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Literature review Draft:

Does arming UK Police increase safety? 

In relevance to the topic matter, Does arming UK Police increase safety? Public opinion, this literature review will look thematically at research conducted by others and identify the opinions and results concluded. The aim of this literature review is to bring forth a clear understanding of research conducted prior and identify any gaps in the research. The prior studies and articles used focus on the opinion of the public of armed police being used in public view, the Officers conducting such duty and scoping out to different countries whose policing policies differ in order gather a wider understanding. By looking at both the public opinion and Police opinion in different countries, the factors such as cultural, geographical, and differing Policing policies can be compared. In order to structure this literature review the conceptual framework model has been used (Hassan, 2022).
The Metropolitan Police was established in 1829, the main aim in creating a reformed Police Service was to disassociate from the way the army had policed the population in the past. The officers were issued with dark navy uniforms compared to the bright red uniforms of the army. The new officers were given truncheons as a means of self-defence as appose firearms (Smith, n.d.).
The aim of this reform was to ‘Police by Consent’ and to provide the public with an approachable Police force who were essentially Citizens in uniform.  However, inspectors and higher-ranking officers above were allowed to carry pocket pistols or revolvers in case of emergencies.  
The matter of arming Police Constables on the streets has been questioned for decades as well as today. Throughout the 19th Century firearms were issued in limited numbers to policemen, usually upon the death/serious injury of an officer by armed criminals. 
Officers were allowed to be armed should they feel it necessary for them to do so until late 1960s whereby the discussed of the first armed response vehicle with specialist trained firearms officers on hand ready to deal with more complex dangerous incidents. Since this period only the named Specialist Firearms officers have been allowed to carry such weapons, with Police Constables carrying sight incapacitating spray, batons and taser if they meet the necessary requirements. 
In recent years the level of violent crimes needing an armed response has increased as can be seen from the following statics. There were 20,186 police firearms operations in the financial year ending March 2019, a 7% increase (+1,405) in the latest year and continuing the increase since the year ending March 2016 (Home Office, 2020). 
The rise in crimes involving knives can also be seen in hospitals. In the five years to March 2017, the number of admissions for stab wounds increased by 13% in England and 17% in London. 39 children and teenagers were killed by knives in the UK and more than half of those were in the capital. (Niko Kommenda, Caelainn Barr and Voce, 2018). 
These statistics show the importance of having the availability of armed response vehicles and brings the discussion of whether regularly unarmed officers need the protection of a firearm to ensure their safety and from this the safety of the public they serve. 

The policing style used for generations within the United Kingdom is that of ‘Policing by Consent’ first constructed by Robert Peel’s Policing principles, which is commonly defined as,
‘Policing not from fear but almost exclusively from public co-operation with the police, induced by them designedly by behaviour which secures and maintains for them the approval, respect and affection of the public’ (Home Office, 2012). 

Yesberg, Bradford and Dawson (2021) conducted an experiment looking at how the presence of a firearm changed the way people reacted to the Police.  They did this by showing three groups of public images. The first group were shown images of non-armed Police officers, the second group shown images of armed Police officers and the third group were a selection from the two previous groups, these were prompted to think about terrorism prior to being shown images of the officers. 
The results of this study show the participants had more negative responses to police when armed. The major contributing factor being the idea of ‘Group Membership’ whereby persons feel connected to other persons through similarities of values and behaviour and therefore are more trusting of the others. 
Research has shown that public support for police depends, to a significant degree, upon the extent to which the police act as ‘prototypical representatives’ of the group (Yesberg, Bradford and Dawson, 2020). Given this information and looking at the history of Great Britain and British Policing, firearms have not been widespread and deemed as ‘the norm’ unlike other countries such as the USA.  Therefore, seeing Police officers being militarised and carried powerful firearms has created distance between the public and the police, thus meaning the public do not feel the previously mentioned ‘Group membership’.  
With that in mind, the public feeling disassociated with the police due to the present of firearms means they are more likely to view them negatively, less trustworthy and feel their legitimacy is questionable.  When the public feel a linked identify and a strong sense of belonging, they are more like to cooperate and comply with the rules that the police ultimately uphold. However, the latter means the public would be less likely to obey the law and grant police legitimacy. 
Results from this study show the majority of the public reacted negatively to armed officers, meaning they would be less trusting and cautious of police intervention. The police service relies on the public to cooperate in order to access information and intelligence and to ensure they comply for minimal risk. These results on firearms being widely used by the British police shows from the public perspective, the safety of the public would not be improved by the present of firearms as the public would be untrusting and disassociated with police, leading to lower crime reporting and less accessibility to vital information. 
A study conducted by Hendy (2014) looked at the usage of firearms in the European countries whereby there are many different polices controlling the use of firearms whilst on duty. Both Police officers and the public views were considered in this research. When focussing on the public view, the results are similar to those concluded in Yesberg, Bradford and Dawson’s (2021) research. 
Arguments are made that arming police officers ‘will result in police officers becoming more aggressive when interacting with the public and that it will increase the risk of injury to the public and police’ (Buttle, 2010). Not only this but by providing the officers with firearms it means they feel almost unstoppable, having an ‘illusion of safety’ and therefore are more likely to engage in more dangerous situations resulting in further risk and due to this creating, a decrease in the safety of the public and officers (Roberts, 2010). 
The main contributing factor towards the negativity of arming police officers in Hendy’s (2014) study looks more at the demeanour and behavioural changes the officers could experience when being given a lethal weapon to conduct their duties with, rather than the possession of a firearms itself.  The public in this sense are worried the possession of a firearm would alter the style of policing and give the police a disillusioned version of their abilities, causing more dangerous situations and taking more risks. 

When considering the safety implications of arming police officers who are not regularly armed, it is important to understand the opinions of serving officers and the impacts on their safety also. 
There is a long-standing argument in the British Police Force as to whether police officers should be armed, being one of the countries in the minority whereby officers are not regular armed. Long (2016) an ex-serving Metropolitan Firearms officer put the following statement forward ‘Your job is to protect the public. How can you do that if you cannot first protect yourself?’ which can be seen as a valid point in terms of if the officer is unable to go forward to minimize the risk presented the essentially, they are ill-equipped to provide their basic duty of protecting the public (Farmer and Evans, 2019).
An article from The Guardian put forward plans to have more firearms officers on visible foot patrol within areas whereby there is high levels of violent and serious crimes. Commander Kyle Gordan stated, 
‘If they leave the vehicle to do a patrol their weapons would be accessible and visible, what we are asking is can we use all the assets [of the Met], including armed officers, to enhance confidence and deter activity.’ (Dodd, 2018)
This idea has been met with positive views, the public in these areas deserve a higher level of security however here it has been noted by ex-commander Victor Olsa these further patrols are likely to take place in areas with higher ethnic minority populations and therefore the police should be careful to not misinterpret this (Dodd, 2018).
This article also points out the implications on firearms officers when they have taken the hot and executed their duty to protect themselves and the public. The article looks at how when a lethal shot is taken, rightfully the matter is investigated however, this can take years in some cases, and it leaves the officer feeling in the wrong and under additional stress. Due to this it has been seen in some cases that the firearms officers team up and ‘Hold the public at ransom’ stating if their colleague is not treated fairly and supported during the investigation process then they shall all refuse to carry arms, therefore jeopardising the safety of the public. The easiest solution to this would be to arm all officers on duty. 
From this research we can see that the officers who undertake the intense training to have the right to carry firearms whilst serving feel heavily scrutinised and feel as through they cannot do right. When they take the lethal shot, which at the time they feel is necessary to do so in order to save further lives and is essentially what they are employed to do, they feel let down by the system and are criminalised. Therefore, it can be argued that an officer with a firearm is going to make little effect on public safety and that of their colleagues if they feel overly cautious when conducting their duty. 
A study conducted by Ross Hendy (2014) looked at Police officers in Sweden and Denmark where their firearms rules differ from each other and in the UK. The study looked at the risk-management and officer behaviour linked with carry a firearm on duty and used this to determine whether the safety for all involved was affected. 
The Norwegian Police force are not routinely armed, they carry firearms in their vehicles, in order to use such weapons, they have to seek higher authorisation. In contrast the Police in Denmark carry their firearm on their person and therefore have immediate access, with no further authority necessary. 
One Norwegian Officer (interviewee 6) when interviewed stated that time delay to seek the authorization and issue of firearms gave other officers vital time to mentally prepare for the incident, ‘it enhanced time to plan the tactical approach and allowed for additional police staff to arrive’ (Hendy, 2014). From this it can be understood that the Norwegian Officer sees the time delay in accessing the firearms as an advantage, providing further time to risk assess and take action appropriately and therefore manage the situation safer, thus increasing the safety for both officers and public. 
The Danish Officers always carry a firearm on their person whilst on duty and are allowed to deliver warning shots as an offensive tactic, however the research showed that many officers take long term sick after delivering these warning shots, or they struggle with their mental health after doing so and therefore their operational capability is compromised. This therefore has a detrimental effect on their safety perception and the actions they take. 
Due to this the Danish Police force have adopted the ‘Stop and Think’ model, whereby they take time before considering their firearms as a solution, the aim of this was to reduce warning shots therefore reducing officer sickness and suffering and reduce any lethal shots taken.  It was noted by interviewee 6 that ‘Stop and Think - That’s what we’ve been doing in Norway since, well before I started in the force almost 25 years’.  This shows the Danish police authority implementing a plan which is arguably a safety plan to improve the safer of officers and the public as they have identified faults. 
As previously mentioned, the presence of a firearm can alter the officer’s perception of danger and therefore likely to get involved in more dangerous situations. This is evident in the comments made by a Danish Police officer in Hendy’s (2014) research, ‘I am feeling a little bit safer when I put my gun on because there are more situations I can handle’. This is first-hand information form a serving officer that states it is his gun that makes him feel safe and he can handle more situations. 
Another concern identified in this study was regarding safety with armed officers disarming their weapons when the action was not planned or processed. For example, ‘Over half shots fired (56%) were before the officer was ‘mentally prepared’ to shoot.’ (Hendy, 2014). This links in with the ‘Stop and Think’ process being adopted by the Danish Police to ensure any use of a firearm has first been risk assessed and the necessity for it is present. 
Overall, the Police opinion on being armed varies between the locations in which the idea is proposed, the personal experiences and the perceived support they would face from their force in times of questionable uses. 
The Police Federation ran a survey in 2017, to seek the opinions on police officers on whether all officers should be armed, the results are as follows:
‘Just over a third (34%) personally supported the idea of routine arming, compared to 23% in 2006, but 55.2% said they would be prepared to carry a firearm if it was decided all officers should be armed on or off duty. This was an increase from 44.6% in 2006.
The greatest support, 42.5%, was for firearms to not be issued routinely to all officers, but for more to receive training and be issued with firearms as and when needed.’ (PolFed, 2018).

As can be seen the biggest support was for firearms to not be issued to all serving officers, however this is not officers refusing to hold firearms, but they would like to capable with the correct training if the necessity for firearms arose. 

In conclusion there is a clear apprehension from both public and officers when considering arming officers who are not routinely armed. The public perception focuses more on how the demeanour of the officer would if they had a firearm in their perception, meaning they could be inclined to involve themselves in more dangerous situations taking further risks. The possible change in behaviour would also lead to separation between the police and the public and therefore hinder the critical trust and co-operation links between public and police. This in turn would lead to less reporting and supporting of evidence providing from the public meaning the safety would be decreased. 
Essentially the public do not fully object to the presence of firearms, however they would need reassurance that such would not result in a lack of group membership with the police and that they would remain ‘citizens in uniform’.
The Police opinion tends to depend on the history of the Force in which they serve, as was seen in the European study, if the officers have always been exposed to carrying a firearm, then they become reliant on such and cannot see how officers could safety conduct duties without their weapon. However, in contrast those officers who have never been in possession of a firearm on duty find it bizarre to think of using a firearm when dealing with situations and believe they create more dangerous situations and increase risk levels to all involved. 
Overall the argument about routinely arming officers is complex, it needs to consider human rights, legislation and the acceptable of public and officers in order to operate effectively. 
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