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In 2005, the law enforcement sector in the United Kingdom started using body-worn cameras. The Metropolitan Police initiated trials in the West of the United Kingdom, where Devon and Cornwall were the first counties to implement the use of body-worn cameras. The whole idea of the usage of body-worn cameras was to improve the justice system, improve case proceedings and their outcomes, and provide significant evidence in criminal cases by using the footage captured. Many cases ended much quicker than predicted when offenders pleaded guilty upon finding out that there was video footage available as evidence. Using body-worn cameras increased the perception of accountability, transparency, and trust in having police officer’s interventions recorded. It addressed issues where more training in policing tactics and procedures was needed (Coudert, Butin and Le Metayer et al., 2015; Taylor, 2016). This essay will explore and evaluate the usage of body-worn cameras in the evidence-based policing profession. 

Cameras worn by the officers, attending all types of incidents, act as an independent witness. Those who are investigating the footage see things from the officer’s perspective due to the position of the camera, which is usually on the chest, attached to the officer’s uniform. The footage is recorded into an internal storage device and then at the end of each shift uploaded to a secure location so that it can be used as evidence at court or other legal proceedings. Unless part of a specific operation, body-worn cameras are incident-specific, officers will not record as part of normal patrolling. Cameras will record while police officers stop a vehicle, arrest people, search a property, perform a stop and search, attend a critical incident, or use force against someone or someone’s property. The usage of body-worn cameras provides evidence in the investigation of an offence, provides transparency, and helps officers submit written reports of an encounter or incident. Officers will always inform people that they are being recorded. 

Body-worn cameras were shown to reduce the use of force incidents, and crime rates as well as reduced court costs. Public response to body-worn cameras varied, as well as public opinion (Cubitt, Lesic, Myers, and Corry, 2017). On the other hand, the usage of body-worn cameras increases self-awareness during police interactions with the public while those are being recorded. As per the public's perspective, being informed that they are being recorded causes them to behave appropriately while dealing with the police, and not display any socially unacceptable behaviours. Body-worn cameras provide additional information to officers while writing statements and giving evidence. Every police officer investigating alleged crimes must record and preserve material that may be relevant to the investigation. Officers are advised to use their common sense and sound judgment while using body-worn cameras, in support of the principles of best evidence. Body-worn cameras do not replace traditional forms of evidence gathering such as written statements, but they help improve the professionalism of policing and provide a potent tool for behavioural change and continuous improvement. 

An example of a past case in the United Kingdom where body-worn cameras were used as evidence in the court was the case of R v Din. In Birmingham town in the year 2015, police officer Mohammed Qadeer was called to respond to a disturbance in a supermarket where Muhammad Din was behaving aggressively towards the staff and other store customers. PC Qadeer decided to start recording the incident using a body-worn camera when the situation became out of control as Din started verbal abuse towards the officer and threatening the supermarket staff. The footage showed that Din had attacked PC Qadeer with a knife. When it came to the court hearing the footage from body-worn cameras was presented at the trial as evidence to support PC Qadeer’s version of the incident. Din was found guilty by the jury on several charges including possession of a knife and assault. In this case, the evidence provided by body-worn cameras was crucial in securing the conviction and led to a successful prosecution. The footage captured on body-worn cameras provides critical visual evidence in courts. It also helps to corroborate the accounts of law enforcement officers and reassures a fair and accurate representation of events. 

Law enforcement agencies adopted body-worn cameras (BWCs) with the expectation that they would enhance police conduct, accountability, and transparency regarding the use of force. However, both the police and the community expressed concerns about privacy and the potential for BWCs to discourage citizens from reporting crimes and cause officers to be less initiative-taking. Despite significant research and evaluation, it remains unclear how and why BWCs reduce complaints against the police. Furthermore, it is still uncertain whether BWCs improve police accountability and strengthen police-citizen relationships (Lum, Koper, Wilson, Stoltz, Goodier, Eggins, Higginson, and Mazerolle, 2020). Lum et al. (2019), in their narrative review of empirical BWC research, argues that this technology has not had consistent effects on the behaviours of officers nor on the behaviours of citizens, for better or worse. The review suggests that both citizens and the police seem to believe that BWCs might be able to protect each other (Lum, Stoltz, Koper, and Scherer, 2019). Research has demonstrated that the implementation of body-worn cameras (BWCs) has led to a notable increase in convictions for crimes committed against law enforcement and domestic violence charges when compared to non-BWC controls. It is worth noting that the efficacy of BWCs can differ depending on the nature of the crime in question. However, they have proven most useful in capturing evidence of offenses committed against police officers, as well as anti-social conduct and domestic violence. In recent years, the research on the effects of BWCs has increased significantly and it has primarily concentrated on a small set of outcomes such as citizens’ complaints and use of force (Ariel, Farrar and Sutherland et al., 2015; Ariel, Sutherland, Henstock and Young et al., 2017; Jennings, Lynch and Fridell et al., 2015; Maskaly, Donner, Jennings, Ariel and Sutherland et al., 2017; Morrow, Katz and Choate, 2016). 

The usage of body-worn cameras in principle prevents and detects crime and collects valuable evidence which can be used in criminal investigations. However, research on the impact of BWCs on court-related outcomes has been limited and inconclusive as of today (Petersen, Mouro, Papy, Castillo and Ariel, 2021). Modern-day policing has undergone considerable changes and continues to rapidly develop its use of technology. Police officers are committed to ensuring that the use of body-worn cameras remains lawful, proportionate, and justified. Although there is no definite figure, it is believed that over 70% of police forces have acquired cameras by 2019, and the country is moving rapidly towards full adoption, according to an assessment carried out by a privacy watchdog group (Lum, Koper, Wilson, Stoltz, Goodier, Eggins, Higginson, and Mazerolle, 2020).
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