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Introduction 

 In recent years, there has been a surge of media coverage supporting the notion that 

police officers are regularly misusing their powers in victimizing African American males. 

National movements, such as the Black Lives Matter, have consistently drawn a line between the 

police and citizens, often creating an environment where citizens feel the need to choose sides. 

On one side of the argument, there is a grounded belief that police officers are biased and are 

given the power to maintain inequality through the performance of their duties. On the other 

side, there is the belief that police officers, as a whole, operate as objective public servants who 

act within the confines of the law. (Hoffman, Granger, Vallejos, & Moats, 2016).  

 The argument that the police regularly misuse their powers has ultimately led to a call for 

an increase in police accountability and transparency. These notions are not new in policing, but 

have become magnified. One solution police departments have used to meet the needs of the 

community is the introduction of technology that serves as an objective witness to incidents. In 

the 1980’s, Mothers Against Drunk Driving (MADD) compellingly argued there was a lack of 

proper evidence collection by police departments during traffic stops. As a result, law 

enforcement entities began implementing in-car video systems (IACP, 2003). While MADD’s 

concern was geared towards the conviction of intoxicated drivers, not inequality, the movement 

had a lasting effect on the manner in which law enforcement responded to the demands of the 

public.  

 In 2013, a United States District Court ruled in the case of Floyd v. City of New York that 

the city’s stop-and-frisk policy was unconstitutional based on the grounds that it supported racial 

inequality. The decision further supported the notion that body-worn cameras (BWCs) should be 

implemented in an attempt to cease this unconstitutional practice. Adding to the condition was 
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the 2014 shooting of an unarmed black male in Ferguson (MO), a suburb of St. Louis. These 

incidents brought BWCs to the forefront of the national conversation (Jennings, Fridell, & 

Lynch, 2014). 

  Body-worn camera usage has been highlighted in more recent incidents. In 2015, four 

Cleveland (OH) police officers shot and killed a man after he shot and wounded one of the 

officers. This incident was captured on body-worn camera and the shooting was found to be 

justified (Gass, 2015). In 2016, Alton Sterling was shot and killed outside a Baton Rouge (LA) 

convenience store. One of the officers was wearing a body-worn camera, but the camera became 

dislodged and the incident was not captured. This led authorities to rely on testimony from the 

officers, witnesses on scene, and video captured from two cell phones, which did not capture the 

incident in its entirety. This incident illustrates that the use of BWCs does not go without the 

possibility that video evidence will not be obtained due to the BWC becoming dislodged 

(Shoichet, Berlinger, & Almasy, 2016). In 2016, an officer from the Kingman (AZ) Police 

Department fatally shot a man during a search warrant service. The suspect in this case shot and 

wounded one of the officers on scene. This incident was captured on the body-worn camera worn 

by one of the SWAT officers on scene. It should be noted that Kingman has a population of 

approximately 28,000 (Torres-Cortez, 2016).  Lastly, in 2016, a Mesa (AZ) police officer shot 

and killed a Texas man in a hotel hallway. This incident was captured on two BWCs. From the 

evidentiary value of this footage, the officer has been charged with second-degree murder and 

was awaiting trial as of April 2017 (Steele, 2016). While the use of BWCs is in its infancy, 

examples such as these show the potential benefits and downfalls associated with their use.  

 With the topic of BWCs coming into the national scope, scholarly research in this area 

has followed. Large cities, such as Orlando (FL) (Jennings et al., 2014), Phoenix (AZ), Spokane 
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(WA), and Tempe (AZ) were studied to measure officers’ perceptions regarding body-worn 

camera implementation (Gaub, Choate, Todak, Katz, & White, 2016). This was accomplished by 

collecting data from pre and post-implementation surveys. The information obtained from these 

studies are beneficial to law enforcement entities when considering how to implement BWCs. 

The main findings from these studies center around the acceptance of the use of BWCs, cultural 

differences between departments, and differing observations between officers and their peers.  

Although the study of large departments is important, it would be fruitless to assume that 

the findings from large departments encompass the philosophies and practices of all departments 

throughout the United States, given that the majority of law enforcement agencies are considered 

to be small. For example, about only 4% of law enforcement entities in the United States serve a 

population greater than 100,000 (Banks, Hendrix, Hickman, & Kyckelhahn, 2016). Although the 

majority (approximately 70%) of departments are considered to be small in nature, they are often 

neglected as the focus of scholarly work. This is primarily due to the notion that researchers will 

have difficulty obtaining enough measurable and meaningful data. Therefore, small departments 

are often overlooked in research studies (Johnson & Rhodes, 2008). As exemplified in the 

Ferguson and Kingman examples, major incidents involving the police are not restricted to large 

metropolitan cities.  

The present study helps fill the void in the literature through examining officer 

perceptions of BWCs prior to implementation in a small police department. In doing so, the 

research helps address the underrepresentation of small departments in the research literature and 

recognizes that critical policing incidents are not restricted to large metropolitan area. The 

department selected to study was the Burleson (TX) Police Department (BPD). The city of 

Burleson is located immediately south of Fort Worth and has two major thoroughfares (Interstate 
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35W and State Highway 174). The population of Burleson is approximately 43,000. At the time 

of the study, the BPD employed 67 sworn, full-time, Texas Peace Officers and was in the 

development stage of implementing BWCs.  

This study focused on officers’ attitudes towards the use of BWCs during the pre-

implementation phase. As noted by the International Association of Chiefs of Police (IACP) 

(2003), there were two major lessons learned with the implementation of in-car camera systems. 

First, with a failure to obtain officer buy-in to new initiatives, there is the possibility that the 

initiative will fail (IACP, 2013). One method to obtain officer buy-in is to understand officer 

attitudes towards the initiative prior to implementation. The information obtained can then be 

addressed while policies are being produced. For example, if it is found that officers feel they 

will be subjected to discipline when they are captured violating policy on camera, this can be 

addressed by making officers aware that policy violations discovered during mandatory audits 

will not lead to discipline. Rather, the issues will be addressed in a manner that is educational. 

Second, a failure to train officers on the usage and policies associated with a new 

initiative can lead to its demise. The officer cannot reasonably be expected to adhere to policies 

and procedures if they are not shared with the officer. Further, when policy and procedure are 

left up to interpretation of the officer, a policy violator can feasibly argue that they were within 

the confines of the policy due to their interpretation (IACP, 2003). Therefore, it is recommended 

that in-service training occur prior to the implementation of a new initiative. Further, an officer 

should not be able to utilize any new technology (e.g., cameras) without first completing the 

training.  

Ultimately, law enforcement entities have been tasked with upholding the laws of the 

United States, the state, and the county or municipality they serve. They are to do so without 
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bias, regardless of age, gender, race, or creed. Claims that this task is not being handled 

accordingly should not go uninvestigated. As a public entity, law enforcement agencies should 

be receptive to their citizens in an attempt to become more accountable for their actions. While 

some claims are unfounded, there is merit in others. When MADD argued that police 

departments were not meeting the threshold of what was needed for an effective driving while 

intoxicated arrest, police departments gave notice and implemented in-car cameras. When 

movements, such as the Black Lives Matter movement, capture national attention, there is a need 

for law enforcement to react. The call for body-worn camera usage in law enforcement has been 

heard and their use is becoming increasingly common in the United States. Although cameras 

serve as a vital tool in objectivity and evidentiary capabilities, it is imperative to remember that 

they are not a simple solution for all situations. It is necessary for all parties involved, the police 

and the community, to remain open minded to this fact. Placing too much weight on a certain 

system, such as BWCs, can lead to frustration and allegations when those systems fail.  
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Literature Review 

Since the primary focus of this study is officer perception of BWCs, it is imperative to 

discuss the history of video cameras in law enforcement, call for BWCs, perceived benefits of 

BWCs, perceived concerns regarding the cameras, and existing literature on officer perceptions 

of BWCs.  

Technology in Law Enforcement 

 The use of technology in law enforcement can be beneficial in predicting criminality, 

protecting the lives of officers, improving transparency and officer accountability, and collecting 

evidence (Delany & Schneider, 2010; Jennings et al., 2014; Katz, Choate, Ready & Nuno, 2014; 

Kopak, 2014). As technology advances, the need for law enforcement entities to stay ahead of 

the curve becomes critical. A failure to remain current with technology can result in a loss of 

public trust and leave departments open to criticism. One of the current trends in law 

enforcement is the use of cameras. Starting with in-car cameras, video-recording devices have 

become a staple of what is expected by citizens and policing entities alike (Jennings et al., 2014; 

Kopak, 2014).  

 According to the IACP (2003), the first in-car camera systems were tested in the 1960’s, 

but they were found to be cumbersome and inconvenient due to the size of the recording units. 

As technology advanced, cameras became more compact and allowed for easier use by law 

enforcement practitioners (IACP, 2003). The first big push for the use of in-car video came in the 

1980’s with MADD contending that the use of in-car video provides a platform that increases the 

amount of evidence available to prove a driving while intoxicated case. In the 1990’s, the surge 

of the war on drugs, racial profiling concerns, and increased of assaults on peace officers became 

the justifications for the use of in-car videos.   



7	
	

 With the advent of the cellular telephone video recording devices, citizens became 

empowered to record the activities of law enforcement while they are in the process of 

conducting their duties. Kopak (2014) contends that this increased surveillance has transformed 

the manner in which law enforcement officers perform their responsibilities. With the majority of 

these types of recordings being associated with perceived negative police actions, police officers 

have become more aware of the recordings and are often suspicious of anyone making a 

recording of them. While going against the philosophy of community oriented policing, the more 

an officer is exposed to civilians recording them, the more the officer becomes isolated from the 

community (Kopak, 2014). Further, when officers know they are being recorded, whether by in-

car video, cellular phone, or closed-circuit cameras, they often attempt to avoid being recorded 

during times when discretion is being employed.  

 This cynicism and avoidance presents an area of particular concern with the increased 

demand for BWCs on officers. BWCs are thought to be the solution to many policing issues, 

such as use-of-force situations. While in-car videos are stationary and only capture a sliver of on 

incident, it is believed that BWCs will fill that void (Lippert & Newell, 2016; Mateescu, 

Rosenblat, & Boyd, 2016). BWCs are portrayed to provide the greatest level of accountability 

for the officers who wear them and provide citizens with a documented account of an incident. 

The focus on BWCs should not be on the tool being used, but rather it should be evaluated in the 

manner in which it is being utilized (Lippert & Newell, 2016).  

The Call for Body-worn Cameras 

 
 In August 2013, the United States District Court: Southern District of New York handed 

down a decision in the case of Floyd v. City of New York. Here, the court determined the City of 

New York’s stop-and-frisk policy was unconstitutional due to the stops being conducted without 



8	
	

reasonable suspicion. In the case, Judge Shira Scheindlin ruled that the implementation of BWCs 

would assist with preventing unconstitutional stop and frisk practices within the New York 

Police Department and the United States as a whole. This opinion was grounded on the ideal that 

officers with BWCs would be more likely to abide by procedural law when interacting with the 

general public (Jennings et al., 2014).  

 An incident in Ferguson, Missouri in August 2014 brought the discussion of BWCs to the 

national forefront. In this incident, Michael Brown was shot and killed by a Ferguson police 

officer. The officer claimed that Michael Brown was assaultive and attempting to remove the 

officer’s firearm. Perceiving a threat of deadly violence against him, the officer shot and killed 

Michael Brown. During an autopsy, it was discovered that Brown was shot in the back by the 

Ferguson officer. Although the officer was no billed by the grand jury, there were many 

questions regarding whether the officer was justified in the shooting due to the lack of point-of-

view footage (Jennings et al., 2014).  

 This incident occurred at a time of civic unrest between citizens and police. With the 

surge of the Black Lives Matter movement, and the unprecedented media coverage of the 

number of black males being killed by police, use-of-force became the driving force behind the 

unrest associated with the Ferguson incident (Mattescu et al., 2016). As a result of these 

incidents, President Obama implemented a body-worn camera program in December 2014. 

Through this program, 50,000 BWCs were to be supplied to police departments throughout the 

United States and approximately $20 million in Department of Justice funding would be 

provided to assist departments to purchase and maintain BWCs. Strict policy guidelines must be 

adhered to by agencies accepting these funds (Bud, 2016; Sommers, 2016).  
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 With police use-of-force becoming highly scrutinized, law enforcement executives have 

quickly accepted the notion of adding BWCs to their departments. Dawes and colleagues (2015) 

explained that in 2008 there were more than 776,000 use-of-force situations reported in the 

United States. From these use-of-force situations, approximately 14% of those receiving the 

force filed complaints (Dawes et al., 2015).  

 In many use-of-force complaints, it is the officer’s word against that of the 

complainant’s. As such, when technology is readily available and not used, departments are 

subjected to higher levels of liability. The level of liability becomes even higher during excessive 

force claims or when there are perceived errors within officers’ accounts of the incident (Dawes 

et al., 2015). With the increase of public scrutiny of officers, coupled with the use of cell phone 

footage by citizen witnesses, it is commonly believed that the footage depicted through the 

media is edited and skewed. In an attempt to circumvent this skewed depiction of an incident, it 

was argued that the use of objective recordings captured on BWCs should be implemented 

(Miller & Toliver, 2014). It is believed this practice will ease policing and community 

relationships (Kahn & Martin, 2016)  

Perceived Benefits of Video Recordings in Law Enforcement 

 When police departments are considering the use of new technology, it is imperative to 

consider the known or perceived benefits of that technology. What has been found with in-car 

videos, and what is believed to have the same result with BWCs, is an enhancement of citizen 

behavior and officer demeanor during contacts (IACP, 2003; Jennings et al., 2014), a reduction 

of use-of-force incidents (Dawes et al., 2015), an increase in agency transparency (Bud, 2016; 

IACP, 2003; Miller and Toliver, 2014), lower levels of agency liability (IACP, 2003; Katz et al., 

2014; Miller and Toliver 2014), and improved report writing and evidentiary value (Dawes et al., 
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2015; IACP, 2003; Katz et al., 2014; Miller & Toliver, 2014; Timan, 2016). Police departments 

have been actively using in-car videos since the 1980’s and the findings related to their use are 

well grounded. BWCs, on the other hand, are a newer technology with limited exposure in many 

markets. Therefore, many of the benefits discussed in relation to BWCs are short-term 

observations.  

 The use of in-car video has produced several benefits to citizens and law enforcement 

entities alike. According to the IACP (2003) there are four areas of benefit associated with in-car 

video systems. First, the use of in-car cameras is correlated with a reduction of officer safety 

issues and assaults of officers. Second, there have been stark improvements during public/officer 

contacts. A number of officers recognize the value of the in-car systems and reported that 

knowing they are being recorded has made them increasingly mindful of their conduct and 

professional demeanor. Third, the use of in-car cameras has reduced agency liability. There was 

no video documentation of what occurred during an incident prior to the use of in-car cameras. 

Further, while the majority of supervisors are unable to adequately respond to every scene, the 

use of in-car cameras has allowed them to review incidents and correct any errors observed. 

Addressing and/or correcting those errors has allowed many agencies to distance themselves 

from officers who have failed to improve their conduct. Lastly, in-car cameras have assisted 

significantly in producing evidence. This was the hopes and desire of MADD and has become 

the expectation of prosecutors and jurors (IACP, 2003).  

 With the majority of the calls for the implementation of BWCs being geared towards the 

improvement of citizen/police contacts, it is important to discuss perceived benefits from both 

sides. Jennings and colleagues (2014) found in a study of the Orlando (FL) Police Department 

(OPD) that community supporters of BWCs were adamant that their use would improve 
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professionalism among police officers. Further, it was found that officers who use BWCs had 

fewer stops and frisks, made fewer arrests, issued more citations, and showed a significant 

increase in the number of citizen contacts (Jennings et al., 2014).  

 One way to measure an improvement of community/police interactions is to consider the 

number of external complaints filed against officers. When comparing officers wearing BWCs to 

those who were not, it was found that the test group at the OPD had significantly lower external 

complaints (Jennings et al., 2014). In Rialto (CA) there was a reduction of 88% in the number of 

external complaints against officers who used BWCs compared to those who did not (Miller & 

Toliver, 2014). In Mesa (AZ), officers who did not use BWCs received approximately three 

times the amount of external complaints compared to those who utilized BWCs (Miller & 

Toliver, 2014).  

 Two factors can be attributed to the reduction of external complaints. First, most police 

executives believe the use of BWCs will create an environment where officers are concerned 

about how they are perceived by their departments. As a result, officers will be more apt to be in 

accordance with departmental policy and procedure (Katz et al., 2014). Second, citizens believe 

that they will be viewed in a negative light if they are confrontational with officers and that 

confrontation is caught on cameras (Katz et al., 2014; Miller & Toliver, 2014). The beliefs of 

both the citizens and the police when BWCs are present can lead to a reduction of aggressive 

behavior, thus reducing the number of external complaints (Katz et al., 2014).  

 Further, Timan (2016) offered an explanation for the reduction of external complaints. As 

society has become more accustomed to recording devices, whether in-car video, surveillance 

videos, or BWCs, they have become more cognizant of their actions while being recorded. With 

the BWCs often being highly visible, there is the potential for both officers and citizens to act 



12	
	

more cordial toward each other. This heightened level of civility can decrease the number of 

assaults on officers complaints filed against officers (Timan, 2016).  

 Additionally, it has been found that officers who have a history of complaints have been 

requesting the use of BWCs. It is believed that these officers are seeking a way to explain the 

number of complaints they receive and to protect themselves from internal and external scrutiny. 

These officers are often highly proactive and tend to generate higher levels of police activity 

(Miller & Toliver, 2014). As an objective witness, BWCs can reduce the level of false claims 

filed against proactive officers (Kahn & Martin, 2016) and the majority of complaints filed have 

been found unsubstantiated due to the footage captured on BWCs (Miller & Toliver, 2014). 

 Another benefit observed with the use of BWCs is the reduction of use-of-force 

situations. Miller and Toliver (2014) found an approximate 60% reduction, compared to the 

previous year, in reported use-of-force by officers utilizing the BWCs. For those not wearing 

BWCs, there was approximately two times the number of use-of-force incidents compared to the 

previous year. Therefore, even though the number of use-of-force incidents was increasing 

across the city under study, there was a reduction of incidents for officers utilizing the body-

worn camera (Miller & Toliver, 2014). 

 During a pre-implementation phase of the OPD study, it was discovered that the officers 

believed BWCs had the notion that BWCs would reduce the number of use-of-force situations 

(Jennings et al., 2014). During a 12-month post-implementation comparison of body-worn 

camera use in the city, it was found that the officers who wore BWCs had much lower number of 

use-of-force situations compared to those who did not wear a body-worn camera (Jennings et al., 

2015). A similar use-of-force reduction was observed over an 8-month period in Mesa (Miller & 
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Toliver, 2014). This reduction can be contributed to officers and civilians being aware that 

events are being recorded (Bud, 2016).  

 In an attempt to manage the heightened level of external scrutiny, law enforcement 

entities have become more transparent in regard to how police work is accomplished (Bud, 

2016). Transparency comes in many shapes and sizes, but generally refers to the amount of 

information freely provided to the press and citizens by law enforcement or government officials. 

Although there are laws that prohibit ongoing investigations from being discussed, law 

enforcement entities are now more apt to openly share information that does not have any 

bearing on the case, such as a location or the name of a victim. The city of Rialto found that this 

increased level of transparency has assisted with mending broken relationships between the 

police and the public (Sommers, 2016).  

 When critical incidents have come to the forefront, the use of body-worn camera footage 

has effectively improved relationships between the police and public (Miller & Toliver, 2014). 

Through the objective eyes of a body-worn camera, the public is afforded an opportunity to hear 

the incident, perceive the threat experienced by the officer, and better understand the decision 

making process for the officer (Kahn & Martin, 2016). With an increase in transparency comes 

the heightened level of departmental liability. Therefore, it is argued that the use of BWCs must 

be utilized by law enforcement executives to correct behavior that goes against departmental 

policy and procedure (Bud, 2016; Jennings et al., 2014).  

 Law enforcement executives have an obligation to minimize liability within their 

agencies. This is obtained by recognizing the areas within the field that cause the greatest amount 

of risk for the organization. The use of BWCs can minimize risks (Bud, 2016). There are four 

main areas of risk that can be influenced by the use of BWCs: officer accountability, citizen 
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complaints, use-of-force situations, and police reporting (Jennings et al., 2015; Katz et al., 2014; 

Miller & Toliver, 2014; Sommers, 2016).  

 Internally, officer accountability is necessary to reduce liability to law enforcement 

entities. While the footage captured on BWCs should not be used for discipline during 

supervisory audits, it can be utilized to address performance issues. Supervisory audits should be 

performed regularly to ensure that officers are using BWCs in accordance with procedural policy 

and to increase transparency within the organization. Reviewed videos are a tremendous resource 

for identifying officer safety issues and structural issues within an organization, and can be used 

for in-house training in these areas. The observed weaknesses can then be addressed in an 

appropriate manner to ensure the officer and organizations are constantly improving their 

performance (IACP, 2003;Miller & Toliver, 2014). Further, properly holding officers and the 

organization accountable for their actions reduces departmental liability (Bud, 2016).  

 Citizen complaints can be time consuming and costly for departments. The mere presence 

of BWCs reduces the number of false allegations being brought forth against officers. With the 

addition of the body-worn camera, an objective witness is present at the scene of the incident 

which subsequently reduces departmental liability and potential litigation (Miller & Toliver, 

2014). Therefore, agencies concerned with the cost of BWCs can justify the expense with the 

prevention of civil litigation (Sommers, 2016).  

 With the majority of complaints and lawsuits being associated with use-of-force 

situations, the demonstrated benefits of having BWCs can reduce departmental liability 

(Jennings et al., 2014; Jennings et al., 2015; Katz et al., 2014; Miller & Toliver, 2014). When 

used properly, BWCs create a situation where the event is captured from the officer’s point-of-

view. This, coupled with in-car recordings, allows for citizens, defense attorneys, prosecutors, 
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and law enforcement entities to view the situation with a greater understanding of the events 

(Katz et al., 2014). The use of BWCs also increases the accuracy of police officer report writing 

(Dawes et al., 2015; Jennings et al., 2015; Katz et al., 2014).  

 One of the most pressing issues surrounding citizen complaints is the conflicting 

portrayal of incidents. The bulk of major incident have several officers and witnesses involved. 

While it is important for each officer to provide a detailed report regarding what they 

experienced, it is equally important for these reports to be as accurate as possible. This cannot be 

accomplished without taking certain outlying issues into account. Many major incidents are 

stressful and tiring for officers, and are usually followed by hours of paperwork. As a result of 

these stressors, officers may not adequately recall some of the specific details of a case. 

Regardless of level of fatigue, officer reports have been found to be more accurate and complete 

when given the ability to review body-worn camera footage (Dawes et al., 2015). Accurate 

reports have reduced departmental liability and led to faster prosecutorial processes (Katz et al., 

2014).  

 BWCs provide a valuable resource in reference to the collection of evidence. Timan 

(2016) explains that the use of BWCs to capture an incident can provide undisputable evidence 

of criminality. This footage captures the incident in an unbiased, unedited account of what 

occurred at a scene. This can be extremely beneficial when cell phone footage has been captured, 

edited, and skewed to show a law enforcement entity in a negative light (Timan, 2016).  

 Further, the use of BWCs for evidentiary purposes has been widely supported by not only 

police executives, but the general public as well. From the law enforcement executive’s 

standpoint, evidence collected from a body-worn camera provides a glimpse of what occurred on 

a scene, aids in quickly resolving external complaints, and assists with the successful prosecution 



16	
	

of criminal suspects (Miller & Toliver, 2014). From the community standpoint, the use of BWCs 

by law enforcement officers provides an opportunity to capture police officers wrongdoings. As 

a result, a knee-jerk public reaction is associated with highly publicized events. Showing body-

worn camera footage to the general public can often damper this civic unrest (Sommers, 2016).  

 As the use of BWCs becomes more prevalent in American society, the expectation for its 

use has become prodigious. With this level of expectation, an overwhelming level of support for 

the use of BWCs by law enforcement officers has been observed. The community supports their 

use in an attempt to have their questions answered with hard evidence. There is little, if any, 

evidence more supportive of a claim than that of video evidence. When unedited, BWCs provide 

an objective view of an incident and can effectively address public doubt. There are many 

perceived benefits for the use of technology in law enforcement and it is reasonable to believe 

the expectation of its use is going to accelerate in the future (Sommers, 2016).  

Concerns 

 The use of video recording technology, especially BWCs, in policing does not go without 

concern. Unlike in-car video and closed circuit surveillance cameras, BWCs have the ability to 

go into the private confines of an individual’s home (Mateescu et al., 2016). There is a concern 

that the use of BWCs will interfere with police/community relations (Mateescu et al., 2016).  

These concerns must be addressed by departmental executives when determining the best policy 

and practices for their agency (Miller & Toliver, 2014). The concern with BWCs is that citizens, 

law enforcement entities, and prosecutors will become so reliant on footage captured by the 

body-worn camera that it will cast a shadow on a case when the camera does not capture the 

scene in its entirety (Dawes et al., 2015). Also, with the lack of trust associated with the policing 

subculture, there is a concern there will be an acceleration of distrust among officers within a 
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department that opts to use BWCs. This distrust stems from internal complaints and 

competitiveness within police departments (Timan, 2016). 

 The primary concern expressed by citizens in relation to the use of BWCs is privacy. As 

society has become more accustomed to the use of in-car video and surveillance in public areas, 

they have more or less accepted these forms of recordings as a norm in everyday life. If someone 

is stopped by a police officer for a traffic violation, they have reason to believe that the 

interaction is being recorded from the stationary position of the patrol vehicle. Further, when 

officers respond to a disturbance call occurring within a private residence, those residents have 

reason to believe the conversation is being recorded. Although these forms of surveillance have 

become norms within society, there is a new level of intrusion associated with the use of BWCs 

(Kahn & Martin, 2016; Mateescu et al., 2016; Miller & Toliver, 2014).  

 The United States Supreme Court has consistently held that there is no place with a 

higher expectation of privacy than a person’s home. In order for the police to lawfully enter 

someone’s residence they need to either have permission, eminency, or a warrant. On the same 

accord, a private citizen cannot legally enter the dwelling of another without permission or 

eminency. It is reasonable to believe that the happenings within the confines of one’s residence 

are of the utmost importance to the individual. With the introduction of BWCs, there is the 

potential for footage to be gathered that has no evidentiary value. This can include images of 

photographs, cleanliness, and other private matters within the home. These captured images are 

subject to public records through the Freedom of Information Act and can become accessible to 

anyone (Katz et al., 2014; Miller & Toliver, 2014). Privacy protections represent a necessary 

area of focus with regard to BWCs.  
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 As for individual privacy concerns not associated with dwellings, the victims of crimes 

have an expectation of privacy. Some offenses reported to law enforcement, such as sexual 

assault, are extremely sensitive subjects and should be handled as such. Many sexual assault 

victims are hesitant to report an offense in the first place and may be overly reluctant to report an 

offense if the interaction with a police officer is recorded on a body-worn camera (Bud, 2016). 

This is where proper departmental policies need to be implemented to guide officers through 

scenarios where the use of BWCs is appropriate.  

 When determining the policies and practices for their agencies, law enforcement 

executives have to weigh several different factors. The expectations of privacy and the value of 

evidence need to be considered. There is a fine line between privacy expectations, legality of 

recordings, and collection of evidence (Bud, 2016). Some states require two party agreement for 

recordings to occur, while others only require one party agreement. If a policy for recording 

practices instructs officers to record all community interactions, there is a possibility that state 

laws requiring consent from all parties could be violated (Dawes et al., 2015). Further, law 

enforcement agencies have to find a clear approach to addressing both privacy and transparency 

concerns. As expressed above, there are substantial privacy concerns associated with the use of 

BWCs. On the other side of the coin, there is an expectation that agencies will be transparent in 

their duties (Miller & Toliver, 2014) 

 Therefore, law enforcement executives need to figure out when it is or is not suitable for 

an interaction to be recoded. According to Miller and Toliver (2014), the American Civil 

Liberties Union (ACLU) recommends that officers record every interaction they have. There is a 

strong possibility that privacy rights will be violated if agencies follow this recommendation. 

Therefore, the solution is to give officers discretion in certain areas regarding when recordings 
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need to be made. For example, there needs to be a consideration regarding whether the everyday 

encounters with the public, such as providing someone with directions to a local venue, need to 

be recorded (Miller & Toliver, 2014).  

 With concerns of whether an interaction is to be recorded or not, there has been an 

argument that certain recordings will hamper public/community relations. According to Miller 

and Toliver (2014), there is a strong possibility that citizens will be less likely to approach 

officers if they know that they are being recorded. If the interaction is merely for conversational 

purposes not related to policing, there should not be a need for officers to record that interaction. 

This is of particular concern in the realm of confidential informants. If officers are required to 

record all interactions, then confidential informants may forego providing information that may 

be critical to safely and successfully completing a policing operation (Miller & Toliver, 2014).  

 Police executives need to cautiously consider what level of discretion is to be used. Katz 

and colleagues (2014) explained there was a significant difference in the amount of recordings 

captured in Mesa when officers had guidelines on when to record compared to when they were 

given the discretion to choose when to record. There was a 42% reduction of recordings when 

officers were given free reign in deciding when it was necessary to record an incident. There is 

little explanation needed regarding when a recorded incident contains private information if 

officers are given clear guidelines as to when a recording is necessary. On the other hand, 

officers will have to explain why they did not record a situation when the community and law 

enforcement executives expected a recording to occur (Katz et al., 2014). Regardless of policy 

and departmental practices, there is always the unfortunate possibility of officers failing to 

comply. Kahn and Martin (2016) found that even with the most direct policies, officers’ non-

compliance was estimated at approximately 30% (Kahn & Martin, 2016).  
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 The cost associated with BWCs is another important concern to law enforcement entities 

and the communities they serve. Department budgets are often relative to the size of the 

department. Even with the most well-funded departments, there are several costly areas of body-

worn camera use. First, the initial cost of the cameras can be substantial, ranging from $500 to 

$2,500 per unit depending on manufacturer (Sullivan, 2016). While the Department of Justice 

has offered grants for the purchase of BWCs, these funds are limited and distributed on a needs 

based prioritization. Second, there is a need to safely store the data for every recording obtained. 

Although there are cloud-based storage options, many departments have opted to store their 

footage in-house. This is due to the belief that in-house storage is more secure than cloud-based 

storage (Coudert, Butin, & Le Metayer, 2015). Lastly, every video that has been requested under 

the Freedom of Information act is subjected to a redaction process. There are forms of 

information captured that cannot be freely distributed to the public, such as criminal histories, 

driver’s license numbers, and social security numbers. As such, the redaction process can be 

lengthy, which equates to high cost when there are high levels of requests (Mateescu et al., 

2016).  

 Prosecutors and law enforcement officers have expressed concern over incidents that are 

not fully captured on BWCs. Kahn & Martin (2016) explained that there is an expectation that 

BWCs will capture an event in its entirety (Kahn & Martin, 2016). Unfortunately, this 

expectation is seldom the case. With BWCs being placed on the body of the officer, it is possible 

the camera may become dislodged or fall off of the officer. Further, there is no guarantee that the 

camera will capture the senses observed by the officer. The cameras may not capture a sound, an 

utterance, or an observation made when the officer was looking in a different direction (Dawes et 
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al., 2015). This has created a situation where the footage obtained by BWCs can be questioned 

and debated.  

 Proponents for BWCs expect that the cameras will serve as an objective witness to an 

incident. Further, jurors expect the cameras to bridge the gap between what is told by the police 

and witnesses. A failure to meet these expectations can occur when BWCs do not capture an 

event in its entirety. This can lead the evidence collected by the body-worn camera to be 

questioned. Further, this can lead to officers’ accounts being doubted due to the camera not 

capturing what was reported by the officer (Dawes et al., 2015; Kahn & Martin, 2016; Sommers, 

2016). Therefore, an increase of officers opting to utilize their discretion of when to record can 

be expected (Kahn & Martin, 2016).  

 Law enforcement officers can be overly resistant to the implementation of new 

technology, especially cameras. The IACP (2003) found many officers were often concerned that 

administrators would utilize in-car video recordings as justification of discipline. Further, 

officers felt that they were losing some of their freedom of decision making by cameras watching 

them perform their duty. One of the most instrumental freedoms for officers is to have discretion 

in many situations (IACP, 2003). Many of the same sentiments are being expressed with the 

introduction of BWCs. Therefore, the body-worn camera footage obtained by an officer should 

only be accessible to that officer, supervisors, law enforcement executives, and citizens through 

the Freedom of Information Act. Further, it is imperative that unauthorized recording policies be 

established within departmental policies (Timan, 2016).  

Officers’ Perception of Body-worn Cameras 

 With the implementation of new policies and procedures within a law enforcement 

agency, there is a need to understand the perceptions of the officers the new initiative is going to 
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effect. With a better understanding of where officers stand on specific subjects, law enforcement 

executives are more apt to create well-rounded policies and procedures that are either in-accord 

with the beliefs of the officers or address their concerns (IACP, 2003). A failure to address these 

areas can lead to a program that is operationalized in an unprofessional manner by the officers 

and can ultimately result in an unsuccessful implementation (Jennings et al., 2014). In order to 

address these issues, it is imperative for law enforcement entities to perform pre-implementation 

surveys to gauge the level of trust officers have with certain initiatives. Further, a post-

implementation survey should be used to measure the success of the program and identify areas 

that may need improvement. This section focuses on studies containing pre- and post-

implementation data pertaining to officers’ perception of BWCs from four different departments.  

 Jennings and colleagues (2014) distributed a pre-implementation survey to the OPD. The 

researchers found that more than 60% of officers either agreed or strongly agreed that there 

should be an implementation of BWCs within their department. Second, more than 70% of 

officers agreed or strongly agreed that they would be comfortable wearing BWCs. While support 

was high for the implementation, there was little support for the belief that the use of BWCs 

would make officers feel safer in the commission of their duties (18.7%; Jennings et al., 2014).  

 Jennings and colleagues (2014) found mixed results when evaluating pre-implementation 

data in reference to officers’ perception of the influence of BWCs on behaviors. Less than half of 

the respondents noted that they believed the use of BWCs would improve citizen contact. 

Approximately 20% of the respondents believed the use of BWCs would improve their behavior, 

approximately 30% agreed the use of BWCs would cause them to more closely act in accordance 

with departmental policy and procedure, and less than 5% agreed the use of BWCs would reduce 

their use of force. Lastly, approximately 42% of respondents supported the notion that the use of 
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BWCs would improve the behavior of their fellow officers in the realm of policy adherence and 

use-of-force situations (Jennings et al. 2014).  

 Jennings and colleagues (2015) completed a one-year post-implementation evaluation. 

The post-implementation survey was distributed to officers who participated in the OPD body-

worn camera pilot program. The areas with the highest levels of perceived gains from the use of 

BWCs were improvements with evidence collection (84.6%), recalling details of an incident 

(92.3%), report accuracy (79.5%), and self-improvement by identifying personal problem areas 

(79.5%). There were moderate levels of agreement that BWCs helped the officers’ policing 

abilities (69.2%) and improved their interactions with citizens (64.1%), and the belief officers 

should continue wearing BWCs (66.7%). Lastly, less than half of the respondents agreed or 

strongly agreed with the following: BWCs changed their behavior with citizens (25.6%), citizens 

improved their behavior due to body-worn camera exposure (28.2%), BWCs stabilized 

confrontational situations (41%), and the use of BWCs improved the behavior of their peers in 

relation to the community contacts (41%; Jennings et al., 2015).  

 Gaub, Choate, Todak, Katz, and White (2016) studied BWCs in three police departments. 

The Phoenix (AZ), Spokane (WA), and Tempe (AZ) Police Departments participated in pre- and 

post-implementation surveys. These surveys covered seven area of concentration, including: 

“completing incident reports; use of evidence in court; citizen reaction; police officer behavior; 

familiarity, comfort, and ease of use; general perceptions; and overall perceptions” (pp. 284-

285). The same seven categories were investigated in all three departments and during both the 

pre- and post-implementation surveys. 

 An evaluation of the three studies identified four major areas of value regarding the 

operational benefits of the use of BWCs. These areas focus on reports, evidence, community 
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behavior, and police behavior. The value of BWCs for report writing and evidence collection is 

important to departments because it decreases the level of potential liability developed when 

sloppy police work is conducted. Also, proper documentation and collection of evidence can be 

beneficial to prosecutors when charges are filed. The perceptions of community behavior by the 

police and police behavior perceived by the public are believed to have a direct impact on use-of-

force situations. When both sides of an incident are more cordial to each other, the likelihood of 

use-of-force is reduced (Gaub, Choate, Todak, Katz, & White, 2016). 

The Phoenix Police Department (PPD) respondents noted strong support for the belief 

that the use of BWCs would be beneficial with report writing after the fact (77.5%) and with the 

collection of evidence (66.3%). Although there was the belief that BWCs would assist with the 

collection of evidence, there was only marginal agreement for the belief that the evidence 

collected would be beneficial to prosecutors (46.9%). As for citizen behavioral changes 

associated with BWCs, the respondents showed marginal support for the belief that the use of 

BWCs would cause citizens to be cooperative (41.3%) and less aggressive towards officers 

(35.1%). Lastly, these officers generally did not support the use of BWCs. For example, 86.3% 

of officers felt the use of BWCs would limit their use of discretion, while 64.6% agreed that the 

use of BWCs would reduce their number of citizen contacts. Lastly, 62.6% of the respondents 

believed the use of BWCs would delay their decision making process during use-of-force 

situations (Gaub et al., 2016). 

The findings from the Spokane Police Department (SPD) illustrate the potential cultural 

or regional differences between departments. From these responses, it was discovered that 80.1% 

of officers believed the use of BWCs would be beneficial for report accuracy and with the 

collection of evidence. Further, the majority (57.9%) believed the use of BWCs would be 
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beneficial for prosecutors. While there was greater support for the use of cameras in these areas, 

the responses in relations to citizen interaction were comparable to the findings from Phoenix. 

Here, 46.4% of respondents believed the use of BWCs would create a more cooperative 

environment with citizen interactions and only 20.7% believed BWCs would reduce the number 

of resisting arrest situations. Lastly, 30.7% of the respondents in Spokane believed the use of 

BWCs would cause them to have fewer citizen contacts and 44.3% believed the use of BWCs 

would cause a delay in their decision making process during use-of-force situations (Gaub et al., 

2016). 

 Finally, data collected by the Tempe Police Department (TPD) further illustrate the 

differences in police cultures within departments. Tempe and Phoenix are neighboring cities in 

southern Arizona and the differences between these two cities are apparent when comparing the 

pre-implementation surveys. In Tempe, 80.2% of respondents believed the use of BWCs would 

be beneficial in report writing accuracy and 87.1% believed the use of BWCs would improve the 

collection of evidence. Also, 70.1% of respondents supported the notion that the use of evidence 

collected by BWCs would be beneficial for prosecutors. As for citizen behavior changes 

associated with the use of BWCs, 63.9% of respondents believed citizens would be more cordial 

while only 8.2% of respondents believed the cameras would harm police/citizen relations. Lastly, 

only 23.8% of respondents believed the use of BWCs would reduce their number of citizen 

contacts, while 60.5% reported that the use of BWCs would delay their decision making process 

during use-of-force situations (Gaub et al., 2016). 

 The post-implementation surveys were distributed in all three departments approximately 

one month after BWCs were implemented. The use of post-implementation data is important to 

evaluate the reality of BWCs compared to the original expectations of their use. For example, the 
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respondents in Phoenix were the most resistant to the implementation of BWCs out of the three 

departments surveyed. This was apparent by the data collected on officer behavior. With that 

mindset going into the implementation, there was continued limited support. For instance, 64.6% 

of pre-implementation respondents believed the implementation of BWCs would create an 

environment where officers would make fewer contacts with citizens. During the post-

implementation survey, 68.2% of the respondents reported fewer contacts with citizens. This 

observed increase is the highest throughout the three departments. Meanwhile, Tempe 

experienced a 1% reduction in this belief (23.8% to 22.8%; Gaub et al., 2016). These findings 

illustrate how departmental support for new initiatives can have an effect on their success.  

 As for the remaining categories, there are mixed results of notable changes in the areas 

discussed above. In Spokane’s post-implementation study, agreement with the idea that BWCs 

make for more accurate reports and evidence collection dropped by 8 percent (80% to 72.8% in 

both categories). Further, the post-implementation survey in Phoenix recorded a 20% reduction 

in agreement that the use of BWCs contributes to more accurate reports (77.5% to 57.1%). On 

the other hand, the post-implementation survey in Tempe recorded an increase in accurate report 

writing with the use of BWCs (80.2% to 87.3%) and collection of evidence (87.1% to 91.8%; 

Gaub et al., 2016). However, the most notable findings when comparing both surveys were in the 

area of citizen reactions.  

 All three departments in the study recorded a decrease in the belief that the use of BWCs 

would improve the behaviors of citizens. In the area of cooperation, the PPD recorded a 15% 

decrease (41.3% to 26.2%), the SPD recorded an 11% decrease (46.4% to 35%), and the TPD 

recorded a 6% decrease (63.9% to 57%). When evaluating citizen aggression, there was an 8% 

reduction of agreement in Phoenix (21.3% to 13%), an 8% reduction in Spokane (36.4% to 
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28.2%), and a 6% reduction in Tempe (49% to 43%). With these recorded reductions, it is of no 

surprise that there is an increase in agreement that the use of BWCs has a hampering effect on 

police/citizen relations. All three departments recorded an increase in agreement that these 

relationships have become strained due to the implementation of BWCs (Gaub et al., 2016). 

The use of BWCs in law enforcement is in its infancy. As such, the data collected from 

each study provides an opportunity to better understand the areas where they are most beneficial 

and where there are needs for improvements. The existing studies focus on larger departments in 

the United States, and fail to incorporate the opinions of officers from smaller departments. The 

present study is designed to examine officers’ perceptions of BWCs from a small department 

with the hopes to broaden the scope of information accessible to academics and law enforcement 

practitioners.  

Liederbach and Frank (2003) noted three distinct differences between large and small 

policing agencies. They argued that the cultural differences observed within different 

departments are largely due to the cultural difference of the communities officers serve. Large, 

urban police department are inundated with calls for service. This creates an environment where 

officers are constantly in contact with the community, but these contacts are seldom positive in 

nature. On the other hand, small departments have lower levels of calls for service and are often 

called upon to accomplish positive non-traditional policing activities such as providing a 

courtesy ride to a citizen.  This can lead to officers in urban police departments having more 

negative perceptions of interactions with the public.	

Further, compared to those who live in larger areas, members of smaller communities 

tend to have better relationships with other community members. This creates an environment 

where people within a community know each other, including the police. As a result, smaller 
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communities tend to be more supportive of law enforcement. This can cause officers to become 

more invested in the communities they serve (Liederbach & Frank, 2003). 
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Methodology 

The purpose of this exploratory study was to gain knowledge of the perceptions of Texas 

Peace Officers in reference to the use of BWCs during the pre-implementation stage. Capturing 

officer perception of BWCs during the pre-implementation phase is imperative in order for a 

program to have strong efficacy. Without the support of the officers utilizing the BWCs, there is 

a high probability that the program will not be successful (Miller & Toliver, 2014).  The data 

collected during this phase can be used to guide law enforcement administrators when 

formulating policies and procedures for a new initiative.  

A convenience sample was used to collect data for the present study. This sampling 

method was utilized to circumvent many of the barriers commonly associated with law 

enforcement-based research. Law enforcement officers are cited to be skeptical of participating 

in research because they believe that the results will harm them in some form or fashion. As 

noted by Rosenbaum (2010), gaining accessibility to study subjects is often the greatest hurdle of 

law enforcement based research. Therefore it is important to have a manageable scope of study 

and reasonable expectations for participation.  

The study involved members of a small department in the North Central region of Texas. 

The decision to study a small department was primarily due to the consistent under-

representation of small police departments in criminological studies, particularly with regard to 

BWCs. Johnson and Rhodes (2008) and Banks and colleagues (2016) explained that the vast 

majority (approximately 70%) of municipal police departments in the United States are small 

departments, thus these agencies are undoubtedly worthy of further study. It is difficult to have a 

clear understanding of BWCs without incorporating departments of varying sizes (Banks et al., 

2016; Johnson & Rhodes, 2008).  
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Subjects considered for the study were full-time, sworn police officers that were certified 

under the Texas Commission on Law Enforcement (TCOLE). The full-time employment 

requirement was necessary due to their increased exposure to the daily operations of the agency.   

Permission was received from the BPD to conduct the study. The city of Burleson is 

located immediately south of Fort Worth (TX) and has two major thoroughfares (Interstate 35W 

and State Highway 174). Burleson has consistently grown annually by approximately 3% since 

the early 2000’s (Ellertson, 2012). According to 2015 Census data, the population of Burleson 

was approximately 43,000 people (United States Census Bureau, 2015). Further, an estimated 

100,000 vehicles travel through Burleson on a daily basis (Texas Department of Transportation, 

2015). The BPD was comprised of 67 full-time police officers at the time of the study. The 

majority of the officers were white (95%) and male (93%). In 2016, the BPD responded to 

approximately 72,000 calls for service and produced approximately 2,400 incident reports 

(McGuire, 2017). The demographics represented in the current study are consistent with the 

demographics of the department. Approximately 92% of the respondents were males and roughly 

92% of the respondents were white.  

The BPD has two bureaus: support and operations. Criminal investigations, school 

resource officers, and community resource officers fall under the support bureau, while patrol 

and traffic fall under the operations bureau. The Chief of Police, followed by a Deputy Chief and 

two Captains head the BPD and are considered to be the command staff. The command staff was 

excluded from the study due to the rarity with which they make contact with the general public 

in an enforcement capacity. Three motor officers and one commercial motor vehicle enforcement 

officer were also excluded from participating in the study because they were using BWCs during 
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the normal course of their duties. Further, one detective (the author of the present work) was 

excluded from the study due to the potential for bias.  

Shortly after the command staff approved the survey, officers from all shifts were 

approached during roll-call briefing. The study, survey, delivery method, and benefits of 

participation were presented at this time. There were few questions during these information 

sessions. The majority of the officers appeared to be supportive of the research, with only one 

officer verbally objecting to his participation in the survey. It was explained to this officer that 

participating in the study was voluntary and he could abstain if he chose to do so.  

All subjects were informed that participation was voluntary and the respondents were 

permitted to remove themselves from the study at any time (United States Department of Health 

and Human Services, 1993). Further, it was explained that the findings would eventually be 

shared with the command staff, but participation would remain confidential and no names would 

be referred to in the findings. Due to the hopes of revisiting this study for a post-implementation 

evaluation, participants were required to enter their name in order for follow-up to be conducted. 

Therefore, results from this study will be kept confidential, however subjects were not assured of 

total anonymity (Bjarnason & Adalbjarnadottir, 2000).  

Between March and April 2016 an electronic survey was utilized for the distribution and 

collection of data for this study. There are many benefits to utilizing an electronic survey. To 

begin, there is little to no cost associated with producing and distributing a survey. Further, when 

contrasted to mail surveys, there is no lag time between the respondent submitting their survey 

electronically and the researcher obtaining the data. This is not only important, but also helpful 

when there is a limited timeframe for the research to be conducted. Also, the use of an electronic 

survey is beneficial in reducing researcher/respondent biases traditionally observed in face-to-
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face or telephone surveys, such as those involving tone of voice and non-verbal cues (Yeboah, 

2009).  

A total of forty-nine (49) officers with the BPD were identified as eligible to participate 

in the study. Data was collected through the use of Qualtrics, and the survey was delivered via 

departmental email for the BPD. The survey was distributed a total of three times, with subjects 

instructed to complete only one survey. This resulted in the completion of 36 usable surveys (a 

response rate of 73.4%). The subjects were asked to respond to four questions, and note their 

level of agreement with 18 statements regarding the use of BWCs. The survey is provided in 

Appendix A.  

The questions were closed-ended and serve as a thematic guide for the statements to 

follow. For example, the first question asks “What is your perception about the importance of 

body-worn cameras in policing?” A Likert scale was used to obtain the respondent’s level of 

agreement to the statements following the questions. The statements were written in manner that 

prompted the reader to reflect on their own opinion.  

Descriptive statistical were used to describe the findings of this study. This method was 

used due to the nature of the date collected and small sample size. Zeller (1999) explained that 

descriptive statics are used for “simplifying, appraising, and summarizing data” (Zeller, 199, pp. 

349). Further, Walker and Maddan (2013) noted that descriptive statistics are used to describe 

the findings and not to make any inferences related to the findings (Walker & Maddan, 2013). 

The findings in this study captured the opinions of officers during a certain period of time and 

cannot be inferred upon.  

  



33	
	

Findings 

 Between March 28, 2016 and April 8, 2016, a pre-implementation BWCs survey was 

distributed to 49 members of the BPD. A 73.4% response rate was obtained with a total of 36 

respondents. As shown in Table 1, the majority of the respondents were white (91.67%), with 

5.56% being Hispanic, and 2.78% Asian. Approximately 92% of the respondents were males. 

The median age of the respondents fell in the 31-35 range and the median total years of law 

enforcement experience fell in the 9-10 years range.  

Table 1 
Burleson Police Department Pre-implementation Survey Demographics 

Sex Number Percentage 
Male 33 91.67% 

Female 3 8.33% 
Race Number Percentage 
White 33 91.67% 

Hispanic 2 5.56% 
Black 0 0.00% 

American Indian 0 0.00% 
Asian 1 2.78% 

Native Hawaiian 0 0.00% 
Other 0 0.00% 
Age Number Percentage 

21-25 1 2.78% 
26-30 7 19.44% 
31-35 7 19.44% 
36-40 7 19.44% 
41-45 7 19.44% 
46-50 5 13.89% 
51-55 2 5.55% 
56-60 0 0.00% 
60+ 0 0.00% 

Total Years of Law Enforcement Experience Number Percentage 
Less than 1 2 5.56% 

1-2 3 8.33% 
3-4 5 13.89% 
5-6 1 2.78% 
7-8 4 11.11% 
9-10 8 22.22% 
11-12 1 2.78% 
13-14 2 5.56% 
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15-16 1 2.78% 
17-18 1 2.78% 
19-20 1 2.78% 
21-22 2 5.56% 
23-24 3 8.33% 
25+ 2 5.56% 

Note: n=36   
	

 The first area of concentration was related to the officers’ perception of body-worn 

camera implementation at the BPD. When asked about their level of agreement, 97.22% of the 

respondents either strongly agreed or agreed that the BPD should implement the use of BWCs 

for all front-line officers. Further, 94.44% of the respondents advised they would feel 

comfortable wearing a body-worn camera. As observed in the studies discussed elsewhere in this 

work, the level of agreement with the use and adoption of BWCs prior to their implementation 

can be beneficial to the success of the program.  

 When evaluating the perceived impact of BWCs, the questions were split into two 

categories. First, officers were asked their level of agreement regarding the impact of BWCs on 

other officers. Second, officers were asked their level of agreement regarding the impact of 

BWCs on their own behavior. This was done to potentially identify officers’ unreported internal 

observations of themselves and of their peers in the workplace. The BPD command staff and 

other departments can utilize this information to address any concerns when developing the 

body-worn camera policy and procedure.  

When evaluating their peers, 25% of the respondents believed the use of BWCs would 

reduce the number of use-of-force situations and 19.44% agreed the use of BWCs would delay 

other officers’ decision-making process during use-of-force situations. When asked about 

complaints, 38.89% of respondents believed the use of BWCs would reduce the number of 
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external complaints filed against their peers and 30.55% believed there would be a reduction of 

internal complaints. Lastly, none of the respondents believed the use of BWCs would reduce the 

number of citizen contacts made by officers, but 50% of the respondents believed the use of 

BWCs would increase the likelihood that other officers’ behavior would be in further accordance 

with departmental policy.                   

Table 2 
Burleson Police Department Pre-implementation Survey: Observations of Peers 

Prompt Strongly 
agree 

Agree Neither 
agree nor 
disagree 

Disagree Strongly 
disagree 

BWCs would reduce other officers’ use-
of-force 

2.78% 22.22% 22.22% 41.67% 11.11% 

 
BWCs would delay other officers’ 
decision making process during use-of-
force situations 

 
0.00% 

 
19.44% 

 
13.89% 

 
52.78% 

 
13.89% 

 
BWCs would reduce external complaints 

 
8.33% 

 
30.56% 

 
19.44% 

 
33.33% 

 
8.33% 

 
BWCs would reduce internal complaints 

 
8.33% 

 
22.22% 

 
36.11% 

 
27.78% 

 
5.56% 

 
BWCs would increase self-initiated 
activity 

 
0.00% 

 
0.00% 

 
36.11% 

 
52.78% 

 
11.11% 

 
BWCs would increase policy compliance 

 
5.56% 

 
44.44% 

 
27.78% 

 
22.22% 

 
0.00% 

Note: n=36      
 

 Regarding the self-evaluation questions, 11.11% of the respondents agreed the use of 

BWCs would improve their behavior in the field, while 27.78% believed citizen behavior would 

improve. The majority of respondents (58.33%) believed the use of BWCs would make them feel 

safer while on duty. When discussing use-of-force, none of the respondents believed the use of 

BWCs would reduce their use-of-force, but 8.33% believed the use of BWCs would delay their 

decision making process during a use-of-force situation. Further, 19.45% of the respondents 

believed the use of BWCs would reduce the number of external complaints filed against them 
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and 13.89% believed there would be a reduction in the number of internal complaints. Lastly, 

none of the respondents believed the use of BWCs would reduce the number of self-initiated 

activity, and 27.78% believed the use of BWCs would increase the likelihood that their behavior 

would be in further accordance with departmental policy. 

Table 3 
Burleson Police Department Pre-implementation Survey: Individual Observations 

Prompt Strongly 
agree 

Agree Neither 
agree nor 
disagree 

Disagree Strongly 
disagree 

BWCs would improve my behavior in the 
field 

0.00% 11.11% 38.89% 36.11% 13.89% 

 
BWCs would improve citizen behavior 

 
5.56% 

 
22.22% 

 
33.33% 

 
33.33% 

 
5.56% 

 
BWCs would make me feel safer while 
on the job 

 
19.44% 

 
38.89% 

 
18.44% 

 
22.22% 

 
0.00% 

 
BWCs would reduce my use-of-force 

 
0.00% 

 
0.00% 

 
25.00% 

 
47.22% 

 
27.78% 

 
BWCS would delay my decision making 
process during use-of-force situations 

 
0.00% 

 
8.33% 

 
13.89% 

 
50.00% 

 
27.78% 

 
BWCs would reduce external complaints 

 
2.78% 

 
16.67% 

 
16.67% 

 
41.67% 

 
22.22% 

 
BWCs would reduce internal complaints 

 
5.56% 

 
8.33% 

 
30.56% 

 
38.89% 

 
16.67% 

 
BWCs would increase self-initiated 
activity 

 
0.00% 

 
2.78% 

 
22.22% 

 
52.78% 

 
22.22% 

 
BWCs would increase policy compliance 

 
5.56% 

 
22.22% 

 
33.33% 

 
30.56% 

 
8.33% 

Note: n=36      
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Discussion 

 The success of any new policy implementation lies in the hands of the practitioners who 

will be abiding by the policy. Therefore, it is imperative to understand the outlook these 

practitioners have on the specific topic at hand (IACP, 2003). This information can be obtained 

through conducting a pre-implementation survey. The current study examined the perceptions 

and attitudes of front-line officers with the BPD in reference to the implementation of BWCs. 

When approached about distributing a pre-implementation survey, the department was in the 

developmental stage of issuing BWCs and supportive of the collection of data. It was discovered 

that officers at the BPD were generally open to the implementation of BWCs.  

 The pre-implementation survey contained three general themes. First, officers addressed 

their level of agreement with the implementation of BWCs at the BPD. Second, officers were 

asked to evaluate the potential effects of BWCs on their peers. Lastly, officers were asked to 

evaluate the potential effects of BWCs on themselves. These themes are consistent with studies 

conducted by Jennings and colleagues (2014) and Gaub and colleagues (2016).  

 When evaluating the acceptance of BWCs within the department, the BPD showed strong 

support with approximately 97% of respondents agreeing that the use of BWCs should be 

implemented. This was much higher than the roughly 63% of respondents in the OPD study who 

believed body-worn camera implementation should occur department wide. This could be due to 

the increased national discussion of benefits associated with the use of BWCs. In the same 

accord, approximately 94% of BPD respondents felt the use of BWCs would make them feel 

safer on the job, essentially increasing officer safety. This same support was not observed in 

other studies, where approximately 14% of Phoenix, 11% of Spokane, 23% of Tempe, and 

18.7% of Orlando respondents believed the use of BWCs would increase officer safety (Gaub et 

al., 2016; Jennings et al., 2014).  
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While the reasoning for these variations is unknown, it is believed it comes down to 

cultural differences within an agency. For example, internal blights and mistrust may lead to an 

environment where officers do not support the use of a system that is going to record them. As 

noted by Kopak (2014), officers would go out of their way to stay out of view of cameras during 

situations where officers were using discretion (Kopak, 2014). Therefore, it is possible that if 

officers in a particular department use high levels of discretion they will avoid the use of 

cameras. This notion is supported by the findings offered by Gaub and colleagues after they 

inquired about officers’ level of agreement that they would have less discretion. The majority of 

officers across all three departments in this study felt their discretionary abilities would be 

reduced. On the other hand, it should not be automatically assumed that agencies with high 

levels of agreement do not give their officers the ability to employ discretion during the course of 

their duties. 

  As for peer evaluation, 25% of BPD respondents believed the use of BWCs would 

reduce other officers’ use-of-force, and 50% of respondents believed the use of BWCs would 

result in an increase of policy compliance by other officers. These findings are comparable to the 

results from Orlando, where approximately 20% of respondents noted that they believed the use 

of BWCs would reduce the amount of other officers’ use-of-force and approximately 43% of 

respondents believed the use of BWCs would cause other officers to be in more accordance with 

departmental policy (Jennings et al., 2014). This is further supported by the findings from Gaub 

et al, which noted that approximately 51% (Phoenix), 49% (Spokane), and 69% (Tempe) of 

respondents believed the use of BWCs would cause officers to act more professionally (Gaub et 

al., 2016). Lastly, BPD respondents believed the use of BWCs would reduce the number external 



39	
	

(roughly 39%) and internal (approximately 30%) complaints filed against other officers, which 

supports the belief that BWCs have a hampering effect on officer wrongdoing. 

 When the respondents were asked to evaluate themselves in relation to the use of BWCs, 

a different picture was painted. None of the BPD respondents believed the use of BWCs would 

reduce their use of force, and approximately 28% of respondents believed the use of BWCs 

would make them more compliant with policy (compared to 50% when considering their peers). 

As for internal and external complaints, approximately 19% believed there would be a reduction 

of external complaints and approximately 14% believed there would be a reduction of internal 

complaints filed against them (compared to the 39% and 30% when considering their peers).  

There is no stemming the expansion of technology in the realm of law enforcement. 

There were high levels of resistance by officers with the introduction of in-car video systems, but 

this resistance subsided as time progressed and officers became more familiar with the systems 

(IACP, 2003). Some valuable lessons were learned with in-car camera usage in law enforcement. 

The systems improved officer safety, enhanced departmental transparency, assisted with 

objectivity, and ultimately reduced liability within law enforcement entities (Jennings et al., 

2014; Katz et al., 2014). While these lessons are valuable to law enforcement and the 

communities they serve, it is imperative that sole reliance on technology to improve areas of 

deficiency does not become common practice. Rather, it is important to understand the manner in 

which cameras are used and the mindsets of the officers who are utilizing the technology 

(Lippert & Newell, 2016).  

 As society has become more acclimated to the use of technology by law enforcement, the 

expectation of being recorded during law enforcement contacts has become the norm (Timan, 

2016). In the same accord, advancements in technology readily accessible to the general public 
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have created an environment where citizens can easily record law enforcement activities. For 

example, Anderson (2015) reports that in 2015 approximately 68% of all adult Americans owned 

a smart phone (Anderson, 2015). This leads to the potential for information being distributed 

through the media that has been edited in a manner that skews what actually occurred (Kopak, 

2014). The use of BWCs in law enforcement provides an opportunity for incidents to be recorded 

from an objective vantage point. With incidents such as the fatal shooting of Michael Brown in 

Ferguson (MO) and the United States District Court judge ruling that the use of BWCs would 

deter officers from partaking in unconstitutional practices, there has been a greater call for the 

use of BWCs by law enforcement (Jennings et al., 2014).  

 This call for the use of BWCs in law enforcement has many reported benefits. For 

citizens, there is a hope that the BWCs will serve as an objective witness that will capture 

incidents they believe would normally be overlooked by law enforcement executives (Timan, 

2016; Sommers, 2016). For law enforcement executives, the use of BWCs can be a vital tool to 

identify deficiencies within their department, reduce agency liability, become more transparent, 

and collect viable evidence that is often missed (Bud, 2016; Dawes et al., 2015; Jennings et al., 

2014; Jennings et al., 2015; Miller & Toliver, 2014). 

 The greatest area of concern expressed about the use of BWCs in law enforcement is 

privacy. While society has become accustomed to being recorded in open spaces, there is 

concern when it comes to recordings occurring in the private settings of one’s home (Bud, 2016; 

Katz et al., 2014; Kahn & Martin, 2016; Mateescu et al., 2016;  Miller & Toliver, 2014). This 

concern can be addressed by law enforcement executives giving officers the power to determine 

when it is appropriate to record and when it is not (Kahn & Martin, 2016). Internally, law 

enforcement executives have concerns related to the upfront cost of purchasing the units, storing 
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the data collected, and maintenance (Timan, 2016). Further, there is the concern of BWCs having 

an unrealistic value associated with their use. It is possible that the camera will not capture an 

incident in its entirety or can become dislodged during a physical confrontation (Kahn & Martin, 

2016).  

 The variation observed among self-evaluation and evaluation of peers is not uncommon. 

Marks and Sklansky (2012) reported that officers are often hypercritical of their peers. Also, 

officers are more prone to believe their decision making process was correct or there was little 

error. Further, it is uncommon for officers to be notified of the findings of complaints filed 

against other officers. Therefore, they are left to their own opinions regarding whether a 

complaint is justified or not. This creates an environment where officers only observe officers 

receiving complaints, are unable to discuss it with the officer who received the complaint (due to 

Garrity rules), and do not know the outcome (Marks & Sklansky, 2012).  

 Micucci and Gomme (2005) offer a different angle to address the variation, specifically 

in the area of use-of-force. They reported that, due to the policing subculture, police officers are 

often reluctant to report the misbehavior of other officers. They found approximately 55% of 

officers with less than one year of experience were willing to report excessive use-of-force. For 

officers between year one and year twenty, less than half of the respondents reported they would 

report excessive use-of-force. The majority (roughly 57%) of officers with more than twenty 

years of experience replied that they would be willing to report excessive use-of-force. It was 

argued that rookie officers were more apt to report because they had not yet been fully exposed 

to the policing subculture. As for senior officers, it is believed they were at a point in their career 

where they were not concerned with the potential downfall of reporting these types of incidents 

(Micucci & Gomme, 2005).  
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 Although there has been limited study in the area of BWCs, there are similarities and 

difference observed in each department studied. It is not uncommon for there to be philosophical 

differences between departments and this is observed when comparing the current study with 

preexisting studies. For example, the level of support for the implementation of BWCs varied 

between departments. Also, the differences between individual observation and observation 

among peers appeared to be consistent, regardless of department size.  

Lastly, law enforcement contacts in urban areas may very easily involve non-residents. 

With major thoroughfares often passing through large departments, there is a strong possibility 

that they will deal with different people on a daily basis (Liederbach & Frank, 2003). As a result, 

officers in large departments are often not afforded the opportunity to fully know the issues 

surrounding a particular person or group of people. This, coupled with the overwhelming number 

of calls for service, creates a scenario where officers often seek quick solutions to the issues at 

hand. For small departments, citizen interactions are commonly associated with reoccurring 

subjects. This creates an environment where officers are familiar with issues within the 

community.  

Although it may be smaller compared to its urban counterparts, the city of Burleson 

encompasses some of the same social problems found in urban areas due to its geographic 

relation to Fort Worth and the large number of people that travel through the city on a daily 

basis. It also maintains characteristics of smaller departments, which creates an environment 

where outsider contact and reoccurring citizen contacts coexist. The data collected from the 

current study supports this mix of small town citizen/police connectivity and a number of 

outsider contacts. For example, there were high levels of support for the use of BWCs, which 

may be unique to small department cultures, while there were similarities to the studies 
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evaluating large departments, such as the difference between self-evaluation and evaluation of 

peers. This fusion of small and large departments may become clearer as BWCs continue to be 

studied. 	
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Summary/Conclusions 

This study captured the opinions of police officers during March and April 2016 in 

Burleson (TX). The results suggest that these officers are supportive of BWCs being 

implemented at their department. As expressed by the IACP (2003), this initial support can lead 

to a successful program (IACP, 2003). With body-worn camera implementation in its infancy at 

BPD, the information obtained in this study can be utilized by the command staff to better 

understand the mentalities of their officers in regard to this new initiative. Further, this 

information can be distributed to other agencies of comparable size when they are considering 

the implementation of BWCs.  

Several findings from this study warrant attention. First, officer expected differing 

outcomes with regard to their own and their peers’ response to BWCs. As expressed by Marks 

and Sklansky (2012), officers are often critical of the actions of their fellow officers. Second, 

when comparing the findings of this study to the findings of existing studies, the difference 

between large and small police departments became apparent. Lastly, the philosophies between 

different departments began to show through a comparison of this study and existing studies. For 

example, the PPD respondents showed little support for the use of BWCs while other 

departments were supportive of BWCs prior to their implementation. This notion is 

underdeveloped and in need of further study, as is the need to better understand what drives the 

philosophies of different departments.  

Limitations 

The present study includes several limitations that warrant mentioning. To begin, the 

original concept for this study was to collect data during the pre-implementation stage and later 

during the post-implementation stage. After the pre-implementation survey was distributed to the 

agency, the researcher was informed by the BPD administration that there were unforeseen 
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delays with the implementation of the BWCs. At the time of this writing, the BWCs have only 

been implemented on a limited basis. Due to time constraints associated with this project, a post-

implementation survey has not been conducted. As it is important to collect data during both the 

pre- and post-implementation phases, it is hoped that the post-implementation data can be 

collected at a later date. As a result, this study is limited due to a small sample size, the use of 

descriptive statistics only, and the lack of generalization.   

Being a fellow officer conducting research at his home department does not go without 

underlying bias. Lavrakas (2008) explained bias as a constant within any form of research. 

Therefore, it is imperative for the researcher to identify potential biases and make modifications 

to their study to account for those biases (Lavrakas, 2008). The most apparent bias faced during 

this study was the potential for the proctor to influence participation in the study. To counteract 

this bias, the study was presented in a manner that showed that it was for research being 

conducted by a graduate student at Texas Christian University, not through the BPD. Further, it 

was strongly emphasized that participation in the study was completely voluntary. Therefore, 

officers who chose to participate in the study were doing so on their own free will and volition 

without any negative effects for non-participation. Also, with the mobility of internet supporting 

devices, the use of an electronic survey and data collection system allowed the officer to respond 

in privacy.   

A potential issue with freedom of participation in the study is self-selection bias. It is 

argued that if someone agrees to participate in a study, they are more apt to be in favor of the 

topic being investigated (Lavrakas, 2008). Those who are not interested in or disagree with the 

topic being studied will often abstain from participating. As a result, there is a lack of data being 

collected that shows the complete outlook on a particular topic. This bias has the potential to 
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sway the findings of the study. This could potentially be mitigated by fully explaining the 

importance of participating in the study. For example, it can be explained that if there are 

disagreements with a particular initiative, this is an opportunity to voice that opinion.  

 Another underlying issue faced by conducting research at the BPD is the size of the 

department. According to Walker and Maddan (2013), there needs to be at minimum 30 

respondents in order for a sample to be large enough for statistical evaluation (Walker & 

Maddan, 2013). With 49 members of BPD being eligible to participate in this study, there was a 

limited pool of respondents for this study. Although this sample size is small, their input into the 

discussion of BWCs has value. As expressed by Johnson and Rhodes (2008) and Banks and 

colleagues (2016) the bulk of law enforcement entities in the United States are small 

departments. With the vast majority of law enforcement-related research being conducted at 

large departments, there is failure to understand the profession in its entirety without 

incorporating departments of all shapes and sizes (Banks et al., 2016; Johnson & Rhodes, 2008). 

According to the 2015 United States Census Bureau, the population for the city of 

Burleson (TX) was approximately 43,000 people. With incidents such as the Michael Brown 

shooting in Ferguson (MO) (estimated population 21,000 people) and the officer involved 

shooting in Kingman (AZ) (estimated population 28,000; United States Census Bureau, 2015) it 

becomes readily apparent that major incidents are not limited to heavily populated areas. 

Therefore, regardless the size of the department being studied, the information collected can 

provide helpful information regarding the mindset and perceptions of police officers. This notion 

emphasizes the importance of the present work and adds vital information to better 

understanding officers’ perceptions of BWCs.  
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In the future, there should be more inclusion of smaller departments when conducting 

research. In the area of officers’ perception of BWCs, this study could be expanded to more 

departments in this region and agencies across the United States. The momentum behind body-

worn camera utilization is just beginning. As such, only time will tell what governmental 

regulations will be brought forth through the criminal and civil courts, and the court of public 

opinion. Further study could measure the philosophical differences between large and small 

departments. It is important to remain cognizant that these studies are not conducted to determine 

which department is better or worse. Rather, these studies can be used to better understand how 

departmental cultures affect the mindsets of their officers. The lessons learned can be valuable to 

both sides of the conversation.   
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Appendix A 

 
Timothy J. Mabry  
Texas Christian University  
M.S. Criminal Justice and Criminology Student    
(817) 939-9392  
t.j.mabry@tcu.edu  
Thesis—Point of View: The Officer’s Perception of Body-Worn Cameras  
 
To the Burleson Police Department Sergeants, Patrol Officers, and Detectives:    
 
I am a Master of Science in Criminal Justice and Criminology student at Texas Christian 
University. I am in the process of writing my thesis and am collecting data for that purpose. For 
my thesis, I am very interested in the officers’ perception of body-worn cameras. Further, I am 
interested to discover if there is any variation in the perceptions of officers of small and large 
departments. Your input will be very helpful in understanding the impact of this new technology 
on law enforcement.  The purpose of this letter is to ask for your participation by being surveyed. 
The survey will take approximately 10-15 minutes to complete. It just asks for your level of 
agreement with the questions/statements contained within the survey. There will be one survey 
administered during the pre- implementation phase and one during the post-implementation 
phase of the Burleson Police Department body-worn camera program. Participation in this study 
is completely voluntary, and you have the right to discontinue participating in the study as you 
wish. By entering your name and clicking the next button you agree to participate in this survey. 
I assure you all collected data will be discussed/presented in the aggregate. Particularly, no 
individual officer will be identified in the study and nobody, with the exception of the primary 
researchers involved with this study, will have access to your responses. The survey responses 
will be kept in a locked filing cabinet in a TCU Department of Criminal Justice faculty member’s 
office for a minimum of three years before being destroyed.  It would be an understatement to 
say your participation in this study is greatly appreciated! As we all know, now is a trying time 
to be a police officer. You should be proud of your profession and your dedication to put others 
before yourself. The world of Criminal Justice is ever changing and this is great opportunity for 
your voice to be heard. I will happily share the results of the study upon completion.      
 
Please feel free to contact me if you have any questions or concerns.       
 
Thank you for your time,          
 
Timothy J. Mabry       
 
If you have any concerns regarding your rights as a study participant please contact: 
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Dr. Anna Petursdottir, Chair, TCU Institutional Review Board, Phone 817 257-6436.  
Dr. Bonnie Melhart, TCU Research Integrity Office, Telephone 817-257-7104.  
*By entering your name below and clicking the next button you agree to participate in this 
survey.  
 
Demographics 
 
Sex: 
m Male 
m Female 
 
Race: 
m White 
m Hispanic 
m Black or African American 
m American Indian or Alaska Native 
m Asian 
m Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander 
m Other 
 
Age: 
m 21-25 
m 26-30 
m 31-35 
m 36-40 
m 41-45 
m 46-50 
m 51-55 
m 56-60 
m 61+ 
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Total years of law enforcement experience: 
m Less than 1 
m 1-2 
m 3-4 
m 5-6 
m 7-8 
m 9-10 
m 11-12 
m 13-14 
m 15-16 
m 17-18 
m 19-20 
m 21-22 
m 23-24 
m 25+ 
 
Question 1: What is your perception about the importance of body-worn cameras in Policing?  
Please rate your level of "agreement" for the following statements. 
 
I think this department should adopt body-worn cameras for all front-line officers. 
m Strongly agree 
m Agree 
m Neither agree nor disagree 
m Disagree 
m Strongly disagree 
 
I would feel comfortable wearing a body-worn camera. 
m Strongly agree 
m Agree 
m Neither agree nor disagree 
m Disagree 
m Strongly disagree 
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Question 2: What are your perceptions about utilizing body-worn cameras while on duty?  Please 
rate your level of "agreement" for the following statements 
 
Utilizing a body-worn camera would improve my behavior in the field. 
m Strongly agree 
m Agree 
m Neither agree nor disagree 
m Disagree 
m Strongly disagree 
 
Utilizing a body-worn camera would improve the behavior of citizens I have contacted in the 
field. 
m Strongly agree 
m Agree 
m Neither agree nor disagree 
m Disagree 
m Strongly disagree 
 
Utilizing a body-worn camera would make me feel safer while on the job. 
m Strongly agree 
m Agree 
m Neither agree nor disagree 
m Disagree 
m Strongly disagree 
 
Question 3: Suppose the department adopted the utilization of body-worn cameras for all of the 
front-line officers. What impact would this utilization have on other officers' (not your) 
behavior?  Please rate your level of "agreement" for the following statements. 
 
The department-wide adoption of body-worn cameras would reduce other officers' use of force 
against subjects. 
m Strongly agree 
m Agree 
m Neither agree nor disagree 
m Disagree 
m Strongly disagree 
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The department-wide adoption of body-worn cameras would delay other officers' decision-
making process during a use of force situation. 
m Strongly agree 
m Agree 
m Neither agree nor disagree 
m Disagree 
m Strongly disagree 
 
The department-wide adoption of body-worn cameras would reduce the number of citizen 
complaints submitted against other officers. 
m Strongly agree 
m Agree 
m Neither agree nor disagree 
m Disagree 
m Strongly disagree 
 
The department-wide adoption of body-worn cameras would reduce the number of internal 
complaints submitted against other officers. 
m Strongly agree 
m Agree 
m Neither agree nor disagree 
m Disagree 
m Strongly disagree 
 
The department-wide adoption of body-worn cameras would increase the level of other officers' 
self initiated activity.  
m Strongly agree 
m Agree 
m Neither agree nor disagree 
m Disagree 
m Strongly disagree 
 
The department-wide adoption of body-worn cameras would increase the likelihood that other 
officers' behavior would be in accordance with departmental policy.  
m Strongly agree 
m Agree 
m Neither agree nor disagree 
m Disagree 
m Strongly disagree 
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Question 4: What affect would utilizing a body-worn camera in the field have on your own 
behavior while on duty?  Please rate your level of "agreement" for the following statements. 
 
Utilizing a body-worn camera would reduce my use of force against subjects. 
m Strongly agree 
m Agree 
m Neither agree nor disagree 
m Disagree 
m Strongly disagree 
 
Utilizing a body-worn camera would delay my decision-making process during a use of force 
situation.  
m Strongly agree 
m Agree 
m Neither agree nor disagree 
m Disagree 
m Strongly disagree 
 
Utilizing a body-worn camera would reduce the number of citizen (external) complaints I would 
receive. 
m Strongly agree 
m Agree 
m Neither agree nor disagree 
m Disagree 
m Strongly disagree 
 
Utilizing a body-worn camera would reduce the number of department (internal) complaints 
against me.  
m strongly agree 
m Agree 
m Neither agree nor disagree 
m Disagree 
m Strongly disagree 
 
Utilizing a body-worn camera would reduce my willingness to respond to calls for service. 
m strongly agree 
m Agree 
m Neither agree nor disagree 
m Disagree 
m Strongly disagree 
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Utilizing a body-worn camera would increase my level of self-initiated activity. 
m strongly agree 
m Agree 
m Neither agree nor disagree 
m Disagree 
m Strongly disagree 
 
Utilizing a body-worn camera would increase the likelihood that my behavior would be in 
accordance with departmental policy. 
m Strongly agree 
m Agree 
m Neither agree nor disagree 
m Disagree 
m Strongly disagree 
 

 


