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In both cases Block v. Rutherford and Kentucky Department of Corrections v. Thompson, the Supreme Court did not decide whether inmates have the right under the Constitution to have visits. What they did decide was that it is up to the institutions if the inmates get any type of visit or no visit at all. In Block v. Rutherford, per the textbook, it is stated that "the Constitution does not require that detainees be allowed contact visits when responsible, experienced administrators havedetermined, in their sound discretion, that such visits will jeopardize the security of the facility". What this means is that if something happened within the prison, visitations were to be suspended in order to keep everyone inside and outside the prison as safe as possible. Also, if there was a problem with a specific inmate, that inmate's visitation would be placed on suspension in order to keep that inmate under control, almost like a punishment for his/her actions. So, contact visits are allowed for those inmates who have crimes not related to drugs or murder, but this is something that is decided by the institution and not by the Constitution.
It is said that any type of visit for inmates is seen as a positive thing. Visits help the inmates to gain perspective on what they did and what they need to do in order to get back to their families. Getting to see loved ones helps the inmates to realize what is important to them and helps to calm them down during the remainder of their time spent in prision. This helps them to stay out of trouble because they don't want to do anything that is going to get them more time behind bars.
Mayra
Do inmates have a right to contact visits? Yes all prisons and jails have some type of visiting with rules that must be adhered to. The process can be lengthy as well. When an inmate goes to jail or prison he or she is given a form to fill out to list friends and family that he would like to visit him. The jail or prison will then check the background for those people listed and will get approved or denied. Two types of visiting in jails or prisons are contact or non contact visits. The most recent case on inmate visiting was the Block v. Rutherford, 468 U.S. 576 (1984) which came out of Los Angeles County Jail. It was found that the loss of some contacts during visitation was wrong and an exaggerated response to the concerns of the jail officials. The Supreme Court of the United States of America has never decided if it should ban contact and non contact visits from all jails and prisons. My opinion is that inmates be allowed visits if they meet the requirements. One thing that could prevent an inmate from getting a visit is if the pod he is assigned to is on lockdown then visits will be denied until lockdown status is lifted.
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The case on Turner v. Safley, 482 U.S. 78 (1987) was regarding inmate mail. There was two regulations in Missouri and were under review in Turner. One of them looked over inmate mail between the inmates. At the time the authorities allowed mail between  the inmate and his or her immediate family members that were in other jails or prisons as well as mail between inmates that were in different jails or prisons and was regarding legal stuff. Any other mail between inmates being that they were both there in prison or another facility was not allowed. The Federal District Court found the two regulations unconstitutional. To this day it is still one of the leading decisions made by the Supreme Court of the United States of America. A three-judge panel of the 8th Circuit also ruled in favor of Safley in its November 1985 ruling in Safley v. Turner. This specific case was very important because it set the standard for prisoner constitutional rights. Overall this was a favorable decision made by the Supreme Court and had a good outcome. Even though both inmates were incarcerated they were able to bring forth. The court also decided it might be unconstitutional for non prisons in that they could not marry prisoners. 
Cassandra
The Turner v. Safley decision on correspondence between inmates was deemed to be a risk. Inmate-to-inmate mail, between the prisons, could help to communicate escape plans or arrange assults or other violence among the inmates. To allowinmates the right to communicate with other inmates, by way of mail, would result in less safety and security for others, including other inmates and staff. It is possible for the inmates to communicate in code, or other ways that would not be obvious to the institution. The Court found that there was no obvious alternative to this policy. State regulation found this to be constitutionally valid.
The decision on the Inmate's right to marry was that the state regulation did not allow this to occur. However, the Court did not agree. The Court states that the right to marry could be subject to necessary restrictions and that the beneficial elementsof marriage "are sufficient to form a constitutionally protected marital relationship in the prison context". In the Toms v. Taft case of 2003, the appeals court states that the prison had an obligation to assist an inmate in the process of marriage. A refusal to assist is going against that right. Because of the state's refusal, the appeals court stated this could amount to a prison regulation under Turner.
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Mayra
The First Amendment's freedom of religion provisions has two parts to it. One is the establishment clause which states federal courts can use federal money to pay for prison chaplains, purchase religions materials and build chapels. The second provision to the First Amendment's freedom of religion is the free exercise clause. In the book Legal Aspects of Correctional Management, chapter 9 it states the state must be neutral in all matters of faith, and neither favor nor prohibit religion. In the year 2000, Congress passed the Religious Land  Use and Institutionalized Persons Act of 2000. State programs are eligible to this with the use of federal money. No matter what religion you are if you go to prison you can still read your literature in prison and practice your beliefs to a certain extent. This is due in part as a right listed in the constitution of the United States. It is under the protected rights of the First Amendment for our religious freedoms. Some religious groups also have diet restrictions based on their religion and for the most part prison would allow this as well as long as there is no financial burden therefore our religions freedoms are protected. 
Debra
An inmate has the right to practice their religion, as long as it does not interfere with the security of the prison.  It is their right under the First Amendment.  The inmates should be able to pursue their beliefs just as anyone else, under this Amendment.  As long as no one around them is harmed, or otherwise negatively affected, this should not be a problem.  Handing out religious information should be curtailed, as this can become an annoyance and bothersome.  If there is noise involved, or other means to disturb fellow inmates or staff, this should also be stopped.  There are positive aspects of allowing freedom of religion in prison, it can lead to spiritual awakening, and direction.  Attire and grooming must be taken into account where religion is concerned.  Prisons have a set standard as far as what a prisoner is allowed to wear, religion can not interfere here.  Proper grooming is also an issue, especially where hair length is concerned, as in Native Americans.  The Constitution does permit certain restrictions here and they must be followed also.  If religion is freely allowed for one group of individuals, it needs to be allowed for all groups.
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Prisoner's Rights Movement 1970-1978
This was an interesting article to me.  The fact that prison conditions were so different in the 70's, but still in question.  Jerry Sousa was a prisoner in Walpole in 1970 who complained about beatings by guards.  He wrote letters to a judge and to the parole board regarding this issue, but never heard anything back.  Five years later he received news that his letters had never made it to their intended targets, but were instead intercepted by prison authorities.  The case of Procunier v.Navarette is an example of mail not being received where intended.
Prisoners rights in the late sixties were certainly affected by changes in the outside world.  The anti-war movement and black rights were on prisoner's minds and led to changes in their way of thinking.  Prisoners in Queens called themselves revolutionaries.  The crimes that were committed to place them there were overshadowed somewhat by the treatment of prison authorities on the inside.  The prisoners saw blacks as having their rights violated daily on the outside; to the prisoners civil rights were being violated right and left in the U.S. and no one was doing anything about it.  Martin Sostre was sentenced to 25 to 30 years in prison for selling $15.00 worth of heroin.  An informer later recanted his story but it did not matter.  Sostre found no one to believe him, not even the Supreme Court.  While in prison for eight years he complained of being beaten ten times and spent three years in solitary confinement; he continued to protest his treatment until his release.  The PLRA was not not signed into law until 1996, perhaps this would've been important in this instance; or at the very least the use of the inmate grievance system.
One letter received from prison during this time read ".....my four year old son sneaked off into the yard and picked me a flower.  A guard in the tower called the warden's office and a deputy came in with the State Police at his side.  He announced that if any child went into the yard and picked another flower, all visits would be terminated."  A prisoner's rights meant very little at this time, even where family was concerned.
Overton v. Bazzetta deals with the rights of prisoners and family visits.  The filing of a Section 1983 action and the stating that under the First, Eighth, and Fourteenth Amendments these rights are violated when family visitation is limited or restricted, applies in this case; although the focus of this litigation was non contact visits.  Block v. Rutherford is another example of a case involving family visitation rights.  This case includes spouses, relatives, and friends; this case  includes contact visits.  The district court here found it an "impermissible burden" to deny the embrace of a prisoner's wife or children.  The Supreme Court later reversed this decision.
Donnell
The article I found is related to the topic of religious beliefs in the prison system.  They were having trouble with a man that had religious beliefs of having facial hair. They started the article off by stating “Spirituality can overcome even prison concerns”. He was a muslim man who found himself stuck in between his religious rights and the prisons rights. The prison saw his facial hair, or beard, to be dangerous to the prisons safety and also  other inmates safety as well. All this man wanted was no more than half and inch of hair for a beard. They continued to talk about contraband being possibly hidden in this area. There was a law to protect the inmates religious rights  that passed in 2000 but that did not seem to apply in this sense. Just like every other prison, the rule is to be clean-shaven. But other states prisons allow a quarter of an inch beard to the inmates for medical reasons. This man, Gregory Holt, agreed to that ruling but the court ruled that it was too dangerous. They also talked about how it could cause controversy as to if the inmate were to escape they could change their identity by shaving it off. He continued to fight and found that people were able to back up his reasonings.
This article is related to the “Moskowitz v. Wilkinson” trial in the book. The orthodox jew claimed that it was against his religious beliefs to cut his facial hair off. There was an argument that the prisoner changed his religious preferences to get ahold of this “right”. In this case though, they took a picture with facial hair and without facial hair. They found it to be unconstitutional and also found no problems when they gave the trial of facial hair for a year. Basically they found that everything that they accused the religious people of doing while having a beard were not true.
My opinion on these rights/rules is that to have a beard that is either half an inch or a quarter of an inch, could not be that big of a deal. It would be very hard to hide contraband within that little space. I know that prisoners are very capable of becoming creative but even if they did they are monitored on the length and need it to get cut when it is longer than the rules. I believe that if there is no serious sign of an inmate escaping, causing disturbances or violence, then their religious rights should be upheld and applied correctly.
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