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Changes during the period of a pilot project

Violence against police officers is a current issue in Germany, Austria and Switzerland.
The use of body-worn cameras is increasingly being discussed as a measure against this
violence. In German-speaking countries, there are now various model projects in which
the use of body-worn cameras is tested and scientifically evaluated. This article presents
the findings of such a model project, which was carried out in the city of Zurich in 2017.
The study addresses the question of how prevalent different attitudes toward body-worn
cameras are among police officers and how these attitudes changed throughout the pilot
project. The findings show that body-worn cameras are rated very differently. Almost
all police officers appreciate the technical features and the additional possibilities for se-
curing evidence. However, significantly fewer respondents think that they protect them
against violence. All in all, however, more than half of the police officers are in favour
of body-worn cameras. Comparing the two surveys, which were slightly longer than half

a year apart, there is a significant drop in the approval of body-worn cameras.

1. INTRODUCTION
Violence against police officers is a current
issue in Germany, Austria and Switzer-
land. On the one hand, harsher sentences,
among other things, are being discussed as
measures against the apparent increase in
violence. On the other hand, body-worn
cameras are receiving increasing attention
in the hope that they can prevent violent
attacks or provide better evidence to pros-
ecute the perpetrators if violence occurs.
It cannot yet be said with certainty
whether these desired effects will actually
occur. The scientific research in this area
is still relatively recent; so far there have
been only a few evaluation studies which
have adopted an experimental approach
to testing the consequences of the use of

the body-worn camera. Since these studies
have been conducted mainly in Anglo-Sax-
on countries and since the reduction of po-
lice violence was the primary reason for
the introduction of body-worn cameras
in these countries, the existing studies
focus on this impact area. The study re-
sults tend to indicate that body-worn cam-
eras may reduce police violence (cf. Baier/
Manzoni 2018). Ariel et al. (Ariel et al.
2015), for example, demonstrate on the
basis of an experiment in Rialto (Califor-
nia) that the use of body-worn cameras
significantly reduces the amount of vio-
lent police behaviour. A study by Ready
and Young (Ready/Young 2015) in Mesa
(Arizona) also found a significant reduc-
tion in citizen complaints against police
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officers who use body-worn cameras. The
experiment conducted by Jennings et al.
(Jennings et al. 2015) in Orlando (Flori-
da) also showed evidence of the impact
of the use of body-worn cameras: The au-
thors reported that there was a significant-
ly lower frequency of use of force and of
complaints in the group that used body-
worn cameras than in the group that did
not. Similar findings on the effectiveness
of body-worn cameras can also be found in
studies by Katz et al. (Katz et al. 2015) or
White et al. (White et al. 2017).

Findings on whether body-worn cameras
are appropriate for reducing the violent
behaviour of the population, on the other
hand, are found less frequently than find-
ings on the violent behaviour of police
officers. In their overview of body-worn
cameras, Maskaly et al. (Maskaly et al.
2017) report that the limited available re-
search findings do not support the assump-
tion that body-worn cameras positively
influence the behaviour of the civilian popu-
lation. A study conducted by Hedberg et al.
(Hedberg et al. 2016) in Arizona also
shows that body-worn cameras do not re-
duce unruly behaviour. Ariel et al. (Ariel
et al. 2016) even report that violent behav-
iour increases among citizens when police
officers wear body-worn cameras.

Apart from the effectiveness of body-
worn cameras, the question arises as to
how police officers perceive the introduc-
tion of body-worn cameras.! The attitudes
of the group of persons who are mainly
affected by the introduction of body-worn
cameras have hardly been examined so far
in a systematic and empirical manner. It is
implicitly assumed, especially in Conti-
nental Europe, that the mere claim that
body-worn cameras may protect the po-
lice against assaults is sufficient for police
officers to have a predominantly positive
attitude toward the introduction of this new
equipment. International research shows,

however, that the approval of body-worn

cameras cannot simply be assumed:

» Jennings et al. (Jennings et al. 2014) re-
port the findings of a police survey con-
ducted in Orlando, Florida. This showed
that only about half of the respondents
or even fewer of them shared the view
that body-worn cameras should be in-
troduced for all police officers of the
unit or that body cameras improve the
behaviour of the population. Only about
20 % of the respondents thought that
the body-worn cameras improved their
own behaviour. Only very few police
officers (3 %) stated that wearing body-
worn cameras reduced their own use of
coercion and force.

» In the study conducted by Smykla et al.
(Smykla et al. 2016), which included po-
lice officers in leadership positions, only
about 50 % of the respondents were in
favour of introducing body-worn cam-
eras. However, more than half of the
respondents agreed that body-worn cam-
eras are used to secure evidence — so
they can be helpful in this respect.

» Katz et al. (Katz et al. 2014) report the
findings of a survey of police officers in
Phoenix, a repeated survey before and
after the introduction of body-worn cam-
eras. In general, the survey shows “that
there was resistance among officers to-
ward wearing the BWCs” (ibid., 40).
Only a small proportion of respondents
agreed, for example, with the statement
that body-worn cameras should also be
introduced in other police departments —
this proportion increased slightly over
time. The technical features of the body-
worn cameras are rated as good by the
majority. Similarly, a majority felt that
the quality of evidence increased by the
use of body-worn cameras. The police
officers are rather sceptical about the
potential effect of body-worn cameras
on citizens, and this scepticism even
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increased over time: “By the end of the
study period, for example, only 25.7 %
of target group officers believed BWCs
result in citizens being more coopera-
tive, 28.6 % agreed that citizens will be
more respectful” (ibid., 23).

There are currently no findings available
from German-speaking countries on police
attitudes toward body-worn cameras. This
was the reason for conducting a study in
addition to an impact evaluation as part of
a pilot project for introducing body-worn
cameras in the city of Zurich. This study
should address, among other things, the
following questions:

1. How common are different attitudes to-
ward body-worn cameras among police
officers? Are there any differences be-
tween different groups of police officers
in this respect, e.g. between male and
female police officers or between young
and older police officers?

2. How do these attitudes change during
the pilot project? How can these changes
be explained?

2. THE STUDY

In order to examine the attitudes toward
body-worn cameras, a pilot project was
carried out in collaboration with the
Zurich city police.? In the period from
1 March 2017 to 1 November 2017, body-
worn cameras were used. Officers of the
city police force were equipped with body-
worn cameras on even weeks, but not on
odd weeks. This is a randomised treatment
and control group method which allows
statements about the effect of body-worn
cameras. The focus was on the question
whether body-worn cameras help to reduce
violence against and by police officers.
The findings of this experiment are briefly
discussed below in an excursus; they have
already been published elsewhere (Man-
zoni/Baier 2018; Baier/Manzoni 2018).

Before and after the experiment, the police
officers were asked to answer a short ques-
tionnaire on their attitudes toward body-
worn cameras and related topics.

The pilot project was not implement-
ed in the entire city of Zurich, but only at
three of the five regional police stations
(City, Aussersihl and Industrie) and at the
special commissariat. These are all those
police stations which have a comparative-
ly higher incidence of violence in Zurich.
All police officers at these police stations
were sent a written questionnaire and a
sealable return envelope. The completed
questionnaires were collected by a project
staff member at the end of the survey pe-
riod. A total of 350 police officers were
involved in the pilot project. 306 of these
police officers took part in the first survey,
representing a very good response rate of
87.4 %. Nix et al. (Nix et al. 2017) report
an average response rate of 64 % based on
497 police surveys.

In the second survey, 273 police officers
participated, representing a response rate
of 78 %. The response rates fluctuate
between the organisational units involved
(cf. Manzoni/Baier 2018): The City and
Aussersihl regional police stations had
the highest response rate in both surveys.
In all organisational units, the response
rate of the second survey was lower than
the response rate of the first one. The re-
sponse rates of the special commissariat
differ markedly (87.5 to 60 %). One rea-
son for the lower response rate of this
police station to the second survey may
have been that, in the first survey, many
of the participants were younger of-
ficers who, after a four-month compul-
sory period, were transferred to various
regional police stations and were therefore
no longer available for the second survey,
at least in part, if they changed to regional
police stations which were not part of the
pilot project.
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The samples are composed as follows:
In the first survey at the beginning of the
pilot project, 15.8 % of the participants
were female, 84.2 % of them were male.
In the second survey, the percentage of fe-
male respondents was 14.8 %. The average
age of the respondents was 34.3 years in
the first survey and 34.6 years in the sec-
ond survey. Approximately one in five re-
spondents (21.3 % and 20.6 %, respective-
ly) held a leadership position.

Although the survey was repeated with-
in a short period of time, the participants
of both surveys are only partially identi-
cal. In total, survey results for the first and
second survey are available for 212 police
officers; this includes longitudinal data or a
so-called “panel sample”. The connection
between the first and second survey was
established by means of a short code (first
letter of one’s first name, date of mother’s
birthday, and first letter of the father’s first
name). Unfortunately, some respondents
did not provide any information regarding
the short code, probably because they saw
it as a threat to their assured anonymity.
The combination of questionnaires from
the first and second survey makes it pos-
sible to examine changes in the same per-
son and thus potential causes of changes
in attitudes. The panel sample has the fol-
lowing socio-demographic characteristics:
13.2 % of respondents were female; the
average age of the participants at the time
of the first survey was 34.5 years; 21.4 %
held a leadership position.

3. FINDINGS

3.1. Attitudes toward the body-worn
camera

In the first and second survey, police of-
ficers were asked to answer a total of 36
statements about body-worn cameras,
including six answer categories ranging
from “1 — not true at all” to “6 — complete-

ly true”. All 36 statements cannot be pre-
sented here. Instead, Figure 1 (see page 8)
presents eleven items, some of which could
be partly assigned to superordinate attitu-
dinal dimensions (scales) (cf. Manzoni/
Baier 2018). These scales contain two to
eight items and are sufficiently reliable.?
Figure 1 shows one item per scale that is
characteristic of the scale (e.g. due to a
high degree of selectivity). Two items are
also listed that could not be assigned to a
scale, but at the same time depict typical
views of body-worn cameras. The percent-
age of respondents who expressed their
agreement is shown, in which the answers
“4 — somewhat true”, “5 — true to a large
extent” and “6 — completely true” have
been summarised.

First of all, it can be seen that almost
all respondents hold the view that the
body-worn cameras have good technical
features. The statement that body-worn
cameras are easy to use was supported by
97.3 % in the first survey and 97.8 % in the
second one. The specific experiences with
body-worn cameras during the pilot pro-
ject did not change the attitudes regarding
the technical features. It should be noted at
this point that the Zurich city police used
cameras that had to be worn in the chest
area. The battery life of these body-worn
cameras was also rated as sufficient by the
clear majority of respondents (without rep-
resentation). In the second survey, 97.4 %
agreed with the statement that the battery
life was adequate — even at the department
of the special commission, where the aver-
age patrol service was considerably longer
(approx. eight hours) than at the other
stations (97.9 % agreed here).

Statements relating to the quality of
securing evidence also received a high
level of agreement. In the first survey,
93.7 % of police officers stated that body-
worn cameras would improve the quality
of the evidence, while in the second sur-
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Source: Baier/Manzoni
Protective effect: “Using body-worn cameras is good 1 55.1
for protecting police officers from attacks.” 45.2

Good technical features: 97.3
“Body-worn cameras are easy to use.” 97.8
Good evidence: “Body-worn cameras 93.7

improve the quality of evidence.” 90.7

Impairment during use: “Wearing body-worn cameras means
police officers are more reluctant to take

necessary action on duty.”

Improper use: “The video footage from the body-worn
cameras may be used to expose police officers.”

Positive effect on police: “Body-worn cameras
improve police behaviour toward citizens.”

Increased respect among the population: “Body-worn
cameras increase citizens’ trust in the police.”

Reduction in complaints: “Body-worn cameras reduce the
number of complaints against police officers.”

General support: “Allin all, | support
the use of body-worn cameras.”

“Body-worn cameras constitute an
invasion of the citizen’s privacy.”

“Body-worn cameras contribute
to increased job satisfaction.”

O 1. Survey (March 2017)

0 20 40 60 80 100

B 2. Survey (November 2017)

Figure 1: Agreement with various statements on
body-worn cameras (in %)

vey the figure was slightly lower at 90.7 %.

However, the pilot project could not exam-

ine whether the body-worn camera actual-

ly had this characteristic: During the entire
project period, the body-worn camera was
only used 57 times to record video foot-
age. None of these uses were followed by
criminal proceedings in which the body-
worn camera recordings could play a role.

The pilot project does not make it possible

to say whether the body-worn camera fa-

cilitates cooperation with the public pro-
secutor’s office as 72.1 % of respondents
to the second survey thought (first survey:

75.8 %; no representation). Overall, the

evaluations show that agreement to “body-

worn cameras providing good evidence”
tends to decline over the pilot project period.

In addition to these views, there are a
total of four attitudinal dimensions on
which approximately half of the respon-
dents expressed their agreement:

1. Body-worn cameras protect police offi-
cers against attacks — one of the core ar-
guments in the discussion about their in-
troduction — was stated by 55.1 % in the
first survey and 45.2 % in the second sur-
vey; the agreement drops significantly

(p < .05). Agreement also decreases
for all other statements on this scale, so
that the percentage of respondents who
confirm a protective effect of the body-
worn cameras significantly drops from
48.4 % to 38.5 % (p < .05; without re-
presentation).

. In the first survey, 48.2 % of police offi-

cers stated that body-worn cameras have
the consequence of making officers
more reluctant to take action; in the
second survey, the percentage was si-
milarly high at 47.0 %. A substantial
percentage of the respondents believe
that body-worn cameras may also have
problematic implications for their work.
One interview partner — a total of twelve
qualitative interviews with police of-
ficers were conducted in the project* —
formulated this as follows: “This means
that the police are less assertive because
afterwards the police officer has the
feeling that these video recordings are
watched and then criticised. (...) And
that’s exactly what (...) I see with the
body-worn camera. The police offi-
cers are inhibited from asserting them-
selves more, to assert themselves and
this will probably be talked about. If the
police are less assertive, more can be
allowed.”

. Half of the respondents also consider

it a problematic implication that body-
worn cameras in principle are capable
of being improperly used for exposing
the individual police officer; agreement
with this statement rose from 52.8 %
to 59.6 % throughout the pilot project
(not significant at p < .05). The second
statement of this scale was “body-worn
cameras may be used by superiors to
search for information that can be used
against a police officer” (without re-
presentation). The agreement with this
statement increases significantly from
46.4 % to 60.1 % when both surveys are
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compared (p < .01). In summary, this
results in an increase in agreement with
improper use from 41.0 % to 53.7 % (sig-
nificant at p < .01). Possible reasons for
these changes will be discussed below.
4. At the beginning of the pilot project,
67.5 % of the respondents agreed with
the statement that they were all in all in
favour of the use of body-worn cameras;
at the end of the pilot project, this rate
was 58.5 % (significant at p <.05). There
is also a decline in agreement with the
other items of the corresponding scale;
the percentage of police officers who
agree dropped from 66.1 % to 55.3 %
with respect to the “general support”
scale”(significant at p < .01; without
representation). At the same time, how-
ever, this means that more than half of
the police officers were still positive
about body-worn cameras, even after
the pilot project had been implemented.

Only a minority of respondents agree
with the other attitudinal dimensions shown
in Figure 1 (see page 8). 24.1 % and 20.4 %
stated that body-worn cameras represent an
intrusion into the privacy of citizens. 23 %
and 21 % of respondents stated that they
agreed with the view that they would have
a positive effect on the work of the police,
provided that they improved police behav-
iour toward citizens. 38 % and 40.4 % of
respondents assume that the body-worn
cameras have a positive influence on the
citizens’ trust in the police. There are no
significant changes for all three attitudes
over time.

However, changes resulted regarding two
other aspects: First of all, the percentage of
respondents who rate body-worn cameras
as a means of improving job satisfaction
fell significantly from 24.5 % to 14.3 %
(significant at p < .01). Second, the agree-
ment with the view that body-worn cam-
eras lead to a reduction in complaints

Source: Baier/Manzoni
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Figure 2: Support for the body-worn camera by
different groups (in %)

against police officers decreased from
34.5 % to 23.7 % (significant at p <.01).

Since the “general support” scale is a
measure for the general attitude toward
body-worn cameras, we will focus on
it below. This scale consists of a total of
five items. In addition to the items listed
in Figure 1, the statements integrated into
the scale analysis were as follows: “All in
all, equipping police officers with body-
worn cameras makes their job easier”,
“The advantages of body-worn cameras
outweigh their disadvantages”, “Body-
worn cameras should also be introduced
to other police divisions in Switzerland”
and “I support the use of body-worn
cameras”. The reliability of the scale can
be classified as very good at the time of
both surveys (Cronbach’s Alpha = .93 or
.94). As mentioned earlier, acceptance of
this scale fell significantly from 66.1 %
to 55.3 % throughout the pilot project.
Figure 2 reports the level of agreement
and its change over time for different
demographic groups.

There was no significant difference be-
tween male and female respondents’ agree-
ment with body-worn cameras at the time
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of both surveys, even though the percent-
age of female police officers agreeing to
body-worn cameras in the second survey
was lower than that of male police officers.
Agreement among both genders decreases;
however, only the change among the male
interviewees is shown to be significant
(p<.05).

With view to age, it can be seen that
older respondents had a significantly high-
er rate of agreement than younger respon-
dents at the time of both surveys. Among
the younger respondents, there was no
change in agreement over the project peri-
od, whereas there was change among the
31-to-40-year-olds and the older officers:
agreement decreases significantly in both
groups (at p <.05).

The respondents’ position is also relevant
for the attitude toward body-worn cameras:
At both times of the survey, respondents
in leadership positions were more positive
about the body-worn cameras. At the same
time, a significant decrease in agreement
(at p < .05) can only be found among re-
spondents who do not hold a leadership
position.

3.2 Explanation for the change in
attitudes

3.2.1 Trend evaluations

According to the evaluations presented,
the approval of body-worn cameras (“gen-
eral support” scale) decreased significantly
between the first and second survey. This
leads to the question of which variables
might be relevant for this change. It should
be initially pointed out that the actual ex-
periences with body-worn cams were not
collected for any survey. It cannot be ex-
amined to what extent the decline is relat-
ed to the frequency of the use of the body-
worn cameras with specific experiences
during their use, etc. Instead, the decline
can only be explained by variables from two

domains: 1. other attitudes related to body-

worn cameras, 2. further views and expe-

riences.

The other views related to body-worn
cameras were reported in the previous sec-
tion. These are listed again in Table Al
in the Annex (see page 17), together with
the mean scale values of the two surveys.
There are no significant changes in the
mean scale values for three attitudes (im-
pairment during use, positive effect on the
police and increased respect in the popula-
tion). These attitudes therefore do not need
to be examined to determine whether they
are generally responsible for a decline in
the approval of body-worn cameras since
the missing changes cannot explain any
change. The other five attitude scales (pro-
tective effect, good technical features,
good evidence, improper use and reduc-
tion of complaints) are taken into account
in the following analysis.

Table A1 also lists further views and ex-
periences. A detailed presentation of these
measuring instruments can be found in
Manzoni and Baier (Manzoni/Baier 2018).
At this point, it is of particular interest
whether there are changes in these vari-
ables over time. This is only the case for
three variables:

» The percentage of respondents who ex-
perience organisational demands at least
once a week (e.g. completing tasks in a
very short period of time and being in-
terrupted repeatedly during actual work)
rose from 69 % to 77 %.

» Social cohesion is declining. In order
to measure this, the police officers
should answer statements such as “Our
colleagues at the station/in the unit sup-
port each other” or “We stick together at
the station/in the unit”.

» The demand for harsh sentences is de-
clining. Statements such as “The courts
should punish persons who use violence
against police officers more severely” or
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“Violence against police officers must
be punished more consistently” had to
be evaluated.

There must not only be a significant
change in the comparison of both surveys
for the different variables to be an expla-
nation for the declining trend. It is also
necessary that these variables should be
correlated with the general attitude to-
ward body-worn cameras. Linear regres-
sion analyses can be used to verify wheth-
er there are any correlations. At the same
time, it can be verified whether the decline
can be explained by the variables. Table 1
presents a total of three models. The
shown coefficients represent standardised
coefficients that can assume values be-
tween 0 and 1 or -1. The stronger a coeffi-
cient moves toward 1 or -1, the stronger a
correlation is defined.

Model I initially shows that there is a de-
cline in approval for body-worn cameras
in general; the corresponding coefficient
is negative and significant at p < .05. If
additional attitudes related to body-worn
cameras are taken into account, the decline
is fully explained; the coefficient for the
second survey is even positive now. This
means that if there had been no changes
in other attitudes, the general approval of
body-worn cameras would have increased.
The coefficients from Model II show that
three attitudes related to body-worn cam-
eras in particular have had a negative im-
pact on the development of general ap-
proval: the assessment of the protective
effect, the quality of evidence and improp-
er use. Respondents who confirmed a high
level of protective effect, a high quality of
evidence or a low level of improper use are
generally in favour of body-worn cameras.
The view of the technical features and the
possibilities of reducing complaints, on the
other hand, are not correlated with the gen-
eral attitude toward body-worn cameras.

Model III finally shows that the further

Source: Baier/Manzoni
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Model | Model Il Model Il
2. Survey -.09 * .05 * 06 *
Protective effect L9 HxE L9 xxx
Good technical features .04 .03
Good evidence 28 *xx 28 xxx
Improper use =29 Hex -.28 ***
Reduction in complaints .02 .02
General organisational demands
at least once a week .01
Social cohesion .02
Demand for harsher sentences .00
N 560 560 560
R? 0.006 0.647 0.645
*p<.05 ** p< .01, ** p< .001

Table 1: Factors influencing attitudes to body-worn
cameras in general (OLS regression, standardised
coefficients; pairwise exclusion of missing values)

views and experiences also have no corre-
lation with the general attitude toward
body-worn cameras. In summary, this
means that the development of the general
attitude toward body-worn cameras can
only be explained by the development of
other attitudes related to body-worn cam-
eras. The approval of body-worn cameras
is declining because police officers more
frequently acknowledge improper use and
less frequently a protective effect and a
good quality of evidence.

Atthis point, these findings can be further
elaborated. Since the view that body-worn
cameras provide good evidence is decreas-
ing during the pilot period, this cannot be
the result of the experience of the pilot
project, in which, as stated earlier, no
criminal proceedings took place in which
body-worn camera recordings were used as
evidence. In general, it should also be said
with regard to this specific view relating
to the body-worn camera that the decline is
fairly minor (mean value of approval from
4.44 to 4.28; see Table Al in the Annex,
page 17).

On the other hand, the decline with re-
gard to the approval of the protective effect
is more significant (from 3.44 to 3.14;
see Table Al). The experience gained

"
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during the period of the pilot project may
well have been relevant here. These were
ambivalent, which the additionally con-
ducted qualitative interviews confirmed.
The interviews show that the police of-
ficers wore the body-worn cameras about
15 times, i.e. once a week. Some respond-
ents reported that the body-worn camera
had a de-escalating effect. However, the
other person must still be approachable,
i.e. not too drunk or in a state of psycholog-
ical emergency, for such an effect to occur.
One respondent formulated experiences as
follows: “People are already reacting very
well to the camera. They are really calm-
ing down.” Another respondent remarked:
“I know we’ve said it a few times. Look, if
this keeps on, I’1l turn the camera on. And
because of this threat, the situation calmed
down a bit.” Although no respondent re-
ported that the body-worn camera had an
escalating effect, it was repeatedly report-
ed in the interviews that the reference to
carrying the body-worn camera proved
fruitless. One police officer described one
such case as follows: “I threatened to use it
and wanted to (...) That didn’t help and he
wasn’t drugged (...) But that didn’t impress
him at all. He didn’t really give a damn.”
The decline in the approval of the protec-
tive effect could therefore be explained
by the fact that the hopes that the police
officers receiving the equipment at the be-
ginning of the pilot project adjusted to re-
ality in which some protective effects were
shown, but others were not.

The change in the view of improper
use (mean value from 3.47 to 3.78; Table
Al, page 17) can also be justified on the
basis of qualitative interviews. A specific
incident may have played a decisive role
in this. Shortly after the beginning of the
pilot project, recordings made by mistake
with the body-worn camera showing the
misconduct of a police officer were viewed
by superiors and prompted grounds for a

talk. This incident was discussed at all the
police stations involved and led to the fact
that potential disadvantages of the use of
body-worn cameras were strongly taken
into account, and consequently, as men-
tioned earlier, the view of the statement
“Body-worn cameras can be used by su-
periors to search for information that can
be used against a police officer” changed.
The incident was described as follows in
an interview: “We were told that these
videos would not be viewed. But then they
were and these police officers were more
or less called to account because of a pri-
vate conversation that was previously on
this camera. And of course that caused a
lot of anger. (...) The ones who were of
course already negative about it, for them
it was of course a confirmation, and the
others obviously didn’t appreciate it either
(...). [Interviewer: ‘But it became an issue
throughout the whole police station?’]
Yes, throughout the whole city.”

Even if the statement were not correct
that a police officer was “called to ac-
count” because of remarks made on the
body-worn camera (it led to a discussion
that did not result in sanctions), the story
about this incident spread quickly and
shaped the attitudes of the police officers.
At the same time, it seems that not only
attitudes were affected. Changes in behav-
iour were also reported, because the body-
worn camera was no longer switched on
when leaving the police station, but only
when it was considered necessary due to
the situation. For example, one respondent
stated: “Well, I turn the camera on as soon
as I put it on at the police station. But I’ve
already noticed that colleagues haven’t
switched them on outside on patrol, but
only when they go on into action. Prob-
ably because everything you say is record-
ed.” This change in practice could have
at least two negative effects: on the one
hand, the police officers have to switch on
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the body-worn camera twice on duty (first
the ring buffer recording and second the
recording which is permanently stored),
which could cost significant time for oth-
er measures. On the other hand, important
evidence could be lost. The body-worn
cameras were equipped with ring buffers,
i.e. they recorded both images and sounds
as soon as they were switched on. How-
ever, these were overwritten every 30
seconds. It was only when the recording
was saved by the police officer that the
(previous) 30 seconds and all subsequent
recorded information were permanently
saved (until the recording was stopped). If
the ring buffer recording must be first acti-
vated in a situation, the recordings for the
previous 30 seconds are lost.

3.2.2 Panel analyses

The panel sample of 212 police officers
also makes it possible to explain the change
and even causal analyses can be carried out
on the basis of this sample. In the sample,
the general attitude toward body-worn
cameras (mean value) decreased signifi-
cantly from 3.80 in the first survey to 3.57
in the second one (p < .01). At the same
time, the view of the first survey correlates
with that of the second survey with r=.64.
The general attitude toward body-worn
cameras is a characteristic that is quite sta-
ble over time.

At this point, the panel sample will only
be used to verify whether the three identi-
fied influencing variables of the general
attitude toward body-worn cameras (pro-
tective effect, good evidence and improper
use) also prove to be relevant factors
in the longitudinal study, which would
support the results of the trend evaluations
reported above. Table 2 shows the findings
of two linear regression analyses. Model |
examines to what extent the three afore-
mentioned attitudes related to the body-
worn camera at the time of the first survey

Source: Baier/Manzoni
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Model I: Model II:
General support | General support
survey 2 difference, surveys
1and 2
Protective effect/difference
Survey 1 and survey 2 By .38 *x*
Good evidence/difference
Survey 1 and survey 2 26 *xx 27 xxx
Improper use/difference
Survey 1and 2 =150 =300 Bk
N 21 209
R? 0.328 0.359
*p<.05, ** p<.01,*** p<.001

Table 2: Factors influencing attitudes toward
body-worn cameras in general (OLS regression,
standardised coefficients)

predict the general support of body-worn
cameras of the second survey. On the basis
of the time interval between the two
surveys, this answers the question as to
whether these attitudes actually represent
influencing factors. The findings confirm
this: respondents, who, in the first survey,
acknowledge that body-worn cameras had
a high protective effect, saw it as a means
of securing better evidence and believed
that there was a low risk of improper use,
and expressed more support for body-worn
cameras in general in the second survey.
In particular, the presumed protective ef-
fect and the evidential character prove to
be relevant for the general attitude toward
body-worn cameras which was expressed
six months later.

Model II explores the relationships be-
tween difference measures. Although the
general attitude toward body-worn cam-
eras is stable over time, there are intraindi-
vidual changes. In the analysis, the attitude
at the first survey was subtracted from the
attitude at the second one. The same was
done for the other three measures of atti-
tudes. These variables can be used to ex-
amine whether the change in the general
attitude is accompanied by similar changes
in the other three attitudes. This is clearly
the case: if the attitude declines toward
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protective effect or securing evidence, the
attitude also generally declines toward
body-worn cameras; at the same time, this
attitude declines if the attitude toward im-
proper use becomes more prevalent. Both
analyses thus underline that the three at-
titudes related to the body-worn camera
and their changes are significant for the
attitudes toward body-worn cameras in
general.

EXCURSUS: FINDINGS ON THE
USE OF FORCE BASED ON
RANDOMISED EXPERIMENTS
Table A1l inthe Annex (see page 17) already
points out that there has been a decline in
the incidence of violence during the period
of the pilot project: The percentage of res-
pondents who reported experiences of ver-
bal violence at least once a week (based
on the last six months before the survey)
fell from 21 % to 19 %, and the percentage
of respondents who reported experiences
of physical violence from 42 % to 36 %. In
the first survey, 45 %, in the second survey,
42 % confirmed that a police officer had
charged a citizen; it was also less frequent-
ly reported (with a decrease from 12 % to
9 %) that a citizen had made a complaint.
Although all these indicators point to a
decline in violence, they are not reported
as being significant. During the period of
the pilot project, which was covered by the
second survey, there only tended to be a
decline in violence.

However, the survey data only provide
an initial indication of possible changes
due to the use of the body-worn camera. In
order to explore the influence of the body-
worn cameras through such a survey, it
would have been necessary to conduct sur-
veys at the same time in comparable police
stations in Zurich or other cities where no
body-worn cameras were used. It is con-
ceivable that there is a general trend toward
a decrease in violence, which would also be

evident at other police stations. However,
such a comparative survey was dispensed
with in favour of a real experimental test of
the use of body-worn cameras.

This experiment was designed in such a
way that body-worn cameras were used in
patrols on even weeks, not odd weeks at
the same police stations, where interviews
were conducted. At the end of patrol duty,
the police officers of the task force had to
complete short questionnaires in which,
among other things, they reported the vio-
lence they had experienced during poten-
tial operations and the measures they had
taken (including physical measures). The
comparison of the even weeks with the odd
weeks and thus the comparison of opera-
tions with and without body-worn cameras
offers a conclusion on the effectiveness of
the body-worn cameras. A total of 8,108
operations performed without body-worn
cameras can be included in this compari-
son, compared with 7,727 operations per-
formed with body-worn cameras.

First, the results of the comparison
show that violence is a very rare occur-
rence. For example, physical violence
against police officers (pushing/shoving
or punching/kicking) occurred in 0.5 %
of all operations. Second, there is a some-
what lower overall rate of violence for
operations with body-worn cameras: For
example, police officers are less likely to
report the experience of physical violence
(0.38 % with body-worn camera vs. 0.58 %
without body-worn camera); on the other
hand, police measures are less likely to
be threatened in these operations (2.52 %
vs. 2.96 %). In operations with the body-
worn camera, verbal violence against po-
lice officers is also less common, as police
officers themselves are less likely to take
certain measures. All these differences,
however, are not shown to be significant at
p < .05, which is why the results of the ex-
periment only tend to indicate a reduction
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in violence owing to the use of the body-
worn camera.” At the same time, the dif-
ferences are not trivial: on the basis of es-
timation, for example, it can be projected
that the use of body-worn cameras could
prevent approximately 47 violent attacks
on police officers each year.

4. DISCUSSION

The results of the survey show that body-
worn cameras are rated very differently.
Almost all police officers appreciate the
technical features and the additional pos-
sibilities for securing evidence. Fewer res-
pondents believe that they protect them
against violence; the clear majority of res-
pondents do not see a positive effect on
their own behaviour. All in all, however,
more than half of the police officers are
in favour of body-worn cameras. Male
and female respondents do not differ in
this view. It should be noted, however,
that older respondents and respondents in
leadership positions are significantly more
positive. At this point, it is uncertain why
younger officers, who are generally con-
sidered to be more technology-oriented,
are more critical of body-worn cameras. It
is conceivable that they have less routine
in operations or training and might fear
that mistakes during operations will be-
come visible as a result of using the body-
worn camera.

In the comparison of the two survey
points in time, which were slightly longer
than half a year apart, there is a significant
drop in the approval of body-worn cam-
eras. One possible explanation for this is
that the experience gained in the period
of the pilot project did not always reflect
the original hopes and, for example, the
violence-reducing effect in the actions of
the police opponent could not always be
established. It should also be noted that in
the course of the pilot project there was an
incident relevant to police attitudes which

was characterised by the fact that a video
recording® taken accidentally prompted a
police officer to a talk with a superior. This
incident confirmed the concern that body-
worn cameras are primarily used to control
the behaviour of police officers.

It should be noted, however, that despite
this incident, and in particular despite the
narratives spread about it’, more than half
of respondents still spoke out in favour of
body-worn camera after the pilot project
was completed: 58.5 % of the respondents
agreed with the statement “All in all, |
support the use of body-worn cameras”. It
cannot be concluded that there is a general
scepticism toward body-worn cameras,
motivated by police officers not wanting to
be monitored.

Police officers are less concerned that
their behaviour can be monitored through
the use of body-worn cameras. Instead,
there is uncertainty about how privacy and
social interaction could change under the
influence of the body-worn camera. Police
officers have trained practices for their
professional work, i.e. they know how to
address the other person, how to behave
in dangerous situations, etc. — they have
fewer problems filming these practices.
However, when it comes to everyday
actions, e.g. private conversations with
colleagues, chances that these could be
filmed appear to be problematic for police
officers. A comparison with other occupa-
tional groups can illustrate this: if, for ex-
ample, a substantial percentage of teach-
ers viewed it as an unreasonable demand
that their teaching be filmed in class, they
would be unanimously opposed to private
conversations being recorded in the staff
room. It is exactly this area that is affected
by the body-worn cameras: “Generally, it
can be said that we are being totally moni-
tored, including the previous 30 seconds.
And we no longer have any privacy”, as
one respondent stated in a most exag-
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gerated way. And this already has conse-
quences for social interaction: the survey
showed that social cohesion was declining
during the period of the pilot project. One
respondent states: “Social interaction has
changed to the point that if you have the
body-worn camera with you and it doesn’t
matter where it is, you are more reserved
even if it is switched off. You feel insecure
and you feel watched.” As a result, a new
practice has already developed: the body-
worn cameras are no longer used after
leaving the police station, but only when
they are actually needed in action.

At this point, we will not discuss further
whether the police officers’ concerns are
justified, whether there is or can be any
privacy during police duty or whether this
constitutes something that is well worth
protecting; likewise, we cannot continue
to evaluate the advantages and disadvan-
tages of the observed changes in practice.
It is crucial that the relationship between

privacy and professional practice is rede-
fined by the body-worn cameras and that
this is apparently important for the police
officers and should therefore receive suf-
ficient attention in the implementation of
body-worn cameras. The interviews show
how this can be done. This is what one res-
pondent states: “Clearly you would have to
go deeper into what really happens to the
recordings. Who looks at them, what are
they used for, what is not looked at, from
which stage is it looked at, who is allowed
to look at it how, where and when.” Another
respondent similarly states: “But then it
should be clearly regulated that something
that does not belong to the offence would
be cut at a certain supervised stage, so that
it would not be allowed as evidence at all.”
Overall, this is about clearer regulations
regarding the handling of video footage,
i.e. ultimately about the fact that a “police
officer must not be put at a disadvantage
just because of a body-worn camera”.
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Annex

Source: Baier/Manzoni

Mean value, | Mean value, |Significance
survey 1 survey 2 difference

General support 3.73 8.672 *
Protective effect 3.44 3.14 ok
Good technical features 4.94 5.06 *
Good evidence 444 4.28 *
Impairment during use 3.28 3.20
Improper use 3.47 3.78 o
Positive effect on police 2.77 2.61
Increased respect among the population 3.18 3.08
Reduction in complaints 3.36 318 *
Experience of verbal violence at least once a week 0.21 0.19
Experience of physical violence at least once 0.42 0.36
Police officer has charged citizen 0.45 0.42
Citizens have filed a complaint 0.12 0.09
Attitudes toward violence 3.14 3118
General organisational demands at least once a week 0.69 0.77 *
Additional service requirements at least once a week 0.86 0.88
Operational requirements at least once a week 0.68 0.75
Depersonalisation 2.83 2.86
Reduced efficacy experience 2.84 2.80
Social cohesion 5.29 5.17 *
Organisational commitment 4.83 4.87
Support for citizen-oriented police work 4.79 4.81
Perceived increase in violence 4.99 4.93
Fear of assault 3.29 3.22
Demand for harsher sentences 5.54 5.3% o
Good cooperation with the public prosecutors 3.62 3.69
*p<.05 *p<.01, ***p<.001

Tab. A1: Mean values of various survey variables

! Another important question is how the
population sees the introduction of body-
worn cameras. Since no representative
data were collected as part of the empiri-
cal research project presented below
(only a small sample of business people
in two districts of Zurich were inter-
viewed), this question is no longer dealt
with here. American studies show that
a large part of the population is in favour
of introducing body-worn cameras (cf.
Sousa et al. 2015). A population survey
conducted in Zurich in 2016 also showed
that residents are relatively open to the
use of body-worn cameras (Stadt Ziirich
2016).

2 The authors would like to thank the city
police of Zurich, namely Commander
Daniel Blumer and the former police
chief/city councillor Richard Wolff, for
the opportunity to conduct such a study
as well as for its financing. At the same
time, the SBB Transport Police in Zurich
and Lausanne implemented a similar pilot
project, which the authors also evaluated.
The findings of this project are not pre-
sented here (cf. Manzoni/Baier 2018), as
the tasks of the police differ in part be-
tween the city police and the transport
police. At this point, the authors would also
like to thank the SBB transport police, in

particular the former commander Jiirg

Monhart, for evaluating this pilot project.
3 Cronbach’s Alpha as a measure of
reliability lies between .57 and .94.

4 These are guided interviews. They took
place at the police stations concerned and
lasted on average about 45 minutes. The
audio recordings were transcribed and
summarised in a content analysis. A to-
tal of 12 police officers were interviewed,
nine of whom were city police officers.
Among the interview participants were
eleven male police officers and one female
police officer. The age span ranged from
27 to 56 years.

S Another quote on this point was: “What
I have noticed is that if you know that the
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body-worn camera is there, you are much
more active in your choice of words. It’s
not necessarily positive, it can also be
tense.”

% Despite a stronger decline overall, the
change in the number of female respon-
dents was not found to be significant due
to the significantly lower number of cases.
7 It should also be pointed out that the
criterion of significance is of lesser signi-
ficance due to the nature of the study. The
operations examined are not a sample of
all operations — in such a sample case,
significance would be of vital importance
Instead, more or less all operations were
surveyed during the period of the pilot
project, so that the difference in the po-
pulation was determined and no sample
difference with a more or less high prob-
ability of error in the population was
estimated.

8 The recordings were erroneous because
there was no “punishable act” or “a
physical or verbal escalation imminent”
(Stadt Ziirich 2016a).

% A description of the incident in the inter-
views was, for example, “I noticed that
someone had apparently said something
wrong. I don’t know what else happened
but that’s why this person was fired” —
which is a clear exaggeration of what

actually happened.
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