla-
tors and keep control of the
ultimate form of a grievance
mechanism '

3. "Positive" form of inmate parti-
cipation, but it will be
"positive" only so long as the
mechanism is c¢redible and honest

4. The "Justice Model."

Legislators, judges, executives:

A. Informed collaboration with
administrators is invaluable.
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CONTENT

B. Leadership and commitment

C. Resources

3. Guide question and answer
segsion: Training staff should
help administrator field
guestions.

4. Wind-up session:

Describe the implementaticon case study
that will occur in Session 7. Assign
readina of case study matevrials.

Linkage to Next This session completes the Workshop treatment of the design
Session: principles. The next session will consider the difficult
process of implementation.
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BENEFITS OF EFFECTIVE GRIEVANCE MECHANISMS

"Window-in"

Clarification of policies
"Participatory" management
"Lightning rod"
Constituency bullding
Altermative to violence
Alternative to litigation
Rchabilitative potential

"Justice Model"
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SESSION 7: IMPLEMENTATION PROBLEMS AND PRINCIPLES
9:00 - 11:30 a.m,

TIME METHOD CONTENT VISUALS HANDOUTS
9:00 a.m. Small groups Introduce the group exercise Chart on Case study
(15 min.) on implementation. Make sure | implementation material

Trainer: lecture all group members understand principles: one
the case study situation and for each small Reprint of
Discussion the group's task. Review group principles
implementation principles. chart
9:15 a.m. Small group subdivided into Each group designs an imple-
(90 min.) subgroups for the implementa- mentation plan for a griev-
tion exercise ance mechanism based on the
principles.
10:45 a.m. Small group re-formed for Review and critique of the
(45 min.) trainer lecture, critique, group's implementation plans

and discussion

within the framework of the
development of a typical
mechanism based on the
principles.
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SESSION 7

IMPLEMENTATION PROBLEMS AND PRINCIPLES

9:00 -~ 11:30 a.m.

DAY III

GOALS

1. To illustrate the problems involved in implementing an effective
grievance mechanism.

2. To give participants a chance to wrestle with planning for an
implementation effort, thereby enabling them to consider directly
and personally the difficulties inherent in implementation.

3. To identify the essential steps in implementing a mechanism.

4. To provide a successful model of implementation.

PERF'ORMANCE OBJECTIVES

At the end of the session, participants will be able to identify the
principles of implementation.

METHODS
1. Lecture
2, Case study

3. Discussion

MATERIALS/LOGISTICS
1. Four break-away rooms
2. Four chart stands
3. Newsprint

4. Magic Markers for four groups
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DESCRIPTION:

METHOD

CONTENT

1. Identify and describe imple-
mentation principles: Group
trainer reviews the imple-
mentation principles with each
group, using a chart.

Describe the principles for a successful
implementation:

A.

112

The administrator must lead the
overall planning process.

Correctional administrators must
take a central role in ensuring
effective planning and leadership.
Planning necessarily involves an
accurate assessment of needs, deter-
mination of reésource requirements,
and the allocation of sufficient
resources to create successful
mechanisms. Administrators also
must participate actively in an
effort to win the commitment of
subordinate administrators to estab-
lishing effective mechanisms.

Everyone who will be involved with
the mechanism must be trained.

Administrators, line staff, and
inmates who will be key participants
in the procedure must be thoroughly
trained in the skills and techniques
needed for effective investigation,
hearings, and disposition of
grievances.

1. Training must be ongoing.

2. Key roles--administrators, staff,
and inmates must learn skills
necessary for investigation,
hearings, resolutions/disposi-
tions, supervision, monitoring,
and evaluation.

Staff and inmates must be introduced

to the mechanism and kept informed

about its purpose, nature and

function.

Every institution and program must
develop an effective, persuasive,

i
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CONTENT

continuing program for the orien-
tation of staff and inmates to the
nature, purpose, and functions of
the mechanism. Key personnel
(inmates and staff) must be involved
in this orientation program.

Operations must be monitored and
evaluated.

There must be a continuing system
for monitoring and evaluating the
effectiveness of the procedure. At
a minimum, the monitoring and eval-
uation should operate at the insti-
tutional and departmental levels.
Some outside monitoring should be
done--at least occasionally--of
compliance with principles, number
and type of resolutions, and eval-
uation of credibility/effectiveness.

The mechanism should be activated in
increments.

Mechanisms must be introduced on an
incremental basis--that is, first on
a single living unit or in an
institution or program, then
gradually extended to other units,
institutions, or programs after a
period of testing. The reasons for
each of the implementation principles
in this list derive from common
sense, basic management science and
experience,

Coordination and Supervision

Central Office--technical access line

Administrative--overall support/assis-

tance/monitoring

Line supervision~~responsibility for

operation

Outside consultant--full involvement in

all stages.
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CONTENT

2. Introduce the group exercise: The group is to think of itself as a
Trainer will give participants top-level administrative task force
time to read the case study assigned to formulate an implementation
materials and ask questions. blueprint, schedule, or plan for the
Divide the group into two department.
subgroups.

3. Group exercise on implementation: The job of the task force/group is to
Group trainer will explain the design an implementation plan within a
guide sheet for the exercise and relatively short period of time. It is
use it to make sure all of the less important that the group resolve
principles of implementation are every implementation problem than it is
covered. for it to identify them all. The

trainer must make sure each principle
is addressed in the time allotted.

4. Review and critique implemen- Using the plan formulated by the group,

tation plan: Group trainer
leads the critique and tries to

get input from the participants;
sums up critique with recital of
steps in introducing successfully
a mechanism based on the
principles.

critique its work and then compare it
with the way a successful system
handled similar problems-~-successfully
or unsuccessfully.

Here 1s a suggested chronological out-
line for the description of a success-~
ful implementation, togethexr with notes
illustrating the importance of the
chronological events for effective
implementation:

A. Task force on principles~-Designs
principles, not a procedure, and
leaves tasks to be -ccomplished hy
the institutions.

B. Selection of one experimental unit--
Reasons for incrementalism: reasons
for selection of the cxperimental
unit.

C. Educating adminictiators~-Need to
coviace key inptitutional adainis-
trators of desirability of the
mechanism; getting wuitside hellr to
carry the bnrden of re-cducation.
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}

D. Selection of a design committee--
Importance of building on what
exists; need to include power groups
in the institution, both inmates and
staff; size of the design committee.

E. Actual design--Use of outsiders to
help; importance and difficulty of
innovation; participation of admin~-
istrators.

F. Training--Use of outsiders to help;
building a cadre of experts;
"natural” mediation simply will not
work; chairpeople, their character,
and selection.

G. Orientation--Importance of peer
orientation; learning process for
people crucial to the operation of
the mechanism.

H. Monitoring--Need for a multi-level,
sophisticated monitoring effort;
importance of grievance clerks to
the monitoring process; the resources
required.

I. Evaluation--Importance of a linkage
between evaluation and monitoring
components; develeoping a complete
recordkeeping system.

J. Institutionalizing the mechanism~-
Development of adequate legislation
(should it come first or last?).

K. Incrementalism--Advantages of a
deliberate approach.

L. Special design problems~-Importance
of inmate and line staff participation
in design; the need for flexibility.

Avoid a straight narrative, which will
be given in the Controlled Confrontation
handout.
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Linkage to Next

Session:

Participants have considered the principles of imple-
mentation, which, combined with the design principles,
prepare them to evaluate other kinds of mechanisms.

The next session will provide an analytical tool with
which to gauge the effectiveness of mechanisms currently
operating within the participants' jurisdictions.
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IMPLEMENTATION PRINCIPLES

ADMINISTRATIVE LEADERSHIP AND PLANNING

TRAINING

ORIENTATION

MONITORING AND EVALUATION

INCREMENTALISM
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IMPLEMENTATION PLAN

Planning Identification of resources:

Schedule of implementation:

Training Who needs to be trained for what tasks?

Plan for delivery of training to:

Administrators

Line staff

Inmates

Outside reviewers

Orientation Who needs to be oriented?

Plan for delivery of orientation to:

Administrators

Line Staff

Inmates

il18




Monitoring

LEvaluation

Who neods to monitor what?

Plans for establishing monitoring program,:

Institutional/program

Departnent

External

Plan for Developing:

Data on gricvances

Data on mechanisms

hnalysis of data

Standards
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FACT SHEET

STATEWIDE DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS CASE STUDY

Background Information and Early History

The Statewide Department of Corrections has a population of 4,300 inmates.
Two-thirds have been convicted for violent crimes; one-third for crimes against
property.

Most of the inmates are housed in ten institutions, of which three are
maximum security. A small number of inmates are housed in two reception centers
and four forestry camps. The ten institutions conform more or less to a general
plan: 400 inmates to an institution, divided into eight 50=-cell living units.
Two living units are tied together as a team, under the supervision of an admin-
istrator known as a Cell-Block Supervisor. Each living unit has its own
sergeant, with a staff of custodial personnel and counselors.

In late 1975, Statewide inaugurated a Disciplinary Decisionmaking System
(DDMS) . In the course of designing this procedure for appealing disciplinary
decisions, Statewide administrators came to recognize that inmates had no way to
appeal nondisciplinary matters. Over the previous several years, several methods
have been tried: suggestion hoxes, inmate councils at major institutions, an
ombudsman working out of a central office in the state capitol. In addition,
various institutions have tried plans of their own, and the Director has always
permitted uncensored direct mail to himself as well as to the institutional
superintendents.

Al) of the formal methods either have never gotten off the ground or have
proven ineffectual. In Augqust, 1976, a committee from one of the maximum
security institutions submitted a three-page list of unresolved complaints. Upon
examining the complaints, the administration recognized that the majority of them
had merit and had been plaguing the institution for a long time. As a result, it
set up a task force to design an inmate grievance procedure in the fall of 1976.

The Director of the Statewide Department of Corrections made it quite clear
that his top priority for the coming year was the creation of an effective
grievance procedure. He applied for and received a year's grant of $25,000 from
a local foundation to bring in outsiders with expertise to help with design and
early implementation. They can be used in planning, initial training, and
orientation at all levels--within and without the institutions. With the strong
support of the Director, they have good access to institutions, staff, and inmates.

There are some additional funds within the existing budget: each institution
had its own training officer and a small training budget in which there is some
leeway for training costs. In addition, there is limited overtime pay available
in the institutions for staff meetings and training sessions.
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The Director has set a target of six months for initial planning and design
and expects implementation at all institutions to be underway within a year to
eighteen months.
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SUMMARY OF SESSION 8: "TRUE GRID": EVALUATION OF EXISTING MECHANISMS
IN LIGHT OF DESIGN AND IMPLEMENTATION PRINCIPLES
11:30 a.m. ~ 12:00 noon
TIME METHOD CONTENT VISUALS HANDOQUTS
11:30 a.m. Plenary Session: Lead Analysis of different kinds "True Grid" Reprints of
(30 min.) Trainer of existing mechanisms charts for: "True Grid"
through the use of "True charts
Lecture and discussion Grid." Describe nature and 1. Design

purpose of "True Grid."
2. Implementa-
Explanation of "True Grid." tion

Walk-through with one sample
grievance mechanism.
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SESSION 8

EVALUATION OF EXISTING MECHANISMS IN LIGHT OF DESIGN

11:30 - 12:00 noon

DAY III

AND IMPLEMENTATION PRINCIPLES

GOALS

1. To provide participants with a tool for analyzing their existing
mechanisms in light of the design and implementation principles.

2. To help participants pinpoint the weaknesses and strengths of
their own existing mechanisms.

PERFORMANCE OBJECTIVES

Participants will have a better understanding of the strengths and
weaknesses of their own mechanisms and know what improvements are
necessary to make their mechanisms more effective.

METHODS

1. Lecture

2. Discussion

MATERIALS/LOGISTICS

1. Large room for plenary session

2. "True Grid" charts
3. Flip-chart stands

4. Magic Markers
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DESCRIPTION:

METHOD

CONTENT

1. Describe the nature and purpose

of "True Grid."

"True Grid" is an analytical tool to
help participants understand and rate
their mechanisms vis-a-vis the
principles. Through its use,
participants can come to a better
understanding of what they must do to
improve their own mechanism.

2. Explain "True Grid": Use the
chart to help explain the
different entries.

Qverall:

Two categories:

A, Are elements in the design?
B. Do they exist in fact?

Design Principles:

A. Written responses:
1. Every case?

2. With reasons that are complete
and meaningful?

B. Available to all inmates:

1. Intake point--staff or inmate
or both?

2. Protection against reprisals?

a. What efforts are made to
check?

b. What happens when a reprisal
is reported or claimed?

c. Records kept in inmate's
file?

C. Participation: Inmates? Staff?
D. Outside review: Independent?

Permanent or ad hoc? Who are the
reviewers?
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METHOD CONTENT
E. Jurisdiction:
1. Scope of the mechanism?
2. How are disputes about juris-
diction resolved?
F. Time limits:

1. At all levels?
2. For all responses?

3. Emergency provisions?

Implementation Principles:

A.

127

Administrative leadership/planning

l. What is the priority for the
mechanism?

2. How active is the leadership?

[

How much planning went into the
design? Implementation?

Incrementalism: Was it observed?
Training

1. Enough?

2. Continuing?

3, Trainers or trained?

QOrientation
1. Enough?

2, Continuing?

3. Who does it?
Evaluation/monitoring
1. Who conducts?

2. Internal? External?




METHOD

CONTENT

3. Data structure?

3. Apply "True Grid" to a sample Use "True Grid" on a specific

mechanism.

mechanism. Explain again the meaning
of the various headings and give the
mechanism a numerical rating based on

Maximum score is 40.

the presence or absence of each element.

Linkage to Next
Session:

Participants in the next session will apply the grid
to their own mechanisms and use the data uncovered
by the application to plan future actions.
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TRUE GRID

DESIGN

I.

OUTSIDE

ACCESS JURISDICTION

REVIEW

TIME LIMITS PARTICIPATION

WRITTEN RESPONSES

DESIGN

ACTUAL

PRACTICE
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IMPLEMENTATION

II.

IMPLEMENTATION TOTAL

TOTAL FOR MECHANISM
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SUMMARY OF SESSION 9:

FORCE-FIELD ANALYSIS, AND ACTION PLAN

1:00 -~ 2:15 p.m,

APPLICATION OF "TRUE GRID,"

TIME

METHOD

CONTENT

VISUALS

HANDOUTS

1:00 p.m.
(15 min.)

Plenary Session

Lead Trainer: Lecture,
discussion

Having seen the application

of the grid to one systen,
participants will be asked to
apply the same method to their
own system.

Trainer will briefly discuss
with each group the usefulness
of the "True Grid" as a diag-
nostic tool. Trainer will
explain use of force-field
analysis as a diagnostic tool
in problem solving.

"True Grid"

"True Grid"
sheets

1:15 p.m.

(60 min.)

Small groups by state:

Apply "True Grid" and
force-field analysis and
plan state action.

Groups remain in state sub-~
groups

Participants will apply "True
Grid" to their own system and,
if appropriate, the force-
field analysis.

Participants will decide on
some strategy for action that
they will take to implement
procedures defined in the PGM
Workshop upon returning home.

Force-field
analysis in-
ventory

Inventory sheets







SESSION 9

APPLICATION OF TRUE GRID, FORCE-FIELD ANALYSIS, AND ACTION PLAN

1:00 - 2:15 p.m.
DAY ITI
GOALS

1. To understand the relationship between participants' current
mechanisms and a new or improved mechanism based on the design
principles.

2. To help participants apply what they have learned during the
Workshop to their own states' process of implementing or improving
prison grievance mechanisms.

3. To provide assistance to state groups, helping them plan for
implementation of new or improved mechanisms in their own juris-
dictions.

4, To provide participants with a means of analyzing the problem of
implementation within an analytical framework.

5. To help participants anticipate obstacles to implementation and
consider ways of overcoming these obstacles.

6. To have participants place priorities on anticipated obstacles.

PERFORMANCE OBJECTIVES

By the end of the session, participants will have:

1. Some idea of the nature of the mechanisms that are already
being used. They will also know the difference between their
mechanisms and new ones based on the design principles and
the principles of implementation.

2. Analyzed the implementation process from a different,
analytical perspective.

3. Designed a plan for implementing new or improved grievance
mechanisms--individually and in state groups.
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Mz LHODS
1. Lecture

2. Small group interaction

MATERIALS/LOGISTICS
1. Four break-away rooms
2. Newsprint

3. Magic Markers
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DESCRIPTION:

METHOD

CONTENT

1. Instruction on "True Grid"
application, force-field
analysis, and state acticn
plans: Lead trainer describes
purposes and nature of this
final substantive session.

The "True Grid" is an analytical tool
that should be applied to existing
mechanisms. It represents the ideal
design and implementation.

Force-Field Analysis: Describe Kurt
Lewin's theory and analytical structure.

Force-field analysis enables one to look
at the forces working both for and
against change (driving or restraining
forces). It provides a framework for
problem solving and for implementing
planned change affecting a wide range

of group and organizational issues. 1In
physics, there is a concept that a body
is at rest when the sum of all the
forces operating on it is zero. The
body will move in a direction determined
by the unbalancing factors. For example,
suppose you are a member of a committee
in which one member remains silent and
uncommunicative. In an effort to under-
stand his or her behavior better, you
might make up a force-field analysis
inventory form looking like this.

Problem:

Restraining Driving

forces —p | 4——Forces

Once you have identified the driving
and restraining forces, there are three
approaches you can employ to help the
silent member on the hypothetical
committee. One is to increase the
strength of the driving forces (for
example, by applying more pressure).
This could raise temporarily his/her
frequency of talking. The difficulty
with this strategy is that it tends to
increase tension and resistance. A
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CONTENT

second approach involves an attempt to
reduce the restraining forces. In this
case, the chances are good that the
member's rate of talking will increase
without excessive tension or resistance.
Third, both strategies may be applied
simultaneously.

The participants will meet in state
groups to apply both the "True Grid" and
force-field analysis to their own state-
wide grievance mechanisms. Based on the
results of these analyses, the partic-
ipants will draw up an action plan for
thelr states.

2. Apply "True Grid" and force-
field analysis to state systems;
plan state action.

Explain to the groups that the training
staff are available to answer questions
and participate in the discussion if
asked. Once or twice during the session,
trainers may wish to walk over to each
state group to ask how it is progressing
and whether assistance is needed.

The state action plan is meant to
encourage the participants to think
through the specific application of what
they have learned. It should not be
structured; and you should not interfere
or participate unless invited to do so.

Make the purpose of the exercise clear
by instructing the state groups to be as
specific as possible. What do they think
should be done in their state? What is
feasible? 1Is a new mechanism needed?
Where? What institution would be best
suited for a pilot project? 1Is there an
existing mechanism that might be
improved? How? What does it lack?

What are its strong points?

Ask the state groups to plan within a
time frame. What can they accomplish in
three months? A year? How would they
like to use any available follow-on
training time?
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Refer to the grid as a possible point
of departure for the state groups. Ask
them to draw up a plan on paper if they
can, but make it clear that this is not
obligatory. If a state group cannot
come to an agreement, encourage its
members to list the suggestions and
objections that have been raised. Avoid
making the state groups feel that they
must come up with a plan. Rather, make
it clear that this is a time set aside
for the groups to use as constructively
and specifically, as possible, as they
see fit.

Linkage to Next

Session:

Prepare group for wrap-up session.
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KURT LEWIN'S
' *
"FORCE FIELD ANALYSIS"

Change in a group or an organization means essentially an alteration in the
way things get done in the system. It may mean changes in compensation methods,
sales and production levels, leadership styles, or interpersonal functioning,
among others. Kurt Lewin's Force Field Analysis provides a framework for problem-
solving and for implementing planned change efforts around a wide range of group
and organizational issues. By way of reviewing Lewin's concepts, this paper
describes how a group of managers applied the method when they met to discuss
their effectiveness as a work team.

In talking to each other, the group members soon recognized that their day-
to-day effectiveness and their ability to improve it were hampered by the degree
to which they felt free to confront each other on relevant task and interpersonal
issues. Having agreed that they needed to talk more openly with each other, each
individual member now waited for someone else to "be open." Much of the
frustration with this technique was soon summarized in the question, "Why can't
we change the way we work together?".

Definition of the Problem

At first the reason for '"no change" seemed to be "that's just the way things
are,"” but as the managers looked more deeply at the climate in which they were
operating, they identified some factors or pressures that strongly supported
changes in the direction of more openness: (a) the team members wanted to perform
effectively for the sake of their own careers as well as the good of the organ-
ization; (b) they were functionally interdependent and had to work together to
accomplish their goals; (c) there were existing work-related problems that were
having an impact on effectiveness (for example, responsibility without authority
and unclear job definitions); (4) some interpersonal tension already existed in
the system (for example, destructive competition and passive and overt hostility).

As they continued their analysis, the managers also identified pressures that
acted as powerful obstacles to change: (a) many of the group members lacked
experience and skills in dealing with conflict and more open feedback; (b) the
risk of the "unknown" was high in terms of "What will we open up?" and "Will we
hurt each other?"; (c) there was a concern that if certain issues were brought up
"things could get worse"; and (d) there were questions about whether top manage-
ment would support a more open climate or whether they would respond with "That's
not the way things are done around here." Thus, the definition of the problem
took the form of recognizing that opposing forces like these in the environment
determined the existing level of interpersonal functioning in the group.

*
Excerpt from The 1973 Annual Handbook for Group Facilitators.
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Figure 1 summarizes this "diagnosis" of the problem. The top and bottom of
the figure represent opposite ends of a continuum of a team's functioning in terms
of its interpersonal climate. The environmental conditions and pressures
supportive of more openness in the system are the driving forces represented by
the arrows pushing upward which, -at the same time, act as barriers to the team's
movement backward toward a more closed system. The arrows pushing downward
represent the restraining forces which are keeping the system from moving toward
a higher degree of openness and, at the same time, are driving forces toward a
climate of lower interpersonal risk.

FIGURE 1

The Force Field

| "OPEN," high

sharing climate .
g (Restraining Forces)

n e B s B vn B s I

Level of the $ * v v v v
| present

interpersonal

climate A ? & 4 4 4

Amount of Openness in the System

“CLOSED," low (Driving Forces)

risk climate

A group of forces as shown in Figure 1 may be called a "force field." The
length of the arrows in the force field describes the relative strength of the
forces: the longer the arrow the stronger the force. For descriptive purposes,
the forces in Figure 1 are shown as equal in strength, but a force field can be
made up of forces of varying strengths. Indeed, the strength of any single
force may itself vary as we get closer to either end of the continuum of openness.
A group or organization stabilizes its behavior where the forces pushing for
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change are equal to the forces resisting change. Lewin called the result of this
dynamic balance of forces the "quasi-stationary eguilibrium.” In our example,
the equilibrium is represented in Figqure 1 by the line marked "level of the
present interpersonal ciimate." It is at this level of functioning that the
system is not completely "“closed" in terms of a total lack of openness, feedback
and risk-taking, but neither is there the degree of each needed to work together
as effectively as might be. The arrows meeting at the line indicate that the
current state is being maintained somewhere between the end points on a continuum
of team functioaing by a balance of discernible driving and restraining forces.

The Implementation of Change

Since the inanagement team is interacting at its present level because of a
balance of organizational and individual needs and forces, changs will only occur
if the forces are modified so that the system can move to and stabilize itself at
a different level where the driving and restraining forces are again equal. The
equilibrium can be changed in the direction of more openness by: (1) strength-
ening or adding forces in the direction of change, (2) reducing or removing some
of the restraining forces, or (3) changing the direction of the forces.

Any of the basic strategies may change the level of the team's functioning,
but the secondary effects will differ depending on the method used. If a change
in the equilibrium is brought about only by strengthening or adding driving
forces, the new level may be accomplished by a relatively high degree of tension
which itself may reduce effectiveness. In Figure 1, the line representing the
"level of the present interpersonal climate" will move upward toward more open-
ness under the pressure of strengthened driving forces. The additional pressures
upward, however, will be met by corresponding increases in resistance. The
resulting increase of tension in the system will be characterized by a lengthening
of the arrows pushing upward and downward at the new level.

Attempts to induce change by removing or diminishing opposing forces will
generally result in a lower degree of tension. An important restraining force
that requires removal in our example is the managers' lack of experience and
skills in dealing with conflict. As the managers acquire new interpersonal
skills, a key restraining force will be removed. Moreover, changes accomplished
by overcoming counterforces are likely to be more stable than changes induced by
additional or stronger driving forces. Restraining forces which have been removed
will not push for a return to old behaviors and ways of doing things. If changes
come about only through the strengthening of driving forces, the forces which
support the new level must be stable. For example, many work groups are stimu-
lated toward new ways of working together by participating in "team-building"
sessions, only to find the former behaviors and habits re-emerging shortly after
return to the day-to-day job. If the change started by the learning and
enthusiasm of the team-building is to continue after the session, some other
driving force must be ready tc take the place of the meeting's stimulation.

One of the most efficient ways to get change is to change the direction of

one of the forces. If the managers in our example can be persuaded to "test" top
management's support for a more open climate, they might find more encouragement
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than they previously thought existed. Thus, the removal of a powerful restraining
force (expected top management disapproval) becomes an additional, strong driving
force (actual top management support) in the direction of change.

Morris S. Spier

REFERENCES

Carzo, R. and Yanouzas, J. N. Formal Organization: A Systems Approach. Homewood,
Illinois: Irwin-Dorsey, 1967, pp. 501-~506. (An application of the method to
changes in industrial production levels.)

Jenkins, D. H. "Force Field BRnalysis Applied to a School Situation."™ In Bennis,
W. G., Benne, K. D., and Chin, R. (Eds.). The Planning of Change. New York:
Helt, Rinehart & Winston, 1969, pp. 238-244.

Lewin, K. "Quasi-stationary Social Equilibria and the Problem of Permanent
Change." 1In Bennis, W. G., Benne, K. D., and Chin, R. (Eds.). The Planning
of Change. New York: Holt, Rinehart & Winston, 1969, pp. 235-238.

141




FORCE-FIELD ANALYSIS INVENTORY

Working individually or as a group, members should identify in the space
below the driving and restraining forces that they see operating in implementing
or changing existing grievance mechanisms. Rank them according to importance.
Identify at least one restraining or driving force that the members might begin
to work on when they return to their own jurisdictions.

Rank Driving Forces

Rank Restraining Forces
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€EPT

SUMMARY OF SESSION 10: WRAP-UP

2:15 - 2:45 p.m.

TIME

METHOD

CONTENT VISUALS HANDOUTS
2:15 p.m., Plenary Session Answer questions
(20 min.)
Questions
2:35 p.m. LEAA representative or Thank participants for
(10 min.) Lead Trainer addresses attending.

group







SESSION 10

WRAP-UP

2:15 - 2:45 p.m.

Day III

GOALS

To wrap-up loose ends and thank participants for attending.

PERFORMANCE OBJECTIVES

None for this session.

METHOD

Lead trainer addresses group.

MATERIALS/LOGISTICS

None
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DESCRIPTION:

METHOD

CONTENT

Plenary session

To answer any final questions.

Lead trainer or LEAA
Representative

Thanks to one and all. Hope the Work-
shop message will be carried home and
that participants have been stimulated
to make changes and improvements in
their systems.

% U.S, GOVERNMERT PRINTING OFFICE ¢ 1979 O -281-380/4553
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