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I. INTRODUCTION 

A. Background 

The National Evaluation Program has a~ goals the t.imely assessment and 

extension of the state of knowledge in certain "topic areas,1I in Tesponse to the 

requirements of pollcy- and decision-makers for sound information on major 

criminal justice hypotheses, results, and nLltional standards. Candidate "topic 

areas" for assessment under the National Evaluation Program are identified 

annually through a survey of issues and concer.)S among State Planning Agencies 

and LE.I\A Region.:t! and National Offices. Irnplemented NEP Phase I assessments 

focus on the actual processes involved in a given "topic area," and can efficiently 

identify facilitating and impeuing factors in law enforcement and criminal justice 

activities. As.:t result, several completed NEP Phase lis have revealed b~oad 

discrepancies between program theory/policy and operating program activities, 

allowing early considct"ation of policy decisions in the "topic area.1I1 

The topic of coeducational correctional institutions has received widespread 

attention in the popular press, and has captured increasing interest from 

administrators and scholars in many areas of the country •. The National Advisory 

Commission of Criminal ]llstlce Standards and GOi1ls has called coeducational 

programs ~fan invaluable tool for exploring and 'dealing with social and emotional 

. '2' 
problems related to identity conflicts that many offenders expenence." TheCom-

mission urged the .:lbolition of the present sexually segregated system and the 

.'f -.'" __ .. ~ _____ = _____ ............ __ ==_==~ 
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adoption of "a fully integrated system based on aU offenders' needs.1I3 Several 

factors suggest a probable further proliferation of coed lnstitutior"\s, including the 

Commission's endorsement, overcrowding in single-sex institutions, the expr'essed 

need for expanded program options fot" women offenders, possible changes in 

correctionJ.l admini5trators' philosophies, and the higher cosi.s of maintaining 

separate institutions for women. These conditions suggest the timeliness of 

per forming a Phase I assessment of co-corrections. The Phase 1 assessment of co-

c;orrections will ~denti[y important issues related to the topic area, descdbe coed 

institutions currently operational, assess the state of knowledge about the efficacy 

. of co-corrections in achieving its objectives, and delineate potential research 

designs which might be employed in further exploration of the effects of 

implementing the co-correctional concept at both the national and local levels. 

B. Purpose 

. The purpose of this paper is to present, in modified catalog form, the range of 

issues associated with the concept of coeducational correctional institutions. 

Because of the recent development of, and relative paucity of published 

information about co,-corrections, much discussion of its anticipated effects - - its 

advantages and disadvantages - - has been.either conjectural, representing hopes 

and fear!.. rather than direct experience, or at the "gut level" impression stage, 

rather than the product of systematic observation. Such issues, raised through 

discussion with "experts," have. been included in this paper, because their 

articulation pJays an important role in a fuller understa!1ding of the concept. This 

paper will hopefully convey to the reader a preliminary understanding of the 

2 
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breadth of perspectives impinging on such questions as: 

o How innovative are coeducational correctional institutions? 

o What have been the rationales behind their development? 

o What functions do co-correctional institutions potentially serve? 

o What unantidpated consequences have been encountered in develop-

ment of coed programs? 

o What typological refinements might be made within the universe of co-

correctional institutions regarding the level of IIco-education," and the 

relationship of this concep~ to other dimensions of correctional 

activity? 

o What potential implernentation problems exist in relation to co-

correct ions? 

'0 What evaluation problems potentially arise in evaluation of co-

corrt'ctions? 

C. ("'£hi tion 

To be defined as a coeducational correctional institution for the purposes of 

this study, an institution must be: 

o An adult institution. 

o The major purpose of which is the custody of sentenced felons, 

o Under a single insti tutional administration, 

o Having one or more programs or areas where male and female inmates 

from the institution are present and in interaction. 

:3 
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1. An Adult Institution. 

In order to give this study a manageable scope, but with a moderate 

degree of arbitrariness, juvenile institutie<ns and institutions which regularly 

contain minors in the population have been excluded. The exclusion of juvenile 

institutlOns is made primarily because of the differences between adult and juvenile 

offenders: juveniles have often been incarcerated for "status'" offenses which 

w0uid not even be crimes if committed by adults, and hence juvenile criminality is 

not comparable with that of adults; juveniles are also generally regarded as 

differing vastly from adults in values, emotional maturity, personal goals, and 

corresponding treatment mod.:l\ities. Moreover, juvenile facilities have traditional-

ly been coed in many places (in some, for over a century), and public response to 

such institutions has been not merely less resis tent than towards adult institutions, 

but even supportive of their function in fostering a "normal" adolescence. The 

exclusion of juvenlle institutions, however, does. not apply to institutions for 

youthful offenders, if the population consists of eighteen year olds and above, or to 

institutions \\;hich restrict the population of one sex, while admitting a full age 

range from the opposite sex. 

2. The I\\ajor Purpos_e of Which is the Custody of Sentenced Felons . 

This aspect of the definition excludes jails and specialized adult 

institutions, sur.:h as diagnostic· centers, camps, and halfway houses. This exclusion 

is made' on the assumption. that institutional confinement will, unless the walls of 

Jericho come tu.mbling dpwn, continue to be the primary means of maintaining 
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custody. This does not exclude institu tions which occasionally house mis"demean­

ants or pre-sentence cases, or circumstances in which a given institution 'is the 

single institution within the jurisdiction for one sex. 

3. Under a Single Institutional Administration. 

This excludes sep<1rate institutions which may have a certain number of 

shared programs or services. In partic:ular, this excludes co-ordinate (or brother­

sister) institutions, both those on the same grounds but under separate institutional 

administrations, as well as institutions between \vhlch certain inmates are bussed to 

share particul,3.r activities, such as dances, work-and study-release, and medical 

services. Such an exclusion is made on the basis that, although such institutions 

may share certain goals and functions with institutions having a single administra­

tion, the operations of the institutions may be markedly different; furthermore, the 

sharing of certain programs and services by two or several institutions cannot 

remotely be considered an innovative practice. 

4. Having One or More Programs or Areas in Which Male and Female 

Inmates are Present and in Interaction. 

This. excludes institutions in which males and females are both present, 

but separiltcd. The implication is that opportunities are made available, within the 

institutional confincs, for regular, daily interaction between male and female 

inmates in onc or more facc"ts of institutional life, including vocational, academic, 

therapy, recreation, social, industrial, religious, and other programs ~nd activities. 

The term "daily contact" is avoided lest this be interpreted ~o imply that in co­

educational correctional institutions sexual congress between male and female 

5 
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inmates is ordinari~y, if ever, officially condoned. Indeed, outside of Northern 

Europe, sexual contact between male 2.nd fefl/ale prisoners is· generally strictly 

proscribed. The terms "intermingling," "cohabitation,1I and "coexistence" are all 

frequently used in reference to co-corrections, and allow insight into the meaning 

of the term: the lives of male and female inmates are ~lotential1y interwoven into 

the same institutional fabr~c; they are inhabitants of the same institution and, in 

varying degrees, are subject to the same controls and participate in the same 

programs; theirs is a shared life which, to a degree varying between and within 

institutions, might mirror the breadth of potential structured and spontaneous 

interaction::; that occur "outside, in the free." 

D. Scope 

The scope of this issues paper entails presentation of numerous theoretical, 

operational, and evaluation-related issues in concise, catolog form. The definition 

of the term Itcoeducational correctional institution,'! uS indicated above, generally 

means an w,dult insti tution the major purpose of which is the custody of sentenced 

felons. The scope of the study,. however, excludes juvenilE: institutions; jails; 

speciaUzed institutions, such as 'camps, half-way houses, and diagnostic centers; 

and coordinate institutions. The scope of the study will be further refined through 

the iterative process of the NEr. 

E.. Procedure 

. Information used in this report consists of: 

o Background information: books, articles, papers;· 

o Program information: grant applications, proposals, feasibility studies, 

6 ' 
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master plans, progress reports, final reports, evaluations;' and 

o Expert opinion. 

. Background information was collected through review of related journals; 

several searches of the National Criminal Justice Reference Service library; 

contacts with the ABA National ResourC0 Center on Women Offenders; and 

references contained in publishE'd and unpublished works. Program information was 

obtained through a search of LEAA's Grant 0.1anagement Information, System 

(revealing only one, small grant for co-correction.:tl activity); through a "locator" 

survey of all state corrections Directors/Commissioners, which identified many 

. existing or planned coerl institutions; and by direct contact with the central 

research office of the Bureau of Prisons, and the chicf arlministrator of each 

identified, self-percei\red, coed institution. Expert opinion was crucial in 

conceptualizing the issues outlined in this paper, due to both the po.uci ty 0 f 

published information on the subject, and the high degree of current activity in the 

area. 

F. Org;:;.nization 

The body of th1s paper is organized into four parts. Chapter II reviews the 

historical precedents and rationales for sexually integrated imprisonment. Chapter 

III traces the underlying assumptions behind co-corrections, and adumbrates the 

major theoretical hypotheses about the function of co-corrections, alternate 

hypotheses expressing potential counterindicating effects, and alternative interven-

tions. Chapter IV presents typologies of co-corrections, and reviews potential 

operational problems to implementing coed programs. Chapter V capsulizes the 

most important research efforts in the area, and outlines several problems related . . 

7 
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n. HISTORICAL ISSUES 

The purpose of this section is to place the concept of sexually integrated 

prisons within an historical context. This chapter provides preliminary dIscussion 

of the following questions: 

o How truly innovative are co-cot"rectional institutions? What historical 

precedents exist for confinement of male and female inmates in com-

mon? 

o What factors brought about the sexually segregated prison~ and what are 

the drawbacks generally attributed to sexually segregated incar-

ceration, differcnti3.liy~.; for males and females? 

o What factors renewed the use of sexual "mix" in prisons? 

A. Sexual Non- differentiation of Offenders 

From the mid-seventeenth until the lClte nineteenth century, men and women 

often occupied a!rnshouses~ jails and dungeorls mixed with childrerl, the insarle, and 

It 
the deaf. The usc of imprisonment as punishment, rather than detention, did not 

come into practice until the rise of industrialism, and the forms of punishment· 

meted out before this time -- exile, physical pain, branding, and dismemberment :..­

were similarly administer-ed to men and women with minimal sexual differen~ 

tiation.5 Early prison~ for detention consisted of large rooms where men, women 

and children lived, ate, an~ slept amidst terrible, unsanitary conditions, where they 

9 
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were often visited by the "jaded gentry." 

It is represented as a scene of promiscuous and unrestricted 
i.ntercourse, and universal riot and debauchery. There was no labor 
no separation of those accused, but yet untried, nor even, of those 
confined for debt onJy, from convicts sentenced for the foulest 

. crimes; no separation of color, age, or sex, by day or by night; the 
prisoners lying promiscuously on the floor, most of them without 
anything like bed or bedding ..• Intoxicating liquors abounded, and 
indeed were freely sold at a bar kept by one of the officers of the 
prison. Intercourse between the convicts and persons without was 
hardly restricted ... 1t need hardly be added, that there was no 
attempt to tPive any kind of instruction, and no religious service 
whatsoever. 

With the spread or the late eighteenth century prison reform philosophies 

came efforts to provide an alternative to the degradation of the open-room prison, 

and the finality of execution. Solitary confinement, instruction in the scriptures, 

and daily labor were viewed as appropriate means to change criminal behavior. The 

Pennsylvania System, begun by the Quakers, provided removal from corrupting 

peers, time for reflection and self-examination, and guidance in biblical precepts? 

the Auburn System was built on the use of solitary confinement enceuraged by the 

Quakers, but added congregate work by dOlY to separatio~. ai'iq enforced sllence by 

night. 8 By .the mid-nineteenth century, the former· system of privately owned 

prisons had been replaced by a nationwide system of state institutions. Although 

"women convicts" were housed in such institutions, .their low numbers meant It was 

often unfeasible to provide them either supervision by a matron" or "mor~l 

instruction.ll Dorothea Dlx1s pioneering work on Prisons and Prison Discipline, writ­

ten in 1845, contains the following passage on "women convicts:,,9 

Very fe\v, usually no, women-convicts, are found in the State prisons 
in Maine, New-Hampshire, and Vermont. rn Massachusetts these are 

10 



not committed to the State prison, but are sent to the House of 
Corrections, severally in Middlesex, Essex, and Suffolk counties; in 
the other counties they are sometimes detained in the jails. In each 
of t.he local prisons above named, matrons govern the women1s 
department. In Connecticut pri-son t~ere are 20 women under the 
supervision of an excellent matron. Unfortunately the present 
discipline of -chis prison affords for the women no period but Sundays 
for ins truction, except in mechanical labors. In New-York all the 
women state convicts are sent to a prison at')ing Sing; these aver­
age about 72, and are under the direction of a matron, who, with ,her 
assistants, are much interes ted in the improvement of those under 
their charge. New-Jersey prison has but two women-convicts, and 
no matron. The Eastern Penitentiary has 20 women-convicts. This 
department I have often visIted, and always found in order; neatness -
and good behavior appear to be the rule and practice of the prison; 
the exceptions being very rare. The matron is vigilant, and fills her 
station in a manner to secure respect and confidence. The women 
are chiefly employed in making and repairing apparel, and have full 
time for the use of books. and the lessons which are assigned weekly 
by the ladies who visi t the prison to give instruction. In the Eastern 
District, a portion of the women-convicts. since the building of the 
Philadelphia, Chester) and Dauphin county prisons, have been 
sentenced to th~se. where they come under similar discipline. In the 
Moyarnensing prisun they possess corresponding moral advantages 
and means of recci vlng ins truction, as those who are sent to the 
State prison. In the Wcstem Penitentiary are 7 women-convicts, no 
matron; in Ohio prison are 6 women-conv:cts. no matron; in Virginia 
prison are 15 women-convicts, no matron; in the Washington prison, 
D.C., '+ women, a year since~ no matron; in the :-"aryland prison were 
15 women under the charge of an energe tic matron, who earnestly 
desires to maintain order, without resorting to severe restraints and 
punishments; these cannot be always dispensed with. There is too­
little pr,?vision for moral instruction in this department. 

Dix concluded that Eiscal considerations warranted the sentencing of women 

offenders not to State prisons, but nearer to home, to the country houses of cor-

rection! 

The 'product of woments labor in the St.Jte prisons, fails to meet the 
expenses of their department. I should judge it greatly ~ore 
advantageous in all respects, to sentence women-convicts to the' 
county houses of correction, rather than connect their prisons, with 
those of the men-convicts, especially -also if their numbers are so 
few that it is judged inexpedient to appoint a matron. 

tl 
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B. Sexual Segregation of Offenders 

The question addressed by nineteenth century prison reformers was not 

usually whether to scgregate "women-convicts," but in what isolated location to 

place them. At the turn of the eighteenth century, an Englishwoman named Mrs. 

Fry, dedicated as she was to inmates as redeemable human beings, suggested the 

classification of prisoners by age, sex, and offense history.10 Efforts at reform 

reached fever pitch in 1870 at the National Congress on Penitentiary and 

Reformatory Discipline, \vhere complaints were voiced about the unconscionable 

idleness of prisoners, reports of brutality, and the mixing of women, children and 

hard-core male convicts. I I The first separate prison for women, the Indiana 

Women's Prison, opened in 1873. The gUiding principle of the Indiana prison was 

that women crirnin.:tls should be rehabilitated apart from men, isolated frorl) the 

corruption and chaos of the outside world.
12 

Discipline, regularity, obedience, and 

systematic religious education were expected to ~1elp the women form orderly 

habits and appropriate moral values. Other jurisdictions followed suit~ Framing-

ham opened in, 1877, a reformatory for WOII-,cn in New York in 1891) Westfield Farm 

in 1901, the District of Columbia's women's prison in 1910, and a New Jersey 

insti tution for women in 1913. 13 Among the expressed factors behind development 

of separate facilities for women were: fear of sexual exploitation by male guards, 

not inmates; provision of avenues for career development of female superinten-

dents; development of special programs for women; and fostering independence in 

women, by giving them total responsibili ty for maintaining the institution and.lts 

proximate farmland.ll-I- By 1971, when the first coed adult prison opened, there 

were approximately fort" separate state institutions for female offenders. 15 

l2 
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After several generations of sexually segregating inmates, mal.e and female 

prisoners are subject to differential treatment, according to Ardlti, because of two 

factors: the vast differences in facHi ties for each sex, due to differences in 

population sizes; and stereotypical assumptions about the different security and 

rehabilitative problems of male and female offenders. 16 The disparities in treat-

ment caused by scale differences between male and female institutions include: 

o Remoteness. Because it is generally unfeasible for women's institutions 

to be much smaller than they already are, women are situated further 

from friends, family, attorneys, and are impeded in keeping track of 

possessions, or becorning involved in work or study release .. 

o Heterogeneity. Separation of females according to classification re-

garding security risk, as is done with males, is unfeasible, except within 

institutions, if then. 

o Institutional Services. '\1edical, religious, and counseling services are 

often una vallable to women. 

In addition, several differences in treatment are influenced by stereotyping: 

o Physical Environment. Women's facilities are more "bucolic,lI less 

"forbidding," more "commodious," display less concern with security 

and more concern with "homelike" atmosphere, personal choice in 

clothes, private rooms, etc. 

o Rec:reational FacUlties. Women's institutions much less frequently have 

gymnasiums, playing fields, sufficient recreation staffs, or varied 

recreational programs, but often permit more t~ips outside the prison 

13 
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than men's institutions. 

a Staffing. At female institutions, much higher s'taff/inmate ratios 

prevail, staff are more sexually integrated, and staff-inmate relation-

ships ,are often "mother-daughter" ones, rather than ones predIcated on 

enforcement of discipline. 

o Educational and Vocati'onal Prograrns. The larger number of teachers in" 

men's insti tutions permits more specialization in educa'tional programs, 

but better teacher/inmate ratio in \\'omen's institutions permits more 

individual attention. Men and women are offered different types of 

vocational programs; male prisons offer a wider variety of programs; 

men are often assigned to an institution on the basis of vocational 

needs. 

o Industrial Programs. ~\1en are again prol.'ided with a far greater variety 

of programs to a degree which can,not be explained by scale differences 

alone. 

In sum!1)ary assessment of the differential effect of the dual system, Arditi 

states that women are disadvantaged by remoteness, heterogeneity, and low 
, , 

, , 

program facility level; men by harsh physical surroundings, lower staff/inmate 

ratio, and a strict regime; both males and females by being treated according to 

sex-role stereotypes. ~Aoreover, it might be added, women are restricted by a 

dependency-oriented, passive-aggressive institutional atmosphere and males by a 

pervasl ve homosextial inmate culture charact'2rlzed by an aggressiv'e, confronta-

tional structure . As a result, male inmates ;';:Ire under pressure to achieve 

"normalization," while the lack of program flexibility and the absence of choice cif 
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institution leads women to move away from dependency into. an atmosphere in 

which there exists a wider range of programs and relationships. 

Certain single-sex institutions have offered variation on the theme of liS ingle-

sex institution" by being linked to opposite-sex institutions. Nagel suggests that 

when women's institutions assume the function of satellite institutions, they take 

on the characteristics related to security and maintenance of ,custody usually 

associated with men's institutions: 

Our impression was that there was at least one good reason for 
locating the WOflJen'S facility distant and administratively separate 
from the men's prison. Essentially I it is that the satellite women's 
institutions which we visited are much mare controlling, custody­
oriented and repressi ve than are those which were independent of, 
the influence of male correction.::tl philosophy and practice. The 
satelli tes use the terms (warden, ;-naxirnum security, count-up, lock­
up), the hilrdware (television surveillance. segregation cells, barbed­
wire topped fences, electrically operated exterior doors), the 
controls (supervised movernents, frequent head-counts, body search­
es, and closely supervised correspondence and visits), and have the 
same preoccupation with el~apes and homosexuality as do their 
adjoining male counterparts. 

If Nagel's observation is accurate, and this "repression" is the usual effect of 

being cast as. a "satelli te institution, what ther-i would be the result of rcstorin~ the 

sexual tlmix" prcvCliling approximately a century or more ago, in the atmosphere of 

contemporary correctional philosophies? 

C. Coeducational Corrections 

The twentieth century coeducat,ional correctional institution may be regarded 

as an innovative intervention, "a new plancton "the horizon,tI or a reversion to the 

fonner circumstance in w,hich women ,were placed within men's institutions solely 
, , 

for reasons of limited numbers and economy of scale, depending on one's 

.15 
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perspectives. Regardless, it is a phenomenon on the correctional horizon which has 

received support at both the Federal and State levels, as well as, from the National 

Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals, which called for the 

abandonment of lithe CUrl-ent system of separate institution based upon sex,1I and 

18 development of "a fully integrated system based on all offenders' needs. 1I , 

The opening of the first coed institution for adults took place in November of 

1971, when the former "narcotics iarm" run by the Public Health Service in Fort 

Worth was shifted to the jurisdiction of the U.S. Bureau of Prisons and was re-

opened'with a combined male, and female population. The openi'ng of this institu-

tion demonstrated, in part, 'an effort to extend to adults in' the Federal system the 

experience with juveniles already considered a preliminary ,success at KYC 

Morgantown, During the ensuing five years, although the institution at Morgan-

town closed, several institutions have sprung up elsewhere; a second Federal 

"narcotics farrn ll at Lexington was converted to a coed prison; the Federal Youth 
, 

Center at Pleasanton, California, opcne,d as a coed facility (for youth, not 

juveniles). In addition, over a dozen statcs have either already opened a coed 

19 correctional lnstl tution, or are at the operational planning stage of opening 

one,20 either by opening the doors of a tradition;:lllysingle-sex institution to the 

opposi te sex, or by expropriating a facility. previously used for non-correctional 

purposes. ,Moreover, several states and other jurisdictions have a coed facility "on 

the drawing boards,,,21 and coed corrections has bE:en the subject of open 

discussion, a feasibility study, o,r an actual proposal. 

The proposal to open a coed institution; or merely to construd an opposite-

sex unit on the grounds of a single-sex facility, has, in some instances, met vocal 

opposition and aroused public il)dignatlon against the "embarrassing" prospect of 

16 
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t1coddling" prisoners by condoning "intermingling" between male and female 

inmates, whom it is thought should be deprived of normal humanpleasuresi as much 

as to say, "homosexuality is the prisoner's unnatural 10t.~,22 While no coed adult' 

institution has reverted to single-sex status, or been converted to some other 

purpose, two existing coed. institutions. in IJ linols are now "phasing out"through 

attrition, and wili complete the. process of re~toring existing coed institutions to 

their former single-sex condition. These closings have occurred primarily because 

the factors which brought about the original conversion (e.g., low crime rates' 

among women, and consequent underutilization of space in the stngle state all-

female institution) were no longer valid, or because of unanticipated consequences 

(e.g., increased staffing and program costs). Despite isolated closings and some 

negative responses from the public to\vard "permissive" treatment of offenders, 

the universe of coed correctional institutions, though small, is an expanding one. . 

. The re-emergence of the sexually mixed adult correctional institution has 

occurred against a bac:':ground dominated by surging costs of institutionalization; 

legal decisions regarding equal oppot"tunities as a result of the women's movement; 

shifts in crime patterns among women; and evolution of c.orrectional philosophy 

from restraint to rehabilitation, and from rehabilitation to reintegration. The range 

of rationales behind the planning and/or implementation of co-corrections reflects 

these circumstances. Coed programs have corne into being with widely divergent 

goal-priorities, and sometimes undnr circumstances which foster less deliberate 

design and planning, and more rapid action through the mechanism of adminis­

trative fiat. Indeed, the decision to "go co~d" sometimes occurs out"side the 

department or division of corrections, and on the desks of budget analysts. 

17 
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Therefore, the chronicle of coed program development shows both witting and 

happenstance modifications in program objectives, as original p'urposes have given 

'way to new goals, or as once subordinate objectives have taken on greater im-

portance. The principal, articulated purposes behind development of coed programs 

are: 

0 Reduction of the corrosive aspects of confinement. 

0 Reduction of institutional control problems. 

0 Separation of troublesome populations. 

0 Normalization of the institutional environment. 

0 Reduction of adjustment problems experienced by releasees. 

0 Realization of economies of scale. 

0 Relief of immediate or anticipated overcrowding. 

0 Provision of an inexpc::nsive Ilght/heavy work force. 

0 Expansion of treatment and program options., 

0 Relief of immediate Ol' anticipated legal pressures. 

0 As an experiment. 

t. Reduction of the Corrosive Aspects of Confinement. 

"The nature of imprisonment," states the' Report of the National 

Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals, "does not have to be 

as destructive in the future as it has been.,,23 Regardless of the prevailing 

philosophy of corrections -- whether premised on restraint, rehabilitation, or re­

integra tion -- the reduction of certain corrosi ve aspects of confinement has 

recently been viewed alrnost univocally as desirable. Ruback c~ted the reduction of 

the pervasive homosexuality associated with single-sex institutions as one of the 

18 
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two problems which co-corrections was designed to solve. Among the expecta-

tiolls in"clv'2d in. the devehpment of co-corr'2ct ions have .been thE: reduction of 

homosexual and violent behavior and concomitant increments in "humanizing," 

"mellowing," a "softening" of callous personalities, a generalized "warming over," 

and repl:.:tcelnent of the violent institutional subcultures with' less violent and more 

encompassing correctional communities. 

2. Reduction of IrlstitutioTlal Control Problems. 

Co-corrections has been adopted not only from the perspective of 

humanitarian treatment of prisoners, but also from the angle of sound institutional 

management. Closely allied to the reduction of the destructive effects of 

confinement is the reduction of institutional control problems. Indeed, these two 

rationales for co-corrections represent two sides of the same coin: for example, the 

knifings and assualts associated with situationul homosexuality constitute negative 

effects of conlincrnent, Gnd are also among the Illost severe control problems 

presented for management. The current use of co-corrections as primarily an 

anodyne for a restless male populLttion; to "round out rough corners," or "heal 
. 

wounded male egos," hus also been suggested. 

3. Separation of Troublesome Populations. 

Coed programs h:we been developed as a mechanism through which to 

separate certain inmates considered likely to be involved in- "trouble," from a 

predominately same-sex population; i.e., to sepLtrate females likely to be the 

subject/source of, or to precipitate/incite ."trouble" (e.g., riots) from a predomi­

nantly female population; to separate males likely to be the object/target of 

19 
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"trouble" (e.g., witnesses in controversial cases, those convicted of certain types of 

crimes, persons regarded as likely to elicit homosexual assault, and transitional 

transexuals) from a predominantly male population. 

4. Normalizatlon of the Institutional Environment. 

The normalization of institutional liie has been a guiding principle 

• behind development of coed programs. The concept "normalizatio~" has more than 

one meaning, e.g., "making prison more like the 'outside,'" "the growth process of 

learning to deLll with real-life problems through graduated experience," "feeling 

good to see the ladies again," and "having some choice, and developing 

responsibility." "Normalcy" has potential application to all aspects of institution'al 

life, and not just to the presence of malF:!s and females within the same walls; e.g., 

to staff-inmate interaction, control over lights, visiting times, activity schedules, 

mail ~ensorship, inmate media, etc. The presence of both males and females, 

however, is central to the normalization anticipated in a coed prison. 

5. . Reduction of Adjustment Problcl1s Experienced by Releasees. 
. . 

ConsiStent with a partial re-orientation of correctional philosophy to a . . 

reintegrative model, several means have been adopted to improve chances of post-

release reintegration into the larger community, including the coed prison. Ruback 

cited reduction of "difficulties of adjustment to society almost all inmates 

experience on release" as the second of two reasons for originally implementing 

coed programs. 25 f3y providing a two-sex e'xperience in prison, the ~hock of r,elease 

is expected to be "cushioned," by reducing the number and intensity of 

readjustments to be made., 
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6. Realization of Economies of Scale. 

To reduce the high per capita costs of under-capacity single-sex 

institutions, coed prisons have been implemented to make maximum, u,se of 

available space, staff, or facili ties. 'Realization of economies of scale in one 

institution, ordinarily a former women's institution, is often complemented by 

reduction of overcrowding in another. 

7. Relief of Trnmediate or Anticipated Overcrowding. 

Severe or immanent overcrowding of single-sex institutions for both 

. males and females has led to the transfer of the "bursting" population's "surplus" to 

an underutitized opposite-sex institution. Occasionally, such a move has been 

triggered by the occurrenGc of emergency conditions, as a temporary solution. A 

basic purpose behind development of coed prisons has been the dearth of minimum 

or medium security facili ties, primarily for males, but also for females. 

8. Provision of an Inexpensive Light/Heavy Work Force. 

The opposite sex has, in several instances, been introduced into a 

previously single-sex institution as a light/heavy \\lork force: females as a "laundry 

room crew," and males as "maintenance staff," or to work heavy farm equipment. 

In the previously all-female institution at Dwight, for example, younger males were 

shipped in to make better use of available facilities, but were soon shipped out, 

"because they added a whole new dimension to our heterogeneity." These younger 

males' wet'e replaced by a group of older, less truculent males, which eQuId never-

the less perform adequately the available heavy labor . 
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9. Expansion or Treatment and Program Options. 

Existing co-correctional programs have been implemented to expand 

treatment and program options not only for women, but also for elderly offenders, 

those handicapped by chronic health and psychiatric problems, and for pre-release 

males. To accommodate changes in the demography of prison populations toward a 

. higher percentage of women displaying offense patterns not traditionally associated 

with women, efforts have been made to requce disparities, in treatment of 

especially female offenders. This expansion of treatrne:lt and program options 

applies not only to increaSes in medical, religious, counseling, vocational, 

academic, recreational~ and industrial progralns, but to providing means for 

developing healthy relationships with the opposite sex. The National Advisory 

Commission for Criminal Justice Standards and Goals states that: "In sexually 

segregated f.:lcilities, it is very difficult for offenders ••• to develop positive, 

healthy relationships with the opposite sex.1I26 

10. Relief of Immediate or Anticiputed Legal Pressure. 

Coed prisons have been designed to comply with immediate or 

anticipated court decisions regarding the rights of female offenders to equal 

protection (medical services, proximity to parole authorities, vocational and 

academic pr'ogl'arns, work-release, pet"-inmate square footage). Although the 
, 

traditional standard of review permitted justification of differences in treatment 

of males and females in aCCfxd with "obvious ll differences between the sexes (e.g., 

State v. Heitman), more recc'nt decisions (e.g., Commonwealth v. Dan'iel) have been 

resolved according to an intermediate standard of review, by which "hypothetical 

legislative justi fications" are insufficient. 27 Cases such as Daniel enumerate a 
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p,rinciple which, according to ArdiH, "refuses to accept· a legislative rationale a 

priori, but rather asks for substantial and empirically grounded justifications which 

seem reasonable and which are narrowly drawn to reflect real -- and relevant -­

differences between men and women.1I28 Under this intermediate standard of 

review, states could argue that sexual segregation is necessary to prevent violence, 

protect privacy and rehabilltation of females, or is rational because men are more 

violent. However, the anticipated Equal Rights Amendment rr;ay require that 

differences due to classification of prisoners, a prison's physical environment, and 

rehabllitative progra'Tls, would all have to be based on sexually neutral criteria. 

Short of the passage of ERA, several jurisdictions (including the District of 

Columbia and Philadelphia County) have experienced legal pressures for equal 

protection of female offenders in several suits, which have led to the consideration 

and design of plans for coed facilities. 

ll. As an Experiment. 

Provision of a "demonstration JTlodel," and replication of an ostensibly 

successful experiment elsewhere, have served as rationales for opening' coed 

correctional institutions. Charles Campbell, th.e first warden at FCI Fort Worth, 

states that although there \vas no "definitive rationale" for co-corrections, there 

was "a feeling that it was on'e of many things that needed to be tried.,,29 The coed 

pilot program opened in the moral development unit of the Connecticut 

Correctional Ins ti tution fO[" Women at Niantic consists of an effort to extend to a 

coed environment a program already effected among -youthful male offenders. The 

extension of coed experiences with juveniles to adult populations has obviously 
- . 

played an extremely important role in the spread of adult coed programs. To 
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prepare for this replication of. juvenile coed programs, the National Advisory 

Commission on Cri"minal Justice Standards and Goals states that: I1coeducational 

programs ... have demonstrated clearly that a mi"xed population has a positive 

program impact (with juvenlles),1I30 
Subsequently, other institutions have been 

modeled after Fort Worth, Framingham, and probably other institutions. So in one 

sense correctional planners have been "grasping at straws," but in another sense 

they have endeavored to "keep a good thing going." 
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III. ASSUMPTIONS AND THEORETICAL ISSUES 

A. Assumptions 

A review of the reasons for the earlier presence of sexually undifferentiated 

prisons, t~e movement toward the strict separation of the sexes, the development 

of autonomous institutions for women, and the present emergence of co-

correctional facilities with varying degrees of institutional integration of the 

sexes, shows that process reflects a variety of underlying assumptions regarding 

the functions of prisons, the characteristics of the incarcerated populationSi as well 

as questions about space utilization and economies of size and program. 

Not only are changes observed over time in regard to the dominant philosophy 

of corrections, but at any given time, diverse and sometimes conflicting 

assumptions are found to be incorporated within a single institution or program. 

Co-corrections, rather than reflecting a particular well-integrated set of assum-

ptions, is an excellent example of the diversity of correctional philosophies which 

may be simul.tancously operative. ,Leaving aside for the moment the ~trictl~ ec­

onomic motivation for some decision-making in regard to co-corrections, the 

development of sexually integrated facilities has been justified within the context 

of several major models of criminal behavior and institutional functions. 

1. Irration~_~nd I~=ccsponsible_~eh~..:l~~Llsolation and Control. 

The first criminal justice model tends to view. criminal behavior as 

fundamentally irrational and irresponsible action, with stress on the aggressive and 

anti-social nature of the behavior. The function of prison becomes essentially one 

,,-~. 1iiilIll1fiilJl1lO:-iIlII'Z='=~=;;: 1ZIII:=::II=t.IIIii·i5=,.,iIili......,.=I::I ...... =........,..""===",.,,...,.:ciI:lI:.1lll""""""'::mm'.!:!C!:iI!m!!!< .. !!fl~""' !il!!!I!lm!.=e!!!e!~~;~no; .. v.-~~'l\L~MQ3",a;.Jih~&'i&2'>'i5.tii-l,:ws: ...... ~~ ... ':l~r.f~"'r._ 



---

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

.. m 

tI 
I 
I 

}£ 

I f 
" !j: 

, 
~ I r-

~ , 
~; , I, " 

J 

I 
I 

$: I ~ , 

of restraint. ThIs view has its roots not only in the popular "lock them up and 

throwaway the key" philosophy, but afso in'the development and acceptance of 

genetic ,and bio-social theories of criminality as well as certain forms of conflict 

theory. In this model the focus of the programs wi thin the institution is on order 

and con.trol. These are achieved usually through isolation from outside contact and 

extensi ve physical security measures, supported by the provision of stfficient work 

and activity to insure a stable prison environment. A usual component of this 

model is a strict staff-line authority structure and the presence of a sharp 

distinction between staff and inmate status. In addition to the tension generated 

between the staff and inmates within a controlled and restricted environment, a 

regular source of disruptive behavior within a single-sex institution flows from the 

aggressive behavior associated with the situational homosexual systems which arise 

within the facility. \Vithin the context of this model, the development of co-

corrections is viewed as a sout'ce of control which lessens the level of aggressive 

homosexuality, "softens" the behavior of male inmates and stimulates behaviors 

and changes in appearance supportive of inmate morale. Or, in certain 

circumstances, co-correctional institutions provide custody for inmates whose 
> " 

backgrounds would make it difficult for them to be sent to any of the single-sex 

institutions within the jUrLsdktion. 

2. Maladaptive Behavior: Behavioral and Attitude Change. 

The second model, associ3ted with a perception of criminal behavior as 

a manifestation of maladjustment, considers the function of the prison to be a locus 

of behavIoral and attitudinal change. With rehabilitation as a focus, stress is laid 

on the development of p,ositive interpersonal relationships, a sense' of personal 
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adequacy, and an array of coping skills to assure adjustment after release. 

Generally, the rehabilitative model de-emphasizes security and replaces the guard-. 

guarded relationship with a patient- or client-professional relationship. Psycholo-

gical, rather than physical controls tend to be present within the prison. In turn, 

selected community contacts are developed to provide reinforcement for behavior-

, aJ change. However, community and staff contacts may not provide the range of 

relationships whic~ a single-sex institution by its nature restricts. Therefore co­

corrections within this model is seen as an opportunity for the development of 

positive heterosexual relationships within a protective environment, as well as 

providing access to wider treatrnent options. 

3. Rational Violation of Criminal Statutes: Custody within a Normal 

Environm en t. 

The third model has its roots in classical concepts of jurisprudence, 

which a:',sumes that the crirninal act represents a rational, or at least volitional, 

violation of crirninal statutes, and that as punishment, the offender is under the 

custody of the state for a given period of time. l\s Fogel succintly describes the 

"justice" model of corrections, following arguments similar to those of Morris and 

the authors of StrugGle for JLlstice,3l a prison sentence " .•. is simply a deprivation 

of liberty for a fixed period of time.,,3? Associated with this position regarding the 
. 

nature of criminal acts are certain assumptions regarding the prisoners and the 

prison. The prisonP.r is viewed as essentially "normal" and the prison's function is to 

be as non-destructive of the person as possible during the period of custody_ ~ithin 

this context, while the function of the prison is custody, the fOCllS of the program 

within the institution would be considered one of normalization of the prison 
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environment and the preparation for reintegration into society. Combining some of 

t!"e insights of Murton and t-.10rris, the position assumes the need for the 

opportunity to make responsible decisions both in regard to the programs available 

within the institution and the structuring of the institutional life itself.33 

Concomitantly 1 communication and contact with others is to be sustained at as 

,high a level as possible, limited only by the r~quirements of the: maintenance of 

custody. Usuqlly this involves wot"k and study release and continued contact with 

family, friends and other persons either within or outside the institution. A third 

dimension of normalization within this environment is the presence of both sexes 

within the institutio'l. If this occurs through the integration of the inmate 

population, then co-corrections is incorporated as an integral component of the 

. "justice" model of corrections. 

4. Economic :\\otivation: Development of "-1arketable Skills. 

A fourth criminal justice model, sometimes viewed as a variation of the 

justice model, derives from the assumption that a major reason for the prisoner's 

violation of criminal statutes is the inability of the offender to obtain cconomjr: 

securi ty through legitirnat'2 employment, either as a result of a lack of education ot 

skills, or the presence of addictions whlch either lessen the ability to hold steady 

employment, or are too expensive to be mamtained by legitimate means. Within 

the justice or reintegrative model it is generally assumed that the prison will 

maintain or provide access to programs which will provide education and employ-

able skills, and/or reduce addictions. The provision of greater, 'if not equal, access 

for both men and women to these programs produces a second rationale for the 
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development of co-correctional programs, since the size, location or securhy level 

of either men's or women's prisons may limit thefeasibllity of adequate programs. 

5. ConcllJsion. 

In the above analysis it becomes clear that the objectives of a 

particular co-correctional institution may simultaneously . reflect a range of 
.. 

. correctional philosophies: while men and women may be present within significantly 

different correctional settings in the same institution. Table 1 summarizes the 

relationships between prevailing philosophies regarding the nature of the criminal 

act, those dealing with the fUnction of imprisonment, and co-correctional 

strategies. 

. TABLE 1 

Basic Correctional Philosophies and Co-Correctional Strategies 

Nature of the 
Criminal Act 

Irrational, irresponsible 
and anti-social behavior 

Maladaptive behavior 

Rational violation of 
criminal statutes 

Violation based on 
economic needs 

Function of 
imprisonment 

Restraint through iso­
lation and con trol 

Rehabilitation through 
behavioral and attitude 
change 

Custody as a sanction 
within a normal environ­
ment 

, Development of legitimate, 
marke table skills 

29 

Function of 
• Co-corrections 

Weakening of disruptive 
homosexual systems, 
,support for inmate . 
morale, and protective 
control 

Development of positi ve 
heterosexual relation­
ships and the provision 
·for wider treatment 
options 

Presence of both sexes 
within the institut.ion 

Equat access to education 
and work programs 

I 
LI . 
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Gi ven the diversity of assumptions' which may underlie the introduction of' co-

correctional institutions. it is essential to examine systematically the implications 

of each anticipated function of sexuallntegration. 

B. Theoretical Issues 

In this subsection, the key theoretical issues, or the basic hypotheses about 

the effects of sexually integrated prisons, are outlined. These hypotheses reflect 

the primary expectations and/or impressions of administrators, researchers, budget 

analysts, inmates, treatment staff, journa.lists, etc., and are elaborated under the 
\ . 

heading "subordinate hypotheses," These subordinate hypotheses are not necessarily 

dependent on each other, but comprise partial reformulations of, and refinements 

upon, the basic hypothesis. In addition, for each basic. hypothesis, there exist 

certain alternative hypotheses, representil1g either unanticipated consequences, or 

effects overlooked in the basic hypothesis; these, similarly, reflect the thinking of 

a wide range of ftexpert opinion." Finally, alternative interventions, which may 

achieve the effect specified in the basic hypotheses while minimizing the negative 

effects associated with alternate hypotheses, are presented. 

Rather than launching into lengthy disquisi tions on the effects of sexually 

integrated prisons, this subsection presents, in catalog form, the subordinate 

hypotheses, alternative hypotheses, and alternative interventions associated with 

the following theoretical issues: 

o Sexually integrated prisons lead to a reduction of. institutional 

control problems. 

o Sexually integrated prisons lead to a reduction, through normal-

ization of the ins titutional environment, of the corrolitive effects 
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of confinement. 

o Sexually integrated prisons provide expanded treatment potential. 

I o Sexua'lly integrated prisons provide expanded program options. 

o Sexually Integr~ted prison!'; lead to a reduction of adjustment 

I problems experienced by releasees. 

m 
o Sexually integrated prisons lead to a reduction of institutional 

costs through realization of economIes of scale. 

I o Sexually integrated prisons lead to the reallocation of system-

wide reSl)Urces. 

D 
1. Reduction of institutional control problems. 

I a. Subordinate hypotheses. Related to the reduction of institutional 

control problems, the following hypotheses have been articulated: 

:i: I o Co-corrections reduces problematic relationships traditionally 

I 

~ 
I 

associated with prison life which have constituted t~e greatest 

control problems for insti tutlonal management; i.e. r co-correc-

tions lowers institutional violence as reflected in fewer incident 

I: I 
reports and disciplinat"ies, and decreased predatory homosexuality. 

I 
" 

(' 

, 
;' 

I 
I 

~ 

I 
I 

o Co-~orrectrons leads to a reduction of the violent subcultures 

associated with prison lifer and replaces it with a larger 

institutional community. "The difference from other institutions 

•.• is the absence of the aggressive, exploitative, and'som~times 

violent lrackcts' which 'run the lines' elsewhere, and the relative 

lack of pressures to become involved or to '~rotect' the rackets 
~ 

•• I since the residents are not forced into the 'con' role by either the 
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staff or the fellow residents.,,34 

b. Alternate hypotheses. These alternate hypotheses have been 

expressed regarding the effects of co-corrections on institutional contral problems. 

o Homosexuality among women persists, but rarely has force as-

sociated with it. 

o Male-identified female homosexuals can present an increased 

control problem when males are introduced into a formerly single-

sex women's institution, as a function of resentment to male 

competition and withdrawal of payment. 

o The gang structure of the streets is sometimes transported re-

latively intact from the city to a coed "joint." leading to the same 

control problems cU5to!1larily faced by the police. 

o Violent t10mosexual behavior is merely replaced in the coed prison 

by violent heterosexual behavior. 

o By introducing a normal behavior which is forbidden, co-correc-

Hons leads to Itcat-and-mouse-games" over heterosexual physical 

contact, merely transferring the focus of institutional control 

problems, and adding the increased burden of potent~al pregnancy. 

c. Alternate interventions. Two principal alternative interventions 

have been suggested to reduce institutional control problems: 

o Conjugal and famity visitation redLices homosexuality and lncreas-' 

e.s (:oopcration among inmates, but lacks some of' the negative 

side-effects associated \vith co-corrections. 
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o An open, sexually segregated prison offers an' equally effective 

and less costly solution to institutional control problems, such as 

situatio'lal homosexuality and. institutional vio',ence. 

o A sexually integrated staff, particularly the introduction of fe-

male staff to male institutions, may providt, a IIquietingfl~ con-

trolling influence. 

2. Reduction through normallzation of the corrosive effects of confine-

ment. 

a. Subordindte hypotheses. These subordinate hypotheses further 

specify the effects of co-corrections in reducing the corrosive effects of con-

finement: 

o Co-corrections leads to a humanization of the environment, 

through redufion in the number of assaults, senseless beatings, 

and homosexual rapes. 

o Co-corrections leads to a reduction in negative atmosphere, low 

morale, and high tension levels, and ,development of a generally 

"pleasant ," uwholesome", "natural" atmosphere. 

o Co-correction~ leads" to improvements/normalization in appear-

ance, either through "caring if their shirt's tucked in," or changes 
'f 

from cross-sex to sex-appropriate appearance. 

o The co-correctional setting provides a more normal atmosphere by 

multiplying the number of affective relational opport~nities 
, 

usually available within a prison environment. The coed institu-
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tlon replaces the conditIon in single-sex settings "where relation- . 

ships tend to be structured by adaptive patterns'to the deprivation 

of normal affective relationships with normal relational opportu-

" ,,35 mtles. 

b. Alternate hypotheses. Several alternate hypotheses have been 

expressed about the impact of co-corrections on the dehumanizing aspects of 

confinement: 

o The transported gang structure of the streets, sometimes found 

relatively intact inside coed institutions, leads to the flourishing 

of the usual street activities, including pimping and prostitution. 

o Inside a coed institution, "making a Ii ving" and enjoying "forbidden 

amenities',' continues to go, on, sub ros~. 

o Women in coed institutions are often subject to unjustified-

restrictions on movement, effectively occupying an "institution 

within an institution." 

o The frustrations of a "look-but-don't-to'uchll policy lead to 

increased homosexuality in certain populations. 

c. Alternatative interventions. Four alternative interventions may 

be associated with co-corrections! impact on the corrasi ve aspects of confinement: 

o Conjugal visitation -reduces much of the negative atmosphere 

associated with prisons, and reduces homosexuality. It prevents 

"sliding backwards" into the violent subcultures traditionally 

associated with conIinement. 
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o The maintenance of mother-child relationships during incarcera­

tion provides a more effective program for reducing homosexual 

relationships among confined women, by providing an object upon 

which to "shower affections." 

o An open, sexually segregated prison offers an equally effective, 

and less costly solution to homosexuality, institutional violence, 

and other corrosive effects o'f confinement. 

o A sexually integrated staff can provide a normalization of the 

institutional environment, even given a limited population of 

female offenders. 

3. !-'rovision of expanded treatment potential. 

a. SuDordinJ.tc hypotheses. The following subordinate hypotheses 

further sped fy the expanded treatment potential anticipated in co-corrections: 

o The greater normalization and reduced violence of coed institu-

tions provides the general framework for the unravelling of the 

therapeutic process, by increasing sci f-esteem. 

o IIA coed institution would provide J. more normal situation in 

which inmates could evaluate their feelings about themselves and 

olhers and establish their identities in a more positive way.lI 36 

o Improvements in, and normalization of, appearance both reflects 

and engenders heightened self-esteem, which increases inmate 

potential receptiveness to both treatment programs' andunstruc­

tured interact'ions with the opposite sex. 
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o . The provision of an environment which severely sanctions sexual . 

contact curtails the perpetuation of the type of exploitative 

relationships exclusively experienced by many inmates previously, 

and encourages development of interpersonal "coping skills." 

Inmates learn how to be "friends" with the opposite sex, after 

years of exploitive relationships. Furthermore, lithe coeducational 

program can be an invaluable tool for exploring ~nd dealing with 

social and emotional problems related to identity conflicts that 

many offenders experience.1I37 

o The walk partner relationship provides the nucleus of a network of 

relationships which develop between the friends of walk partners. 

The development of wholesome relationships between men and 

women transcending the usual divisions by offense and background 

leads to further relationships between the friends of the walk 

partners, which also break down uSl,Jal convict structures. 

o Multiplication· of the pool of potential affective relational 

opportunities increases the number of potentially "redeeming" 

relationships available to each inmate~ 

o The walk partner relationship encourages program participation 

especially for males; program participation further reinforces a 

growing sense of self-esteem. 

o Interactions with the opposite sex bolster an increasing sense of 

selfesteem. 

b. Alternate hypotheses. A multitude of alternate hypotheses have 

been expressed about the effects of co-corrections on the ther.apeutic 
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. potential of rehabilitative programs: 

o If security is tightened upon the introduction of·a less tractable 

male population, a therapeutic atmosphere is replaced by a. 

strictly custodial one. "Cat-and-mouse-games" prevent the 
. . 

spontaneous interaction needed for a therapeutic process to occur. 

o Proscriptions against sexual contact between inmates, even 

o 

o 

o 

between married couples in the same institution, interfere with 

therapy by heightening sexual frustrations and creating a general-

Jy repressive atmosphere. Such artificial restraints set on the 

development of relationships impede the dynamic of the therapeu-

tic process. 

Alternatively, proscriptions agains t sexual contact are only 

nominally enforced: "sex is as plentiful as dope," and dope is 

abundant . 

.The walk partner relationship encourages mutual exploitation, 

continues development of unproductive habits, and prevents 

personal growth by narrowing down options. "The relationship of 

male loser and female loser sets an environment that tends to 

. f .. d ,,38 rem orce negatlve attltu es· .. 

The type of exploIti ve sexual relationship' experienced by many 

inmates on the street is maintained by certain fa'ctors operating 

within coed institutions, including: the opportunity for covert . 
sexuality; the "hush" policy on the part of some administrators; 

the disproportionate number· of males found. in many coed 

institutions; and reinforcement of traditional sex-role stereotypes 

as a facet of "normalization." 
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o ,The "greater immaturity" among women inmates leads in a coed 

institution to interference with the menls rehabilitation, by 

leading the men Ilinto trouble," and causing them to "go too far." 

o Placement in a co-correctional setting leads to withdrawal from 

activity among certain populations, such as those long confined to 

sexually segregated institutions, thereby curtailing continued 
; 

development of a sense of confidence. 

o The predominant configuration of attitudes towards development 

of non-traditional interpersonal "coping skills" engenders enforce-

ment of "normalization" at the cost of personal growth. As one 

inmate at Fort Worth stated, III feel they are geared more toward 

men1s problel;'s. They donlt look at the way women are now. They 

, ' 39 
have that stereotype of women -- old s.tereotype." 

o The coed institution fosters continued dependency, as a iacet of 

normalization, in women whose' real need is increased self-, 

reliance. 

o The coed institution serves to suppress and control homosexual, 

acting-out behavior, rather than encouraging i1's manifestation as 

a first step toward treatment. 

o Coed institutions develop tensions over the destruction of long-

term relationships with persons on the "outside" through familiar-

ization, real or imagined, with others "in the joi!')t," producing 

barriers to the therapeutic process within the institution, and 

reducing 'the' therapeutic influences of the larger community. 
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c. Alternative interventions. Three types of alternative interven-

tions have been suggested for the expansion of treatment potential: 

o Conjugal and family visitation creates an atmosphere more 

conducive to rehabilitation, and helps maintain an inmate's image 

as masculine or feminine. 

a Mother-child visitation programs provide a framework in which 

women may deal with their limitations as mothers. 

o A single-sex institutional experience provides an environment 

more appropriate for the development of independence and self-

reliance among "passi veil \vomen. "It is my conviction that the 

convicted female needs a protracted time away from male 

exposure. This gives them ample opportunity to discover their 

own identity and to corne t~ a realistic understanding of their 

responsibilities and to cope with the fact that they are going to 

have to meet these responsibilities by themselves and through 

their own resources."ltO 

4. Provision of expanded program options. 

a. Subordinate hypotheses. The following subordinate hypotheses 

have been expressed a~out the expansion of program options in coed institutions: 

o Coed institutions provide greater diversification and f~exibility in 

program offerings than single-sex institutions. 

o Because the true progrC;lm needs of inmates transcend sexual 

differeh~es, program requirements and participation for male and 

'female inmates can be expected to be similar. 
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o Increased program participation further reduces institutional 

control problems, as reflected in disciplinary reports • 

b. Alternate hypotheses. Several alternate hypotheses have been 

articulated about the expansion of program options in coed institutions, focusing 

primarily on the program options available for women: 

o The introduction of women to a men's institution causes no 

significant modification of programming; only the introduction of 

males into a women's institution leads to a significant modifica-

tion of programming, including programs for women. 

o Programs in coed institutions are g'cia\:ed more toward men's 

needs, because men are generally in the majority; separate 

programming for women is often destroyed in favor of programs 

more appropriate to traditional male interests. 

o Even if' programs responsive to fema.le interests are made 

available in response to requests, women generally do not avail 

themselves of these opportunities, or are forced out of limited 

program slots by male inmates. 

o Even if programs themselves are geared to women's interests, 

programs are not appropriately packaged for maximum participa-

t10n by women. 

o Women often need training more basic than that provided in coed 

institutions, and consequently avoid programming and "sit around 

and play patty-cake." 

o Women li;n1t their program participation because their sentences 

40 



------------------------------~--~- ---

·1 
I I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

.c I i:; 

I 
I 
I 
I 

r "';" >j> 

tend to be longer than those of the men, and they cannot "see the 

light at the end of the tunnel." 

o Women fail to take advantage of available programs because they 

spend much time in "being too busy to program because they're 

always fixing their hair ," or "cleaning their boyfriend's laundry." 

Pressure upon a woman in a co-correctional institution to have a 

walk partner for the sake of protection narrows 'program options 

by deterring program participation; even for males, focus on the 

walk partner reduces programming. 

o Restrictions on the movements of inmates, especially women, 

limi t opportunities and/or interest in program participation. 

c. Alternati ve interventions. Two options have been most vocally 

expressed to expand institutional program availability: 

<:) An open, sexually segregated instltution provides the wider 

program resources of the larger, 1I0utside" community, while 

minimizing the disincentives for prograrn participation. A single­

sex institution provides the sheltercd environment required by 

many women to develop vocational, academic, and other skills. 

o A coordinate relationship between a male and female institution 

leads to as rnuch diversification of programs as the coed 

institution, and reduces the factors which discourage participation 

in programs by women in coed institutiohs. 

5. Reduction of adjustment problems experienced by releasees. 

a. Subordinate hypotheses. The following subordinate hypotheses are 

related to the reduction of adjustment problems experienced by releasees: 

itl 
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o The wide~ range of programs and relationships available in a coed 

institution plays an important role in the movement out of the 

"convict bag" of "do your own time," and in the maintenance of 

self-esteem and family ties among those with stro.ng ties to the 

lIoutside." 

o The increased self-esteem produced by the coed environment 

leads to 'decreased identification with a criminal-projected life-

style. 

o Development of interpersonal "coping skills" respecting the 

OpposIte sex reduces certain adjustment problems upon releas~ to 

the streets, and improves family and marital relationships with 

those on the outside. 

o Improvements/normalization in appearance incurred in coed insti-

tutions eases the transition to the "outside" by reducing negative 

reactions by "straights." 

o Participation in the expanded programming available in coed 

institutions provides the skills needed for legitimat~ economic 

survival and changing the conditions of one's Hie in the "free 

world." 

o Reduction in the dehumanizing aspects of confinement and 

decreased subculture identification; coupled wit~ increments in 

"coping skjJls," family stability, and legitimate survival skills, lead 

to reduced recidivism. 

b. Alternat~ hypotheses. The alternative hypotheses regarding the 

impact of co-corrections on the reduction of adjustment problems experienced by 
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"a 
releasees include: 

m o The placement of a relatively small female pop'ulation into a coed 

I 
institution may mean that this population is located relatively 

further from potential release site than male offenders in the 

I same institution, or women in small institutions. 

o The presence of the opposite sex within the coed institution puts a 

,I strain upon, and "alienates affections" between, the incarcerated 

I 
person and those in the outside whose support will probably be 

necessary to lImake WI after release, leading to decreased 

I stability in these relationships, and is therefore counterproductive 

from the standpoint of post-release adjustment. 

I o Program structures which fail' to provide for graduated re-entry 

I 
into the "outside" do not adequately prepare the inmate for 

release into the larger community; it may create a separate world 

I with its own life) but not a bridge to the free world. 

o Program structures which do not encourage, or require, inmate 

I "choice" in program selection and assignment, do not develop the 

I " 

sense of responsibility needed to "muke it" on the Iloutside". 

o Because of parole provisions, the continuation of most relation-

m 
ships developed during incarcet"ation after release is impossible; 

such restrictions against maintaining even most healthy relation-

I ships developed "in the joint" after release adds to the burden of 

m 
adjustment. 

c. Alternative interventions. Several alternative interventions for 
~ 

I increasing prospects of post-release adjustment have been suggested: 
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o 

Smaller coed insti tutions will partially alleviate the placement of 

women further from anticipated point of release than is custom-

ary for men, increasing the likelihood for reintegratioIi into the 

community. 

Conjugal visitation reduces strains placed on marriages, prevents 

marital break-up, and aids post-release adjustment. 

Mother-child visitation and living-in programs inc'rease a woman's 

capacity to be a contribution to her family afte~ release, and 

reduce the burden of re-adjustment. 

Fur"lough programs are particularly important in maintaining 

family ties and normal sexual adjustment. 

An open, sexually segregated prison offers an equally effective 

and less costly solution to reducing post-release adjustment 

problems than a closed, coed insti tution. 

6. Reduction of institutional costs through realization· of economies of 

scale. 

a. Subordinate hypotheses. These subordinate hypotheses are asso-

ciated with realization of economies of scale: 

o . Introduction of the opposite sex into an underutilized single-sex 

institution reduces per capita costs. 

o The introduction of the opposite sex into a formerly single sex 

institution can reduce the costs associated with hiring sex~typed . ~ . 

inst.itutional maintenance staffs (men to perform heavy labor, 
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women to cook and wash laundry). 

b. Alternate hypotheses. Alternate hypotheses reflect primarily the 

unanticipated costs of "going coed:" 

o Introduction of a female population occupying several security 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o' 

o 

c. 

levels to a male institution poses special housing requirements not 

associated with an homogeneous male population. ' 

"Going coed" may involve substantial architectural modifications. 

Co-corrections involves increased costs associated with expan-

sion of program offerings, especially 1£ males are introduced into 

a previously all-female institution. 

Coed institutions lead to increased staffing, to supervise programs 

and/or operate the increased number of treatment programs. 

Requirements for dual supervision lead to mounting costs. 

Co-corrections leads to increased pregnancy costs. 

Introduction of women into a single-sex institution for males 

entails costs associated with delivery of increased medical 

services. 

The provision of "sheltered," sexually segregated, duplicate 

programs within the c~'·::d institution provides no benefit in terms 

of realization of economies of scale. 

The lack of participation by females lil programs often designed 

and implementedH their request constitutes a misuse of funds. 

. Alterna:rve interventions. These are the alternative interventions 

to going coed in terms of realization of economies of scale within the institution: 
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a An open, sexually segregated institution provides most of the 

advantages of a coed institution, without incuiring many of the 

added costs of "go,ing coed." 

a An all-male population, which is homogeneous in terms of clas-

sification, may make more effective use of under-utilized bed-

, space than either an all-fema1e or sexually integrated population, 

and underutiliied space should be used primarily for male 

conEnementj this means that the institutional level is often not 

the appr~priate focus of cost-effectiveness measures. 

7. Reallocation of system-wide resources. 

a. Subordinate hypotheses. The subordinate hypotheses concerning 

reallocation of system-wide resources are: 

a Reduction in institutional control pt"oblems may yield a de-

emphasis on controlling, and increased focus on "facilitati veil roles 

for correctional staffs. 

o "Developing coeducational programs not only will serve to 

improve programs, but also wlll require more women in correc-

. I 't' ,,41 tiona post lons. 

a The proliferation of coed prisons may make jobs more meaningful 

Ear correctional staff, and increase personal growt~. 

a The focus of coed prisons on programming will increase the 

options generally available to women. 

a Oeveloproent of coping skills, vocational interests, and' other 

modifications in behavior wil! !p=td to a reduction in costs to the 
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criminal justice support system (parole, after-c~re, etc.), 

and also reduce welfare costs, increase the tax base, etc. 

b. Alternative hypotheses. Several alternative hypotheses regarding 

the potential effects of co-corrections have been offered: 

o Increasing acceptance of co-corrections could lead to the destruc-

. tion of the single-sex women's institution, and withdrawal of the 

opportunity for women to be incarcerated in sexually segregated 

facilities. 

o Increasing acceptance of coed institutions will place a burden 

upon the courts to fill the number of pbces set aside for women in 

coed institutions •. 

o Co-corrections leads to competition between male and female 

administrators. 

a Destruction of the single-sex women's institution will a~versely 

impact the staff and career structures for women in the 

correctional system, so that women as both staff and inmates 

become even more marginal in the correctional system. 

c. Alternative interventions. These alternatives to co':corrections 

ha"lc been suggested: 

o Increased pooling of resources among g'roups of contiguous states 

will permit continued availability to females of the option well-

dssured to ~ales) by virtue of their greater n.umbers: the choice 

between sexuaily segregated and sexually integrated facilities in 
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which to be confined. 

o Mother-child visitation programs maintain family links and there-

by reduce the burden on qUllsi-legal agencies in the care of 

offspring of female offenders, and provide "a first step towards 

the prevention of another generation of violator~.,,42 

o Playing IIchess games" among several single-sex institutions within 

a jurisdiction might achieve the maximum utilization of available 

bedspace, without incurring the problems associated with co-

corrections, e.g., females from an underutllized institution could 

be moved to a smaller institution, and the female institution 

converted~ to other correctional usc; or the security level of 

underutilized single-sex institutions might be re-defined to permit 

greater access to overcrowded populations of the sCl:me sex. 

8. Conclusion. 

The projected purposes of estabfishlng a particular institution as co-

correctional may bear minimal correspondence with the developmental objectives 
. 

of another institution. A review of the descriptive 1i terature, and communications 

with correctional administrators and planners, suggests that a typology of co-

correctional institutions might facilitate a review of the operational issues involved 

in co-corrections. 
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IV. CO-CORRECTIONAL TYPOLOGIES AND OPERATIONAL ISSUES 

The potential disparity among assumptions and objectives both between and 
. , 

within co-correctional institutions was implicit through Chapter III, Assumptions 

and Theoretical Issues. That the relative goal priorities between and within. 

institutions are in flux -- perhaps in a, state of tension -- suggests the possible 

utility of constructing t)'pologies of co-correctional institutions. Co-correctional 

typologies might deat with not only levels of sexual integration, but also wIth 

envIronmental variables. The development of such typologies, albeit in a tentative 

manner, may provide an expanded framework for understanding both the operation~ 

a1 issues encountel-ed' in the process of translating co-correctional theory into 

reality, and certain issues related to evaluation design. 

A. Typologies of Co-corrections 

In the d~velopment of co-correctional typologies for the purpose of des-

criptive analysis, as a basis for possible assessment, or for any other purpose, a 

distinction must be made between the characteristics of the integration of the 

sexes within'a given facility, and the institutional environment wIthin which the 

integration occurs. A critical issue is the degree to which a 'particular form of 

integration is related to institutional goals or environment. 

1. Characteristics of Inte~on. 

While a larger number of variables would probably be taken into account 

in a full description of a given co-correctional situCltion, an examination of existing 

limited descriptive liter<:-tllre suggests that four variables. are critical in the 

development of a typology of coo-correctional popUlations: 
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o The proportion of males and females in the population; 

o The age structure in terms of both distribution and symmetry; 

o The level of integration in terms of both the number of programs 

and acti vities shared, and the type of .contact a.llowed; and 

o The security levels of the two populations. 

TABLE 2 

Typology of Co-corrections 

Characteristics 

Fully-integra ted Sexes proportionately equal (no 
greater than 2 to 1 ratio) for both 
sexes. 

Semi-integrated 

------------------.--
Quasi-integrated 

Token-integrated 

Symmetrical and non-restricted 
age range. 

Contact between the sexes limited 
only by statutory restrictions; no 
restrictions on programs or activities. 

Equal security levels for both sexes. 

Presence of two or more of the , 
characteristics of a fully integrat­
ed'institution. 

--- --------------
Presence of one of the characteristics 
of a fur ly integrated institution. 

Predominantly male or female (great­
er than 2 to 1 rat~J). 

Asymnwtrical and restricted age 
range between sexes. 

Restricted contact; non-sex related 
prograrns restricted to males or 
females . 

.Differing security levels. 
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On the basis of the four variables outlined ab'ove,· a typology indicating four 

levels of integration is presented in Table 2. This typology assumes that all institu-

tions fit the basic definition of a coeducational correctional institution contained in 

Chapter I. 

The typology in Table 2 represents an operational torm which could be 

modified as the specific characteristics of existing programs, and their modifica-

tion over the cout'se of time, would require. A change in the arbitrary assignment 

of equal weight to each attribute as a basis for classifying a particular co-

correctional program as fully-, semi-, quasi-, or token-integrated might be 

suggested when the typology is tested against practices . 

2. Characteristics of the Institutional Environment. 

The construction of a sophisticated operational typology of institutional 

environments is extremely complex since it requires a determination of critical 

variables and the development of criteria for the ordering of those variables. The 

following typology does not attempt to be anything more than suggestive, and is 

based on two major variables which relate directly to models of correctional 

philosophy di~cussed irl Chapter III. 

The first variable is the degree of isolation of the inmate population, or, in 

other terms, the level of contact and communication with the wider community 

which is allowed and available. Generally the models can be placed along a con-

tinuum, with the restraint model associated with highly restricted community 

contact and communication, the rehabilitation model with wider b,ut controlled 

contact and communication, and the reintegrative model with relatively unrestric-

ted communica'tion and contact. 
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The ~iecond major variable is related to control. A high level of physical 

constraint, combined with restricted and superior-subordinate relations between 

staff and inmate, is associated \Vit~ the restraint m.ode. The rehabilitation model 

assumes more limited physical cor:straint and the substitution of psychological and 

program controls and with greater contact betwe'en staff and inmates based on the 

client or patient relationship. The reintegrative model is associated with the 

presence within the institution of mu1:ually developed controls, with the relation-

ships between staff and inmates based on the particular division of labor operative 

at any given time (i.e., shared programs, custodial requirements, administrative 

councils, work contacts). 

However, empirically these varia~les may not be so neatly related to a given 

correctional philosophy, and differing forms of control may be associated with a 

range of contact and communication levels. A typology resembling that in Table 3 

may be constructed for the description of institutional environments. 

TABLE 3 

Institutional Environment: Community Contact an.d Control 

Control Type 

High physical controls and 
social distance 

Psychological and program 
controls in a client relation­
ship 

Mutual decisions on controls 
with relationships based on 
di vision of labor wi thin cus­
todial restraints. 

Community Contact and Communication 
Restricted . Selective Open 

52 



.1 
I 

;--
\ I I 

I e_ 

,. I' 
• 
I 

• I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

" I 

3. COflc1usion. 

The function of these typologies is to demonstrate the ways in which the 

dimension of co-correctional activity, or sexual integration, may be associated,with 

particular levels of control and community contact. While it 'may be difficult to 

visualize, each institution should be able to be placed within the social space 

described by the intersection of the three dimensions of integration, control and 

community contact . 

B. Operational Issues 

If theoretical issues constitute th~'" basic hypotheses regarding the function 

and effects of co-corrections, operational ';~"~sues represent junctions in the trans-., 

lation of theory into practice. Operational ~":isues deal with problems of imple­
··~\i~. 

mentation, arising where decisions are made o.611,ut the co-correctional program's 

structure and direction. Among the most commo':', operational issues are the fol-

lowing: 

o How important is an early determination of goal priorities? 

o What should be the locus of administrati ve support for co-corrections? 

o Does administrative turnover "make or bre,ak" a program as potentially 

innovative as co-corrections? 

o Does articulation of an institutional philosophy play an important role in 

program deVelopment? 

o Are there any size constraints for making a coed institution operative? 

o Does a coed institution have any special locatio!) requirements? 

o Must a co-correctional institution be minimum s"ecurity? 

oIs it a prerequi'site that a coed institution be "open?" 
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o How extensive and what types of architectural modifications are 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

necessary when a single-sex institution "goes coe'd," or when an 

institution formerly used for non-correctional purposes is converted into 

a co-correctional institution? 

What architectural specifications are needed in a coed institution built 

Hfrom scratch?1I 

Should co-corrections be phased-in? 

What is the appropriate resident composition for a coed institution? 

Which types of offenders should be screened out? 

Is it better to have an homogeneous or heterogeneous inmate population? 

What should be the male/female ratio? 

How should staff for co-correctional insti tutions be selected? 

What is the appropriate background and training for co-correctional 

staff? 

Do certain modes of staff-inmate interaction work better in coed 

institutions? 

What 1s the appropriate program structure for a co-correctional in-

stitution? 

Should sexually segregated programs be maintained? 

Should inmates be encouraged to develop their own programs? 

Should inmates be allowed to exercise "choice" in det~rmining their 

level of ,indi vidual program participation? 

Should the community be encouraged to participate in programs within 

the institution? , 
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o W.hat should be the mode of joint staff-inmate participation in pro-

grams? 

o How important is obtaining a supporti ve response from the larger com-

, munity tor co-correctional activity? 

o What Is the appropdate pollcy on physical contact between inmates in a 

coed insti tution, and to what extent should, 'experience' with co--
" 

corrections be permitted to modify t:'e original policy statement? 

o What role should research findings be allowed to play in modifying 

program structure and orientation? 

o When should co-corrections be phased-out? 

Passing these decision points occurs against a background of shifting, diverse, 

.' 
and potentially antithetical objectives, with varied levels of sexual integration, and 

differences between institutions along dimensions of communication and control. 

Decisions are generally made as a function of availability of resources, and/or the 

anticipated effects of proposed or alternate activities. ~1any of these questions 

transcend, bas~d on the current state of knowledge, the phenomenon of co­

corrections. Moreover, the Ii terature permits, at best, weak conclusions ahout 

what decisions are more effective than others.' 'V~ile ;:tIL the permutations of goal 

priorities, levels of integration, and environmental variables cannot be taken into 

account, the intention here is to suggest the diversity of response~ to particular 

issues, to indicate the context Eor different courses of action, and to note, where 

possible, the rel3.tive importance associated with each issue. In the absence of a 

substantial literdture on c~':corrections, and due to the recent -implementation of 

t~is intervention, extensive use is made of the impressions of practitioners and other 
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"expert opinion" in formulating implementation pr9blem perspectives., 

1. 
'. 

Relative Goal Priorities. 

The imposition of co-corrections on a single-sex institution, or the 

introduction of co-corrections into a single-sex system, is often followed by re-

evaluation of goal priorities. An initial focus on realization of economies of scale 

may reduce the potential importance of program priorities. Programmatic 

interests may come as an apparent afterthought, and an equilibrium may be 

est~blished bet'.veen several goals as objectives become ordered. though nearly a 

universal phenomenon upon the introduction of co-corrections, t,he appropriate goal 

hierarchy for a given institution seems to be repeatedly determined in response to 

multiple needs, including administrative sup!Jort for change. 

2. Administrative Support for Change. 

The absence of support for co-corrections has occasionally been in 

evidence on both the state and Federal levels. This tentativeness about accepting 

the conversion to co-correctional status may have several effects: adoption of an 

inadequate lltrial pet'iod;" filtering down of the administration's hesitancy about 

program direc~ion; absence of clear role expectations; and early program term ina-

tion. The delicacy of the administration's position with respect to cpinion of the 

public, the legisbture, and 10 accepta'nce of the program by Hne-staff, may 

ordinarily require frequent Changes, retreats, and clarifications of policy. The lack 

of acceptance of co-corrections, at such institutions as Terminal I~land, has often 

been. regarded as a major factor in reversion of planned co-correctional facilities to 

single-sex status; sirnllarly, the renowned success of the Fe! at Fort W~rth has 

often been associated \yith consistent support by both ~entral office and 

institutional administration. A reversion into .3. "jungle atmospherell has been cited 
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at several institutions after the turnover from an original, mission-oriented 

adminis.:ration to a new administration; however, such occurrences, .even if 

documented, can probably not be assoclated with any particular type of institution. 

3. Articulation of an Institutional Philosophy. 

"The program setting," ,states Campbell, "may be more important than 

the program itselI.,,43 While the nature of the prevailing philosophy may play an 

important role in any institutional setting, the articulation of an institutional 

philosophy bearing high face validity may be necessary to provide direction for a 

co-correc:tional program. At issue is not whether a particular philosophy is more 

conduclve to achievement of multiple objectives; a philosophy of shared responsi-

bility and community engagement may, or may not, be indispensable to achieving 

normalization within custody. The declsion to articulate an institutional 

philosophy, consistent or inconsistent with prevailing or intended activities, may 

itself be important in establishing a direction for an emerging program. 

4. Size. --
~ 

The size of a coed institution seems limited hy four factors: the avail-

able physical plant, the dimensions of the jurisdiction's female offender population, 

institutional objccti Yes, and location. Most existing co-correctional institutions are 

small to medium in size, beccJ.us~ the majority formerly housed the jurisdiction's 

entire popul3.tion 'of women offenders. A recent trend toward acquisition of r:on­

correctional facilities for the housing of sexually integrated popUlations' might 

signal the declining importance of physical plant in determining institutional size, 

except that other- factors seem to limit the suitability of structures for co-
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corrections. The dimensions of a jurisdiction's fe.male offender population 

determine either institutional size (if an effort is made to prevent the population 

from becoming disproportionately male), or the level of integration (if the 

population is predominClted by one sex.). Program objectives seem to influence size: 

the notion of "critical mass" means that if a population is too small, the possibility 

of certain types of relationships being established may be reduced, e.g., women 

may be deprived of conta<;t with older women. At the same time, development of 

larger institutions means that residents are located further from .eventual release 

si te, especially women for whom the choice of. placement in a coed or single-sex 

institution is often reduced or eliminated by replacement of the women's institution 

by a coed institution: one aspect of normalization (community contact) is thereby 

seemingly sacrificed for another (sex.ual integration). Location of an institution 

only indirectly influences size, insofar as community resources are necessary to 

operate the institutional program. In the final analysis, each existing institution 

probably has a real population limit, in terms of physical space for living and 

programs, strain on community resources, and the insti tution's capability to absorb, 

. . , l. 44 or onent, lIlcof1ltng popu atlOns. 

5. Location. 

While the location of a coed Institution is obviously related to the 

location of available' underutitized facilities, and to the projecte.d size of the 

institution, institutional objectives may also be an important determinant of 

location. That non-correctional facilities in urban locations have increasingly been 

earmarked for correctional,' planning may reflect implied institutional objectives; 

th(' projected size of an institution is similarly related to the anticipated 
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relationship with the surrounding community. If the focus of the program is on 

control of inmate behavior, then isolation and distance from population centers is 

likely. Focus on equal access to work and' educa~ional programs for males and 

females tends to require an urban location for work- and study-release. If access 

to community services and contacts is viewed as an important component of 

normalization, then an urban location may again appear appropriate, unless the 

institution is small enough that it would not strain the co'mmunity resources 

available in a rural setting. In 'practice, location may be 'determined by other 

factors; e.g., a particular setting may be chosen primarily based on the ease with 

which architectural modifications might be completed. The factors contributing to 

the decision where to locate a coed institution probably depend on whether the 

action is prcceeded by deliberate planning, or administrative expediency. 

6. Security Level. 

At the time the FCI at Fort Worth was in transition towards becoming a 

co-correctional insti tution, one of the few prerequisites identified for development 

of a co-correctional facility was that it be either minimum or medium security. 

This is based on the ;:jssumption that the higher the security level, the greater the 

need to restrict movernent, with consequent decrements in program participation, 

opportuni ties to develop responsibili ty and interpersonal coping skills, and an 

overall reduction in the normalization of the institutional atmosphere, in terms of 

the level of integration feasible, and other environmental variables. This set of 

expectations would not preclude the potential for using co-corrections to achieve 

economies of program, except insofar as restrictions on mover:nent might impede 

program utilization, or to control inmate behavior by reducing homosexuality and 
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bolstering morale. However, even the use of co-corrections in "tight" environments 

to control- behavior has been questioned. Ruback, for example, noted the high 

tension levels often perceived in c,?-ordinate institutions where contact is highly 

restricted. 45 In practice, most coed institutions include maximum security 

residents, because of the inclusion within the facility of the jurisdiction's entire 

female offender population. This may result in a wide range of time-in-sentence 

statuses and security levels for the women, and, in the context of proscriptions 

against physical contact and perceived needs for special "protection," may lead to 

"scaling up" security, and subjection of low risk inmates to additional restraint. 

Heffernan and Krlppel recommended consideration of the phasing-out of maximum 

security prisons in favor of Fort 'North-like institutions, with high risk behavior 

11 d b I f 1 I " "f "l't" 46 contro e y t Ie temporary use 0 oca maXlmum secunty aCl lIes. From 

another perspective, it could be argued that such a de-emphasis on security could 

unduly subject low-risk inmates to threats of violence. 

7. Open! Closed. 

It has often been perceived as crucial that a coed institution be an open 

institution: a facility not surrourded by a waH of security fence manned with armed 

guards, which allows residents to leave the grounds for certain purposes, and allows 

outside visitors into the institution. ,L\lthough an open institution may be 

incompatible with the objective of control anp isolation, it seems compatible with 

other' objectives. Contact with community members of the oppos~te sex may . 
complement the therapeutic effects of sexual integration in the institution, 

especially when an institution is predominantly of one sex. Access to work- and 

60 

, I .. . . .. 
~~Ii' s;: U.L.P .... , .... rl"tL::J L; (.-'£!&:"", h(N;lT~~"'-.. LJ!Je:*' ... ::u'¢."' ......... -m'2A1W...s, .. ::tUo:;l _/":'_~..ea,,_., ... t\Jffl,~_Aj"-.'S ... (~.u.:;?i!Ot~t _.' l:;' .... ~J~4" ... .', i:+d.~9l' ..... ,::,.t:c .,~;c;t."".,,-;'!!t ~t!.!.-''Iil,·;:.·'*.!I(~.,.iit ..... ''''att<::;)~r,;J u.~~ 



·,1 
II 
II 
I 
I. 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

" I ~ 

I 
I 
I 
m 

AA ".',c. "M_h' .ut' _, 

~tudy-release programs in the community may be indispensable, in some circum­

stances, to development of marketable, legitimate skills. The higher level of 

sexual integration occasioned by openness to the community complements that 

component of normalization achieved within the inmate population. In addition, by 

allowing residents to leave the institution, the perceived obligation to enforce 

proscriptions against physical contact may be relieved. Moreover, increased 

visahility to the community may reduce suspicions regarding t!)e institution'S 

activities. Most Lingering questions about whether a coed institution should be open 

or closed seem to focus around issues of control: how can the activities of inmates 

be monitored outside the institution? or when they have visitors inside? how can 

contact between inmates outside the institution be controlled? finally, does 

.release to the co·rnmunity present circumstances for continued reinforcement or 

exploitive relationships? 

8. Archi tectural Design. 

Were the physical plant for a co-correctional facility begun "from 

scratch," it would be possible to design the strur.ture to fit the program 
. 

specificati:ms and the planned level of sexual integration. Problems related to 

s~paration of living and dining areas, recreational facilities, classrooms, lavatories, 

etc., could be anticipated 1n relation to the intended function of the coed program. 

The more convention,}1 schema, however, either presents the administrator of a 

single-sex insti tution wi th limited notice to appropriately modify the'institution for 

the "invasbn" of the opposi tc sex, or, In other circumstances, confronts the pl~nner 

with modifying an institution previously used for non-correctional purposes. The 

perceived significance of architectural design for co-corrections is high~ and is 
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reflected in the comment of one state commissioner from the South who states 

that, "neither the climate nor the physical plant here are conducive to co-

corrections." 

Decisions concerning matters of structural modifications probably entail 

attention to projected points of sexual mix, the amount of space necessary to 

adequately house the new population, equivalence of facilities for each sex, and 

heterogeneity of security levels within the institution. When an opposite sex 

population is introduced to a formerly single-sex institution, certain steps generally 

seem to follow: construction of some partitions; "carving out" sleeping space, by 

isolating a floor, wing, or cottages; adding screens, or bars, or cellblocks, if the 

new populiltion dispbys more heterogeneity in security levels. Questions of access 

to day- and rec-rooms, and other facilities, and of possible routing of one sex 

through the others' quarters to reach these, may necessitate consideration of 

further modifications. Resentment for the opposite sex may develop in the original 

resident population if certain areas are restricted for use of the new residents. 

Physical limitations may reduce or increase the levels of integration originally 

intended. If the male/female ratio is highly unequal, the minority sex may receive 

private sleeping and toilet facilities, and certain other faciiities. The pict11re 

described above may represent a step toward "an institution within an institution": 

again, the "scaling up" of security and increased restrictions on movement due to 

either the introduction of a less "passi ve" male population, or the greater· 

heterogenei ty in security levels of the total population. 
. . 

The expropriation by corrections departments of physical plants formerly 

.used for non-correctional purposes, such as hospitals, youth <?amp~, and college 

campuses; often offers advantages in ease of separation of living units. Facilities 
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formerly housing coed populations may already contain dual living, dining, toilet," 

and recreational facili ties. Conversely,. if control and isolation are given high 

priorities, such institutions present potential problems. Adaptation of both a 

defensive perlrr:eter and, security for ellch building may ~e difficult. In addition, 

such facilities may be situated on spacious grounds which cannot be adequately 

patrolled. 

Seen from another perspective, issues about architectural design for a co-
I 

correctional institution may be related to questions about the appropriate locus of 

control in correctional settings. Should the physical structure appear "stark" or 

"warrn"? Should physical or psychological controls be applied?' Such questions may 

be at the heart of the matter: is the function of sexual integration control and 

isolation, therapy, access to programs,' normalization of the institutional environ-

ment, Ot" economies of space and program? The types of architectural design 

problems associated with introduction of co-corrections are likely related to the 

functions cO-Corrections is expected to serve. 

9. Phasing-In. 

The accomplishment of the intended level of sexual integr~tion might 

be facilitated by a process of phasing-in, or completing the integration in stages. 

Such a staging process has b,een regarded as useful in permitting confrontation of 

unforeseen. difficulties in a manageable way. Staging has been effected in at least 

four :vays. First, residents of one sex may be introduced to an institution formerly 

used for non-correctional purposes, as was the case for Fort Worth, and allowed to 

become somewhat accustomed to the new institution before the linflux of the 

opposite sex. fntroducing one sex before the otlier has two pot~ntial a.dvantages: it 
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allows the institution to become operational before the need to make "special 

adjustments" because of the opposite sex'S presence, and 1t allows residents of one 

sex to experience what many inmates seem to regard as important for appreciation 

. of the coed setting: a look at the same institution without the presence of the 

opposite sex, and again after the integration. 47 However, it could be argued that 

the adjustments required of staff and administration by the process of "going coed" 

should not be circumvented or delayed. Second, commitments of 'the introduced . . 

sex may be made while the number of the restdent sex is lowered by attrition, until 

the desired ratio is achieved. This procedure potentially places inequitable 

pressures on the new population, because of tl high prevailing male/female ratio, 

and might produce significant levels of anxiety in both residents and staff iI the 

process is drawn out, and speculation about "adjustments" becomes rife. Third, a· 

pilot program may introduce tl small number of the opposite sex into a single-sex 
, 

institution and subject them to a high level of integration. The pilot program in the 

"Just Community" at Niantic, Connecticut, for example, was begun partially as a 

training ground for staff later to be reloGtted to the coed state institution tlt 

Cheshire, orig~nally scheduled for opening in. 1976.43 The pilot group at the 

Kennedy Youth Center similarly consisted of volunteer ·non-offenders, asked to be 

as contemptuous of proposed rules as' possible, in order to test the system 

effectively.49 While pilot programs are probably effective for staff training, they 

may not pl"ovide a realistic appraisal of many problems normally encountered in the 

coed setting. Moreover, unless the new lIexperimental" population is restricted in 

contact to only the comparable opposite sex population, inequitable pressures on 

the experiment~l population, might be anticipated. Fourth, the full complement of 

the new population may be brought to its new surroundings, but be only gradually 
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integrated with the former resident population on a prograrn-by-program basis, 

perhaps as a reward for successful adaptation to cert~in co-correctional settings. 

While this approach has clear economic advantages, and allows time for staff 

adjustment, it also represents the danger of "freezi'ng" at a lower level of 

integration than intended. 

10. Resident Composition. 

The differing circumstances under which co-corrections is initially j rn­

plemented present varying degrees of control over the composition of the original 

inmate population. However, even when the original coed population is determined 

by statute or elnergency conditions, two questions arise as program objectives are 

formulated and priorities are established: what are the appropriate criteria for 

selection and exclusion of inmates? what is the desirable and intended overall 

population balance? 

a. Selection criteria. Among the selection criteria used in existing 

co-correctional ins ti tutions are the following, the first three the most important: 

age; time-in-sentence status; history of non-violence; proximity to anticipated' 

geographical release point; the nature of" referral; eligibility for special programs; 

and inmate choice. The sex of a prospective resident obviously does not, in itself, 

constitute a selection factor; the ratio of males to females is considered in the 

context of population balance. 

Existing coed institutions display four main types of composition regarding 

the age of residents: a full range of both sexes; a restricted but, symmetrical popu­

lation of both sexes, probably young; a full range of the female population, but a 
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male population restricted to the young; a full range of the fernale population, but 

a male population restricted to the old. Program objectives seem to be related to 

selection criteria regarding age. Institutions placing a high priority on control tend 

to select an older, "steadier" _population of males to complement an heterogeneous 

f.emale population, although introduction of a younger female population into a 

male population unrestricted according to age with a low level of sexual integration 

would not be inconsistent with the intent of control. However ,i integration of 

younger, sexually naive males to a female population unrestricted acc?rding to age 

might be viewed as presenting potential problems respecting control over sexual 

contact, as was expedenced at KYr.::: Morgantown. Focus on treatment tends to 

bring about special interest in younger males, and either young or all females. 

Concern \vitl1 equal access to work and study programs similarly tends to bring 

about high admissions of young males and females of all ages. Programs predicated 

on normalization tend to require a full range of ages of both sexes, as the basis for 

development of a wider range of relationships. If realization of economies of space 

and provision of an incxpensi ve \vork force are intended, less tractable individuals, 

regardless of c1ge, would probably be excluded, kading to selection of older persons. 

The types of composition in coed programs according to time-in-sentence 

parallel those given above for age: a full range of both sexes; a restricted (short-

term) range for both sexes; a full range of females, but males restricted to pre-

release or short-term status; a full range of females, but males restricted to long-

termers, with specific other characteristics. /\ coed institutIon primarily 

concerned with cO,ntrol and isolation might exclude those regarded as "hard;" "in 

the life," on the assumption that they are inextricably wound in the subcultures of 

institutional life, and could not be tempered by' a co-correctional setting~ A 

66 



.1 
I 

I 

1·1 

I 

--
I I 
I :. 
! I 
I I I •• 
I 

• I 
I 

• m .~' 

I .' 

• I 

• I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

program focus on treatment might lead to exclusion of long-termers, except that 

this would further restrict the slnaller female population, with the result that 

generally short-term males and a full range of females would be selected. Concern 

with achieving equal access to work and study programs might lead to selection of 

those in pre-release status and all females; long-termers would probably be 

excluded on the assumption that restrictions on movement and low motivation 

\\lould limit prograrn participation, but with females accepted despite this 

rationale. A program predicated on normalization of the institutional environment 

m1gh L focus on those in pre-release status, but might also include a full range of 

females to create a greater sexual parity, and might even admit a full range of 

both sexes. Giving high priori ty to realization of economies of scale might lead to 

exclusion of long-termers with special spac~ requirements, unless these facillties 

are already available, or if no other alternative exists in the jurisdiction. 

A history of violence generally serves to screen-out those otherwise 

appropriate for a particular coed setting. Programs concerned primarily with 

control might exclude those with a history of violence, especially sex offenders, on 

the assumptior'} that such perso'1s could not adjust to the temptations of a coed 

setting. Foclls on equal access to prograrns might, ag.lin, exclude individuals for 

whom restrictions on movement would hinder program participation. Similarly, 

concern with space utilization would, again, exclude those presenting special space 

requirements. In the context of normalization, Heffernan and Krippel suggest that 

& history of violence need not be an automatic disquallfier, stating that past 

violence is not a good predictor of future behavior. 50 Finally, in the 'cont~xf. of a 

therapeutic program desigf")ed to develop healthy ,attitudes toward the opposite sex, 

a coed environment might be viewed as the only appropriate institutional setting in 
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which to rehabilitate sex offenders. 

Four other selection cd terla have less widespread application to existing co-

correctional institutions. Eligibility for special programs, such as the functional 

unit programs at FCl Fort Worth for alcoholics, drug addicts, and the chronicaliy 

111, may be a criterion with limited application outside the Federal system. 

Proximity to anticipated geographical release point only has application if there is 

a 'choice between two or more institutions, and would exclude mos't state systems 

as far as women are concerned. The nature of the referral to the institution, either 

by transfer or direct court admission, again, is a criterlon which has little meaning 

for female offenders in a jurisdiction v,'here only one institution exists for their 

confinement. Inmate choice of a coed institution over a single-sex institution is a 

criterion which also has meaning only in the Federal system, and in certain state 

systems; whether inmates choose the coed environment, or are "thrown" into it, 

may turn out to be a signi ficant factor in program outcomes. 

. Circumstances may seemingly conspire to creilte a population disproportion-

ately constituted of one sex, with similar ethnic, class, and educational back-

grounds, occupying a constricted age range, representing similar life-orientations 

and offense histories; or, alternatively, especially in a jurisdiction in which a high 

proportion of offenders are housed in a single institution, a wide range of ages, 

offense histories, time-in-sentence status, etc. The question of the appropriate 

population balance, especially in regard to the ratio of males to females, is 

important in a discussion of the co-cOl-rectionaI inmate population. 

b. !,opulation bala.!lce. Questions about the appropriate "mix" in a co-

correctional insti tution of persons of differing characteristics, including biological 
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.1 
I sex, can be translated into the, issue of "heterogeneity.11 An homogeneous 

.1 . pop'Jlation might be viewed as more desirable than an heterogeneous one in several 
, 

contexts: restraint simpler to achieve; the purposes of therapy easier to identify; 

I appropriate programs more readily packaged; special housing requirements limited. 

I 
However, an heterogeneous population, representing both sexes, and a variety of 

time-in-sentence statuses, offense histories, and other characteristics, has also 

I been viewed as providing a mechanism for reduction 0f the violence associated with 

homosexual inmate subcultures, and a framework for expanding treatment potential 

I and program options. 

I 
The effects of heterogeniety are rnost easily demonstrated in the context of 

dlffering goal priorities through the most visible component of heterogeneity, 

I sexual integration. Achievement of the intended level of control, in the context of 

heterogenei ty, translates into the question: "how many persons of the opposite sex 

I are needed to reduce situational homosexuality and associated violence?" In terms 

I 
of therapy, an important question rnight be: "how many persons of the opposite sex 

are needed to allow access to both integrated therapy groups, and single-sex 

I consci?usness raising?" In terms of program access, the question "whatbalance is 
• 

needed to pr~vent inequitable pressures on one sex?" arises. In a sense, 

I achievement. of the most visible mode of normalization in the inmat~ population 

I 
hinges on the answer to the question, "are there enough women to ~ around?" 

I 11. Staff Composition. 

The importance of the background and attitudes of cO-:,correctlonal staff 

I is reflected in a statement by the Superintendent at Of1e of the first coed state 

I 
institutions: "It's not that we're afraid. It's just that it's an so unpreceaented." 

\ II , 
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Certain questions about staffing, although significant, seem to transcend the 

phenomenon of co-corrections, such as: does equality in socio-econG,o;lc status ease 

tensions between correctional offleers and residents? shoUld staff be unspec1al-

ized? should treatment. personnel serve in directive or facilitative roles? shoul'd 

correctional officers play the role of pseudo treatment staff, or assume the role of 

"insti,tutional pollee?" Of particular interest in a discussion of co-corrections, 

however, are'staff attitudes and staff balance. 

a. Staff attitudes. r..1inor states that three of the four major 

, 51 
problems whleh developed at KYC Morganto\'m were staff-related. Although the 

inclusion of juveniles in the KYC popUlation would exclude it from the operational 

definition of "co-correctional institution," the expericrLces of staff at Morgantown 

are instructive becaus~, as the Superintendent quoted above states: "It's all just So 

unprecedented." 

First, the co-correctional setting may resllit in staff behavior premised on its 

attitudes both toward the opposite sex and the concept of intermingling of the 

sexes in prison. Staff members may worry, that association with this "experiment" 

may impede career development if it fails, or remains a "curiosity piece.1t He or 

she, if coming from a single-sex institution, may be uncomfortable with the 

prospect of supervising the opposite sex. Objections from his/her spouse may arise 

involving the potentially exploitive position a staff member may have in regard t~ 

an inmate ot the opposite sex. 

Perhaps a more crucial subject than the potentiai' stigma attached to co­

co.rrections is the subject of "male mOI'alityll in the sexually int~grated setting.52 Is 

it 'possible to trust a male staff member with an inmate of the opposite sex? Under 
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what circumstances should a correctional officer be permitted to search an.inmate 

of the opposite sex? ~.\ore than trust in the staff member is involved: the'real 
. 

danger here appears to be the influence and pervasiveness of rumor, and the 

subsequent "willingness of the administr·ator to place men in a position where his 

53 lsicJ reputation and career could be endangered." This expectation could deter 

staff enthusiasm for the coed concept. 

Similar potential problems arise in the staff's attitudes toward the opposite 

sex, and ensuing behaviors towards inmates. If staff members have negative at-

tltudes toward inter-racial dating, female promiscuity and criminality, and con­

comitant tolerance of a male'S "natural right to fornication,,,54 then these may be 

reflected in treatment of inmates and in views toward intermingling of the sexes. 

Though from the perspective of control and isolation, such attitudes may appear 

acceptable, from the vantage point of treatment or normallzation this may not hold 

true. Yet the potential conflict between treatment and normalization is clearly 

reflected in this context, represented in the statement by a staff member· that "any 

woman who doesn't wear a pants suit is asking to be raped,lI 

In response to the problems above, institutional policies and practices appear 

to be modified in several ways. Extensive guidelines for conduct between guards 

and inmates of the opposite S<2X may be developed, and prospective staff members 

may be screened for sexual prejudice in certain positions. On the other hand, co-

correctional institutions may be perceived to require intensification of staff 
. 

functions and require increased specialization in certain areas. Proscriptions 
. . 

against physical contact may, in certain circumstances, lead to a larger custodial 

staff for proper enforcement. , Requirements for dual supervi.sion may be forth­

coming, as a means of protecting staff and inmates from potential exploitation by 
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the opposite sex. In conclusion, staff attitudes toward co-corrections may 

influence both staff selection and utllization. 

b. Staff balance. Whether staff should be drawn itom traditional 

backgrounds, or from a variety of backgrounds, and tl-te appropriate level of sexual 

integration among staff, are the two main questions related to staff balance. While 

correctional and treatment staffs have traditionally been derived from particular 
. . 

sources, such as retired military, and professional counselors, the appropriateness 

of such selection procedures has been questioned. Heffernan and Krippel state that 

"i t appears .•. that neither a highly selected or specialized staff is required. In 

fact, heterogeneity of backgrounds appears as essential for staff as it is for 

residents.1I55 

However, the sexual integration among institutional staff is the only 

component of heterogeneity that has self-evident relevance to the co-correctional 

setting. Although legal requirements for non-discriminatory hiring practices may 

reduce control over the sexual composition of staff, other factors also influer;ce 

the male/femqle staff ratio. The usefulness of a sexually integrated staff for 

achievement of co-correctional objectives has often becn suggested in the context 

of control, treatment, and normalization: the presence of female correctional 

officers seems to have a "quieting" effect on male prisoners; where resident sexual 

integration is low, a more even staff ratio may contl"ibute to the n~rmalization of 

the insti tutional e~vironment through increased presence of the minority sex; the 

increased presence of 'the minority sex may also aid the process of treatment. 

Ruback states that sufficie,nt presence of the opposite sex as staff and volunteers 

may be as effective as a sexually integrated inmate population in achieving the 
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objectives associated with co-corrections. 56 The sexual integration of staff is not 

without attendant problems. A high percentage of female correctional staff at a 

predominantly male institution may be perceived as a security risk. Inmates' 

attitudes toward the functions and abili ties of the sexes may lead to problems 

related to staff utilization; e. g. , inmates may prefer a male counselor, or warden, 

or guard, because traditional attitudes may attribute greater profici~ncy to males 

in certain roles. Finally, female staff in particular may view implementation of 

co-corrections, and the diminished role of the single-sex female institution, as a 

threat to career development. 

12. Staff-Resident Interaction. 

As has already been mentioned, the interaction of staff and residents of' 

the opposite sex is an area from which many problems can arise. From a manager-

lal standpoint, dIsputes with union representatives rnay develop over questions 

concerning staff duties and working conditions in the co-correctional setting. 

Which areas of responsibility should be off-limits to the opposite sex? Is there a 

policy concerning a staff member escorting an inmate of the opposite sex in a . . 

private area of the institution or outside tt1e institution; Do male or female staff 

members who have equal rank also have similar duties? 

The vulnerability of the staff member to accusations of improper behavior 

with the opposl te sex is not the only complication of the co-correctional situation. 

tspecial\y in ins ti tutions which are prem ised on reduction of status distance 

between inmates and staff, ro'nantic involvements between staff and inmate ilre a 

real possibility. Other pr09lems may arise from the resentmen.t an inmate of one 

sex may huve toward a staff member of the opposite sex. 
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Ultimately, questions about the .:lppropriate mode of interaction between 

staff and inmates in a co-correctional institution transcend the p'henomenon of co-

corrections. An institution placing high priority on control and isolation might 

implement dual supervision and enforce strict status distance between staff and 

inmates. Progra1n focus on the treatment function of co-corrections might lead to 

a higher level of staff-inmate interaction. Ostensible IInormalizationll of the 

instltutional envirllnment through sexual integration of the r~sident 'population may 

be accompanied by increased autonomy and reduced concern with controL Should 

status distance be maintained? Is the function of staff to protect the community 

frorn inmates, and inmates frorn each other? or to treat and care for them'? or to 

enter into a mutual venture, a shared process of change, in which the- keeper and 

the kept know each other lias one person?" \VhUe co-corrections may eventually be 

shown to be rnore effective if accompanied by a particular mode of staff-inmate 

interaction, the current state of l<nowl!:dgc does not appear to permit such a 

conclusion. 

13. Pro,gram Structure. 

Program structures in existing co-correctional institutions dic;play 

variations in the level of sexual integration, the extent and nature of staff-inmate 

program participation, the amount and type of community participation within the 

institution, the settings for community-based activities, the amount of inmate 

choice exercised in the development of programs, and along other dimensions. In 

their study of the co-correctional FeI Fort' Worth, Heifernan and Krippel state 

that: "Those programs whJch seem to be most consequential in' effecting change 

are those invol ving persons from the community, programs developed by the 
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residents themselves and programs where the staff is not involved as staff. The 

opportunity ~or residents to choose how they will do their time and make decisions 

about their future is a significant part of precipitating change.1I57 However, there 

is little evidence that any factor other than the level of sexual integration in. 

programs is really germane to a discussion of coeducational corrections. While 

community-based, staff-inmate, and inmate-developed 'programs may be perceived 

as effective in a particular co-correctional setting, it does not appear to follow 

that co-corrections is a critical variable in program success, or that these program 

formats arc critical to co-con·cctlons . 

The level of sexual integration in programs seems to be related to the 

functions co-corrections is perceived to ful·fW. The objective of control may not 

be perceived to be aided by permitting contact in unstructured situations, so that 

maintaining control while making maximum use of space may even lead to 

extensive program tiuplication. If equal access to work and study programs is a 

major function of a particular co-correctional institution, the primary points of 

contact will probably be these programs, possibly to the exclusion of social 

contacts. The therapeutic function would probably require extensive informal, , 

unstructured contacts bet\veenmales and females, but' may also be complemented 

by integrated therapy and segregated consciousness raising groups. If the perceived 

function of co-corrections is normalization of the institutional environment, the 

points of contact would presumably be more frequent. The reductio~ of costs often 

anticipated through implementation of co-corrections would perhaps be most likely 

achieved where the points of contact are most frequent and, conversely, occasions 

for program developrnent are lowest; in practice, however, unless the "appropriate 

population" is found, institutions developed to realize economies of scale do not 
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seem to encourage other than highly structured contact. Indeed, the process of 

program development seems to reflect budget constraints, emerging goal pr.iorities, 

the characteristics of a given inmate population, and other factors. 

l4. S::0mmunity Response. 

The potential significance of community support 'for co-corrections is 

shown in the statement by a Superintendent of a state co-correctional institution, 

that lIgetting community acceptance is the key. If we could get their support, we 

could take the storm fence down." While the importance of community support is 

obvious in the case of an open, co-correctional institution, its general importance 

may not be so obvious. An innovation as controversial as co-corrections may 

depend on eventual community acceptance for continued political viability. The 

function of control seems to be served by encouraging community support in the 

recovery of escapes. The treatment of co-correctional residents may be 

complemented by the presence of opposite sex co~nmunity members within the 

institution. The concept of normalization might be expanded by the flow of com-

munity membe,rs into the institution. In particular, if th~ goal of co-corrections is 

in any sense the cushioning of shock upon release to the community, it would be 

useful to have community acceptance, both during imprisonment, to facilitate a 

process of gradual re-entry, and after release. In a narrower sense, however, the 

community response to co-corrections has meaning only insofar as it has impact on 

the level of integration in the institution. 

15. Policy on Physical Contact. 

The I promulgation of regulations on physical contact normally ac-
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companies the implementation of co-correctIons. However, differences exist 

between institutions, and within institutions over time, in the ,level of contact 

regarded as punishable, unCI the severity of sanctions when a violation occurs. The 

type of contact necessary to warrant sanctions ranges from visual contact (at one 

juvenile institution), through holding hands, placing an arm around another, and 

kissing, to sexual intercourse. Punishments include placement in solitary, isolation. 
. 

from opposite sex contact, withdrawal of pri veleges such as furloughs 3.nd study-

release, and IIshipping out" to a single-sex institution. The type of infraction 

warranting the maximum punishment varies between institutions, and even within a 

given institution, it appears that pollcy (or practice) may liberalize with increased 

experience with co-corrections. Why do proscriptions against physical contact 

exist? Are they enforced? 
r 

Proscriptions against physical contact are presumably regarded as a pre-

requisite for maintaining a modicum of order and control, and perhaps exist to 

mirror the attitude that criminals should be denied access to certain pleasures 

accorded the test of society. In other words, because one of the most controversial 

aspects of the co-correctional setting is the possibility of heterosexual activity 

among inmates, a policy proscribing physical contact is needed to pro~ect public 
.. 

. sensibilities, and reduce recriminations based on a suspicion of "what'S going on in 

there?" Prevention of pregnancies is of particular- importance, not merely because 

of the associated expense, but also to avoid the ire of angry parents and spouses. 

On the other hand, the therapeutic function of co-col-rections is partially premised 

on the existence of opportuniti.es for interaction with the opposit'e sex in an 

environment whicb proscribes contact and which, therefore, should reduce the 

potential for mutual exploitation. While introduction of opportunities for a 

77 



.1 
I 

• I 
I 

• I 
I 
i 
I 
R 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
a 

"natural" behavior which is forbidden may be argued as inconsistent wIth a 

"normalized" environment, sanctions for even incidental contact may be applied 

because Hone thing leads to another. 1I 

!\re regulations enforced? Are they equally applied to p"ales and females? 

For hetero- and homosexual activity? The avallability of birth control materials, 

but only the pill, to women in certain co-correctional facilities suggests lack of 

i 
enforcement. Said a staff member at one co-correctional facility, Ifsex is as, 

plentiful as dope. 1f If acceptance of the males' IInatural right to fornication ll is in 

effect, actions for physicClI cont3.ct may be more stringent against womeni the 

relative shortage of women, however, suggests that even if it is believed that 

IIwomen make men go too far," a common response by staff in the co-correctional 

setting is to IIlook the other way.1I Such ostensible obliviousness towards sexual 

. activity may exist particularly in 'Inormalizedll institutions. Are 'hetero- and homo-

sexual activity equJ.lly forbidden? In a "normalized" environment, especially one 

equa ting aberrance with homosexuality, this might be ",expected. However, homo­

sexual activity is probably still regarded as the inmates "unnatural lot," especially 

because "it dan't get a baby." Minor states, "sexual behavior is practiced at all 

institutions. The choice is not -- whether we shall have sexual behavior going on, 

or not have sexual behavior going on;' but rather, what kind of sexual behavior will 

be going on -- horn asexual behavior or heterosexual behavior. What type is judged 

by society to be most normal?I158 

16. Impact of Research. 

Because the cq-correctional phenomenon often occurs simultaneously 

with several other tlexperimental" programs, and because'its rationales and goals 
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are so various, it may be difficult to separate the effects of sexual integration 

from other interventions. However, Ii ttle evidence exists that much effort has 

been expended to identify the effects of co-corrections. In the case of the 

Heffernan-Krippel report or. the Co-correctional program at the Fort Worth FCi, 

howevH, research findings based on limited hard data brough~ about major program. 

changes, not only within the institution but purportedly elsewhere. The apparent .. 
, 

expansion of the universe of co-correctional institutions may bring about more 

interest in evaluation. The warden at the first state co-correctional institution to 

begin the process of phasing-out made a remark suggestive of this possible outcome 

saying, "If I do it agai.n, I'll have a good research program.1I 

17. Phasing-Out. 

The absence of clearly articulated goal priorities probably hinders sound 

decisions about when to pha~e-out a co-correctional program .. Existing institutions 

in the process of phasing-out seem to represent fiscal. resources as the primary 
1 

factor behind dissolution of the prograrn. For example, in one instance, the 

circumstances which occasioned ir.1plementation of co-corrections, the under-

utilization of bed-space in the state's \Iomen's institution, was reportedly 

invalidated by a four-fold increase in the number of female offenders in state 

custody. In another instance, anticipated cost-~eductions were apparently offset by 

unanticipated expenses, for dual supervision and program expansion. Consequently, 

when to "pull up anchor" and dismantle a co-correctional program may, in practice, 

be as independent of design and dependent on administrative fiat as is ostensibly 

the initial decision to phase-in. 
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V. EVALUATIVE ISSUES 

A. Background 

Review of the readily ~vailaDle research materials on co-correctional in-

stitutions suggests that evaluati ve studies in the area are limited. Several research 

d · "I d' h f C ' 59 ff 60 d' k 61 . eSlgns eXIst, mc LI Ing t ose 0 aVlor, He ernan, an Jac son, but 

Cavlor's remains at the proposal stage, while Heffernan's and Jackson's were only 

partially implemented. In the case of the. two latter studies, focusing on the Fort 

Worth FeI, the difficulty in obt<'l.ining either' an adequate data base within the 

institution and/or compatible comparatIve data from other single-sex and co-
, 

correctional ins titutions, was a major factor in the non-completion of the original 

research design. 

Two studies of the co-correctional institutions at Framingham, Massachusetts 

(Almy, et at.: 62 Benedict, et al. 63) seem to display a more restricted research 

design, but provide some data on recidivism, progr am participation and completion 

~ates with limited comparative data. A more extensive study of Framingham was 

earlier projeqed by Edith Flynn, but administrative changes within thetnstitutlon 

h' d d ' 1 ' 64 In ere Its comp etlOn. 

In the most extensl ve study of co-corrections to date, the two year Hef-

fernan-Krlppel research project at FCI Fort Worth, co-corrections were examined 

in the context of a rnedlum-securlty, open institution housing a population hetero­

geneous in regard to age, race and offense type, as well a~ sex, and with an explicit 

correctional philosophy of "mutuality," and Ilcommunity engagement." In ?.ddition 

to its descriptive purposes, this study was designed "to explore ,the question of the 

80 



.. I 
I 

• I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I " 

m 

,I 
I 
I 

degree to which the approaches to corrections embodied in the programs at Fore 

Worth can be reproduced in other institutional settings.1l65 Co-corrections was 

conceptualized in the HeUernan-Krippel study as one component of a total program 

involving Ilnorrnalization." The possible interrelations among these components, 

including co-corrections, wi thin the Fort Worth FCI was developed in the section of 

the Final Rerort on the possible replication ot these components in oth~r 

institutional settings. Data was collected on diHerential program participation, 

disciplinary levels and rates between the two sexes, and some comparative data on 

recidivism was used. This difierential analysis of recidivism rates has been 

cOlltinued at Fort ';!,'orth, with the ,most recent up-date published in November, 

1976.
66 

Jackson's study provides comparative data on institutional environments for 

rrrales uild females at Fort Worth, and, on a li:nited basis, with women at Alderson 

and the Kennedy Youth Center, and men in' comparable L'nits at Seagoville. 

However, Jackson's descriptive s ~u(.~y, like H.efiernar'l and Krippel's, focuses on the 

, Fort Worth program as a whole, and only secondarily on co-corrections. 

Some efforts have been made to develop instrumentation useful in research 

on co-corrections. Cavior and Cohen have developed and tested a scale to assess 

resident and staff attitudes toward co-corrections in two co-correctional and two 

male insti tutlons 67. In their introduction, Cavior and Cohe'n stress that tlje scale is 

for descriptive and program purposes, rather than for evaluative use., 

In summary, whlle several research designs exist which have bot~ des~ripti ve 

and evaluative components, and although sorne other descriptive research is 

available (e.g., Patrick and McCurdy;68 patric~69), at the present time there 
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appears to be virtually' no systematic evaluative research on co-corrections 

comptcted. Additional studies in progress may be revealed through further search. 

B. Issues Formulation 

In examining the prescnt li terature on the subject of co-corrections, and the 

descriptions of difficulties encountered in developing or implementing both 

descriptive and evaluative designs, several substantive research issiles emerge • 

I,. Descripti ve Issues. 

a. Scparilting dirner"tons. The co-correctional program, as notecl 

above, is one dimension of an institutional environment, and the degree to which 

co-correctional factors can be isolated and evaluated apart from the total institu­

tional setting is problematic. Cavior notes that: lI~n the federal system] co-cor-

reCtions has always been err.bcdded in a package of correctional programs which 

effect institution atmosphere (emphasis on all kinds of corr.munity programs, 

decreased emphasis on security and control and an emphasis on pos~tive staff-

inmate rclationships).1I70 As a result, a major issue is the extent to which 

additional descriptive data of institutional programs, etc., must be gathered to 

provide any meaningful evaluative frame\Vork. 

b. Decision-making. In turn, within a relatively short time period 

there have been constant' modifications within the institutions of what have been' 

designated as critical variables: sex proportions, age distribution, program content, 

contact restrictions, and security level. It would, therefore, seem' necessary to 

provide a graphic presentation of the flow of (:ausal decision-making in regard to 
. ' 

each of these variables in order to clarify the perceived relationships between 

'. 
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Goals or Outcomes 

Normalization and 
reintegration 

Access to work and education 
programs 

Control and high inmate morale 

A tti tude and behavior change 

Space and program utiliz;).tion 

I, 

TABLE 4 

HSuccess" Measures 

83 

Internal and External Measures 

Measures of institutional environment 

Staff and inmate attitudes toward 
co-corrections 

Recidivism rates ' 
1 

Measures of physical appearance 71 

Number of integrated programs 
available. 

Participation in programs by sex 

Program completion by sex 

Post-release employment by sex 

Number of disciplinaries for sexual 
and assualt behavior, by sex 

Inmate transfers/staff transfers 

Measures of institutional environ­
ment 

Inmate und staff attitudes toward 
co-corrections 

Participation in treatment 'programs 
by sex ' 

Program outcome measurements 
by sex (self-concepts, etc.) 

Post-release studies of family and 
marital stability, etc., by sex 

Development of programs for hetero­
sexual relation family counseling, et::. 

Recidi vism rates 

Institutional cost analysis of ' 
o custody 
o. program development 
o <:onstruct10n . 

System cost analysis of alternative 
utilization 
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these components of an integrated inmate population, within the context of more 

encompassing institutional and/or system decision-making. 

2. Evaluative Issues. 

a. Measuring sllccess. Since co-corrections has been introduced for a 

wide range of reasons, it is clear that measurement of the "success" of co-' 

corrections is dependent on the clarification of the objectives and t,he specification 

of measurements app.ropriate of those objectives. Table lJ. suggests the types of 

measures potentially corresponding to the program objectives discu!:ised in Chapter 

m. 

b. Availability of dat:t:. Another major issue is the presence or 

absence of data to provide the above measurements for; 

o Any given institution; 

o In pre-and post-form .when co-corrections has been introduced into 

an ~xisting institution; 

o In comparison with comparable single-sex institutions. 

c. Comparibility of data. A related issue is the degree to which 

comparative data may be obtained from institutions outside the jurisdiction of the 

given institution. Are there significant differences between jurisdictions which 

invalidate cross-comparison, regardless of the presence of similar sex ratios, 

security, etc.? 

d. Quasi-experimental design. A final evaluative issue is the degree 

to which it would be po~sible to provide for quasi:-experlmenta1 control groups of 
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both sexes wi thin a jUrisdiction when a co-correctional program is instituted or 

when modifications are made in existing program components, when the single 

women's institution in the state is used as the co-correctional facility. 
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VI. CONCLUSION 

In this paper the major issues associated with the phen?menon of co­

corrections have been presented. The types of issues consi"dered here include the 

precedents for co-corrections, rationales for "going coed," assumptions behind and 

major hypotheses associated with this intervention, typological refinements, 

obstacles to implementation, and evaluation problems. The purpose of the issues 

paper has been to put the issues lion the table," so while this issues paper reaches an 

end, in n<? other sense is it meant to represent a "conclusion." If this issues paper 

has embodied a wide range of issues associated with the co-correctional concept, 

the next phase of the project will involve efforts to anchor these impressions and 

expectations more firmly in experience. 

8"6 

" ---_.--------



-a 
I 

-m 
M 

• 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
i 
I 
I 
g 

I 
I 

; I 
~ I 
t! 

:'. I 
, , . 

I 

NOTES 

1. National Evaluation Program, "Report on activities," unpublished paper, Law 
Enforcement Assistance Administration, December, 1976 • 

2. National Advisory Commission on Crirninal Justice Standards and Goals, 
Corrections, (Washington, D.C.: Law Enforcement Assistance Administra­
tion, 1973), p. 379. 

3. Ibid., p. 379. ; , 

It. See Katherine W. Burkhurt, \Vornen in prison, (Garden City: Doubleday, 
1973). 

5. See Miriam A. DeFord, Stone walls, (Philadelphia: Chilton, 1962). 

6. F. C. Gray: Prison discipline in America, (London: J. M1.lrray, 1847), pp. 15-
16. See also DcFord, op. elt. 

7. Nonal ~10rris, The future of imprisonment, (Chicago: University of 
Chicago, 1974), p. 1+. 

8. Sce Harry E. Barnes, The Story of punishment, (Boston: Stratford, 1930). 

9. DorothcCl L. Oix, Prisons and rison disci llne in the United States, (New 
Jersey: Patterson Smith, 1845 , pp. 107-8. 

10. DeFord, op. cit. 

11. Burkhart, op. elt. 

12. Burkhart, op. elt.; sec also DeFord, op', cit. 

13. See American Correctional AssociCltion, :v\anual for correction standards 
(3rd cd.), (College Park: /\merican Correctional Association, 1966). 

l4. See Eugenia Leckerkerker~ Reformatories for women in the United States, 
(1931); Eunice Gibson, "Women1s prisons:. laboratories for penal reiorm,1I 
Wisconsin Law Review, l, 1973. . 

15. See American Corr"ectionClI Association, Annual directory, (Col,lege Park: 
American .Correctional Association, 1971). 

16. Ralph R. Arditi, Frederick Goldbel-g, : ... 1. Martha Hartle, John H. Peters, and 
William R. Phelps, "The sexual segregation of Amedcan prisons," Yale Law 
Journal, 1973, 82, pp. 1229-1273. ' 

87 , I 
, I 

'j 



, 

~I 
I 

! I 
l. 

I 
I 

I I' I. 
I 

. I 
I I I 

I 
I 

~ ,. 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

::! I 
I 

~ I 

17. William G. Nagel, The new red barn: a critical look at the modern American 
prison, (New York: Walker, 1973), p. 53 . 

. 18. National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals, £e.: 
cit., p. 379. 

19. A tentative list of such states i-:;cludes: Connecticut, Idaho, Illinois, Maine, 
Massachusetts, Minnesota, Missouri, New Jersey, Pennsylvania, Vermont, 
and Wisconsin. 

20. A tentative list of such states includes: Colorado, Indiana, and Tennessee. 

21. A tentative list of such states and other jurisdictions includes: 'Connecticut, 
the District of Columbia, Hawaii, and Philadelphia County. 

22. See Barry ftuback, "'The sexually integrated prison: a legal and policy 
evaluati.on," American Journal of' Criminal Law, 3 (3), 1975; see also Alex 
Comfort, "Institutions without sex," Social \'l./or;<., [2, 1967. 

. 23. National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals, ~ 
dt., p. 349. 

24. Ruback', Ope cit., p. 312. 

25. Ibid., p. 312. 

26. National /\dvisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals, ~ 
cit., p. 3/9. 

27. See Arditi, op. ciL, pp. 124.7-8. 

28. Ibid., pp. 1247-8. 

29. Chad~s P. Campbell, "Co-corrections -- Fcr Fort Worth after three years,1f 
unpublishcd papcr, U. S. Bureau of Prisons, no date,· p. 2. 

.. 
30. National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals, ~ 

ci.!.:, p. 379. 

31. American Friends Service Committee, Stl'ug~ for justice: a report on 
crime and punishmC'l1t in :\rnerica, (New York: Hill and Wange, 1971). 

32. David Fogel, Correctional Service News, (New York Department of Cor­
rectional Services, 1 ([1), 1976), p. 2. See also David Fogel, We are the livin 
proof: the justice model of cotTections, (Cincinnati: W. H. Anderson, 1975 ; 
Franklin Zirnring, "1\1aking the punishment fit the crime," Hastings Center 
Report: Institute of Society, Ethics and Life Sciences, Ii (6\ 1976, pp. 13-17. 

88 

____ .J 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
.1 
I 
. 1 
R 

I 
I 
I 

~ I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

~ , 

I 
I 

33. See Morris, op. cit. See also Torn ~lurton, Shared decision-making as a 
treatment technique in prison management, (Minneapolis: Murto~ Foundation 
for Criminal Justice, 1975), pp. 131-2: !lOr.e purpose of th.e prison is to train 
offenders for successful integl-ation into the free world yet the prison model 
is antithettcal to this endeavor. The re-integration process would be 
enhanced by creation of a prison environment similar to that in the free 
world. This environment should include shared decision-making among 
administrators, staff and inmates. This method forces in;Tlates to accept 
responslbili ty for their decisions and the consequences of their behavior." 

J4. Esther HeHernan and Elizabeth Krlppel, "Final report on .research: Fort 
Worth Fet, II unpublished report, U. S. Bureau of Prisons, March, 1975, p. 
31. 

35. Ibid., p. 35. 

36. National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice StJ.ndards and Goals, ~ 
cit., p. 379. 

37. Ibid., p. 379 . 

38. Jacqueline K. Crawford, "Two losers dontt make a winner," The Grapevine, 
American Association of Wardens and Superintendents, ~ (2), November­
December, 1975; p.2. 

39. Consad Research Corporatio'1, Bureau of Prisons fe:-nalc and co-correctional 
addict client outcome evaluatlon, (Plttsburg~": Consad Research Corpora­
tion, t975),pp.6-7. 

40. Crawford, op. ch., p. 2. 

lJ.1. Nation;)} Advisory Comm;$sion on Criminal Just~ce Standards and Goals, ~ 
cit., p. 3. 

42. Crawford;~. cit.) p. 3. 

43. Campbell, op. cit. 1 p. 21. 

44. Heffernan and Krippel, for f'x.)mple, note that at the Port Worth FCl trouble 
begins when s;zc exceeds 525, but that is unclear ',vhether this is a function 
of sheer siz(~, or of the high rates 0f new admissions and consequently high 
disorien tati.on. 

1}5. Ruback, op. cit., p. 313. 

h6. Heffernan and Krippel, op. cit., p. lOl. 

if? The Consad 'report, Bureau of Prisons female and co-correctional addict 
client out(€0me evaluatiOn, contains a discussion of "the implicit ttheoryt that 
prisoners should first recognize that prison is unpleasant and only then be 
permitted to experience the relative openness of the Fort Worth environ­
ment lest they not be deterred from future cr·ime." p. 6.8. 

89 



• I 
I 

• I 
I I 
I 

rl 
I ~ 

, 
~ 

" 

, 

, 

I 
I 
'I 
M 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

4&. 

49. 

50. 

51. 

52. 

53. 

54. 

55. 

56. 

57. 

58. 

59. 

60. 

61. 

, 62. 

63. 

Financial con~trdints hav~ pushed back the scheduled opening until 1982. 

Loren Karacki, John A. Minor, Helene E. Cavior and Bill Kennedy, "Going 
coed: a case study of the establishment of a coed program at a previously 
all male institution," unpublished paper, U. S. Bureau of Prisons, 1972, pp. 
5-6. 

Heffernan and Krippcl, op. cit., p. 101. 

John A. Minor, "The coed program at the Kennedy Youth Center: a look at 
th~ process of program development," unpublished paper, U. S. Bureau of 
Prisont., April, 1972, p. 10. 

Ibid., p. 10. 

Ibid., p. 11.· 

Ibid. 

Heffernan and Krippcl, op. cit., p. 107. 

Ruback, op. cit., pp. 323-324. 

Jerome Mabll, Judy Patrick~ and Maria Sanfilippo, "A review of research at 
the Federal Correctional Institution at Fort Worth", unpublished report, U. ' 
S. Bureau of Prisons, Noveinbcr, 1975, p. I.;., 

Minor, op. cit., p. 13. 

Helene E. Cavior, "Evaluation of co-corrections in the Federal Bureau of 
Prisons! a research proposal,t' unpublished research proposal, ,no date. 

Esther Heffernan, "Research design for Fort Worth Fel study," un'published 
res~arch proposal, U., S. Bureau of Prisons, ~larch, 1973. 

Dorothy Jackson, "Resident socialization and interpersonal relations in the 
Fort Worth Correctional Insti tution,"unpublished research proposal, March, 
1973. 

Unda Almy, Vikki Bravo, Leslie Burd, Patricia Chin, Linda Cohan, Frank 
Gallo, Anthony Giorgianni, Jeffrey Gold, Mmi< Jose} and John Noyes, 
"Study of a coeducational correctional facility," unpublished masters' thesis, 
Boston University, 1975. 

, . 
Paul E. f.)enedict. Carolyn Brewer, Juliana: \l\atthews, Joseph Polhemus, 
Sharon Schwarz, Layne C. Suss, Robin Teicholz, Dolores' Thomas, Jan 
Tuernmler, Alan Tweedy, and Ctlrtis \Vllkins, "The effects of a coeducational 
facility: a continued a'nalysis," unpublished masters', thesis, Boston Univer­
sity, 1976. 

90 

! I 
I '"!!:om;'V;!!''!l!!~t.''''''_'''''''' .. ili!iU''Ml'''''''' ___ 'E''!W'_b'.f'.!lm;j'''ffi"''''!~.I'~'''_,!l>\'l!',"-"""",.$i~::vm~.''!.~!I'f,i'~hU~'1'; .. tMi'·'''''':'I'!t'\'!'~'#'F.L.~~~'A~I",',")"""'.#:~r~.r,:1~""il!i'~~ 



I 
I 
I 
I 

II I 
H 
f 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

64. Edith E. Flynn. "Fort Worth and Framingham: report for the Harvard Center 
for Criminal Justice," unpublished manuscript, no date. 

65. Heffernan and Krippel, op. cit., p. 1. 

66. Jerome I\\abli, "Fort Worth research summary: 'success rates'," unpublished 
papcrf '? S. Bureau of Prisons, November, 1976. 

67. Helene E. Cavior and Stanley H. Cohen, "The development of a scale to 
assess resident and staff attitudes toward co-corrections," unpublished 
paper, January, 1977. 

68. Jane Patrick and ~\!. \kCurdy, "\Vomen's unit ethnographic', study: Fort 
Worth FCI," unpublished report, U. S. Bureau of Prisons, May, 1976. 

69. Jane Patrick, "Doing time: an ethnography of a co-correctional institutIon," 
unpublished report! lJ. S. BureelU of PrIsons, ""ay! 1976. 

70. Helene E. Caviar, Letter to James Ross, February 24, 1976. 

71. Suggestive in this regard is: Norrrian Cavior and L. Ramona Howard, "Facial 
attractiveness and juvenile delinquency among black and white offenders," 
Journal of Abnormal Child Psychology, 1: (2), 1973, pp. 202-213. 

I' 

. , 

91 

'w 





La 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

t~ I 
\ ~ 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

1~~!!!I!?1""'F'i@ 

BIBLIOGRP-.PHY 

Alper, B. S. Prisons ills ide-out: alternatives in correctional reform. Cam­
bridge~ Ballinger, 197[;. 

Almy, l.., Bravo, V., Burd, L., Chin, P., Cohan, L., Gallo, F., Georglanni, A., 
Gold, J., Jose, ;\'1., &. Noyes, J. Study of a coeducational correctional 
facility. Unpublished masters' thesis, Boston Unive~sity, 1975. 

Arditi, R. R., Goldberg, F., Hartle, M. M., Peters, J. H. &. Phelps, W. R. 
The sexual segregation of American pnsons. Yale Law Journal, 1973, 
82,1229-1273. 

Arditi, R. R., Goldberg, F., Hartle, i\1. M .. , Peters, J. H. & Phelps, W. R. The 
sexual segregation of American prisons. :Vlental Health Digest, 1973, 
2, 18-26. 

Baunach, P. J. &: ,\1urton, T. O. Women in prison: an awakening minority. 
<:::rime and Corrections, 1973, 1:., 4-12. 

Benedict, P. E., f~rewer, C., i\\atthews, J., Polhemus, J., Schwartz, S., Suss, 
L. C., Teicholz, R., Thomas, D., Tucmmler, J., Tweedy, A. &. Wilkins, 
C. The effects of a coeducational facility: a continued analysis. 
Unpublished masters' thesis, Boston University, 197(-l. 

Bernard, H. R. Report of results: stJ.ff and resid'2nt communication study, 
Fort Worth FCI. Unpublished paper, October 15, 1975. 

Boelter, D. &. N.::tdroski, A.. NARA Rector Program. Paper presented at the 
Second Annual Conference, Western Division, American Society of 
Criminology, San Francisco, February, 1975. 

Burkhart,·K. W. Women in prison. Garden City: Doubleday, 1973. 

Cape, W. Prison sex: absence of choice. Federal Probation, March, 1968, 32, . 
23-27. 

Campbell, C. F. Co-corrections -- FeI Fort Worth after' three years. Un­
published paper, U. S. Bureau of Prisons, no date. 

Catalina, A. Boys und girls in a coeducational training school are different, 
aren't they? Canadian Journal of Criminology and Corrections, 1971, 
~ (2), 1-12. 

Caviar, H. E. A survey of student reaction to a coed Federal youth institu­
tion: the Robert F. Kennedy Youth Center. Unpublished paper, U. S. 
Bureau of Prisons, October, 1972. . 

92 



.1 

I 

jl 
I I 
I. 
I I 

I 

I 
, 
:; 

')1. I , ,., 
I ~ 

I 

Cavior, H. E. Evaluation of co-corrections in the Federal Bureau of Prisons: 
. a research proposal. Unpublished research proposal, U~ S. Bureau of 
Prisons, no date. 

Cavi.or, H. E. & Cohen, S. H. The development of a scale to assess resident 
and staff attitudes towards co-corrections. Unpublished paper, 
January ,.1977. 

Coed cons. Ebony, 1973, 29 (1), 193. 

Co-corrections phased out at Kennedy Youth Center. Highlights. Federal 
Bureau of Prisons, February 17, 1975. 

Coecl corrections in Fort Worth. Target Newsletter. National League of 
Cities. U. S. Conference of lv\ayors, 1975. 

Co-cd prison delights warden. Wisconsin State Journal, April 13, 1973, 
Section 2, 3. 

Coeducational prison is a test in rehabilitation. New York Times. July 8, 
1972, M 27. 

Connecticut is going coed. New York Times. l\1ay 27, 1973. 

Consad Research Corporation. Bureau of Prisons fernale and co-correctional 
addict dient outcome evaluation. Pittsburgh: Consad Research 
Corporation, 1975. 

Crawford, J. K. Two losers don't make a winner. ]he Grapevine., American 
Association of Wardens and Superintendents, November - December, 
197 5~ 8 (2), 1-3. 

DeFord, tvt- A. Stone walls. Philadelphia; Chil ton, 1962. 

D. C. Department of Corrections. Lorton improvement program. Proposal, 
March, 1975. 

Dix, D. L. Prisons and prison discipline in the United States. New Jersey: 
Patterson Smith, 1845. 

Eaton, T. Opening up legitimate opportunities. Paper delivered to South 
. Wcs~ern Sociological Association~ March, 1975. 

Evans, D. Prisons and conjugal visiting in Mexico. Annuat' proceedings from 
the Southern Conference oE Corrections, 1975, 49-69. 

'Federal Correctional II'\stitution, Fort Worth, Texas. A statement on the 
program. Unpublished paper, U. S. Bureau of Prisons, March, 1975. 

93 

i 

.. , ... , .. ".,...,.. ............... ,,, ..... _I1i1t ... ,P""""'.""','",."', • .j 



• 

I • 
I 

.1 

Flynn, E. E. The special problems of the female offender. We hold these 
truths: report of the National Conference on Corrections. Richmond: 
Oi vision of Justice and Crime Prevention, 1972. 

Flynn, E. E. Fort Worth and Framingham: Report for the Harvard Center 
for Criminal Justice. Unpublished manuscript, no date. 

Gagnon, J. H. &. Simon, W. The social meaning of prison homosexuality. 
Federal ProbGtion. 1968, 32 (1), 23-29. 

Gibson, E. Women's prison: laboratories for penal reform. Wisconsin Law 
Review, 1973, 1. 

Glick, R. M. &. Neto, Y. Y. National study of woments correctional programs. 
Sacramento: California Youth Authority, 1975 . 

Gray, F. C. Prison discipline in /-\merlca. London: J. Murray, 1847. 

Haft, ;\:\. Legal cha:lenges to unequal treatment of women offenders. The 
Women Offender Report, 1975,1.(3), 1-2. 

Haft, M. G. Women in prisons. In ~1. Hermann &. M. G. Haft (Eds.), 
Prisoner's rights sourcebook: theory, Ii t1g<1tlon, practice. New York: 
Clark Board:-nL\n, 1973. 

Haley, J. Missouri mixes sexes in prison. Kansas City Times, December 16, 
1976, 109 (36), 1 t\-2C. 

Heffernan, E •. Makin&. it in prison: tf-)c square, the cool and the life. New 
. York: Wiley-Interscience, 1972. 

Heffernan, E. Rest!arch design for Fort Worth FCI study. Unpublished 
research proposaJ, U. S. Bureau of Prisons, ,\1arch, 1973. 

Heffernan, E. Interim report on research: Fort Worth FCI. Unpublished 
paper, U. S. Bureau of Prisons, April, 1974. 

Heffernan, E. Co-corrections: some questions to be asked. Proceedings of 
the tenth ilnnual interagency workshop of the Institute of Contem­
pOl'<lry _ COl:.rections and the DehaviorElI Sciences. Huntsville, Texas: 
Sam Houston State University, June, 1975. 

Heffernan, E. & I<rippel, E. Final repon on research: Fort Worth FCI. 
Unpublished report, U. S. Bureau of Prisons, Mar~h, 1975 . 

Henry 1 J. Women in prison. New York: Doubleday, 1952. 

Hickey, J. E. &. Scharf, P. (Eds.). The first community re::iearch and training 
center: a general statement. Unpublished paper, Connecticut State 
Institution for Women, Niantic, no date. 

94 



ie I 
I 
I 
I ., 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

') I 
~ 

~o I ~ 
r 

.-. 

I + 

7t 
1 I 

Holmquist, K. Family program initiated. r~ort Worth Star-Telegram, 
August 5, 1973, G 1. 

Hopper, C. B. Sex in prison. Baton Rouge: . LSU Press, 1969. 

Inmate co-ed programs at Fulton and Bedford Hllls. Correctional Services 
News, New York Department of Correctional Services, 1976, 1 (1), 5-
-8.-- -

. Jackson, D. Resident socialization and interpersonal relationships in the 
Fort Worth Correctional Institution. Unpublished research proposal, 
March, 1973. 

Jones, C. Prisons go co-ed but mostly out of economic necessity. Christian 
Scie~ce Monitor. February 14, 1975. 

Karadd, L Going coed: a case study of the establishment of a coed 
program at a previously all male institution. Paper delivered to 
Oregon Correctional Association, October, 1973. 

Karacki, l. Kennedy Youth Center student response to a coed question­
naire. Unpublished paper, U. S. Bureau of Prisons, October, 1972. 

Karacki, L. et at. /\pplication of the Correctional [nstitution Environment 
Scale to evaluation of the Federal Prison Service'S Functional Unit 
(l,1anagerncnt. Unpublished paper, U. S. Bureau of Prisons, December, 
1974. 

Karacki, L. &: Kitchener, H. Update, Correctional Institution Environment 
Scale, Fort Worth. Unpublished paper, U. S. Bureau of Prisons, 
January, 1975. 

Karacki, L, i\,linor, J. A., Cavior, H. E.; & Kennedy, B. Going coed: a case 
study. of the establishment of a coed program at a previously all male 
institution. Unpublished paper, U. S. BuredU of Prisons, October, 1972. 

Kassebaum, G., \Vard, O. & Wilner, D. Prison treatment and parole 
survival: an empirical assessment. New York: John Wiley and Sons, 
1971. 

Keve, P. W'. Prison Ii fe and human \vorth. Minneapolis: University of 
Minnesota Press, 1974. 

Killworth,· P. & Bernard, H. R. Catij: a new sociometric and its application 
to a prison l~ving unit. Human Organization, .. l974, 33, 335-350. 

Leckerkerker, E. Refor.matories for women in the United States. 1931. 

95 



• I 
~ 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
i 
I 

~ 

'jI' 

U 
",..: 

~j 

~~ 

m 

I 
m 

I 

r I 

Loving, N. & Olson, L. (Eds.). Proceedings: Naitional Conference on Women 
and Crirne. Washington: National League of Cities, U. ? Conference 

- of Mayors, February, 1976. 

Mabli, J. Fort Worth research summary: "success rates." Unpublished 
paper, U.S. Bureau of Prisons, November, 1976.' 

".'abll, J., Patrick, J., & Sanfilippo, M. A review of research at the Federal 
Correctional Institution at Fort Worth. Unpublished paper, U. S. 
Bureau of Prisons, November, 1975. '-

McKel vey, B. M. :\merican prisons; a study in Arllerican sociat history erior 
to 1915. Montclair, N. J.: Patterson Smith, 1968. 

Minor, J. A. The coed program at the Kennedy Youth Center. Unpublished 
paper, April, 1972. 

Monahan, F. Womer, in crirne. New York: Washburn, 1941. 

Morris, N. The future of imprisonment. Chicago: University of Chicago, 
1974. 

MUrton, T. Shared dC''ci5ion-making as 3. treatment technique in prison 
ma!13,gerne~. l\\inneapolis:. MUrton Foundation for Criminal Justice, 
March, 1975. 

Nelson, C. A study of homosexuality among women inmates at two state 
prisons. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, Temple University, 1974. 

Nagel. W. G. The new red barn: a critical look at the modern American 
prison. New Yot-k: Walker, 1973. 

Patrick, J. Doing time: an ethnography of a co-correctional institution. 
Unpublished report, U. S. Bureau of Prisons, \lay, 1976. 

Par tick, J. & \lcCurdy, ,\1. Women's unit ethnographic study: Fort Worth 
FCI. Unpublished report, U. S. Bureau of Prisons, 1975. 

Prisons: boys anc! girls together. Newsweek, July 23, 1973, 82 (4), 23-24. 

Proceedings of a conference on special needs of fe:nale residents in a cor­
rectionctl setting) Robert f. Kennedy Youth Center, Morgantown, 
September, 1974. 

Rans, L. &. Gahel-Strickland, K. Eva;uation of co-correctional institutions 
for adults. U,npublishec:l paper, October, 1976. 

, 
Ross, W. F. The Women's unit. Federal Correctional Institution, Lexington, 

Kentutky. Unpublished paper, no date. 

96 



t I 
I 

• I 
i I 
i • I I 
I 
I 

~I 

I 
~ I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

" I 
: I 
t· I " 
1 

~ I 

8\.lback, B. The sexually integrated prison -- a legal and pollcy evaluation. 
American Journal of Criminal Law, 1975,.2.,310-330 • 

Scharf, P. &. Hickey, J. The, prison and the inmate's conception of legal 
justice: an experiment in democratic education. Criminal Justice and 
Behavior, 197~, .2. (2), 107-122. 

Scharf, P., Kohlberg, L &. Hickey, J. Ideology and correctional intervention: 
~he creation of a just prison community. In J. Monahan (Ed.), Com­
munity heal til and the crim inal justice system. Permagon Press, 1976. 

Schweber-Koren, C. Integration and education: a study of the education of 
adult women in the Federal prisons, 1975-1976. Unpublished doctoral 
dissertation, State University of New York at Buffalc, 1977. 

Sindwa'ni, K. L Pre-release attitudes. Fort Worth FCI. Unpublished report, 
Fort Worth, 1974-. 

Sommer, R. The end of imprisonment. New York: Oxford, 1976. 

Spitz,J. An overvier" of rnanpo\ver programs for incarcerated women. 
Unpublished master's thesis: Northeastern University College of 
Criminal Justice, no date. 

Stowers, C. A coed prison' without bars. Parade, February 11, 1973, 8-9. 

Trotter, R. J. Stout \\'a11s and bars do not a prison make. Science News, 
August 12, 1972, 102, t 22-124. 

U. S. Senate. Committee on Judiciary, Subcommittee on National Peniten­
tiaries. Priorities for correctional reform and S. 662. Hearings, May 
13-20, 1971. WaShington: U. S. Government PrLnting Office, 1971. 

Vanier Ce~ter for \Vomen. An evaluG.tion of co-correctional recreational 
programs. Unpublished report, December, 197.5. 

Ward! D. A. &. Kassebaum, G. G. \'(,'omen's prison: sex and social structure. 
Chicago: AJdine, 1965. 

Wllliarns, J. E. 'Changing prisons. London: Peter Owen, 1975. 

97 






