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This study explores the dimensionality of the community policing movement
using four national data sets collected between 1993 and 1997. Researchers
and reformers have established numerous definitions of community policing.
Many of these definitions propose conflicting hypotheses about its underly-
ing dimensionality. In the absence of a coherent body of theory to guide a
more confirmatory approach, the authors use recently developed exploratory
factor analysis techniques to estimate the dimensionality of community polic-
ing in four large and diverse samples of agencies from around the United
States. The authors’ findings show that the number of dimensions underlying
the community policing movement varies significantly according to the
source of the data. The authors discuss the findings in the context of organiza-
tion theory, providing an agenda for future theory testing. In addition, based
on some of the problems encountered in this study, the authors offer a number
of concrete suggestions for improving macro-level research on community
policing.

Community policing has become a household phrase. Police agencies
around the nation report that they are turning toward community policing as
a mechanism for solving local problems, reducing crime and fear of crime,
and forging better relations with citizens (Maguire, 1998; Maguire, Kuhns,
Uchida, & Cox, 1997; Trojanowicz, 1994; Wycoff, 1994; Zhao, 1996; Zhao,
Lovrich, & Thurman, 1999; Zhao & Thurman, 1997; Zhao, Thurman, &
Lovrich, 1995). Even agencies generally claiming not to practice com-
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munity policing tend to engage in some of its specific activities (Maguire &
Katz, 1997). Despite its overwhelming appeal to citizens, police executives,
politicians, and the media, community policing still comes under fire for
being conceptually ambiguous. Bayley (1994) argues that “there is tremen-
dous disagreement in professional circles about the meaning of community
policing” (p. 104). Crank and Langworthy (1996) summarize such critiques
with the claim that it “is a hodge-podge of unintegrated programs, absent
central purpose or theme” (p. 213). Since the earliest days of the community
policing movement, analysts have expressed concern about the problems of
defining community policing (Crank, 1994; Mastrofski, 1993; Seagrave,
1996).

A number of scholars, practitioners, and reformers have attempted to
define community policing by dividing it into more specific components or
dimensions. Bayley’s (1994) four-dimensional model, for example, con-
sists of community engagement, organizational adaptation, mobilization,
and problem solving (CAMPS). Meanwhile, Cordner (1997) and Maguire
and Katz (1997) have each proposed four-dimensional models that do not
overlap with each other or Bayley’s CAMPS model. Overall, the research
and reform literature contains numerous community policing models, with
the number of dimensions generally ranging from one to four (Cordner,
1997; Cordner & Scarborough, 1997; Maguire & Katz, 1997; Maguire
et al., 1997; Maguire, Uchida, Kuhns, & Cox, 1999; Rohe, Adams, Arcury,
Memory, & Klopovic, 1996; Roth & Johnson, 1997; Zhao, 1996).1 In gen-
eral, these separate models show little overlap with one another. Although
some have described this conceptual ambiguity as the strength of commu-
nity policing, such conditions make it nearly impossible to evaluate com-
munity policing (Moore, 1994; Roth & Johnson, 1997, p. 2).

If it is difficult for those at the helm of the community policing movement
to agree on a universally accepted definition, then it is probably even more
difficult for local decision makers to understand what it means. A number of
possible mechanisms to be discussed might generate differences in the way
community policing is viewed by reformers and the way it is enacted in
local jurisdictions around the nation. Given these forces, it is likely that pat-
terns of community policing in the United States are different from some of
the ideal visions painted by academics and reformers.

This study explores the dimensionality of the community policing move-
ment in the United States using four national survey data sets.2 The goal is to
determine whether police agencies’ self-reported community policing
activities exhibit a measurement structure that is similar to the ideal visions
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of community policing existing in the many au courant definitions. Once we
have identified a core set of dimensions, we can then determine which com-
munity policing activities load most highly on these dimensions. Therefore,
the results of this study will be useful for understanding how local commu-
nities understand and represent community policing. In addition, this study
will provide a foundation for developing more precise operational defini-
tions and empirical measures of community policing in the future.

THE DIMENSIONALITY OF COMMUNITY POLICING

So many analysts have commented on the difficulties of defining com-
munity policing that it is now a cliché among the cognoscenti (Oliver &
Bartgis, 1998; Seagrave, 1996). The “conceptual fuzziness” of community
policing has not really changed over the past decade (Mastrofski, 1993,
p. 65). In 1988, David Bayley noted that “community policing on the
ground often seems less a program than a set of aspirations wrapped in a slo-
gan” (p. 225). A decade later, Bayley (1998) made a similar point:

Altogether then, American police should be congratulated for trying new things, but
exactly what their strategic inventiveness consists of is hard to say. COP and POP have
been wonderful philosophic sticks for encouraging the police to reexamine customary
strategies, but they are awkward descriptive terms for what has been taking place.
(p. 4)

Although the problems of defining community policing are enormous,
many scholars and reformers have wrestled with its ambiguity and at-
tempted to create operational definitions.

One way that scholars and reformers have attempted to define commu-
nity policing is by dividing it into a series of subcategories or dimensions.
Table 1 reviews some of these efforts. Bayley (1994, p. 105) argues that the
four elements of community policing that appear frequently in agencies
demonstrating a genuine commitment to change are consultation, adapta-
tion, mobilization, and problem solving. Cordner (1997) also argues that a
four-dimensional model is appropriate, but his four are different: philo-
sophical, strategic, tactical, and organizational. Maguire and Katz (1997)
also establish a four-dimensional model, but their dimensions too are differ-
ent: patrol officer activities, management activities, citizen activities, and
organizational activities. Although all of these authors have proposed
four-dimensional models, none is right or wrong: All are simply attempting
to give some shape to a movement that is amorphous. The dimensions listed
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TABLE 1. Theory and Research on the Dimensions of Community Policing

Study Citation Dimensions Description

Bayley (1994) 4 Defined community policing using four dimensions: consultation,
adaptation, mobilization, and problem solving.

Bratton (1996) 3 Defined community policing as “the three p’s”: partnership, problem-
solving, and prevention.

Cordner (1997); 4 Operationalized community policing using four dimensions:
Cordner and philosophical, strategic, tactical, and organizational.
Scarborough
(1997)

Maguire and 4 Formed four additive community policing indices measuring patrol
Katz (1997) officer activities, management activities, citizen activities, and

organizational activities. Computed Cronbach’s alpha but did not test
dimensionality.

Maguire, Kuhns, 1 Formed an additive community policing index containing 31 items.
Uchida, and Computed Cronbach’s alpha but did not test dimensionality.
Cox (1997)

Maguire, Uchida, 2 Tested a three-dimensional model of community policing:
Kuhns, and adaptation, problem-solving, and community interaction and
Cox (1999) engagement. Confirmatory factor analysis revealed a two-factor

structure consisting of internal and external activity dimensions.

Maguire, Zhao, 1 and 2 Used exploratory factor analysis on panel data collected in 1993 and
and Lovrich 1996. The 1993 solution was one-dimensional and the 1996 solution
(1999) was two-dimensional.

Rohe, Adams, 3 Defined community policing using three dimensions that separate it
Arcury, from traditional policing: shared responsibility, prevention, and
Memory, and increased officer discretion.
Klopovic (1996)

Roth and 4 Operationalized community policing, as it is articulated by the Office of
Johnson (1997) Community Oriented Policing Services, using four dimensions:

problem-solving, community partnership building, preventive
interventions, and organizational change. Measured each dimension
using additive indices and computed Cronbach’s alpha for each. Did
not test dimensionality.

Skolnick and 4 Described the four recurring elements of community policing found
Bayley (1988) internationally: community-based crime prevention, reorientation of

patrol activities, increased police accountability, and decentralization
of command.

Zhao (1996) 2 Formed two additive community policing indices measuring internally
and externally focused change. Computed Cronbach’s alpha, but did
not test dimensionality.



in Table 1 range from one to four, although Seagrave (1996) cites Canadian
publications listing a greater number of dimensions.

A limitation of these models is their generality. They are like mail slots at
a post office. They tell us to whom the mail (reform) is directed, but they
don’t tell us what is in the mail. The substance of community policing
reform remains undefined.

Quantitative research on the dimensions of community policing is rare.
Some analysts have deductively generated additive indices of community
policing activities and computed alpha coefficients to assess their reliability
(Maguire & Katz, 1997; Maguire et al., 1997; Roth & Johnson, 1997; Zhao,
1996). However, Cronbach’s alpha is a test of internal consistency, not
unidimensionality (Hinkin, 1995; Miller, 1995); therefore, these studies
cannot provide evidence about the number of dimensions. Maguire,
Uchida, et al. (1999) tested a three-dimensional model of community polic-
ing, but found that a two-dimensional model (formed by collapsing two of
the dimensions) had a better fit. Their study relied on a confirmatory factor
analysis of additive indices, however, and was not an item-level analysis.
More recently, Maguire, Zhao, and Lovrich (1999) used exploratory factor
analysis techniques on two waves of community policing survey data col-
lected by Washington State University. They found that community polic-
ing in their sample of agencies evolved from a one-dimensional to a
two-dimensional model from 1993 to 1996. They interpreted the newly
emerging factor as an “advanced” community policing dimension. Thus,
the only two studies that have examined the dimensionality of the commu-
nity policing movement in the United States have each identified two
dimensions, though each two-dimensional solution is different.

This study will not attempt to test any particular theory about the
dimensionality of community policing, but we do find it appropriate to cast
the research within a theoretical framework. In the following section, we
highlight two perspectives that are useful for understanding the forces that
shape patterns of community policing in the United States. Later, we dis-
cuss whether the findings in this study are consistent with each perspective.

TWO PERSPECTIVES ON THE DIFFUSION OF COMMUNITY

POLICING: ISOMORPHISM AND REFRACTION

This section introduces two perspectives for understanding patterns of
community policing in the United States: isomorphism and refraction.
Isomorphism is a term used to describe similarity in structure or form.
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Institutional isomorphism, for instance, refers to the process by which orga-
nizations within a particular field (e.g., municipal police agencies) come to
resemble one another over time due to external pressures concerning orga-
nizational legitimacy (Dimaggio & Powell, 1983). Isomorphism in the dif-
fusion of community policing would mean that there is little variation in
implementation among departments. If this is true, then community polic-
ing is a unidimensional movement. Refraction is the term used to describe
how light rays and energy waves are deflected from their straight paths
when they pass from one medium to another (such as through a prism). We
use the principle of refraction metaphorically to illustrate how community
policing might make its way into local police agencies. It is likely that the
community policing movement does not pass unadulterated from the pages
of the reform literature to the streets and neighborhoods of the United
States. In between, much as a prism “bends” the light rays passing through
it, are a number of filtering mechanisms that alter the reform by dilution,
distortion, or dispersion. To the extent that this message is ambiguous ini-
tially, the end result of this refractive process might be ambiguity and frag-
mentation in the reform movement. We draw on a number of concepts in
organization theory to illustrate some of the ways that this refractive process
might occur. We use the notions of isomorphism and refraction as heuristic
devices that make it easier to think about the forces at play in the diffusion of
community policing throughout the United States. We are not testing an
explicit theory of diffusion. We use these concepts as a means of structuring
our thoughts and observations on the diffusion of community policing.

ISOMORPHISM

Isomorphism is most frequently discussed by institutional theorists in the
study of organizations.3 Dimaggio and Powell (1983) highlighted three
ways that organizations within a particular organizational field (such as
police organizations) come to resemble each other over time, a process they
call institutional isomorphism.4 The three types of isomorphism are
mimetic, coercive, and normative. Mimetic isomorphism occurs when one
organization mimics, copies, or imitates another. Theorists have argued that
organizations are most likely to imitate one another when the relationships
between means and ends are not clearly understood (Dimaggio & Powell,
1983; Strang & Meyer, 1994). Because means-ends relationships in polic-
ing are particularly problematic (Maguire, 1998; Mastrofski & Ritti, 1995),
police organizations may be especially prone to imitation or “copycatism”
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(Mastrofski, 1998). Recent evidence suggests that police agencies fre-
quently receive their ideas about innovation from one or more key agencies,
essentially copying those that they find successful (Weiss, 1997). There-
fore, there is implicit evidence to support the occurrence of isomorphism in
policing.

Coercive isomorphism occurs when organizations adopt a particular fea-
ture due to pressure from the environment, either from the state or other
organizations. Perhaps the greatest source of coercive isomorphism in the
area of community policing is the U.S. Justice Department, which is distrib-
uting nearly $9 billion from the 1994 Crime Act to local police agencies
around the country. One catch for receiving these funds is that local police
agencies must stipulate that they are using the funds to implement or expand
community policing. Other coercive mechanisms probably exist at various
levels of government around the nation.5

Normative isomorphism is based on professionalization (Donaldson,
1995). One source of normative isomorphism in policing is the Police Exec-
utive Research Forum, which holds an annual conference on Problem-Ori-
ented Policing and distributes publications on community policing and
related topics. Standards created by professional bodies form the basis of
normative isomorphism. In all three forms of isomorphism, institutional
theory predicts that organizations in the same organizational field will
homogenize over time, coming to resemble one another more and more. Of
particular concern to the present study is the notion that isomorphic pro-
cesses in the diffusion of community policing would mean that the move-
ment is unidimensional.

It has not yet been established by systematic evidence what criteria
police agencies use in deciding whom and what to copy, but Weiss (1997)
infers what those criteria might be in a study that examines relationships
between certain organizational characteristics and the adoption of innova-
tions (most of which are associated with community policing). Weiss’s sur-
vey of police managers in 182 municipal agencies serving populations of
over 100,000 shows that emulating peers, mediating risk (of civil liability),
and being more cosmopolitan (communicating with professionals outside
one’s own organization) are all associated with higher levels of police
department innovation. These predictors correspond roughly to the con-
cepts of mimetic, coercive, and normative isomorphism, respectively. The
researcher did not explore the extent to which adoptions of particular inno-
vations were influenced by reviews of the evidence of the technical efficacy
of the innovation (i.e., its prospects for producing a technically desired
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result). However, one observer of American police has noted how infre-
quently police and police agencies undertake practices based on rigorous
evidence (Sherman, 1998). If this is so, a strong preliminary argument can
be made that American police are attracted or driven to innovations based
on hopes for success without strong technical evidence or because they seek
other things from those innovations: to look like other police agencies, to
look like other innovative agencies, or to avoid being punished for not doing
what is widely accepted as the right practice.

REFRACTION

The United States has more autonomous police agencies than any other
nation in the world (Bayley, 1992). These agencies serve thousands of gov-
ernments at multiple levels, operating in different states with different legal
mandates, frequently overlapping jurisdictions, and only loose connections
to one another. Therefore, patterns of innovation diffusion in American
police agencies are complex. The variety of forces that play a role in con-
straining, facilitating, altering, or otherwise shaping the diffusion process is
enormous. Here we draw on a number of concepts from public administra-
tion and organization theory to understand refractive processes in the diffu-
sion of community policing throughout the United States.

First, organizational actors frequently must make rapid decisions about
innovation in the face of limited information and with “bounded rationality”
(March & Simon, 1958). The conceptual fragmentation of the community
policing movement makes it even more difficult to make rational and
well-informed policy decisions. In policing, the notion of bounded (or con-
strained) rationality should not necessarily be taken as an indictment of
decision makers as individuals. Several scholars have argued that police
executives face a number of constraints that may limit their ability to make
rational, well-thought-out decisions (Maguire, 1998; Mastrofski, 1997).
For instance, Mastrofski and Ritti (1995) have argued that much of police
work (as with many public service industries) is based on poorly elaborated
technologies in which little is known about the relationship between means
and ends. Under such circumstances, the rationality of many decisions will
appear to be bounded. The net effect of this pattern, with thousands of police
executives throughout the United States making very different and often
conflicting decisions, will be a refractive community policing movement.

The second point overlaps with the first, with some subtle conceptual dif-
ferences. When a local community first becomes interested in community
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policing—whether the interest comes from police executives, community
members, or politicians—a variety of interpretive processes take place. Var-
ious individuals must attempt to make sense of the community policing
movement in the context of local circumstances (Weick, 1995). In addition,
organizations and other social groups also engage in collective interpretive
processes (Weick, 1995; Weick & Roberts, 1993). The sequences by which
the members of an individual police organization collectively process the
available information that they have about community policing, and reach
some kind of resolution about what it means, are rarely documented. Such
information would be very valuable for understanding these sense-making
processes, and would be a valuable addition to our knowledge about how
local police agencies enact community policing and other forms of innova-
tion. As Norton Long (1996) once observed, “The beginning of wisdom in
administrative analysis consists in a realistic assessment of the capacity of
the organization to think” (p. 149). This notion of collective interpretive
processes and their resulting decisions is an uncharted area in police
research. The implications of sense-making processes for the diffusion of
community policing are similar to those for decision making. The tens (per-
haps hundreds) of thousands of individual and collective interpretive pro-
cesses about what community policing means are bound to produce vast dif-
ferences in the way that the movement is understood around the nation (e.g.,
Zbaracki, 1998).

Third, local actors must frequently make such decisions in the midst of
turbulent social and political environments, clinging to a host of personal
and organizational agendas and competing in a variety of micropolitical
contests (Child, 1972; Pfeffer, 1978). Long (1958) once likened the local
community, with its array of mutually competitive and cooperative entities,
to an “ecology of games.” As these various power games are played out in
communities all over the United States, they may have a refractive effect on
the implementation and understanding of community policing.

The nature of the games, the players, and the rules can vary considerably
across time and space. It would require considerable naivete to suppose that
the community policing reform wave has swept or will sweep away all ves-
tiges of the preexisting games and redefine a new set of games. Indeed, the
quiet revolution, paradigm shift, sea change, and new blue line metaphors
used to characterize community policing presume a far more immediate and
profound set of effects on police agencies around the nation than experience
with any prior reform would indicate (Fogelson, 1977; Walker, 1977).
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Rather, we expect a more modest set of reform effects, in terms of both
breadth and depth. Whatever the effects of this reform, the structure of
American policing virtually assures that they will be insinuated selectively
and incrementally. Local players will react to it in varying ways. How they
do so will depend on the nature of their local games and the role they play in
them. Indeed, the most attractive feature of community policing as a reform
concept is its protean quality. It can be bent and shaped to all manner of pur-
pose. Community policing in one city might be defined as zero tolerance of
drug dealing and other quality of life disruptions in public places. In another
city, community policing is increasing the department’s responsiveness to
alienated segments of the community. And in yet another it is a more effec-
tive and efficient way to identify and solve problems. These interpretations
of the reform’s meaning are only at the rhetorical level of policy making.
They may be enacted quite differently at other levels, such as how the
department is structured, how its resources are allocated, and how employ-
ees actually conduct their work.

The fourth refractive process is perhaps the easiest to understand. Ratio-
nal theorists (also known as contingency theorists) might argue, quite sim-
ply, that variations in the implementation of community policing around the
nation can be explained by the unique local circumstances of each commu-
nity. There is a large body of literature on the relationship between local
contingencies and police policy/behavior (e.g., Pursley, 1976; Wilson,
1968). A rational theory of police policy making would suggest that local
agencies implement those portions of community policing that they need to
implement based on the circumstances and contingencies of their particular
communities. The rational perspective, once dominant in organization stud-
ies, has taken a backseat to other explanations for organizational phenom-
ena. Nonetheless, the rational approach has a certain intuitive appeal, and is
undergoing a recent resurgence in organization theory (Donaldson, 1995)
and police studies (Maguire, 1998; Mastrofski & Ritti, 1995).

The fifth and final refractive process is a blend of the contingency (ratio-
nal) and institutional perspectives. Community policing has enormous
symbolic appeal for local governments. It is likely that some local decision
makers might want to enlist in the community policing movement for its
message rather than its substance (Crank & Langworthy, 1992; Mastrofski &
Ritti, 1995; Meyer, 1979). Institutional theorists, for example, might argue
that police agencies implement tangential and symbolic elements of com-
munity policing at the fringes of the organization, without actually produc-
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ing changes in the technical core (where the primary work is accomplished)
(Mastrofski & Ritti, 1995). Contrast this “loose coupling” imagery with the
rational perspective that we just presented. If some agencies are implement-
ing community policing for its symbolic appeal, and others are implement-
ing it for its substance, then this would produce yet another source of refrac-
tion in community policing.6

We have highlighted five forces that shape the way community policing
has diffused throughout the United States: (a) bounded or constrained ratio-
nality in local decision making, (b) interpretive differences in individual
and collective sense-making processes, (c) political turbulence, (d) a ratio-
nal or contingency theory perspective, and (e) a combined rational-institu-
tional theory perspective. Together, these forces combine with others,
working as a set of local filters through which community policing must
pass before it is enacted. The process of diffusion probably does not allow
the original message (as articulated in the reform literature) to arrive unal-
tered. For this reason (and perhaps many others), it is possible that commu-
nity policing might exist in many different shapes and forms throughout the
United States.

COMBINING THE PERSPECTIVES

In summary, refraction is the result of localized adaptation to unique con-
tingencies or circumstances, whether they are political, financial, or techni-
cal, and rational or irrational. Adapting a reform movement to localized
circumstances results in fragmented implementation nationwide. Thus,
refraction would produce a multidimensional model of community polic-
ing. Isomorphism is the result of a one-size-fits-all approach to community
policing. To the extent that the implementation of community policing can
be characterized as isomorphic, the movement is unidimensional. One pair
of theorists has argued, however, that the two perspectives are not mutually
exclusive. In their study of the diffusion of civil service reforms in U.S.
municipalities, Tolbert and Zucker (1983) argue that the effect of the envi-
ronment on diffusion has a temporal dimension. Early adoption of innova-
tion is largely spurred by technical concerns, but once the innovation gains
more widespread legitimacy and begins to spread, the diffusion process is
based more on institutionalized concerns. Scott (1992) argues, “As a set of
structures or practices becomes more widely institutionalized, organiza-
tions will adopt these forms regardless of their specific characteristics or
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needs. For this reason, organizational-specific features typically become
less predictive of the adoption of a new practice or innovation as time
passes” (p. 214).

These arguments suggest that the early stages of a reform movement like
community policing might be characterized as refractive, with local agen-
cies adopting its various aspects or portions as dictated by local contingen-
cies. Later, as the movement becomes more institutionalized, the diffusion
process might be characterized as isomorphic, with agencies jumping on
the bandwagon based on institutional concerns for legitimacy rather than
other, more technical concerns. The implication is that as community polic-
ing becomes institutionalized in the United States, it may shift from a multi-
dimensional to a unidimensional movement. The one study that has exam-
ined the dimensionality of community policing over time, however, found
the opposite—that community policing grew from a one-dimensional to a
two-dimensional movement over a 3-year period (Maguire, Zhao, et al.
1999). Nevertheless, the temporal aspects of the dimensionality of commu-
nity policing are important concerns that deserve further study as data
become available.

This current study will not be able to definitively test the isomorphic or
refractive processes we have briefly postulated here, but it will allow us
to examine some consequences of how the tension between the two is
resolved. Specifically, we will explore how police agencies present their
involvement in community policing. Because of the nature of the data avail-
able to us, we are careful to distinguish the presentation of community
policing, as portrayed in self-reported data collected in surveys of police
agencies, from the actual structures and conduct of policing. Exploring the
latter will require different data, which we discuss in the conclusion.

SOURCES OF COMMUNITY POLICING REFORM

Before moving to the implications of our theoretical framework for the
dimensionality of community policing, we need to comment on the sources
of community policing reform that structure our inquiry. A well-docu-
mented analysis of the origins and development of community policing has
not yet been written. Perhaps it will be easier to write such a history once the
reform has matured or even played out, providing a post hoc perspective
informed by knowledge of what became of it. At this point, we are not in a
position to say conclusively whether community policing began as a
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grassroots, bubble-up reform emerging independently and in various forms
among communities around the nation, or one that issued from a relatively
small cadre of forward-thinking elites, drawn from academia, policy think-
tanks, progressive professional associations, and police leaders. Our incli-
nation is to attribute the emergence of the idea of community policing to the
Hamiltonian model of a cadre of national progressives, but their ideas in
most cases were forged by their experiences in and observations of varieties
of policing around the country. So there is cause to credit a Jeffersonian
model of diversity and experimentation supporting this reform as well. Fur-
thermore, the reform has prospered, or at least taken root, not because the
ideas of community policing are new or revolutionary, but because the envi-
ronment is now conducive to the support and nourishment of ideas that ear-
lier fell on barren ground. Indeed, many of the precursors of community
policing, such as team policing, did not survive, although certain of their
elements may be found in what people today call community policing (e.g.,
geographic accountability for police work). Community policing is, in
short, a group of ideas whose time has come.7

Whatever the mechanisms of its genesis—Hamiltonian or Jeffersonian—
it is clear to us that the most visible, although not necessarily the strongest,
forces attempting to promote and shape the trajectory of this reform are the
isomorphic ones.8 The national professional and policy elites have easiest
access to the means to promote and define the reform: grants to reward, pub-
lications to disseminate, professional prestige to bestow, and theories and
studies with which to justify. Theirs is principally the power of persuasion
coupled in some cases with the power to coerce, reward, or certify perfor-
mance. On the other hand, those involved in the many ecologies of local
games have the power to implement and are largely, although not entirely,
buffered from the consequences that the national reform institutions and
actors may propagate. An analysis of the Safe Streets Act of 1968 and the
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration shows how readily the forces
for change can be repelled, blunted, or diverted in the American federal sys-
tem (Feeley & Sarat, 1980). We therefore begin with the assumption that
these national elites operate much as missionaries, initiating ways to con-
vert the heathen and sustain those already converted. At this point they are
attempting to imprint a vision of what good policing is, and the local agen-
cies and communities serve as the targets of their reformation. We make this
point to note that reform movements need not work this way. Impetus for
change can bubble up from the locales, as did the civil rights and farm labor
movements in the 1950s.

16 POLICE QUARTERLY (Vol. 3, No. 1, March 2000)



DATA SOURCES

This study examines the dimensionality of the community policing
movement in the United States using four national data sets. These four data
sets are summarized in Table 2. All are based on paper survey instruments
mailed to police agencies. For the present study, we focus on the questions
in each survey instrument that address the agencies’ participation in specific
community policing activities. All of the community policing questions in
these four surveys (with one exception, to be discussed later) contain essen-
tially the same three response options: the agency does not participate in the
activity, the agency is planning to participate in the activity, and the agency
currently participates in the activity. Therefore, with one exception, the cod-
ing is consistent across all questions in all four surveys. The number of
questions asked in each survey varies from 22 to 74. Although there is varia-
tion in the types of questions asked, there also a great deal of overlap. This
overlap will allow us to draw conceptual linkages from the separate studies.

THE POLICE FOUNDATION SURVEY

The first data set is based on a national survey of community policing
conducted by the Police Foundation. In March 1993, the Police Foundation
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TABLE 2. Summary of Four Data Sets Used in This Study

Description Sample Description Years Agencies Variables

1993 Police Data set is based on responses to a survey that was 1993 1,606 74
Foundation distributed to a stratified random sample of 2,314
Survey United States police and sheriffs’ agencies.

COPS FAST Data set consists of all law enforcement agencies 1994 5,826 31
Community that applied to the COPS FAST program. This
Policing program targeted agencies serving populations less
Worksheets than 50,000.

COPS Data set consists of all law enforcement agencies 1994- 2,326 49
Community that applied for a COPS grant after COPS FAST 1997
Policing was completed in 1994.
Information
Worksheets

COPS Initial Data set consists of all law enforcement agencies 1994- 6,566 22
Grantee that received grants from COPS and submitted 1997
Reports mandatory Initial Progress Reports.

Note: COPS FAST = Community Oriented Policing Services Funding Accelerated for Small Towns.



surveyed a stratified random sample of 2,314 U.S. police and sheriffs’ agen-
cies about their community policing practices (Annan, 1994, p. 5; Wycoff,
1994).9 Over 1,600 departments (71%) submitted useable responses to the
survey.10 The Police Foundation survey contains 63 items that match the
coding found in the other three surveys. Eleven additional items that address
specific patrol officer activities are coded differently. Later, we explore
whether these differently coded items can be included in the analysis.11 The
remaining data sets used in this study were all obtained from the Office of
Community Oriented Policing Services (COPS).

THE COPS FAST WORKSHEETS

The second data set was constructed from a survey attached to police
department applications to a police hiring program sponsored by COPS.
The program, called COPS FAST (Funding Accelerated for Small Towns),
was established in 1994 and focused exclusively on agencies serving popu-
lations of 50,000 or fewer people. The application asked police agencies to
check off from a list of 31 community policing activities those that they had
already implemented, or separately, those that they planned to implement in
the near future. In addition, agencies were asked to provide a written
description of their community policing arrangements. All applications
were reviewed by grant staff for completeness, internal consistency, and
willingness to participate in community policing activities.12 Of the nearly
6,000 applications received, 5,826 contained data of sufficient quality for
inclusion in this study. These agencies served populations ranging from 106
to 49,949 people, with a mean of 11,205 and a median of 6,395. This is the
only data set in the study that contains such a purposively limited cross-sec-
tion of American police agencies.

THE COPS COMMUNITY POLICING

INFORMATION WORKSHEETS

After the COPS FAST program was completed, the COPS office
switched to a more comprehensive reporting format than was used in the
FAST program. The Community Policing Information Worksheets data-
base contains data from 2,326 agencies on 49 separate community policing
variables. The information in this data set was collected throughout the
3-year period from 1994 to 1997.

18 POLICE QUARTERLY (Vol. 3, No. 1, March 2000)



THE COPS INITIAL REPORTS WORKSHEETS

The fourth data set is based on a collection of mandatory Initial Progress
Reports that recipients of COPS grants are required to complete as a condi-
tion of their grants. This data set contains information on 22 separate com-
munity policing variables from 6,566 agencies. The information was col-
lected throughout the 3-year period from 1994 to 1997.

DATA QUALITY ISSUES

These four data sets vary tremendously in level of data quality, degree of
sampling rigor, and scope of community policing activities covered. The
Police Foundation data set is the best one of the four. It was based on a strati-
fied random sample of American police agencies and conducted based on
traditional social science standards. In addition, it explores the greatest
scope of community policing activities, with up to 74 separate items used in
this analysis. On the other hand, it is based on the smallest sample and was
collected in 1993, and is therefore the oldest data set in the group.

The COPS office data sets contain a number of biases: In particular, they
were completed by agencies that were either applying for community polic-
ing grants from COPS or had already received such grants. Thus, there were
clear motivations for agencies to exaggerate their involvement in commu-
nity policing (beyond the usual desire to portray one’s organization in the
best possible light to outsiders). Our professional interaction with COPS
grantees has provided anecdotal evidence to suggest that this kind of bias is
present in responses to the COPS data collection initiatives. Furthermore,
all three of the COPS data sets are based on convenience samples and con-
tain a number of technical problems that limit their utility. They were not
collected by social scientists, and were not designed for social scientific
analysis. Their purpose is to encourage local agencies to think about their
community policing efforts and to communicate their progress to federal
authorities. On the other hand, they contain some of the largest sample sizes
that we have seen in police research and they are the most recent data avail-
able on community policing in the United States, with some information as
current as October 1997.

In addition, all of these data sets suffer from the problem of dosage.
Because none of these studies is designed to measure the degree to which
agencies have implemented specific activities, it is difficult to draw such
inferences from them. Simply put, an agency that claims to participate in
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block meetings with citizens could have sent one officer to one such meet-
ing, or sent hundreds of officers on dozens of occasions. The dosage prob-
lem is a severe shortcoming of all prior agency-level research on commu-
nity policing.

Given the problems with these data sets, why have we chosen to use
them? The samples are not random, but they are large and diverse. Some of
the data sets contain responses for about half of the general purpose local
police agencies in the country (Maguire et al., 1997). As we will show later,
even in the face of empirical evidence confirming some of these problems,
we are still able to uncover valuable lessons from these data. Keeping the
varying levels of quality in these data sets in mind, we now describe the
methods used to assess their dimensionality.

METHODS

Exploratory factor analysis (EFA) has been roundly criticized as an
atheoretical “data mining” technique that is often used haphazardly by
researchers (Gorsuch, 1983, pp. 369-372). However, EFA is valuable under
certain conditions: (a) when there are multiple measures that might be
reduced into fewer measures for the sake of parsimony, and (b) when there
is either too little or too much theory to guide the initial steps of this mea-
surement process. As mentioned earlier, researchers, theorists, and reform-
ers have suggested a dizzying array of schemes for reducing the community
policing movement into fewer dimensions, and there is little reason to sus-
pect that any one is more plausible than another. In addition, the four data
sets we explore here each contain between 22 and 74 community policing
variables. Setting up a confirmatory measurement model with so many
items and so little theory would be very difficult. We therefore believe the
use of EFA can help to build theoretical understanding about how commu-
nity policing is enacted, or perhaps understood, by American police
agencies.

All of the data sets used in this article were compiled by having police
agencies complete paper survey instruments with either dichotomous or
ordinal categorical response options. Although researchers today routinely
apply the conventional linear factor analysis model to categorical data,
numerous studies have shown that this practice can produce misspecified
(and potentially misleading) models (Mislevy, 1986; Muthén, 1978; Waller,
1995). Although the best way to deal with this issue is still being debated in
the statistical literature, a number of solutions have emerged over the past
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two decades. In particular, researchers seem to agree that the use of Pearson
correlations on dichotomous variables (also known as phi coefficients) and
ordinal categorical variables is flawed, and that the analysis should be based
on matrices of tetrachoric (in the case of dichotomous data) or polychoric
(in the case of ordinal data) correlations instead (Mislevy, 1986; Muthén,
1978; Waller, 1995). The underlying assumption of this strategy is that the
categorical items are proxies for underlying continuous latent response
variables, but that due to observational constraints are expressed in terms of
two or more ordered categories.13 Both tetrachoric and polychoric correla-
tions can be regarded as the correlations between the underlying continuous
latent response variables.

In this study, we conduct a series of exploratory factor analyses using the
procedures developed by Waller (1995) for the MicroFACT factor analysis
program. This program was specifically designed for the exploratory factor
analysis of dichotomous and ordered polytomous items. MicroFACT per-
forms iterated principal factor analysis on tetrachoric and polychoric corre-
lation matrices (IPFATC). The tetrachoric correlations are computed using
the methods outlined in Divgi (1979), and the polychoric correlations are
computed based on the methods described by Olsson (1979). The resulting
matrices are smoothed to reduce the number of improper solutions, or Hey-
wood cases (in which a communality converges on a value greater than one)
(Loehlin, 1992; Waller, 1995). Unlike other factor analytic methods used in
the analysis of dichotomous and polytomous data, IPFATC does not exert
unreasonable limitations on the number of items, factors, or cases (Mislevy,
1986; Waller, 1995).

ANALYSIS

There is a large body of research on how to determine the number of fac-
tors to retain. One popular method is the Kaiser-Guttman rule, in which the
researcher retains those factors with eigenvalues greater than one (Loehlin,
1992). This rule frequently results in the retention of too many factors
(overextraction), especially in data sets with a large number of items (Zwick &
Velicer, 1986). Retaining and rotating a large number of factors selected
based on the Kaiser-Guttman rule has been shown to introduce “a substan-
tial degree of instability into the factor structure which emerges” (Walkey,
1983). Despite these problems, the Kaiser-Guttman criterion is used fre-
quently by researchers, probably because it has been programmed into a
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number of popular software packages. Nevertheless, we find the evidence
against the use of the Kaiser-Guttman rule to be convincing.

Visual inspection of scree plots is another popular strategy in which the
analyst begins by eliminating the factors at the base of the scree plot that
tend to form a line with little or no slope. Those factors that appear above a
sharp elbow in the plot are regarded as nontrivial and are retained (Loehlin,
1992). Research has shown that in most instances, visual inspection of the
scree plot is a reasonable method for deciding the number of factors to retain
(Zwick & Velicer, 1986). There are better, more systematic approaches for
separating the trivial from the nontrivial factors in a scree plot, but these
tend to be computationally intensive and have not yet been integrated into
most factor analysis programs (Glorfeld, 1995; Loehlin, 1992; Zwick &
Velicer, 1986).14

In this study, we rely primarily on visual inspection of the scree plot to
determine the number of nontrivial factors. In addition, we use two other
backup methods to confirm our decision about how many factors to extract.
As we will show, in most cases these backups are not necessary because the
dimensionality is so clearly evident in the scree plots. First, Harman (1976,
p. 141) suggests that the analyst should stop extracting factors when the sum
of the eigenvalues equals the sum of the estimated communalities. The sec-
ond method that we use is to extract no factors in which all loadings are triv-
ial. This is a subjective judgment (as are all the others), but Comrey (1973)
suggests that when a factor contains no loadings greater than |.30|, “there is
ordinarily little reason to extract more factors” (p. 101). All three of these
techniques will be useful for determining the correct number of factors to
extract from each data set. In any circumstance in which the evidence is
ambiguous, we will err on the side of overextraction. Although neither
underextraction nor overextraction are ideal, research has shown that it is
better to select too many factors than too few (Comrey, 1973).

We began by running a principal factor analysis on each of the four data
sets in their original three-category metric.15 Solutions in which more than
one factor was extracted were subjected to orthogonal (varimax) rotation.
Because we have a number of concerns about the middle (“we are planning
to do this activity”) category, we also reran the analyses after collapsing the
planning category with the “we do not currently perform this activity” cate-
gory. In each instance, the dimensionality and the item loadings were nearly
identical. Because we are more comfortable interpreting actual self-
reported activity than planned activity, we base the remainder of our discus-
sion on the analysis of dichotomous items.16
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Figure 1 contains scree plots for all four data sets. The three COPS data
sets are clearly one-dimensional, each containing one major factor and a
rapidly diminishing trail of trivial factors. Both alternative methods for
determining the number of factors to extract confirm this interpretation. We
will come back to the interpretation of the individual factor loadings shortly.

Determining the dimensionality of the Police Foundation data set is a bit
more complicated. First, although it is difficult to observe on the small scree
plot in Figure 1, the number of nontrivial factors is somewhat ambiguous.
As with the other three data sets, we see clear evidence of a single large fac-
tor on which the majority of the items load heavily. However, judging only
from the scree plot (which is based on an analysis of all 74 dichotomized
items), one could justify selecting anywhere from two to five total factors.
To help with this decision, we employ the two backup procedures described
earlier. First, Harman’s (1976) method of comparing eigenvalues to the sum
of communalities suggests in this case that we should extract just two fac-
tors. Next, at least six factors contain loadings that exceed |.30|, though
some of these may be trivial. In such ambiguous circumstances, the ability
to substantively interpret the meaning of the factors is the most important
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FIGURE 1: Screen Plots for Four Data Sets

Note: COPS = Community Oriented Policing Services; FAST = Funding Accelerated for Small Towns.



criterion. Interestingly, the meaning of the factor structure becomes much
clearer with each additional factor extracted. A five-factor solution appears
to be the most appropriate, generating a wonderfully clear and simplistic
structure. Tables 3 to 6 present basic descriptive statistics and factor load-
ings for all four data sets.

Because the three COPS data sets have one-factor solutions, it is not diffi-
cult to explore patterns in the factor loadings. The Police Foundation data
set, on the other hand, has a five-factor solution. Because the factor loadings
span five factors and 74 items (a total of 370 separate loadings), it is difficult
to visually explore patterns from the loading matrix presented in Table 3.
For that reason, we created one additional table to ease the interpretation of
the factor structure in the Police Foundation data. Table 7 presents the
five-factor solution with all nonsignificant items (loadings less than |.40|)
deleted, and the items reordered so that those loading on the same factor are
contiguous. The five-factor solution begins with a generalized community
policing factor containing a diverse array of community policing programs
and activities, followed by a patrol officer activities factor, a citizen activi-
ties factor, a mid-level manager factor, and finally, an organizational struc-
ture factor. The results are especially interesting because although many of
the items that load highly within each dimension are contiguous to one
another on the survey instrument, others that are conceptually similar were
distributed throughout the instrument. This is especially apparent with the
organizational structure factor. Many of the structural variables, such as
officer assignments and various forms of decentralization, are scattered
across different sections of the survey, yet they load highly on the same
appropriate dimension. Thus, although there is some cause for wondering
whether the factor structure merely reflects the way the questionnaire was
constructed, there is additional evidence to suggest that this is not a univer-
sal problem.

Overall, each data set appears to contain more error than is routinely
reported in published factor analysis solutions. The five-factor solution in
the Police Foundation data explains 48% of the total variance. In the
remaining three data sets, the one-factor solutions explain 31% of the vari-
ance in the COPS FAST data, 40% of the variance in the Community
Policing Information Worksheets data, and 30% of the variance in the Initial
Progress Reports data. Overall, these levels of explained variance are low
enough to suggest that the matrices contain high levels of error or noise that
the factor solutions are unable to explain. It is unknown whether this noise is
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TABLE 3. 1993 Police Foundation Community Policing Data

Agencies Factor Loadings
Participating

Type of Community Policing Activity (%) 1 2 3 4 5

1. Classification and prioritization of calls to
increase officer time for other activities 52.1 .53 –.10 .08 .20 .09

2. Alternative response methods for calls (e.g.,
telephone reports, mail-in reports, scheduled
appointments for some calls) 44.2 .58 .00 .09 .18 .17

3. Citizen surveys to determine community needs
and priorities 34.4 .52 .26 .18 .08 .14

4. Citizen surveys to evaluate police service 34.2 .47 .24 .14 .11 .03
5. Victim assistance program 60.3 .42 .06 .05 .11 .10
6. Permanent, neighborhood-based offices or stations 30.9 .36 .26 .04 .10 .60
7. Mobile, neighborhood-based offices or stations 10.0 .28 .20 .01 .01 .48
8. Drug-free zones around schools, parks, or churches 59.6 .26 .12 .04 .04 .17
9. Police/youth programs (e.g., PAL program, school

liaison program, mentoring program) 65.6 .54 .11 .06 .06 .20
10. Drug education program in schools 90.7 .58 .08 –.11 .01 .08
11. Drug tip hotline or Crime Stoppers program 72.2 .48 .08 –.04 .05 .23
12. Fixed assignment of patrol officers to specific beats

or areas 57.0 .38 .14 .00 .12 .49
13. Designation of some officers as community or

neighborhood officers, each responsible for working
in areas identified as having special problems or needs 36.8 .38 .33 .11 .03 .43

14. Foot patrol as a specific assignment 35.5 .24 .20 .09 –.03 .40
15. Foot patrol as a periodic expectation for officers

assigned to cars 44.8 .25 .21 .03 .12 .22
16. Regularly scheduled meetings with community groups 60.1 .58 .24 .15 .06 .43
17. Specific training for problem identification and resolution 32.4 .47 .21 .19 .18 .24
18. Training for citizens in problem identification or resolution 19.0 .46 .16 .18 .10 .25
19. Regular radio or television programs or spots to inform

community about crime, criminals, and police activities 33.0 .42 .13 .11 .06 .14
20. Landlord/manager training programs for order

maintenance and drug reduction 15.4 .53 .19 .16 .15 .12
21. Building code enforcement as a means of helping remove

an area’s crime potential (e.g., drug dealing or prostitution) 42.2 .56 .23 .02 .12 .21
22. Use of other regulatory codes to combat drugs and crime 52.5 .59 .20 .01 .18 .18
23. Geographically based crime analysis made available to

officers at the beat level 47.6 .55 .12 .04 .23 .08
24. Interagency involvement in problem identification and

resolution 59.1 .58 .15 .12 .25 .05
25. Integration with community corrections programs 22.8 .33 .09 .16 .20 .07
26. Integration with Alternative Dispute Resolution (ADL) 14.2 .31 .13 .05 .14 .08
27. Command or decision-making responsibility tied to

neighborhoods or geographically defined areas of the
jurisdiction 31.7 .35 .25 .08 .31 .55

(continued)
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28. Beat or patrol boundaries that coincide with neighborhood
boundaries 44.8 .38 .15 .02 .17 .39

29. Physical decentralization of field services 20.2 .25 .21 .13 .21 .70
30. Physical decentralization of investigations 12.6 .12 .22 .20 .16 .58
31. Means of accessing other city or county databases to

analyze community or neighborhood conditions (e.g.,
school data, health data, parole/probation records, tax
records, licensing data) 36.5 .39 .09 .12 .20 .12

32. Fixed shifts (changing no more often than annually) 43.9 .14 –.06 –.01 –.03 .30
33. Centralized crime analysis unit/function 48.6 .59 .10 –.01 .17 .12
34. Decentralized crime analysis unit/function 7.7 .12 .15 .12 .19 .44
35. Specialized problem-solving unit 19.7 .44 .24 .08 .14 .15
36. Specialized community relations unit 46.6 .57 .10 .07 –.04 .27
37. Specialized crime prevention unit 62.7 .71 .10 .04 –.03 .14
38. Multidisciplinary teams to deal with special problems

such as child abuse 46.0 .44 .08 .14 .17 .03
39. Interagency drug task force 81.1 .52 .09 –.02 .16 .05
40. Interagency code enforcement 26.0 .38 .18 .11 .09 .12
41. Patrol officers make door-to-door contacts in

neighborhoods 67.6 .20 .65 .05 .05 .18
42. Patrol officers develop familiarity with community

leaders in area of assignment 81.1 .18 .76 .07 .11 .21
43. Patrol officers work with citizens to identify and resolve

area problems 86.4 .25 .78 .12 .16 .21
44. Patrol officers assist in organizing community 69.7 .18 .79 .05 .04 .27
45. Patrol officers teach residents how to address

community problems 72 .23 .77 .08 .06 .19
46. Patrol officers work regularly with detectives on cases

in area of assignment 81.7 .24 .48 .08 .19 –.06
47. Patrol officers conduct crime analysis for area of

assignment 52.6 .12 .67 .12 .11 .05
48. Patrol officers meet regularly with community groups 77.4 .26 .73 .17 .01 .23
49. Patrol officers enforce civil and code violations in area 60.9 .00 .48 .01 .11 .07
50. Patrol officers work with other city agencies to solve

neighborhood problems 77.6 .26 .72 .12 .11 .02
51. Patrol officers conduct surveys in area of assignment 49.7 .14 .77 .12 .02 .10
52. Mid-level managers redesign organization to support

problem-solving efforts 36.7 .21 .15 .05 .57 .12
53. Mid-level managers maintain regular contact with

community leaders 58.0 .30 .24 .14 .56 .13
54. Mid-level managers establish interagency relationships 69.1 .36 .14 .14 .61 –.11

TABLE 3 Continued

Agencies Factor Loadings
Participating

Type of Community Policing Activity (%) 1 2 3 4 5



due to randomness (weak relationships between the variables), measure-
ment error (due to dosage problems, aggregation bias, or other potential
sources), or some combination of the two. Because there is such a small
amount of systematic or reliable variance in these data sets, it is likely that
any research attempting to explain interagency variations in community
policing using them will be doomed to very small levels of explained
variance.
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55. Mid-level managers make final decisions about which
problems are to be addressed in geographic area of
responsibility 54.5 .17 .00 .08 .78 .12

56. Mid-level managers make final decisions about how to
handle most community problems 48.9 .10 .06 .06 .77 .16

57. Mid-level managers make final decisions about
application of agency resources to solve problem in
geographic area of responsibility 43.1 .13 .07 .13 .78 .12

58. Mid-level managers elicit input from officers/deputies
about solutions to community problems 75.5 .36 .09 .09 .75 .07

59. Mid-level managers manage crime analysis for
geographic area of responsibility 40.0 .13 .14 .06 .59 .06

60. Citizens participate in Neighborhood Watch Program 83.2 .58 .15 .04 .01 .26
61. Citizens serve as volunteers within the police agency 53.1 .47 .12 .21 .08 .06
62. Citizens attend citizen police academy 15.4 .34 .07 .14 .07 .20
63. Citizens serve in citizen patrols coordinated by your

agency 17.7 .34 .08 .21 .11 .23
64. Citizens serve on citizen advisory councils at

neighborhood level to provide input/feedback on
department policies and practices 31.1 .40 .21 .43 .07 .40

65. Citizens serve on citizen advisory councils at city-
wide level 31.1 .38 .14 .46 .05 .23

66. Citizens participate in court watch program 12.4 .14 .07 .30 .14 .21
67. Citizens serve on advisory group for chief or other

agency managers 26.9 .32 .06 .56 .09 .26
68. Citizens prepare agreements specifying work to be

done on problems by citizens and police 13.4 .24 .15 .58 .11 .36
69. Citizens work with police to identify and resolve

community or neighborhood problems 61.6 .53 .20 .32 .19 .28
70. Citizens help develop policing policies 13.7 .18 .13 .75 .16 .22
71. Citizens help evaluate officer performance 10.8 .02 .08 .72 .12 .05
72. Citizens help review complaints against police 11.8 –.07 .06 .80 .02 .25
73. Citizens participate in selection process for new officers 16.4 .06 .11 .71 .05 –.28
74. Citizens participate in promotional process 16.5 .12 .10 .72 .08 –.27

TABLE 3 Continued
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TABLE 4. COPS FAST Community Policing Data

Agencies Factor
Type of Community Policing Activity Participating (%) Loading

1. Youth programs (e.g., in-school, after school, weekend police/
youth programs) 49 .45

2. Antidrug programs 68 .53
3. Regular meetings with community groups to discuss crime 40 .64
4. Antiviolence programs 16 .62
5. Identifying crime problems with members of the community and

other government agencies (e.g., prosecutor and courts, social
services, probation office) 63 .56

6. Preventing crime by focusing on conditions that lead to crime (e.g.,
abandoned buildings and cars, referrals to other civil agencies) 50 .51

7. Writing a strategic plan for community policing 12 .54
8. Locating office or stations within neighborhoods 20 .47
9. Community policing training for officers 31 .36

10. Community policing training for citizens 12 .60
11. Develop partnerships with other government agencies (e.g.,

probation office, sanitation) to combat crime 80 .60
12. Develop partnerships with civic groups to combat crime 58 .50
13. Develop partnerships with neighborhood associations to combat crime 49 .70
14. Develop partnerships with tenants’ associations to combat crime 23 .62
15. Develop partnerships with police employee organizations to combat

crime 31 .57
16. Developing partnerships with business groups to combat crime 52 .50
17. Develop partnerships with religious groups to combat crime 40 .69
18. Working in schools or other public agencies to teach crime prevention 60 .63
19. Citizens participate in Neighborhood Watch 53 .66
20. Citizens volunteer within law enforcement agency 36 .49
21. Citizen advisory groups to your law enforcement agency 17 .46
22. Citizen patrols within your community 13 .50
23. Citizens participate in antidrug or antiviolence programs 46 .37
24. Patrol officers perform foot, bike, and/or mounted patrol 41 .57
25. Patrol officers make door-to-door contacts with citizens and businesses 43 .41
26. Meeting with community leaders and groups to explain crime

prevention techniques 52 .44
27. Patrol officers use business cards, cellular phones, or beepers to

maintain contact with and be contacted by citizens (regarding public
safety concerns) 42 .69

28. Develop partnerships with schools to combat crime 78 .44
29. Identifying crime problems by looking at crime trends (e.g., keeping

records of crimes and the types of requests for help) 67 .59
30. Use computer systems to collect and analyze problem-solving

information 49 .45
31. Working with other public agencies to solve disorder problems (e.g.,

trash collection, public works agencies to solve lighting problems) 55 .49

Note: COPS FAST = Community Oriented Policing Services Funding Accelerated for Small Towns.
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TABLE 5. Community Policing Information Worksheets

Agencies Factor
Type of Community Policing Activity Participating (%) Loading

1. Youth programs (e.g., in-school, after school, weekend police/
youth programs) 54.8 .55

2. Antidrug programs 66.0 .59
3. Regular meetings with community groups to discuss crime 50.8 .73
4. Antiviolence programs 27.8 .59
5. Identifying crime problems with members of the community and

other government agencies (e.g., prosecutor and courts, social
services, probation office) 65.2 .65

6. Identifying crime problems by looking at crime trends (e.g., keeping
records of crimes and the types of requests for help) 66.5 .55

7. Identifying top problems by analyzing repeat calls for service 57.4 .49
8. Preventing crime by focusing on conditions that lead to crime (e.g.,

abandoned buildings and cars, referrals to other civil agencies) 57.1 .61
9. Building on information systems to enhance crime analysis capabilities 31.0 .57

10. Regularly surveying community members to assist in identifying and
prioritizing crime problems 41.1 .61

11. Locating office or stations within neighborhoods 31.9 .54
12. Providing community policing training to citizens 25.2 .69
13. Meeting with community members to learn more about the nature of

specific problems 61.4 .76
14. Involving community members in selecting responses to problems and

determining measures of success 34.7 .68
15. Have written strategic plan for community policing 20.4 .69
16. Department currently designates special unit (or a special officer) for

community policing activities 42.1 .64
17. Department promotes an agency-wide approach to community policing 55.1 .65
18. Personnel are given responsibility for geographic areas 51.0 .64
19. Call management systems are in place to free officer time for com-

munity policing (i.e., telephone reporting, alternative responses, etc.) 28.8 .61
20. Personnel evaluations reward participation in collaborative problem-

solving efforts 27.0 .59
21. Decision-making authority has been decentralized 45.8 .60
22. Management positions have been eliminated 19.4 .40
23. Community policing concepts have been integrated into agency’s

mission statement 36.3 .64
24. Community policing concepts have been integrated into departmental

policies and procedures 36.8 .69
25. Detectives have been integrated into community policing efforts 31.9 .62
26. Department staff routinely collaborate with other municipal agencies

to address problems 73.5 .66
27. Consulted with other government agencies (e.g. probation office,

sanitation) to address crime and disorder 80.3 .61
28. Consulted with civic groups to address crime and disorder 60.6 .72
29. Consulted with neighborhood associations to address crime and disorder 53.9 .74

(continued)



DISCUSSION

The interpretation of these factor solutions probably depends on one’s
perspective. A pessimist might argue that when agency representatives
complete a national community policing survey, their responses represent
more about the image they wish to portray to the external world than about
their agencies’ actual activities (Maguire, 1997; Wycoff, 1994). If this is
true, then the factors represent what respondents want us to think about their
agencies—they are presentational strategies (Manning, 1978), structural
signals (M. W. Meyer, 1979), presentations of self (Goffman, 1959), or
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30. Consulted with tenants’ associations to address crime and disorder 30.8 .67
31. Consulted with organizations of your employees, including collective

bargaining groups, to address crime and disorder 35.0 .59
32. Consulted with business groups to address crime and disorder 58.6 .74
33. Consulted with religious groups to address crime and disorder 47.4 .66
34. Consulted with schools to address crime and disorder 75.3 .73
35. Neighborhood Watch 53.8 .60
36. Citizen volunteer programs 35.5 .65
37. Citizen advisory groups to your law enforcement agency 25.7 .63
38. Citizen patrols within your community 19.5 .53
39. Citizens participate in antidrug or antiviolence programs 51.7 .58
40. Patrol officers participate in foot patrol, bicycle patrol, or mounted

patrol 53.7 .57
41. Patrol officers make door-to-door contact with citizens and businesses 54.5 .57
42. Patrol officers meet with community leaders and groups to learn more

about crime problems and jointly develop crime prevention plans 53.1 .73
43. Patrol officers use business cards, cellular phones, or beepers to

maintain contact with, and be contacted by, citizens regarding public
safety concerns 54.1 .59

44. Patrol officers work in schools or other public agencies to teach
crime prevention 65.6 .65

45. Patrol officers work with citizens to identify and address community
crime problems 59.8 .74

46. Patrol officers use computer systems to collect and analyze information,
particularly repeat calls for service 45.2 .54

47. Patrol officers coordinate specific problem-solving projects to address
problems on their beats 35.5 .72

48. Patrol officers work with other public agencies to solve disorder
problems (e.g., trash collection, public works agencies to solve
lighting problems, etc.) 62.4 .63

49. Patrol officers map crime problems 29.3 .52

TABLE 5 Continued

Agencies Factor
Type of Community Policing Activity Participating (%) Loading



myths/symbols (Crank & Langworthy, 1992; J. W. Meyer & Rowan, 1977)
propagated by police agencies. Given this bent, a pessimist might conclude
that the factors generated in this study reflect (a) the respondents’ under-
standing of what community policing entails (regardless of its level of
implementation in their agencies), and/or (b) the respondents’ attempts to
present the organization in the best possible light to external actors. An opti-
mist, on the other hand, might view these factors as the essence of commu-
nity policing. If the survey items do indeed measure individual community
policing activities, then the overlap in their variance, which is represented in
the factors, must constitute community policing. Any discussion of these
findings needs to be firmly rooted in the understanding that the factors
might represent how police agencies (a) have enacted community policing
throughout the United States, (b) understand what constitutes community
policing, or (c) wish to present themselves.
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TABLE 6. Community Policing Activity Information Derived From Initial Reports

Agencies Factor
Type of Community Policing Activity Participating (%) Loading

1. Problem-oriented policing targeted at specific recurring problems
(systematic analysis of problem, implementation of strategy, and
systematic assessment of results) 43.9 .61

2. Directed patrol (time set aside for focusing on a specific problem,
area, or offense) 76.4 .54

3. Alternative responses for calls (e.g., telephone reports, mail-in
reports, scheduled appointments) 38.8 .36

4. Citizen surveys to determine community needs and priorities 31.4 .57
5. Victim assistance program 55.8 .41
6. Permanent or mobile neighborhood-based offices 19.9 .58
7. Drug-free zones around schools, parks, or religious institutions 63.8 .36
8. Police/youth programs 55.4 .54
9. Drug education programs in schools 81.6 .51

10. Drug tip hotline or Crime Stoppers program 52.2 .47
11. Fixed assignment of officers to beats 39.3 .54
12. Foot/bike patrol as a full-time assignment 19.3 .55
13. Foot/bike patrol as periodic expectation for officers assigned to cars 50.1 .43
14. Training for citizens in problem solving 16.1 .67
15. Landlord/manager training programs or order maintenance and drug

reduction 10.5 .58
16. Regulatory code enforcement to combat crime and disorder 52.8 .48
17. Geographically based crime analysis made available to beat officers 41.5 .50
18. Use of alternative dispute resolution in community conflicts 37.7 .51
19. Neighborhood Watch or other community crime prevention program 63.3 .61
20. Citizen police academy 10.0 .62
21. Neighborhood citizen advisory councils 17.9 .63
22. Jurisdiction-wide citizen advisory councils 11.7 .54
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TABLE 7. Modified Five-Factor Solution

Factor Loadings

Community Policing Activity 1 2 3 4 5 h2

1. Classification and prioritization of calls to increase
officer time for other activities .53 –.10 .08 .20 .09 .35

2. Alternative response methods for calls (e.g., telephone
reports, mail-in reports, scheduled appointments for
some calls) .58 .00 .09 .18 .17 .40

3. Citizen surveys to determine community needs and
priorities .52 .26 .18 .08 .14 .40

4. Citizen surveys to evaluate police service .47 .24 .14 .11 .03 .31
5. Organizational practices include victim assistance

program .42 .06 .05 .11 .10 .21
6. Police/youth programs (e.g., PAL program, school

liaison program, mentoring program) .54 .11 .06 .06 .20 .35
7. Drug education program in schools .58 .08 –.11 .01 .08 .37
8. Drug tip hotline or Crime Stoppers program .48 .08 –.04 .05 .23 .29
9. Specific training for problem identification and

resolution .47 .21 .19 .18 .24 .39
10. Training for citizens in problem identification or

resolution .46 .16 .18 .10 .25 .34
11. Regular radio or television programs or spots to inform

community about crime, criminals, and police activities .42 .13 .11 .06 .14 .23
12. Landlord/manager training programs for order

maintenance and drug reduction .53 .19 .16 .15 .12 .38
13. Building code enforcement as a means of helping

remove crime potential (e.g., drug dealing or
prostitution) from an area .56 .23 .02 .12 .21 .42

14. Use of other regulatory codes to combat drugs and
crime .59 .20 .01 .18 .18 .45

15. Geographically based crime analysis made available
to officers at the beat level .55 .12 .04 .23 .08 .38

16. Centralized crime analysis unit/function .59 .10 –.01 .17 .12 .40
17. Specialized problem-solving unit .44 .24 .08 .14 .15 .30
18. Specialized community relations unit .57 .10 .07 –.04 .27 .42
19. Specialized crime prevention unit .71 .10 .04 –.03 .14 .54
20. Multidisciplinary teams to deal with special problems

such as child abuse .44 .08 .14 .17 .03 .25
21. Organizational arrangements include interagency drug

task force .52 .09 –.02 .16 .05 .31
22. Citizens work with police to identify and resolve

community or neighborhood problems .53 .20 .32 .19 .28 .53
23. Citizens serve as volunteers within the police agency .47 .12 .21 .08 .06 .28
24. Citizens participate in Neighborhood Watch Program .58 .15 .04 .01 .26 .43
25. Interagency involvement in problem identification and

resolution .58 .15 .12 .25 .05 .43
26. Regularly scheduled meetings with community groups .58 .24 .15 .06 .43 .59
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27. Citizens serve on citizen advisory councils at
neighborhood level to provide input/feedback on
department policies and practices .40 .21 .43 .07 .40 .55

28. Patrol officers/deputies make door-to-door contacts
in neighborhoods .20 .65 .05 .05 .18 .50

29. Patrol officers/deputies develop familiarity with
community leaders in area of assignment .18 .76 .07 .11 .21 .66

30. Patrol officers/deputies work with citizens to identify
and resolve area problems .25 .78 .12 .16 .21 .75

31. Patrol officers/deputies assist in organizing community .18 .79 .05 .04 .27 .73
32. Patrol officers/deputies teach residents how to address

community problems .23 .77 .08 .06 .19 .70
33. Patrol officers/deputies work regularly with detectives

on cases in area of assignment .24 .48 .08 .19 –.06 .33
34. Patrol officers/deputies conduct crime analysis for area

of assignment .12 .67 .12 .11 .05 .49
35. Patrol officers/deputies meet regularly with community

groups .26 .73 .17 .01 .23 .69
36. Patrol officers/deputies enforce civil and code violations

in area .00 .48 .01 .11 .07 .25
37. Patrol officers/deputies work with other city agencies

to solve neighborhood problems .26 .72 .12 .11 .02 .62
38. Patrol officers/deputies conduct surveys in area of

assignment .14 .77 .12 .02 .10 .63
39. Citizens serve on citizen advisory councils at citywide

level .38 .14 .46 .05 .23 .43
40. Citizens serve on advisory group for chief or other

agency managers .32 .06 .56 .09 .26 .50
41. Citizens prepare agreements specifying work to be

done on problems by citizens and police .24 .15 .58 .11 .36 .55
42. Citizens help develop policing policies .18 .13 .75 .16 .22 .69
43. Citizens help evaluate officer performance .02 .08 .72 .12 .05 .55
44. Citizens participate in promotional process .12 .10 .72 .08 –.27 .63
45. Citizens help review complaints against police –.07 .06 .80 .02 .25 .72
46. Citizens participate in selection process for new officers .06 .11 .71 .05 –.28 .60
47. Mid-level managers redesign organization to support

problem-solving efforts .21 .15 .05 .57 .12 .41
48. Mid-level managers maintain regular contact with

community leaders .30 .24 .14 .56 .13 .50
49. Mid-level managers establish interagency relationships .36 .14 .14 .61 –.11 .55
50. Mid-level managers make final decisions about which

problems are to be addressed in geographic area
of responsibility .17 .00 .08 .78 .12 .66

TABLE 7 Continued

Factor Loadings

Community Policing Activity 1 2 3 4 5 h2

(continued)



With this caveat in mind, this section explores these factor solutions fur-
ther, drawing linkages to other recent research on the dimensionality of
community policing in the United States. This study examined the dimen-
sionality of community policing activities using four national data sets. One
data set produced a five-factor solution and three produced one-factor solu-
tions. Due to these obviously conflicting results, it is difficult to determine
whether community policing in the United States can be best described as
an isomorphic (unidimensional) or refractive (multidimensional) move-
ment. Comparing these findings to other recent research complicates the
picture even further. For instance, using two national surveys conducted in
1993 and 1996, Maguire, Zhao, et al. (1999) found that community policing
evolved from a one-dimensional to a two-dimensional model over a 3-year
period. In the present study, the earliest data set produced a five-factor solu-
tion and the later data sets all produced one-factor solutions. Thus, current
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51. Mid-level managers make final decisions about how
to handle most community problems .10 .06 .06 .77 .16 .64

52. Mid-level managers make final decisions about
application of agency resources to solve problem in
geographic area of responsibility .13 .07 .13 .78 .12 .66

53. Mid-level managers elicit input from officers/deputies
about solutions to community problems .36 .09 .09 .75 .07 .71

54. Mid-level managers manage crime analysis for
geographic area of responsibility .13 .14 .06 .59 .06 .39

55. Foot patrol as a specific assignment .24 .20 .09 –.03 .40 .26
56. Command or decision-making responsibility tied to

neighborhoods or geographically defined areas of
the jurisdiction .35 .25 .08 .31 .55 .59

57. Physical decentralization of field services .25 .21 .13 .21 .70 .66
58. Physical decentralization of investigations .12 .22 .20 .16 .58 .46
59. Permanent, neighborhood-based offices or stations .36 .26 .04 .10 .60 .56
60. Mobile, neighborhood-based offices or stations .28 .20 .01 .01 .48 .35
61. Fixed assignment of patrol officers to specific beats

or areas .38 .14 .00 .12 .49 .42
62. Designation of some officers as community or

neighborhood officers, each of whom is responsible
for working in areas identified as having special
problems or needs .38 .33 .11 .03 .43 .45

63. Decentralized crime analysis unit/function .12 .15 .12 .19 .44 .28

TABLE 7 Continued

Factor Loadings

Community Policing Activity 1 2 3 4 5 h2



evidence on the dimensional evolution of community policing is now par-
ticularly muddy. Furthermore, an earlier study that relied on confirmatory
structural equation methods found a two-factor solution, using the same
Police Foundation data that resulted in a five-factor solution in the present
study (Maguire, Uchida, et al., 1999). These patterns of findings suggest
that any conclusions drawn from this line of research are heavily dependent
on at least three factors: the questionnaire, the sample, and the method (con-
firmatory vs. exploratory). Despite these limitations, it is possible to extract
a number of tentative findings from this research. However, as we will show,
the substantive findings are tightly interwoven with methodological issues.

First, exploratory factor analysis of six national studies (four from the
present study and two from Maguire, Zhao, et al., 1999) has now consis-
tently demonstrated the presence of one dominant factor that explains the
vast majority of the variance in matrices of community policing activity
data. In other words, although these data sets vary in the presence and nature
of residual factors, all feature one large factor that can likely be interpreted
as a general community policing dimension. Any other factors that have
been found thus far explain only a small proportion of the explainable vari-
ance.17 This consistent finding constitutes partial evidence of isomorphism
in the diffusion of community policing.

Second, response patterns in at least one of these studies suggest the pres-
ence of a questionnaire design effect. The 1993 Police Foundation survey
instrument was divided into a series of distinct sections from which the
items factor analyzed in this study were drawn. The sections were each
labeled according to their content with a large boldfaced print. At least three
of the five factors generated from these items closely resemble sections of
the questionnaire: citizen activities, patrol officer activities, and mid-level
manager activities. The remaining two factors—general community polic-
ing and organizational structure—contain items from various sections of
the instrument. These patterns suggest that respondents (either consciously
or unconsciously), in general, tended to respond consistently within sec-
tions of the survey. Methodologists refer to this as the response set problem.
This problem occurs when respondents view a group of questions as homo-
geneous, and respond similarly to each question within the response set.
Future police agency surveys can avoid this form of measurement error by
constructing instruments without such clear divisions.

Third, evidence on the nature and presence of residual factors (those
existing in addition to the dominant factors discussed earlier) is mixed.
Only two of these six data sets have found evidence of more than one factor:
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the 1993 Police Foundation (PF) survey examined in this study, and the
1996 Washington State University (WSU) data described by Maguire,
Zhao, et al. (1999). The five-factor solution in the PF data and the two-factor
solution in the WSU data are clearly not compatible. The WSU factor solu-
tion is based on only 22 individual survey questions, and it appears to repre-
sent an array of progressive community policing activities perhaps under-
taken by only a minority of agencies. The PF factor solution is based on 74
individual survey questions, and is therefore more conducive to a multifac-
tor solution. However, interpretation and assessment of the PF factor solu-
tion is difficult due to the possibility of a questionnaire effect.

Fourth, the interpretation of residual factors is particularly muddled
because exploratory and confirmatory analysis of the same data set pro-
duced conflicting findings. Maguire, Uchida, et al. (1999) used confirma-
tory factor analysis on the PF data set and found evidence of a two-factor
solution consisting of internally and externally focused activities. Confir-
matory factor analysis solutions, however, are particularly volatile in the
face of weak theory, and it is possible for incorrect models to appear to fit the
data well. Exploratory factor analysis of the PF data in the present study
produced a five-factor solution. Thus, dimensional analysis of the same data
set using two different methods produced two different findings. Only
through careful, incremental research can we expect the findings of explor-
atory and confirmatory approaches to coalesce.

Fifth, the evidence on the nature and presence of residual factors is also
likely affected by the sponsors of each study. All three of the studies spon-
sored by COPS produced one-factor solutions, but this was true for only one
of the three remaining studies by groups without grant-giving power (the
1993 PF study and the 1993 and 1996 WSU studies). In addition, fewer
items dropped out of the factor solutions in the COPS studies than in the
other three studies. Two items dropped from the COPS FAST solution, no
items dropped from the COPS Community Policing Information
Worksheets solution, and two items dropped from the COPS Initial Reports
solution. On the other hand, the number of items dropped from the remain-
ing databases were as follows: PF, 11; 1993 WSU study, 6; and 1996 WSU
study, 5 (Maguire, Zhao, et al., 1999). Police agencies appear reluctant to
embrace or reject portions of the community policing reform package as
presented to them by COPS. Rather, the loading patterns suggest that in
general they adopt an all-or-nothing approach when completing COPS sur-
veys. This problem is similar to the response-set problem described earlier,
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except that in this case agencies view the entire instrument as a response-set
due to its sponsorship.

Earlier, we suggested that there were probably significant problems with
the COPS databases. We believe that the patterns we have just illustrated
provide some empirical justification for concern with these data. These data
flaws are telling, however, because they have some theoretical meaning. In
particular, they resonate with our earlier discussion of institutional
isomorphism and a Hamiltonian perspective on the diffusion of community
policing. How police agencies portray their community policing activities
may depend on the institutional authority of those asking the questions. If
this tentative conclusion has merit, then it suggests one form of support for
Crank and Langworthy’s (1996) contentions about the institutional nature
of community policing and centrist authority. Thus, altough the data flaws
make it difficult in many instances to extract substantive findings from the
analysis, the flaws may be theoretically informative in themselves. They
also suggest that a good study of the dimensionality of community policing
needs to be conducted by a neutral agency (such as a university or nonparti-
san research establishment) that will minimize isomorphic concerns for
police survey respondents.

Finally, evidence of temporal patterns of diffusion is also mixed. The
panel data collected by WSU evolved from a one-factor to a two-factor solu-
tion from 1993 to 1996: a movement from isomorphism to refraction. Yet
the data examined in this study demonstrated evidence of movement from
refraction to isomorphism, with the 1993 data generating a five-factor solu-
tion, and all later data generating one-factor solutions. However, the ability
to draw inferences about temporal shifts in diffusion from the four data sets
examined in this study is severely limited due to the questionnaire and spon-
sor effects just discussed. Despite this apparent confusion, the WSU data
are clearly superior for drawing inferences about temporal patterns of diffu-
sion, because they were based on the same instrument and the same sample.

CONCLUSION

Overall, the findings in this study provide a helpful road map for future
research on the diffusion of community policing. The absence of any domi-
nant theories or definitions about what constitutes community policing
make it difficult to use the deductive or confirmatory methods preferred by
social scientists. At this point, such methods are likely to cloud the picture
rather than clarify it. The use of inductive or exploratory methods seems
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particularly warranted in research on the diffusion of community policing,
as long as the goal of the research is to build theory. As theory in this area
progresses, it is likely that confirmatory and exploratory methods will begin
to produce similar findings.

Evidence from this and other recent studies demonstrates the need for
careful new research on interagency variation in community policing. The
methodological limitations of existing data sets, in which the instruments
were formed for purposes other than to answer the questions addressed
here, make it imperative to gather data that are not beset with those prob-
lems. As one first step, it is highly desirable to obtain a representative sam-
ple of all local police agencies, rather than just those seeking federal fund-
ing. Data from federal agencies are useful for some purposes: They
typically have enormous sample sizes and their sources of bias can often be
identified. On the other hand, they are not useful for capturing the full range
of variation in community policing (or other organizational properties)
throughout the nation.

More important, we need to gain greater confidence in the accuracy of
respondents’ characterizations of what their agencies are actually doing.
Because of the tremendous favorable publicity and pressure across the
nation to pursue community policing, police agencies have a built-in moti-
vation to present themselves in the most positive light with regard to what
they are doing to implement this reform. There are a variety of methods for
addressing this problem. One is to conduct on-site assessments of commu-
nity policing implementation, which would allow researchers to obtain
more extensive evidence of the nature and extent to which various activities
and structures are actually in operation. However, such data collection
methods are very expensive and must therefore use much smaller sample
sizes than the less expensive mail and telephone surveys, which rely on the
responding agency to provide the information.

How can surveys from a distance be improved to increase our ability to
produce interpretable results about patterns of community policing? One
method is to promise confidentiality to respondents so that there is no direct
and obvious incentive for misrepresenting (by overstatement) the extent to
which community policing has been implemented. This may help minimize
sponsorship effects. Evidence of questionnaire effects suggests the need to
do new studies in which survey instruments contain either mixed item sets
(a purposely disorganized set of items) or less pronounced labels that do not
induce certain response patterns. Another improvement will be to provide a
more fine-grained set of response options to agencies so that they can
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indicate the extent to which they have implemented a given activity or struc-
ture. It makes a great deal of difference whether 1% or 10% of the patrol
force is engaged in foot patrol on a full-time basis, for example. Providing
such a range of response options gives the respondent a chance to be as
accurate as possible and get the appropriate amount of credit for implement-
ing each aspect of community policing. Aside from improving the accuracy
of the responses, getting more detail on the extent of implementation will
enable researchers to measure the dosage of implementation. That is, they
will be able to distinguish organizations that have committed a lot of time
and effort to a given activity from those that have committed less. They will
be able to distinguish organizations that have served a large number of cli-
ents with a given service from those that have served fewer. And they will be
able to distinguish organizations that have conducted a given activity for
many years from those that have just begun.

Another important area for improvement of survey research on commu-
nity policing implementation is to explore the possibility that there may be
variation within police agencies as well as between them in their implemen-
tation of community policing. It is reasonable to expect that, intentionally or
otherwise, the implementation of community policing will not necessarily
be uniform within police departments, especially larger ones serving
diverse communities. Indeed, one of the tenets of at least some community
policing advocates is that programs, activities, and methods should vary to
suit the needs and preferences of different constituencies of a department.
For example, many departments report granting greater discretion for pre-
cinct commanders to allocate resources, set up programs, and alter tactics
and procedures in ways most likely to meet the needs of their separate juris-
dictions. Thus, what community policing looks like in one district may not
be the same as others, even within the same jurisdiction. Indeed, among the
nation’s larger departments, their geographic subunits typically serve larger
resident populations than found in the entire jurisdiction of smaller agen-
cies. Conceivably, community policing might also vary temporally within
the same community (different times of the day, days of the week, or sea-
sonally), and it might vary according to clientele or problem (e.g., victim
group or type of offense). Surveys that allow researchers to look for this
potential variability will provide a more accurate characterization of the
nature and extent of community policing implementation in the United
States.

Finally, as demonstrated by the WSU surveys (Maguire, Zhao, et al.,
1999), the only way to truly understand temporal patterns of diffusion is to
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conduct longitudinal studies on stable samples and use stable instruments.
All of these improvements are necessary to understand the theoretical con-
tours of isomorphism and refraction in the diffusion of innovation in Ameri-
can police agencies. With them, we can draw firmer conclusions about pat-
terns of community policing in the United States.

NOTES

1. Although this study focuses exclusively on community policing in the United States,
Seagrave (1996) highlights a number of Canadian publications listing 3, 6, 8, and 16
dimensions.

2. Dimensionality is the degree to which individual variables cluster together, presum-
ably because they are measuring the same broader concept. For instance, if we think of each
question on an aptitude exam as an individual variable, the responses might cluster into
broader dimensions that measure verbal, quantitative, and analytical ability.

3. For discussions of institutional isomorphism in policing, see Crank and Langworthy
(1992) and Maguire, Zhao, and Lovrich (1999).

4. Institutional forces are not the only ones that might affect levels of isomorphism
within an organizational field. For instance, Dimaggio and Powell (1983) discuss the notion
of competitive isomorphism, in which the market dictates organizational form within the pri-
vate sector.

5. Coercive isomorphism is one area in which institutional theory overlaps with
resource-dependency theory (Donaldson, 1995; Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978). Both theories
share the notion that organizations are heavily affected, or even controlled, by their environ-
ments. However, whereas institutional theory is based on the role of the environment in
granting legitimacy to the organization, resource dependency theory focuses on the environ-
ment as a source of resources. The overlap, of course, is that sources of legitimacy and
resources are often one and the same. In addition, the decision to grant resources to an organi-
zation is often based on an appraisal of the organization’s legitimacy. Only one scholar, to
our knowledge, has combined these two approaches (Tolbert, 1985).

6. One recent empirical study combined the institutional and contingency perspectives
with some success (Gupta, Dirsmith, & Fogarty, 1994).

7. Analysts do not necessarily agree on what the times require. Compare, for example,
Kelling and Moore (1988) with Ericson and Haggerty (1997).

8. Crank and Langworthy (1996) stake a firm opinion on this issue: “Though commu-
nity-based policing is intended to look local . . . it is centrist in origins, sponsorship, and intel-
lectual leadership” (p. 223).

9. Readers desiring a thorough description of the methods are advised to consult a report
by Annan (1994). Those interested in a written summary of the findings should consult a
report by Wycoff (1994).

10. This survey was recently updated by Macro International and the Police Executive
Research Forum, but the data are still being analyzed and have not yet been released.

11. The 11 questions address a variety of community policing activities that patrol offi-
cers might engage in. Respondents are given four response options regarding the number of
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patrol officers in the agency that participate in each activity: none, some, special unit officers,
and most. This format clearly does not fit with the three-category format used for all of the
other questions. Later, we explore the conditions under which this block of items can be
included in the analysis, or whether the effects of these variables (if any) are artifacts of dif-
ferences in the wording of the questions.

12. Otherwise, no attempt was made to validate the responses contained in any of the
Community Oriented Policing Services (COPS) community policing data sets used in this
study. Grantees were later required to participate in traditional grant monitoring activities to
ensure that federal funds were not misused. Thus, their community policing activities were
monitored after the grant was awarded. However, these later monitoring efforts were not
used to validate the initial community policing checklists used in this study.

13. Tetrachoric correlations are based on the assumption that for a dichotomous variable
y, there is a corresponding continuous latent response variable y*, and a threshold parameter
τ that determines the y outcomes. If y* > τ, then y = 1; and if y* ≤ τ, y = 0 (Mislevy, 1986;
Muthén, 1978, 1989). The polychoric correlation for ordered polytomous data is based on
similar logic, having one additional threshold parameter.

14. These methods essentially use statistical (rather than visual) methods to determine at
what point the break in the slope of the eigenvalues is substantial enough to distinguish
between trivial and nontrivial factors.

15. For this analysis, we dropped the 11 questions in the Police Foundation survey that
were coded differently. The four response categories in these questions were not comparable
to the three categories used in all the other questions and data sets.

16. For this analysis, we recoded the 11 differently coded items into dichotomies repre-
senting the presence or absence of the activity within the agency. The recoded questions were
then comparable to all other questions and data sets, and therefore could be included in the
data set.

17. The first factor extracted in any factor or components analysis is always the largest. In
this case, however, the eigenvalue of the first factor is enormous compared to the remaining
factors (the scree).

REFERENCES

Annan, S. (1994). Community policing strategies: A comprehensive analysis (Methodology
report submitted to the National Institute of Justice). Washington, DC: Police Founda-
tion.

Bayley, D. H. (1988). Community policing: A report from the devil’s advocate. In J. R.
Greene & S. D. Mastrofski (Eds.), Community policing: Rhetoric or reality (pp. 225-
237). New York: Praeger.

Bayley, D. H. (1992). Comparative organization of the police in English-speaking countries.
In M. Tonry & N. Morris (Eds.), Modern policing (pp. 509-545). Chicago: University of
Chicago Press.

Bayley, D. H. (1994). Police for the future. New York: Oxford.
Bayley, D. H. (1998). Policing in America: Assessment and prospects (Lecture 2 at the Ideas

in American Policing lecture series). Washington, DC: Police Foundation.

Maguire, Mastrofski / PATTERNS OF COMMUNITY POLICING 41



Bratton, W. J. (1996, Spring). New strategies for combating crime in New York City.
Fordham Urban Law Journal, 23, 781-795.

Child, J. (1972). Organizational structure, environment and performance: The role of strate-
gic choice. Sociology, 6, 1-22.

Comrey, A. L. (1973). A first course in factor analysis. New York: Academic Press.
Cordner, G. W. (1997). Community policing: Elements and effects. In R. G. Dunham & G. P.

Alpert (Eds.), Critical issues in policing: Contemporary readings (3rd ed., pp. 451-468).
Prospect Heights, IL: Waveland.

Cordner, G. W., & Scarborough, K. E. (1997). Operationalizing community policing in rural
America: Sense and nonsense. In Q. C. Thurman & E. F. McGarrell (Eds.), Community
policing in a rural setting (pp. 9-18). Cincinnati, OH: Anderson.

Crank, J. P. (1994). Watchman and community: Myth and institutionalization in policing.
Law and Society Review, 28(2), 325-351.

Crank, J. P., & Langworthy, R. H. (1992). An institutional perspective of policing. Journal of
Criminal Law and Criminology, 83(2), 338-363.

Crank, J. P., & Langworthy, R. H. (1996). Fragmented centralization and the organization of
the police. Policing and Society, 6, 213-229.

Dimaggio, P. J., & Powell, W. W. (1983). The iron cage revisited: Institutional isomorphism
and collective rationality in organizational fields. American Sociological Review, 48,
147-160.

Divgi, D. R. (1979). Calculation of the tetrachoric correlation coefficient. Psychometrika,
44, 169-172.

Donaldson, L. (1995). American anti-management theories of organization: A critique of
paradigm proliferation. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.

Ericson, R. B., & Haggerty, K. D. (1997). Policing the risk society. Toronto, Canada: Univer-
sity of Toronto Press.

Feeley, M. M., & Sarat, A. D. (1980). The policy dilemma: Federal crime policy and the law
enforcement administration, 1968-1978. Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press.

Fogelson, R. M. (1977). Big-city police. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.
Glorfeld, L. W. (1995). An improvement on Horn’s parallel analysis methodology for select-

ing the correct number of factors to retain. Educational and Psychological Measurement,
55(3), 377-393.

Goffman, E. (1959). The presentation of self in everyday life. Garden City, NY: Doubleday.
Gorsuch, R. L. (1983). Factor analysis (2nd ed.). Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum.
Gupta, P. P., Dirsmith, M. W., & Fogarty, T. J. (1994). Coordination and control in a govern-

ment agency: Contingency and institutional theory perspectives on GAO audits. Admin-
istrative Science Quarterly, 39, 264-284.

Harman, H. H. (1976). Modern factor analysis (3rd ed.). Chicago: University of Chicago.
Hinkin, T. R. (1995). A review of scale development practices in the study of organizations.

Journal of Management, 21(5), 967-988.
Kelling, G., & Moore, M. H. (1988). The evolving strategy of policing. In Perspectives on

policing (No. 4) [Pamphlet]. Washington, DC: National Institute of Justice.
Loehlin, J. C. (1992). Latent variable models: An introduction to factor, path, and structural

analysis (2nd ed.). Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum.
Long, N. E. (1958). The local community as an ecology of games. American Journal of Soci-

ology, 64, 251-261.

42 POLICE QUARTERLY (Vol. 3, No. 1, March 2000)



Long, N. E. (1996). Public policy and administration: The goals of rationality and responsi-
bility. Public Administration Review, 56, 149-152.

Maguire, E. R. (1997). Structural change in large municipal police organizations during the
community policing era. Justice Quarterly, 14, 701-730.

Maguire, E. R. (1998, April 30). Research evidence on the spread of community policing.
Paper presented at the annual meeting of the Police Executive Research Forum, San
Antonio, TX.

Maguire, E. R., & Katz, C. M. (1997, November). Community policing and loose coupling in
American police agencies. Paper presented at the annual meeting of the American Soci-
ety of Criminology, San Diego, CA.

Maguire, E. R., Kuhns, J. B., Uchida, C. D., & Cox, S. M. (1997). Patterns of community
policing in nonurban America. Journal of Research in Crime and Delinquency, 34,
368-394.

Maguire, E. R., Uchida, C. D., Kuhns, J. B., & Cox, S. M. (1999). Measuring community
policing at the agency level. Manuscript submitted for publication.

Maguire, E. R., Zhao, J., & Lovrich, N. (1999). Dimensions of community policing. Manu-
script submitted for publication.

Manning, P. K. (1978). The police: Mandate, strategies, and appearances. In P. K. Manning
& J. Van Mannen (Eds.), Policing: A review from the street (pp. 273-291). New York:
Random House.

March, J. G., & Simon, H. A. (1958). Organizations. New York: John Wiley.
Mastrofski, S. D. (1993). Varieties of community policing. American Journal of Police,

12(3), 65-77.
Mastrofski, S. D. (1997, July 28-29). The romance of police leadership. Paper presented at

the Crime and Social Organization Conference, Rutgers University, New Brunswick, NJ.
Mastrofski, S. D. (1998). Community policing and police organization structure. In J.-P.

Brodeur (Ed.), How to recognize good policing: Problems and issues (pp. 161-189).
Newbury Park, CA: Sage.

Mastrofski, S. D., & Ritti, R. R. (1995, November). Making sense of community policing: A
theory based analysis. Paper presented at the American Society of Criminology Meeting,
Boston.

Meyer, J. W., & Rowan, B. (1977). Institutionalized organizations: Formal structure as myth
and ceremony. American Journal of Sociology, 83(2), 340-363.

Meyer, M. W. (1979). Organizational structure as signaling. Pacific Sociological Review, 22,
481-500.

Miller, M. B. (1995). Coefficient alpha: A basic introduction from the perspectives of struc-
tural equation models. Structural Equation Modeling, 2(3), 255-273.

Mislevy, R. J. (1986). Recent developments in the factor analysis of categorical variables.
Journal of Educational Statistics, 11(1), 3-31.

Moore, M. H. (1994). Research synthesis and policy implications. In D. P. Rosenbaum (Ed.),
The challenge of community policing (pp. 285-299). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Muthén, B. (1978). Contributions to factor analysis of dichotomous variables.
Psychometrika, 38, 171-189.

Muthén, B. (1989). Dichotomous factor analysis of symptom data. Sociological Methods
and Research, 18, 19-65.

Maguire, Mastrofski / PATTERNS OF COMMUNITY POLICING 43



Oliver, W. M., & Bartgis, E. (1998). Community policing: A conceptual framework.
Policing: An International Journal of Police Strategies and Management, 21(3),
490-509.

Olsson, U. (1979). Maximum likelihood estimation of the polychoric correlation coefficient.
Psychometrika, 44, 443-460.

Pfeffer, J. (1978). The micropolitics of organizations. In M. W. Meyer et al. (Eds.), Environ-
ments and organizations (pp. 29-50). San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Pfeffer, J., & Salancik, G. R. (1978). The external control of organizations. New York:
Harper and Row.

Pursley, R. D. (1976). Community characteristics and policy implications: Some explor-
atory findings about two categories of municipal police chiefs. Journal of Criminal Jus-
tice, 4, 291-301.

Rohe, W. M., Adams, R. E., Arcury, T. A., Memory, J., & Klopovic, J. (1996). Community
oriented policing: The North Carolina experience. Chapel Hill, NC: The Center for
Urban and Regional Studies.

Roth, J. A., & Johnson, C. C. (1997, November). COPS context and community policing.
Paper presented at the annual meeting of the American Society of Criminology, San
Diego, CA.

Scott, W. R. (1992). Organizations: Rational, natural, and open systems (3rd ed.). Engle-
wood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice Hall.

Seagrave, J. (1996). Defining community policing. American Journal of Police, 15(2), 1-22.
Sherman, L. W. (1998, July). Evidence-based policing (Lecture 2 at the Ideas in American

Policing lecture series). Washington, DC: Police Foundation.
Skolnick, J. H., & Bayley, D. H. (1988). Theme and variation in community policing. In

M. Tonry & N. Morris (Eds.), Crime and Justice: A Review of Research, (Vol. 10, pp. 1-37).
Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Strang, D., & Meyer, J. W. (1994). Institutional conditions for diffusion. In W. R. Scott &
J. W. Meyer (Eds.), Institutional environments and organizations (pp. 100-112). Thou-
sand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Tolbert, P. S. (1985). Institutional environments and resource dependence: Sources of
administrative structure in institutions of higher education. Administrative Science Quar-
terly, 30, 1-13.

Tolbert, P. S., & Zucker, L. G. (1983). Institutional sources of change in the formal structure
of organizations: The diffusion of civil service reform, 1880-1935. Administrative Sci-
ence Quarterly, 28, 22-39.

Trojanowicz, R. (1994). Community policing: A survey of police departments in the United
States. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Justice, Federal Bureau of Investigation.

Walker, S. (1977). A critical history of police reform: The emergence of professionalism.
Lexington, MA: Lexington Books.

Walkey, F. H. (1983). Simple versus complex factor analyses of responses to multiple scale
questionnaires. Multivariate Behavioral Research, 18(4), 401-421.

Waller, N. G. (1995). MicroFACT 1.0: A microcomputer factor analysis program for dichot-
omous and ordered polytomous data and mainframe sized problems. St. Paul, MN:
Assessment Systems Corporation.

Weick, K. E. (1995). Sensemaking in organizations. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

44 POLICE QUARTERLY (Vol. 3, No. 1, March 2000)



Weick, K. E., & Roberts, K. H. (1993). Collective mind in organizations: Heedful interrelat-
ing on flight decks. Administrative Science Quarterly, 38, 357-381.

Weiss, A. (1997). The communication of innovation in American policing. Policing: An
International Journal of Police Strategies and Management, 20(2), 292-310.

Wilson, J. Q. (1968). Varieties of police behavior: The management of law and order in eight
communities. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

Wycoff, M. A. (1994). Community policing strategies. Washington, DC: National Institute
of Justice.

Zbaracki, M. J. (1998). The rhetoric and reality of total quality management. Administrative
Science Quarterly, 43, 602-636.

Zhao, J. (1996). Why police organizations change: A study of community oriented policing.
Washington, DC: Police Executive Research Forum.

Zhao, J., Lovrich, N. P., & Thurman, Q. C. (1999). The status of community oriented polic-
ing in American cities: Facilitators and impediments revisited. Policing: An Interna-
tional Journal of Police Strategies and Management, 22, 74-92.

Zhao, J., & Thurman, Q. C. (1997). Facilitators and obstacles to community policing in a
rural setting. In Q. C. Thurman & E. F. Mcgarrell (Eds.), Community policing in a rural
setting (pp. 27-31). Cincinnati, OH: Anderson.

Zhao, J., Thurman, Q. C., & Lovrich, N. P. (1995). Community oriented policing across the
United States: Facilitators and impediments to implementation. American Journal of
Police, 14, 11-28.

Zwick, W. R., & Velicer, W. F. (1986). Comparison of five rules for determining the number
of components to retain. Psychological Bulletin, 99, 432-442.

Edward R. Maguire is an associate professor of administration of justice at
George Mason University. He received his Ph.D in criminal justice from
SUNY Albany, and he has held previous academic and research positions at
the University of Nebraska, the Office of Community Oriented Policing Ser-
vices, and the United Nations. His primary professional interest is testing
organizational theories in police agencies. He is currently leading several
national studies of police organization and innovation using a variety of
research methods.

Stephen D. Mastrofski is a professor of public and international affairs and
director of the Administration of Justice program at George Mason Univer-
sity. His research interests include testing theories of police behavior, apply-
ing organization theory to police reform, and measuring the performance of
police organizations.

Maguire, Mastrofski / PATTERNS OF COMMUNITY POLICING 45


