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JUSTICE ORGANIZATIONS, Fall 2017 

 

CRIM 740        Spring, 2017 

Mondays 4:30 to 7:10 p.m.       Enterprise Hall, #274 

Danielle S. Rudes                cell: 714.642.8141 

Commerce Bldg., ACE!, 4400 University Blvd, Ste. 4100     drudes@gmu.edu 

 

 

 

COURSE DESCRIPTION 

The primary objective of this course is to familiarize students with organization theory and research as ways to 

make sense of, navigate, and act on the criminal justice and legal systems. Class sessions will acquaint students 

with major frameworks in organization theory and their application to the system of criminal justice and legal 

organizations that implement and enforce law, especially police departments, regulatory agencies, courts, and 

juvenile justice and corrections. 

 

The first section provides a general conceptual foundation for the course, including a working definition for 

organizations, their basic elements, and some of the key issues of concern for both researchers and practitioners. 

We then examine the internal dynamics of criminal justice and legal organizations from the perspectives of 

rational systems frameworks (that view organizations in terms of formal structures and goals), and then natural 

systems frameworks (that focus more on the informal, human side of organizations, including personal needs, 

culture, informal networks, decision making, and politics). Next, we address open systems frameworks that 

focus on the relationships between organizations and their external environments. The final part of the course 

investigates ten key challenges faced by all organizations: decision making, power/politics, 

technology/structure, culture, conflict/resistance, social inequality, ethics/deviance, leadership, change and 

effectiveness while also introducing students to implementation science. Throughout the course, we relate 

theory and research in the lectures, readings and assignments to the experiences of people who actually work in 

and/or study criminal justice or legal organizations.  

 

REQUIRED READINGS 
There is one book for this course. Additionally, we will draw on an array of works written by organizational 

researchers (and/or researchers in other fields who use an organizational lens for examining complex problems). 

Some of these works cover general organizational concepts and dynamics while others use an organizational 

perspective to examine criminal justice or legal organizations. Students might benefit from working through the 

book first to lay a foundation for key concepts and then do the other readings. Class lessons both complement 

and supplement the readings, but do not explicitly cover each assigned reading. You should complete all reading 

before attending class or tackling the other course assignments. All course readings are listed in the course 

outline under each lesson and can be printed out and/or read online via the course blackboard page. 

 

COURSE OBJECTIVES 

(1) Learn the basic elements of organizations and the utility of organizational analysis; 

(2) Become familiar with and understand the primary streams of organization theory, and  

(3) Be able to apply organization theory to critically analyze central challenges faced by criminal justice 

and/or legal organizations. 
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REQUIREMENTS 

 

Reading and Discussion Forums 

Students are required to do all of the course readings (prior to class each week) and attend class each week. 

Because much of organization theory and research developed in the contexts of private organizations and 

workplaces, part of this course is a translation process. That is, we will be extending many ideas that developed 

in organizational contexts far removed from the criminal justice or legal systems. Many of these ideas travel 

well to criminal justice and legal organizations, while some do not. 

 

The vitality of any course depends in part on student questions, comments, and ideas. Student participation is 

especially important because the intent here is that you not simply memorize a bunch of concepts and facts, but 

that you are able to apply the concepts to the organizations where you work or study to understand how and why 

they operate as they do. Therefore, in addition to completing the readings in a timely fashion, students should 

take notes on the readings and come to class ready for vibrant discussions.  

 

Random Article (in-class) Discussions: 

To improve student thinking and retention of important material (and frankly to encourage careful and 

thoughtful reading), all students will be chosen at random to discuss four assigned course readings with the 

class. To do this, students must come to class having read all weekly assigned readings and be ready to briefly 

discuss one (if their name is chosen) with the class. To “discuss” each reading, students should come to class 

prepared to answer the following questions about each reading:  

1) What is the main point or argument this author(s) is/are trying to convey? 

2) How does this reading advance our thinking about the way organizations organizational actors operate, 

behave and/or think?  

3) How does this reading contribute to the overall theme? (i.e., how does it connect with other readings 

from this week/topic?) 

4) How does this reading help you answer a particular question or set of questions about a relevant 

topic in policing, courts, corrections, or juvenile justice? 

For random selection, all student names will be placed into a bag four times (numbered 1, 2, 3, and 4). 

Each class, Dr. Rudes will select a certain number of names from the bag and those students will 

discuss a reading of Rudes’ choosing (from that week’s readings). To allow for some flexibility, 

students are permitted to “pass” on discussing a reading twice. When this happens, their name (with 

their number) goes back into the bag for another week’s pick. If a student’s name is chosen on a class 

when they have an excused absence, the student is not penalized; their name simply returns to the bag. 

If the student’s name is called during a class when they have an unexcused absence, that pick will 

count as a “pass” if they still have one or Dr. Rudes will record that grade as zero. These discussions 

should take roughly five minutes each.  

 

Brief Themed Arguments 

All students will prepare two brief themed arguments (roughly three pages each) in response to a 

research question of the students’ choosing. The intent of this assignment is to deepen students’ 

knowledge about two areas of organizational study and illicit analytic thinking about that area through 

succinct argumentation. These are not fully formed arguments, just the beginning of an argument to get 
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students thinking. The finished product will look like one section of a literature review for a journal 

article. 

 

This assignment requires students to choose one or two readings from the required readings on the 

syllabus (around a particular theme) and find four additional theoretical, conceptual or empirical 

articles on their own that when combined with the course readings help the student form an argument 

about a particular topic/theme. For example, if a student wants to argue that how police officers make 

discretionary decisions about when to arrest individuals involved in interpersonal or intimate partner 

violence (IPV) is heavily influenced by organizational culture, the student might choose a reading from 

the discretionary decision making section of our syllabus and a reading from the organizational culture 

section of our syllabus and then find four outside articles on this topic. Then, the student will use six 

readings to write an introductory paragraph and two or three substantive paragraphs laying out the 

beginning of an argument (in the style of a literature review…i.e., what does prior literature say on this 

topic and how does it help (or not) answer a particular research question). In this example, the student 

might have an introductory paragraph where they provide an introduction to the topic and/or situate 

their study in a broader or narrower context. Then, they might ask their research question. This may be 

followed by a paragraph each on discretion and org culture…OR…the student may choose to focus 

several paragraphs on studies of how and where org culture has been studied with discretion in 

policing (or related criminal justice agencies)…OR…the student may choose to write his/her whole 

memo on discretion and save the discussion for culture for the last paragraph that details the next part 

of the argument. There is no correct way to do this, as each argument is unique to its’ writer. Students 

will finish the brief themed argument paper with a paragraph or a list of bullet points about where they 

would go next with this argument if they had unlimited pages to write and/or empirical data to analyze. 

Students will submit them via Blackboard. Arguments should be double-spaced with 11- or 12-point 

font and 1 inch margins all around and must include proper in-text citation and a full reference list. 

The last day to turn in brief themed arguments via Blackboard is November 29th at 

MIDNIGHT. It is inadvisable to turn in both assignments without any time in-between. It is best to 

turn one in earlier on in the semester, get Rudes’ feedback and then turn in another and so on (so you 

can use Rudes’ feedback to improve, if/as needed). Twenty percent of the course grade will be based 

on the brief themed arguments (20% each x 2). 
 

Brief Themed Arguments Grading Scale 

A Well-organized, clear, and precise. Contains insights that go beyond the basic facts. 

Analyzes and provides a synthesis of information in new, original ways. Judgments are critical 

and reflect an awareness of alternatives, social relations and historical perspective.  

B  Well-organized, coherent, technically sound, but provides little insight beyond basic data.  

C  To the point, content is perhaps relevant, but loosely organized. Not much detail. Imprecise. 

May have factual errors. Meets some, but not all, requirements. 

D Provides some relevant material, but is generally weak in organization and understanding of 

ideas. Does not meet all requirements. 

F  May have some relevant material but is weak in organization and understanding of ideas. Many 

errors, omissions and coherence problems. Does not meet requirements. 

 

Mini Empirical Paper 
Students will prepare one mini empirical paper (8 to 10 pages) that uses the course readings (and 

outside readings) to answer a research question they create (with some limitations) inductively 
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deduced from a set of qualitative fieldnotes (data). Students can choose which readings (from the 

course and beyond) to incorporate into their literature review. The purpose of the mini empirical paper 

is to help students grapple with the readings and apply key concepts and theories from an 

organizational perspective to real-world data. Although the brief themed arguments and class 

discussion will identify major points made in the readings and criticize them where appropriate, the 

main thrust of the mini empirical paper will be on developing promising ideas suggested in or inspired 

by prior theoretical or empirical scholarship by making a strong, supported and thoughtful analytic 

argument using actual qualitative data. To develop a strong literature review, students will need to 

consult additional readings for these papers. Students can repurpose all or part of what they wrote their 

brief themed argument papers within the context of the mini empirical paper if that works. [A side 

note: If you are planning to take the comprehensive exam in JOAL, I strongly encourage you to try to 

make a strong, supported argument here. If you are going to use the brief analytic memos as a way of 

prepping for the JOAL comprehensive exam, please consider writing your memo using examples from 

an area of criminal justice that you know less about. For example, if you consider yourself a policing 

scholar, try writing in the area of juvenile justice or courts or corrections. The JOAL exam requires this 

on the General question and this class is a good place to hone your skills. To be knowledgeable and 

exhibit expertise in organizational theory and behavior you must be able to apply an organizational 

lens to a variety of contexts.] Forty percent of the course grade is based on this mini empirical paper. 

 

Your paper will have the following components: 

 INTRODUCTION: Introduce the topic (your argument; your research question) 

o Because of the data you have available your research question will likely be formatted 

similarly to the following questions: 

 What are X’s perceptions of X and how/why does that matter for doing X?  

 What are the mechanisms under which X occurs? 

 Under what conditions does X occur? 

 LITERATURE REVIEW/THEORETICAL FRAMING: Provide a brief literature review 

citing academic journal articles alerting your reader to what the literature currently says/knows 

about your topic 

 FINDINGS: Analyze the data into a finding/results section using your knowledge from course 

materials (from readings/lecture/films) using key concepts, theoretical frameworks  

 DISCUSSION/CONCLUSION: Discuss how/why your finding matters in light of where 

corrections has been, is presently and/or is headed in the future. Conclude with your thoughts on 

the salience of your finding/argument for future correctional policy/practice and if you foresee 

any unexpected outcomes as a result.  

 

Students must complete all work on this and all assignments for this course independently. Dr. Rudes 

will discuss paper outlines with students anytime (by appointment), but will not pre-read any portion of 

a students’ mini empirical paper or brief analytic memo prior to the student turning it in. Mini 

empirical papers are due no later than Friday, December 8th at midnight.  
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CRIM 740: Grading Rubric for Mini Empirical Paper 
1. PURPOSE 

Addresses the assignment question/issue 

Introduction: provides clear sense of content/topic 

Introduction engages reader (has a hook) 

Clear statement of position 

Engages reader’s interest 

Appropriate to audience 

Presentation (form/genre) is appropriate 

Appropriate voice/tone 

 

Highly Competent [] Competent [] Emerging Competence [] Not Competent [] 

 

2. STRUCTURE OF ARGUMENT 

Logical flow of introduction with purpose explicit somewhere in the introduction 

Has a consistent and logical argument 

Organization: well-organized flow, repetition of key words, topic sentences, transitions between paragraphs 

Conceptual sophistication/style reflects complexity of thought 

Accurate use of headings as appropriate 

 

Highly Competent [] Competent [] Emerging Competence [] Not Competent [] 

 

3. SUPPORT OF ARGUMENT 

Demonstrates knowledge of material 

Sources used appropriately to support points 

Sources integrated into arguments 

Includes empirical/reality-based evidence (quantitative or qualitative) as appropriate 

Balanced treatment of ideas/issues 

 

Highly Competent [] Competent [] Emerging Competence [] Not Competent [] 

 

4. WRITING MECHANICS 

Documentation and citation: sufficient and consistent, including one style of citation used adequately and 

correctly throughout the paper; adequate number of sources referenced; paraphrases and quotations used 

appropriately and fully cited. Correct incorporation of citation at the sentence level. 

Understands how to construct sentences/paragraphs 

Word choice, syntax, grammar, spelling, and punctuation 

Uses consistent voice and tone 

Appropriate use of first person 

Uses active voice 

Avoids contractions, slang, vague pronouns 

 

Highly Competent [] Competent [] Emerging Competence [] Not Competent [] 

 

5. INDEPENDENT THOUGHT 

Develops own line of reasoning and/or applies knowledge 

Synthesizes knowledge, not just regurgitation or summary 

Provides interesting/valuable insights 

 

Highly Competent [] Competent [] Emerging Competence [] Not Competent [] 

 

OVERALL SCORE 

 

Highly Competent [] Competent [] Emerging Competence [] Not Competent [] 

 

Final Paper Grade____________________ 
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Overall Course Grading Summary: (100 points possible) 
o  4 random article (in-class) discussions (20% total) (5 points each) = 20 points total 

o  2 brief themed arguments (40% total) (20 points each) = 40 points total  

o 1 mini empirical paper (40%) = 40 points  

 

Note: Late essays and assignments will only be accepted with a valid excuse (e.g., a situation beyond the control 

of the student). 

  

Grading Scale 

96-100 = A+  86.5-89.9 = B+  76.5-79.9 = C+  60-69.9  D 

93-95.9 = A  83.5-86.4 = B  73.5-76.4 = C  <59.9--  F 

90-92.9 A-  80-83.4 = B-  70-73.4 = C-   

          

 

EXPECTATIONS OF STUDENTS 

 

Academic Integrity 

Students must be responsible for their own work, and students and faculty must take on the responsibility of 

dealing explicitly with violations. The tenet must be a foundation of our university culture. [See 

http://academicintegrity.gmu.edu/distance]. 

 

Honor Code 

Students must adhere to the guidelines of the George Mason University Honor Code [See 

http://academicintegrity.gmu.edu/honorcode]. 

 

MasonLive/Email (GMU Email) 

Students are responsible for the content of university communications sent to their George Mason University 

email account and are required to activate their account and check it regularly. All communication from the 

university, college, school, and program will be sent to students solely through their Mason email account. [See 

https://thanatos.gmu.edu/masonlive/login]. 

 

Patriot Pass 

Once you sign up for your Patriot Pass, your passwords will be synchronized, and you will use your Patriot Pass 

username and password to log in to the following systems: Blackboard, University Libraries, MasonLive, 

myMason, Patriot Web, Virtual Computing Lab, and WEMS. [See 

https://thanatos.gmu.edu/passwordchange/index.jsp]. 

 

Responsible Use of Computing 

Students must follow the university policy for Responsible Use of Computing. 

[Seehttp://universitypolicy.gmu.edu/1301gen.html]. 

 

  

http://academicintegrity.gmu.edu/distance
http://academicintegrity.gmu.edu/honorcode
https://thanatos.gmu.edu/masonlive/login
https://thanatos.gmu.edu/passwordchange/index.jsp
http://universitypolicy.gmu.edu/1301gen.html
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SUMMARY LESSON OUTLINE WITH WEEKLY ASSIGNED READINGS 

 

DATE  TOPIC                READINGS   

 

8/28  Conceptual Foundations          Scott & Davis, Ch. 1 

   Guiding Question(s) 

 Where does the study of organizations come from? What is an organizational approach and why 

is it useful for understanding justice and social control? 

 What does it mean to use an organizational lens/perspective in the social sciences? 

 

 

NO CLASS, September 4th for Labor Day 

 

 

9/11 Rational Systems: Bureaucracy & Scientific Management Scott & Davis, Ch. 2 

                   Weber (1946) 

                  Taylor (1919) 

                  Thompson (1967) 

                  Robinson (2003) 

   Guiding Question(s) 

 What forces gave rise to large-scale formal organizations? 

 Which ideas shaped early development of organizational history? 

 What is organizational structure? How is it observable and measurable? 

 What influence does organizational structure have on the practices and performance of justice 

and social control organizations? 

 

 

9/18  Natural Systems: Human Relations, Humanistic    Scott & Davis, Ch. 3 

   Management, Shadow Structures, Culture       Homans (1941) 

                   Barnard (1938) 

                   Lipsky (1980) 

                   Conover (2000)  

   Guiding Question(s) 

 What accounts for the emergence of theoretical models critical of earlier perspectives? 

 How far do these new perspectives go in introducing social factors in organizations? 
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9/25  Open Systems (part one):          Scott & Davis, Ch. 4, 5, 9 & 10 

                   Katz et al. (2002) 

                   Garland (2001)  

                   Mastrofski et al. (1987) 

                  Burns & Stalker (1961) 

                  Gibson (1980) 

   Guiding Question(s) 

 How did the shift in perspective—from internal organizational arrangements to technology, 

power, external relations and information processing—change the nature of theorizing about 

organizations? 

 What are organizational environments? 

 What are the relevant analytic dimensions for measuring environments in and around justice 

and social control organizations? 

 What do studies show about the relevance of organizational environments for the performance 

of justice and social control organizations? 

 

 

10/2  Open Systems II: Neo- Institutionalism       Meyer & Rowan (1977) 

                   DiMaggio & Powell (1983) 

                   Morrill & McKee (1993) 

                   Edelman et al. (1999) 

   Guiding Question(s) 

 How and why has the conception of organizational environments and institutional analysis 

evolved over time? 

 Why do organizations tend to look like each other (i.e., in structure, policy, performance)? 

 

10/10    Decision Making            H. Simon (1945/1997) 

TUESDAY                 Burawoy (1979) 

                  Conley & O’Barr (1990) 

                  Viglione et al. (2015) 

                  Nardulli & Eisenstein (1984) 

                  Weick et al. (2005) 

   Guiding Question(s) 

 What sources, forms and uses, and factors influence organizational and individual decision 

making within the workplace? 

 

 

10/16  Power and Politics            Pfeffer (1980) 

                   Jacobs (1990) 

                   Meyerson & Scully (1995) 

                   Bies & Tripp (1998) 

                   Martin & Meyerson (1998) 

   Guiding Question(s) 

 What are the sources, forms and uses of power within and across organizations?  

 How/why do these sources/forms/uses impact organizational structures, performance or actors? 
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10/16  Technology & Structure          Scott & Davis, Ch. 6 

                   Barley (1986)  

                   Hagan (1977) 

                   Chan (2001) 

   Guiding Question(s) 

 How do technology and information shape and constrain organizational structure? How do 

organizations set and manage boundaries?  

 How does technology and structure facilitate or constrain organizational change? 

 How are technologies used by justice and social control organizations? 

 How much and in what ways does technology influence practice and performance in justice 

organizations? 

 

10/23  Culture                Ouchi & Wilkins (1995) 

                   Kunda (1992) 

                   Terrill et al. (2003) 

                   Edelman & Suchman (1999) 

   Guiding Question(s) 

 What are the sources, forms, structures and uses of culture in and across organizations?  

 How is organizational culture measured and observed? 

 What are the consequences of organizational culture for the practices and performance of justice 

and social control organizations? 

 What are the forces that cause organizational cultures to change and how long does it take? 

 

 

10/23  Conflict & Resistance           Emerson & Messinger (1977) 

                   Kolb & Putnam (1992) 

                   Morrill (1998) 

                   LaNuez & Jermier (1994) 

                   Hepburn & Albonetti (1980) 

                   Van Maanen (1992)  

   Guiding Question(s) 

 What are the sources, forms and uses of conflict in and across organizations? 

 What does organizational resistance look like? How and why does resistance matter for 

organizational development, growth and change? 

 

 

 

10/30  Ethics & Deviance             Vaughan (1999) 

                   Lawrence & Robinson (2007) 

                  Manning & Redlinger (1978)  

                  Jesilow et al. (1993) 

                  Monahan & Quinn (2006)  

   Guiding Question(s) 

 How are organizational ethics constituted within and between organizational forms? 

 What are the sources, forms and uses of deviance in and across organizations? 
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10/30  Leadership              Etzioni (1959) 

                   McGregor (1957) 

                   Kras et al. (2015) 

                   Kras et al. (2017) 

                   Aarons (2006) 

   Guiding Question(s) 

 How do leaders influence, impact, and alter organizational goals, directions, missions and 

reform? 

 Who constitutes organizational leaders? How and why? 

 What are the most important dimensions and dynamics of leadership? 

 What makes an effective leader? Are these factors equally relevant to all types of organizations? 

Why/How? 

 What are the consequences of leadership for justice and social control organizational practice? 

 

 

11/13  Implementation Science           Scott & Davis, Ch. 12 

   Guest Speaker, Dr. Faye S. Taxman         Taxman et al. (2012) 

                   Taxman & Belenko (Ch. 3 & 4) 

(2011) 

   Guiding Question(s) 

 How is effectiveness defined, considered, treated in organizational study? 

 What are the sources, forms and structures in consideration when assessing organizational 

effectiveness? What is missing? 

 

 

 

11/6  Change               Feldman (2003) 

                   Hannan & Freeman (1984) 

                   Vallas (2003)  

                   Ekland-Olsen & Martin (1988) 

                   DeCelles 2012 

                   Farrell et al. 2011 

                   Rudes (2012a) 

                   Willis et al. (2004) 

   Guiding Question(s) 

 How does change occur within organizations and among organizational actors? 

 What are the sources and forms that constrain or facilitate organizational change/reform? 
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11/20  Implementation Science & EBPs         Nutley (2003) 

  Guest Speakers, Kimberly Meyer & Teneshia Thurman      Rousseau (2006) 

                   MacKenzie (2000) 

                   Rudes et al. (2012b) 

                   Viglione et al. (2017) 

   Guiding Question(s) 

 How is effectiveness defined, considered, treated in organizational study? 

 What are the sources, forms and structures in consideration when assessing organizational 

effectiveness? What is missing? 

 

 

 

 

11/27 Social Inequality & Course Wrap Up Scott & Davis, Ch. 7 

                   Kanter (1977) 

                   Britton (2003) 

                   Miller et al. (2003) 

                   Pager & Quillian (2005) 

                   Pettit & Western (2004) 

   Guiding Question(s) 

 What are the sources, forms and uses of social inequality in and across organizations? 

 In what ways does social inequality impact other organizational features such as conflict, 

change, effectiveness, etc.? How is it manifested? What, if any, could be solutions to social 

inequality in organizations? 

 

 

 

 

12/4  One-On-One Workshopping of Mini Empirical Paper (by appointment) 
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