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FOREv\oRD 
One of the most complex issues associated with 
the juvenile justice system is the development 
of juvenile residential programs. The high cost 
of residential care and the inherent potential 
for abuse require a planning approach which 
assures full consideration of both nonresidential 
programs and the critical facility issues of size, 
security, location, and papulation. 

Residential Environments is a compendium of recent 
research and standards on critical architectural 
issues. It is intended to provide a deinstitu
tionalization perspective for youth workers, 
juvenile justice practitioners, architects, elected 
officials, and citizen advocates interested in the 
development of juvenile residential programs. 
Careful consideration of these issues will assure 
normative residential environments capable of 
meeting needs of youthful residents. 
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Introduction 
"We shape our buildings, and afterwards 
our buildings shape us." . 

winston Churchill, urging the restor
ation of the bomb-ruined House of 
Commons. 

The architecture and design of facilities for 
juveniles have become important issues in the 
total scheme of juvenile justice planning. No 
longer can buildings be viewed simply as practical 
expedients for keeping the rain and wind out, the 
juveniles in. Besides accommodating the functions 
enclosed within them, buildings are capable of 
evoking profound human response. He will con
tinue to shape buildin~s to suit our purposes, 
and these buildings will continue to shape us. 
If we expect them to fulfill the functions as-

signed to them and the greater purposes of human 
development, the burden now rests with those of 
us concerned with juvenile justice planning to 
establish the goals and values which, reflected 
in the built environment, will benefit the youth 
and society served. The physical attributes of 
space such as light, color and materials, the 
interrelationships of spaces and elements, even 
the size and location of spaces, all playa role 
in determining not only how efficiently a building 
functions," but also how lives will be shaped. 

The philosophy underlying the design and planning 
of juvenile residential facilities i.s dominated 
by traditional custodial responses to children 
experiencing adolescent, family, and legal 
problems. In spite of continuing evidence of 
the often inappropriate and ~estructive nature 
of custodial responses, these facilities have 
changed little in the last 50 years. At best, . 
efforts by the juvenile justice system have 
resulted in a modern version of the traditional 
institutional facility, which is characterized by 
security and capacity far in excess of community 
needs. While this direction is clearly contrary 
to emerging national standards, it is nonetheless 
the prevailing attitude of those who plan and 
design juvenile residential facilities at the 
state and local levels. 

The growth of the situation is vividly reflected 
in national estimates that serious crime rose 17 
percent in 1974 and juveniles arrested for serious 
criminal acts increased 1600 percent in the past 
20 years.l . A disturbing aspect of this increase, 
however, is the seemingly unrestricted use of 
incarceration to deal with all types of serious 
and nonserious delinquent activity. The National 
Council on Crime and Delinquency estimates that 



of the one million juveniles under 18 Hho \vill 
become involved with the nation's juvenile courts 
each year, 600,000 will be held in secure deten
tion pending court hearings. One hundred thousand 
will be committed to correctional institutions 
for indeterminate sentences. 2 

Even more disturbing is the predominance of status 
offenders held in an estimated 16,000 juvenile 
detention and correctional facilities, county 
jails and municipal lockups in this country. 
Status offenses are defined as offenses which 
would not constitute a crime if committed by an 
adult. These socially undesirable acts include 
intoxication, disobedience, truancy, sexual 
promiscuity, running away from home, and a host 
of similar others. 

The disparity in response to status offenders 
is reflected in the estimate that of the 100,000 
juveniles committed to correctional institutions, 
23 percent of the boys and 70 percent of the 
girls were there on status offenses. 3 

However, nine out of eve~y ten children incar
cerated at any given time are held in local deten
tion facilities awaiting further court hearing. 
The National Assessment of Juvenile Corrections 
indicated that up to 500,000 youths are held in 
adult jails and municipal lockups each year. In 
addition, 494,286 youths were held in 303 juvenile 
detention facilities. "This total of nearly one 
million youths in jails and detention vastly 
exceeds the yearly total of youths held in all 
public training schools, halfway houses, camps, 4 
group houses, and so forth in the United States." 

The pioneering work conducted in this area by the 
Children's Defense Fund has documented the dis-
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proportionate representation of lower socio
economic and minority populations in seeure 
detention, and dispelled the myth that these 
youths are detained for serious offenses. To the 
contrary, the Children's Defense Fund survey of 
449 jails and lockups in nine states found only 
eight percent of the youths to be charged with 
crimes to the person and over 17 percent charged 
Hith status or nonoffenses. 5 While the conse
quences of the social and emotional effect of 
incarceration on the growth and development of 
youth need further examination, we know that the 
vast majority of juvenile detention and correc
tional facilities, county jails, and municipal 
lockups are in deplorable condition. They provide 
inadequate program, procedural, and environmental 
situations for the juveniles currently in residence. 
Further, we know that detent:ion begets commitment, 
and that once held in a secure setting the like
lihood of continued incarceration is dispropor
tionately increased. 

We are continuously jolted by the increasing 
suicide rate of incarcerated youth, and the 
repeated occurrence of physical harm and sexual 
abuse which can only be considered the tip of 
the iceberg, in view of the cloak of secrecy 
that surrounds the secure and obscure confines 
of facilities. 

If the most disturbing aspect of juvenile incar
ceration is increased admissions during the last 
decade, its most frustrqtingaspect is reflected 
in the continued administrative preoccupation 
with the inclusion of juvenile quarters within 
newly constructed jails. This is a clear indi
cation that this trend, unabated, will continue 
for some time. For instance, over 40 percent 
of the 317 adult jails seeking funds under recent 



public works legislation sought to include juve
niles quarters. 

The major catalyst for change in this area has 
been the passage of the 1974 Juvenile Justice 
and Delinquency Prevention Act. The President of 
the United States, in signing the reauthorization 
of the Act, stressed that " ••. in many communities 
of our country two kinds of crimes, the serious 
and ones not very serious, are treated the same, 
and young people have been incarcerated for long 
periods of time .•• for committed offenses which 
would not even be a crime at all if they were 
adults •.. This Act very wisely draws a sharp dis
tinction between these two kinds of crimes. It 
also encourages local administrators, states, and 
local government to deinstitutionalize those 
young people who have not committed serious 
crimes. 7 

The requirements of the 1974 Juvenile Justice 
and Delinquency Prevention Act with respect to 
children in juvenile residential facilities are 
unequivocal and embodied in Section 223a(12) (13): 

(12)(A) provide within three years after 
submission of the init.ial plan that juve
niles who are charged with or who have com
mitted offenses that would not be criminal 
if committed by an adult, or such nonoffen.
ders as dependent or neglected children, 
shall not be placed in juvenile detention 
or correctional facilities; 

(b) provide that the State shall submit 
annual reports to the Associate Adminis
trator containing a review of the progress 
made by the State to achieve the deinsti
tutionalization of juveniles described in 
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subparagraph (A) and a review of the PTog
ress made by the State to provide that such 
juveniles, if placed in facilities, are 
placed in facilities which C'; are the 
least restrictive alterpatives appropriate 
to the needs of the child and the community; 
(ii) are in reasonable proximity to the 
family and the home communities of such 
juveniles; and (iii) 'provide the services 
described in Section 103(1); 

(13)- provide that juveniles alleged to be 
or found to be delinquent and youths within 
the purview of paragraph (12) shall not be 
detained or confined in any institution in 
which they have regular contact with adult 
persons incarcerated because they have been 
convicted of a crime or are awaiting trial 
on criminal charges. 8 

The administrative guidelines issued by the 
Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preven
tion clearly interpret the Congressional mandate 
and establish acceptable levels of compliance 
for partici~ation in the formula grants program 
of the Act. 

The movement of legislation to remedy the prob
lems of juvenile delinquency has been princi
pally directed toward changing the traditional 
response of institutionalization overkill. 
Schools, parents, police, and the community at 
large have been required to examine their per
ceptions of juvenile delinquency and their methods 
of dealing with "socially undesirable" behavior 
by youth in trouble. Recent standards set by 
the American Bar Association, the National 
Council on Crime and Delinquency. the American 
Correctional Association, and the National 



Advisory Commission for Criminal Justice 
Standards and Goals have commented upon new 
directions for juvenile residential facilities, 
significantly expanding the existing literature 
in this area. IO Research documentation, inter
woven with legal concepts and informed opinion 
by national le~ders in the field, has provided 
a sound basis for this reexamination. 

The purpose of this document is to consolidate, 
compare, and where appropriate, expand upon this 
milieu of information concerning juvenile resi
dential facilities. It is generally directed 
to those communities which have closely examined 
their current court practices and implemented 
a range of nonresidential alternat.ives to resi
dential placement. It is specifically directed 
to the architectural profession which has and 
will continue to playa major role in the reno
vation and construction of juvenile residential 
facilities across the country. 

Attention must be given to three major concerns 
in considering this information. First, it is 
important that the decision to place a juvenile 
in a residential program be determined by clear 
and objective criteria. This is particularly 
significant for youth awaiting court appearance, 
where historically the release decision has been 
contingent upon the nonlegal biases of individual 
intake workers. Survey experience has indicated 
that youths with similar legal profiles will 
be detained at highly disparate rates, depending 
on individual perceptions of what personal charac
teristics constitute "likely to commit another 
offense," "likely to run," and "likely to harm 
himself. "II 

Both the Institute for Judicial Administration-
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American Bar Association (IJA-ABA) Juvenile 
Justice Standards Project and the National 
Advisory Committee Report to the Administrator 
on Standards for the Administration af Juvenile 
Justice recommend objective criteria based on 
offense, legal status, and legal history.12 
Experience has indicated that the use of objec
tive criteria dramatically reduces the need for 
secure detention. Evaluative research currently 
underway will determine the effectiveness of 
these criteria in measuring the principal objec
tives of protecting the community and the court 
process. 

Second, the residential program must be viewed 
within the context of a network of alternative 
programs directed toward the use of the least 
restrictive setting for each youth. Solely con
sidering construction of a co~unity-based shelter 
care facility for youths awaiting court appear
ances, for example, and excluding other options 
such as emergency foster care and home detention 
would severely limit flexibility. Such a mono
lithic approach would also inhibit response to 
rapidly developing program innovations which 
meet the needs of youth on both a residential 
and nonresidential sc~le. 

Finally, and perhaps most important, it is essen
tial to view the development of residential pro
grams from the perspective of the young persons 
who will be living in them, albeit temporarily. 
Traditionally, the views of police, youth workers, 
the courts and correctional officials, as well 
as of taxpayers and architects, have been most 
strongly represented in the development of juve
nile residential facilities. It is clear that 
from an operational, financial, and design per
spective, traditional interpretations of residen-



tial needs would be the most expedient, most 
convenient, and least costly alternative. However, 
this is not what the Act intended. Throughout, 
the Act mandates an advocacy posture on behalf 
of youth on all relevant issues and seeks to 
provide a voice, or representation of their 
interests, in the planning and operation of all 
facets of the juvenile justice system. Therefore, 
considerations of size, security, location, and 
population have been sought from the young people 
who will potentially live in the facilities. 
This approach has caused considerable disruption 
and inconvenience to those who traditionally 
plan, finance, design and operate juvenile resi
dential facilities. While recent indications 
suggest that the trend toward large institutional 
facilities continues to prevail in many states, 
the Act has provided a basis for change where 
none previously existed. 

The text of our analysis is directed toward an 
examination of various issues and ideas which 
significantly affect the development of juvenile 
residential facilities. In attempting to create 
changes in the way these facilities are planned 
and implemented, the analysis will provide a 
comparison of research and standards in such areas 
as population, psychological and social needs, 
security, spatial utility and perception, and 
size and location. Viewed within the context of 
the principles stated above, the analysis will 
provide a resource of information well-suited 
to the deinstitutionalization mandates of the 
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act. 

5 



Residential 
Populatjon 
Considerations 

The population aspects of juvenile residential 
'facilities have been the focus of considerable 
attention since 1974 due largely to the require
ments of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention Act. Certain characteristics of the 
residential population in juvenile facilities 
have been at issue for some time and include the 
propriety of commingling residents by offense, 
legal status, and age. Recently, specific posi
tions have been advanced in favor of a prohibi
tion on the commingling of criminal-type offenders 
and status or non-offenders, as well as the 
commingling of non-adjudicated youth awaiting 
court appearance and adjudicated youth placed 
in a residential treatment program. 

Arguments against the commingling of criminal
type offenders and status or non-offenders may 
be summarized as follows: 
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As the size of a facility increases, the 
quantity and quality of individualized 
attention will decrease and leave much 
of the "rule making". to peer pressure,. 
and dominant subcultures in the group. 

The negative self-image and stigma per
ceived by the community increases when 
the facility is identified primarily 
with criminal-type offenders. 

The norm established for program and 
supervision aspects of the facility is 
largely defined by the most difficult 
residents. 

Arguments supporting a separation by legal status 
include: 

the pre-adjudicated detainees' presumed 
innocence, and the probability of the 
post-disposition offender being a sophis
ticated delinquent who is not a candi
date for probation; 

the problems inherent in the mixture of 
a post-disposition population involved 
in on-going treatment programs and a 
short-term, pre-adjudication population 
not eligible for these programs; and 

the disruptive effects of the crisis 
circumstances under which the pre
adjudication population is detained on 
the juve~ile involved in the treatment 
program. 

With respect to commingling prohibitions in the 
Act, the area of most specific concerns is the 



widespread practice ·of commingling juveniles and 
adult offenders. The destructive nature of this 
practice is recognized in the two principle 
requirements of the Act: 

Section 223a(12) prohibits the placement 
of status and nonoffenders in facilities 
which also have adult offenders. 

Section 223a(13) prohibits the placement 
of status and nonoffenders in secure 
confinement facilities which house adult 
offenders and requires complete separa
tion of juvenile criminal-type offenders 
from adult offenders in these types of 
facilities. 13 

In 1973, the Senate Subcommittee to Investigate 
Juvenile Delinquency heard clear and convincing 
testimony concerning the harmful effects of 
commingling juvenile and adult offenders: 

Regardless of the reasons that might be 
brought forth to justify jailing juveniles, 
the practice is destructive for the child 
who is incarcerated and dangerous for the 
community that permits youth to be handled 
in harmful ways. 

Despite frequent and tragic stories of 
suicide, rape, and abuses, the placement of 
juveniles in jails has not abated in recent 
years. A significant change in spite of 
these circumstances has not occurred in the 
vast majority of states. An accurate esti
mate of the extent of juvenile jailing in 
the United States does not exist. There is, 
however, ample evidence to show that the 
volume of juveniles detained has increased 
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in recent years. The National Council on 
Crime and Delinquency in 1965 reported an 
estimate of 87,591 juveniles jailed in that 
year. Sarri found some kq.owledgeable persons 
estimate this has increased to today's high 
of 300, 000 minors in one year. Approximately 
66 percent of those juveniles detained in 
j ail were awaiting trial. The lack of any 
alternative has been most frequently cited 
as a reason for detaining more and more 
youngsters in adult jails. 14 

Numerous examples of research, standards, state 
legislation, and court litigation provide a foun
dation for these observations by the Senate Sub
committee. 

From two recent studies, insights may be derived 
into establishing a philosophical foundation for 
the consideration of "separation" of juveniles 
and adult offenders. It is significant that the 
principle source of information used below was 
formulated by the Children's Defense Fund in 
their study, Children in Adult Jails, which 
includes on-site surveys of nearly 500 1ai1s and 
lockups in 126 counties in nine states. 5 This 
is an important consideration, given the histor
ical controversy which exists between those con
ducting applied research and the practitioners 
who operate the facilities. One other major 
study relied upon in this discussion was the 
National Assessment of Juvenile Corrections' 
Under Lock and Key: Children in Jails and 
Detention, which did not include on-site evalu
ation, but provides an exhaustive survey of the 
existing literature on the subject of juveniles 
in adult jails and 10ckups.16 

These studies found that in this country, the 
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placement of children in adult jails and lockups 
has long been a moral issue which has been charac
terized by sporadic public concern and minimal 
action toward its resolution. The general lack 
of public awareness of this problem, and the 
low level of official action, is exacerbated by 
the absence of meaningful information as to its 
extent, and the low visibility of juveniles in 
jails and lockups. This situation is perpetu
ated by official rhetoric which cloaks the prac
tice of Jailing juveniles in a variety of poorly
conceived rationales. In fact, the time-honored, 
but unsubstantiated, "rationales" of public 
safety, protection of juveniles from themselves 

.or their environments, and lack of alternatives 
break down under close scrutiny. In reality, 
the aggressive, unpredictable threat to public 
safety perceived by the community is often small, 
shy, and frightened. The Children's Defense 
Fund indicates that 18 percent of the juveniles 
in jails, in a nine-state area, have not even 
been charged with an act which would be a crime 
if committed by an adult; four percent have 
committed no offense at all. Of those jailed 
on criminal-type offenses, a full 88 percent are 
there on property and minor offenses. As is the 
case with all public institutions, minorities and 
the poor are disproportionately represented. 17 

Not until 1971, with the completion of the National 
Jail Census, did a clear and comprehensive picture 
of jails surface. By its own admission, the 
Census showed only a snapshot of American jails 
and the people who live in them. Significantly, 
the Census excluded those facilities holding 
persons less than 48 hours. This is critical 
with respect to juveniles because it is the 
police lockup and the drunk tank to which juve
niles are so often relegated under the guise of 

a... 
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"separation." The Census did, however, give us 
the first clear indication of the number of juve
niles held in j ail. On Uarch 15, 1970 7,800 
juveniles were living in 4, 03 7 j ailE; .18 A com
parable census in 1974 estimated that the number 
had grown to 12,744. 19 

The inadequacy of the data is compoLmded when 
a determination of the number of juveniles ad
mitted to adult jails and lockups each>year is 
sought. Surveys conducted by the National Council 
on Crime "and Delinquency and the National Assess
ment of Juvenile Corrections indicate that this 
figure ranges from 90,000 to 500,000. 20 The 
Children's Defense Fund, in its study of children 
in adult jails, indicates that even the half 
million figure is "grossly understated" and that 
"there is an appalling vacuum of information .•• 
when it comes to children in jails. 1I Regardless 
of the true figure, it is clear that the practice 
of jailing juveniles has not diminished during 
the last decade. 2l 

While the arguments for placing juveniles in 
jails are fragile and founded on incomplete and 
contradictory information, the arguments against 
holding juveniles in jails are concrete and well
researched. These arguments are sunnnarized 
below: 

The "criminal" label creates a stignut 
which will exist far longer than the 
period of incarceration. This stigma 
increases as the size of the community 
decreases and affects the availability 
of social, educational, and employment 
opportunities available to youth. Further, 
it is doubtful that a community's percep
tion of the juvenile quarters in the 



county jail is any different than that 
of the jail itself. 

The negative self-image which a youth 
often adopts when processed by the juve
nile system is aggravated by the imper
sonal and destructive nature of adult 
jails and lockups. Research continues 
·to document the deleterious effects of 
incarceration and the conclusion that this 
experience, in and of itself, may be a 
contributing factor to continued delin
quent activity. 

The practice of holding juveniles in 
adult jails is contrary to developments 
in juvenile law, and the juvenile justice 
system, which during the past 79 years 
have emphasized the separation of the 
juvenile and adult systems. 

The occurrence of physical harm and 
sexual abuse of juveniles by adults is 
well-documented and greatly increased 
within the confines of an adult jail 
or lockup. 

In 1974, the National Assessment of Juvenile 
Corrections assumed and defended the possition 
that "placing juveniles in'adult jails and lock
ups should be entirely eliminated.,,22 Similarly, 
the Children's Defense Fund advocated, "To achieve 
the goal of ending jail incarceration of children, 
states should review their laws to prohibit 
absolutely the holding of children of juvenile 
court age in jails or lockups used for adult 
offenders. ,,23 

As early as 1961, the National Council on Crime 
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and Delinquency stated: 

The answer to the problem is to be found 
neither in 'writing off '. the sophisticated 
youth by jailing him nOr in building sepa
rate and better designed juvenile quarters 
in jails and police lockups. The treatment 
of youthful offenders must be divorced 
from the jail and other expensive 'money 
saving' methods of handling adults. 24 

The President's Commission on Law Enforcement 
and Administration of Justice established that 
"adequate and appropriate separate detention 25 
facilities for juveniles should be provided." 

Subsequent national standards in the area of 
juvenile justice and delinquency prevention 
reaffirmed this position. The National Advisory 
Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and 
Goals stated that "jails should not be used for 
the detention of juveniles.,,26 The American 
Bar Association and the Institute for Judicial 
Administration affirmed that "the interim deten
tion of accused juveniles in any facility or 
part thereof also used to detain adults is 
prohibited. ,,27 

The National Sheriff's Association stated that 
"in the case of juveniles when jail detention 
cannot possibly be avoided, it is the responsi
bility of the jail to provide full segregation 
from adult inmates, constant supervision, a 
well-balanced diet, and a constructive program 
of wholesome activities. The detention period 
should be kept to a minimum, and every effort 
made to expedite the disposition of the juvenile's 
case." 28 The American Correctional Association 
stipulated that "juveniles in custody be provided 



living quarters separate from adult inmates, 29 
although these may be in the same structure." 

While the statements by the NSA and ACA fall 
short of 'requiring the removal of juveniles from 
adult facilities, it is clear that anything less 
than sight and sound separation would not meet 
their requirements. 

Virtually all the states allow juveniles to be 
detained in jails as long as they are separated 
from adult offenders. In addition, all states 
but Alabama, California, Colorado, Georgia, 
Louisiana, Maryland, Massachusetts, Michigan, 
Nevada, New York, South Dakota, Tennessee, Texas, 
and Washington adhere to the Interstate Compact 
on Juveniles, Article IX of which deals with 
detention practices: 

... to every extent possible, it shall be the 
policy of the states party to this compact 
that no juvenile or delinquent juvenile 
shall be placed or detained in any prison, 
jailor lockup not be detained or transported 
in association with criminal, vicious or 
dissolute persons. 3D 

In Children in Adult Jails, the Children's Defense 
Fund outlines the issues states face when they 
sanction the placement of juveniles in jail. 
One standard approach is to require that children 
be separated from adult prisoners. Separation, 
however, is not always defined in precise terms-
sometimes a statute may specify that a different 
room, dormitory or section is necessary; in other 
cases, statutes provide that no visual, auditory 
or physical contact will be permitted. In still 
other states, the language is unclear. 31 One 
response to implementing this separation require-
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ment is tQ place children in solitary confinement. 
Legislatures are unaware of this conse_'luence, 
however, and a separation requirement -is usually 
not accompanied by a prohibition on placing 
children in isolation. In.fact, none of the 
state statutes considered in Children in Adult 
Jails prohibits isolating children in jail. 

It should be emphasized that a clear and strongly 
worded separation requirement is no guarantee 
that children held in jails will receive services 
particularly geared to their special needs, i.e., 
educational programs, counseling, medical exam
inations, and so on. While many separate juve
nile detention facilities are required by state 
statute to have a full range of such services, 
including sufficient personnel trained in working 
with children, in some states there are no require
ments for providing children in adult jails with 
similar services . 

Several states at least appear to recognize that 
the longer a child is detained in jail, the 
greater the possibility of harm. As a conse
quence, their statutes establish limitations 
on the period that children can be held in jail; 
in some states a time limit is tied to a deten
tion hearing. Even where time limitations exist, 
however, extensions of indefinite duration are 
often sanctioned upon court order. 

An analysis of national policies with respect to 
detaining juveniles in jails presented problems, 
since many state statutes are ambiguous. From 
the face of the statute, it was often difficult 
to determine whether juveniles were prohibited 
from detention in jails, or if it was acceptable 
as long as they were kept separate from adults. 
Ohio, for example, has a statute which says that 



in counties where no detention home is available, 
the board of county commissioners shall provide 
funds for the boarding of juveniles in private 
homes; but ·the statute also deals with the sepa
ration of juveniles and adults in jail. 

Hhile some states had enacted legislative restric
tions prior to the passage of the 1974 Juvenile 
Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act, most 
legislative activity in this area occurred in 
response to the mandates of the Act. Signifi
cantly, the legislation enacted since 1974 has 
removed many of the ambiguities which plagued 
earlier legislation. In addition, states have 
moved increasingly to an outright prohibition 
on the jailing of juveniles, rather than the 
traditional response of mere separation within 
the facility. These recent trends are especially 
evident in the states of Haryland, Washington, 
and Pennsylvania, all of which have legislated 
outright prohibition of the jailing of juveniles 
(January 1, 1978, July 1, 1978, and December 31, 
1979, respectively). 

While court litigation in this area has fallen 
short of an outright prohibition on the placement 
of juveniles in adult jails and lockups, several 
cases have addressed the issue on a facility-by
facility basis. Further, many courts have pro
vided injunctive relief where a statute rejuiring 
complete separation has not been enforced. 2 

A recent federal court ruling held that although 
the Constitution does not forbid all jailing of 
juveniles in adult facilities, a statute in 
Puerto Rico violates due process. This statute 
permits the indefinite jailing of juveniles in 
adult facilities without some form of notice and 
hearing prior to the confinement decision, and 

12 

violates equal protection by permitting a child 
to be punished indistinguishably from an adult, 
without the same procedural safeguards. The 
court refused to hold that custody of juveniles 
in adult jails is, in and of itself, cruel and 
unusual punishment under the Eighth Amendment. 
Significantly, however, the court noted the 
"disturbing evidence that conditions in these 
adult institutions may not, in fact, be minimally 
human," and that had the case before them been 
directed ~oward the adequacy of the conditions 
in the particular institution, rather than the 
statute authorizing such incarceration, they may 
have found for the plaintiff on the grounds of 
cruel and unusual punishment. 33 

On the subject of separation of juveniles and 
adult offenders in correctional facilities, the 
court has stated that juvenile offenders who 
present serious disciplinary problems may be 
transferred to and housed within the geographical 
confines of an adult institution, "provided they 
are sufficiently segregated from other inmates 
and are provided a specially-prepareG treatment 
program appropriate to their needs. 1134 - Several 
other state level cases have stated this require
menf, emphasizing that this separation must be 
sufficient to protect the minors from the adverse 
influence which adult prisoners might have upon 
them. This practice of administrative transfer 
has been vigorously attacked on the grounds that 
it violates juveniles' right to due process, 
particularly the right to trial by jury which is 
guaranteed to those tried under the adult justice 
system but not those adjudicated by the juvenile 
courts. 35 

The courts have been given strong and continuing 
indications that they will no longer defer to 



administrative know-how' with respect to the con
ditions and operations of adult jails and prisons. 
Their willingness to intervene is clear where 
juveniles have been placed in physical conditions 
which do not meet the Eighth Amendment protections 
against cruel and unusual punishment. They have 
been equally as responsive to situations where 
procedures are so lacking as to violate due proc
ess guarantees of the Fourteenth Amendment. Most 
notable, however, is the recent history of the 
courts' vigorous injunctive action where statutes 
requiring separation of juveniles and adult offen
ders have not been enforced. These actions, 
along with the emerging national standards and 
state legislation prohibiting the jailing of 
juveniles, give rise to the notion that a com
plete prohibition may be the logical extension 
in the courts' decade old pursuit of the rights 
of young people. . 

f, Q 
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Psychological 
And Social Needs 
A discussion of facilities for juveniles neces
sitates the examination of the purpose of such 
facilities and their impact. Residential or not, 
any facility expressly geared to youths, if it 
is to be effective, must be responsive to their 
needs. Of primary concern, then, are the effects 
of the physical environment on the psychological 
and social needs of young people. 

Bruno Bettleheim, Professor of Psychology and 
Psychiatry at the University of Chicago, empha
sizes the role of public buildings and their 
spaces in the development of children's expec
tations, perceptions and behaviors. Referring to 
institutions created by society, schools in parti
cular, he explains: 

'They' will sh?pe his view' of society and 
his behavior within it. Spatial arrange-
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ments are part of how society speaks to the 
individual. To him they represent society's 
view of him and all those who are expected 
to use them. Society creates them in the 
shape of what it thinks will best serve 36 
him, or at least is good enough for him. 

This is especially true 6f residential facilities 
which assume the additional responsibilities of 
care and supervision of juveniles. As basic 
material. needs are met, so also must emotional 
needs be considered and satisfied, for this 
contact with societal institutions can play a 
large part in portraying society's concern for 
the juvenile's well-being and worth. 

Material well-being in a residential setting 
cannot compensate for any deficiency of emotional 
and sensory content. A standard of living based 
on an allotted number of square feet per indi
vidual for sleeping and recreation, or of indif
ferently processing the greatest number of people 
with the least effort, falls far short of the mark 
of acting in the in the individual's best inter
ests and reintegrating him with society. Young 
people need privacy as well as space. They need 
the potential for intellectual, emotional and 
physical stimulation. 

Contact with juvenile justice services need not 
be a demoralizing force, provided a youth has 
the opportunity to experience a spirit and inter
action which bespeak his worth as an individual. 
Along with programs and services, the built 
environment can provide this opportunity by 
positively reinforcing society's concern for the 
juvenile's needs above and beyond any physical 
requirements. The following discussion will 
describe some of the variables which must be 
considered to this end. 



In the course of daily experience, young people 
must learn the processes of social behavior, 
including the roles they must play in adult 
society. Dr. Willard Gaylin, Professor of 
Psychiatry at New York!s Columbia Presbyterian 
Medical Center states: 

In the teens, problems of identification 
are probably most acute, and teenagers are 
enormously vulnerable. Their sense of their 
goodness, badness, conscience, social iden
tity, psychological identities ... are still 
in a great state of flux. You have a very 
vulnerable group in terms of precisely some 
of those things that are going to decide 
whether a person is goin~ to be a good 
citizen or an offender. 3 

The concept of social learning entails one-to
one conversation, group discussions and other 
social exchange between peers, along with more 
formal contact with adults. It also entails an 
increasing need for privacy. By privacy, we are 
referring to the individual's ability to control 
the level of interchange he experiences with 
others, to his satisfaction. 

A. F. Westin defines privacy as "the claim of 
individuals, groups or institutions to determine 
for themselves when, how and to what extent i~~or
mation about them is communicated to others." 
It is a primary factor, especially in teenage 
development, which permits the individual to 
satisfy emotional requirements such as 1) estab
lishing psychological and person spaces and dis
tances conducive to the formation of role rela
tionships and performance, and 2) protecting the 
individual's need for individuality through con
trol of his environment, as well as the need to 
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carry out bodily functions satisfactorily. 

The mechanism of emotional release from daily 
tensions and stress may also be served. James 
s. Plant comments on: 

The mental strain from constantly having to 
'get along' with people ••• in the strain 
of having to constantly adapt to others 
there is a continuous challenge to the 
integrity of (the person's defenses).39 

An equally important function associated with the 
attainment of privacy is the individual's ability 
to evaluate himself. He must have a time and 
place which permits him to view himself in rela
tion to his world, his surroundings. 

Under normal circumstances, Juveniles can achieve 
satisfactory levels of privacy by having rooms 
or spaces to which they can retreat, by preserving 
supportive, helpful relationships with different 
groups of people at various times, by maintaining 
only those intimate contacts they consider neces
sary, and by disseminating as little information 
as is necessary about themselves in more public 
situations. It can be seen, then, that social 
interaction and the amount of control the indi
vidual is able to exert over such social con
tacts is in large measure a component of privacy, 
and vice versa. The achievement of privacy is 
also of inestimable value to the individual in 
establishing a personal identity. 

Residential facilities which neglect these aspects 
of the juvenile's needs hinder the juvenile's 
development as an individual. Much evidence 
supports the conclusion that, in these formative 
years, young people are learning to evaluate the 



demands made on them by society and the extent 
to which they have a place in that society. If 
public institutions of the juvenile justice convey 
to them, in the silent lan'guage of spaces and 
things, that they as individuals are not subject 
to society's concern and solicitude, and that 
their needs cannot be fulfilled within the system, 
juveniles may come to believe that society con
siders them expendable. It will be difficult 
under such circumstances for the individual to 
fulfill a viable role in a society which, in his 
perception, is imminently harmful. 

The IJA-ABA Juvenile Justice Standards Project 
recognizes the necessity for meeting the complex 
needs of youths even in secure settings. In the 
Architecture of Facilities standards, specific 
reference is made to the physical needs of juve
niles under the heading of "Normalization." It 
lists the following among the responsibilities 
which judicial agencies must assume: 

developing the individuality and self
respect, which enable youths to project 
positive self-images rather than those 
suggesting deviance; 

respecting the right of privacy; 

providing opportunities for socializing 
with peers of both sexes. 

These goals are reflected elsewhere in this 
volume. 40 For example, in Part II, Values and 
Purposes, facilities are called upon to "protect 
and promote the emotional and social well-being 
of youths and their families.,,4l Under item 2.7, 
Personal Spaces, the standards state the legiti
mate needs for security must be balanced against 
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the individual's needs concerning: 

information about oneself, 

social intercourse with others, and 

entrance of unwanted stimuli such as 
noise, smells or drafts. 42 

In Part IV, Group Homes, item 4.15, General 
Physical Requirements, the standards state: "It 
is important that each resident have a space that 
is private and not available to others. The 
pressures of group living ... may be more severe 
than in a home setting and the need for private 
space more important.,,43 

The National Council on Crime and Delinquency 
Guidelines for the Detention of Children and 
Youth (NCCD) do not treat the psychological needs 
of youths in such general terms, that is, they 
do not categorically state the necessity for 
privacy and social interaction. However, in 
outlining the proposal that detention facilities 
incorporate toilets into individual sleeping 
rooms, the following observations are made: 

Children in detention need to be alone 
at times to come to terms with themselves 
and to cry, if need be, without fear of 
ridicule .•• 

Children who may fear to sleep alone 
should be allowed to have their door 
open •.. encouraged to tell of their fears 
or otherwise handled individually. 

Dormitories do not meet the special 
needs of the detained child ..• Late 



retirers and early risers, whose habits 
cannot be changed abruptly, prevent 
others from sleeping. 

O 01 b 0 44 pen t01 ets are em arras1ng. 

All these statements support the notion that 
facilities for children should not induce debil
itating experiences. They recognize that indi
vidual and personal needs vary, that individuals 
must cope with situations according to their 
needs. 

The National Advisory Commission's Report on 
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (NAC) 
addresses the matter from a different perspective. 
Taking the position that certain obligations to 
youth and the community should be met by juvenile 
justice agencies, it affirms the moral imperative 
of considering the juvenile's welfare above and 
beyond simple physical requirements. Standard 
19.1, the Purpose of Juvenile Corrections, begins 
with the statement that: 

The purposes of juvenile correction (to 
protect society! etc.) should be carried 
out through means that are fair and just; 
that recognize the unique physical, psycho
logical and social characteristics and 
needs of juveniles; and that give juve
niles access to opportunities for normal 
growth and development. 45 

Standard 11.4, Consideration of Cultural Values, 
also notes the importance of psychological con
siderations: 

••• Maximum efforts should be made to pre
serve the child's cultural heritage and 
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identity •.. Discontinuities of language or 
of the culturally based dynamics of family 
relationshiEs can prove very traumatic to 
the child. 4 . 

Other sections focus on individual needs in edu
cational and recreational activities. Section 
24.2, Secure Residential Facilities, calls for 
attention to privacy requirements, with individual 
sleeping rooms cited as a way to achieve this 
end. 47 

There is a consensus, we see, that juvenile resi
dential facilities be capable of meeting a variety 
of psychological and emotional needs. To this 
end, the designed environment should encourage 
juveniles to influence their own situation, and 
to determine an optimum leve~ of interaction. 

'All the standards discussed above have stated 
preferences for single occupancy bedrooms, to 
increase the potential for a measure of individual 
control and privacy. The ABA calls for 100 s~. 
ft. for single rooms in juvenile facilities. 4 
NCCD Standards recommend 80 sq. ft. for individual 
rooms. 49 These square foot space allocations, . 
somewhat higher than many standards which call 
for between 63 to 70 sq. ft., respond to the 
increased need for personal space experience by 
juveniles whose freedom of movement and choice 
have been restricted, and whose placement in a 
residential setting dictates continual contact 
with unfamiliar people. It should be made clear 
that the physit!al dimensions of the bedroom space 
in terms of privacy and personalization, are not 
as important as the utility of the space, i.e., 
the ability to use the space to satisfy personal 
needs. The design must consider, therefore, 
personal grooming and sanitary facilities, fur.-



nishings and arrangement, the effects of color 
and light, security, temperature and acoustic 
levels, and the need for personalization of 
spaces. 

Several passages in the ABA Standards call for a 
number of double sleeping rooms, or room with 
more than one occupant, for use by juveniles 
who require companionship, or where emotional 
stress results from children being alone. 50 This 
proposition, seemingly reasonable at first, does 
not consider the responsibility placed on youths 
unwilling to accept it. It also fails to recog
nize the potential for interference which the 
juvenile may thus experience. And as Maxine Wolfe 
notes in her article, "Room Size, Group Size, 
and Density," in a normal setting, a person who 
seeks to be alone often chooses a place which 
will not be potentially available to others. 
Wolfe has found that: 

Within the context of institutional life, 
where most of the day is spent in programmed 
activities and in space shared by all of 
the children, the bedroom is the child's 
only personal space. Yet the room may not 
belong to only one child. Usually, the 
sharing of a bedroom by two children is 
seen as a way of promoting interaction and 
intimate relationships. However, the 
sharing of a bedroom by children who have 
d1fficulty in interpersonal relationships, 
within the context of entire days or pro
grammed interaction, may create more with
drawal than interaction. 51 

Interrelated with elements of the physical environ
ment are many emotional needs, including privacy 
in the use of sanitary facilities, and other 
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'" personal concerns. At home, a youth can close 
the door when bathing or dressing, avoiding. 
embarrassment, and thereby maintaining a sense of 
dignity and personal security. Removal from 
the home setting does not alter these require
ments, even though certain. limitations must be 
imposed. The standards point out, furthermore, 
that where single occupancy bedrooms are used, 
supervision of such personal activities can be 
minimized in that the potential for residents 
interfering with each other is lessened. 52 

Individual bedrooms also provide an opportunity 
for personalization. When individuals can make 
decisions concerning the appearance of personal 
spaces and implement those feelings, the sense 
of control increases. Spaces which bear a mark 
of individuality and define one's territory can 
contribute greatly to a sense of well-being and 
the perception of normality. Nowhere is the 
potential for unhindered personal expression so 
easily realized as in the private sleeping area. 
Section 3.4 of the ABA Standards, Building Expec
tations, calls for the opportunity for space

53 personalization of bedrooms and other areas. 
This may be accomplished by designing spaces which 
permit various furniture arrangements and the use 
of movable rugs, wall hangings and posters, 
tackboard, draperies and other wall surface 
elements; devices to hold posters and other per
sonal possessions can also prove helpful in this 
regard. Design elements such as these avoid the 
restrictions of static architectural spaces and 
provide the juveniles with the opportunity to 
overcome any institutional effects perceived. 
The purposes of intellectual stimulation, a 
necessary ingredient of the normalized setting, 
are also served through the use of private bed
rooms which permit independent thinking, study, 



and reflection when other space is unavailable. 

The normalized setting, while allowing for the 
individual needs of youths, must also take into 
account the value of group experience, neither 
detracting table games and casual conversation 
require a more intimate atmosphere than activities 
such as ping-pong or ball games. Living areas 
must be able to accommodate each. Spatial formu
lations which adhere purely to physical-dimension
per-person requirements can result in large, 
multi-purpose rooms where one ongoing activity 
interferes with participation in another. The 
inability of residents to engage in desired activ
ities can lead to a feeling of helplessness fol
lowed by an unwillingness to become involved. 

Juveniles, like adults, tend to engage in a wide 
range of activities. Because deprivation of 
desired activity can encourage counterproductive 
attitudes and behavior, the removal of a youth 
from his home should entail more than a baby
sitting service. It is important, then, that the 
living areas of residential facilities accommodate 
activities diversified enough to encourage a 

. youth's active participation. 

Thus far we have touched upon a few of the signi
ficant issues in spatial planning and development, 
related to the emotional and social needs of 
youths in residential facilities. It is possible 
to delineate specific physical arrangements for 
a multitude of activities, including visiting, 
dining, private interviews, counseling, etc. 
But requirements vary according to facility size, 
location, funding, and types of service. Rather 
than patent solutions, therefore, an overall 
appreciation of the needs of youth which can be 
applied to physical forms is suggested, to ensure 
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a high degree of flexibility. A. discussion of 
the design possibilities of a dining area may 
clarify this approach. 

Dining may occur in one eating area specifically 
designed for this function. It may also take 
place in a multi-purpose room used for other 
activities. It may be prepared on-site or brought 
in, served en masse or separately during certain 
hours. Depending on the circumstances, any of 
these combinations may be considered appropriate. 
But initially, a designer ought to consider the 
total scheme of functions to be served. A multi
purpose room used for dining may be totally inade
quate if ongoing recreational activities are 
interrupted for extended periods. A separate 
dining area may be more satisfactory; but it, too, 
may be a source of problems if residents, pushed 
together as a group to eat at specified times, 
perceive the experience as an institutional 
"feeding time," rather than communal dining. The 
dining space unused for other activities may also 
prove to be a cost liability. 

We see, then, that regardless of the issue, the 
most appropriate solution will often be a com
promise. The need for design sensitivity to a 
total spatial use plan is implicit. It is a 
general overview based on concern for the youth's 
welfare and the effectiveness of program and 
functional operations. Let us consider further 
some environmental characteristics which can 
substantially affect the individual's perception 
of space, and its meaning. 

The principles for the design of juvenile resi
dential facilities presented in this text are 
based op physical requirements for nonphysical 
needs. This approach to juvenile justice facil-



ities planning embodies the concept of "normali
zation," 1:Vhich recognizes the importance of 
psychological necessity, in addition to strictly 
physical needs. A policy of normalization demands 
an understanding of the effects of the physical 
environment on perception. In a normal setting, 
1:Vhere freedom of movement in unimpaired, a youth 
may encounter a 1:Vide range of spaces and material 
surfaces as well as light, color, temperature 
and noise levels. This phenomenon is referred to 
as sensory stimulation. A nonnormative or insti
tutional setting 1:Vould tend to be more consistent, 
less controllable. The lack of variety in such 
perceptual elements promotes a condition commonly 
called sensory deprivation. Much of the current 
research into this aspect of the physical environ
ment indicates that 1:Vhere sensory deprivation 
exists, surroundings come to be less comprehensible. 
The ability to identify pattern and coherence 
deteriorates, and individuals are th1:Varted in their 
efforts to order their surroundings. The absence 
of variegated materials, colors, forms, spaces 
and undifferentiated surfaces suggests a relative 
disregard for individuality and personal identity, 
in favor of an institutional or fortress-like 
bearing. The work of Professor J. Vernon of 
Princeton University indicates that "the human 
cannot long endure a homogeneous situation no 
matter how good and desirable" it may appear to 
be. 54 Where environmental clues and labels suggest 
"an abnormal and deviant- identity," a person may 
choose a self-image and behavior compatible with 
the perceptions and expectations of those in 
authority. 

We see, then, the necessity of striking a balance 
between the function of the body and the function 
of the mind. The ABA Standard 3.4, Building 
Expectations, states: 
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Building design should not present an expec
tation of abusive behavior and vandalism 
and invite challenge by residents, nor 
should it be assumed that every juvenile 
behaves in a violent and destructive 
manner. 55 

The purpose of this standard, and its supportive 
commentary, is to demonstrate that a normalized 
setting must include physical elements which 
convey to each juvenile a message of well-meaning 
concern from society and those in positions of 
authority. 

Though current research demonstrates the impor
tance of environmental phenomena in the emotional 
and intellectual well-being and development of 
young people, very few of the current standards 
for planning juvenile justice residential facil
ities reflect these findings. Most are derived 
from security and maintenance performance stan
dards and their cost effectiveness. Notable 
exceptions are the ABA standards which specifical+y 
address this issue. Recommending that facilities 
should not present the expectation of abusive 
behavior, the ABA describes several items which 
can be useful in facility design. These include: 

Accenting differences among the parts 
of the building through varying spatial 
characteristics, room shape, lighting, 
floor level, ceiling height, etc. 

Allowing for changing furniture layout. 
Furniture need not be of uniform color 
and type but should vary from room to 
room. 



Using a variety af textiles, calars 
and patterns far walls, flaars, furni
ture, drapes, shades and finishes. 56 

These standards recagnize that "saft architecture" 
can lead to. higher maintenance casts, but also. 
nate that initial canstructian casts and the 
casts af recanstructian to. suit changing pragrams 
may be lawered significantly.57 Additianally, 
the saft architecture appraach to. juvenile facil
ities implies an increased use af staff super
visian and apen cammunicatian between staff and 
residents, rather than mare institutianal physical 
barriers and devices. The arrangement af spaces 
must accammadate this functian. 

Flaar and wall surfaces in juvenile justice fa
cilities are traditianally af the imperviaus, in
destructable var~ety far security and maintenance 
reasans. The cancept af narmalizatian thraugh 
saft spaces argues, with suppart in the litera
ture, that materials used in this fashian chal
lenge the individual to. destructive behaviar and 
praduce stress. Barriers devaid af human in
'valvement and care may bear witness to. an immin
ently harmful enviranment where sturdy defensive 
measures are but a simulacrum af real security. 
Such enviranments can hardly appear to. have the 
juvenile's best interests at heart. 

Far example, cancrete blacks and heavy ceramic 
tile are aften harsh, devaid af persanal scale, 
calar and texture. They seem to. represent a dis
dain far human invalvement, especially when used 
an a mana lithic scale. When flaar and wall ma
terials vary in texture and calar, richer and 
mare diverse sensary experience may take place. 
Paving tiles in passageways, rugs in quiet areas, 
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vinyl asbestas tile in activity areas, and ather 
such cambinatians narmalize enviranmental percep
tian, fastering a sense af place and spatial 
definitian.58 

The use af calar and light adds anather dimension 
to. narmalizatian. In day-ta-day experience, 
peaple are canfranted with changes in light, 
shade and shadaw. Different co. lars are en
cauntered as peaple mave fram space to. space, in
side to. autside, fram hame to. street to. wark, 
schaal ar stares. When a persan's mavement is 
limited ar restricted, memaries af sensary 
changes are retained. In residential settings 
where there is access to. the autside environment, 
sleeping and living quarters are merely part af 
the tatal experience. In mare secure situatians, 
where mavement is restricted to. the facility, the 
need far perceptual changes is mare vital. Light 
and calar used in a highly regimented fashian 
anly heighten abnarmality, lass, and the puni
tive nature af the surraundings. 

It has been demanstrated that natural lighting 
can act as a fail to. the typically tight spaces 
af institutianal settings. A number af studies 
demanstrate that natural light can pramate a 
sense af spaciausness in atherwise cramped quar
ters. 59 This effect can be enhanced thraugh the 
use af bright, reflective surface calars far 
walls and ceilings, and by avaiding windaw place
ments and spatial canfiguratians which filter the 
light thraugh dim recesses and unyielding shadaws. 
The lack af natural light can also. lead to. a 
sense af crawding despite ardinarily functianal 
and apprapriate canditians. Tight narraw spaces, 
tao., are aften interpreted as crawded. A design 
salutian which attempts to. alleviate the percep
tian af spatial cangestian, and any subsequent 



discontent, must consider this matter thoroughly. 

In his article The Dialectics of Color (1976), 
Dr. Peter Smith notes the importance of light 
and color, and their expressions in the man-made 
environment: 

Colour in the environment has a cri
tical role to play both in keeping 
alive the cerebral interactive rhythms 
by nourishing the needs of the (mind) 
and by keeping active the dialectic 
routes between the centers of reason 
and emotion. 

When (a variety) of colours perceived 
on different levels of the brain or
chestrates into synchronous rhythms, 
the result is a special kind of ex
perience which, in the old days, was 
called beauty. Now, we would be 
better calling it therapy.60 

By inference, the therapeutic effects of light 
and color which Dr. Smith describes can be expan
ded to texture, form, shape, patterns, solids and 
voids, and any number of their manifestations. 
The object, here, is to avoid the massively solid 
and uniform finishes and forms which belittle the 
resident, and which may be interpreted as insti
tutional, a representation of society's ill will. 

Residential facilities for young people should 
not deaden their senses, nor numb their ability 
to interact beneficially with their environment. 
Such occurrences are pervasive, however, though 
largely resulting from inadequate knowledge about 
environmental perception and cognition, rather 
than from intentionally abusive practices. As 
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Rosemary Sarri points out in Under Lock and Key: 

The architecture and physical conditions 
of most detention facilities tends to in
crease the, trauma associated with deten
tion for many youths. We agree ~ith most 
other observers that some youths must be 
held, but they need not be locked up in 
stark, frightening, jail-like units. 6l 

More a~d more, we are becoming aware of the need 
in residential settings for positive and sensory 
experiences which enable residents to organize 
their thoughts and develop satisfactory images. 
It is unfortunate that few of the effects of the 
designed environment are clearly understood. 
These must be the object of continuous study. 
And until such time as the importance of the 
numerous, interrelated physical elements becomes 
clearer, designers and planners should be occu
pied with the establishment of the most noncoer
cive, normal settings possible. To fail in this 
regard is to obstruct and deny the purposes of 
juvenile justice, which are to care for youth, 
and to encourage, not deter, their capacities 
and potential. 

" 
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Securi ty In The 
Residential 
Erlvironment 

The issue of security can be divided into two 
areas, both having serious implications for the 
design of residential facilities. First, one 
must consider the security of the facility itsel~ 
i.e., when a youth is held, what steps must be 
taken to prevent problems for the surrounding 
community and to prevent damage to the physical 
plant. Equally important is the safety and pro
tection of the juvenile being held. The first 
consideration includes the safety problems of all 
secure juvenile residential facilities, whether 
for holding, detention or correctional purposes. 
It is understood that the size of the facility 
influences the type and extent of security to be 
provided. The questions on which we will focus 
are: How are the juveniles to be restricted in 
both interior and exterior movement, and what 
type .of construction will best suit this purpose 
and withstand various resident behaviors? 
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l,1. 

Historically, thdse who operate secure juvenile 
facilities have taken the position that ju{~'eniles 
in secure custody will tend to exhibit violent 
and destructive, therefore aberrant, behavior. 
Consequently, building design has taken a hard, 
barrier-like approach toward containing behavior 
of this sort. Contemporary research into this 
matter indicates that, contrary to traditional 
theories, the cause and effect between cage-like 
or insti~utional settings and juvenile conduct 
may actually be reversed, i.e., deviant behavior 
may actually arise from living in obviously ab
normal settings. 

A useful analogy with residential conditions in 
the public sector can be drawn. For many years, 
society has considered adverse and dilapidated 
housing the natural habitat of society's misfits, 
malcontents and generally unsavory types. After 
all, it seems wherever there is visibly bad 
housing, a large percentage of individuals are 
found who do not conform to higher social, moral, 
and organizational standards. It has been diffi
cult to dispel the notion that such a population 
is responsible for the condition of its environs, 
but research indicates that poor living environ
ments may give rise to abnormal behavior patterns. 
In "Discrimination in Housj_ng Design," Gerald 
Allen remarks that: 

.•. the absence of signs of care may 
well signal bad housing, no matter 
where it occurs -- and people's sense 
that there is nothing in their general 
residential environment worth caring 
about, or that their concern won't 
make any difference, or that it will be 
overwhelmed -- in all this may be a 
cause, not ~ust a result, of bad places 
to live in. 2 . 



Similarly, the frequently observed difficult-to
control or destructive behavior of juveniles in 
secure residential settings may be a result of 
perceptually hard, institutional environments. 
At the 1977 National Symposium on the Serious 
Juvenile Offender,it was pointed out that an 
offender often behaves differently when institu
tionalized than when in his own community. This 
often confounds the labeling of "serious" offen
ders and the determination of need for secure 
placement and facilities. 63 In terms of archi
tectural design, this inefficient process has led 
to facilities which, through obvious defensive 
devices and brutal construction, represent the 
de facto expectation of abusive and violent be
havior. In her Summary and Commentary on Plan
ning and Design for Juvenile Justice, Linda Sutton 
implores architects visiting existing detention 
centers to: 

•.. acquire a sense of the experience 
and the milieu (and to) remember that 
the undesirable behavior they may ob
serve is not necessarily intrinsic in 
the individual and may instead repre
sent a response to the specific environ
ment. 64 

It seems, then, that the structure of a secure 
setting must be based on two interactive propo
sitions: one, the anticipation (prediction of 
resident behavior) and, two, the provision of 
security through either obtrusive or inobtrusive 
measures. The categoric assumption of destruc
tive behavior therefore can be likened to a self
fulfilling prophecy: brutal architectural ma
terials and spaces indicate clearly the behavior 
expected from residents and thus encourage bruta~ 
abnormal responses. The likelihood that resi-
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dents will feel compelled to engage in harmful 
behavior is increased. On the other hand, less 
overwhelming architectural sp~ces, though nota 
total cure-all, should promote a more positive 
atmosphere. This, of course, implies security 
through the less obtrusive means of staff super
vision and interaction with' residents, the de
sign of spaces accommodating such supervision. 

This approach to security is supported in the ABA 
Standards. The Architecture of Facilities volume, 
as stated previously, calls for soft architectural 
expressions which present the expectation of or
derly behavior. Section 2.4, Secure Settings, 
states: 

Secure settings should provide security 
measures which: A.) instill a sense 
of security and well-being in facility 
residents; and B.) rely on increased 
staff coverage rather than building 
plant. 65 

These Standards view increased staff participa
tion in the security process as a means of avoid
ing 1) inflexible space design, 2) negative 
spatial challenge to juveniles, and most impor
tant, 3) the impairment of staff and resident 
roles and attitudes due to environment. As the 
commentary points out, the purpose of these 
Standards is to interpret security not as simply 
controlling the activities of many residents with 
as few staff as possible, thus minimizing contact 
between staff and residents; rather, it. is to en
courage mutual cooperation between staff and resi
dents in order to deter "routinizationof activi
ties, the boredom, and the brutality that often 
occurs in facilities designed on maximum security 
principles ••• ,,66 These Standards (Section 6.2) 
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also encourage supportive rather than deterrent 
security and adequate resident/staff ratios to 
maximize youth and staff interaction. 67 

NAC Standards also recognize the value of in
creased staff involvement with residents, and 
point out that increased contact between staff 
and residents, "lessens the fear of the unknown 
and enhances a climate conducive to positive 
human relations and rehabilitation." Minimum 
staff/resident ratios are specified to ensure 
safety of residents and staff as well as to pro
vide efficient operation and upkeep of facili
ties. 68 Clearly, the goal here is to account for 
resident needs above and beyond purely operational 
needs. Rehabilitation and security must come 
about, according to the Standards, through: 

•.. the interaction of basic care staff 
and the (juveniles). It can be en
hanced and accelerated through the addi
tional involvement of staff with special 
skills. The program demands on basic 
care staff and casework staff require 
that additional staff be made available 
to provide the necessary support, main
tenance and security services to meet 
program objectives. 69 

Even NCCD Standards for Detention Facilities, 
which take a more conventional stance in terms 
of security arrangements, note that, "without 
good programs and alter supervision, even the 
best security features do not assure security." 70 
While much of the NCCD text deals with physical 
security measures and their capability of freeing 
staff members from surveillance duties to engage 
in program activities, most other standards and 
research demonstrate that physical devices are 

27 

no substitute for staff involvement and obser
vation of juveniles. Other passages of the NCCD 
Standards acknowledge the validity of this claim, 
for example, stating that ·'supervision ••• should 
be less a matter of rules and regulations than 
of firm yet warm and understanding day-to-day 
relationships." 71 Elsewhere, the text observes 
that a secure facility "if it is improperly 
staffed and lacks sound programs and objec-
tives •.• is little more than a children's jail. 
Children cannot be stored without deterioration 
unless programs and staff are provided to make 
the experience a constructive one."72 

Under Lock and Key attempts to review systematic
ally the actual conditions of secure facilities 
and their effects on juveniles. This study re
ports that for many reasons, including inadequate 
and untrained staff, " •.• primary emphasis is 
typically placed on security and custodial con
trol, with little opportunity for attention to 
individual differences."73 It also observes that 
staff/youth ratios in secure facilities are gen
erally so low as to make the propOSition of in
creased staff supervision untenable. This results 
in only "a small number of facilities (which) 
appear to meet the objectives of providing se
cure custody, constructive and satisfying pro
grams, individual and group guidance, and obser
vation and study." 74 

This work and the standards discussed above all 
stress the necessity for "l~ast restrictive" 
residential settings, emphasizing that every 
alternative to secure placement must be explored. 
Still, we must recognize that conditions and ways 
of thinking change slowly. Many youths who are 
not real security risKs according to the most 
contemporary thinking and evidence will inevi-



tably be placed in secure residential settings. 
As Rosemary Sarri points out: 

The facts lead to the conclusion that 
the organization or detention (secure) 
care in the United States serves few 
positive functions other than, for 
those who need it, firm security. 
But most who receive secure contain
ment do not need it. 75 

If this continues to be the case, every effort 
must be made to guard against the abuse of the 
juvenile's emotions and the needs under the guise 
of security precautions. We must implement 
staffing and program strategies conducive to the 
physical and emotional safety of young people as 
well as to the protection of the great community. 
A more comprehensive use of alternatives to 
secure residential settings offers the best 
chance of successfully satisfying these goals. 
But if the use of secure facilities persists, the 
most obvious and practicable method of accompli
shing these purposes is through productive staff 
interaction and supervision policies. The archi
tecture of facilities must provide for effective 
implementation of such procedures. 

The central questions, then, are how can building 
design provide the framework for instituting un
obtrusive and responsive supervision of residents 
to provide security for both residents and the 
community? How can architecture be most effec
tive in minimizing the supervisory duties? 

As discussed previously, single occupancy bed
rooms can promote a strong sense of personal 
security in residents. In effect, residents are 
freed from fear of the unknown which often under-
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mines the perception of safety. Disturbances and 
possible hostile trespass by other residents be
come less probable. The need for supervision is 
lessened in that staff members need not remain 
contantly alert to such problems as occur in 
groups or dormitory sleeping arrangements. 
Children do not have to be taken to the toilet at 
odd intervals, and the probability of interfer
ence from other residents is diminished. Another 
positive aspect of private sleeping quarters is 
that residents can better know the limits of 
their control, which provides them with spatial 
orientation, and protects against feelings of 
loss of places and things. For both residents 
and staff, a true sense of security evolves from 
increased awareness of what may happen from one 
moment to the next, and from the minimization of 
unexpected occurences. 

The matter of single vs. multiple-person bedroom 
occupancy can be considered from another per
spective, that of room size and its effect on 
perceived security. W. H. Ittleson, "Bedroom 
Size and Social Interaction," and Maxine Wolfe, 
"Room Size, Group Size and DenSity," point out 
that, where institutionalized children are con
cerned, the size of a bedroom can have as much 
effect on behavior and the sense of security as 
the number of occupants. Private rooms which are 
too large often prove more frightening than 
phYSically smaller, thus more controllable, rooms. 
One youth, placed in a two-person bedroom may be 
overwhelmed, and exhibit stress and antagonistic 
behavior. The increased sense of physical enclo
sure offered by a smaller bedroom space, they 
conclude, promotes enhanced psychological secur~ 
ity and encourages active rather than reactive 
behavior patterns. 76 
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In "Size of Group as a Factor in the Interaction 
Profile," R. Bales and E. F. Borgatta demonstrate 
that, when compared with larger groups, two-per~ 

son groups evince less disagreement and antago
nism, but more characteristics of tension. 77 
Subjects in their study could not withdraw from 
the situation, a situation similar to that exper
ienced by residents in most secure residential 
facilities. But in reviewing the results of this 
experiment, Wolfe hypothesizes that individuals 
would avoid such a situation if possible. 78 
Large bedroom spaces can limit tne interpersonal 
demands and personal confrontations which two
person occupancy of bedrooms present. In view of 
cost and space effectiveness considerations, and 
the limitations which most planning and design 
agencies incur, however, it appears that smaller, 
single resident bedrooms offer the best chance of 
satisfying the demands of the juvenile, the staf~ 
and the agencies responsible for the facility's 
operation. 

One facet of design which deserves consideration 
is the corporation of corridors and other access 
ways into residential facilities. Often used to 
fulfill circulation requirements in large facili
ties, corridors are not common to the typical 
home or residence, and may be considered abnormal 
by the residents and staff, i.e., institutional 
in character. The perception of institutionali
zation increases in most residents when confron
ted with such physical arrangements, and may prove 
detrimental to the practice of unobtrusive secur
ity. For this reason, the use of corridors ought 
to be avoided. Open planning schemes and sleeping 
rooms, grouped in clusters around spaces used for 
daily activities, are preferable and comply with 
policies of normalization and security through 
supervision. 
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At this point, some discussion of the living and 
activity arrangements of secure residential fa
cilities for juveniles is appropriate. Security 
for the youth, as we have seen, may be equated 
with the familiarity of surroundings. It hinges 
upon the ability of the individual to apperceive 
an adequate representation of normal and familiar 
environmental conditions and things. Thus, the 
ramifications of environmental phenomena for pro
gramming and rehabilitation purposes are abun
dantly clear. The achievement of se~urity for 
staff and community must not hamper the·acquisi
tion of a sense of security by juveniles or the 
operations of beneficial programs. 

Several areas must be considered in this respect, 
including spatial definition and comprehension, 
building flexibility to accommodate a variety of 
activities and Rervices, the degree of supervision 
necessary to maintain security and juvenile safety, 
and a -conducive atmosphere. To begin with, spatial 
definition and comprehension imply a recognition 
of the uses and locations of various spaces and 
facilities. According to Proshansky, et. al.: 

Since man himself is one physical com
ponent of a total environment in any 
given setting, it follows that any at
tempt ••• tochange his state must involve 
him because he is a goal directed, cog
nizing organism in an interchange or 
interaction with other physical com
ponents of the environment. 79 

Identity and self-esteem also derive from an over
all feeling of security and familiarity with 
physical surroundings. Identity, that is, the 
sense of one's place in the general scheme of 
things, is of utmost importance in the develop-



ment of the individual, and as Proshansky states: 

The development and maintenance of an 
identity does not depend entirely on 
how others react to (one's) behavior, 
skills and achievements. It is also a 
matter of places and things, and the 
acquisition of both serves to define 
and evaluate the identity of the person 
for himself and for others. 80 

The ABA Standards note the importance of spatial 
comprehension--that one space is to be used for 
such and such a purpose, another space for dif
ferent purposes, and that the entire organization 
of spaces should promote a "sense of ease" for 
both residents and staff--which can be easily 
grasped. 81 The use of architectural elements and 
spatial organization can thus effectively reduce 
stress and aid supervision.by clarifying for resi
dents and staff the type of activities which are 
intended for particular areas. To this end, de
sign decisions must consider architectural fea
tures (besides wall placement) which demark space, 
including furniture and window placement, changing 
wall and floor treatments, accessibility to 
various spaces and objects, even spatial volume 
as opposed to square-foot allocations. Light, 
sound and temperature levels, room dimensions, 
furniture type and building material selection 
must augment and highlight the character of 
activities occurring in specific areas. The 
following discussion will elaborate upon some 
architectural implications of spatial comprehen
sion and characteristics, as applied to building 
flexibility and the need for diverse spaces, in 
meeting program requirements. 
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Spatial Utility 
And Perception 
In planning a residential facility for juveniles, 
it is necessary to establish a clear set of goals 
and intentions which are to be accomplished with 
the facility. The concepts upon which a building 
is based will require adequat~ space to satisfy 
program demands. More important, these spaces 
must be functional enough to comply with prevail
ing program policies and procedures. To foresee 
every possible combination of space and program 
needs is difficult, however, despite the best 
intentions of planners and designers. The build
ing must be flexible enough, therefore, to accom
modate changing circumstances, program policies 
and resident populations. Nowhere is this more 
essential than in the secure residential facility. 

Let us first consider space requirements for 
particular activities in secure residential 
settings, many of which are programmed into the 
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facility's standard operating practices. These 
may include recreational and educational activi
ties, and may be group or individual, supervised 
or unsupervised. A program geared to normaliza
tion would also emphasize intellectual stimula
tion of the residents. In short, a residential 
program where access to the outside world has 
been restricted must recognize the deprivations 
thus created, and attempt to provide a compensa
tory range of normal experience. 

While this range of experience, and the facilities 
and space they require are well-documented in most 
of the juvenile justice standards, the nature and 
duration of activities is seldom analyzed. For 
example, the opportunity to play basketball, 
volleyball or ping pong is made available in many 
residential institutions, and in fact, most stan
dards require provl.sl.ons for physical activity. 
But there are no data on the level of participa
tion in group recreation by residents. How much 
time is spent in front of a television set? If 
a choice is available, in what type of activities 
do residents engage, and at what times? We simply 
do not know the amount of time spent in playing 
games, reading, receiving instruction and counsel
ing, eating and other activities in most juvenile 
justice facilities. But studies show that when 
a number of options are available, the greatest 
percentage of time is passed in individual pur
suits, followed by two-person activities, and 
finally, by group activities. Whether television 
viewing is an activity, let alone a group activ
ity, is open to debate, since it often functions 
as an electronic babysitter. 

When access to a private sleeping area is not 
encumbered by locked doors or program routine, 
residents tend to use these areas for personal 
activities, such as r~ading, or for .conversation. 



Personal keys to private sleeping rooms enhance 
the perception of territory for which the resident 
is responsible, in addition to encouraging par
ticipating in personally satisfying activities, 
especially when these rooms are adjacent to 
larger activity spaces. The function of super
vision is also served in that staff assigned to 
activities in the larger space can casually moni
tor the use of bedrooms. This larger space 
should encompass passive and active activities, 
and the architecture must interpret the use of 
such space by providing design elements and 
spatial configurations to suggest areas for 
reading, talking, meetings, more passive and 
more physical activities. The ABA recommends that 
such living areas not be "one large room, but a 
series of separate and contiguous spaces ••• "82 

Spatial constraints must not promulgate large, 
undifferentiated spaces in which one type of 
activity interferes with anot~er. 

To complement staff superV1S10n and resident 
activity, it is evident that the number of resi
dents and bedrooms assigned to activity areas 
should be kept at low, manageabLe levels. Oper
ations are thus facilitated and the potential for 
staff-resident interaction is increased. The ABA 
Standards su~gest 20-person capacities for entire 
facilities. 8 NAC Standards permit larger insti
tutions but call for subgroups of 20-person 
clusters. 84 NCCD Standards recommend lS-resident 
capacity for children of one sex, 20 for coed 
institutional facilities. 8S All these standards 
recognize a point of diminishing returns in 
terms of supervision, control, and program activ
ities when group size exceeds a certain plateau, 
i.e., 20 residents. More on this issue will be 
found in the section on Size and Location of 
Residential Facilities. 
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Indoor areas set aside for physical or loud activ
ities, including gymnasium sports, music rooms, 
television viewing and other recreation, should 
be separate and distinct from living areas, with 
relatively easy, supervised passage between liv
ing and activity areas. The ABA and NCCD both 
assign up to 100 sq. ft. per resident, to be used 
as living and activity space, with provisions 
for both quiet (or passive) activities as well as 
more strenuous pursuits. 86 These figures may well 
be higher w.hen the matter of spatial separation 
and the usefulness of types of space is consider
ed. The ABA and NAC standards emphasize that non
secure residential facilities need not duplicate 
services and activities which are available out
side the facility.87 

The rationale of all such space allocation schemes 
is to ensure adequate room for engaging and fruit
ful activity by· facility residents. lole may infer 
that these standards recognize the value of in
tellectual motiviation as well as physical stimu
lation. The design of facilities and programs 
must then acknowledge these values and provide 
the resident with the opportunity to adhere to 
them. 

All the factors discussed here indicate an in
creasing need for adaptable residential environ
ments. In addition to the changing needs of 
individual residents, operational and resident 
population requirements become modified by the 
dictates of advancing knowledge, as well as 
changes in society and law. The ABA Standards 
(2.3, Flexible Buildings) state that: 

The architecture of new facilities 
should be capable of being adapted 
to a wide variety of programs and 



operations and to different degrees 
and modes of implementing security.88 

Implicit throughout these standards is a stress 
on "programs and operations" as opposed to 
systems of "architectural barriers and restraints 
that permit little flexibility in the degree of 
security and the variety of programs." The pre
dominant concern is that "facility design should 
remain secondary to matters of policy and stra
tegy;" in other words, architecture should not 
impede programs. It is reasonable to assume, 
however, that architecture and spatial design 
are not secondary, but must go hand-in-hand with 
program concepts, contributing significantly to 
such operations. In the most contemporary con
text of juvenile justice, this implies a type of 
architecture very different from traditional 
juvenile institutions. The accommodation of a 
variety of programs, activities, and supervision 
entails a spatial and environmental vocabulary 
which emphasizes changing conditions and normali
zation. Several attributes of spatial planning 
must therefore be discussed. 

The ABA (3.3, Adaptive Architecture) lists as 
major considerations for juvenile residential 
facilities: 

Degree and type of security 
Room relationships 
Space use, character, decor and 
furniture layout. 89 

These categories are interrelated and the con
sideration of each involves the others. The 
methods of providing security are discussed else
where. Here we are developing the notion that 
security based on supervision and increased staff/ 
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youth ratios offers maximum potential for program 
revision and meeting special needs, whereas 
"deterrent" construction significantly reduces 
viable options. 

As stated previously, spatial configurations 
can be made secure through supervision and pro
gram functions. Wnen walls can be knocked down 
or repositioned, and when furnishings and other 
physical elements can be rearranged, increased 
adaptability results. The cost of removing the 
traditionally solid and impenetrable walls in 
secure·facilities, or of relocating electrical, 
water and lighting fixtures and services can be 
prohibitive. Common stud walls of very low 
replacement cost, or mechanically portable par
titions provide a better solution. Security by 
staff supervision and open communication is the 
logical extension of such construction policies, 
and vice versa. 

The location of spaces intended for particular 
uses and the access among these areas must also 
be flexible, a thesis supported by the Adaptive 
Architecture Standard of the ABA.90 This idea 
is further elaborated in Planning and Design 
for Juvenile Justice which 3tates: 

Adaptive architecture aims to produce 
physical configurations: 

1. capable of change (in character, 
amount or location) better to 
suit the desired behavior 
patterns of the users, 

2. that allow a richer repertoire 
of behavioral patterns so that 
a user can change 'his behavior 
in a way that reduces misfit. 91 



It continues: 

Change in use of space assumes a 
capability of the organization to 
change and a space that permits such 
changes. The more specifically a 
space is designed for one particular 
activity, the less it can support a 
range of behavior. Bathrooms or 
kitchens, with specialized equipment 
builtin, are not easily used for 
other activities. Offices, dining 
spaces, living rooms can all house a 
variety of activities. Some can 
support activity changes with no 
physical modifications. Others will 
require physical changes ranging 
from furniture, wall finishes and 
lighting to the structural dimensions. 92 

The authors have drawn up a workable representa
tion of the implications of physical design 
adaptability,' as shown in the chart on page 35. 
Pursuit of normalization necessitates environ
ments suitable to the changing demands of 

. security, spatial use and organization, and per
ception. The built environment must stifle 
neither the intentions of the residerltial staff, 
nor of the juvenile justice system, in meeting 
the needs of young people and society. A wide 
range of personal pursuits 'and program goals 
must be accomplished through spatial solutions 
which permit alternative activities. To this 
extent, the fabric of the physical environment 
must be malleable. 
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SMALL 

Room 

Relations 
Between 
Rooms 

Dimensions of Architectural Adaptability 

TIME 

SHORT--------------------------------------------------------------LONG 

user changes of space with operable 
partitions, finishes, lighting 

furniture rearrangement 

changes in user behavior 

intensify use through scheduling 

user moves to appropriate space 
(if it exists) 

by coupling and uncoupling communi
cation links, e.g. phone, intercom, 
etc. 

operable partitions 

remodeling 

refinishing 

administrative reshuffling of, 
departments 

rearrangement of partitions 

physical remodeling 

complete rebuilding on same site 

communication, and/or transportation 
Institution to alter space-time relationships to 

shift in locations of institutions 

in the other institutions new institutions on a new site 
Community 

LARGE 

mobile units 

SOURCE: Planning and Design for Juvenile Justice 
U.S. Department of Justice (LEAA) 1972, 
p. 75. 
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Size And Location Of 
Residential Facilities 

In addition to space allocation and programs, the 
planning and design of juvenile residential 
facilities must consider locational factors and 
size. Current research and advanced practices 
dictate the need for a broad range of settings to 
provide services and environments suitable to 
both residents and communities. This imposes 
limitations on the size of individual facilities, 
where services are extensive and resources are 
limited. 

Where security, here, absolute separation of the 
juvenile from the community, is considered neces
sary, the case if often made for regionalized 
detention or corrections to ensure the juvenile 
adequate services. However, a regionalized 
approach to facilities militates against pro
viding individualized attention to residents. 
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Additionally, the size of regional facilities 
often dictates more institutional regimen and 
appearance with less recourse to community ser
vices. This is contrary to' the ideals and pur..,.. 
poses of juvenile residential planning which, 
according to ABA Standards, must "prote~ct and 
promote emotional and social well-being of youths 
and families" by minimizing the custodial aspects 
of incarceration. 93 Juvenile justice planning 
must als? "recognize the expression of diverse 
attitudes among different cultures and indivi
duals."94 Regional facilities, then, can only 
hope to accomplish these goals when their size 
and location are optimum. For that matter, 
community operated facilities ought to respond 
similarly. Their smaller size and relative 
proximity present fewer inherent drawbacks to 
successful achievement of these ends. 

How then do size and location come into play in 
the planning of facilities for juveniles? Though 
many of their features are interrelated, we can 
discuss their characteristics independently. 

Size 

The question of size of juvenile residential 
facilities is well-covered in the literature, 
with the relative size of facilities, i.e., their 
"largeness" or "smallness," emerging as more 
consequential perhaps than absolute size. Many 
attempts have been made to quantify the number of 
bedspaces and square foot allocations for support 
spaces, in order to develop a workable formula 
for adequate and appropriate building size. Such 
measures, however, respond to qualitative judg
ments of spatial use or environmental necessities, 
and these are not readily amenable to formulation. 

'~, 



Let us consider, then, the more important quali
ties of size. 

Reduced facility size means that youths in resi
dence are likely to receive more individual atten
tion and greater opportunity for personal control 
and involvement. This is borne out by evidence 
in Under Lock and Key, which notes that "increases 
in organizational size are often associated with 
bureaucratization and reduced, service delivery."9S 
This report also demonstrates statistically that 
staff/youth ratios become; consistently smaller as 
facility size increases, stating: 

Clearly the opportunity for close super
vision and for individualized attention 
declines as size increases. Given the 
relatively high turnover rate of youth-
the majority of whom are unknown to the 
staff beforehand--a low staff/youth ratio 
becomes even more problemmatic. Staff 
must care for and assist youth about whom 
they have little or no information. Thus, 
it is not surprising that primary emphasis 
is typically placed on security and custo-

.dial control, with little opportunity for 
attention to individualized differences. 

The decline in the ratio of professional 
staff to youth as unit size increased 
was also observed for all other categories 
of professional staff. It must be re
called that nearly one-half of the facili
ties lacked any professional staff, and 
the smallest units were least likely to 
have such employees. 

To a degree the objective inadequacies 
of detention are consistently related to 
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size of the faciliti~s, the very small 
places having few resources and the re
sources of the larger places overwhelmed 
by the numbers in residence. 96 

These findings receive support from the Reuterman 
et. ale report, Juvenile Detention Facilities: 
Summary Report of a National Survey (1971) and 
the LEAA Survey of Inmates of Local Jails 1972: 
Advance Report (1974).97 Both these surveys show 
that "the average annual proportion of admitted 
youths increased with the capacity of the deten
tion unit, and the larger facilities were rel
atively more overcrowded than the small ones."98 

It is clear, then, that large residential facili
ties are detrimental to effective program opera
tions, defeating the purposes envisioned for 
juvenile placement. Further, in large facilities 
overcrowding often results. The ABA points out 
that this can often be attributed to procedural 
deficiencies and lack of personnel, so that 
additional facilities cannot be justified purely 
on the basis of overcrowding. 99 This Standard 
and the NCCD's Regional Detention for Juvenile 
and Family Courts recommend the use of smaller 
facilities such as shelter care and group 
houses. lOO They also suggest greater reliance 
on admission policies and probation staff as 
alternaiives to incarceration in large facili
ties. lO 

Smaller facilities are proportionally easier to 
operate than large facilities. Supervision and 
staff interaction with residents occur more 
readily. Hany services which might otherwise re.
quire full-time staff such as medical care, food 
preparation or tutorial services can be drawn 
from community resources. In addition, the costs 



of construction and program operations are greatly 
reduced. Most important, negative citizen re
sponse is lessened when a facility's size is in 
keeping with community norms, housing only youths 
drawn from nearby locations. For the purpose of 
normalization, it is essential that interaction 
between the facility and the community takes place. 
Smaller facilities which seem to be part of the 
surrounding neighborhood can aid in the formation 
of a positive image by facility and community 
residents. While the appearance of each facility 
may vary according to program demands and communi
ty norms, it should be understood that the larger 
the facility, the greater the difficulty in 
avoiding an institutional character and its nega
tive implications. 

The NAC Standard 24.2, Secure Residential 
Facilities states that: 

Large institutions tend to be de
humanizing and may submerge inmates 
in a variety of subcultures, many 
of which are socially and emotion
ally aestructive. It becomes vir
tually impossible to provide the 
environment of safety, normalcy and 
fairness that is basic to effective 
treatment. Maintaining day-to-day 
control becomes the emphasis and 
program services deteriorate. The 
most difficult and sophisticated 
delinquents are integrated with less 
serious ones and contamination often 
occurs. l02 

Contrary to emerging standards and current re
search, the 1971 Omnibus Crime and Safe Streets 
Act allows the use of funds for construction 
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purposes for juvenile residential facilities 
of under 150 capacity, and adult facilities 
housing fewer than 400. 

While this legislation places a limitation of 
150 on the capacity of juvenile residential 
facilities, the literature clearly documents 
the effectiveness of limiting the capacity fur
ther. National legislation and authoritative 
bodies in the field of juvenile justice and 
delinquency prevention designate a level of 20 
residents or fewer as optimal in terms of cost 
efficiency and program effectiveness for several 
reasons: 

First, there is a general consensus that resi
dential facilities reach a point of acceptable 
cost efficiency in terms of staffing and opera
tion at 15 to 20 residents. For example, the 
National Council on Crime and Delinquency states 
that a capacity of from 15 to 20 boys and girls 
is the smallest unit practicable for satisfac
tory staff and program. l03 

Second, the 1974 Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention Act is clear in its intent to limit 
new construction and renovation to community
based facilities for under 20 persons. l04 
Specifically directed toward the use of funds 
under the Act, it nonetheless underscores Con
gressional intent to discourage the development 
of larger juvenile residential facilities. 

A third major factor is the overwhelming support 
for small facilities by authoritative bodies in 
the area of juvenile justice and delinquency pre
vention. For instance, the National Council on 
Crime and Delinquency holds that juvenile resi
dential facilities be limited to a maximum of 



20 boys and girls. IOS The National Advisory 
Commission on Juvenile Justice Standards and 
Goals supports community-based residential pro
grams with a maximum capacity of 20 beds. 106 
And the. American Bar Association-Institute for 
Judicial Administration, Juvenile Justice 
Standards Project, favors interim detention 
facilities of no TIIOre than 12 residents, and 
community-based correctional facilities for no 
more than 20. 107 

Fourth, it has been documented that juvenile 
residential facilities tend to fill to capacity. 
Large facilities increase the misuse of detention 
through inappropriate placements. 108 They impede 
the exploration of alternatives to secure deten
tion and new types of secure settings. 109 They 
increase the chances that a facility will be over
crowded. l10 Additionally, they encourage the 
placement of youth in large facilities when 
smaller facilities are avai1ab1e. 111 

Fifth, the number of youth eligible for juvenile 
residential facilities will decline significantly 
in the future. Specifically, the removal of 

. status offenders from juvenile detention and 
correctional facilities will reduce annual juve
nile admissions from the current level of annual 
admissions to detention, estimated at 600,000 by 
the National Council on Crime and Delinquency, to 
an estimated 400,000. 112 Further, the youth 
population at risk, age 10 to 17 years old, will 
decrease from its current level of 16 percent of 
the total population to approximately 11 percent 
of the total population in 1990.113 More impor
tant, the absolute number of youth at risk will 
decrease beginning in 1976 due to the declining 
birth rate in the United States. This becomes 
a significant factor in the projection of resi-
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dentia1 needs. 

Finally, there is substantial evidence for re
stricting the capacity of juvenile residential 
facilities beyond the level of cost effectiveness 
from a variety of sources: 

Larger facilities require regimen
tation and routiniz~tion for staff 
to maintain control, conflicting 
with the goal of individualization. 
Smaller groups reduce custody prob
lems, allowing staff a more con
structive and controlled environT 
ment .114 
Larger facilities convey an atmos
phere of anonymity to the resident 
and tend to engulf him in feelings 
of powerlessness, meaning1essness

i isolation and self-estrangement. 1 S 
Larger facilities tend to produce 
informal resident cultures with 
their own peculiar codes which func
tion as a 106ent reference for other 
residents. 1 
Larger facilities reinforce the image 
of rejection of the individual by 
society, compounding the problems 
of reintegration into society.117 
The larger the residential facility 
the less the likelihood that youth 
will participate in community activ
ities. Larger facilities develop 
their own in-house programs rather 
than utilizing available community 
resources, thus reducing the poten
tial for reintegration into the 
community. 118 
As the size of a detention facility 
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increases, the staff-to-youth ratio 
declines. 119 
Larger facilities reduce communi
cation between staff and residents 
as well as between staff members 
themselves. 120 

Several related arguments have been given by 
professionals in the field of corrections, and 
observations during the course of the technical 
assistance activities at the Community Research 
Forum at the University of Illinois at Urbana
Champaign have reinforced these opinions. These 
observations are summarized as follows: 

Larger facilities are more "institu
tional" in appearance due to furnish
ings and equipment designed to handle 
persons in bulk fashion. 
Larger facilities exhibit an in
creased reliance on "hardware" for 
security, e.g., closed circuit tele
vision and compartmental locking 
devices, rather than programs, and 
staffing. 
A smaller facility encourages the 
speedy resolution of a case pending 
preliminary hearing, disposition, or 
transfer. Further, it encoura~es a 
continuing reexamination by several 
persons of the court decision to 
detain. 
Small facilities foster the develop
ment and utilization of a network 
of services rather than reliance on 
a single facility. This network 
of services enhances contact with 
the family and other significant 
persons. In urban areas, it has been 
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shown that juvenile residential 
facilities operate best at a capacity 
of 20, when viewed as a single compon
ent in a network of services. 
Smaller facilities are suitable to a 
greater variety of community-based 
site locations. Specifically, there 
is more potential for renovation of 
existing structures, better integra
tion into residential and light com
~ercial areas, and less community re
sistance with a smaller facility. 

In summary, there is considerable national support 
for a limitation on the size of juvenile detention 
and correctional facilities, which is strengthened 
by the increasing number of alternative programs 
gaining acceptance in many communities. 

Location 

There is ample evidence of the value of community 
settings for juvenile facilities as attested to 
by ABA and NAC Standards. Let us consider here 
some of their positive attributes and some impli
cations for size and supervision. 

The location of juvenile facilities in well-estab
lished neighborhoods presents such advantages as 
1) ease of continuing relationships between the 
youth and friends, family and the community in 
general, 2) increased availability of community 
services and programs, 3) better accessibility 
to courts, court personnel and legal services. 
Transportation probelms for the juvenile and 
friends ~r family are also reduced. These bene
fits accrue to residents of secure and nonsecure 
facilities, though item two assumes particular 



importance in nonsecure settings. The NAC Stan
dards take specific note of the significance of 
neighborhood locations for secure facilities. 
Standard 24.2, Secure Residential Facilities, 
states: 

Secure residential facilities should 
be located in the communities from 
which they draw their population as 
delinquents placed in such facilities 
eventually will return home. It is 
critical that, to the degree possible, 
their ties to the community remain in
tact. 

In these circumstances, delinquents 
will be better able to reintegrate 
themselves into the community and 
function in a nondelinquent manner 
upon release. 121 

Both the ABA and NAC agree that, even in secure 
settings, proximity to familiar persons, involve
ment of residents in the community, and increased 
reliance on volunteers can be of tremendous value 
in the normalization and rehabilitation process. 122 

Where the juvenile can engage in activities within 
the community, he is less likely to be confined 
on a 24-hour basis. In such a nonsecure setting, 
the youth ought to have access to an expanded 
range of activities. It is critical, then, that 
appropriate resources be available. If such 
activity is provided outside the facility, there 
are considerable cost sav.ings to the juvenile 
justice operation. 

What sort of community resources should be con
sidered in making facility location decisions? 
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There is general agreement that the major loca
tional factors include the availability of: 

educational opportunities (schools, 
libraries, museums, etc.), 
recreational facilities, events and 
the potential for leisure time pur
suits (parks, movies, libraries, 
community events, etc.), 
medical facilities and personnel, 
specialized programs for youth, 
work opportunities, 
churches, 
food and laundry services. 

When the above services and opportunities can be 
provided by the community, there is less need to 
supply them as part of the facility design pack
age. The youth also receives the benefit of a 
more normal and caring environment. In "Freedom 
of Choice and Behavior in a Physical Setting", 
Proshansky, et ale note: 

Whether the individual's freedom of 
choice represents a decision to use 
the least crowded of a variety of 
routes ••• or to formulate any of many 
other decisions that he faces each 
day, broadening the available possi-

·bilities open to him can only enhance 
his dignity and human qualities, making 
less an automaton and a more fulfilled 
individual. 123 

Location seems to be, then, a principle concern 
in making such choices and opportunities avail
able. In the matter of education, for example, 
most state and national standards and law mandate 
education for all juveniles, including those who 
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have entered the justice system. This may take 
the f01~ of organized classes within facilities 
or private lessons. When the situation warrants, 
the most appropriate approach will be to retain 
juveniles in their families and normal school 
settings, perhaps with supplemental tutoring. 
They then return to their facility after school 
and extra-curricular activities are completed. 
The trauma of complete removal from known sur
roundings is thus mollified, and the chance that 
the learning process will be interrupted is 
greatly reduced. Thus, proximity to community 
schools, or at the very least, a good public or 
private transportation system, is of utmost im
portance. 

Similar arguments for locating juvenile facilities 
near community resources can be made for each of 
the items listed above. We know that community 
acceptance, cooperation and involvement are essen
tial to juvenile justice operations in this situ
ation. The ABA notes that the "location of a 
juvenile facility within the boundaries of a 
residential area is not as important as the ex
tent of interaction between the community and 
the facility.,,124 How can community/facility 
interaction be encouraged? ABA and NAC recommen
dations include citizen education programs, volun
teer programs, and employment of communits resi
dents to assist in facility operations. 12 In 
terms of physical design and planning, however, 
some design issues must be considered. The 
stability of the neighborhood must be taken into 
account. Unsuitable areas would include those 
with rapidly changing populations and derelict 
buildings. Location in the former would indicate 
a lack of concern about citizen involvement in 
facility operations, while location in unsavory, 
dilapidated settings would signal to the juvenile 
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that there is little concern for his environ
ment. 126 Stable neighborhoods are most suited to 
sustaining an ongoing involvement with the juve
nile faCility, in addition to recognizing its 
importance to the youth of the community. They 
will also be able to maintain cultural links, 
thus minimizing problems of identification and 
anxiety for facility residents. 

The physical appearance of the facility can also 
play an important role in fostering community 
acceptance. The less institutional appearance a 
structure presents, the less likely it will suf
fer reject.ion by community residents. In this 
regard, it is essential that' facilities do not 
present any expectation of destructive behavior. 
Obviously, perimeter security fences and walls, 
the lack of windows, large, nondescript parking 
lots, harsh night lighting, and massively solid 
construction work against the projection of a 
positive image. A certain degree of "ordinari
ness," to use an ABA term, is vastly preferable. 
The building must blend into its environment, not 
stand out as a possible source of disruption. 
Renovation of existing buildings is a most accept
able manner of accomplishing such ends and can 
prove to be cost efficient. 

Regardless of the type of facility under consider
ation, from small group or shelter homes to lar
ger secure facilities, the more normal a building 
appears, the greater its chances of successfully 
involving the community, and reintegrating youths 
into that community. As the number and type of 
resources a community offers are meshed with 
juvenile justice operations, we will see in
creasing opportunities for the effective care 
of juveniles in need. 
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With respect to the location of juvenile resi
dential facilities, the strongest statements on 
community-based programs may be educed from the 
1974 Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention 
Act. Section 103 (1) states: 

The term "community based" facility, 
program, or service means a small, 
open group home or other suitable 
place located near the juvenile's 
home or family and programs of 
community supervision and service 
which maintain community and con-
sumer participation in the planning 
operation, and evaluation of their 
programs which may include but are 
not limited to, medical, educational, 
vocational, social, and psychological 
guidance, training, counseling, al
coholism treatment, and other rehabili
tative services ..•. 127 

This statement is reinforced in the 1977 amend
ments to the Act which require under Section 223 
a (12)(B) that if juveniles are placed in facili
ties, they be " •.. the least restrictive alter
native appropriate to the needs of the child and 
the community; ... in reasonable proximity to the 
family and the home communities of such juve
niles ••• "128 
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Conclusion 

One of the most significant endeavors in which 
we can engage ourselves is the creation of en
vironments which can help reclaim individuals, 
especially youths, who might be otherwise lost 
to our society. Those who learn to cope, to find 
a place in the complex workings of daily life, 
are society's gain. The juvenile justice system 
can play an important role in this learning pro
cess if it can but grasp ~he opportunities 
available through its services and facilities. 
This in turn can only be accomplished by ad
vancing knowledge concerning the young people 
it must handle and the positive influence it 
can promote. 

The most pervasive obstacle against accomplishing 
these goals has been the inability to define the 
precise needs of youths when they come in contact 
with the system. Additionally, the effects of 
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the physical environment have long been open to 
question, and only recently have partial answers 
begun to trickle in. Finally, we must recognize 
that it is more than a simple task to rearrange 
traditional ways of thinking in order to comply 
with current theories of juvenile justice prac
tice and knowledge. Let us consider each of 
these matters in turn. 

Needs. of Youth 

It is ofterrdifficult to determine individual 
human needs, even under normal circumstances. 
A rigidly institutional setting exacerbates this 
difficulty by prescribing conforming behavior 
to facilitate its own goals. How, then, should 
the problem of providing for the needs of youth 
involved in the juvenile justice system be pur
sued? 

The field of environmental psychology undertakes 
the study of people in their natural environment 
and has evolved many of the ideas and observations 
presented in this text. An equally important 
avenue of investigation, e~pecially as it relates 
to juvenile justice facilities, may be to question 
juveniles themselves, both residential and non
residential, about their reactions to their en
vironments, and to involve them in preliminary 
decision-making procedures regarding juvenile 
justice facility environments. This recommen
dation will no doubt encounter resistance from 
many sectors of the juvenile justice system, but 
it is reasonable to point out that there is often 
a significant gap between client specifications 
and user needs. Professional designers often 
recognize such discrepancies and build a certain 
amount of flexibility into such spaces as open 

o 

(', 



office plans, and other work and home situations, 
in order to permit user compensation for any 
existing deficiency. There is also a growing 
practice among design firms to encourage commun
ity participation in the development of housing 
and shopping schemes. John Zeisel's article, 
"Fundamental Values in Planning with the Non
Paying Client," is introduced in Designing For 
Human Behavior with this statement: 

The new professional who recognizes that 
the user is the client regardless of who 
pays the bill can be guided by three 
principles: first, the physical environ
ment should maximize the freedom of its 
users to choose the way in which they 
want to live; second, the needs of par
ticular user groups should be defined in 
terms of the underlying social meaning 
of behavior and attitudes in those 
groups rather than merely in terms of 
what others believe they need; and, 
third, the opportunities in the physical 
surroundings should accommodate as much 
as possible the needs of users. 129 

The effective use of juvenile facilities depends 
on our ability to determine the needs of youth, 
and then to satisfy those needs in the services, 
programs and buildings we employ. 

Effects of Environment 

That our surroundings influence the way we learn 
and behave is no longer the subject of debate. 
All evidence points to the fact that environments, 
besides affecting our physiological being, help 
shape our psychological and sociological percep-
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tions and reactions. Thus, buildings are not 
simple containers of activity, they are integral 
to human behavior. Precisely how they work their 
influence on the lives of individuals, however, 
remains an important question. Very basically, 
the architectural environment maintains a physical 
state which supports activities within it. It 
also sustains certain psychological responses and 
can therefore be viewed as a behavior setting. 

If it is" desirable for individuals to interpret 
their surroundings in a certain way and respond 
accordingly, the environment must be comprehen
sible, i.e., the symbology of space ought to 
connote the intentions of the designers, and the 
space must sustain the activities and behaviors 
envisioned for it. In the case of juvenile 
residential facilities, we have seen that it is 
most important to project "normalcy, since abnor
mal environments may have harmful effects on 
young people's experience, expectations and be
havior. If we cannot know conclusively the cause 
and effects of particular design elements, we 
should consider the benefits inherent in norma
tive settings. We should set out, though our 
understanding of human experience is incomplete, 
to establish residential environments conducive 
to normal emotional and physical activity. By 
manipulating heat, color, light, sound, surface 
and space we can provide the context for healthy 
perception and participation in the environment 
by residents and staff. 

In terms of efficient function of man-made space, 
it is necessary for designers to consider the 
following questions: 

Has a complete list of all desired 
activities been established? 



Has space been provided for each? 
Are conflicting activities separated 
by time or place? 
Does the arrangement of spaces re
flect the necessary and often 
complex relationship among various 
activities? 

These questions must be answered in every design 
sequence or building function will inevitably 
fail. 

In the case of justice facilities for juveniles, 
we must ask those who design the environment to 
go beyond purely functional considerations. We 
must ask them to respond to the more difficult 
questions of human need such as: 

Is there a place the youthful resident 
ca~ call his own, thus promulgating a 
healthy self-image? 
Do the spaces encourage non-aberrant 
behavior? 
Is a range of experience compatible 
with normal and noninstitutional 
activity available? 
Are there stimulating variations in 
physical phenomena such as light, 
color, sound, texture and space? 
That is, are spaces dynamic, as 
opposed to oppressive, static en
vironments? 
Does the arrangement of spaces provide 
for social, work and recreational 
needs? 
Is the potential for self-expression 
and involvement evident? 
Can individuals choose to engage in 
personal or group pursuits? Do 
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spaces adequately provide for such 
selection? 
Is there a place for both formal and 
informal interaction between peers 
and responsible adults? 
Will spaces sustain an unforced and 
unhindered atmosphere of learning? 

These are but a few of the questions which must 
be answered positively if our juvenile facilities 
are to prove successful. Further examination of 
the effects of environment will give even more 
direction to our planning and design of juvenile 
residential facilities. 

The Problems of Acceptance 

Much information has been p~esented in this work 
concerning the effects of a building's design on 
its users. It has been provided as an overview 
of physical and perceptual issues related to 
juvenile residential facilities. For each in
dividual building, however, the questions remain: 
Which design is best? What pattern, what spaces, 
what forms, colors, textures, materials and 
spatial characteristics ad infinitum will best 
serve our intentions? Decisive answers are hard, 
and compromise is inevitable, but these questions 
must be asked. Reliance upon accepted practices 
and traditional solutions is insufficient to 
counter the changing problems of youths and the 
juvenile justice system. It would be irrespon
sible to depend on outmoded resolutions for re
sponses to the stated purposes of juvenile jus
tice. 

Precise evidence of the importance of the archi
tectural environment is slowly emerging, much of 



which conflicts with conventional theories and 
practices. However, traditional views are diffi
cult to dismiss, and will undoubtly persist until 
disproven in the f.ield. In planning juvenile 
residential facilities, therefore, an awareness 
of the possibilities presented by manipulation 
of the physical environment is most exigent. 

That juvenile justice and design professionals 
need be concerned with the application of findings 
about the effects of environment is eloquently 
attested to by Stuart W. Rose, in "Arm Folding 
and Architecture: The Allied Arts": 

Please •.. fold your arms in front of you 
and sit for a moment before reading 
further. 

How does it feel? .Natural? Warm? 
Comfortable? 

Now ... please fold your arms in front 
of you the other way. The arm pre
viously on top should now be on the 
bottom. Having any problems? How 
does it feel? Unnatural? Uncomfor
table? 

The research findings of several studies 
over the past twenty years show that the 
second way you folded your arms is not 
only better for your health, but will 
enable you to be more productive in the 
use of your arms. 

Are you really going to change your arm
folding behavior? As you found, doing 
things a new way is difficult--even pain
ful--besides being awkward. If my liveli-
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hood depended on how well I fold my arms, 
I'd stay with the first way despite the 
research findings which say I should 
change. If I feel awkward the new way, 
I'm liable to do a terrible arm-folding 
job and jeopardize my livelihood. The 
risk of doing it awkwardly and poorly, 
the new way, is very high. And the 
amount of practice and patience and 
discomfort will be enormous. I simply 
don't feel the need--or benefits--of 
changing the way I now fold my arms. 
Do you? 

I've always found comfort the way I 
naturally fold them •.. and reasonably 
good results. I'm sure there's always 
room for improvement, but for now 
I'm staying on firm, known, comfortable 
ground. 

Besides, if I change which arm is on 
top, I have to change my cigarette
holding hand. And that may effect my 
smoking habit, which is really playing 
with fire! The need for other changes 
if I accomplish this one might make 
things unbearable. I'm quite nervous 
and afraid ..• and skeptical ••• of what 
might happen. I'll take my chances 
and fold the way I have been. 

Let's look at what's happened. 

Several researchers conducted arm
folding research for twenty years. 
After investing a lot of their energy, 
and the funds and energy of others, 
they have, first, finally informed 
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you about the fruits of their labors 
and, second, been rejected. Most of 
us don't like being rej ec ted. He 
need to reduce this dissonance to be 
comfortable and live with ourselves. 
One way of reducing it is to discredit 
the rejector: 'The arm-folding prac
titioners don't care about the quality 
of their activity; they're only inter
ested in money! ' 

The same holds true from the practi
tioners' viewpoint: 'Those researchers 
are in ivory towers; they're not living 
in the real world; they'd never make 
it on the outside!' 

Neither viewpoint is healthy for the 
arm-folding professionals or for the 
state of their art. Both viewpoints 
and the phenomena that cause them are 
quite natural. Hhile nothing is 
really evil, nothing constructive is 
happening. Hhat seems needed in arm
folding (and architecture) is a link 
which causes the research results to 
be transferred into practice, provides 
feedback to the researchers, and 
establishes an interdependent relation
ship between the two roles. Then both 
would feel useful and' needed, which is 
a warmer, more reinforcing relationship 
as well as more productive in advancing 
the state of the art. l30 

In the field of juvenile justice, there must be 
a willingness to implement new ideas, to try new 
methods. This may constitute a sort of applied 
research, but with some success, a genuine enthu-
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siasm for new facility design and· environments 
may be fostered. 

Planners and designers of juvenile residential 
facilities must focus their'efforts on the needs 
of the young people who will occupy them. This 
advocacy posture ought to incorporate attitudes 
and interests much broader than those of the 
traditional juvenile justice system. Paramount 
to this advocacy posture are a presumption of 
release, .maintenance of family ties, and use. of 
the least restrictive alternative. Thus, plan
ners must recognize the limited and temporary 
nature of residential facilities and support 
them in expediting a youth's return to a home 
setting. 

He will go on shaping buildings to our purposes, 
and they will continue to affect us. The psy
chological and moral consequences which evolve 
from the manipulation of the built environment 
ought to be explored, then, so that our struc
tures may be used to the fullest. It remains for 
us to establish the objectives, reflected in our 
buildings, which will best serve society. 
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