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Explore and Evaluate the Use of Body Worn Cameras in Evidence-Based Policing 


The purpose of this assignment is to significantly express the use of body worn cameras whilst adapting to that of evidence-based policing. 
The market for body-worn cameras is expanding swiftly within the worldwide setting. Despite being frequently utilised by law enforcement and private security firms, body-worn cameras are increasingly being used across a variety of industries. Beyond retail, where they are progressively prevalent, they are also creating a positive impact upon healthcare, public transportation, and many public service positions (Swallow, 2021). 
The sole perception of the police service, in any reign, has consequently adapted to the use of evidence to portray an investigation; yet evidence-based policing focuses more on the techniques established to support the evidence in terms of its effectiveness (The Open University, no date). In fact, an American Criminologist, Herman Goldstein, first introduced this approach, when he utilised a proposition called Problem Oriented Policing, otherwise known as the POP approach. As The College of Policing (2020) states, the Problem Oriented Policing approach is essentially a problem-solving alternative to tackle criminal activity through the identification and investigation of the issue, whilst tailoring a response to create a specific solution.    
Typically, body-worn cameras provide vital evidence in the investigation of a criminal offence (Metropolitan Police, no date). They have the ability to record both the audio and video of an individual during police encounters, with their capability to employ wide angle lenses that capture events across a broad field of view (Home Office, 2018). The Home office mentions that even brief, small snippets from a body-worn camera can determine strong and compelling evidence within a criminal case. The National Police Chiefs’ Council (NPCC) (2022) recognises that the use of body-worn cameras are now widespread across all nations and local forces within England and Wales, mainly because they are perceived as the principle method of gathering evidence. 
NPCC also acknowledges that body worn cameras are discreet, conspicuous devices that police officers wear on either their heads or chests, now as part of their uniform. Viewers of the video can witness a scene from the officer's point of view thanks to the camera's placement; essentially, the camera serves as an independent witness to police interactions and actions.

When analysing both the strengths and weaknesses of body-worn cameras, it is inevitable that the way in which they provide key evidence outweighs any such disadvantages that may occur when discussing this principle. 
Evidence captured by body-worn cameras often limit protestation towards the said officer, according to Kesia, 2022. Indeed, this approach works both ways; the officer and defendant tend to behave in a more restrained manner, as a result of the camera, resulting is less confrontational situations between both parties. 
Similar to an athlete, for example, whereby they frequently film and rewatch themselves in order to improve their performance, body-worn cameras often allow police officers to do the same (Home Office, 2018). This creates an opportunity to learn from mistakes by analysing the course of what happened, supporting greater decisions in the future.
Furthermore, using the West Midlands Police Service as an example, when they implemented the controlled use of body worn cameras, they condemned a report that established an increase in citations and arrests (West Midlands Police, 2019). 
In addition, along with a decline in the volume of formal reports against the police, there were significantly less complaints concerning the use of force by law enforcement within the local communities. A study conducted by The University of Cambridges’ Institute of Criminology demonstrates a startling ninety-three percent reduction in public objection against the police (University of Cambridge, 2016). This means that in comparison to fellow officers, who are often more inclined to exculpate someone with a warning, this advantage motivates some police officers to act ‘by the book’ more frequently. 

In contrast, with most things in life, body-worn cameras are rather expensive, especially with the constant battle of law enforcement budgets. A price tag of near enough two-hundred pounds per unit often leaves a sense of devastation to any force within the United Kingdom. 
Moreover, a body-worn camera is only practical when pointed directly towards the suspect; when multiple officers are involved, complex situations may not result in clear and convincing video evidence of the outcome. This implies that one of the main types of evidence utilised to paint a picture, is still the administrative report that each law enforcement agency produces (Wireless CCTV, no date). 
Again, a further disadvantage of body-worn cameras is that they raise a privacy concern to those within the view of the lens. People must be aware of this actuality and be comfortably accepting of the fact that their likeness or decisions will be shown within the tape. With that said, whether processed on a computer, CCTV, still camera or any other media, The Data Protection Act 1988 controls the processing of sensitive and personal data (College of Policing, 2014). 

Body-worn cameras are frequently marketed as a tool to increase safety and prevent antisocial behaviour (Kingdom Services Group LTD, 2023). Conduct that has harassed, alarmed or distressed an individual is referred to as antisocial behaviour (College of Policing, 2021). According to The Metropolitan Police, there are three principle avenues of this offence; which is expressed within the Antisocial Behaviour Act 2003 and the Police Reform and Social Responsibility Act 2011 (Metropolitan Police, no date). These are personal, nuisance and environmental antisocial behaviour.  
More often than not, when people are aware they are being recorded, they are less likely to act in a manner that is absurd and unsavoury; as in most complex situations. Police officers using body-worn video within anti-social hotspots mention that when fellow officers with head or chest cameras attend, suspects reduce their volume of behaviour more than in the presence of a PCSO without a camera, for example (Police and Crime Standards Directorate, 2007). Body-worn cameras provide much more impact than street CCTV or vehicle-borne cameras. Those present are quick to grasp the fact that recordings not only provide perspicuous video but also include crisp, clear audio whilst being able to deploy at any position within the incident.
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