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Abstract New Generation jails have emerged as an important innovation in local
incarceration. The results of existing research suggest that new generation jail design
and operation can positively impact inmates and staff, but the literature is far from
unequivocal. The current study utilized data collected from a single jail complex to
provide a unique test of how the type of facility influences jail staff perceptions of the
work environment along several dimensions. Our results revealed few differences
between correctional officers working in traditional units and those posted in new
generation units. We discuss the implications of these findings, including the use of
direct supervision inmate management in traditional as well as new generation jails.
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Introduction

One of the most meaningful innovations in jailing in the last three decades has been
the development of podular/direct supervision units. Representing dramatic
departures from traditional jails in physical structure and inmate management,
podular/direct supervision facilities - often referred to as “new generation” jails - first
emerged in the mid 1970s. Although some commentators believed that these jails
would fail, or that they were wholly unrealistic for housing the sort of inmates found
in most local jails (Nelson and O’Toole 1983; Wener 2005; Zupan 1991), they have
become fairly common. A recent national sample survey of medium to large jails
reported that more than one in five said they operated direct supervision facilities
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(Tartaro 2002b). Despite the relative popularity of new generation jails, there is still
much we do not know about how their innovative approach influences local
corrections. The current study contributes to the existing literature by assessing
differences between the work perceptions of jail guards supervising inmates in new
generation units and those employed in more traditional facilities.

Literature Review

The Nature of Podular/Direct Supervision

The new generation philosophy is manifested as a departure from traditional jails along
two dimensions. First, the physical environment is different. Traditionally, jail cells have
been arranged linearly along a corridor (Wener et al. 1985). In contrast, the new
generation architectural design separates inmates into relatively small groups (usually
50 or less), housed in self-contained living units including several one- to two-person
cells, a day room, and recreation space (Zupan 1991). These units, or “pods,” usually
are triangular or wedge shaped so that jail officers have a direct line of sight into all
areas of the pod at all times. The furnishings in new generation living units also differ.
Rather than “vandal proof” stainless steel and concrete fixtures that are permanently
affixed, the pods include carpeting, porcelain lavatories, moveable furniture that may
be padded or plastic, and other “soft” fixtures.

The physical features lend themselves to expression of a unique inmate management
approach, the second dimension along which new generation jails diverge from
traditional facilities. In traditional jails, officers are separated from inmates by bars,
glass, or other physical barriers. When cells are arranged linearly, officers must patrol
halls where their line of sight into each cell is severely restricted. The result is
intermittent surveillance—officers can observe what is happening inside a cell only
when they are almost directly in front of it. Other jails provide more constant
surveillance by grouping inmates into pods, but they continue to separate inmates from
officers. Such facilities are known as podular/remote supervision (Gettinger 1984). Full
expression of the new generation philosophy occurs only in podular/direct supervision
units, where officers are stationed within the living area with no physical barriers to
separate them from inmates. In these units, officers maintain a constant physical
presence, but they also interact extensively with inmates.

Correctional officers’ work in traditional facilities has been characterized as
“fragmented, routinized and menial” or as “bureaucratic chores that require little or no
judgment, initiative, or skill on the part of the officer” (Zupan andMenke 1988, p. 615).
In such units, officers are often relegated to patrolling corridors, conducting counts,
escorting inmates from one area to another, attempting to maintain order, and so on.
Personal security is obtained by physical separation from inmates, and authority is
frequently shared with inmates through tacit agreements where guards ignore minor
rule violations in exchange for inmates’ general compliance (Zupan 1991) see also
Sykes (1958).

Direct supervision, on the other hand, requires well-developed interpersonal skills,
creativity in managing inmates, and independence. Zupan (1991) has identified seven
dimensions of officer behaviors essential to effective direct supervision. First, officers
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must be proactive in addressing even minor conflicts and problems within the pod.
Rather than seeking control through coercion, however, officers should formulate
“innovative and creative solutions to deal with inmate problems and disputes” (Zupan
1991, p. 109). Second, building rapport and credibility with inmates is important.
Officers offer positive leadership within the pod not only through their position but
also by being fair and treating inmates with respect and dignity. Third, unity among
staff and supervisors brings predictability to the jail experience. To foster consistency
and alleviate some of the ambiguity officers traditionally experience in their work,
“officers in New Generation facilities are expected to enforce all jail rules, no matter
how minor or inconsequential” (Zupan 1991, p. 115). It is important for supervisors to
support line officers’ disciplinary decisions (Westbrook 1994). Fourth, Zupan (1991,
p. 115) observes that “active observation is necessary for officers to gather information
about what is occurring in the module, to gauge sources of conflict or tension, and
above all, to identify and react to situations before they escalate into serious
problems.” The fifth dimension noted by Zupan involves responding to inmate
requests. Closely linked with treating inmates with respect, officers should address all
inmate requests honestly and directly, even if it is only to say “no.” Sixth, inmate
discipline should be fair, consistent, and progressive. Both formal and informal
sanctions should be used so that punishment can be tailored to the gravity of the
infraction. Further, officers should explain the reason for imposing a punishment and
should administer sanctions in a way that impacts only individual offending inmates,
not the entire pod. The final critical dimension of officer behavior in new generation
units involves “supervising in a clear, well-organized and attention-getting manner”
(Zupan 1991, p. 123). Managing the new generation inmate living unit apparently
requires more skills, responsibility, and interpersonal engagement from officers than
traditional jail arrangements (Zupan and Menke 1988).

In discussions of the new generation philosophy, its two distinguishing features
consistently appear together, intimating that they are inextricable. The thinking appears
to be that the normalized physical environment helps inmates meet their needs and
communicates an expectation of good inmate behavior. With its absence of physical
barriers to control inmates, however, this design can only be successful when coupled
with a more active, engaged form of inmate management (Gettinger 1984). Likewise,
podular architecture and layouts that allow direct line of sight into all areas of the
living unit facilitate direct supervision. Zupan and Menke (1991, p. 187) contend that
these two features of the new generation jail “must be linked,” though this remains to
be assessed empirically. Our study begins to examine this issue. According to the jail’s
management staff, direct inmate supervision techniques are used throughout the units,
including those constructed with more traditional architecture, allowing consideration
of how the physical aspects of new generation philosophy affect staff perceptions.

The Impact of New Generation Jails on Officers

Despite the relative popularity of podular/direct supervision jails and clear expect-
ations that they alter the job of jail officers, only a handful of studies address the
influence of podular units and direct supervision of inmates from the guards’
perspective. The earliest assessments were “post occupancy” studies, suggesting that
the architectural design was satisfactory. Although they provided no data for
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comparison with linear jails, Wener and his colleagues (1985) reported that staff in
the Contra Costa County (California) jail were satisfied with the overall appearance,
cleanliness, and number of televisions in the new units (Wener et al. 1985). The
authors also believed that jail officers approached their job more professionally and
that posts within the jail were more desirable in the new generation facility. They
reported that staff “no longer saw themselves as mere guards or defined their job as
simply to keep criminals locked up” and that “correctional duty is [now] a position
of choice” (Wener et al. 1985, p. 88). Farbstein, Liebert, and Sigurdson (1996), who
audited three podular/direct supervision jails, also found that officers were more positive
than negative about their facilities.

More recent studies have used pre-post designs or have gathered data from officers
working in traditional jails to compare with those posted in podular/direct supervision
facilities. Such research has examined widely disparate outcomes, often using rather
small samples, and the results can be described as equivocal (Wener 2006). Among the
evidence for positive impacts, officers in new generation jails tend to see the facility as
cleaner, less crowded, having fresher air, and being more temperate (Williams et al.
1999). Some outcomes also suggest that new generation jail officers are more satisfied
with their jobs, believe there is greater opportunity for advancement, think the staff has
better control of the unit, and that problems with inmate attacks on staff and other
inmates are less (Houston et al. 1988; Williams et al. 1999; Zupan 1991; Zupan and
Menke 1988). The same research, however, reports that staff are no more satisfied
with their jobs, do not feel any safer, are no less stressed, and are no different from
staff in linear jails on several dimensions of perceived job enrichment (Houston et al.
1988; Williams et al. 1999; Zupan 1991; Zupan and Menke 1988).

The two most rigorous, conceptually grounded, and thorough assessments of new
generation design impacts on jail staff were conducted by Zupan (1991) and Zupan
and Menke (1988). Zupan and Menke (1988) explored the job enrichment capacity
of moving from a traditional to a podular/direct supervision jail using data from staff
at one facility six months before and six months after it made such a transition.
Zupan (1991) followed up this effort with a similar comparative survey of officers at
four podular/direct supervision jails and three linear jails. Using bivariate analyses,
the two studies report largely inconsistent results. Zupan and Menke (1988) found
improved job enrichment—revealed by a “motivating potential” score—and greater job
satisfaction on five dimensions—character of work, level of pay, quality of supervision,
people on the job, and overall satisfaction - but not opportunities for promotion. In
contrast, only character of work, level of pay, and opportunities for promotion were
perceived to be greater among new generation than traditional jail officers in Zupan’s
(1991) comparative analysis. In short, these studies follow the pattern evident in the
entire body of work in this area: equivocal results.

Occupational Attitudes: Expectations About New Generation Jail Effects

Researchers have long studied the attitudes of correctional employees. As a central
component of such research, several dimensions have been utilized as both independent
and dependent variables. Some of the most studied attitudes are related directly to the
correctional occupational environment including, but not limited to, perceptions of
dangerousness (e.g., Cullen et al. 1985; Triplett et al. 1996; Van Voorhis et al. 1991),
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work group cohesion (e.g., Finn 1999; Marston 1993; Paoline et al. 2006), instrumental
communication (e.g., Lambert et al. 2002, 2006), job satisfaction (e.g., Byrd et al.
2000; Camp 1994; Cullen et al. 1989), job stress (e.g., Cullen et al. 1985; Grossi et al.
1996; Stohr et al. 1994), routinization (e.g., Brief et al. 1976; Lambert 2004), autonomy
(e.g., Lambert 2004; Lambert et al. 2006; Wright et al. 1997), role ambiguity (e.g.,
Lambert et al. 2005; Poole and Regoli 1980; Triplett et al. 1996), and job involvement
(e.g., Robinson et al. 1993, 1996, 1997). What has yet to be part of empirical inquires is
the extent to which these attitudes might vary as a function of one’s facility assignment
(i.e., traditional versus new generation). We suggest there are good reasons to believe
that the unique aspects of working in a new generation jail matter.

Based on consideration of the physical structures and inmate management
demands of traditional versus new generation jails, we expect the following for staff
working in these types of facilities. Role ambiguity will be lower among direct
supervision staff. The new generation directive to enforce all rules, all the time
should make it more clear what officers are to be doing as they supervise inmates.
We also expect improved communication and work group cohesion. Several authors
have noted the importance of interpersonal communication skills for successfully
supervising inmates in new generation jails. And, as noted above, officers must
present a unified front, which could be expected to build cohesion among jail staff.
The need for innovation in dealing with inmate conflicts and problems leads us to
predict that new generation jail officers will see their job as less routine and as offering
more opportunity for autonomous decision making than traditional jail officers. We
also anticipate that officers in podular/direct supervision units will be more personally
invested in their work and will experience greater job satisfaction.

Finally, although the influence of a new generation approach is unclear, we also
investigate possible differences between officers’ perceptions of stress and
dangerousness. On the one hand, the absence of physical barriers to separate
inmates from staff may increase concerns about safety among officers. On the other
hand, proponents of the new generation design contend that direct supervision, when
implemented fully, can substantially reduce the risk of assaults and other major
infractions (Tartaro 2002a; Wener 2005; Zupan 1991). We therefore test the
hypothesis that new generation jail officers will be less stressed and will perceive
their job as less dangerous than those working in a traditional facility.

Methodology

Research Site and Sample

The data for the current study were collected from the staff working in the detention
facilities of the Orange County Corrections Department (OCCD), a large, county jail
complex located in Orlando, Florida. The county contains 1 major city and 10 other
municipalities, all of which exclusively use the county jail for local detention needs.
The jail employs approximately 1,500 paid staff and typically houses in excess of
4,000 inmates. Ordered according to the inmate average daily population, the jail
was among the fifteen largest jails in the country at the time data for this project
were collected (Beck et al. 2002). In addition to intake areas and specialized function
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space (e.g., work release, health services), inmates are housed in five separate
facilities that are contained on a single campus. Four of these facilities are podular/
direct supervision units. In our analyses below, the data from these facilities are
combined, and we refer to them collectively as “new generation” units. The
remaining facility, which we refer to as “traditional” is a more traditional
architectural style, combining linear and podular/remote supervision areas.

This jail complex first opened a new generation unit in 1988, and considerable
attention was devoted to the innovative inmate management style it demanded for the
first few years thereafter. Currently, however, the term “direct supervision” is seldom
used because this style of managing inmates has permeated the culture of the
department and it is simply an expected way of doing correctional work in this
jurisdiction. That is, regardless of whether officers are working in a podular/direct
supervision, podular/remote supervision, or linear/intermittent supervision facility, the
inmate management style is the same. Although we did not collect data directly on
officers’ management styles, the jail’s top administrative staff contend that all officers
are trained and expected to always maintain control of the living unit, to control
inmates through interpersonal communication rather than force or coercion, to treat
inmates with respect (and to demand respect in return), to be fair and consistent, and
so on. The differences in physical design, however, create unique situations. In the
podular/direct supervision areas (new generation units) officers have greater
opportunities for mingling, contact, and proactive involvement with inmates.

The original data collection effort was conducted in the fall of 2001 under the
direction of an ad hoc oversight commission, which was interested in exploring
concerns and issues among the jail’s staff. To accomplish this task, the researchers first
conducted a series of focus groups designed to understand more fully those problems
that might be unique to OCCD employees. Research staff conducted seven two-hour
focus groups, with 48 OCCD employees from different organizational levels and
facilities, during a ten-day period. Findings from the OCCD focus groups assisted in
the development of a questionnaire that would be administered to staff at all levels
within the department.

During five consecutive days in the fall of 2001, the staff from the nine separate
facilities of the OCCD were surveyed. The staff were informed that the survey was
completely voluntary in nature and the responses would be anonymous. With the
consent of the jail director, jail personnel received two hours of overtime for
participating in the survey. The administration of the survey took place across each
of the three primary shifts (i.e., 6:00 A.M.–5:30 P.M., 3:00 P.M.–2:30 A.M., and 7:00
P.M.–6:30 A.M.), and staff were afforded the opportunity to take part in any of the
survey times even if it was not their assigned shift or work day. There were
approximately 1500 paid employees at the facility during the week the survey was
administered, and 1062 staff members participated in the survey, which resulted in a
response rate of 70 percent.

Respondents represented all areas of the correctional facility, such as correctional
officers, case managers, medical staff, industry staff, food service workers, and so on.
Moreover, the respondents represented various administrative levels of the correctional
facility, from line staff to supervisors and managers. In addition, respondents were
assigned to various facilities such as central booking, administration, community
corrections, work release, traditional units, new generation units, and other areas.
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Because we are interested only in line officers (i.e., correctional officers) who were
posted in either a traditional or new generation living unit, 385 respondents are included
in the present analysis.

Operationalization of Independent Variables

The central independent variable of interest is the type of facility in which an officer
is posted. In the survey, each respondent was asked to report to which facility he or
she was assigned. Responses were later dichotomized to indicate whether staff were
working in a traditional (n=202) versus a new generation (n=183) living unit.

Prior research has shown that correctional officers’ views of their work
environment may be related to several institutional and individual attributes (Philiber
1987). In light of these findings, we include several variables to be used as controls in
examining the relationship between work perceptions and working in a new generation
versus traditional jail unit. A 3-item indexmeasured overall morale based on the extent to
which the officer felt respect, cohesiveness, and trust from other occupational members,
and a 5-item index assessed the respondents’ perceptions about promotional opportu-
nities within the department (Items used to operationalize these work climate variables
are available from the authors on request). In addition to these work climate variables,
individual demographics of the officers included sex, age, race, and education level.
Work experience was measured as the total number of years the respondent had worked
in corrections.

Operationalization of Dependent Variables

As noted above, we anticipated that the type of facility would have an influence on
several dimensions of jail officers’ perceptions of the work environment. Multiple-
item indices were created to assess officers’ perceptions of each dimension. For each
of the individual items, the respondents answered on a 5-point scale. Where
necessary, responses were reverse-coded so that in each case, higher index scores
indicate more of the concept being measured. A list of each of the survey items that
were used to form the additive indices is provided in the Appendix.

Work Group Cohesion was measured using three items and indicated the degree
to which correctional officers are personally connected to peers in their immediate
work group. For example, one item in the index asked respondents to rate “to what
extent do the people in your work group take a personal interest in you?”

The index for Instrumental Communication measured the degree to which
respondents felt informed about central components of the job such as what tasks
and activities are to be completed and what rules and regulations govern job
performance. Five items made up the index, including one that asked, “On a scale of
1 to 5, where 1=not informed at all and 5=very well informed, how well informed
are you about…what is most important about the job?”

Job Satisfaction, which was measured with five items, was assessed as the
respondent’s overall satisfaction with his or her current position. The index covered
dimensions of enthusiasm, boredom, comparison with other workers, and enjoyment
using items adapted from Brayfield and Rothe’s (1951) job satisfaction index such as
“I am fairly well satisfied with my job” and “Most days I am enthusiastic about my
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job.” By assessing global satisfaction, we maintained as distinct and separate
concepts some facets, such as expectations about promotion and communication
with work peers, that other researchers have combined into indicators of job
satisfaction (see, for example, Williams et al. 1999; Zupan 1991).

The index of Autonomy considered the respondents’ belief that their job allows
them freedom, discretion in their day-to-day activities, and input into decisions that
affect their work. Four items made up the index, including “how much freedom do
you have as to how to do your job?”

Job Involvement measured the degree of identification with one’s occupation.
Four items assessed this personal salience of jail work. For example, respondents’
were asked to what extent they agreed or disagreed with the statement, “I am very
much involved personally in my job.”

Dangerousness is a particularly salient aspect of correctional work (Cullen et al.
1985; Lombardo 1981). Jail officers routinely work with a wide variety of inmates,
and there is always some degree of concern in correctional work that inmates may
become violent toward officers or officers may need to intervene in a fight between
inmates (Bowker 1980; Conover 2000). An index of perceived dangerousness was
created from five items previously used by Cullen et al. (1985), including one that
asked the respondents to agree or disagree that “in my job, a person stands a good
chance of getting hurt.”

Some previous research has treated job-related stress as made up of role
ambiguity, perceptions of dangerousness, and other dimensions (see, for example,
(Lambert et al. 2004). In the current study, a separate index was developed for Job
Stress, operationalizing feelings of stress independently from other perceptions of
the work environment. The focus of the scale was on psychological anxiety
generated specifically from working in the jail (cf. Cullen et al. 1985). Respondents
were asked to agree or disagree that “when I’m at work I often feel tense or uptight”
and five other items.

Routinization, a four-item index, measured the degree to which officers perceived their
job as uncreative andmonotonous. For example, one item asked respondents whether they
agreed or disagree that “My job requires that I do the same things over and over again.”

The final index, Role Ambiguity, measured the respondents’ feelings of uncertainty
about their work, especially what rules and regulations are to be followed. The six
items that made up the index included, “I know exactly what is expected of me” and
“the rules that we’re supposed to follow never seem to be very clear” (reverse coded).

Results

Table 1 shows the demographic and other characteristics of the officers that will later
be used to explore variations in work perceptions. As shown, about half of the
respondents worked in a traditional unit, half in one of the new generation facilities.
A majority of the officers were nonwhite, male, and had completed some college.
Experience varied widely, from one month to 35 years working in corrections. The
average age of the participants was in the mid to upper thirties, and on average their
morale was somewhat low, but they were neither highly positive nor negative about
promotional prospects.
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Table 2 lists the indices, the number of items that make up each index, the
Cronbach’s alpha reliability coefficient, and overall level of officers’ feelings toward
their work. The generally accepted cut-off point for alpha scores is .60 (Gronlund
1981), and all but one index reached this threshold (i.e., dangerousness), while two
others just met this requirement (i.e., job involvement and routinization). Because
these indices have a rather long research tradition in corrections, and other fields, we
were reluctant to exclude individual items. We did find, in utilizing another common
statistical technique for scale/index construction (i.e., factor analysis), that each of
the three indices measured a single factor (i.e., eigenvalues were above the accepted
level of 1.0 and each individual item loaded above the .30 threshold requirement)
(Gorsuch 1983). Because of variations in the number of items included in each
index, the mean scores shown in the table are not directly comparable. Taking the
number of items in each index into account, however, the highest score was for
perceived Dangerousness. On average, the officers agreed somewhat that they risked
physical assault in their job. On a more positive note, officers also expressed a fair
amount of Work Group Cohesion, Instrumental Communication, and Job Satisfac-

Table 1 Descriptive statistics of explanatory variables (N=385)

Variable Description MIN MAX MEAN SD

Independent
Facility 0=Traditional; 1=New Generation 0.00 1.00 .48 .50
Controls
Race 0=Non-White; 1=White 0.00 1.00 .37 .48
Gender 0=Female; 1=Male 0.00 1.00 .66 .47
Experience Total Years of Experience .08 35.00 9.39 6.75
Age 1=Less than 25; 4=35–39 years 1.00 7.00 4.12 1.65

2=25–29 years; 5=40–44 years
3=30–34 years; 6=45–49 years
7=50+ years

Education 1=≤High School 0.00 1.00 .24 .43
2=Some College 0.00 1.00 .63 .48
3=BS/BA Degree & Higher 0.00 1.00 .13 .33

Perceived Promotional Opportunity 5 Items; α=.81 5.00 25.00 15.65 4.73
Morale 3 Items; α=.66 3.00 13.00 6.96 2.63

Table 2 Descriptive statistics of correctional officer work perception indices (N=385)

Index Description MIN MAX Mean SD H

Work Group Cohesion 3 Items; α=.81 3 15 10.07 2.99 +
Instrumental Communication 5 Items; α=.87 5 25 15.99 4.16 +
Job Satisfaction 5 Items; α=.81 5 15 15.79 4.91 +
Autonomy 4 Items; α=.86 4 20 11.06 3.36 +
Job Involvement 4 Items; α=.61 4 19 9.00 3.25 +
Dangerousness 5 Items; α=.53 10 25 20.98 3.20 –
Job Stress 6 Items; α=.78 7 30 18.77 5.25 –
Routinization 4 Items; α=.63 5 20 12.57 3.43 –
Role Ambiguity 6 Items; α=.71 6 29 15.78 4.30 –

α represents Cronbach’s alpha. “H” denotes the hypothesized direction of relationship between the
officers’ work perception and being posted in a new generation jail facility.
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tion. For all of these indices, the mean scores fall somewhere between the middle
score and a positive response. Mean responses for Job Stress, Routinization, and
Autonomy show middling perceptions. Finally, Role Ambiguity was somewhat low
but so were feelings of Job Involvement.

In Table 3, we turn our attention to assessing the predictors of officers’ work
perceptions. As shown in the table, race, gender, and education had few effects on
feelings about jail work. Nonwhites experienced more job involvement, more
educated officers believed their role was more ambiguous, and female officers felt
greater autonomy but were less concerned about the dangerousness of their work
environment. For all other outcomes, however, these variables were not significant.
Correctional experience and age were more salient to work perceptions. In each case
where experience was significant, officers with a longer history of involvement in
corrections work were less positive. They tended to perceive their work as more
routine, less satisfying, and more stressful. Their satisfaction with communication levels
and cohesion with coworkers also were lower. In contrast, age had almost uniformly
positive effects on work perceptions. The only exception was perceived dangerousness,
which was not influenced by respondent’s age. Feelings of work group cohesion,
instrumental communication, autonomy, and job involvement were higher for older
officers. These officers also tended to be more satisfied with their jobs, experience less
job stress, feel that their role was less ambiguous, and perceive their job as less routine.

Theoretically, the most salient predictor variable for the current study was Facility,
and it shows some unanticipated results. First, working in a new generation versus a
traditional facility was related to only 3 of the 9 work perceptions examined. Facility
maintained no significant relationship with perceptions of Instrumental Communication,
Work Group Cohesion, Job Satisfaction, Job Involvement, Job Stress, or Routinization.
Second, where Facility was significant, the direction of influence was opposite what was
hypothesized. Rather than feeling safer, more certain about the expectations of job
performance, and more freedom to exercise discretion in supervising inmates, the new
generation jail officers perceived their jobs as more dangerous, more ambiguous, and
characterized by less autonomy.

The final two explanatory variables included in the analyses—perceived
promotional opportunities and morale—maintained the strongest and most consistent
effects on jail officers’ work perceptions. When officers believed that the possibility
of advancement was available and could be achieved by demonstrating high quality
job performance, they tended to view other aspects of jail work positively as well.
Thus, Perceived Promotional Opportunity was positively related to Work Group
Cohesion, Instrumental Communication, Job Satisfaction, Autonomy, and Job
Involvement, and it was negatively associated with Job Stress, Routinization, and Role
Ambiguity. Similarly, high Morale influenced all of these perceptions in the same
directions and also led to lower perceptions of Dangerousness.

Discussion

Over the past three decades the new generation philosophy has emerged as a
significant contribution to the design and operation of jails. Early critics may not
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have foreseen this development as they raised concerns about whether new generation
facilities could safely handle the myriad and sometimes seriously criminal people who
are confined in local detention facilities (Nelson and O’Toole 1983; Wener 2005;
Zupan 1991). With the benefit of hindsight, however, few observers today would
likely be surprised at how broadly this innovation has been embraced. The new
generation ideal promises many benefits for inmates, jail staff members, and
institutions, and early evaluations in particular suggested that these promises were
being kept (Wener 2006). The present study sought to add to the existing literature
on the impact of new generation jails. It was unique in several ways. First, data were
collected on officers’ perceptions of their work environment from staff employed at a
single institution, at the same time. Furthermore, this institution had been using podular/
direct supervision facilities continuously for more than a decade before data were
collected, and it had adopted direct supervision inmate management techniques
throughout all housing areas of the jail complex. Thus, our study allowed the
exploration of how new generation inmate management affects officers under podular
versus more traditional architecture. Finally, the dimensions of work perceptions we
examined have a history of being particularly salient in correctional contexts.

Largely, our study produced null results. That is, for most of the dependent
variables we examined, there were no significant differences between the perceptions
of officers posted in new generation versus traditional facilities. Despite expectations
drawn from the existing literature and a consideration of how direct supervision might
alter the demands of working in a jail, new generation officers were no more satisfied
with their jobs, did not feel any greater sense of personal involvement in their work,
were not less stressed, did not feel more connected to their coworkers, did not believe
communication was improved, and were just as likely to see their jobs as monotonous
and routine as officers working in the more traditional facility.

Wener (2006) has proposed that podular/direct supervision may be a “mixed
blessing” for correctional officers (p. 404). On the one hand, their jobs may be
enriched in some ways. Working in a new generation institution may be more
professional and could be more rewarding. On the other hand, the work is more
demanding, and the absence of familiar physical barriers to separate officers from
inmates may raise anxieties. Although our results revealed no positive benefits of
working in a new generation unit, we did find that officers posted in these facilities
perceived a greater threat to their physical safety than officers who were posted in the
traditional facility where at least one barrier—a locked steel door or heavy Plexiglas—
always stood between them and the inmates. The mix of pros and cons for staff in new
generation jails may help to explain not only our failure to uncover evidence of
anticipated benefits but also the equivocal findings throughout the literature.

In any interpretation of our results, it is important to keep in mind that the jail system
we examined has a relatively long history of podular/direct supervision and has adopted
direct supervision inmate management techniques even in the traditional jail unit. Thus,
we have assessed something somewhat different from past studies. We are aware of no
prior investigations that have disengaged the architecture and inmate management
components of the new generation philosophy. Instead, past studies have compared
ostensibly fully traditional units—linear or dormitory architecture and remote or
intermittent surveillance—with separate units or ones that have made a wholesale shift
to new generation design and practice—podular architecture and direct inmate
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supervision. A systematic assessment of the separate effects of the physical design and
inmate management aspects of new generation thinking would be enlightening. While
few jails are probably operating linear/direct supervision or podular/intermittent
surveillance facilities as pure types, it would be useful to begin thinking of new
generation efforts as more of a continuum, rather than dichotomizing jails as traditional
or new generation.

The potential insight to be gained from this approach is suggested by Tartaro’s
(2006) recent findings regarding the implementation of the new generation
philosophy in 150 direct supervision jails. Her analyses revealed considerable
variation in the extent to which key elements of the philosophy were borne out in
practice, including officer training, facility management structure, and physical
design features (also see Tartaro 2002a). Given that we did not measure officers’
inmate management styles directly, our study does more to raise questions than
provide answers about how direct supervision may be borne out in different
contexts. Even so, it suggests that a potentially fruitful line of research would seek to
correlate a number of inmate, staff, and facility outcome measures with systematic
assessments of the extent to which jails have implemented the physical design
elements and the inmate management aspects of the new generation philosophy.

In the meantime, some policy implications can be drawn from the single
jurisdiction studied here. One way of interpreting our results is that they showed new
generation units did not improve officers’ work perceptions. It is equally true to say
that officers who were posted in the traditional unit and who were expected and
trained to use direct supervision techniques faired no worse than those in podular
units. Thus, our results suggest that new generation inmate management (i.e., direct
supervision) may be used regardless of the architectural design of the facility with no
ill effects on staff. Jails where officers merely provide surveillance because they are
operating a more traditional physical plant may be able to realize some of the
benefits of direct supervision for inmates without detrimental effects on officers’
perceptions of their work. Any efforts to implement direct supervision in traditional
jails, of course, should be undertaken carefully. Such a transition would need to attend
to how officers are supervised (Westbrook 1994) and perhaps the overall
organizational climate of the jail (Stohr et al. 1994). Still, adherence to the principles
of direct supervision offers the possibility of battling some of the long-standing
challenges to a humane jail environment (Zupan 1991; also see Fishman 1923).

Appendix

Survey Item Measures

Work Group Cohesion

1. To what extent are the people in your immediate group friendly? (response: 1=not
friendly at all, 2=somewhat unfriendly, 3=uncertain, 4=somewhat friendly, 5=very
friendly)

2. To what extent do the people in your work group take a personal interest in you?
(response: 1=not interested at all, 2=somewhat uninterested, 3=uncertain,
4=somewhat interested, 5=very interested)
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3. To what extent do you look forward to being with people in your work group
each day? (response: 1=do not look forward to being with them, 2=somewhat do
not look forward to being with them, 3=uncertain, 4=somewhat look forward to
being with them, 5=very much look forward to being with them)

Instrumental Communication

1. How well informed are you regarding: What is to be done?
2. How well informed are you regarding: What is most important about the job?
3. How well informed are you regarding: How the equipment is used?
4. How well informed are you regarding: Rules and regulations?
5. How well informed are you regarding: What you need to know to do the job

correctly, including computer software? (response for all items: 1=not informed
at all, 2=informed very little, 3=informed somewhat, 4=informed, 5=very well
informed)

Job Satisfaction

1. I like my job better than the average worker (correctional officer) does.
2. I am seldom bored with my job.
3. Most days I am enthusiastic about my job.
4. I feel fairly well satisfied with my job.
5. I find real enjoyment in my job. (response for all items 1=strongly disagree,

2=disagree somewhat, 3=uncertain, 4=agree somewhat, 5=strongly agree)

Autonomy

1. How much freedom do you have as to how to do your job?
2. How much does your job allow you to make decisions on your own?
3. How much does your job allow you to take part in making decisions that affect

you?
4. How much say do you have over what happens on your job? (response for all

items 1=none at all, 2=very little, 3=some, 4=a lot, 5=a great deal)

Job Involvement

1. I live, eat, and breathe my job.
2. The major satisfaction in my life comes from my job.
3. I am very much involved personally in my work.
4. The most important things that happen to me involve my work. (response for all

items 1=strongly disagree, 2=disagree somewhat, 3=uncertain, 4=agree
somewhat, 5=strongly agree)

Dangerousness

1. In my job, a person stands a good chance of getting hurt.
2. There is really not much chance of getting hurt in my job (reverse coded).
3. I work in a dangerous job.
4. A lot of people I work with get physically injured in the line of duty.
5. My job is a lot more dangerous than other kinds of jobs. (response for all items

1=strongly disagree, 2=disagree somewhat, 3=uncertain, 4=agree somewhat,
5=strongly agree)
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Job Stress

1. When I’m at work I often feel tense or uptight.
2. A lot of time my job makes me very frustrated or angry.
3. I am usually calm and at ease when I’m working (reverse coded).
4. Most of the time when I’m at work I don’t feel that I have much to worry about

(reverse coded).
5. I am usually under a lot of pressure when I am at work.
6. There are a lot of aspects of my job that make me upset. (response for all items

1=strongly disagree, 2=disagree somewhat, 3=uncertain, 4=agree somewhat,
5=strongly agree)

Routinization

1. My job requires that I do the same things over and over again.
2. My job requires that I keep learning new things (reverse coded).
3. My job requires me to be very creative (reverse coded).
4. I get to do a number of different things on my job (reverse coded). (response for

all items 1=strongly disagree, 2=disagree somewhat, 3=uncertain, 4=agree
somewhat, 5=strongly agree)

Role Ambiguity

1. The rules that we’re supposed to follow never seem to be very clear.
2. The rules and regulations are clear enough here that I know specifically what I

can and cannot do on my job (reverse coded).
3. I know that I have divided my time properly (reverse coded)
4. I feel certain how much authority I have (reverse coded).
5. I know what my responsibilities are (reverse coded).
6. I know what is exactly expected of me (reverse coded). (response for all items

1=strongly disagree, 2=disagree somewhat, 3=uncertain, 4=agree somewhat,
5=strongly agree)

References

Beck, A. J., Karberg, J. C., & Harrison, P. M. (2002). Prison and jail inmates at midyear 2001.
Washington, DC: Bureau of Justice Statistics.

Bowker, L. H. (1980). Prison victimization. New York: Elsevier.
Brayfield, A., & Rothe, H. (1951). An index of job satisfaction. Journal of Applied Psychology, 35, 307–311.
Brief, A. P., Munro, J., & Aldag, R. J. (1976). Correctional employees’ reactions to job characteristics:

A data based argument for job enlargement. Journal of Criminal Justice, 4, 223–230.
Byrd, T. G., Cochran, J. K., Silverman, I. J., & Blount, W. R. (2000). Behind bars: An assessment of the

effects of job satisfaction, job-related stress, and anxiety on jail employees’ inclinations to quit.
Journal of Crime and Justice, 23, 69–89.

Camp, S. D. (1994). Assessing the effects of organizational commitment and job satisfaction on turnover:
An even history approach. The Prison Journal, 74, 279–305.

Conover, T. (2000). Newjack: Guarding sing sing. New York: Random House.
Cullen, F. T., Link, B. G., Cullen, J., & Wolfe, N. T. (1989). How satisfying is prison work? A

comparative occupational approach. Journal of Offender Counseling, Services and Rehabilitation, 14,
89–108.

78 Am J Crim Just (2007) 31:64–80



Cullen, F. T., Link, B. G., Wolfe, N. T., & Frank, J. (1985). The social dimensions of correctional officer
stress. Justice Quarterly, 2, 505–530.

Farbstein, J., Liebert, D., & Sigurdson, H. (1996). Audits of podular/direct supervision jails. Washington,
DC: National Institute of Corrections, U. S. Department of Justice.

Finn, P. (1999). Correctional officer stress: A cause for concern and additional help. Federal Probation,
62, 65–74.

Fishman, J. F. (1923). Crucibles of crime: The shocking story of the American jail. Monclair, NJ: Patterson
Smith.

Gettinger, S. H. (1984). New generation jails: An innovative approach to an age-old problem. Washinton,
DC: National Institute of Corrections, U. S. Department of Justice.

Gorsuch, R. (1983). Factor analysis, 2nd edn. Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.
Gronlund, N. (1981). Measurement and evaluation in teaching. New York: MacMillan.
Grossi, E. L., Keil, T. J., & Vito, G. F. (1996). Surviving the “joint”: Mitigating factors of correctional

officer stress. Journal of Crime and Justice, 19, 103–120.
Houston, J. G., Gibbons, D. C., & Jones, J. F. (1988). Physical environment and jail social climate. Crime

and Delinquency, 34, 449–466.
Lambert, E. G. (2004). The impact of job characteristics on correctional staff. The Prison Journal, 84,

208–227.
Lambert, E. G., Barton, S. M., Hogan, N. L., & Clarke, A. (2002). The impact of instrumental

communication and integration on correctional staff. The Justice Professional, 15, 181–193.
Lambert, E. G., Hogan, N. L., & Allen, R. (2006). Correlates of correctional officer job stress: The impact

of organizational structure. American Journal of Criminal Justice, 30, 227–246.
Lambert, E. G., Hogan, N. L., Paoline III, E. A., & Clarke, A. (2005). The impact of role stressors on job

stress, job satisfaction, and organizational commitment among private prison staff. Security Journal,
18, 33–50.

Lambert, E. G., Paoline III, E. A., & Hogan, N. L. (2006). The impact of centralization and formalization on
correctional staff job satisfaction and organizational commitment. Criminal Justice Studies: A Critical
Journal of Crime, Law, and Society, 19, 23–44.

Lambert, E. G., Reynolds, K. M., Paoline III, E. A., & Watkins, R. C. (2004). The effects of occupational
stressors on jail staff job satisfaction. Journal of Crime and Justice, 27, 1–32.

Lombardo, L. X. (1981). Guards imprisoned: Correctional officers at work. New York: Elsevier.
Marston, J. L. (1993). Stress and stressors: Inmate and staff perceptions. American Jails, 7, 21–30.
Nelson, W. R., & O’Toole, M. (1983). New generation jails. Boulder, CO: Library Information Specialists.
Paoline III, E. A., Lambert, E. G., & Hogan, N. L. (2006). A calm and happy keeper of the keys: The

impact of ACA views, relations with coworkers, and policy views on the job stress and job
satisfaction of jail staff. The Prison Journal, 86, 182–205.

Philiber, S. (1987). Thy brother’s keeper: A review of the literature on correctional officers. Justice
Quarterly, 4, 9–37.

Poole, E. D., & Regoli, R. M. (1980). Role stress, custody orientation, and disciplinary actions.
Criminology, 18, 215–226.

Robinson, D., Porporino, F. J., & Simourd, L. (1993). The influence of career orientation on support for
rehabilitation among correctional staff. The Prison Journal, 73, 162–167.

Robinson, D., Porporino, F. J., & Simourd, L. (1996). Do different occupational groups vary on attitudes
and work adjustment in corrections? Federal Probation, 60, 45–53.

Robinson, D., Porporino, F. J., & Simourd, L. (1997). The influence of educational attainment on the
attitudes and job performance of correctional officers. Crime & Delinquency, 43, 60–77.

Stohr, M. K., Lovrich, N. P., Menke, B. A., & Zupan, L. L. (1994). Staff management in correctional
institutions: Comparing DiIulio’s “control model” and “employee investment model” outcomes in five
jails. Justice Quarterly, 11, 471–497.

Stohr, M. K., Lovrich, N. P., & Wilson, G. L. (1994). Staff stress in contemporary jails: Assessing problem
severity and the payoff of progressive personnel practices. Journal of Criminal Justice, 22, 313–327.

Sykes, G. (1958). The society of captives. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.
Tartaro, C. (2002a). Examining implementation issues with new generation jails. Criminal Justice Policy

Review, 13, 219–237.
Tartaro, C. (2002b). The impact of density on jail violence. Journal of Criminal Justice, 30, 499–510.
Tartaro, C. (2006). Watered down: Partial implementation of the new generation jail philosophy. The

Prison Journal, 86, 284–300.
Triplett, R., Mullings, J. L., Scarborough, K. E. (1996). Work-related stress and coping among correctional

officers: Implications from organizational literature. Journal of Criminal Justice, 24, 291–308.

Am J Crim Just (2007) 31:64–80 79



Van Voorhis, P., Cullen, F. T., Link, B. G., & Wolfe, N. T. (1991). The impact of race and gender on
correctional officers’ orientation to the integrated environment. Journal of Research in Crime and
Delinquency, 28, 472–500.

Wener, R. (2005). The invention of direct supervision. Corrections Compendium, 30(2), 4–7, 32–34.
Wener, R. (2006). Effectiveness of the direct supervision system of correctional design and management:

A review of the literature. Criminal Justice and Behavior, 33, 392–410.
Wener, R., Frazier, W., & Farbstein, J. (1985). Three generations of evaluation and design of correctional

facilities. Environment and Behavior, 17, 71–95.
Westbrook, C. F. (1994). A new role: Training first-line supervisors as direct supervision managers.

Corrections Today, 56(4), 170–172.
Williams, J. L., Rodeheaver, D. G., & Huggins, D. W. (1999). A comparative evaluation of a new

generation jail. American Journal of Criminal Justice, 23, 223–246.
Wright, K. N., Saylor, W. G., Gilman, E., & Camp, S. D. (1997). Job control and occupational outcomes

among prison workers. Justice Quarterly, 14, 524–546.
Zupan, L. L. (1991). Jails: Reform and the new generation philosophy. Cincinnati, OH: Anderson.
Zupan, L. L., & Menke, B. A. (1988). Implementing organizational change: From traditional to new

generation jail operations. Policy Studies Review, 7, 615–625.
Zupan, L. L., & Menke, B. A. (1991). The new generation jail: An overview. In J. A. Thompson &

G. L. Mays (Eds.), American jails: Public policy issues (pp. 180–194). Chicago: Nelson-Hall.

80 Am J Crim Just (2007) 31:64–80


	Jail Officers’ Perceptions of the Work Environment in Traditional Versus New Generation Facilities
	Abstract
	Introduction
	Literature Review
	The Nature of Podular/Direct Supervision
	The Impact of New Generation Jails on Officers
	Occupational Attitudes: Expectations About New Generation Jail Effects

	Methodology
	Research Site and Sample
	Operationalization of Independent Variables
	Operationalization of Dependent Variables

	Results
	Discussion
	Appendix
	Survey Item Measures

	References




<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Gray Gamma 2.2)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (ISO Coated)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.3
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Perceptual
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.1000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /sRGB
  /DoThumbnails true
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts false
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 150
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /Warning
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 150
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 150
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /Warning
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 150
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 600
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /Warning
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 600
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /Description <<
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e55464e1a65876863768467e5770b548c62535370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc666e901a554652d965874ef6768467e5770b548c52175370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /FRA <>
    /ITA (Utilizzare queste impostazioni per creare documenti Adobe PDF adatti per visualizzare e stampare documenti aziendali in modo affidabile. I documenti PDF creati possono essere aperti con Acrobat e Adobe Reader 5.0 e versioni successive.)
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020be44c988b2c8c2a40020bb38c11cb97c0020c548c815c801c73cb85c0020bcf4ace00020c778c1c4d558b2940020b3700020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken waarmee zakelijke documenten betrouwbaar kunnen worden weergegeven en afgedrukt. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /PTB <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents for journal articles and eBooks for online presentation. Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [595.276 841.890]
>> setpagedevice


