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SUMMARY

The Supreme Court held that Bivens does not provide a damages remedy for an Eighth Amendment
excessive-force claim against federal prison officials. The Court concluded that the claim arose in a
new Bivens context and that special factors, including congressional action in prisoner litigation,
potential effects on prison operations, and available alternative remedial procedures, counseled against
extending Bivens. The Court granted certiorari, reversed the Fourth Circuit, and remanded.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED



1. Whether Bivens extends to permit an Eighth Amendment excessive-force claim for damages against
federal prison officials.

HOLDINGS

1. Bivens does not extend to allow an Eighth Amendment excessive-force claim for damages against
federal prison officials.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“cases have made clear that, in all but the most unusual circumstances, prescribing a cause of action is a job
for Congress, not the courts.” (606 U.S. at 943)

“recognizing a cause of action under Bivens is ‘a disfavored judicial activity.’” (606 U.S. at 944)

“For the past 45 years, this Court has consistently declined to extend Bivens to new contexts.” (606 U.S. at
945)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Prison officials at the United States Penitentiary in Lee County, Virginia, placed Andrew Fields in solitary
confinement and monitored him during his isolation. Fields alleged that officials physically abused him during
periodic checks and sued the Bureau of Prisons and prison officials for damages based on excessive force in
violation of the Eighth Amendment.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Fields sued the Bureau of Prisons, the warden, and prison officials for damages, alleging excessive force in
violation of the Eighth Amendment. The United States District Court for the Western District of Virginia
dismissed the complaint, holding that no Bivens remedy was available. The Fourth Circuit reversed, and after
rehearing en banc was denied, the prison officials petitioned for certiorari. The Supreme Court granted certiorari,
reversed, and remanded.

DISPOSITION

reversed_and_remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The case was remanded to the Fourth Circuit for further proceedings consistent with the opinion.
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