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Abstract 

The purpose of this non-experimental study was to examine law enforcement officers 

from New Jersey on their perception of the use of body-worn cameras.  Invitations for 

participation in this study were sent to the chief executive officer of 10 organizations 

explaining that the questionnaire was comprised of five independent variables: 

Demographics, Frequency of Use, Attitude, Perceived Ease of Use Scale, and Perceived 

Usefulness.  The dependent variable measured was frequency of use of body-worn 

cameras during regular duty.  All respondents who agreed to participate in this study 

received an anonymous online questionnaire, which was administered via Google Forms 

while on-duty at their respective police headquarters.  An analysis within G*Power 

indicated that a total of 67 respondents were needed to provide an adequate sample, and 

108 (N) respondents participated.  All data received were analyzed using the Statistical 

Package for Social Science (SPSS) Grad Pack.  There was no significant association  

between the overall ease of use of the body-worn cameras and its frequency of use (d =    

-.098, p = 0.062); the overall usefulness of body-worn cameras and its frequency of use 

(d = -.0.90, p = 0.058); and law enforcement officers’ gender and their frequency of 

use p = .365.  There was a moderate, negative association between the years of 

experience and the reported frequency of use (d = -.529, p < 0.001).  There was no 

significant association between law enforcements officers’ reported ease of use of body-

worn cameras and their reported usefulness of body-worn cameras (G = 0.076, p = 

0.384).  The data represented a small sample of law enforcement officers from New 

Jersey who currently utilize body-worn cameras.  This study provides information for 



 

future organizations that have yet to implement body-worn cameras, along with the 

current manufacturers, as a basic foundation to allow future research. 
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Chapter 1: Introduction to the Study 

Over the course of the last several years, law enforcement officers have fallen 

under public scrutiny for allegedly killing unarmed African-Americans.  This growing 

concern really hit the forefront on August 9, 2014, when Michael Brown was shot and 

killed in the middle of a Ferguson, Missouri street (Bolton, 2015).  The encounter began 

when Patrol Officer Darren Wilson was investigating a “strong-arm” robbery of a 

convenience store.  As Officer Wilson furthered his investigation, he came face-to-face 

with Michael Brown, resulting in Officer Wilson utilizing deadly force, against Brown.  

These actions would later result in countless days of rioting in Ferguson when Officer 

Wilson was not indicted for his use of force (Turner-Owens & McQuillan, 2015).   

Questions continue to be raised as to what really occurred during this deadly 

encounter.  At the time of this interaction, Officer Wilson was not equipped with a body-

worn camera, and citizens perceived that Brown was ultimately killed in a cold-blooded 

murder.  Bolton (2015) stated: 

one thing that is certain is if Wilson had been wearing a body-worn camera, many 

of the questions in this case could have been answered.  Some eyewitness 

accounts have said that Brown was surrendering and had his hands up when shot.  

Other eyewitnesses have said that Brown had his hands only waist high and his 

was head down, charging at Wilson when Wilson fired. (p. 14) 

These beliefs later escalated into racial disturbances. 

As similar incidents continue to occur across the country, the trust of law 

enforcement is called into question.  As police officers are entrusted to protect and serve 
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the community, the question is raised if, in fact, officers who are faced with deadly force 

situations, regardless of racial issues, are telling the truth.  Because of these feelings, 

members from communities and/or the general public have the belief that law 

enforcement officers are not being held accountable for their actions, mainly because the 

evidence in the cases are conflicting with what citizens are reporting compared to the 

officers testimony (Maskaly et al., 2017).  The community may not take into 

consideration that officers are faced with making split-second decisions to protect 

themselves and others who have (or are being) placed in dangerous situations (Maskaly et 

al., 2017). 

Fortunately, researchers are investing time and effort into understanding the 

degree to which police officers’ split-second decisions are based upon processes of the 

subconscious mind, as opposed to deliberate bias.  It is believed that members of 

communities from across the country have a difficult time with any shooting that is 

believed to be just a mistake (Orrey, 2010).  Questions have been asked to provide further 

insight into these complex situations.  Orrey (2010) explained that it is important to 

determine the truth of any officer involved shooting to determine if the officer’s decision 

to use deadly force was because of any racial bias or just an unfortunate tragedy.  As 

technology has forever changed today’s society, citizens are walking around with cellular 

telephones and are recording daily events, not just law enforcement officers’ actions.   

Because so many citizens are well equipped with smartphones that contain video-

cameras, it is impossible to believe that the future of law enforcement will not have all 

officers equipped with body-worn cameras (Harris, 2018).  These videos are later 
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displayed for the media to manipulate different events, which sometimes does not portray 

an accurate representation of the events when law enforcement is the subject.  Harris 

(2018) said that “as these situations continued to occur, alongside Smartphones, body-

worn cameras enabled police officers to record incidents from a law enforcement 

perspective” (p. 42).  

As a result of several different high-profile cases over the course the last couple 

years, none more known then the Michael Brown case, law enforcement officers have 

fallen under intense scrutiny by communities, media, policy makers, civil rights groups, 

and academics (Smykla et al., 2016).  A recent case involving a high-profile basketball 

player, Sterling Brown, showed the opposite.  The officers, in this case, used excessive 

force and later documented in their reports that Sterling Brown was aggressive and 

threatening to them.  After the body-worn camera footage was reviewed and later 

released, the truth was revealed.  The officers, in this case, were rightfully disciplined for 

their actions (Amir, 2018).  Again, this could have become another controversial case 

resulting in retaliation, but the truth was quickly displayed through the use of technology.   

These cases lead to different questions about how to better document such 

situations.  As newer technology is available, law enforcement should be utilizing these 

devices to accurately collect evidence regarding events.  It is believed that the body-worn 

camera equipment will symbolize the modern world and future of law enforcement 

(Harris, 2018).  Bolton (2015) said that “prosecutors have found that when defense 

attorneys are shown video evidence of their client’s criminal activity, the number of 

guilty pleas and plea-bargaining agreements goes up” (p. 14).  Law enforcement has 
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slowly moved forward with implementing body-worn cameras.  Cities across the country 

are taking the approach of wait and see if other jurisdictions are successful.  Some of the 

reasons for the delayed implementation may be due to monetary implications.  However, 

as it is a developing process in law enforcement, additional data is needed to determine 

the benefits and implementation practices of using body-worn cameras.   

Although body-worn cameras are not new to global law enforcement, the use of 

such technology is considered a new practice in the United States.  British police were the 

first to show an interest in body-worn cameras (also known as head cameras or body-

worn video in the United Kingdom).  In 2006 in Plymouth, England, body-worn cameras 

were first introduced and utilized during an eight-week trail to focus on eructating 

domestic violence (Smykla et al., 2016).  Another early on attempt to introduce body-

worn cameras was in 2009.  At this time in the Netherlands, they were used during a trail 

bases in an effort to reduce violence against police officers (Timan, 2016).   

In the United States, Demetrus and Okwu (2014) reported that “the Rialto Police 

Department was the first in the nation to deploy the cameras on uniformed officers across 

the department” (p. 1).  The reported results from this deployment found an 88% decline 

in complaints against officers, along with the reported use-of-force incidents dropping by 

60% (Demetrus & Okwu, 2014, p. 1).  As the Rialto Police Department had such success, 

there may be evidence to support other police departments following in their footsteps.  

In today’s restricted budget environment, it comes down to dollars and cents.  The 

equipment is an expense for law enforcement jurisdictions.  This monetary implication is 

compounded by the cost to store the recorded material as evidence.  For police 
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departments to introduce body-worn cameras, there is a financial requirement for the 

startup costs, which lead to maintenance costs, and finally any future costs associated 

with required updates as the program continues on (Jennings et al., 2014). 

At the conclusion of the Michael Brown situation in Ferguson, it was found that 

the police department had already began to purchase body-worn cameras (Turner-Owens 

& McQuillan, 2015).  The body-worn cameras that are currently available to purchase 

from various vendors range in price from $300-$400 for the cameras only.  It was further 

reported that the Ferguson Police Department deploys 8 to 12 officers each shift and has 

a total of 42 officers within the organization, so a total cost would be $3,600-$4,800 for 

each officer not including the storage cost (Turner-Owens & McQuillan, 2015, p. 54).  

Since the Ferguson Police Department had already began to invest into the body-worn 

cameras prior to this scenario, their cost would have been lower; however, they were not 

being utilized (Turner-Owens & McQuillan, 2015). 

Background 

Law enforcement has made numerous changes over the course of many years.  

Police officers went from walking the beat to motorcycle patrol and then police cars.  As 

these advances and changes have occurred overtime, one of the biggest technology 

advancements in law enforcement today is the introduction of body-worn cameras 

beginning used out in the field (Jennings et al., 2014).  Just as times continue to change, 

law enforcement has recently been seen as a position that can no longer be trusted by 

society due to past events, which caused controversial opinions and assumptions about 

incidents which occurred.  Law enforcement has seen high profile cases such as Rodney 
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King, which occurred on March 3, 1991 (Beutin, 2017).  Numerous officers from the Los 

Angeles Police Department were caught on video attacking King.  Had it not been for the 

citizen who decided to videotape this incident, this could have been another case of 

misinformed accounts of the events that occurred.  But because of the video evidence, the 

officers responsible for the incident were later charged criminally and convicted.  

However, the outcome of the court’s decision left more issues for the city such as rioting, 

looting, and innocent citizens being beaten, which continued for five days (Beutin, 2017). 

More recently, cases such as the incident with Eric Garner, who was placed in an 

alleged chokehold by an officer from the New York Police Department, made national 

news.  As Goldstein and Schweber (2014) reported: 

the death of the man, Eric Garner, 43, soon after the confrontation on Staten 

Island, is being investigated by the police and prosecutors.  At the center of the 

inquiry was the officer’s use of a chokehold—a dangerous maneuver that was 

banned by the New York Police Department more than 20 years ago but that the 

department cannot seem to be rid of. (p. A1) 

Again, had it not been for the citizen who recorded this incident, the factual evidence of 

this case may have been misrepresented, leading to further controversy with law 

enforcement. In 2019, after almost five-years of legal battles and court actions, the officer 

in this matter was terminated by the New York Police Department (Southhall, 2019).  In 

South Carolina, Walter Scott was shot multiple times as he fled on foot from a routine 

motor vehicle stop conducted by Officer Michael Slager.  On April 7, 2015, Officer 

Slager, who is a White police officer, was charged with murder after a video that was 
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captured by a citizen who (was equipped with a video camera) showed him shot Scott 

who was an African-American (Beutin, 2017). 

In Baltimore, another incident that was brought to national attention was the 

handling of Freddie Gray.  Fradella and White (2017) reported that on April 12, 2015, 

Baltimore police officers came in contact with Gray and attempted to stop and ask him 

questions.  Gray, who failed to comply with the officer’s request, fled from the scene but 

was quickly apprehended and found to be in possession of an illegal switchblade 

(Fradella & White, 2017).  As Gray was being placed under arrest, a bystander began to 

videotape the incident.  Gray was seen on the ground being placed in handcuffs and then 

secured into the back of the police transport van.  A short time later, Gray fell into a coma 

and it was later determined that he suffered a spinal cord injury.  An investigation into 

Gray’s death found that he was not properly seat belted during transport (Fradella & 

White, 2017).   

These four different cases all have similar themes—several of the officer(s) who 

inflicted harm or death upon an African-American male were Caucasian.  Lum et al. 

(2019) stated that “the rapid adoption of body-worn cameras in the United States has 

been propelled by highly publicized events in this decade involving (often) White police 

officers killing (often) unarmed Black individuals” (p. 94).  All of these cases were 

recorded by a citizen who was a bystander and decided to utilize some form of 

technology to record the interaction.  Lum et al. (2019) added that “these events were 

watershed moments in America policing that spurred on the rapid adoption of body-worn 

cameras” (p. 94).  As a result of these officers’ actions, a further racial divide has 
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developed between police departments across the country and their communities.  If it 

had not been for the recordings, what would or could have been reported?  It is because 

of these incidents that there has been a large movement for transparency in law 

enforcement.   

The transparency that could or may help heal the wounds could be the 

requirement that all law enforcement officers in the field utilize body-worn cameras.  As 

mentioned already, technology has affected law enforcement with the development of 

cellular telephones that contain cameras.  With that being said, then why not require 

officers to deploy body-worn cameras, so police departments can release the interaction 

when possible?  This is one of the findings from President Barack Obama’s Task Force 

on 21st Century Policing.  Law enforcement agencies are undertaking significant training 

regimens that focus on de-escalation to reduce use of force incidents and on implicit bias, 

procedural justice, and the use of technology such as body-worn cameras to improve 

outcomes and community trust (President’s Task Force on 21st Century Policing, 2015).  

The task force itself produced many new recommendations, but none no more significant 

than the use of body-worn cameras by law enforcement officers.   

When we think back to model policing, officers always followed the slogan 

“protect & serve” (Costello, 2017; Fisher-Stewart, 2017; Schrader, 2019).  As the times 

have changed, the new term being mentioned with policing is “transparency” (Bruce, 

2016; Bud, 2016; Chanin & Court, 2017).  This has come to the forefront in the previous 

cases mentioned, which have resulted in death and/or serious bodily harm.  As citizens 

and communities are asking for transparency, especially in law enforcement, these 
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concerns are not going away, and greater disclosure is warranted to protect all involved in 

these events.  Said differently, both law enforcement officers along with the citizens on 

the street believe that an increase of body-worn cameras will help protect each of the 

involved parties (Lum et al., 2019).  Even without the press having a constitutional right 

to government’s records, the media acts as the eyes and ears of public officials including 

police officers.  Therefore, by law enforcement already recording motor vehicle stops or 

other police-related events, it now allows for a digital record to be available, which helps 

to educate the public of all police interactions with citizens regardless of race, creed, or 

ethnic background.  A concern still lies with “protecting & serving,” and keeping all 

stakeholders appraised of the situation before any videos are released to the media.   

The past events and continuing use of technology to record these events leads to 

further questions and considerations about body-worn cameras.  Should it be required 

that before the release of any graphic footage, the attorney general, county prosecutor, or 

chief of police invite the suspect’s family and loved ones in to view it?  This thoughtful 

and simple step will allow the family to view the footage under informed circumstances, 

get any questions they have answered, and not be shocked by seeing the footage unfold in 

the media outlets before they have seen it.  These questions still need to be investigated, 

because again this piece of technology is so new. 

Problem Statement 

There has been growing concern among society that unarmed African-American’s 

are being shot and killed by police officers (Beutin, 2017; Bolton, 2015; Fradella & 

White, 2017; Lum et al., 2019).  As a result, questions always arise as to what really 
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occurred.  These questions also lead to determining if the shooting was justified or could 

an alternate resolution have been reached.  Law enforcement officials across the country 

are implementing body-worn cameras as a new tool for their officers.  Some of these 

communities are faced with pressure from their citizens because it is believed that law 

enforcement officers are utilizing excessive force.   

As evidenced from a historical and societal perspective, changes must continually 

occur.  One of the biggest challenges in leadership is resistance to change.  Roskies et al. 

(1988) argued  that “from the workers’ point of view, moreover, it is highly unlikely that 

these changes will only affect a single aspect of an individual’s job, and even more 

unlikely that all those affected will view the consequences in the same light” (p. 124).  In 

law enforcement, the use of body-worn cameras is a change which can protect all 

stakeholders. 

As police officers are being required to utilize body-worn cameras the questions 

arise as to how or will they use them, along with whether the cameras will impact their 

daily operations?  The question that will also be asked is to determine if the officers’ 

years of experience will affect the proper use of body-worn cameras.  Another concern 

associated with the new technology of body-worn cameras is the perception of individual 

officers regarding these devices.  It is crucial to better understand police officers’ 

perceptions on body-worn cameras and obtain their input because it is these front-line 

officers who can and will be hesitant with the new technology (Jennings et al., 2014). 
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Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study is to gain greater insight into the perception of law 

enforcement officers from police organizations in New Jersey that utilize body-worn 

cameras.  In an effort to gain additional knowledge, the perception of each officer that 

participated in this study was measured to determine their beliefs about the new 

technology, the perceived use of it, and the officer’s appraisal of the usefulness of these 

devices.  Additionally, the research gained further insight into how body-worn cameras 

are utilized during the course of the respondent’s shifts.   

To accomplish this task, the researcher used quantitative methods and requested 

law enforcement officers to complete a confidential online questionnaire.  The online 

questionnaire was distributed to each officer during their assigned shift via electronic 

mail and requested the participants complete the questionnaire.  These findings will now 

be made available to other organizations that have not taken advantage of this new 

technology tool.  Also, hopefully with positive results that would later be published, this 

will help other officers who find themselves uneasy about becoming more accepting of 

body-worn cameras.  By having officers accept the use of these devices, it will allow for 

more body-worn cameras to be (more frequently) utilized across the country.  The 

researcher hopes that the findings from this study will help increase trust with citizens 

and within communities and enhance positive relationships with law enforcement. 

Research Questions and Hypotheses 

To complete the study, the researcher utilized the Technology Acceptance Model 

(TAM), which was developed by Davis et al. (1989).  The goal was to measure the 
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combination of how easy new technology was to use, along with how well it was 

accepted by employees.  As reported by Hu et al. (1999), the TAM has been used to 

evaluate individuals who are nonstudents.  One of the reasons why Davis et al. developed 

and tested the TAM was to gain better understanding of employee’s acceptance of an 

electronic mail system that was used in a large commercial setting (Hu et al., 1999).  The 

purpose was to determine and measure the employee’s perceived usefulness, perceived 

ease of use, attitude, and behavioral intention, which were gathered from students whom 

used a 7-point Likert scale ranging from strongly agree to strongly disagree (Hu et al., 

1999).  Obasi (2017) took the TAM model and conducted research on body-worn 

cameras within a southern Georgia sheriff’s department.  With a minor change in 

language to reflect the questions posed to law enforcement participants, the researcher 

used the instrument as developed by Davis et al. (Obasi, 2017).  As Obasi (2017) noted, 

“the information technologies such as Email and XEDIT, which the author of the 

instrument was testing, were replaced with body-worn camera to reflect the current 

investigation” (p. 54).   

This quantitative research utilized a questionnaire to examine the officers’ 

different beliefs, uses, and acceptances of body-worn cameras.  To analyze the purpose of 

this quantitative study the following research questions and hypothesis were addressed:  

Research Question (RQ1) asked: Is there a statistically significant relationship 

between law enforcement officers’ perception of ease of use of body-worn cameras and 

their reported frequency of use of the body-worn cameras as a tool during their regular 

duties?  The hypotheses for RQ1, in null and alternative form, were as follows: 
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H1o: There is a statistical relationship between law enforcement officers’ 

perception of ease of use toward using body-worn cameras and their 

reported frequency of use as a tool  during their regular duties. 

H1a: There is no statistical relationship between law enforcement officers’ 

perception of ease of use toward using body-worn cameras and their 

reported frequency of use as a tool during their regular duties. 

Research Question (RQ2) asked: Is there a statistical relationship between law 

enforcement officers’ perception of usefulness of body-worn cameras and their frequency 

of use during their regular duties?  The hypotheses for RQ2, in null and alternative form, 

were as follows: 

H2o: There is a statistical relationship between law enforcement officers’ 

perceptions of usefulness toward using body-worn cameras and their 

reported frequency of use as a tool during their regular duties. 

H2a: There is no statistical relationship between law enforcement officers’ 

perceptions of usefulness toward using body-worn cameras and their 

reported frequency of use as a tool during their regular duties. 

Research Question (RQ3) asked: Is there a statistical relationship between law 

enforcement officers’ attitudes of body-worn cameras and their frequency of use during 

their regular duties?  The hypotheses for RQ3, in null and alternative form, were as 

follows: 
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H3o: There is a statistical relationship between law enforcement officers’ 

attitudes toward using body-worn cameras and their reported frequency of 

use as a tool during their regular duties. 

H3a: There is no statistical relationship between law enforcement officers’ 

attitudes toward using body-worn cameras and their reported frequency of 

use as a tool during their regular duties. 

Research Question (RQ4) asked: Is there a statistical relationship between law 

enforcement officers’ demographics (gender and years of experience) and their frequency 

of use during their regular duties?  The hypotheses for RQ4, in null and alternative form, 

were as follows: 

H4o: There is a statistical relationship between law enforcement officers’ 

demographics (gender and years of experience) and the reported frequency 

of use of the body-worn cameras as a tool during their regular duties. 

H4a: There is no statistical relationship between law enforcement officers’ 

demographics (gender and years of experience) and the reported frequency 

of use of the body-worn cameras as a tool during their regular duties. 

Research Question (RQ5) asked: Is there a statistical relationship between law 

enforcement officers’ reported ease of use of body-worn cameras and their reported 

usefulness of body-worn cameras during their regular duties?  The hypotheses for RQ5, 

in null and alternative form, were as follows: 
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H5o: There is a statistical relationship between law enforcement officers’ 

reported ease of use of body-worn cameras and their reported usefulness 

of body-worn during their regular duties.   

H5a: There is no statistical relationship between law enforcement officers’ 

reported ease of use of body-worn cameras and their reported usefulness 

of body-worn during their regular duties. 

Theoretical Foundation 

The theoretical foundation utilized in this study was the TAM, which was 

developed by Davis et al. (1989).  Quantitative research methods were used to collect 

responses with a 7-point Likert scale that ranged 1 (strongly agree) to 7 (strongly 

disagree).  This scale was utilized for a total of 10 questions on the officers’ perception of 

operating a body-worn camera and 10 questions on the officers’ perception on the value 

of body-worn cameras.  The following five question scale measured the officers’ overall 

perceptions of body-worn cameras: 

1. Good–Neutral–Bad 

2. Wise–Neutral–Foolish 

3. Favorable–Neutral–Unfavorable 

4. Beneficial–Neutral–Harmful 

5. Positive–Neutral–Negative  

The research used the following scale to determine the length of time each officer 

utilizes a body-worn camera during their assigned shift: 
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1. Don’t use at all 

2. Use less than once each week  

3. Use about once each week 

4. Use several times each week 

5. Use about once each day 

6. Use several times each day 

The last scale was used to identify each participant’s gender (female/male) and 

the total number of years of experience as follows: 

1. Female 

2. Male 

3. Less than 2 years 

4. 3 to 5 years 

5. 6 to 10 years 

6. 11 to 20 years 

7. 21 or more  

The researcher disseminated the questionnaire using an online link via Google 

Forms.  This link allowed all the participants to successfully complete the questionnaire 

in roughly five minutes.  Once the participants submitted their responses, they were 

automatically collected on a secure terminal that was password protected.  This online 

form allowed for each question to be automatically analyzed, which then provided a 

comparison ratio to examine.  At the start of each questionnaire, a required field was 

acknowledged that demonstrated that the user fully understood that participation was 
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strictly voluntary, and that confidentiality would be maintained.  It was also noted that 

they would not receive any form of payment and that their employer would not see how 

they responded to any of the questions asked.  A copy of the questionnaire form is 

included in Appendix A. 

Nature of the Study 

The nature of the study was to provide data-driven insight into the law 

enforcement community on the perception and use of body-worn cameras in law 

enforcement organizations located in New Jersey.  The data collected offers insight into 

how available new technology (body-worn cameras) is accepted by law enforcement 

personnel.  The researcher also examined if body-worn cameras impacts the duties of 

officers during the course of their regular patrol functions.  The dependent variable was 

associated with the daily use of the body-worn cameras, and the independent variables 

were identified as their demographic status, along with the acceptance of the body-worn 

cameras on how easy and useful body-worn cameras are.  

To complete this research and collect the data, a previously validated 

questionnaire instrument was utilized with permission.  The questionnaire is a pre-

existing TAM instrument that measures two central determinants as established by Davis 

et al. (1989), who established and documented the reliability and validity of this 

instrument.  The participants were asked to identify how often body-worn cameras are 

utilized as part of their regular duties. 
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Definitions 

The following definitions are identified as key terms utilized throughout this 

study.  The definitions were retrieved from various literature sources during the research 

and have a direct correlation to the subject of body-worn cameras which is being studied.   

Acceptance of body-worn cameras.  In this study, the acceptance of body-worn 

cameras measured how officers from police departments in New Jersey utilized them on 

a daily occurrence during their shift. 

Body-worn cameras.  “Ultimately, body cameras are just video cameras, albeit 

specialized ones for capturing evidence in a reliable way” (Ariel, 2016b, p. 1).  

Deadly force.  Deadly Force “...is force which a law enforcement officer uses 

with the purpose of causing, or which the officer knows to create a substantial risk of 

causing, death or serious bodily harm” (New Jersey Attorney General, 2000, p. 3).  

Frequency of use.  The amount of time officers from police departments in New 

Jersey utilize a body-worn camera during the course of their shift. 

Law enforcement officer.  “…any person sworn to enforce the criminal laws of 

the State of New Jersey, who is certified by the Police Training Commission, or is 

currently employed by a public safety agency and is authorized to carry a firearm under 

N.J.S.A. 2C:39-6” (New Jersey Attorney General, 2000, p. 4).  

  Open Public Records Act.  Formerly known as the Right to Know Law, which 

controls public access to government records made in New Jersey (N.J.S.A. 47:1A-1 et 

seq.). 
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Perceived ease of use.  The officers’ beliefs on using a body-worn camera who 

use a body-worn camera during their shift.  Perceived eases of use as described in TAM 

refers to the belief by an individual that using a specific instrument will require little or 

no effort (Davis et al., 1989, p. 98; Obasi, 2017, p. 16).  

Perceived usefulness.  The officers’ beliefs on the need for the instrument who 

use a body-worn camera during their shift.  Perceived usefulness from TAM refers to the 

belief that using the new technology will enhance the individual’s job performance 

(Davis et al., 1989, p. 98; Obasi, 2017, p. 16). 

Police brutality.  In this study, police brutality refers to the way an officer uses 

excessive force against a person. 

Police perception.  In this study, police perception refers to the way officers from 

police departments in New Jersey think and understand of the new technology of body-

worn cameras.  

Use of Force.  “…a law enforcement officer may use physical force or 

mechanical force when the officer reasonably believes it is immediately necessary at the 

time” (New Jersey Attorney General, 2000, p. 3): 

a. To overcome resistance directed at the officer or others; or 

b. To protect the officer, or a third party, from unlawful force; or  

c. To protect property; or 

d. To affect other lawful objectives, such as to make an arrest.   

Years of experience.  The total number of years each officer who completes the 

questionnaire has in law enforcement. 
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Assumptions 

This research is based on the assumptions that the organizations were willing to 

participate in this research.  The researcher also assumed that once the department agreed 

to participate, law enforcement officers within the organization cooperated fully and 

provided honest answers so the completed questionnaires have useful data.  Further 

assumptions included that the online questionnaire (that was disseminated to each officer 

here) was found easy to navigate and should have taken no more than five minutes to 

complete.  Also, it was assumed that once law enforcement officers who received the 

questionnaire link found it is was from another law enforcement officer, that they would 

comply and complete the questionnaire. 

Scope and Generalizability 

This study focused on law enforcement officers’ perceptions along with their 

acceptance of body-worn cameras utilized by officers from police departments located in 

New Jersey.  The participating police departments were selected based on the size of the 

organization along with the number of officers currently utilizing body-worn cameras 

during their shift.  By surveying larger departments, it was believed better results would 

occur as compared to surveying several smaller organizations.  To accomplish collecting 

questionnaire results, the researcher utilized current technology and requested officers 

complete an online questionnaire.  The online questionnaire was disseminated to the 

highest-ranking official of the police department, with the request that the questionnaire 

be disseminated to all officers that currently use body-worn cameras within the 

organization via electronic mail. 
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The electronic questionnaire that each officer received contained an invitation to 

participate in the study, along with an informed consent disclaimer.  This was followed 

by the questions pertaining to the data the researcher was looking to collect.  As 

mentioned earlier with current technology, using a paper questionnaire was not 

considered for this study because most if not all officers utilize some form of the internet 

during the course of their day-to-day operations.  It is because most officers are using the 

internet during their shifts, the researcher predicted a better outcome due to ease of use 

and accessibility.  This reduced the chance of paper questionnaires not being properly 

distributed and later collected. 

Limitations 

One of the first limitations expected during the research was the limited amount 

of resources that are available as a result of body-worn cameras being relatively new to 

law enforcement in the United States.  Another concern was the identification process to 

determine which organizations are currently utilizing body-worn and willing to 

participate in the study.  Once these organizations were identified and agreed to 

participate, a limitation was considered with respect to the number of responses collected 

within these organizations.  The questionnaire that was distributed was strictly voluntary 

and officers did not have to participate; therefore, the possibility of receiving an 

insufficient number of responses was a concern. 

Significance 

The nature of this study was an exploratory, descriptive survey using an 

instrument that has been previously validated to measure how law enforcement officers 
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from police departments in New Jersey viewed and accepted new technology (body-worn 

cameras) that is available.  Additional insight was gathered to determine if the use of 

body-worn cameras impact officer duties during the course of regular patrol functions.  

The dependent variable was associated with the daily use of the body-worn cameras, and 

the independent variables were their demographic status along with the acceptance of the 

body-worn cameras that was measured from the questionnaire of how easy and useful 

body-worn cameras are.   

To complete the questionnaire and collect the data, a previously validated 

questionnaire was utilized.  The questionnaire is a pre-existing instrument that measures 

two central determinants in TAM as provided in Davis et al. (1989).  The officers were 

asked to identify how often they use body-worn cameras as part of their regular duties.  

An analysis of the data is presented in chapter 4. 

Summary 

In chapter 1, the topic of the study, the historical perspective of this topic, the 

purpose of the study, problem statement, and the nature of the study along with 

assumptions and potential limitations were discussed.  The researcher also identified the 

research questions followed by a hypothesis and explanation of the theoretical framework 

of the study.  Also, within chapter 1, important definitions of terms that are referred to 

throughout this study are provided.  

In chapter 2, the researcher presents the research topic, which is the use of body-

worn cameras in law enforcement.  A literature review of supporting research was 

completed to better understand how and/or why this new technology is needed within law 
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enforcement.  The literature review highlights key research findings on the components 

of body-worn cameras. 
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Chapter 2: Literature Review 

The focus of this research was to examine the perceptions of law enforcement 

officers on the use of body-worn cameras.  Two of the main questions examined are law 

enforcement officers perception of this new technology (body-worn cameras), along with 

different roles which come into play in determining law enforcement officers acceptance 

of body-worn cameras. 

Literature Search Strategy 

To complete this study, the researcher conducted a comprehensive search utilizing 

Centenary University’s Library to access as many databases as available.  The databases 

ranged from ProQuest Criminal Justice, Ebsco, Ebooks Criminal Justice, and Nexis Uni, 

along with Google Scholar, in an attempt to identify prior published research regarding 

body-worn cameras.  Peer-reviewed articles from law enforcement trade magazines and 

journals were utilized for this review.  While conducting these searches terms such as 

body-worn cameras, law enforcement using body-worn cameras, police officers using 

body-worn cameras, and police technology body-worn cameras were entered.  The 

section that follows outlines aspects regarding body-worn cameras. 

Theoretical Foundation 

When an organization sets out to implement a new tool, it needs to complete 

rigorous testing.  And the TAM model, developed by Davis et al. (1989), is an excellent 

instrument to complete this task because Davis et al. measured the combination of how 

well new technology was easy to use, along with if new technology had usefulness 

compared to how well it was accepted by employees.  The TAM model has also been 
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examined further by nonstudent subjects (Hu et al., 1999).  For example, Davis et al. 

tested the TAM in a commercial setting to study and understand the ease of use, along 

with the acceptance of electronic mail in the form of a word editor (Hu et al., 1999).   

The reason why the TAM is so widely accepted is because of its perceived ease of 

use and perceived usefulness.  Perceived ease of use is the degree to which users believe 

they will use new technology without particular difficulty as depicted in Figure 1 (Davis 

et al., 1989).  When referring to perceived usefulness, researchers were looking to obtain 

information on how potential users would accept the new technology to better improve 

upon their performance (Davis, 1989; Young, 2017).  As depicted in Figure 1, if 

technology is easy to use along with having usefulness, then the new behavior of actually 

using it will occur.  

Figure 1 

Technology Acceptance Model (TAM) 

Note: From Davis, F. D., Bagozzi, R. P., & Warshaw, P. R, 1989, Management Science, 
35(8), p. 985 (https://doi.org/10.1287/mnsc.35.8.982). Reprinted with permission.  
 

Nagy (2018) noted that “perceived ease of use, besides its effect on attitude, has a 

direct effect on perceived usefulness as well” (p. 162).  Accordingly, Somayeh and 
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Okadal (2018) added that “TAM, users’ acceptance of a system and their behavioral 

intention to continue using it largely depends on two principal determinants of perceived 

usefulness and perceived ease of use” (p. 139).  Obasi (2017) further tested and used the 

TAM model to conduct research on sheriff’s officers within a southern Georgia sheriff’s 

department who utilized body-worn cameras.  This researcher used the same instrument 

to conduct this research by removing “email” and replacing it with “body-worn camera.” 

Quantitative research methods were utilized to collect responses with a 7-point 

Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly agree) to 7 (strongly disagree).  This scale was 

utilized for a total of 10 questions on the officers’ perception of operating a body-worn 

camera and 10 questions on the officers’ perception on the value of body-worn cameras.  

The following five question scale measured the officers’ overall perceptions of body-

worn cameras: 

1. Good–Neutral–Bad 

2. Wise–Neutral–Foolish 

3. Favorable–Neutral–Unfavorable 

4. Beneficial–Neutral–Harmful 

5. Positive–Neutral–Negative 

The following scale was used to determine the length of time each officer utilized 

a body-worn camera during their assigned shift: 

1. Don’t use at all 

2. Use less than once each week  

3. Use about once each week 
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4. Use several times each week 

5. Use about one each day 

6. Use several times each day 

The last scale used identified each participant’s gender (female/male) and their 

total number of years of experience as follows: 

1. Female 

2. Male 

3. Less than 2 years 

4. 3 to 5 years 

5. 6 to 10 years 

6. 11 to 20 years 

7. 21 or more  

The researcher used an online form that allowed participants to receive an online 

link, which allowed participants to complete the questionnaire in roughly five minutes.  

At the conclusion, once the participants submitted their response, it was automatically 

collected on a secure terminal that is password protected.  This online form allowed for 

each question to be automatically analyzed, which provided a comparison ratio to 

examine.  At the start of each questionnaire, a required field was acknowledged that 

demonstrated that the user fully understood that participation was strictly voluntary, 

confidentiality would be maintained, they would not receive any form of payment, and 

that their employer would not see the results. 
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Literature Review Related to Key Concepts and Variables 

To improve upon the accountability and transparency of law enforcement officers 

today, there has been requests from political groups, families of past victims, civil rights 

groups, along with law enforcement administrative staff to have police officers equipped 

with body-worn cameras during performance of their duties (Smykla et al., 2016).  Law 

enforcement officers across the country have been under the microscope while they try 

and uphold the laws.  These same officers have been constantly scrutinized during these 

times with the increase in technology (e.g., smartphones) used by the public.  It is these 

actions and/or recordings by the public that have triggered the assumption of police 

brutality.  Chaney and Robinson (2013) said that “the videotaped beating of Rodney King 

was for many Blacks in America the defining moment that provided undeniable proof 

that the police use excessive force (brutality) in their dealings with Black citizens” (p. 

499).  As a result of these recordings, news outlets are continually broadcasting video 

clips from the public point of view, and the true back story is rarely told. 

As mentioned, prior technology has changed for the public as well as in law 

enforcement now.  By equipping officers with body-worn cameras, the public can now 

view the police perspective of how events unfolded as the officers arrived on a particular 

scene.  With the addition of officers utilizing body-worn cameras, the process of 

transparency can now begin. According to Smykla et al. (2016): 

proponents of body-worn cameras assert that they will increase police 

accountability and transparency, improve police officer conduct and citizen 

behavior, reduce unwarranted complaints against police officers, increase officer 
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and citizen safety, decrease police use of force incidents, assist in criminal 

prosecutions, facilitate officer training, and build trust between the police and 

their comminutes. (p. 425) 

Although body-worn cameras can display a tremendous amount of positive 

transparency, a negative issue still arises.  One, in particular, is the belief of police cover 

up because the police maintain all records, which could lead to inappropriate behavior 

(Thomas, 2017).  A type of inappropriate behavior may simply be tampering with the 

evidence, such as defacing the recordings.  Additional negative results occur when the 

officers believe their discretion is greatly reduced.  All actions taken by the officers will 

ultimately be reviewed by superior officers to ensure proper policy and procedures were 

followed (Snyder et al., 2019).   

An additional concern about equipping officers with body-worn cameras is the 

cost factor.  Police agencies not only have to be concerned with the purchase of the 

cameras itself but also the needed maintenance requirements, training of officers, and 

how to properly store the video after it is downloaded from returning from the field.  

Because of the staggering costs associated with storage of the videos once they are 

download, organizations are finding that this is one of the main concerns when 

introducing a body-worn camera system, because they have to depend upon outside 

vendors for storage (Chavis, 2016).  With the amount of police officers within the United 

States and small municipalities operating on small budgets, how can this be 

accomplished?  With the introduction of the Task Force on 21st Century Policing by 

President Barak Obama, it allowed for $75 million to be invested to allow the purchase of 
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50,000 body-worn cameras for law enforcements organization across the United States 

(Smykla et al., 2016, p. 425).  Police departments across the country also need to weigh 

the cost factors to possible legal litigation.  

Chavis (2016) explained that “The Los Angeles City Council recently approved 

$69.6 million dollars to implement body-worn cameras by the end of 2017, making it the 

largest city in the United States to have officers outfitted with cameras” (p. 987).  It has 

already been proven by police departments who currently utilize body-worn cameras that 

use of body-worn cameras helps increase accountability of their officers as well as the 

overall appearance of the police department (Lum et al., 2019).  As a result of the public 

demand for police accountability, police departments have already begun to enter into 

this new technology era.   

As reported by Smykla et al. (2016), the Mesa, Arizona Police Department 

implemented a one-year trial of body-worn cameras in October 2012, where 50 patrol 

officers were equipped with body-worn cameras and 50 were not.  During the one-year 

trial period, researchers from Arizona State University found that the officers wearing 

body-worn cameras had received 60% fewer citizen complaints.  The control-group 

officers received 40% fewer total complaints overall, along with a total of 75% fewer use 

of force incidents overall during the trial period compared to the year prior when they 

were not using body-worn cameras.  Further results found that the officers not utilizing a 

body-worn camera had almost three times more complaints after body-worn cameras 

were adopted compared to officers who were using a body-worn camera (Smykla et al., 

2016). 
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In April 2013, the Phoenix, Arizona Police Department conducted a one-year 

study that equipped 56 officers with body-worn cameras, while 50 other officers were 

not.  The researchers examined the effect of body-worn cameras on complaints against 

officers, along with their interaction with citizens.  After examining officer self-reporting 

data, Katz et al. (2014) and White (2013) found that most of the officers reported a 

comfort level with utilizing a body-worn cameras, however, they indicated that a 

organization wide body-worn camera system should not be required within the 

department (Jennings et al., 2014).  It was further reported (from the same self-reporting) 

that the productivity of police officers utilizing a body-worn camera increased, while a 

60% decrease in reported complaints against the officers was seen, followed by official 

records that also demonstrated a 44% decrease in citizen complaints toward officers 

(Jennings et al., 2014; Katz et al., 2014; White & Gaub, 2018). 

From March to April 2014, the Orlando, Florida, Police Department disseminated 

an online questionnaire to nearly 400 eligible patrol officers, where 95 agreed to 

participate.  Jennings et al. (2014) reported that “six in ten officers (62.7%) agree or 

strongly agree that their agency should adopt body-worn cameras for all of their officer . . 

. and 77% agree or strongly agree that they would feel comfortable wearing body-worn 

cameras. . .” (p. 551). 

Body-Worn Cameras 

A body-worn camera is a device intended to capture and record police encounters 

(Boivin et al., 2017).  Although not the first piece of technology to be used in law 

enforcement, there have been repeated requests by various different civic groups to equip 
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all officers with them.  Bud (2016) explained that “a body-worn camera in public 

policing is a miniature audio and video recording device that allows recording of officers’ 

duties and citizen interactions” (p. 117).  

Police organizations across the country began to install cameras in all police 

vehicles that captured the interaction between officers and operators of vehicles stopped 

for motor vehicle violations (Jennings, 2018).  The cameras mounted inside police 

vehicles captured all interactions that were in view of the camera’s lens; however, only 

audio was captured outside of the camera lens.  As a result of off-camera interaction not 

being captured, there is the request to have body-worn cameras on officers to fill these 

gaps (Jennings, 2018).  

With the introduction of body-worn cameras, they have been looked upon as 

game-changing piece of technology because it allows for officer behavior and/or 

misconduct with citizen encounters to be reviewed from an objective point of view 

(Bakardjiev, 2015).  Police organizations are required to accept and review all complaints 

of excessive force utilized by an officer (New Jersey Attorney General, 2000).  Often 

times it comes down to accountability, training, and supervision to determine if, in fact, 

an officer used excessive force during the performance of their duties (New Jersey 

Attorney General, 2000).  Thus, if an encounter happened outside of a police vehicle’s 

camera lens, only audio can be reviewed to try and determine the facts.  However, if an 

officer is equipped with a body-worn camera, the interaction would be captured from 

start to finish.   
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According to Taylor (2016), “there is little doubt that globally, police relations 

with the public, and particularly minority groups, have been fraught with tensions; 

accusations regarding excessive use of force, prejudicial treatment, and abuse of power 

are common” (p. 129).  Lum et al. (2019) added that equipping officers with body-worn 

cameras would reduce negative interactions with the community and/or citizens in 

particular, as well as officers being rude and/or disrespectful, regardless of who initiated 

the altercation (i.e., the officer or citizen). 

There are some police officers who openly welcome the use of body-worn 

cameras (Fouche, 2014).  It is these officers who constantly go out (day in and day out) 

and perform their duties at the highest level of integrity.  It is these officers who vow to 

fight the false allegations of police misconduct and/or abuse of police power.  Lum et al. 

(2019) noted that “officers themselves believe that body-worn cameras reduce specific 

types of complaints-frivolous, malicious, or unfounded-because citizens now realize they 

are being recorded” (p. 100).  Unfortunately, there are police officers who do misuse their 

police powers, which contributes to the perception that all police officers use excessive 

force (Grabiner, 2016). 

Privacy 

One of the concerns regarding body-worn cameras is the right to personal privacy.  

It is this concern that has led to police organizations not implementing body-worn 

cameras (Thomas, 2017).  When we think back to recording devices, we think about 

surveillance systems that are out in the public eye.  However, law enforcement is now 

equipping police officers with body-worn cameras, and they are entering into private 
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residences, schools, churches, etc.  Because police officers will be entering into these 

different establishments, concerns about freedom of speech, embarrassing videos being 

released, and the possibility of videos being used to identify suspects from previous 

crimes could occur (Chavis, 2016).   

This is not the first-time law enforcement has entered into the video technology 

field.  In years past (to control racial profiling) police departments were installing dash-

mounted cameras in their patrol cars to capture interactions between officers and 

motorists.  As a result of courts in Arizona and New Jersey limiting the municipalities’ 

ability to withhold video footage without specific reason, this could result in a safety 

concerns-which may not include the privacy concerns of citizens (Pagliarella, 2016).  

Chavis (2016) added that “officers are also concerned that their superiors will use these 

devices to monitor their behavior, creating an oppressive work environment” (p. 996).  

Having police officers constantly being monitored could entice them to perform 

their duties in a different way as a result of constant monitoring.  With the addition of 

body-worn cameras being part of the police officers daily equipment, citizens believe that 

if the officer is “being watched” on how the perform their daily duties, this would lend 

itself to the police officers being more professional versus no body-worn camera being 

used (Ariel, 2016a).  Ultimately, a balance has to be established when dealing with both 

the First and Fourth Amendment protections, along with privacy and accountability 

(Chavis, 2016). 
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Attorney General’s Directive and Procedures on Body-Worn Cameras 

In the State of New Jersey, the chief law enforcement officer is the Attorney 

General, who establishes policy and procedures outlining how police officers and their 

respective police organizations are required to perform their daily duties.  In particular, 

New Jersey Attorney General Law Enforcement Directive No. 2015-1, which was 

introduced on July 28, 2015, provides an overview on body-worn cameras (Appendix B).  

This directive was issued as a result of law enforcement agencies within New Jersey 

beginning to deploy body-worn cameras.  As body-worn camera use was being 

established, the Attorney General realized that a uniform standard was not available.  

With that said, the directive established statewide standards on when an officer would 

activate their cameras; when they could be turned off; and when an officer could access, 

view, copy, or disseminate stored video from a body-worn camera. 

This directive was established to allow for a better balance among law 

enforcement accountability and transparency, along with protection of privacy for all 

citizens involved.  An important concern (and call for protection of privacy) centered on 

when an officer enters someone’s home while wearing a body-worn camera.  While the 

directive does not mandate law enforcement organizations to deploy body-worn cameras, 

it provides guidance on how and when body-worn cameras will be utilized.  The directive 

allows the chief law enforcement officer (of each agency) to develop their own body-

worn camera policy; however, it cannot be less stringent than the Attorney General’s 

directive.  The directive requires the law enforcement agency to issue a public statement, 

along with providing the statement on their webpage, explaining that the agency is 
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utilizing body-worn cameras, along with posting a picture of the device (New Jersey 

Attorney General, 2015).   

The Attorney General’s directive explains that the activation of a body-worn 

camera stems from a law enforcement action by an officer, such as a citizen encounter or 

field inquiry.  It is expected that by activating a body-worn camera, evidence will be 

captured first-hand such as physical evidence, illicit drug use, and/or paraphernalia, with 

the hope of affording protection of the Fourth Amendment of the United States 

Constitution, which guards against unreasonable searches and seizures.  The directive 

further dictates that if an officer equipped with a body-worn camera performs any of the 

following police functions, then the body-worn camera must be activated: conducts a 

motorist or community caretaking aid; interviews a witness of a criminal matter; conducts 

a custodial interrogation; performs any search; engages in any use of force; and/or 

transports an arrestee.  There are exceptions in the directive mandating that body-worn 

cameras are not to be utilized when entering a school or youth facility containing 

children, nor can they be activated in health care or medical facilities.  If any video is 

recorded in these protected locations, the officer must notify their supervisor, and in turn, 

notify the county prosecutor or Director of Criminal Justice.  These actions are required 

to ensure that all applicable federal laws and regulations for confidentiality have been 

followed (New Jersey Attorney General, 2015).   

The Attorney General’s directive establishes guidelines for required retention 

periods along with storage of all videos captured.  For example, whenever a body-worn 

camera captures video, the video must be safeguard on an agency server in a timely 
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fashion.  The command staff of each organization must ensure that the video is stored in a 

secure and tamper proof manner.  The video must be stored for a minimum of 90 days 

unless a longer retention period is needed, such as situations where the use of force was 

captured; the officer making the recording is subject to an internal affairs complaint for 

the incident captured; management review process to identify misconduct; to allow a 

citizens the opportunity to review the incident prior to finalizing a complaint of their 

encounter; and/or to comply with a legal obligation to release required recordings (New 

Jersey Attorney General, 2015). 

 In the event an organization receives a legal notice such as a subpoena, court 

order, and/or Open Public Records Act (OPRA) or common law right of access request 

for body-worn camera video, the organization must provide notification to its county 

prosecutor or the Division of Criminal Justice, within one day of receiving the request.  

In the event of a use of force situation or an officer involved shooting, any and all 

interested parties—including the officer equipped with a body-worn camera—is required 

to obtain prior approval from an assistant prosecutor (from the governing county) to view 

the captured video (New Jersey Attorney General, 2015). 

New Jersey Court Decisions 

In the ever-changing world of technology, perhaps none more so than in law 

enforcement, there has been a call by citizens, civic, and media groups to obtain 

government records.  This scenario played out on September 16, 2014, when a resident of 

North Arlington, New Jersey made a 9-1-1 call reporting an attempted car break-in 

(North Jersey Media Group, Inc. v. Township of Lyndhurst [NJMG], 2017).  An officer 
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later identified the suspect’s vehicle and initiated a motor vehicle stop; however, the 

suspect failed to stop leading several officers on a high-speed chase.  During the chase 

the suspect rammed head-on into a patrol vehicle, until eventually crashing into a guide 

rail disabling the vehicle.  The suspect driver attempted several times to free the vehicle 

by rocking the vehicle backward and forward.  It was these acts that alarmed on-scene 

officers, who believed that if the vehicle was freed from the barrier, it would strike and 

injure them.  As a result, officers discharged their service weapons, striking the suspect, 

who died a short time later (NJMG, 2017). 

News media outlets requested documents and video footage from the incident 

through an OPRA and common law right of access request, which were submitted to 

several law enforcement agencies involved in the incident (NJMG, 2017).  In addition to 

seeking Use of Force reports, the news media sought the identity of the officers involved, 

and particularly those who discharged their weapons.  Because this situation involved the 

death of the suspect, a lengthy court battle ensued that reached the New Jersey Supreme 

Court.  While the lower courts denied access to the Use of Force reports and video 

footage, the New Jersey Supreme Court ruled that the records were disclosable and 

ordered their release (NJMG, 2017).  This was seen as a victory for governmental 

transparency, as well as an important reminder to law enforcement that body-worn 

camera footage served an important public oversight function. 

Just over a year after the New Jersey Supreme Court decided NJMG (2017), it 

rendered another decision in Paff v. Ocean County Prosecutor’s Office ([Paff], 2018).  

This case stemmed from a police vehicle pursuit where a police canine was deployed to 
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physically apprehend the suspect.  John Paff, a government transparency advocate, 

requested documents and video footage from the incident through an OPRA and common 

law right of access request, which were denied by the law enforcement agencies.  When 

the denial of access was challenged in court, the court ruled that the dash-cam videos 

must be released under OPRA and because of this, did not address access under the 

common law right of access.  The law enforcement agency appealed, and the appellate 

court affirmed disclosure.  However, because there was a dissent among the appellate 

judges, an automatic right to appeal to the New Jersey Supreme Court ensued.  The 

Supreme Court held that under the particular circumstances of this case, that the dash-

cam videos were not accessible under OPRA but remanded the matter (to the lower court) 

to determine whether the videos should be released under the common law right of access 

(Paff, 2018).  Ironically, before the Supreme Court heard oral argument on the matter, the 

video had been filed publicly in a criminal case and had been put on the internet for 

public viewing, so the case was dismissed as being moot when it returned to the lower 

court. 

The Court’s holdings in NJMG (2017) and Paff (2018) will weigh heavily when 

body-worn cameras are requested under OPRA and the common law right of access.  

Attorney General Directive No. 2015-1 specifies that organizations that deploy body-

worn cameras shall record all police actions taken and adequately secure them.  

Currently, if an OPRA and/or common law right of access request is made, the 

organization must notify their respective county prosecutor’s office to determine if the 

requested video can be released.  The difference in Paff (2018) versus NJMG (2017) was 
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that the videos requested in Paff resulted from dash-mounted cameras in police vehicles, 

which were identified as criminal investigatory records that were not required by any 

Attorney General directive, so their disclosure under OPRA was not required under 

OPRA.  (In New Jersey, access under the common law right of access must be weighed 

separately by courts versus what is available under OPRA.)  However, because body-

worn cameras are required by law (i.e., in Attorney General Directive No. 2015-1), they 

are subject to disclosure under OPRA.  The decisions in both cases bring to light the need 

to balance transparency, with legitimate concerns among law enforcement agencies to 

protect investigative records such as video recordings.  In any event, courts will almost 

certainly be called upon to resolve disputes involving police video recordings, and 

especially from body-worn cameras. 

Law Enforcements Perceptions of Body-Worn Cameras 

In any organization, introducing a new tool or piece of technology to its members 

is always a difficult task.  In order to obtain buy-in from the workers, leadership needs to 

clearly identify what the goal and purpose are behind the new tool or technology.  

Dietzen (2015) explained that when introducing a new program and not clearly 

identifying its sole purpose, that this could ultimately lead to further litigation brought 

against an organization, waste of funding and resources, along with a further disconnect 

with the citizens.  The acceptance of body-worn cameras can be evaluated from an 

internal or institutional acceptance, and external or social-acceptance (Timan, 2016).  

In law enforcement, resistance to change is always a difficult task to navigate, 

especially because the officer’s perception is not always easy to change.  When dealing 
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with concerns brought on by officers regarding body-worn cameras, it could be a result of 

not yet having the opportunity to gain knowledge of what the body-worn camera is 

capable of doing (Snyder et al., 2019).  Pelfrey and Keener (2016) said that “if officers 

and police management are supportive of the cameras, implementation is more likely to 

be effective and may yield positive outcomes” (p. 494).  However, when officers truly 

believe in the new technology of body-worn cameras, they can further assist the 

organization with its introduction, while officers whom are against them will simply go 

against the grain resulting in organizational conflict (Jennings et al., 2014). 

Racial Profiling 

A police officer is sworn to uphold all the laws of their state and is expected to be 

fair and impartial at all times.  A police officer is expected to treat all citizens they come 

in contact with the same regardless of the person’s race.  Over the past several years, 

there have been several high-profile cases that link police officers’ actions to racial 

profiling.  Weitzer and Tuch (2002) identified racial profiling by police officers as a 

contributing factor when deciding to stop and interact with a citizen.  A similar situation 

of racial tension played out when officers were accused of racial profiling during motor 

vehicle stops across the country.  According to Meeks (2000; as cited in Lundman & 

Kaufman, 2003, p. 203), the label of “Driving While Black” was a term that police 

officers used to purposely target African-America drivers, more than they would of 

drivers of different culture backgrounds when enforcement of motor vehicle laws was 

involved. 
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As Lundman and Kaufman (2003) and Walker (2001) noted, previous studies 

found that African-American’s were more prone to motor vehicle stops for “driving while 

black” as compared to other ethic drivers based upon the population (p. 197).  Welch 

(2007) said that “the well-known war on drugs of the 1980s was a powerful contributor to 

the typification of criminals as Black” (p. 279).  It is believed that internal beliefs 

regarding drugs, along with drug offense being committed by non-whites, has led to the 

belief by law enforcement that profiling minorities (by arresting and prosecuting them as 

youths) is an effective way of combating the drug problem (Kamalu, 2017).   

These stereotypes assumed to be believed by police officers has now created 

racial tension across the country.  In New Jersey, law enforcement officers assigned to 

patrol the New Jersey Turnpike were found to have engaged in distinct patterns of racial 

profiling as demonstrated by the data collected by a governmental investigation 

(Rudovsky, 2001).  New Jersey is believed to attract drug activity because of its location 

to the East coast metropolitan areas, along with it having a large population in a small 

location (O’Reilly, 2002).  It is these actions of perhaps overzealous police officers who 

then create an uncomfortable position for everyone involved.  It is not uncommon for the 

operator of a motor vehicle to ask an officer for the reason they were stopped.  During a 

fully justifiable traffic stop, an officer can immediately and clearly identify the violations.  

O’Reilly (2002) explained that “veteran officers may say that selection of the stop target 

vehicle is a sixth sense, or that the car looks wrong” (p. 11).   

Tsin Yen (2017) reported that the New York Police Department, which 

implemented the “stop and frisk” program, indirectly created a culture of racial profiling 
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further by violating minority citizens constitutional rights (para. 9).  To illustrate this 

point, Kamalu (2017) explained that “the assumption that more minority youth are 

committing crime gave the police the justification to automatically target them for traffic 

stop, frisk, search, ticketing and eventually, arrest” (p. 191).  It was further believed by 

law enforcement that the racial background, specifically Black and Hispanic, where at the 

forefront when identifying drug usage along with criminal activities (Kamalu, 2017).  

Police Leadership 

According to Densten (2003), “effective leadership is important for all 

organizations including the police” (p. 401).  Simply said, one of the most important key 

elements in leadership is the act of leading by example.  Within law enforcement the 

leader-follower relationship is as important as other organizations because of the 

importance of said followers being appraised of core values and needed outcomes 

(Densten, 2003).  Another key value for police leadership improvement is the ability to 

identify and improve upon anyone from the organization who has further aspiration to 

advance into a leadership role themselves (Rowe, 2006).  Schafer (2010) stated that “in 

the context of policing, it is often presumed [that] leadership shapes organizational 

efficacy, subordinate behavior, and both individual and agency outputs” (p. 645). 

When it comes time to implement a new vision and/or new technology, a leader 

must truly determine the importance of it along with the proper way to disseminate the 

information.  It is extremely important that the need for change is explained to officers in 

the organization, which will allow for acceptance and understanding of the particular 

change being established (Snyder et al., 2019).  If a leader has a clear and concise plan 
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and truly believes in the new program, then a reliable team member needs to be identified 

to oversee the new project.  One of the goals of the project leader is to try and create 

improvement upon the employee’s job satisfaction, which could further improve upon 

police personnel’s motivation along with morale (Li-Ren et al., 2010).  This holds true 

for police leadership when they are faced with a decision to implement body-worn 

cameras for their organization.   

Snyder et al. (2019) explained that “if officers are resistant to body-worn cameras, 

it could impact several goals of this technology and potentially even result in harm to 

officers” (p. 4).  This is extremely important when trying to establish buy-in from officers 

on implementing and reaching a specific result (Jennings et al., 2014).  For a law 

enforcement organization to implement a body-worn camera program, it comes at an 

expensive cost, and there are still questions surrounding this new technology and its 

sensitivity to citizens on the street who have voiced concerns over privacy.  When 

introducing or adopting some form of new technology, it is important to first clearly 

explain the need and reasons for it (Christina, 2007).   

Police Misconduct 

Seron et al. (2004) emphasized that “in their interaction with citizens, police 

officers are prohibited from (1) using unnecessary force, (2) abusing their authority, (3) 

speaking discourteously, or (4) using offensive language, all captured by the acronym 

FADO” (p. 665).  The concern of police misconduct is not new to law enforcement; 

however, with the addition of technology, especially recording devices, it has and can be 

further displayed in illegal incidents by police officers inflicted toward citizens (Bobbitt, 
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2016).  Before the implementation of the dash-mounted cameras, video evidence of 

citizen interactions with police officers did not typically exist resulting in different 

accounts of what really transpired (Stanley, 2013).  Now, by equipping officers with 

body-worn cameras, it has the possibility of being a win-win to help protect citizens 

against police misconduct, along with a protection mechanism for the officers to protect 

against false accusations (Stanley, 2013).  

The topic of police misconduct is not something new; it has and still remains a 

topic of interest to police executives along with scholars (Hassell & Archbold, 2010).  

Moreover, with the advancements in technology, interactions that are occurring on the 

streets between citizens and police officers are being played out in the media.  To 

illustrate this point, Hope (2017) noted that: 

if an encounter with police or security officers gets tense, chances are someone 

will pull out a cell phone and take a video.  Sometimes that footage can be shown 

out of context, so officers having footage of their own can be a real benefit. (p. 6) 

As we have all seen during television broadcasts, these interactions do not shed a 

positive light on police officers.  Unfortunately, news outlets sometimes only show parts 

of videos they have obtained where an officer appears to be using excessive force.  It is 

these news reports that lead to unrest between citizens and police officers.  The news 

outlets do not always have the entire story of what transpired prior to the start of the 

video, or they simply do not show the entire incident.  Dietzen (2006) noted that citizens 

could be faced (on a daily basis) with dealing with conflicting issues that may result in 
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interaction with the police, and that it is these interactions that develop public attitudes 

directed at the police.  

During 2014, anti-police protests were seen across the country—particular, in 

Ferguson, Missouri, and New York City—as a result of the failure to prosecute police 

officers who had been perceived as using excessive force against minorities (Lee & 

Gibbs, 2015).  As a result of these actions, mistrust has increased among many citizens 

toward all police officers.  As with any other profession, there are both good and bad 

employees.  However, when it comes to law enforcement, these actions have turned much 

of the country against them.  There have been times that citizens have never even 

interacted with a police officer, but they feel hatred toward them because of what they 

have been told and/or seen from the media.  It is the continued reports by the news media 

of police misconduct, none more specific then excessive use of force, along with certain 

crimes not being solved, that are continually played over and over during a short period 

of time for citizens to watch (Chermak et al., 2006).   

According to Wu and Sun (2010), “the majority of the public does not have any 

direct experience with the police but learn about police through indirect, vicarious 

experience of family members and friends” (p. 97).  The Michael Brown case in 

Ferguson, Missouri is no exception.  Because of the news media repeatedly showing the 

Ferguson events, it allowed for citizens across the country to start focusing on police 

injustice against minority citizens along with the military-graded weapons and tools used 

against protestors (Lim, 2015).  In a majority of the cases that have been played out 

within the media, it shows a Caucasian male police officer in some type of altercation 
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with an African-American male.  All of these scenarios take years for the truth and/or 

facts to come out.  Fouche (2014) studied the use of body-worn cameras in the University 

of Georgia Police Department and noted that participants showed a high level of 

agreement that body-worn cameras improve documentation in cases, and that body-worn 

cameras increase positive resolution of complaints against officers.  It is these 

interactions that have strained the relationship between citizens and police officers, 

ultimately creating conflicts. 

Police Culture/Sensitivity Training 

As our neighborhoods and communities—locally and across the nation—become 

more diverse, law enforcement should increase culture diversity training to better 

understand the needs and wants of different culture backgrounds (President’s Task Force 

on 21st Century Policing, 2015).  In New Jersey, law enforcement officers are faced with 

mandatory training each year (e.g., use of force, pursuit driving, domestic violence, and 

firearms qualifications).  However, mandatory training for cultural diversity is often 

overlooked.  According to Cunha and Goncalves (2017), law enforcement officers’ 

behavior is deeply rooted to their attitudes, values, and beliefs.  It is these behaviors that 

could lead to the way in which an incident is handled, especially when dealing with a 

citizen from a different cultural background.  Cunha and Goncalves explained that an 

officer’s prejudged attitude can often lead the officer in discriminatory behaviors while 

performing their job functions, which can then also lead to the citizens to create their 

perceptions of law enforcement.  As Baker and Bacharach (2017) put it, the citizens that 

make up today’s communities have already established their attitudes toward law 
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enforcement officers, and this causes a perceived opinion when they witness or have a 

confrontation with law enforcement officers. 

Because law enforcement officers are supposed to handle and enforce all laws 

equally across different minority cultures, doing so cannot happen without the 

understanding of different cultural backgrounds.  Cunha and Goncalves (2017) further 

explained that providing an increase in training in this area can lead to a change of 

attitude and is an area that police organizations and leaders need to continually monitor.  

To change the negative bias and establish better understanding of all different culture 

backgrounds, a top down approach needs to occur (President’s Task Force on 21st 

Century Policing, 2015).  Simply said, law enforcements officers, regardless of rank, will 

only follow and believe what message is pushed down from the organization’s top 

executive.  By increasing law enforcement training in the area of culture diversity, it can 

allow better understanding of the different culture backgrounds (among officers) and 

hopefully allow for a change in attitude (Cunha & Goncalves, 2017).  This change can 

then lead to officers understanding the history that developed around the different culture 

backgrounds and hopefully allow for them to recognize their own biases and/or 

preconceived notions.  Schlosser et al. (2015) explained that for this change to occur, a 

paradigm shift needs to happen to help remove any form of bias policing.  A further 

training tool that can be utilized is hiring new officers from various culture backgrounds 

to allow for a larger disparity of officers that have contact with their citizens (Zimny, 

2015). 
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Conflict (Law Enforcement vs. Community) 

As previously noted, law enforcement has recently been seen as a position that 

can no longer be trusted by society due to past events which caused controversial 

opinions and assumptions about incidents which occurred (Smykla et al., 2016).  It is 

these incidents that have led to conflict arising between law enforcement and the 

community.  A conflict and/or problem can arise at any given moment in someone’s 

personal life.  It is during these times of need that the community calls upon law 

enforcement to respond and resolve the problem(s).  During these times of concern, 

citizens will contact the police because they have exhausted all options and have no other 

place to turn (Oliva et al., 2010).  Law enforcement is viewed as an all access support 

service that is always available 24-hours a day, 7-days a week.  However, many service 

calls law enforcement respond to do not require an arrest, they only require professional 

expertise be provided to the infividuals by the officers (Oliva et al., 2010).  

Unfortunately, during these times of crisis, the resolution decided by law 

enforcement may not be what the community was looking for.  Therefore, it is important 

for both the community and law enforcement to keep open lines of communications. 

Crowl (2017) explained that when information is shared between both parties (i.e., law 

enforcement and community) it can help reduce conflict in neighborhoods.  The 

traditional community policing model allows for the citizens to find trust with the law 

enforcement community, and in return, they are more inclined to work together with 

them to report and help resolve crimes.  Conflict can occur in all different communities, 
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however, Crowl said that the communities that will flourish are those that support and 

work together with law enforcement. 

In law enforcement an officer is faced with arriving at scenes for a multitude of 

reasons, and it is during these time that the officer must effectively communicate with the 

public, but they must also learn to listen (Rosebaum & Lawrence, 2017).  As a result of 

improvement in the way in which police training methods had improved, law 

enforcement personnel have become more effective and efficient when faced with crisis 

events (Oliva et al., 2010).  Simply stated, developing communication skills, along with 

conflict resolution skills, is key for law enforcement officers to grasp as a result of the 

time they spend with the community dealing with citizens in need of assistance.  As 

Walker and Katz (2008) argued, the perception regarding law enforcement officers is the 

myth that they are simply just crime fighters.  A typical day for a police officer can be 

explained as only one third of a patrol officer’s activities are actually devoted to law 

enforcement, the rest of their duties can be found dealing with service activities, 

maintaining peace and order, and problem-solving (Oliva et al., 2010).   

As we have seen over the course of the last several years, law enforcement 

interactions have resulted in the death of individuals whom were dealing with and/or 

were in a state of conflict.  Dana (2001) provided three methods to resolve any conflict 

(pp. 39–41): 

1. Power Contests: Disputants use their resources (i.e., physical strength, 

credible threats, loud voice, number of allies, to coerce or intimidate 

opponents) to comply with demands. 



51 

 

2. Rights Contests: Disputants appeal to a source of authority: parents, boss, 

policy manual, or court of law.  Rights are more legitimate and prevail 

over rights of opponents. 

3. Interest Reconciliation: Participating in non-adversarial dialogue as a 

mediation tool to reconcile interest between disputing parties.  

In the power contest and rights contest methods of resolving conflict, bargaining and 

negotiation play a vital role in resolving the conflict.  Kirti (2016) agreed and added that 

“when people talk about conflict resolution, they tend to use terms like negotiation, 

bargaining, mediation, or arbitration” (p. 93).  However, as these processes are superior 

to erupting in a physical altercation, it is the interest-based reconciliation that will deliver 

a further benefit to the individual involved (Dana, 2001).  As it appears to be simple to 

determine the concepts surrounding conflict and how individuals resolve it, the 

determining factor is what really caused the conflict and how or what can be done to 

resolve it peacefully.  How these conflicts are resolved go back to the individual persons 

perception and past bias beliefs.  As Dana (2001) put it, “sometimes conflicts go away if 

you ignore them but more often they get worse” (p. 56). 

Attribution Theory 

Morris et al. (2004) said that “the impetus of this area of research is that people 

increasingly face dispute resolution procedures choices.  In most communities, there are 

several options for resolving interpersonal disputes: bargaining, mediation, adjudication, 

or arbitration” (p. 128).  Perceivers who have judged their counterpart to be stubborn and 

emotional, are unlikely to feel optimistic about informal bargaining; rather, they are more 
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likely to prefer formal adjudicatory procedures, protecting them from the counterpart’s 

antagonism or intransigence (Morris et al., 2004).   

Folger et al. (2018) claimed that the behavior of people is solely based upon the 

problem at hand and/or how it relates to their current situation. As a result of linking a 

person’s characteristics, intentions, and attitudes with a cause of the behavior to the 

people they encounter, it aids in the ability to organize and understand their 

surroundings.  Easier said, these attributions affect reactions to the judged behavior and 

enables the actor to react appropriately.  Sillars et al. (2004; as cited in Folger et al., 2018, 

p. 65) explained that research has made a strong case that a person’s “attributions” 

influence conflict interaction in three ways: The first involves self-serving bias where a 

person is more likely to use negative effects of conflict toward another rather than 

themselves.  As a result of these actions, resentment of others will cause a negative result 

during conflict.  In the second phase, self-serving bias, an individual will more likely use 

integrative strategies, which are more desirable and positive while the other person leans 

toward avoidance tactics.  Finally, the last phase is the attribution error were individuals 

are familiar with one another; however, their background and social group are opposite, 

which allows misunderstanding to occur.   

Folger et al. (2018) further explained that by not allowing for an adequate 

adjustment to negative conflict it will result in a behavior that will be difficult to step 

away from.  It is this framework of conflict that can ultimately affect how someone 

decides or considers how to resolve a situation of conflict.  Morris et al. (2004) also 

agreed by indicating that arguments in general will cause or will likely cause a person’s 
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personality trait to expose themselves ultimately having a direct correlation on the final 

outcome on the argument.  

According to Fishman and Husman (2017), all attributions fall into at least one of 

three causal dimensions: locus, stability, and controllability.  Locus is directly related to 

the location of the cause, regardless if it resulted from an internal or external source.  

When identifying the duration of the cause, it refers back to stability regardless if it is 

lasting (stable) or temporary (unstable).  Controllability looks back to the degree in which 

to the cause can be volitionally altered.  Therefore, Fishman and Husman explained that 

the understanding of arenas in which conflict arises, methods of conflict resolution, and 

how attributions are formed can be detrimental to working hand in hand with a 

community or civic groups as we try bridge the gap between the community and law 

enforcement relationship.   

Managing Conflict 

Folger et al. (2018), as depicted in Figure 2, visualized five styles when managing 

conflict.  The five styles have proven to be a particularly useful set of concepts for 

understanding and managing conflict, and are identified as competing, accommodating, 

avoiding, collaborating, and compromising (Folger et al., 2018, pp. 109–110): 

1. Competing: Is high in assertiveness and low in cooperation.  The party 

places great emphasizes his or her own concerns and ignores those of 

others.  This style is sometimes also referred to as forcing or dominating. 
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2. Accommodating: Style is low in assertiveness and high in 

cooperation.  The party gives in to others at the cost of his or her concerns.  

May also be viewed as weak and retracting. 

3. Avoiding: Low in assertiveness and low in cooperation.  The party simply 

withdraws and refuses to deal with conflict.  Parties who adapt this style 

may seem apathetic, isolated, or evasive. 

4. Collaborating: This style is high in both assertiveness and cooperation: 

The party works to attain a solution that will meet the needs of both parties 

to the conflict.  Full satisfaction for all is sought.   

5. Compromising: Intermediate in both assertiveness and cooperation.  The 

party tries to arrange it so that both parties give some and split the 

difference to reach an agreement. 

Figure 2 

Five Conflict Styles 

 

 

        

 

 

 

 
Note: From Folger, J. P., Poole, M. S., & Stutman, R. K., 2018, Working Through 
Conflict: Strategies for Relationships, Groups, and Organizations, p. 109. Reprinted with 
permission. 
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All across the country, we have seen hatred and violence toward all walks of life 

because of someone’s race or religion.  As a result of the high-profile cases previously 

mentioned, law enforcement has fallen into this hatred as well.  Some of the violence that 

has played out includes police officers being ambushed while they patrol the streets or are 

simply sitting an enjoying a cup of coffee (Clifton, 2018).  It is the social separation 

along with insularity of the police subculture that validates the informal norms about 

excessive force and, at the same time, diminish police accountability to the citizens 

within the community (Smith & Holmes, 2003).  Barkan and Cohn (1998) said that “one 

of the most important but most controversial powers of police in a democratic society is 

the use of force” (p. 743).  Some of these incidents have led to civil unrest within 

communities and strained relationship between law enforcement and citizens.   

In order to try and eliminate the unrest between police officers and communities, 

there has been a call from police officers to be equipped with body-worn cameras (St. 

Louis, 2019).  There are beliefs and/or understandings that equipping police officers with 

this new technology may allow for all the questions that have remained a mystery after a 

use of force incident to finally be answered (Taylor, 2016).  Not only can these questions 

be answered, but we are now seeing more acts of kindness along with heroic events being 

captured on body-worn cameras of officers who currently utilize them.  Once the 

perception that big brother is constantly watching police officers is removed, the law 

enforcement community will find there is more benefit than harm.  Additionally, 

equipping law enforcement officers with body-worn cameras would help to build new 

trust among the community, which has been strained (St. Louis, 2019).   
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However, equipping, maintaining, and securing the recorded data comes at an 

expense that not all organizations can support.  As Jennings et al. (2014) explained, 

“body-worn cameras require significant financial commitments from police departments 

both in up-front costs and in the costs to maintain and update this technology over time” 

(p. 55).  By also equipping police officers with body-worn cameras, it allows for the 

police department to have transparency in the event use of force is used.  It also allows 

for better quality and report writing of sensitive incidents.  With the addition of the body-

worn cameras, officers have also found that the body-worn cameras can be used when 

having to author official police documents, which allows for a more accurate factual 

documentation instead of relying upon their memory of the events during a citizen 

encounter (Lum et al., 2019).  Thus, the appropriate use of body-worn cameras can help 

reduce conflict in the community. 

Funding Concerns 

While the literature is clear that law enforcement’s utilization of body-worn 

cameras is beneficial for a number of reasons, funding for these cameras is an issue that 

affects their deployment, particularly in New Jersey.  As it stands, utilization of body-

worn cameras is not mandated by state policy but is relegated to internal agency decision-

making.  More specifically, the use of body-worn cameras is not mandated in New 

Jersey, and the sole decision to deploy them rests with each agency as outlined in the 

New Jersey Attorney General’s guidelines.  In fact, the only state policy on body-worn 

cameras centers on how they will be used, if an agency deploys them (see New Jersey 

Attorney General, 2015).  
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The lack of a statewide mandate requiring use of body-worn cameras by law 

enforcement personnel can be traced directly to how they would be funded and by whom.  

In 1996, the New Jersey Constitution was amended and required the creation of the 

Council on Local Mandates, which has the: 

exclusive constitutional authority to rule that a State law, rule, or regulation 

imposes an unconstitutional “unfunded mandate” on boards of education, 

counties, or municipalities.  Under the Constitution, if the Council so rules, the 

“unfunded mandate” in the law, rule or regulation ceases to be mandatory in 

effect and “expires.” (New Jersey Council on Local Mandates, 2020, p. 1) 

Thus, if the New Jersey Attorney General were to issue guidelines mandating the use of 

body-worn cameras by New Jersey law enforcement personnel, but did not provide 

funding for their deployment and maintenance, it is near certain that a challenge would be 

filed with the Council on Local Mandates regarding an “unfunded mandate,” and the 

State would surely be obligated to fund the cameras based on the concept of ‘state 

mandate, state pay.’   

Summary and Conclusions 

The above literature review presented a brief analysis of contributing factors that 

cause law enforcement officers to form their perceptions on body-worn cameras.  The 

review demonstrated the reasons why body-worn cameras are important in law 

enforcement (in an effort to regain trust among communities and reduce conflict), while 

demonstrating the obstacles law enforcement officers deal with on a daily basis.  

Additionally, chapter 2 discussed important New Jersey court decisions on the release of 
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body-worn camera video, along with privacy concerns regarding the content within the 

videos.  Also identified was the role conflict plays and perceived bias in both law 

enforcement and communities.  Chapter 3 will present the design of the study along with 

the survey questions participants were asked to complete.  It explains how the study was 

delivered to different law enforcement officers utilizing body-worn cameras in New 

Jersey.  The five different research questions and hypotheses are identified, along with 

the independent and dependent variables.  Threats of validity, along with the ethical 

procedures, are also explained. 
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Chapter 3: Research Method 

This study examined how law enforcement officers within New Jersey police 

departments perceive, accept, and utilize body-worn cameras.  Additional insight was 

gained to determine the relationship between how often the body-worn camera is utilized 

as part of their everyday performance of duties, along with the officer’s perceptions of 

the ease of using a body-worn camera, and the usefulness of the body-worn camera itself.  

Additionally, the officer’s attitudes toward the body-worn cameras, their demographics 

such as gender and years of experience, was studied.  This chapter explains the 

methodology and steps utilized to identify the sample population used to collect data. 

Research Questions and Hypotheses 

To complete this research on the perception of law enforcement officers from 

New Jersey and their beliefs and acceptance of body-worn cameras, the following 

questions and hypotheses was addressed: 

RQ1 asked: Is there a statistical relationship between law enforcement officers’ 

perception of ease of use of body-worn cameras and their reported frequency of use (of 

the body-worn cameras) as a tool during their regular duties?  The hypotheses for RQ1, in 

null and alternative form, were as follows: 

H1o: There is a statistical relationship between law enforcement officers’ 

perception of ease of use toward using body-worn cameras and their 

reported frequency of use as a tool  during their regular duties. 



60 

 

H1a: There is no statistical relationship between law enforcement officers’ 

perception of ease of use toward using body-worn cameras and their 

reported frequency of use as a tool during their regular duties. 

RQ2 asked: Is there a statistical relationship between law enforcement officers’ 

perception of usefulness of body-worn cameras and their frequency of use during their 

regular duties?  The hypotheses for RQ2, in null and alternative form, were as follows: 

H2o: There is a statistical relationship between law enforcement officers’ 

perceptions of usefulness toward using body-worn cameras and their 

reported frequency of use as a tool during their regular duties. 

H2a: There is no statistical relationship between law enforcement officers’ 

perceptions of usefulness toward using body-worn cameras and their 

reported frequency of use as a tool during their regular duties. 

RQ3 asked: Is there a statistical relationship between law enforcement officers’ 

attitudes of body-worn cameras and their frequency of use during their regular duties?  

The hypotheses for RQ3, in null and alternative form, were as follows: 

H3o: There is a statistical relationship between law enforcement officers’ 

attitudes toward using body-worn cameras and their reported frequency of 

use as a tool during their regular duties. 

H3a: There is no statistical relationship between law enforcement officers’ 

attitudes toward using body-worn cameras and their reported frequency of 

use as a tool during their regular duties. 
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RQ4 asked: Is there a statistical relationship between law enforcement officers’ 

demographics (gender and years of experience) and their frequency of use during their 

regular duties?  The hypotheses for RQ4, in null and alternative form, were as follows: 

H4o: There is a statistical relationship between law enforcement officers’ 

demographics (gender and years of experience) and the reported frequency 

of use of the body-worn cameras as a tool during their regular duties. 

H4a: There is no statistical relationship between law enforcement officers’ 

demographics (gender and years of experience) and the reported frequency 

of use of the body-worn cameras as a tool during their regular duties. 

RQ5 asked: Is there a statistical relationship between law enforcement officers’ 

reported ease of use of body-worn cameras and their reported usefulness of body-worn 

cameras during their regular duties?  The hypotheses for RQ5, in null and alternative 

form, were as follows: 

H5o: There is a statistical relationship between law enforcement officers’ 

reported ease of use of body-worn cameras and their reported usefulness 

of body-worn during their regular duties.   

H5a: There is no statistical relationship between law enforcement officers’ 

reported ease of use of body-worn cameras and their reported usefulness 

of body-worn during their regular duties. 

Research Design and Rationale 

This study was designed to collect data responses from law enforcement officers 

from New Jersey police departments.  To complete the questionnaire and collect the data, 
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a previously validated questionnaire instrument was utilized.  The questionnaire is a pre-

existing instrument utilizing the TAM model (Appendix C), which measures two central 

determinants as established by Davis (1989).  The reliability of this instrument has been 

confirmed and documented by prior researchers (Davis et al., 1989; Obasi, 2017).  Davis 

et al.’s initial study measured the combination of how well new technology (electronic 

mail) was easy to use, along with if new technology had usefulness compared to how 

well it was accepted by employees.  Obasi (2017) modified the questionnaire for use in a 

law enforcement setting. 

Methodology 

This research study was designed as a non-experimental quantitative research 

design.  The target sampling was of law enforcement officers from New Jersey who 

utilized body-worn cameras.  To complete this research, convenience sampling of a large 

population (i.e., law enforcement officers) was selected.  This was similar to the research 

completed by Davis et al. (1989) who deployed convenience sampling to determine a 

relationship between acceptance and perception from users of electronic mail (i.e., ease 

of use and usefulness).  Suen et al. (2014) explained that using convenience sampling is 

very common and frequently used when quantitative studies are conducted.  A cross-

sectional and quantitative design was utilized to complete data collection.  The researcher 

chose to utilize a cross-sectional design as a result of it being well established and 

common in research projects (Olsen & St. George, 2004).  In order for a cross-sectional 

survey design to work, all the data is collected by the researcher at one time (Creswell, 

2002).  The reason for using a cross-sectional design was because police officers from 
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New Jersey police departments were requested to participate while they were on duty 

while at their police headquarters.  Olsen and St. George (2004) stated “in this type of 

research study, either the entire population or a subset thereof is selected, and from these 

individuals, data are collected to help answer research questions of interest” (p. 7).  

Creswell (2002) further explained that a cross-sectional study can be used to identify 

respondents’ attitudes, beliefs, opinions, or practices. 

The reason for using quantitative methods was because data collection would 

allow for an analysis of numeric data results from current police officers who are using 

body-worn cameras during the performance of their duties.  In order to answer research 

questions and determine hypotheses, researchers will use quantitative methods in order to 

collect numeric data (Terrell, 2016).  The requested participants (officers) were requested 

to participate in this study while on duty. 

Prior Research Using Technology Acceptance Model (TAM) 

In 1989, Davis et al. developed and utilized the TAM survey to better understand 

the perceived ease of use along with the perceived usefulness of electronic mail.  Gurung 

and Raja (2016) reported that they utilized the TAM survey to investigate privacy and 

security for online shoppers, by utilizing an 8-item Likert-type scale which measured 

overall trustworthiness.  Obasi (2017) utilized both the TAM and a 7-item Likert-type 

scale to determine perceived ease of use and perceived usefulness of body-worn cameras. 
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Variables 

The independent variables within this study were the overall acceptance of body-

worn cameras used by police officers.  The following independent variables were 

measured: 

1. Law enforcements overall attitude toward body-worn cameras 

2. Law enforcements perceived ease of use of body-worn cameras 

3. Law enforcements perceived usefulness of body-worn cameras 

4. Law enforcements gender 

5. Law enforcements years of experience 

To collect this data, the researcher relied upon using the TAM survey which was 

used to find law enforcements perception of officer attitude toward body-worn cameras, 

perceived ease of use of body-worn cameras, and perceived usefulness of body-worn 

cameras.  Other data were collected on the law enforcement officers’ gender and the total 

number of years of experience.  The dependent variable within this study was the law 

enforcements officers report of frequency of use of a body-worn camera. 

Population Selection 

When researches conduct a study, they identify a specific population they are 

looking to gain insight from and then focus on this sample to gain results (Creswell, 

2002).  To conduct this study, the researcher identified the target population as police 

officers from within New Jersey police departments that currently utilized the technology 

of body-worn cameras.  This study was strictly limited to New Jersey law enforcement 

officers; therefore, the researcher chose to use population sampling. 
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Terrell (2016) offered that population sampling of people (e.g., students, voters, 

employees) is usually selected in an attempt make an overall statement in an attempt to 

produce a valid sample.  As a result of only a portion of a police department’s officers 

using body-worn cameras, the researcher chose not to administer the questionnaire to the 

entire organization.  The officers who received the questionnaire were assigned various 

assignments, which allowed for them to interact with difficult cultures of the public on a 

daily basis, while being equipped with and using body-worn cameras. 

Sampling and Sampling Procedures 

To complete the research necessary for this study, simple random sampling was 

utilized.  Simply said, in simple random sampling participants, units, or schools are asked 

to participate to allow the sample to have an equal probability of being asked to 

participate (Creswell, 2002).  Fink (2003) said that “a survey is a system for collecting 

from or about people to describe, compare or explain their knowledge, attitudes, and 

behavior” (p. 1).  In this non-experimental study, the target sampling was law 

enforcement officers within New Jersey who utilizes body-worn cameras.  These officers 

were requested to complete an online questionnaire, which was delivered via electronic 

mail in the form of a Google Form.   

A total of 10 different police organizations were sent a request to participate, with 

only eight agreeing.  Of these eight police organizations, the online questionnaire was 

sent to the highest ranking official or their designee, with detailed instructions requesting 

their officers who currently utilize body-worn cameras to complete the questionnaire 

voluntarily.  The questionnaire was disseminated via electronic mail, which was then 



66 

 

pushed down to these officers while they were on-duty and at their respective police 

headquarters.  At the completion of each questionnaire, the results were automatically 

returned back to this researcher by Google Forms for later analysis.  The online 

questionnaire captured variety of information such as attitude, ease of use, usefulness, 

different years of experience, and gender.  This researcher had no input on which officers 

received the online link containing the questionnaire. 

Procedure and Sampling Size 

To conduct accurate and meaningful research, the question is always asked, how 

many participants are needed?  Houser (2007) explained that this question is not always 

easy to answer and can become complex and sometime can call on the services of a 

statistician.  To make the determination for this study, a priori test was utilized in 

G*Power 3 software.  This software was a free download located using a Google search 

engine and is commonly used in statistical analysis.  The test that was used was an Exact 

Correlation test: Bivariate normal model.  The following parameters were utilized for the 

data analysis and entered into the software to obtain a sufficient sample size as follows: 

Tail(s) = one; Correlation p H1 = 0.3; α = .05; β = .80 and correlation p H0 = 0.  The 

software revealed a sample size of 67 participants was needed to conduct the Exact 

Correlation test for the variables examined in this study. 

Instrumentation and Operationalization of Constructs 

The purpose of this study was to determine the perception of New Jersey law 

enforcement officers who currently utilize body-worn cameras.  The data was captured 

by utilizing the TAM survey instrument, which was developed by Davis et al. (1989).  
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The purpose of Davis et al.’s research was to determine the ease of use and usefulness of 

electronic mail used with the business atmosphere.  In 2017, Obasi conducted research on 

sheriff’s officers in Georgia on the perception of police officers utilizing body-worn 

cameras.  Obasi made a slight alteration to Davis et al.’s survey instrument by replacing 

electronic mail with body-worn camera to determine the ease of use and usefulness of 

body-worn cameras.  This researcher also utilized the TAM survey instrument to collect 

the required data. 

All willing participants were requested to complete a required Informed Consent 

Form (Appendix D), which then allowed them to begin the questionnaire.  The 

questionnaire was divided into five different sections: (1) frequency of use; (2) attitude; 

(3) ease of use; (4) usefulness; and (5) demographics.  The questionnaire used a multiple-

choice rating scale, and Likert scale to complete all 28 questions.  In order to complete a 

successful survey, it is most important that the researcher properly articulate the 

questions clearly in both writing and in person (Fink, 2003).  To reach all willing 

participants, an online questionnaire method was utilized for the purpose of collecting 

data from the eight participating law enforcement agencies.  At the completion of each 

questionnaire, it was automatically returned to the researcher via Google Forms and will 

be secured for three years.  The questionnaire collected no identifying information from 

respondents and was only used to answer the five research questions within this study.  

Questionnaire 

A questionnaire is a form used in a survey design that participants in a study 

complete and return to the researcher (Creswell, 2002).  Dunnington (1993) explained 



68 

 

that “when the mainframe computer burst on the scene in 1960s it made data entry, data 

reduction, data analysis, and report preparation of large-scale organizations surveys 

feasible and economical” (p. 512).  As a result, and because of the advancement in 

technology, the internet has allowed for further possibilities when completing research 

studies, and in particular, for larger sample sizes (Deutskens et al., 2004).  Creswell 

(2002) explained that “a web-based questionnaire is a survey instrument for collecting 

data that is available on the computer” (p. 383), so this researcher utilized a web-based 

questionnaire because of convenience and quicker responses.  Permission was secured 

from Davis et al. (1989) to utilize the TAM survey (Appendix E), along with permission 

from Obasi (2017; Appendix F), who modified the survey to examine body-worn 

cameras. 

Independent Variables 

Law enforcements attitude toward use of body-worn cameras.  To measure 

each officer’s attitude toward the use of body-worn cameras, a 3-point semantic 

differential rating scale was utilized.  Semantic differential scales are established bipolar 

scales that help identify a person’s perception, beliefs, and/or attitude toward something, 

which was body-worn cameras in this study (Verhagen et al., 2015).  A total of five 

semantic differential pairs were used as follows: 

1. Good–Neutral–Bad 

2. Wise–Neutral–Foolish 

3. Favorable–Neutral–Unfavorable 

4. Beneficial–Neutral–Harmful 
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5. Positive–Neutral–Negative 

Law enforcements perceived ease of use of body-worn cameras.  To measure 

each officer’s perception of ease of use of the body-cameras, participants were asked to 

rate their beliefs using a 7-point Likert scale that had a range of 1 (strongly agree) to 7 

(strongly disagree).  The participants were asked to rank the following 10 questions: 

1. I find the body-worn camera cumbersome to use. 

2. Learning to operate the body-worn camera is easy for me. 

3. Interacting with body-worn camera is often frustrating. 

4. I find it easy to get the body-worn camera to do what I want it to do. 

5. The body-worn camera is rigid and inflexible to interact with. 

6. It is easy for me to remember how to perform tasks using the body-worn 

camera. 

7. Interacting with the body-worn camera requires a lot of mental effort. 

8. My interaction with the body-worn camera is clear and understandable. 

9. I find it takes a lot of effort to become skillful at using a body-worn 

camera. 

10. Overall, I find the body-worn camera easy to use.  

Law enforcements perceived usefulness of body-worn cameras.  To measure 

each officer’s perception of usefulness of the body-cameras, participants were asked to 

rate their beliefs using a 7-point Likert scale that had a range of 1 (strongly agree) to 7 

(strongly disagree).  The participants were asked to rank the following 10 questions: 
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1. Using body-worn camera improves the quality of the work I do. 

2. Using body-worn camera gives me greater control over my work. 

3. Body-worn camera enables me to accomplish task more quickly. 

4. Body-worn camera supports critical aspects of my job. 

5. Using body-worn camera improves my job productivity. 

6. Using body-worn camera improves my job performance. 

7. Using body-worn camera allows me to accomplish more work than would 

otherwise be possible. 

8. Using body-worn camera enhances my effectiveness on the job. 

9. Using body-worn camera makes it easier to do my job.  

10. Overall, I find the body-worn camera system useful in my job. 

Law enforcements gender and years of experience.  In order to collect 

demographic information, two questions were asked of the participants regarding their 

gender and total years of experience as a police officer.  The gender question was 

measured as “female” or “male,” while the total years of experience was measured as: 

1. Less than 2 

2. 3 to 5 

3. 6 to 10 

4. 11 to 20 

5. 21 or more 
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Dependent Variable 

Law enforcements frequency of use of body-worn cameras.  To measure each 

officer’s frequency of use of the body camera, the following scale was utilized: 

1. Don’t use at all. 

2. Use less than once each week. 

3. Use about once each week. 

4. Use several times each week. 

5. Use about one each day. 

6. Use several times each day. 

Operationalization of Constructs 

The TAM survey, created by Davis et al. (1989) to measure the ease of use along 

with usefulness of electronic mail, was modified for use in this study.  More specifically, 

Obasi (2017) made a small change to Davis et al.’s instrument by substituting body-worn 

cameras for electronic mail, which was the version used in this study.  Both instruments 

were sectioned into five different areas.  The same instrument was used in this study 

consisting of Attitude Scale, Perceived Ease of Use Scale, Perceived Usefulness Scale, 

and Demographics, which consisted of gender and years of experience.  Four of these 

areas were identified as the independent variables of the study, and the dependent 

variable was identified as frequency of use.  

The Attitude Scale consisted of five different questions asking, “All things 

considered, using body-worn cameras in my job” was measured on the following scale 

of: 1 = Good (coded as 1 in SPSS), 2 = Neutral (coded as 2 in SPSS), and Bad (coded as 
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3 in SPSS); 1 = Wise (coded as 1 in SPSS), 2 = Neutral (coded as 2 in SPSS), and 

Foolish (coded as 3 in SPSS); 1 = Favorable (coded as 1 in SPSS), 2 = Neutral (coded as 

2 in SPSS), and Unfavorable (coded as 3 in SPSS); 1 = Beneficial (coded as 1 in SPSS), 

2 = Neutral (coded as 2 in SPSS), and 3 = Harmful (coded as 3 in SPSS); 1 = Positive 

(coded as 1 in SPSS), 2 = Neutral (coded as 2 in SPSS), and 3 = Negative (coded as 3 in 

SPSS).   

The Perceived Ease of Use Scale was measured by using a Likert scale and asked 

the following 10 questions: 

1. I find the body-worn camera cumbersome to use.  This question was 

measured using the following scale: 1 = Strongly Agree (coded as 1 in 

SPSS); 2 = Somewhat Agree (coded as 2 in SPSS); 3 = Agree (coded as 3 

in SPSS); 4 = Neutral (coded as 4 in SPSS); 5 = Disagree (coded as 5 in 

SPSS); 6 = Somewhat Disagree (coded as 6 in SPSS); and 7 = Disagree 

(coded as 7 in SPSS). 

2. Learning to operate the body-worn camera is essay for me.  This question 

was measured using the following scale: 1 = Strongly Agree (coded as 1 in 

SPSS); 2 = Somewhat Agree (coded as 2 in SPSS); 3 = Agree (coded as 3 

in SPSS); 4 = Neutral (coded as 4 in SPSS); 5 = Disagree (coded as 5 in 

SPSS); 6 = Somewhat Disagree (coded as 6 in SPSS); and 7 = Disagree 

(coded as 7 in SPSS).   

3. Interacting with the body-worn camera is often frustrating.  This question 

was measured using the following scale: 1 = Strongly Agree (coded as 1 in 
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SPSS); 2 = Somewhat Agree (coded as 2 in SPSS); 3 = Agree (coded as 3 

in SPSS); 4 = Neutral (coded as 4 in SPSS); 5 = Disagree (coded as 5 in 

SPSS); 6 = Somewhat Disagree (coded as 6 in SPSS); and 7 = Disagree 

(coded as 7 in SPSS).   

4. I find it easy to get the body-worn camera to do what I want it to do.  This 

question was measured using the following scale: 1 = Strongly Agree 

(coded as 1 in SPSS); 2 = Somewhat Agree (coded as 2 in SPSS); 3 = 

Agree (coded as 3 in SPSS); 4 = Neutral (coded as 4 in SPSS); 5 = 

Disagree (coded as 5 in SPSS); 6 = Somewhat Disagree (coded as 6 in 

SPSS); and 7 = Disagree (coded as 7 in SPSS).   

5. The body-worn camera is rigid and inflexible to interact with.  This 

question was measured using the following scale: 1 = Strongly Agree 

(coded as 1 in SPSS); 2 = Somewhat Agree (coded as 2 in SPSS); 3 = 

Agree (coded as 3 in SPSS); 4 = Neutral (coded as 4 in SPSS); 5 = 

Disagree (coded as 5 in SPSS); 6 = Somewhat Disagree (coded as 6 in 

SPSS); and 7 = Disagree (coded as 7 in SPSS).   

6. It is easy for me to remember how to perform tasks using the body-worn 

camera.  This question was measured using the following scale: 1 = 

Strongly Agree (coded as 1 in SPSS); 2 = Somewhat Agree (coded as 2 in 

SPSS); 3 = Agree (coded as 3 in SPSS); 4 = Neutral (coded as 4 in SPSS); 

5 = Disagree (coded as 5 in SPSS); 6 = Somewhat Disagree (coded as 6 in 

SPSS); and 7 = Disagree (coded as 7 in SPSS).   
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7. Interacting with the body-worn camera requires a lot of mental effort.  

This question was measured using the following scale: 1 = Strongly Agree 

(coded as 1 in SPSS); 2 = Somewhat Agree (coded as 2 in SPSS); 3 = 

Agree (coded as 3 in SPSS); 4 = Neutral (coded as 4 in SPSS); 5 = 

Disagree (coded as 5 in SPSS); 6 = Somewhat Disagree (coded as 6 in 

SPSS); and 7 = Disagree (coded as 7 in SPSS).   

8. My interaction with the body-worn camera is clear and understandable.  

This question was measured using the following scale: 1 = Strongly Agree 

(coded as 1 in SPSS); 2 = Somewhat Agree (coded as 2 in SPSS); 3 = 

Agree (coded as 3 in SPSS); 4 = Neutral (coded as 4 in SPSS); 5 = 

Disagree (coded as 5 in SPSS); 6 = Somewhat Disagree (coded as 6 in 

SPSS); and 7 = Disagree (coded as 7 in SPSS).   

9. I find it takes a lot of effort to become skillful at using body-worn camera.  

This question was measured using the following scale: 1 = Strongly Agree 

(coded as 1 in SPSS); 2 = Somewhat Agree (coded as 2 in SPSS); 3 = 

Agree (coded as 3 in SPSS); 4 = Neutral (coded as 4 in SPSS); 5 = 

Disagree (coded as 5 in SPSS); 6 = Somewhat Disagree (coded as 6 in 

SPSS); and 7 = Disagree (coded as 7 in SPSS).   

10. Overall, I find the body-worn camera easy to use.  This question was 

measured using the following scale: 1 = Strongly Agree (coded as 1 in 

SPSS); 2 = Somewhat Agree (coded as 2 in SPSS); 3 = Agree (coded as 3 

in SPSS); 4 = Neutral (coded as 4 in SPSS); 5 = Disagree (coded as 5 in 
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SPSS); 6 = Somewhat Disagree (coded as 6 in SPSS); and 7 = Disagree 

(coded as 7 in SPSS).   

The Perceived Usefulness Scale was measured by using a Likert scale and asked 

the following 10 questions: 

1. Using body-worn camera improves the quality of work I do.  This 

question was measured using the following scale: 1 = Strongly Agree 

(coded as 1 in SPSS); 2 = Somewhat Agree (coded as 2 in SPSS); 3 = 

Agree (coded as 3 in SPSS); 4 = Neutral (coded as 4 in SPSS); 5 = 

Disagree (coded as 5 in SPSS); 6 = Somewhat Disagree (coded as 6 in 

SPSS); and 7 = Disagree (coded as 7 in SPSS).   

2. Using body-worn camera gives me greater control over my work.  This 

question was measured using the following scale: 1 = Strongly Agree 

(coded as 1 in SPSS); 2 = Somewhat Agree (coded as 2 in SPSS); 3 = 

Agree (coded as 3 in SPSS); 4 = Neutral (coded as 4 in SPSS); 5 = 

Disagree (coded as 5 in SPSS); 6 = Somewhat Disagree (coded as 6 in 

SPSS); and 7 = Disagree (coded as 7 in SPSS).   

3. Body-worn camera enables me to accomplish task more quickly.  This 

question was measured using the following scale: 1 = Strongly Agree 

(coded as 1 in SPSS); 2 = Somewhat Agree (coded as 2 in SPSS); 3 = 

Agree (coded as 3 in SPSS); 4 = Neutral (coded as 4 in SPSS); 5 = 

Disagree (coded as 5 in SPSS); 6 = Somewhat Disagree (coded as 6 in 

SPSS); and 7 = Disagree (coded as 7 in SPSS).   
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4. Body-worn camera supports critical aspects of my job.  This question was 

measured using the following scale: 1 = Strongly Agree (coded as 1 in 

SPSS); 2 = Somewhat Agree (coded as 2 in SPSS); 3 = Agree (coded as 3 

in SPSS); 4 = Neutral (coded as 4 in SPSS); 5 = Disagree (coded as 5 in 

SPSS); 6 = Somewhat Disagree (coded as 6 in SPSS); and 7 = Disagree 

(coded as 7 in SPSS).   

5. Using body-worn camera improves my job productivity.  This question 

was measured using the following scale: 1 = Strongly Agree (coded as 1 in 

SPSS); 2 = Somewhat Agree (coded as 2 in SPSS); 3 = Agree (coded as 3 

in SPSS); 4 = Neutral (coded as 4 in SPSS); 5 = Disagree (coded as 5 in 

SPSS); 6 = Somewhat Disagree (coded as 6 in SPSS); and 7 = Disagree 

(coded as 7 in SPSS).   

6. Using body-worn camera improves my job performance.  This question 

was measured using the following scale: 1 = Strongly Agree (coded as 1 in 

SPSS); 2 = Somewhat Agree (coded as 2 in SPSS); 3 = Agree (coded as 3 

in SPSS); 4 = Neutral (coded as 4 in SPSS); 5 = Disagree (coded as 5 in 

SPSS); 6 = Somewhat Disagree (coded as 6 in SPSS); and 7 = Disagree 

(coded as 7 in SPSS).   

7. Using body-worn camera allows me to accomplish more work than would 

otherwise be possible.  This question was measured using the following 

scale: 1 = Strongly Agree (coded as 1 in SPSS); 2 = Somewhat Agree 

(coded as 2 in SPSS); 3 = Agree (coded as 3 in SPSS); 4 = Neutral (coded 
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as 4 in SPSS); 5 = Disagree (coded as 5 in SPSS); 6 = Somewhat Disagree 

(coded as 6 in SPSS); and 7 = Disagree (coded as 7 in SPSS).  

8. Using body-worn camera enhances my effectiveness on the job.  This 

question was measured using the following scale: 1 = Strongly Agree 

(coded as 1 in SPSS); 2 = Somewhat Agree (coded as 2 in SPSS); 3 = 

Agree (coded as 3 in SPSS); 4 = Neutral (coded as 4 in SPSS); 5 = 

Disagree (coded as 5 in SPSS); 6 = Somewhat Disagree (coded as 6 in 

SPSS); and 7 = Disagree (coded as 7 in SPSS).   

9. Using body-worn camera makes it easier to do my job.  This question was 

measured using the following scale: 1 = Strongly Agree (coded as 1 in 

SPSS); 2 = Somewhat Agree (coded as 2 in SPSS); 3 = Agree (coded as 3 

in SPSS); 4 = Neutral (coded as 4 in SPSS); 5 = Disagree (coded as 5 in 

SPSS); 6 = Somewhat Disagree (coded as 6 in SPSS); and 7 = Disagree 

(coded as 7 in SPSS). 

10. Overall, I find body-worn camera system useful in my job.  This question 

was measured using the following scale: 1 = Strongly Agree (coded as 1 in 

SPSS); 2 = Somewhat Agree (coded as 2 in SPSS); 3 = Agree (coded as 3 

in SPSS); 4 = Neutral (coded as 4 in SPSS); 5 = Disagree (coded as 5 in 

SPSS); 6 = Somewhat Disagree (coded as 6 in SPSS); and 7 = Disagree 

(coded as 7 in SPSS).  

The demographic component of the questionnaire consisted of gender and years 

of experience, identified as follows: 
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1. Gender: What is your gender?  This question was measured on the 

following scale: 1 = Female (coded as 1 in SPSS); 2 = Male (coded as 2 in 

SPSS). 

2. What are your years of experience?  This question was measured on the 

following scale: 1 = Less than 2 (coded as 1 in SPSS); 2 = 3 to 5 (coded as 

2 in SPSS); 3 = 6 to 10 (coded as 3 in SPSS); 4 = 11 to 20 (coded as 4 in 

SPSS); and 5 = 21 or more (coded as 5 in SPSS). 

The Frequency of Use Scale, which was the dependent variable, asked: How often 

do you use a body-worn camera during your regular shift?  This question was measured 

on the following scale: 1 = Don’t use at all (coded as 0 in SPSS); 2 = Use less than once a 

week (coded as 1 in SPSS); 3 = Use about once each week (coded as 2 in SPSS); 4 = Use 

several times each week (coded as 3 in SPSS); 5 = Use about once each day (coded as 4 

in SPSS); and 6 = Use several times each day (coded as 5 in SPSS). 

Procedures for Recruitment, Participation, and Data Collection 

To begin this research, the New Jersey Attorney General’s Body-Worn Camera 

Assistance Program Participating Police Department document was utilized to identify 

potential participants (Appendix G).  This document provided information on New Jersey 

police departments that have received funding to equip their officers with body-worn 

cameras.  A total of 10 different police organizations were requested to participate; 

however, the researcher received approval and cooperation from only eight (Appendix 

H).  One of the organization’s responded that final approval would be requested, 

however, the researcher never received approval.  As part of the recruitment phase, the 
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researcher conducted a follow-up request to the one organization that did not provide an 

answer or approval.  This follow-up again yielded negative results, which removed the 

organization as a participant.  The final organization that was requested to participate (via 

both electronic mail and telephone) never responded, again removing it from the study.  It 

should be noted that all of the organizations that were requested to patriciate in this study 

utilized the same manufacturer of body-worn cameras (i.e., WatchGuard) in order to 

ensure consistency.  

When preparing a survey and the instrument used, the researcher needs to ensure 

that all terms are clearly defined and understandable to avoid any confusion (Fink, 2003).  

A welcome electronic mail was prepared and disseminated to all officers of each of the 

eight participating organizations (Appendix I).  A link was embedded (in the electronic 

mail) that led willing participants to the online questionnaire.  Once a participant 

activated the link, the Informed Consent Form (Appendix D) provided information and 

required all participants to acknowledge and understand what was being asked prior to 

advancing to the questionnaire.  Once the questionnaire was started, it provided 

instructions on how to respond to the series of questions that followed, which was then 

activated after the participants clicked the submit feature.  At the conclusion of the 

questionnaire, all participants received a debriefing statement concluding the 

questionnaire (Appendix J).  Once the questionnaire was completed, the participant’s 

responses were automatically sent electronically back to this researcher to secure for 

further analysis. 
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Data Analysis Plan 

To conduct the research, the researcher used a quantitative method, where data 

were collected from law enforcement officers within New Jersey police departments that 

currently utilize body-worn cameras.  Data were collected by using a questionnaire 

instrument modeled after TAM, which was developed by Davis et al. (1989) to determine 

the usefulness of new technology.  Accordingly, the researcher conducted research on the 

perceived ease and perceived usefulness of body-worn technology.  To analyze the data, 

the researcher conducted a Somers’ d (Delta) test in SPSS (asymmetric version) for RQ 

1, RQ 2, and RQ 3.  A Fisher’s exact test, along with a Somers’ d (Delta) test 

(asymmetric version), was utilized in SPSS for RQ 4.  For RQ 5, a Goodman and 

Kraskal’s gamma test was utilized in SPSS.  Assumptions 1 and 2 were met for the 

Fisher’s exact test (Laerd Statistics, 2018a).  Assumption 1 was met for the Somers’ d 

and the Goodman and Kraskal’s gamma tests; however, Assumption 2 (regarding a 

monotonic relationship between the dependent and independent variable) is typically not 

possible to test in either test (Laerd Statistics, 2018c, 2018d). 

Threats to Validity 

After reviewing several different articles that utilized the TAM, the researcher felt 

confident in using it in this study.  Previous research utilized the TAM survey to 

investigate privacy and security for online shoppers, by utilizing an 8-item Likert-type 

scale, which measured overall trustworthiness (Gurung & Raja, 2016).  Obasi (2017) also 

utilized both the TAM and a 7-item Likert-type scale to determine perceived ease of use 

and perceived usefulness of body-worn cameras. 
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Ethical Procedures 

When conducting survey research, Creswell (2002) explained that ethical issues 

arise at different intervals during the research process including, but not limited to, the 

data collection, analysis of the data, and reporting the final data.  Creswell further noted 

that when conducting survey research, the research should follow good practices.  As per 

the requirements of the Centenary University Institutional Review Board (IRB), the 

researcher followed the guidelines on protection of treatment of human participants.  To 

fulfill this requirement, the researcher completed the National Institutes of Health (NIH) 

Office of Extramural Research, web-based training course titled “Protecting Human 

Research Participants” (Appendix K).  The researcher also received approval from 

Centenary University’s IRB to begin the research (Appendix L).  The research did not 

start until after receiving IRB approval.  

All willing participates were advised, prior to the start of the questionnaire, that 

their participation was voluntary and would remain confidential, which was outlined in 

the Informed Consent Form.  The goal of the researcher was that by explaining that 

respondent participation would remain confidential, that this would eliminate any 

concerns that respondents would face any type of repercussion for truthfully answering 

the survey questions (Schulte & Sweeney, 1995).  The researcher further ensured that all 

participants understood that no monetary value would be received for their participation, 

and they could discontinue the questionnaire at any point after they started it. 

At the conclusion of the questionnaire, each participant received a debriefing 

statement on any effects from participation, along with the researcher’s contact 
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information should they have any further questions.  Terrell (2016) noted that The 

Belmont Report (1979) mandates three overarching principles for conducting research 

using human subjects (p. 89): 

1. Beneficence.  Participants in a research study must be treated ethically by 

having their decisions respected, being protected from harm, and having 

their well-being ensured. 

2. Respect for person.  Participants in a research study should be treated as 

individuals capable of making decisions affecting their well-being.  

Participants incapable of acting autonomously are entitled to protection. 

3. Justice.  Participants in a research study should receive all benefits to 

which they are entitled, with no burdens imposed unduly.  

In particular, Terrell (2016) said that three specific areas are focused on (p. 89): 

1.  Informed consent.  Researches must ensure that participants in a study are 

made aware of the purpose of the study and their rights as a participant.  

Following that, participants must provide written acknowledgment of their 

agreement to participate. 

2. Assessment of risks and benefits.  Researchers must conduct a thorough 

investigation of the nature and scope of risks and benefits inherent to the 

study.  This allows an institution to make the judgment as to whether any 

risks to participants are minimized and justifiable, as well as to provide 

participants the information they need to decide whether to participate in 

the study. 
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3. Selection of subjects.  Researchers must establish and follow fair 

procedures for identifying and selecting participants for a research study.  

Participants should not be purposefully included or excluded for reasons 

of risk or rewards.   

The researcher next requested cooperation from New Jersey police departments to 

administer the questionnaire.  Verbal confirmation was received from the highest-ranking 

officers and/or designee via telephone, which was followed by electronic mail being sent 

to them that contained the questionnaire link for their officers who currently utilize a 

body-worn camera.  All officers who received the electronic mail invitation (to 

participate in the survey) were allowed to complete the questionnaire at any time during 

their shift, without facing any penalties. 

Summary 

The purpose of this study was to understand how law enforcement officers in 

New Jersey police departments utilize and accept the new technology of body-worn 

cameras.  Also, within chapter 3 the research questions along with the hypothesis were 

identified.  The chapter included an explanation of how the data were collected; how the 

population was identified; how respondents were recruited; how the questionnaire was 

administered; potential threats and assumptions were identified; and guidelines for 

Centenary University’s IRB were discussed, to explain how respondents were treated 

fairly and confidentially.  In chapter 4, data results are presented. 
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Chapter 4: Research Findings 

The overall purpose of this quantitative study was to gain further insight into the 

use, beliefs, and perceptions of body-worn cameras by law enforcement personnel in 

New Jersey.  In addition, the relationships between the frequency of body-worn camera 

usage and officer demographics and officer perceptions, attitudes, and acceptance with 

respect to body-worn cameras, was explored.  For the purpose of this study, eight 

different police organizations participated and resulted in 116 officer respondents; 

however, eight were eliminated as a result of indicating they do not use body-worn 

cameras during their regular shifts; therefore, a total of 108 (N) respondents were 

analyzed.  The findings were based on the conceptual and theoretical framework 

previously identified.  

To conduct this non-experimental research, the researcher utilized quantitative 

measures and employed a testing instrument modeled after the TAM model to examine 

the perception of New Jersey law enforcement officers on body-worn cameras.  Chapter 4 

reports the results and evaluation of the findings.  The following five research questions 

were investigated: 

RQ1. Is there a statistical relationship between law enforcement officers’ 

perception of ease of use of body-worn cameras and their reported 

frequency of use (of the body-worn cameras) as a tool during their regular 

duties?   
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RQ2. Is there a statistical relationship between law enforcement officers’ 

perception of usefulness of body-worn cameras and their frequency of use 

during their regular duties?  

RQ3. Is there a statistical relationship between law enforcement officers’ 

attitudes of body-worn cameras and their frequency of use during their 

regular duties?   

RQ4. Is there a statistical relationship between law enforcement officers’ 

demographics (gender and years of experience) and their frequency of use 

during their regular duties?   

RQ5. Is there a statistical relationship between law enforcement officers’ 

reported ease of use of body-worn cameras and their reported usefulness 

of body-worn cameras during their regular duties? 

Data Collection 

A total of 10 different police organizations were invited to participate; however, 

approval and cooperation was received from only eight.  This provided an overall 

participation rate of 80% of the organizations selected, that resulted in 108 (N) 

respondents. 

Data Analysis 

Prior to the start of analysis, a review of each response was performed.  It was 

determined that a total of 12 different questions were not answered completely.  Further 

analysis found that eight respondents advised that they did not use body-worn cameras 

during the performance of their regular duties.  Because of this indication, all eight were 
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excluded from the analysis, because the inclusion criteria explained that the questionnaire 

should only be completed if the officer currently used body-worn cameras during the 

performance of their regular duties.  The questionnaire was divided into five sections 

pertaining to body-worn cameras: (1) frequency of use; (2) attitude; (3) ease of use; (4) 

usefulness; and (5) demographics. 

Demographics 

This section of the questionnaire asked each respondent to identify their gender 

along with their years of experience.  After reviewing the data collected, it was 

determined that all 108 respondents identified their gender: 15 were female (13.90%), 

while 93 were male (86.10%).  All of the 108 respondents identified their years of 

experience: 7 had less than 2 years of experience (6.50%); 29 had between 3 to 5years of 

experience (26.90%); 16 had between 6 to 10 years of experience (14.80%); 37 had 

between 11 to 20 years of experience (34.30%); and 19 had 21 or more years of 

experience (17.60%).  The demographics of all respondents are displayed in Table 1. 
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Table 1 
 
Demographics 

Characteristics  N % 
    
Gender  15 13.90 

Female  93 86.10 
Male    

    
Years of Experience    

Less than 2  7 6.50 
3 to 5  29 26.90 
6 to 10  16 14.80 
11 to 20  37 34.30 
21 or more  19 17.60 

    
Note: Eight respondents were removed because they do not use body-worn cameras. 

Questionnaire Scale  

The questionnaire asked respondents to score their perception on the ease of use 

and perceived usefulness of body-worn cameras.  These two scales utilized the Likert 

scale for both sets of questions (i.e., ease of use and usefulness of body-worn cameras) 

asking respondents to rank their response from 1 (strongly agree) to 7 (strongly disagree).  

The third part of the questionnaire asked each respondent to rank their attitude toward 

body-worn cameras.  This scale ranged from 1 (positive attitude) to 3 (negative attitude).   

The reliability of the questions within each of these three sections was assessed via 

Cronbach’s alpha and are presented in Table 2.  According to Cicchetti (1994; as cited in 

Charter, 2003, p. 291), the following ranges indicated reliability (r) when examining 

question scales: ≤ .70 (unacceptable); .70 to .80 (fair); .80 to .90 (good); and ≥ .90 

(excellent).  Obasi (2017) also found a Cronbach’s alpha ranging from .80 to .92 in his 

study. 
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Table 2 
 
Reliability of Scales 

Scale 
 

Items in Scale 
  Cronbach’s Alpha 

Coefficient 
    
Attitude  5  .94 
Usefulness 10  .91 
Ease of Use 
 

10 
   .81 

 
 
Frequency of Use       

This section of the questionnaire requested each respondent to identify their 

frequency of use of a body-worn camera during their regular duties, which ranged from 

Don’t use at all; Use less than once a week; Use about once each week; Use several times 

each week; Use about once each day; and Use several times each day.  To determine the 

actual use of each respondent, this researcher utilized SPSS and coded frequency of use 

as follows: 1 = Don’t use at all (coded as 0 in SPSS); 2 = Use less than once a week 

(coded as 1 in SPSS); 3 = Use about once each week (coded as 2 in SPSS); 4 = Use 

several times each week (coded as 3 in SPSS); 5 = Use about once each day (coded as 4 

in SPSS); and 6 = Use several times each day (coded as 5 in SPSS).  Of the 108 

respondents, 0 (0%) Don’t use at all; 7 (6.5%) Use less than once each week; 1 (0.9%) 

Use about once each week; 5 (4.6%) Use several times each week; 5 (4.6%) Use about 

once each day; and 90 (83.3%) Use several times each day.  The frequency of use is 

displayed in Table 3. 
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Table 3 
 
Frequency of Use 

Characteristics N % 
   
Frequency of Use   
   

Don’t use at all 0 0.00 
Use less than once each week 7 6.50 
Use about once each week 1 .90 
Use several times each week 5 4.60 
Use about once each day 5 4.60 
Use several times each day 90 83.30 
   

 
Attitude Response      

In this section of the questionnaire, each respondent was asked to identify their 

attitude toward body-worn cameras by asking five different questions.  Prior to each 

respondent being able to complete this section, the following disclaimer was required as 

also done by both Davis et al. (1989) and Obasi (2017): “To answer the following 

questions, you will be asked to select between Good-1, Neutral-2, or Bad-3; Sunny days 

are: By selecting 2, you would be saying that the given statement is neither good nor 

bad.”  Because these five questions already had a numeric value, no additional coding 

was needed prior to conducting an analysis in SPSS.  All five questions had an 

introduction statement of, “All things considered, using body-worn cameras in my job 

is,” followed by the following five response options: (1) Good–Neutral–Bad; (2) Wise–

Neutral–Bad; (3) Favorable–Neutral–Unfavorable; (4) Beneficial–Neutral–Harmful; and 

(5) Positive–Neutral–Negative. 
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Overall, the majority of responses were favorable.  The analysis determined that 

78 respondents (72.2%) found body-worn cameras to be good; 22 (20.4%) indicated a 

neutral feeling; and 8 (7.4%) found body-worn cameras to be bad.  The analysis 

determined that 75 respondents (69.4%) found body-worn cameras to be wise; 26 

(24.1%) indicated a neutral feeling; and 6 (5.6%) found body-worn cameras to be foolish.  

The analysis determined that 67 respondents (62.0%) found body-worn cameras to be 

favorable; 29 (26.9%) indicated a neutral feeling; and 11 (10.2%) found body-worn 

cameras to be unfavorable.  The analysis determined that 74 respondents (68.5%) found 

body-worn cameras to be beneficial; 26 (24.1%) indicated a neutral feeling; and 6 (6.0%) 

found body-worn cameras to be harmful.  The analysis determined that 65 respondents 

(60.2%) found body-worn cameras to be positive; 27 (25.0%) indicated a neutral feeling; 

and 13 (12.0%) found body-worn cameras to be negative.  The attitude responses are 

displayed in Table 4. 

Table 4 
 
Attitude Responses 

 Percent of Responses 
Items Agree Neutral Disagree 
    
Good–Neutral–Bad 70.20 24.40 7.40 
Wise–Neutral–Foolish 69.40 24.10 5.60 
Favorable–Neutral–Unfavorable 62.00 26.90 10.20 
Beneficial–Neutral–Harmful 68.50 24.10 5.60 
Positive–Neutral–Negative 60.20 25.00 12.00 
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Perceived Ease of Use of Body-Worn Cameras 

The second and the third part of the questionnaire asked respondents to evaluate 

and determine their perception on 10 different questions that pertained to the ease of use 

and the usefulness of body-worn cameras.  To complete both parts of the questionnaire, a 

7-point Likert scale was utilized with a range of strongly agree receiving a score of 1, a 

neutral answer being scored as 4, and strongly disagree being scored as a 7.  Again, prior 

to each participant being able to start each phase of the questionnaire, an example was 

given that required the respondent to acknowledge understanding.  (The example that was 

used was also utilized by Davis at al. (1989) and Obasi (2017), which was, “Today is a 

sunny day: By selecting 2, you would be saying that you agree with the given 

statement.”)  Also, prior to advancing to the next set of questions, each respondent was 

required to check a disclaimer box indicating that they fully understood how to use the 

Likert scale properly.  For the purpose of the data summarization found below and in 

Table 5, the three agreeable rankings (i.e., 1, 2, and 3) were condensed into a category 

labeled “agree,” and the disagreeable ranking (i.e., 5, 6, and 7), were condensed into a 

category labeled “disagree.”   

The analysis revealed that 69 participants (84.2%) agreed that they found body-

worn cameras cumbersome to use; 51 (47.2%) agreed that interacting with the body-worn 

camera was often frustrating; 63 (58.3%) agreed that it was easy to get the body-worn 

cameras to do what they want it to do; 55 (51.0%) agreed that the body-worn camera was 

rigid and inflexible to interact with; 76 (70.4%) agreed that it was easy to remember how 

to perform tasks using the body-worn camera; 78 (72.2%) agreed that interacting with the 
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body-worn camera requires a lot of mental effort; 79 (73.1%) agreed that their interaction 

with the body-worn camera was clear and understandable; 70 (64.8%) agreed that it takes 

a lot of effort to become skillful at using the body-worn camera; and 79 (73.2%) agreed 

that overall they find they body-worn camera easy to use.  It is important to note that out 

of the 10 questions asked in this section, three were not answered completely.  The report 

of ease of use is displayed in Table 5. 

Table 5 
 
Responses to Perceived Ease of Use Questions 

 Total of Responses 
Item Agree Neutral Disagree 
 
I find the body-worn camera cumbersome to use. 

 
69 

 
20 

 
  18* 

    
Learning to operate the body-worn camera is easy for 
me. 91  10  7 

    
Interacting with body-worn camera is often frustrating. 51 16 41 
    
I find it easy to get the body-worn camera to do what I 
want it to do. 63 15    29* 

    
The body-worn camera is rigid and inflexible to interact 
with. 55 25 28 

It is easy for me to remember how to perform tasks using 
the body-worn camera. 

 
76 

 
14 

 
18 

    
Interacting with the body-worn camera requires a lot of 
mental effort. 78 11 19 
    
My interaction with the body-worn camera is clear and 
understandable. 79 19      9* 
    
I find it takes a lot of effort to become skillful at using a 
body-worn camera. 70 17 20 
    
Overall, I find the body-worn camera easy to use. 79 18 11 
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Note: * N =107 respondents for each question. 

Perceived Usefulness of Body-Worn Cameras 

In this section of the questionnaire, participants were asked to identify their 

perceived usefulness of body-worn cameras.  The analysis revealed that 51 participants 

(47.2%) disagreed that body-worn cameras gave them greater control over their work; 75 

(69.5%) disagreed that body-worn cameras enabled them to accomplish tasks more 

quickly (69.5%); 66 (61.1%) disagreed that using body-worn cameras improved their job 

productivity; 57 (52.7%) disagreed that using body-worn cameras improved their job 

performance; 83 (76.9%) disagreed that body-worn cameras allows them to accomplish 

more work than would otherwise be possible; 53 (49.1%) disagreed the using body-worn 

cameras enhances their effectiveness on the job; and 63 (58.4%) disagreed that using 

body-worn cameras makes it easier to do my job.  However, in response to the remaining 

three questions, 44 participants (40.7%) agreed that the body-worn camera improves the 

quality of work they do; 81 (75.0%) agreed that the body-worn camera supports critical 

aspects of their job; and 74 (68.5%) agreed that overall, that the body-worn camera is 

useful in their job.  It is important to note that out of the 10 questions asked in this 

section, one was not answered completely.  Table 6 contains the report of usefulness. 
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Table 6 
 
Responses to Perceived Usefulness Questions 

 Total of Responses 
Item Agree Neutral Disagree 
 
Using body-worn camera improves the quality of the 
work I do. 

 
44 

 
23 

 
41 

    
Using body-worn camera gives me greater control over 
my work. 38 19 51 

    
Body-worn camera enables me to accomplish task more 
quickly. 15 18 75 

    
Body-worn camera supports critical aspects of my job. 81 11 16 
    
Using body-worn camera improves my job productivity. 16 26 66 
    
Using body-worn camera improves my job performance. 29 22 57 
    
Using body-worn camera allows me to accomplish more 
work than would otherwise be possible. 6 19 83 
    
Using body-worn camera enhances my effectiveness on 
the job. 32 22    53* 
    
Using body-worn camera makes it easier to do my job. 27 18 63 
    
Overall, I find the body-worn camera system useful in my 
job. 
 

74 
 
 

17 
 
 

17 
 
 

Note: * N =107 respondents for each question. 
 
Research Questions 

The following sections outline the results of the study’s five different research 

questions.  The results for each of the questions (i.e., RQ1, RQ2, RQ3, RQ4, and RQ5) 

are explained and followed by a table to allow for a visual display of the data collected.  
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In addition, the association between the response for each item and the outcome variable, 

frequency of use, was assessed via Somers’ d.  All tests of significance were conducted at 

the 0.05 α level. 

Research Question 1   

RQ1 asked: Is there a statistical relationship between law enforcement officers’ 

perception of ease of use of body-worn cameras and their reported frequency of use (of 

the body-worn cameras) as a tool during their regular duties?  To complete an analysis of 

this question, a series of 10 different questions were asked of each respondent to report 

their perception of the ease of use of the body-worn camera.  Each respondent utilized a 

7-point Likert scale ranging from 1-strongly agree to 7-strongly disagree.  (Rather than 

creating a composite variable with the responses from the 10 questions, each question 

was analyzed independently for acceptance or rejection of RQ1’s null and alternative 

hypotheses.) 

There was a weak, negative association between the question, “I find the body-

worn camera cumbersome to use” and the reported frequency of use, which was 

statistically significant (d = -.122, p = 0.019).  There was a weak, negative association 

between the question, “Learning to operate the body-worn camera is easy for me” and the 

reported frequency of use, which was statistically significant (d = -.118, p = 0.041).  

There was a weak, negative association between the question, “I find it easy to get the 

body-worn camera to do what I want it to do” and the reported frequency of use, which 

was statistically significant (d = -.148, p = 0.001).  There was a weak, negative 

association between the question, “Interacting with the body-worn camera requires a lot 
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of mental effort” and the reported frequency of use, which was statistically significant 

(d = -.086, p = 0.047).  (Rather than creating a composite variable with the responses 

from the 10 questions, each question was analyzed independently for acceptance or 

rejection of RQ1’s null and alternative hypotheses.)  There was sufficient evidence to 

reject the null hypothesis.  

There was no significant association between the question “Interacting with the 

body-worn camera is often frustrating” and the reported frequency of use (d = -.057, p = 

0.191).  There was no significant association between the question, “The body-worn 

camera is rigid and inflexible to interact with” and the reported frequency of use (d = -

.067, p = 0.120).  There was no significant association between the question, “It is easy 

for me to remember how to perform tasks using the body-worn camera” and the reported 

frequency of use (d = -.067, p = 0.229).  There was no significant association between the 

question, “My interaction with the body-worn camera is clear and understandable” and 

the reported frequency of use (d = -.104, p = 0.052).  There was no significant association 

between the question, “I find it takes a lot of effort to become skillful at using body-worn 

camera” and the reported frequency of use (d = -.081, p = 0.068).  There was no 

significant association between the question, “Overall, I find the body-worn camera easy 

to use” and the reported frequency of use (d = -.098, p = 0.062).  There was insufficient 

evidence to reject the null hypothesis.  

For each question used to assess the relationship between perceived ease of use of 

body-worn cameras and the reported frequency of use of body-worn cameras, Somers’ d, 

which is a measure of monotonic association between two ordinal level variables where 
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one is defined as independent (i.e., question perceived ease of use), and the other is 

defined as a dependent (i.e., frequency of use), was used (Somers, 1962).  The analysis of 

the association between perceived ease of use items and frequency of use is displayed in 

Table 7. 

Table 7 
 
Association between perceived ease of use items and frequency of use 

Item d p 
   
I find the body-worn camera cumbersome to use. -.122    .019* 
   
Learning to operate the body-worn camera is easy for me. -.118   .041* 
   
Interacting with body-worn camera is often frustrating. -.057 .191  
   
I find it easy to get the body-worn camera to do what I want it to 
do. -.148   .001* 

   
The body-worn camera is rigid and inflexible to interact with. -.067 .120  
   
It is easy for me to remember how to perform tasks using the 
body-worn camera. 

 
-.067 

 
.229  

   
Interacting with the body-worn camera requires a lot of mental 
effort. -.086   .047* 

   
My interaction with the body-worn camera is clear and 
understandable. -.104 .052  

   
I find it takes a lot of effort to become skillful at using a body-
worn camera. 

 
-.081 

 
.068  

   
Overall, I find the body-worn camera easy to use. -.098 .062  
   

Note: * indicates p ≤ 0.05. 
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Research Question 2 

RQ2 asked: Is there a statistical relationship between law enforcement officers’ 

perception of usefulness of body-worn cameras and their frequency of use during their 

regular duties?  To complete an analysis of this question a series of 10 different questions 

were asked of each respondent to report their perception of usefulness of the body-worn 

camera.  Each respondent utilized a 7-point Likert scale ranging from 1-strongly agree to 

7-strongly disagree.  (Rather than creating a composite variable with the responses from 

the 10 questions, each question was analyzed independently for acceptance or rejection of 

RQ2’s null and alternative hypotheses.) 

There was no significant association between the question, “Using body-worn 

camera improves the quality of the work I do” and the reported frequency of use (d = -

.0.35, p = 0.479).  There was no significant association between the question, “Using the 

body-worn camera gives me greater control over my work” and the reported frequency of 

use (d = -.0.21, p = 0.618).  There was no significant association between the question, 

“Body-worn camera enables me to accomplish task more quickly” and the reported 

frequency of use (d = -.0.38, p = 0.380).  There was no significant association between 

the question, “Body-worn camera supports critical aspects of my job” and the reported 

frequency of use (d = -.0.42, p = 0.409).  There was no significant association between 

the question, “Using body-worn camera improves my job productivity” and the reported 

frequency of use (d = -.0.06, p = 0.910).  There was no significant association between 

the question, “Using body-worn camera improves my job performance” and the reported 

frequency of use (d = -.0.32, p = 0.482).  There was no significant association between 



99 

 

the question, “Using body-worn camera allows me to accomplish more work than would 

otherwise be possible” and the reported frequency of use (d = -.0.61, p = 0.256.  There 

was no significant association between the question, “Using body-worn camera enhances 

my effectiveness on the job” and the reported frequency of use (d = -.0.69, p = 0.160).  

There was no significant association between the question, “Using body-worn camera 

makes it easier to do my job” and the reported frequency of use (d = -.0.78, p = 0.100).  

There was no significant association between the question, “Overall, I find the body-worn 

camera system useful in my job” and the reported frequency of use (d = -.0.90, p = 

0.058).  There was insufficient evidence to reject the null hypothesis. 

For each question used to assess the relationship between perceived usefulness of 

body-worn cameras and the reported frequency of use of body-worn cameras, Somers’ d, 

which is a measure of monotonic association between two ordinal level variables where 

one is defined as independent (i.e., question perceived usefulness), and the other is 

defined as a dependent (i.e., frequency of use), was used (Somers, 1962).  Table 8 

displays the association between perceived usefulness and frequency of use. 

Table 8 
 
Association between perceived usefulness and frequency of use 

Item d p 
   
 
Using body-worn camera improves the quality of the work I do. -.035 .479 

   
Using body-worn camera gives me greater control over my work. -.021 .618 
   
Body-worn camera enables me to accomplish task more quickly. -.038 .380 
   
Body-worn camera supports critical aspects of my job. -.042 .409 
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Using body-worn camera improves my job productivity. -.006 .910 
   
Using body-worn camera improves my job performance. -.032 .482 
   
Using body-worn camera allows me to accomplish more work than 
would otherwise be possible. 

 
-.061 

 
.256 

   
Using body-worn camera enhances my effectiveness on the job. -.069 .160 
   
Using body-worn camera makes it easier to do my job. -.078 .100 
   
Overall, I find the body-worn camera system useful in my job. -.090 .058 
   

 
Research Question 3 

RQ3 asked: Is there a statistical relationship between law enforcement officers’ 

attitudes of body-worn cameras and their frequency of use during their regular duties?  

To complete an analysis of this question a series of five different questions were asked of 

each respondent to report their perception of attitude of the body-worn camera.  Each 

respondent utilized five semantic differential pairs ranging from 1-positive attitude and 3-

negative attitude.  Each of the five questions asked, “All things considered, using body-

worn cameras in my job is?” (Rather than creating a composite variable with the 

responses from the five questions, each question was analyzed independently for 

acceptance or rejection of RQ3’s null and alternative hypotheses.) 

There was no significant association between the question, “All things considered, 

using body-worn cameras in my job is: Good–Neutral–Bad” and the reported frequency 

of use (d = -.0.31, p = 0.674).  There was no significant association between the question, 

“All things considered, using body-worn cameras in my job is: Wise–Neutral–Foolish” 

and the reported frequency of use (d = -.0.05, p = 0.943).  There was no significant 
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association between the question, “All things considered, using body-worn cameras in 

my job is: Favorable–Neutral–Unfavorable” and the reported frequency of use (d = -

.0.00, p = 1.00).  There was no significant association between the question, “All things 

considered, using body-worn cameras in my job is: Beneficial–Neutral–Harmful” and the 

reported frequency of use (d = -.0.72, p = 0.309).  There was no significant association 

between the question, “All things considered, using body-worn cameras in my job is: 

Positive–Neutral–Negative” and the reported frequency of use (d = -.0.23, p = 0.739).  

There was insufficient evidence to reject the null hypothesis.   

For each question used to assess the relationship between officers perceived 

attitude of body-worn cameras and the reported frequency of use of body-worn cameras,  

Somers’ d, which is a measure of monotonic association between two ordinal level 

variables where one is defined as independent (i.e., question perceived officers attitude), 

and the other is defined as a dependent (i.e., frequency of use), was used (Somers, 1962).  

The analysis of the association between attitude and frequency of use is displayed in 

Table 9. 

Table 9 
 
Association between attitude and frequency of use 

Scale d p 
   
Good–Neutral–Bad .031 .674 
Wise–Neutral–Foolish .005 .943 
Favorable–Neutral–Unfavorable .000 1.00 
Beneficial–Neutral–Harmful .072 .309 
Positive–Neutral–Negative .023 .739 
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Research Question 4 

RQ4 asked: Is there a statistical relationship between law enforcement officers’ 

demographics (gender and years of experience) and their frequency of use during their 

regular duties?  Each of the respondents were asked to identify their gender (i.e., 1 = 

female and 2 = male).  They were also requested to identify the number of years of 

experience (i.e., 1 = less than 2; 2 = 3 to 5; 3 = 6 to 10; 4 = 11 to 20; and 5 = 21 or more).  

The association between gender and frequency of use was assessed via Fisher’s exact 

test, while the association between years of experience and frequency of use was assessed 

via a Somers’ d.  All tests of significance were conducted at the 0.05 α level. 

Of the 108 respondents, 15 identified their gender as female and 93 as male.  The 

majority of female respondents, 13 (86.7%), reported using a body-worn camera several 

times each day, while 2 (13.3%) reported using a body-worn camera several times each 

week.  The majority of male respondents, 77 (82.8%), also reported using a body-worn 

camera several times each day, while only 5 (5.4%) reported using a body-worn camera 

once each day; 3 (3.2%) reported using a body-worn camera several times each week; 1 

(1.1%) reported using a body-worn camera once each week; and 7 (7.5%) reported using 

a body-worn camera less than once a week.  There was no significant association 

between law enforcement officers’ gender and their frequency of use as assessed by 

Fisher’s exact test, p = .365.  There was not an association between the two variables and 

because the test was not statistically significant (p > .05), there is not strong enough 

evidence against the null hypothesis (Laerd Statistics, 2018b).  Therefore, we cannot 
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reject the null hypothesis and cannot accept the alternative hypothesis in such 

circumstances (Laerd Statistics, 2018b). 

For the question to assess the relationship between officers years of experience of 

body-worn cameras and the reported frequency of use of body-worn cameras, Somers’ d, 

which is a measure of monotonic association between two ordinal level variables where 

one is defined as independent (i.e., question officers’ years of experience), and the other 

is defined as a dependent (i.e., frequency of use), was used (Somers, 1962).  To assess the 

relationship between officers’ gender and the reported frequency of use of body-worn 

cameras, a Fishers’ exact test was used to test the association (Warner, 2013).  The 

Fishers’ exact test was used because the expected cell counts for the chi-square test of 

independence had 7 cells (70.0%) where the expected counts were less than 5.  The 

analysis of frequency of use by gender is displayed in Table 10.  

Table 10 
 
Frequency of use by gender 

Scale Female  Male 
    
Don’t use at all 0  0 
Use less than once each week 0  7 
Use about once each week 0  1 
Use several times each week 13  3 
Use about once each day 0  5 
Use several times each day 2  77 

 
There was a moderate, negative association between the years of experience and 

the reported frequency of use (d = -.529, p < 0.001), which was statistically significant.  

There was sufficient evidence to reject the null hypothesis.  The analysis of frequency of 

use by years of experience is displayed in Table 11.  
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Table 11 
 
Frequency of use by years of experience 

 Years of Experience 

Scale 
Less than 

2 
 

3 to 5 6 to 10 11 to 20 21 or more 
            
Use less than once each week 0  0 0 3 4 
Use about once each week 0  0 0 0 1 
Use several times each week 0  2 0 1 2 
Use about once each day 0  0 0 3 2 
Use about once each day 7  27 16 30 10 

 
Research Question 5 

RQ5 asked: Is there a statistical relationship between law enforcement officers’ 

reported ease of use of body-worn cameras and their reported usefulness of body-worn 

cameras during their regular duties?  A Goodman and Kraskal’s gamma test was 

conducted to assess the relationship between law enforcement officers’ reported ease of 

use of body-worn cameras and their reported usefulness of body-worn cameras during 

their regular duties.  While 108 responses were obtained, there was a weak, positive 

association between the law enforcements officers’ reported ease of use of body-worn 

cameras and their reported usefulness of body-worn cameras during their regular duties; 

however, this association was not statistically significant (G = 0.076, p = 0.384).  There 

was sufficient evidence to reject the null hypothesis.  The responses to RQ5 are displayed 

in Table 12. 
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Table 12 
 
Association between overall ease of use and overall usefulness of body-worn cameras 

Questions  Overall, I find the body-worn camera ease to use. 
      
  Agree Neutral Disagree Total 
Overall, I find the 
body-worn camera 
useful in my job. 

Agree 
 

55 12 7 74 

Neutral 
 

11 4 2 17 

Disagree 
 

13 2 2 17 

Total 75 18 11 108 
 

 Results 

The results were analyzed from a total of 108 (N) completed questionnaires.  A 

combination of three tests (Somers’ d, Fisher’s exact test, and Goodman and Kraskal’s 

gamma test) were completed in SPSS to analyze the data and answer the five research 

questions.  The results found that 93 respondents were male, while 15 were female.  Of 

the 108, 37 indicated they had 11 to 20 years of experience; 29 had 3 to 5 years of 

experience; 19 had 21 or more years of experience; 16 had 6 to 10 years of experience, 

while only 7 had less than 2 years of experience.  

Data analysis also revealed that 90 respondents use body-worn cameras several 

times each day; 7 less than once each week; and 5 either several times each week or once 

each day.  Only one respondent indicated that they use a body-worn camera once each 

week.  When asked to indicate their attitude on body-worn cameras, 78 indicated they 

believed body-worn cameras were good; 75 found them to be wise; 67 indicated that 

body-worn cameras were favorable; 74 felt body-worn cameras were beneficial; and 65 

found body-worn cameras to be positive.  A total of 79 respondents agreed with the 
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statement, “Overall, I find the body-worn camera easy to use,” while 74 also agreed with 

the statement, “Overall, I find body-worn camera system useful in my job.”   

RQ1 found a combination of both significant and non-significant association.  The 

following questions were found to be statistically significant: “I find the body-worn 

camera cumbersome to use” and the reported frequency of use (d = -.122, p = 0.019); 

“Learning to operate the body-worn camera is easy for me” and the reported frequency of 

use (d = -.118, p = 0.041); “I find it easy to get the body-worn camera to do what I want 

it to do” and the reported frequency of use (d = -.148, p = 0.001); and “Interacting with 

the body-worn camera requires a lot of mental effort” and the reported frequency of use 

(d = -.086, p = 0.047).  The remaining questions found there was no significant 

association: “Interacting with the body-worn camera is often frustrating” and the reported 

frequency of use (d = -.057, p = 0.191); “The body-worn camera is rigid and inflexible to 

interact with” and the reported frequency of use (d = -.067, p = 0.120); “It is easy for me 

to remember how to perform tasks using the body-worn camera” and the reported 

frequency of use (d = -.067, p = 0.229); “My interaction with the body-worn camera is 

clear and understandable” and the reported frequency of use (d = -.104, p = 0.052); “I 

find it takes a lot of effort to become skillful at using body-worn camera” and the 

reported frequency of use (d = -.081, p = 0.068); and “Overall, I find the body-worn 

camera easy to use” and the reported frequency of use (d = -.098, p = 0.062). 

The analysis of RQ2 found that there was no significant association among the 

following questions: “Using body-worn camera improves the quality of the work I do” 

and the reported frequency of use (d = -.0.35, p = 0.479); “Using the body-worn camera 
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gives me greater control over my work” and the reported frequency of use (d = -.0.21, p = 

0.618); “Body-worn camera enables me to accomplish task more quickly” and the 

reported frequency of use (d = -.0.38, p = 0.380); “Body-worn camera supports critical 

aspects of my job” and the reported frequency of use (d = -.0.42, p = 0.409); “Using 

body-worn camera improves my job productivity” and the reported frequency of use (d = 

-.0.06, p = 0.910); “Using body-worn camera improves my job performance” and the 

reported frequency of use (d = -.0.32, p = 0.482); “Using body-worn camera allows me to 

accomplish more work than would otherwise be possible” and the reported frequency of 

use (d = -.0.61, p = 0.256); “Using body-worn camera enhances my effectiveness on the 

job” and the reported frequency of use (d = -.0.69, p = 0.160); “Using body-worn camera 

makes it easier to do my job” and the reported frequency of use (d = -.0.78, p = 0.100); 

and “Overall, I find the body-worn camera system useful in my job” and the reported 

frequency of use (d = -.0.90, p = 0.058). 

The analysis of RQ3 found that there was no significant association among the 

following questions: “All things considered, using body-worn cameras in my job is: 

Good–Neutral–Bad” and the reported frequency of use (d = -.0.31, p = 0.674); “All 

things considered, using body-worn cameras in my job is: Wise–Neutral–Foolish” and 

the reported frequency of use (d = -.0.05, p = 0.943); “All things considered, using body-

worn cameras in my job is: Favorable–Neutral–Unfavorable” and the reported frequency 

of use (d = -.0.00, p = 1.00); “All things considered, using body-worn cameras in my job 

is: Beneficial–Neutral–Harmful” and the reported frequency of use (d = -.0.72, p = 
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0.309); and “All things considered, using body-worn cameras in my job is: Positive–

Neutral–Negative” and the reported frequency of use (d = -.0.23, p = 0.739). 

The analysis of RQ4 found that there was no significant association between law 

enforcement officers’ demographic on gender and their frequency (of using the body-

worn camera) during their regular duties as assessed by Fisher’s exact test, p = .365.  The 

analysis also determined that there was a moderate, negative association between the 

years of experience and the reported frequency of use (d = -.529, p < 0.001). 

Finally, the analysis of RQ5 found that there was no significant association 

between law enforcements officers’ reported ease of use of body-worn cameras and their 

reported usefulness of body-worn cameras during their regular duties, G = 0.076, p = 

0.384.  The relationship between law enforcements officers’ reported ease of use of body-

and their reported usefulness of body-worn cameras during their regular duties 

determined there was no significant association. 

Summary 

Chapter 4 presented the results of this non-experimental study.  A total of 108 (N) 

questionnaires were received and analyzed.  The results found 93 respondents were male, 

while 15 were female.  Of the 108 respondents, 37 reported having 11 to 20 years of 

experience; 29 had 3 to 5 years of experience; 19 had 21 or more years of experience; 16 

had 6 to 10 years of experience, while 7 had less than 2 years of experience.  Additional 

results revealed that 90 respondents used body-worn cameras several times a day, 

followed by 78 advising they believed body-worn cameras were good; 75 indicated they 
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were wise; 67 indicated they believed body-worn cameras were favorable; 74 felt body-

worn cameras were beneficial; and 65 believed body-worn cameras were positive. 

RQ1 was found there was a significant association in the following areas: “I find 

the body-worn camera cumbersome to use” and the reported frequency of use (d = -

.122, p = 0.019); “Learning to operate the body-worn camera is easy for me” and the 

reported frequency of use (d = -.118, p = 0.041); “I find it easy to get the body-worn 

camera to do what I want it to do” and the reported frequency of use (d = -.148, p = 

0.001); and “Interacting with the body-worn camera requires a lot of mental effort” and 

the reported frequency of use (d = -.086, p = 0.047).  The analysis of RQ2 found there 

was no significant association between law enforcement officers’ perception of 

usefulness of body-worn cameras and their frequency of use during their regular duties.  

The analysis of RQ3 also found there was no significant association between law 

enforcement officers’ attitudes of body-worn cameras and their frequency of use during 

their regular duties.  Analysis of RQ4 found there was no significant association between 

law enforcement officers’ demographics (gender and years of experience) and their 

frequency of use during their regular duties.  In the last question, RQ5, there was no 

significant association between law enforcement officers’ reported ease of use of body-

worn cameras and their reported usefulness of body-worn cameras during regular duties. 

 In Chapter 5, a further discussion of these results will occur along with a final 

conclusion.  Future considerations for police organizations regarding body-worn cameras 

will also be discussed. 
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Chapter 5: Discussion, Conclusions, and Recommendations 

This study focused on the perception of New Jersey law enforcement officers on 

body-worn cameras, their frequency of use, along with ease of use and usefulness.  As a 

result of the ever-growing disconnect within communities around the country, law 

enforcement has been labeled as no longer being trustworthy and have used excessive 

force while interacting with citizens (Smykla et al., 2016).  The data-driven insight for 

this study was collected by using Davis et al.’s (1989) TAM instrument, along with 

Obasi’s (2017) adjusted instrument, to collect the data from law enforcement officers 

across New Jersey who currently utilizes body-worn cameras.  The organizations and 

officers who currently utilize body-worn cameras and agreed to participate ranged from 

Bergen, Cape May, Essex, Middlesex, Salem, and Ocean counties.  The instrument itself 

was specifically designed to capture the officers’ perception of attitude, ease of use, 

usefulness, along with the officers’ frequency of use of body-worn cameras.  

In any organization, when a change or new tool is implemented, there will always 

be concern, challenges, and resistance (Dietzen 2015; Timan 2016).  Such challenges are 

common in most organizations, including fortune 500 companies and the law 

enforcement profession.  Law enforcement officers, especially those who are seasoned 

(meaning those with 10 or more years of experience), tend to be those whom this effects 

the most.  (As a 25-year law enforcement veteran, this researcher understands that 

seasoned officers are those that an organizational change can affect the most.)  This is 

typically the case because they have spent a good portion of their careers completing all 

tasks, assignments, and/or procedures in a particular way.  Thus, it is these particular 
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ways that create the question (among seasoned officers) that, if it has been working in the 

past, why does it need to change?  With advancements in technology, law enforcement 

also needs to continue to make change.  Perhaps the biggest change and challenge 

currently is the development of body-worn cameras.  To better illustrate this point, 

Griffith (2018) said that: 

it can be argued and with much validity that the introduction of body-worn 

cameras in the last decade has had more impact on American policing than any 

other tool since the car radio.  They have changed the way evidence is collected, 

the policies of many law enforcement agencies, the way media covers 

controversial police incidents, the way the public interacts with officers, and, in 

some cases, the way officers interact with the public. (p. 72) 

Because transparency is truly at the forefront of successful interaction between law 

enforcement and the public, body-worn cameras have changed the way law enforcement 

interacts with the public it serves. 

While completing this research study, national news outlets reported the release of 

interactions of law enforcement officers across the country by showing incidents captured 

via body-worn cameras (see, e.g., Carrega, 2019; Carson, 2019; Howland & Clarridge, 

2019).  It is important to understand that some of these reports displayed heroic officers 

going above and beyond the call of duty to save someone’s life.  Such incidents have also 

been displayed in New Jersey, where law enforcement officers have saved the driver of a 

motor vehicle fire, residents from a house fire, and also a suicidal subject on railroad 

tracks (see, e.g., Russell, 2018a; Russell, 2018b; Solis, 2019).  While all of these events 
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would still have been reported in the local media, newspapers, and/or internet outlets, 

they bring to realization what law enforcement officers encounter on a daily basis.  

However, because these actions are now being captured with body-worn cameras, it 

allows for law enforcement to visually display what an officer faces on a daily basis.  It is 

these events that are captured on body-worn cameras that support the call for 

transparency and begin to help build (or rebuild where necessary) the trust between law 

enforcement and the communities it serves. 

Interpretation of the Findings 

In chapter 4, the findings are presented on law enforcement officers’ perceptions 

of body-worn cameras, along with the frequency of use.  Five research questions were 

designed to better understand whether their perception had any determination on the use 

of body-worn cameras.   

RQ1 asked: Is there a statistical relationship between law enforcement officers’ 

perception of ease of use of body-worn cameras and their reported frequency of use (of 

the body-worn cameras) as a tool during their regular duties?  A total of 10 different 

questions were asked of each respondent to identify ease of use in relationship to 

frequency of use.  Of those questions, four were found to have a significant association: I 

find the body-worn camera cumbersome to use and the reported frequency of use (d = -

.122, p = 0.019); Learning to operate the body-worn camera is easy for me and the 

reported frequency of use (d = -.118, p = 0.041); I find it easy to get the body-worn 

camera to do what I want it to do and the reported frequency of use (d = -.148, p = 

0.001); and Interacting with the body-worn camera requires a lot of mental effort and the 
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reported frequency of use (d = -.086, p = 0.047).  Responses to the remaining six 

questions found there was no significant association: Interacting with the body-worn 

camera is often frustrating and the reported frequency of use (d = -.057, p = 0.191); The 

body-worn camera is rigid and inflexible to interact with and the reported frequency of 

use (d = -.067, p = 0.120); It is easy for me to remember how to perform tasks using the 

body-worn camera and the reported frequency of use (d = -.067, p = 0.229); My 

interaction with the body-worn camera is clear and understandable and the reported 

frequency of use (d = -.104, p = 0.052); I find it takes a lot of effort to become skillful at 

using body-worn camera and the reported frequency of use (d = -.081, p = 0.068); and 

Overall, I find the body-worn camera easy to use and the reported frequency of use (d = -

.098, p = 0.062). 

RQ2 asked: Is there a statistical relationship between law enforcement officers’ 

perception of usefulness of body-worn cameras and their frequency of use during their 

regular duties?  A total of 10 different questions were asked of each respondent on the 

usefulness of body-worn cameras in relationship to the frequency of use.  Results 

indicated that none of the responses produced a significant association.   

RQ3 asked: Is there a statistical relationship between law enforcement officers’ 

attitudes of body-worn cameras and their frequency of use during their regular duties?  A 

series of five different questions were asked to assess respondent attitudes, and results 

indicated that none of the responses produced a significant association. 

RQ4 asked: Is there a statistical relationship between law enforcement officers’ 

demographics (gender and years of experience) and their frequency of use during their 
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regular duties?  Data analysis revealed that there was no significant association between 

respondent demographics and the frequency of use during regular duties. 

Finally, RQ5 asked: Is there a statistical relationship between law enforcement 

officers’ reported ease of use of body-worn cameras and their reported usefulness of 

body-worn cameras during their regular duties?  Data analysis revealed that there was no 

significant association between law enforcement officers’ reported ease of use of body-

worn cameras and their reported usefulness of body-worn cameras during their regular 

duties.  

Limitations of the Study 

The limitations within this non-experimental study was the location and sample 

size of both the law enforcement organization and the participants.  All of the law 

enforcement officers were limited to being employed by law enforcement organizations 

within the State of New Jersey who utilized body-worn cameras during their regular 

duties.  Utilizing this option was convenient and accessible to the researcher, who served 

as a sworn law enforcement officer in New Jersey.  While the researcher’s efforts to 

secure a much larger sample size were unsuccessful, an adequate sample size was secured 

from a total of eight participating agencies.  (Out of the 10 agencies invited to participate, 

only eight gave their personnel permission to participate.)  Therefore, the results of the 

study do not reflect the perceptions of a large number of law enforcement personnel 

throughout New Jersey who utilize body-worn cameras.  Notwithstanding, the results 

provide important insight into this topic based on the perceptions of the law enforcement 

personnel who did participate. 
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The questionnaire utilized in this study focused on law enforcement officers’ 

perception of body-worn cameras, along with their frequency of use.  However, the 

questionnaire did not capture information regarding whether the agency required use of 

body-worn cameras while on-duty.  In other words, ascertaining whether the use of body- 

worn cameras was discretionary or mandatory (during the respondent’s shift) was not 

captured, nor was information captured regarding whether the agency had an adequate 

supply of body-worn cameras for all on-duty personnel to utilize.  Therefore, ascertaining 

this information in a future study would be beneficial. 

Recommendations 

It is recommended that continued and ongoing research be undertaken to analyze 

the relationship between law enforcement officers and the use of body-worn cameras.  As 

previously mentioned, this study examined eight law enforcement organizations that 

ranged from Bergen County in North Jersey, to Cape May County in South Jersey.  In the 

future, a larger population could further these findings, especially from larger agencies 

that require their personnel to utilize body-worn cameras on a daily basis.  This would 

allow for a better understanding of officer attitudes and perceptions on the ease of use, 

and usefulness of, body-worn cameras by New Jersey law enforcement personnel.   

It is evident that body worn cameras are here to stay, so continued research in this 

area is recommended.  For example, it would be beneficial to examine use of body worn 

cameras in large organizations where body-worn cameras are used on a daily basis.  The 

extent to which training on body-worn cameras is administered is another important area 

to examine.  Conversely, ascertaining public perception of how body worn cameras are 
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viewed by the organization’s constituents is another important area to examine.  The 

results of such studies may facilitate having skeptical law enforcement personnel move in 

the direction of accepting this technology more as a positive, rather than a negative.   

When introducing a new policy, procedure, and/or equipment, leadership within 

the organization is most important (Dietzen, 2015).  If the organization does not allow for 

all employee’s to be treated fairly and equally along with being treated impartially, it will 

not succeed (Dietzen, 2015).  With that said, for each organization that is moving in the 

direction of developing a body-worn camera program, the chief executive officer needs to 

be upfront and explain the reasons for the implementation.  A clear goal that needs to be 

identified would be the protection of each officer along with the organization and the 

citizens (Jennings, 2018).  Having digital evidence from an interaction with a citizen 

saves time on frivolous complaints filed against officers.  For example, Braga et al. 

(2017) explained that: 

the benefits derive from the estimated decrease of 25 complaints per 100 users, as 

well as the reduced cost to investigate each complaint (because of the available 

body-worn camera video evidence), and the reduced amount of time it takes to 

resolve a complaint when video evidence is available. (p. 9) 

These complaints add unneeded stress to an occupation that can be very demanding 

already.  

A further recommendation is for a review to be conducted on Attorney General 

Directive 2015-1 as far as law enforcement officers being allowed to view their body-

worn videos.  On February 26, 2018, the New Jersey Attorney General issued Directive 
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No. 2018-1 (Appendix M).  The main focus of this directive is to address the need for 

transparency within law enforcement.  The directive established a 20-day time period for 

the release of both dash-camera and body-worn camera videos that capture an officer 

utilizing deadly force and/or an officer involved shooting.  However, no mention is made 

regarding giving officers who deployed deadly force the opportunity to review their own 

video, especially those that are captured on a body-worn camera.  An officer who uses 

deadly force is held accountable for their actions and needs access to the video footage to 

complete an accurate and well detailed report.  Allowing such access is imperative 

because these cases are sometimes quickly and inaccurately aired in the media (see, e.g., 

Amir, 2018; Goldstein & Schuebar, 2019; Fenton & Rector, 2015; Southhall, 2019), 

which often creates a disconnect with and within communities.  An officer involved 

shooting is an event that not only impacts the victim’s family, but also the officer 

themselves.  Such events may very well be the biggest event of an officer’s career and is 

a situation that requires the officer to articulate the facts correctly.  This can easily be 

accomplished if the officer is equipped with a body-worn camera and allowed to view the 

footage. 

Today, the cultural backgrounds of our neighborhoods and communities are 

constantly changing.  According to Bouchillon (2019), the United States is becoming 

diversified at a rapid rate.  It is because of this rapid change that a final recommendation 

for the law enforcement community is to increase training in the area of cultural 

diversity, unrecognized biases, and conflict resolution to help minimize further 
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altercations between law enforcement and the various cultural backgrounds law 

enforcement serves. 

As previously noted, we have seen high-profile cases where unarmed African-

Americans were shot and killed by white police officers (Beutin, 2017; Bolton, 2015; 

Fradella & White, 2017; Lum et al., 2019).  Because none of the officers involved in 

these cases were equipped with a body-worn camera, we rely upon the video footage that 

was often captured by a citizen after the incident began.  Therefore, because law 

enforcement officers’ behaviors have been traced back to their attitudes, values, and 

beliefs—especially when dealing with citizens from different ethnic backgrounds—this 

begs for mandatory training on understanding culture diversity (Cunha & Goncalves, 

2017).  Hopefully, when culture diversity training is coupled with utilization of body-

worn cameras, reliable evidence will be captured to protect the officers and those they 

encounter, so that everyone benefits.  

Implications 

The research findings within this study used quantitative measure to understand 

the perception of law enforcement officers from New Jersey on their attitudes and 

perceptions regarding both the ease of use, and usefulness of, body-worn cameras.  The 

study further examined their acceptance of body-worn cameras as a tool during their 

regular duties.  It was found that overall, respondents had a positive attitude regarding 

body-worn cameras as presented in RQ3 and Table 4.  However, the officer’s years of 

experience had an effect (although there was no statistical association) on the acceptance 

of body-worn cameras.  Arguably, as new officers enter into the law enforcement 
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profession, they are already engrained in the technology era and have no other experience 

except being equipped with a body-worn camera as standard issue. 

It is the hope of this researcher that the results of this study will help other law 

enforcement agencies—not only in New Jersey, but across the country—in having a 

better understanding of the new technology of body-worn cameras.  Another hope is that 

the law enforcement community can build (or rebuild where necessary) trust among the 

citizens they serve.  Clearly, the addition of body-worn cameras could lead to a reduction 

in use of excessive force, along with a reduction of citizen complaints being filed against 

officers.  The reduction of citizen complaints would not only help reduce unneeded stress 

for the officers, but also provide a cost savings for the organization.  For example, Braga 

et al. (2017) noted that “the Las Vegas Metropolitan Police Department saved over 

$6,200.00 in officer time spent investigating an average complaint, compared to 

complaint investigations for officers without body-worn camera” (p. 10).  As a result of 

reduced citizen complaints against officers, it is hoped that a return to positive 

interactions with citizens would allow the return of community policing programs. 

Conclusion 

Law enforcement officers in New Jersey, and across the country, have been (and 

continue to be) judged on high profile cases that are played out in the media.  White et al. 

(2018) explained that “since 2014, there has been increasing public disapproval over 

police use of force and the degree to which officers are held accountable for their 

actions” (p. 650).  These cases, such as Michael Brown, Eric Garner, Tamir Rice, Walter 

Scott, Freddie Gray, Samuel Dubose, and Justine Damond have created a disconnect with 
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communities and calls for an overhaul of law enforcement.  White et al. added that one of 

the components being called for is to equip police officers with body-worn cameras, 

which has received support from the federal government. 

It is because of these cases that law enforcement officers’ creditability is being 

called into question because of the alleged police brutality that may be occurring.  A good 

portion of these incidents (that the media plays over and over) have been captured by 

citizens on the street because of the increase in technology such as smartphones.  These 

increases in technology allows for almost all citizens to walk the street with not only a 

very advanced camera but also a well-equipped video recorder.  Citizens today do not 

even think twice about pulling these devices from their pockets (to capture the event) 

once an encounter starts with a law enforcement officer (Singh, 2017).   

However, here lies the problem—these videos usually only show and produce one 

side of the incident, which usually is not a positive one for law enforcement.  This is why 

there has been a call from public interest groups to equip all law enforcement officers 

with body-worn cameras (Jennings, 2018).  It should be noted that law enforcements use 

of camera technology is not new, as closed-circuit televisions cameras (CCTVs), along 

with dash-mounted cameras in police cars, have been previously used (Jennings, 2018).  

Again, it has been the increase in technology that has been adopted and utilized by 

citizens on the streets that has produced interactions with police officers both positive and 

negative (Jennings, 2018).  During altercations with citizens, Jennings (2018) noted that 

the key piece of evidence that was missing was video documenting the events that 

transpired (before, during, and immediately after), which often shed light into the law 
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enforcement perspective of why actions were taken; thus, body-worn cameras allow such 

evidence to be captured. 

As a result of body-worn cameras being deployed as a tool as law enforcement 

officers head out on patrol and perform their daily functions, it will now provide the 

public a different lens to look through.  In the early stages of the introduction of dash-

mounted cameras, it was uncommon to see up close, one on one video footage of officers 

interacting with citizen.  It was these cameras that allowed for motor vehicle enforcement 

to be displayed but ended there once the officer was out of the picture frame (Singh, 

2017).  Now, with the capabilities of having both dash-mounted cameras that also 

integrate with body-worn cameras, the footage can be captured from start to finish.  Not 

only is the footage captured from the beginning, but it also allows for all of the officer’s 

movements off dash-camera to be captured as well.  It can, and has been seen, that the 

actions that occur outside of the dash mounted picture frame have been called into 

question (Freund, 2015).  By now allowing the officer’s point of view to be displayed 

(via a body-worn camera), perhaps it will allow for the public to better form a trust-based 

relationship with law enforcement. 

As new technology becomes available on a daily basis, it comes with a price tag 

and is usually not cheap, and in law enforcement, this is especially true when 

implementing body-worn cameras (Jennings, 2014; Joh, 2016; Smykla et al., 2016; 

Turner-Owens & McQuill, 2015; White et al., 2016).  To implement and maintain a 

body-worn camera system, police organizations need to plan and budget accordingly.  As 

Chavis (2016) and Joh (2016) noted, it is not only the cost of the initial purchase of body-
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worn cameras that are concerning, but storage of the video is another important budgetary 

concern.  This, in turn, raises additional concerns that once the video is downloaded and 

secured, who controls it and has access to it?  (Note: With the exception of budgetary 

considerations, the New Jersey Attorney General (2015) has addressed access and control 

of body-worn camera video in the State of New Jersey.  However, it is important to note 

that access to such video is subject to the statutory/regulatory provisions of jurisdictions 

outside of New Jersey.)  This researcher strongly believes that body-worn cameras are an 

important tool within the law enforcement community and purchasing them should be 

evaluated further.  For example, as grant funding (on the federal and state levels) is 

available for other law enforcement tools, such funding should be expanded to include 

body-worn camera system acquisition, training, and maintenance.   

Unfortunately, it is the lack of funding that has resulted in some law enforcement 

agencies not implementing body-worn camera programs.  It is important to understand 

that it is not only the body-worn camera itself, but the additional elements such as 

hardware, software, storage, and training that increases cost factors.  However, White et 

al. (2018) reported that the Bureau of Justice Assistance (BJA) introduced the National 

Body-Worn Camera Toolkit in May 2015.  The idea behind the BJA’s Toolkit was to 

establish resources regarding body-worn cameras.  It also established a Law Enforcement 

Implementation Checklist to better allow for the planning and implementation of a body-

worn camera program (White et al., 2018).   

In conclusion, it is important to note that this researcher did not have the 

opportunity to utilize a body-worn camera while performing his law enforcement duties.  
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He did, however, speak with officers, supervisors, administrative staff, and chiefs of 

police regarding the usage of body-worn cameras, who all expressed more pros than cons 

toward them.  As Jennings (2018) reported, law enforcement officers, along with police 

leadership teams, community members, and other outside stakeholders have shown 

support of body-worn cameras along with the organizations deploying them.  

While completing this research, similarities were found (by this researcher) that 

when dash-mounted cameras were first introduced to officers years ago, that it was 

thought by some that they would be a tool used against them, and the same thoughts 

arose again when body-worn cameras were introduced years later.  It was also a common 

feeling among law enforcement colleagues that dash-mounted cameras would allow for 

‘big brother’ to unfairly monitor officer activity, which in turn, caused officers to develop 

resistance to a tool that time has shown is beneficial to both officers and citizens alike.  

The bottom line is that technological advances such as body-worn cameras are a 

necessary component of proactive law enforcement.   

As this researcher was finalizing this manuscript, two heroic situations occurred 

involving the use of body-worn cameras—one locally involving New Jersey State 

Troopers and the other nationally involving officers from the Enid Police Department in 

Oklahoma.  In the first incident, two New Jersey State Troopers rescued the driver from a 

burning tractor-trailer, all while being captured on one of the trooper’s body-worn 

cameras.  If it had not been for the quick actions of both troopers, media reports 

suggested that the driver might have died as the vehicle was nearing explosion (Tarrazi, 

2020).  In the second incident in Oklahoma, the officer was involved in a pursuit that 
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resulted in the suspect vehicle crashing and ultimately catching on fire.  It is unclear at 

this point what lead to the pursuit being initiated; however, it caused the officers to go 

from enforcing the laws of Oklahoma to rescuing the trapped occupants (KOCO/CNN, 

2020).   

It is these types of incidents that help visualize what law enforcement officers do 

on a daily basis and the many challenges they face in doing their job.  As Jennings (2018) 

noted, equipping all law enforcement officers with body-worn cameras allows for the 

officer’s point of view to be demonstrated through an actual lens.  It is these videos that 

can help tell the true story of what really occurred both good and bad, which allows all 

stakeholders to see the true facts.  We have all heard the saying that a picture is worth a 

1,000 words, so perhaps we can now say that a video is worth a 1,000 words as well.  

The conclusion of this research study is, by far, the highlight of this researcher’s 

academic endeavors. 
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