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Abstract 

Recent shooting events have led to demands that police officers use body-worn video 

cameras (BWCs) in order to increase police accountability. While preliminary research 

has found that BWCs have some general benefits (e.g., they may decrease use of force 

and reduce false allegations of police misconduct), no research to date has examined the 

impact of BWC evidence on juror decision-making. Study 1 in this thesis involves a 

survey of community members to examine public perception of BWC use. In addition to 

other findings, the survey results indicate that the majority of respondents do not 

accurately comprehend the limitations of visual footage and are likely to attribute 

dishonest intentions to police officers when their testimony contradicts BWC footage 

(especially when the discrepancies are central versus peripheral in nature). Study 2 

involves a mock juror study designed to assess how the degree of discrepancies between 

officer testimony and BWC footage (few vs. many), the nature of these discrepancies 

(peripheral vs. central), and the presence of expert testimony designed to explain these 

discrepancies impacts juror decision-making in a case involving allegations of excessive 

force by a police officer. The results of this study suggest expert testimony and 

perceptions of police legitimacy (PL) have a significant impact on verdict decision-

making (and other outcome variables) in such cases. The implications of these results, for 

theory and practice, are discussed.   

 

Keywords: body-worn video camera, use of force, juror decision-making, police 

psychology 
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Chapter 1: Introduction 

On August 9th, 2014, an unarmed 18-year-old Black man by the name of Michael 

Brown was shot and killed by a White police officer in Ferguson, Missouri. Conflicting 

reports of the incident hit the media, with some accounts saying the shooting was 

unjustified and others saying the officer had no choice but to act with lethal force. 

Following the incident, racial tensions ignited and riots erupted across Ferguson. 

Buildings were burned to the ground when a grand jury gave the verdict that no criminal 

charges would be laid in the shooting (Goodan, 2014). It was a verdict heard around the 

world and the riots made international news.  

This verdict, whether right or wrong, was of critical importance for several 

reasons, not the least of which is that the events surrounding the Ferguson shooting have 

potentially changed policing in North America forever – particularly the importance that 

is placed on police accountability. Immediately following the verdict in this case, 

President Barack Obama pledged $263 million dollars to fund 50,000 body-worn cameras 

(BWCs) for American police agencies in response to plummeting public trust in police 

services (Sink, 2014). In addition, on May 1st, 2015, the United States (US) Department 

of Justice announced a $20 million Body-Worn Camera Pilot Partnership Program to 

determine how BWCs might enhance transparency in policing, promote police 

accountability, and advance public safety.  

Politicians and members of the public across North America are clamouring for 

the use of BWCs by police, and this call is being extended into other areas of the criminal 

justice system, such as corrections (ABC, 2015).  It may be that BWCs can have the 

impact that many people hope for by enhancing transparency and increasing 
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accountability, not only for police services, but also for the public (e.g., by reducing false 

accusations of police misconduct). However, the reality is that little empirical research 

has been conducted to examine the impact of BWCs, despite the fact that BWCs are 

being used by many police agencies around the world.1 The fact of the matter is that we 

currently do not know how BWCs will impact policing, or the public that police agencies 

serve. For example, while the public believes that footage from BWCs will provide clear 

evidence of wrong doing on the part of police officers when it does occur, it is not clear 

that this will always be the case (e.g., BWC footage may not always be adequate for 

making such a determination).  

An important gap in our knowledge that is of particular concern, especially for the 

police, relates to how the judicial system will handle BWC footage. While some issues of 

relevance to the judicial context are being discussed in the BWC literature (e.g., how the 

police will handle privacy issues if BWC footage is to be introduced as evidence in court; 

Ellingwood & Yamamoto, 2014; White, 2014), others issues have, to date, been totally 

ignored. For example, there appears to be no published research has examined how juror 

members will evaluate BWC footage and how much weight they will put on such 

evidence, relative to other evidence. Understanding these issues becomes even more 

important when one considers the sort of court cases where BWC evidence is likely to be 

introduced; cases that often involve allegations of excessive force on the part of the 

police. Not only are the potential consequences for police officers in such cases severe, 

                                                 

1 Body-worn cameras are being used in several police services in the US, Scotland, United Kingdom (UK), 
and Australia, among other countries, and they are currently being pilot tested in a number of cities in 
Canada (e.g., Amherstburg, Durham, Edmonton, Calgary, Montreal, Victoria, Vancouver, Saint John, and 
Toronto), in addition to the Royal Canadian Mounted Police (RCMP). The pilot tests for Montreal, 
Edmonton, Victoria, and the RCMP found mixed results; the other services are continuing to evaluate the 
effectiveness and feasibility of BWCs. 
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but research has also suggested that members of the public endorse a variety of use of 

force myths (Corey & Bennell, 2008). These myths may inappropriately influence how 

jurors assess evidence, including BWC footage, in trials involving use of force by the 

police (Blaskovits, Ellingwood, Mugford, & Bennell, 2015; Korva, Yamamoto, & 

Bennell, 2014). 

Indeed, existing research indicates that the public does not fully comprehend the 

challenges that officers face when making decisions under stress, nor the processes that 

are likely to be compromised under such conditions (e.g., performance and decision-

making; Johnson, 2007). This lack of understanding will no doubt impact the way jurors 

evaluate evidence presented in the sorts of cases described above. For example, jurors 

may not appreciate why a police officer’s testimony about a use of force encounter 

contradicts BWC footage of that encounter, leading them to perceive any contradictions 

as an attempt by the officer to deceive the court. The public’s misunderstanding of use of 

force dynamics may increase the need for expert witnesses to explain the psychological 

and physiological realities of use of force decision-making so that jurors can base their 

decisions on an accurate assessment of what they are hearing in the courtroom. 

In this dissertation, two studies were conducted with the goal to better understand 

how potential jurors will evaluate BWC evidence, particularly in court cases that involve 

allegations of excessive force on the part of the police. The first study involves a survey 

that examines public perception of BWC use by police officers. While some survey 

research has been conducted in this area, most surveys focus on the attitudes and opinions 

of police officers rather than the public (Brown, 2013; Jennings, Fridell, & Lynch, 2014; 

Todd, 2015; however, see Crow, Snyder, Crichlow, & Msykla, 2017; Sousa, Miethe, & 
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Sakiyama, 2015 for recent exceptions). In contrast, this survey examines public 

perception of BWC use by police (e.g., Does the public think BWCs will be useful? Do 

people have concerns regarding privacy, or when and where police will turn on BWCs? 

How long does the public think police video footage should be stored before being 

destroyed?). Of particular importance for the current dissertation are survey questions 

that tap into public attitudes related to different forms of evidence that may be used in 

court cases involving allegations of excessive force (e.g., video versus verbal testimony). 

The survey provides insight into what the public thinks of BWCs, which may shed light 

on how BWC footage will be evaluated in a courtroom by jurors.  

Drawing on the survey results, the second study in this dissertation explores three 

issues that are important to consider when BWC footage is used as evidence in court 

cases involving allegations of excessive force by police. The first issue relates to how 

discrepancies between a police officer’s testimony about an event and BWC footage of 

that event might impact jurors, particularly when the quantity of such discrepancies 

varies. The second issue examined in Study 2 is how the nature of these discrepancies 

influences juror decision-making; specifically, whether jurors make distinctions between 

discrepancies that are central to the event in question versus peripheral. The final issue 

examined in this study focuses on the importance of expert testimony about use of force 

decision-making (specifically, the impact of stress on decision-making).    

The structure of the dissertation is as follows. To provide context to these studies, 

Chapter 2 will be used to discuss police use of force and the emergence of BWCs as a 

way of enhancing police transparency and accountability. The main focus of that chapter 

is to demonstrate how performance during (and after) use of force encounters can be 
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compromised by factors such as stress, and to show how this may lead to challenges 

when BWC footage of those encounters is used as evidence in a judicial context. Chapter 

3 will situate these discussions in the courtroom by reviewing models of jury/juror 

decision-making. The primary goal in that chapter is to demonstrate how the various 

factors examined in the proposed mock juror study relate to these models. Following 

these chapters, Chapter 4 presents the methods, results, and discussion for the public 

survey (Study 1). Chapter 5 then presents the methods, results, and discussion for the 

mock juror study (Study 2). In Chapter 6, the final chapter, a general discussion and 

conclusion is provided.  
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Chapter 2: Providing context – Police Use of Force and the Rise of Body-worn 

Cameras 

Given the focus in this dissertation on how mock jurors evaluate BWC footage 

when it is presented as evidence in cases involving the alleged use of excessive force on 

the part of the police, it is important to provide some background on police use of force 

and BWCs before discussing how these issues might be assessed by jurors in court. The 

goal of this chapter is to provide context for the reader so that the potential implications 

of the proposed studies are clear. 

Use of Force in Canada 

In Canada, police officers are legally permitted to use force, including lethal 

force, under certain conditions. Specifically, Section 25 of the Criminal Code of Canada 

deals with the authority to use force and describes the conditions under which the use of 

force will be deemed legally appropriate (Criminal Code, RSC, 1985, c. C-46, s. 25). 

Section 25 emphasises that use of force is justified if officers act on reasonable grounds 

and only use as much force as is necessary to enforce the law and/or maintain public 

safety. According to Section 25, “reasonable grounds” is dependent on the officer’s 

reasonable belief that such force was necessary. Thus, what is reasonable is, to a large 

extent, based on an officer’s perception. It has further been acknowledged in two 

Canadian court cases that an officer’s perception of threat is based on an assessment of 

the incident in question, and that this assessment can be hampered if decisions need to be 

made in a split-second (Cluett v. The Queen, 1985; Graham v. Connor, 1989).  Given 

this, courts in North America take the position that they must assess an officer’s decisions 
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from the perspective of a decision-maker who was at the scene at the time, likely faced 

with challenging conditions of stress and uncertainty.  

Use of force training. Because officers are permitted to use force in the course of 

carrying out their duties, use of force training is provided to them on a regular basis. The 

primary goal of this training is to teach them how to de-escalate potentially dangerous 

incidents, and to use force appropriately when it must be used (Beahen, 2008; Canadian 

Association of Chiefs of Police [CACP], 2000). With respect to their use of force 

training, Canadian police officers are taught how to use a variety of intervention options, 

including verbal commands, empty hand techniques (e.g., strikes and stuns), intermediate 

weapons (e.g., pepper spray and conducted energy weapons), and lethal force (CACP, 

2000). In line with the Criminal Code, particular attention is paid to training officers how 

to use these techniques in a reasonable fashion and only when they are necessary 

(Beahen, 2008; CACP, 2000).  

To assist instructors with these tasks, Canadian police agencies tend to rely on use 

of force models in their training, such as the National Use of Force Framework (NUFF; 

see Figure 1). The purpose of this heuristic device is to promote “continuous critical 

assessment and evaluation of each situation…[and to assist] officers to understand and 

make use of a variety of force options to respond to potentially violent situations” 

(CACP, 2000, p. 3). As seen in Figure 1, the assessment by an officer begins in the inner 

circle. Specifically, officers are encouraged to continually assess any encounter by taking 

into account relevant environmental issues (e.g., bystander presence), subject behaviours 

(e.g., threat cues), and tactical considerations (e.g., proximity of back up). Based on the 

totality of the information the officer is assessing, the officer can decide on the 
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appropriate use of force strategy that is required to deal with the situation (represented by 

the outer ring). The positioning of these use of force strategies in relation to suspect 

behaviour, which is represented in the grey ring and can vary from cooperative to threat 

of grievous bodily harm or death, is meant to imply the need for a proportionate response. 

For example, it would be unreasonable for an officer to use lethal force if the suspect was 

being cooperative, but it may be reasonable if the suspect is threatening to kill the officer.     

 

Figure 1. The National Use of Force Framework (NUFF) model.  

(Source: Ontario Ministry of Community Safety and Correctional Services 

https://www.mcscs.jus.gov.on.ca/english/PSIS/BasicTesting/SecurityGuard 

StudyGuide/UseofForceTheory/SG_use_of_force.html) 
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Challenges with making appropriate use of force decisions. Despite the use of 

force training officers receive, making appropriate (i.e., reasonable) use of force 

decisions can still be challenging. In large part, this is because officers can be 

experiencing high levels of stress when having to make these decisions. This stress can 

cause physiological changes in the body, including the activation of sub-cortical parts of 

the brain that are focused more on survival than higher level thinking, and increased 

blood flow, respiration, and hormones that engage the fight-or-flight response (Sharps, 

2009). These changes can negatively influence the officers in a variety of ways. 

For example, under such conditions of physiological stress, police officers report 

experiencing a range of perceptual distortions that may compromise their performance 

during and after high stress encounters with the public (e.g., Artwohl, 2008; Honig & 

Sultan, 2004; Klinger, 2004). These distortions can include, but are not limited to, sound 

anomalies (e.g., diminished sound volume), tunnel vision (e.g., only seeing central versus 

peripheral details), time distortions (e.g., a sense of time speeding up), dissociation and 

paralysis (e.g., feeling disconnected from the situation), going on automatic pilot (e.g., 

responding in a predetermined way, even if inappropriate), intrusive thoughts (e.g., 

thoughts that an officer cannot stop, often unrelated to the incident), and memory errors 

(e.g., forgetting significant aspects of the event). Table 1 provides a summary of research 

that has examined the prevalence of perceptual distortions experienced by police during 

use of force encounters (based on interviews and/or surveys following the incident). 
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Table 1 

Percentage of Officers Involved in Use of Force Encounters who Experienced Various 

Perceptual Distortions 

 Solomon 
and Horn 

(1986) 

Campbell 
(1992) 

Honig 
and 

Roland 
(1998) 

Klinger 
(2001) 

Rivard 
et al. 

(2002) 

Honig 
and 

Sultan  
(2004) 

Artwohl 
(2008) 

 
 

Sample (N) 86 92 348 80 115 982 157 
 

Sounds were 
quieter 
 

51% 42% 51% 82% x 51% 84% 

Sounds were 
louder 

18% x 23% 20% x 21% 16% 

 
Tunnel 
Vision 
 

 
39% 

 
x 

 
45% 

 
42% 

 
x 

 
51% 

 
79% 

Automatic 
Pilot 
 

x x x x x x 74% 

Time Slowed 
Down 
 

67% x 41% 40% x 56% 62% 

Time Sped 
Up 
 

x x 20% 19% x 53% 17% 

Heightened 
Detail 

18% x 41% 40% x 56% 71% 
 
 

Intrusive 
Thoughts 

x x x x x x 26% 
 
 

Dissociation x x x x 90% x 39% 
 

Paralysis x x x x x x .07% 
        
Memory Loss x x 20% x 19% 22% 52% 

 
Note. x = not applicable  
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Memory errors are of particular importance for the current study. Researchers 

have recently begun to examine this issue in the policing context, with most studies 

indicating that recall accuracy is negatively impacted during moments of acute stress 

(Lupien et al., 2005; Roozendaal, McEwan, & Chattarji, 2009; Sharps, 2009). For 

example, Beehr, Ivanitskaya, Glaser, Erofeev, and Canali (2004) assigned 194 American 

police officers to one of three stressful conditions where they were exposed to a 

simulated shooting incident through live fire, a videotape, or a silent non-shooting 

videotape of the incident. Those exposed to the highest stress condition (live fire) 

experienced the most problems with their recall accuracy. More recently, Hope, 

Lewinski, Dixon, Blocksidge, and Gabbert (2012) examined the effect of physical 

exertion and stress on memory among Canadian police officers. Before completing a 

training scenario, 52 officers were randomly assigned to an exertion task (punching a 

heavy bag) or a no-exertion condition. Immediately after taking part in the scenario, both 

groups of officers completed memory recall and recognition tests. Results identified a 

significant negative impact of exertion on recall (52% accuracy compared to 84% 

accuracy) and recognition accuracy (27% accuracy compared to 54% accuracy).  

The fact that officers may suffer from high levels of memory loss following 

stressful use of force events is critical since memory is relied on by officers when filling 

out their use of force reports and when articulating their actions, immediately following 

the event and later on in court. Of relevance to the current research, these issues can lead 

to discrepancies between an officer’s report of what occurred in a use of force encounter 

and other accounts of the event (e.g., from footage of the encounter through dashcams, 

BWCs, an eyewitness’ account, etc.). These discrepancies might be hard for jurors to 
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understand and can potentially result in perceptions that an officer is being intentionally 

deceitful. These perceptions may impact how jurors make decisions in these cases (e.g., 

verdicts of guilt or not guilty). 

The Rise of Body-worn Cameras 

 Despite the challenges just described, it appears that use of force is rarely used in 

Canada. For example, Hall, Votova and Wood (2013) showed that officers use force in 

approximately 0.14% of their encounters (where force is defined as anything including or 

greater than strikes and stuns). These results are consistent with more recent studies in 

Canada (e.g., Baldwin et al., 2018). Unfortunately, available statistics also show that, 

when force is used, it can be applied in a biased fashion. For example, American research 

suggests that force is disproportionately applied to members of minority racial groups 

(Gau, Mosher, & Pratt, 2010; Geller & Karales, 1981; Gelman, Fagan, & Kiss, 2007; 

Kochel, Wilson, & Mastrofski, 2011; however, for contrasting results see Ridgeway, 

2007; Skogan & Frydl, 2004; Worrall, Bishopp, Zinser, Wheeler, & Phillips, 2018). 

While less research of this type has been conducted in Canada, claims have also been 

made that Canadian police officers apply force disproportionately when interacting with 

members of minority racial groups (Fitzgerald & Carrington, 2011; Wortley & Owusu-

Bempah, 2011; Wortley & Roswell, 2006). It is largely because of these claims of biased 

policing that the call for BWCs has surfaced (Boivin, Gendron, Faubert, & Poulin, 2017).  

As indicated in Chapter 1, BWCs are intended to be a means for enhancing police 

transparency and accountability. Increasingly, it appears that BWCs will serve this 

function (in part at least) by being used as evidence in court cases involving allegations 

of excessive use of force. Given this, it is important to understand how mock jurors might 
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receive BWC footage when it is presented as evidence. In particular, since BWC footage 

is a form of visual evidence, it is important to understand some of the issues that might 

arise with visual evidence in court (e.g., whether images truly depict “the truth” and how 

a person’s perception of an image can be impacted by various factors). These issues will 

be focused on in the following sections, but before that is done, a related issue will be 

briefly discussed – the importance of understanding the difference between BWC 

technology and human sensory systems.  

 Differences between BWCs and human sensory systems. Important differences 

exist between BWCs and the sensory systems of police officers. Some of these 

differences are relevant to the current studies because jurors may not be aware of them 

when considering BWC evidence in court. As a result, jurors may assume that officers 

and BWCs are “recording” the same information during an encounter and they may 

interpret evidence being presented in court in line with this misunderstanding.  

For example, jurors may not realize (or consider) that BWCs do not capture what 

the human eye tracks, which will inevitably result in discrepancies when an officer’s 

account of an incident is compared to video footage. BWC footage may not indicate 

where an officer was looking or what an officer was encoding during a use of force 

encounter, for instance, nor reflect the potential impact that stress (or other factors) have 

on the human visual system (Force Science Institute, 2010). As but one example, 

common perceptual effects such as “looming”, which occurs when a person perceives 

threatening objects as closer than they are (Force Science Institute, 2010), cannot be 

captured by BWCs. Likewise, objects may block the view of a BWC, but the officer may 

have an unobstructed view, or vice versa (Force Science Institute, 2010).    
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In addition, BWCs do not capture all forms of danger cues that an officer could 

potentially pick up. Indeed, the human eye can capture more “frame-by-frame” images 

than a BWC will, which means that a split-second danger cue (e.g., a glint of metal) may 

be visible to the officer, but not show up in a video (Force Science Institute, 2010). The 

human sensory system can also pick up on smells (e.g., smoke) and other sensations (e.g., 

a limb tensing) that will go undetected by a BWC. All these differences can result in 

discrepancies between an officer’s testimony about an encounter and BWC footage of 

that encounter. In addition, BWCs have no depth perception and therefore BWC footage 

may not capture how close a person was to the officer when the officer decided to apply 

force, or the distance between the officer and other objects involved in an encounter, such 

as a moving vehicle (Force Science Institute, 2010). These could lead to further 

discrepancies between officer testimony and BWC footage.  

While not always specific to BWCs, basic research supports these arguments. For 

example, a wealth of research indicates that the human visual system cannot be compared 

to a camera due to critical differences between the two (Johansson, 1975). For example, 

unlike cameras, the eye does not have a shutter and images do not blur as the eye moves 

(due largely to the fact that the visual system is governed by certain physiological [and 

mathematical] rules that do not control cameras; Johansson, 1975). Another key 

difference is that the visual system processes what it is receiving, and extracts conceptual 

information based on visual input, while a camera simply records what it is pointed at 

(Potter, Wyble, Hagmann, & McCourt, 2014). Based on differences in processing speed 

(e.g., Hung, Babin, & Coberly, 2016; Thorpe, Fize, & Marlot, 2014) a camera also 

captures the world in still images, which then ‘blur together’ to make the image ‘move’, 
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whereas the human visual system sees the same scene seamlessly. And, of course, a 

camera cannot record odors, such as smoke, which might indicate danger, or capture 

depth perception, which may be critical to an officer’s risk assessment (while 3D cameras 

do exist, there are limits to how well the recording simulates human vision and this 

capability is restricted primarily to medical uses, such as laparoscopic surgeries; Kong et 

al., 2010). Finally, depending on the camera in question, differences can also exist 

between cameras and the visual system in terms of being able to see in low-light 

conditions (Hung et al., 2016; Tinsley et al., 2016). 

Other issues, which are unrelated to differences between BWCs and the sensory 

abilities of officers, are also important to understand as BWC footage makes its way into 

the courtroom (given that misunderstandings around these issues may bias juror 

decisions). For example, it will be important to appreciate that a single BWC cannot 

usually capture a scene properly; multiple camera angles are typically necessary for that 

purpose (Boivin et al., 2017; also, see Lassiter, Ware, Ratcliff & Irvin, 2009 for similar 

arguments in the interrogation room). Consider a sports game and the many camera 

angles (and replays) that are required to truly understand what occurred in critical 

moments of play. BWC footage will also encourage second-guessing. This occurs 

because video reviewed under calm circumstances, distant from the adrenaline, stress, 

and threat of the actual moment it depicts, or shown in slow motion or freeze-frame, can 

offer a strikingly different perspective on what happened and how things “should” have 

transpired (Force Science Institute, 2010). The effect of 20/20 hindsight may negatively 

impact how triers of fact evaluate an officer’s perspective about an incident. Relatedly, 

BWCs cannot replace officer testimony. While some people may be of the view that 
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BWC footage can “speak” for the officer, BWC footage does not speak to the reasons 

why an officer decided to respond in a particular way; only an officer’s verbal testimony 

can reveal that.  

All of the issues described above have the potential to impact how jurors will 

understand cases involving police officers and BWC footage. It is unlikely that triers of 

fact will be aware of the issues discussed above unless explicit attempts are made in court 

to address them (e.g., through expert testimony or judge’s instructions). Without 

educating jurors about these issues, they may put undue weight on BWC evidence 

thinking of it as a “tell-all” of the incident. This suggestion is supported by research that 

has considered how people treat visual evidence more broadly.  

Visual culture and visual evidence. Although humans are multisensory beings, 

advancements in technology have led us to be a visually dominant culture. The increased 

use of social media, such as Facebook, Instagram, and YouTube, has dramatically 

changed how we interact as a society (David, 2010; Mezey, 2013; Van Dijck, 2011). 

Visual culture has potentially changed again following the introduction of BWCs in 

policing with the demand for greater police-controlled surveillance to increase police 

accountability and transparency.  

Understanding visual imagery as evidence is no simple matter. At least two main 

inter-connected issues arise when photographs and/or video are used as visual evidence in 

the courtroom (throughout this discussion, video evidence will be the primary focus 

given the topic of this dissertation). The first issue is video evidence potentially being 
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perceived as a depiction of the absolute truth,2 thus giving it prejudicial bias beyond its 

original probative value and negating other “voices” in the court room, such as 

eyewitness testimony (Mezey, 2013; Mnookin, 1998). The second issue is whether video 

evidence requires an interpreter (i.e., can a video “speak for itself”?) and the impact that 

the interpretation has on triers of fact.  

Does an image depict the actual ‘truth’ of an event? Visual images, such as 

those provided by photographs or video, are often considered to offer the clearest picture 

of an event and are believed to be a form of absolute truth; that is, the image is thought to 

tell the “true story” (Mezey, 2013; Mnookin, 1998). Courts appear to support this belief, 

considering recent US court cases that have shown judges relying on video evidence over 

contradictory testimony (e.g., Gilfand v. Planey, 2011; McDowell v. Sherrer, 2008; Scott 

v. Harris, 2007).  

Mnookin (1998) examined the power of visual evidence in her critical discussion 

of the history of photographic evidence in court. She demonstrated how photographs 

have evolved from illustrative evidence (that is, evidence that helps demonstrate a fact) to 

independent evidence that does not need to be corroborated or is used solely to 

corroborate testimony. According to Mnookin, as the use of visual evidence has evolved 

over time, courts have increasingly considered this evidence to be a “superior substitute 

for words” (p. 43). This belief gives visual evidence independent probative force where it 

not only can verify a fact, but it can prove that fact (such as proving the identification of a 

                                                 

2 It is important to stress that while people may believe that something, such as a photograph or video clip, 
may depict the ‘absolute truth’, it is important to note that ‘truth’ cannot be absolute given that truth is 
subjective and constructed by individuals (Bohm, 1964).  
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robber without any corroborating evidence in the Canadian court case; R. v. Nikolovski, 

1996).    

Despite these views, visual imagery is not the truth-tell-all that many people 

believe it is. A growing discourse amongst legal scholars suggests that images do not 

offer a “seamless and direct knowledge of external reality” (Feigenson, 2014, p. 17). 

Instead, “images produced by cameras and computers are always mediated, their meaning 

influenced by aspects of the medium, the context of viewing, and the perceptions of the 

viewer” (Mezey, 2013, p. 2). For example, Mnookin (1998; citing Sontag, 1978) argues 

that a photograph’s meaning comes not from the image itself, but “only through the 

relation between the image and its caption or context” (p. 57). Likewise, Butler and 

Sontag (2007) argued that even the framing of the frame of a photograph can influence 

the interpretation of a photo, as explained in greater detail below.  

To demonstrate how the framing of the frame can influence interpretation of 

visual evidence, Butler and Sontag (2007) used the photos of detainee torture in Abu 

Ghraib Prison in Iraq by American soldiers during the Iraq war to illustrate how one can 

frame the images to define who is deserving of humane treatment (i.e., who is seen as 

“human”) and who is not. Butler and Sontag (2007) also pointed out that “framing of the 

frame” disregards the importance of who was taking the photo and what was occurring 

outside the frame of the image when the photograph was taken (let alone which powers 

are controlling our interpretation of the context of said image). Also, on the point of 

“framing”, Schwartz, Silbey, Ryan, and Donoghue (2009) point out the importance of 

considering what image preceded and followed the images being presented; in their own 

words, “the same shot means different things depending on its relationship to the images 
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that it precedes and follows” (p. 875). So, does an image, such as those that could be 

produced using BWC, show the “absolute truth”? The answer appears to be “not 

necessarily”. As will be discussed in the next section, images do not always provide a 

clear answer to what has occurred in a situation or event. Instead, viewing images, and 

developing an understanding of what they depict, is influenced by a variety of external 

(e.g., what is captured in the image versus what falls outside of the frame) and internal 

factors (e.g., social and cultural assumptions).  

Why does an image depend on interpretation? Mezey (2013) suggests “images 

cannot speak for themselves because both the images and their viewers have multiple 

ways of seeing” (Mezey, 2013, pp. 8-9). As a result, what we understand in what we see 

is based not solely on the content of an image, but also on our individual way of “seeing”. 

He goes on to suggest that what we see is dependent not only on the individual and their 

personal background, but on cultural assumptions and societal expectations. All of these 

factors influence how we interpret what we see.  

Seeing an image is therefore not a passive experience, but rather an active one 

because the interpretation of an image depends, in large part, on which discourses and 

visual representations occur (Butler & Sontag, 2007; Fiske, 1995). As indicated above, 

these discourses include an individual’s social and cultural assumptions. Other 

influences, such as camera angle, lighting, and scope all influence what a person sees in 

an image (Boivin et al., 2017; Lassiter et al., 2009; Schwartz et al., 2009), while not 

illuminating the viewer as to what may be outside the frame of the image that is captured. 

Also, the setting of the image (i.e., where it was captured) and where it is viewed (e.g., in 

a classroom, in a courtroom, etc.) gives the image context (Mezey, 2013).  
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An interesting example of how these issues might play out in a use of force 

context, which will be discussed in more detail below, is the Rodney King case (where a 

bystander filmed Los Angeles police officers brutally beating King). Fiske (1995) argued 

that in the Rodney King trial, changing the discourse of King’s bodily reactions after a 

Taser charge - as being toward, rather than away from the officers - “had the effect of 

changing the reality involved” (p. 919). This slight, but important, change to the 

discourse partly contributed to what potentially altered King’s allegations of excessive 

force to one of reasonable force given the “threat” King posed to the officers.  

There is some research that demonstrates that interpretation of behaviour can 

depend on the angle of a camera within a judicial context. For example, when participants 

examine interrogation-induced confessions where the camera is either interviewer-

focused or suspect-focused, participants tend to view the suspect’s confession as more 

voluntary and the suspect as more guilty in the suspect-focused condition, indicating a 

camera perspective bias (Lassiter et al., 2009), There are also many examples in non-

judicial settings that provide empirical support to the concept of an image not giving 

meaning but being given meaning by the viewer. For example, there is a long history of 

social psychology researchers examining the influence of racial stereotypes when people 

are asked to interpret ambiguous images. When individuals are shown photos of people 

interacting with one another in the same way, for instance, but the primary actor’s race is 

manipulated to be either Black or White, participants tend to rate the Black actor as more 

aggressive than the White actor (e.g., Duncan, 1976; Johnson, Trawlter, & Dovidio, 

2000; Sagar & Schofield, 1980). In these studies, the image did not change at all; the only 

thing that changed was the activation of the observer’s stereotypes and biases.  
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The often-used Thematic Apperception Test (TAT; Murray, 1938) provides 

another example. Here, patients are shown ambiguous photos and they tell the clinician 

what they “see” in the photo. This clinical tool is specifically used because it is known 

that patients impose their own personality, feelings, thoughts, and beliefs on the 

ambiguous images. The process of interpreting the ambiguous images is assumed to have 

clinical value because it informs the clinician how the patient views themselves and the 

world around them (e.g., Aronow, Weiss, & Rezinkoff, 2013; Oakland, Douglas, & 

Kane, 2015; Serfass & Sherman, 2013).  

These studies demonstrate how the interpretation of visual evidence depends on 

much more than just the content of the image. Each juror’s individual background (i.e., 

their biases, beliefs, expectations, etc.) will likely play an important role in how an 

image, such as video footage produced by police, is interpreted within the context of a 

court case.  

 A real-world example: The Rodney King trial. Although no examples of court 

cases involving BWCs could be found to illustrate these points, other US and Canadian 

cases involving video evidence reveal that there is a trend towards judges and jurors 

giving undue weight to visual evidence, thus setting a potentially dangerous precedent 

(e.g., Gilfand v. Planey, 2011; McDowell v. Sherrer, 2008; R. vs. Nikolovski, 1996; Scott 

v. Harris, 2007). What is shown in these court cases is how video evidence is not a 

depiction of the absolute truth. Instead, the evidence merely presents one perspective, and 

the interpretation of such evidence can be affected by the biases, beliefs, and expectations 

of the jury, and can be potentially manipulated by who is the predominant narrator of the 
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evidence. One of the most powerful examples of this is the Rodney King trial mentioned 

above.   

 This trial provides a powerful example of the role that video evidence can play in 

the courtroom. In this case, a number of Lose Angeles police officers were charged after 

allegations of excessive use of force were brought against them after beating the unarmed 

King in 1991. A bystander took a video of the incident and the news media immediately 

portrayed the events as a clear-cut case of police brutality driven by race. Yet, despite this 

seemingly overwhelming visual proof of guilt, a jury did not convict the officers. How 

did this occur?  

One argument, put forward by Butler (1993), is that the Defence manipulated the 

interpretation of the video by relying on, and amplifying, “white paranoia” among the 

majority white members of the jury. Furthermore, Butler (1993) and Fiske (1995) argue 

that the Defence cleverly controlled the narration of the video, framing it with specific 

words and images to present King, not as the victim, but rather as a threat that required 

the officers to use force to protect themselves. For example, the Defence circled a frozen 

image of King’s leg on the video, which was raised a fraction off the ground. They 

argued that this was a physical threat to the officers surrounding the man on the ground. 

Rather than raising the possibility that King was experiencing leg spasms due to pain, or 

that he was attempting to defend himself, the Defence convinced the jury that it was the 

threat of a severe leg strike that officers reacted to when they struck King. Furthermore, 

King’s refusal to “stay down” was reframed by the Defence as an action by King that 

compelled the officers to respond with force due to King’s non-compliance to state 

authority – the police (Fiske, 1995).  
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Thus, visual evidence in this case was arguably given meaning rather than giving 

meaning to the jurors; and the meaning that was given appeared to be heavily influenced 

by the narrator. While other factors clearly played a role in the acquittal of the officers, it 

seems hard to discount the impact that the above issues might have had on the jurors.  

Summary 

Courts in the US and Canada have set precedents that video evidence can be 

treated as a witness since the video can “speak for itself” (e.g., Gilfand v. Planey, 2011; 

McDowell v. Sherrer, 2008; R. vs. Nikolovski, 1996; Scott v. Harris, 2007). This is a 

potentially dangerous precedent because research indicates that visual evidence is not a 

representation of the absolute truth. Instead, an image is something that we, the viewer, 

gives meaning to. This is because an image’s interpretation depends on the experiences, 

attitudes, and perspectives of the one observing it (Berger, 1972; Mezey, 2013; 

Wasserman, 2008) as well as the person who frames the story the image tells (Butler, 

1993; 2007; Fiske, 1995). The fact that courts have viewed visual evidence as the 

absolute truth suggests that they lack visual literacy (Mezey, 2013). A grave concern is 

that “courts will read visual evidence poorly, over-estimating what it does say and under-

estimating what it does not say” (Mezey, 2013, p. 29).  

These issues raise concerns when it comes to the inclusion of BWCs as visual 

evidence in court. Will BWC footage be treated as the gold standard against which other 

accounts are compared to? Are jurors aware of the limitations of video footage? What 

role do juror biases play when rendering a verdict when BWC footage is present? The 

studies included in this dissertation will examine public attitudes towards BWCs and will 

determine how mock jurors treat visual evidence in court. Before describing these 
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studies, I will review theories of juror/jury decision-making to situate the sorts of 

variables that will be examined in my studies within the broader research literature. 
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Chapter 3: Jury Research 

 Given that the main study included in this dissertation deals with allegations of 

excessive use of force in criminal court, it is important to address theories of jury and 

juror decision-making and factors that are important to jury and juror decision-making, 

particularly as they might pertain to BWC evidence and allegations of excessive use of 

force. While many trials are not presided by a jury, but by a judge alone (e.g., trials of 

summary offences), more serious offences such as manslaughter and homicide involve 

jury trials. In this chapter, two popular theories of jury and juror decision-making will be 

described. Furthermore, various factors will be discussed that are relevant to the variables 

examined in the current study, including juror characteristics (i.e., biases towards police, 

pro-prosecution bias, authoritarianism, and need for cognition) and trial characteristics 

(i.e., discrepancies between officer testimony and BWC footage, and the presence of 

expert testimony).  

The Story Model and the Multi-Level Theory of Jury Decision-making 

 In the previous chapter, the US Rodney King case was mentioned as the most 

infamous case of visual evidence involving excessive use of force by the police. 

However, it is important to recall the greater impact the case had after the trial – the 1992 

Los Angeles riots that left 53 people dead and over 2,000 people injured. In other words, 

while the video of the incident was witnessed around the world, it was the verdict at the 

trial – all four officers being acquitted, despite what was considered by many as a clear 

abuse of power – that triggered the riots. The importance of understanding the impact of 

BWCs on police (and public) behaviour cannot be underestimated, but so too must we 
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carefully consider the impact of visual evidence (i.e., BWC footage) within the 

courtroom.  

 Understanding how factors that influence jury and juror decision-making relate to 

one another, and potentially impact one another, is a primary goal in the field of jury 

research. A number of researchers have developed theories to try and enhance our 

understanding of these issues. Two of these theories will be discussed below, specifically 

The Story Model of jury decision-making (Pennington & Hastie, 1986) and the Director’s 

Cut Model from the more recent Multi-Level Theory of jury decision-making (Devine, 

2012). 

The Story Model. The Story Model of jury decision-making (see Figure 2; 

Pennington & Hastie, 1991) is based on the idea that there are many individuals in a 

judicial setting playing various roles (e.g., a judge, the Crown, the Defence, a defendant, 

witnesses, experts at times, victims, and if the case is severe enough, a jury composed of 

people with their own personalities and biases). The Story Model conceptualizes these 

individuals, especially jurors, not as passive participants, but rather as active observers 

and interpreters of information; information that is being presented by other individuals 

in the court room.  

According to The Story Model, one can think of individuals in the courtroom (the 

stage, if you will) as actors playing various roles according to scripts, which differ 

depending on the role being played. The performance of these actors creates a narrative 

consisting of different accounts of the events that transpired and led up to the trial. Of 

course, competing narratives are provided. As each of the actors – the Crown, the 

Defence, the Judge, the defendant, witnesses, and experts – present aspects of the 



BWC IN COURT                                                                                                             27 

 

narrative, or their interpretation of the “reality” of a case, jurors create their own story of 

what transpired, and decide which version of events their story corresponds to (the 

narrative being presented by the Crown or Defence).  

During the jury’s deliberation, the competing narratives are interpreted further, 

while taking into account information the jurors were provided (e.g., opening statements, 

evidence that was presented, the judge’s instructions). Ultimately, all of this information 

(in addition to the juror’s own views, biases, world knowledge, etc.) is incorporated into 

the juror’s ultimate story to arrive at a version of events. This story is then compared and 

matched to one of the various verdict options provided by the judge to decide whether a 

defendant is guilty or not guilty.  
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Figure 2. The Story Model of jury decision-making (adapted from Pennington & Hastie, 

1991, p. 522). 

How does the formation of a story take place within a jury member according to 

The Story Model? As highlighted above, The Story Model is grounded in the theory that 

“jurors impose a narrative story organization on trial information, in which causal and 

intentional relations between events are central” (Pennington & Hastie, 1986, p. 243). 

From the narrative they create, jurors ultimately choose the story presented at trial that 

best matches their own in order to reach a verdict.  
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Pennington and Hastie (1986) hypothesize that The Story Model involves three 

stages of processing. The first stage is when jurors evaluate the evidence. This is when 

jurors begin to construct their story based on the evidence and their world knowledge and 

beliefs. In the second stage, jurors learn what the different verdict categories consist of. It 

is at this point that the juror processes their own prior knowledge of crime categories and 

attempts to understand their instructions from the judge. In the third and final stage, story 

classification, jurors select the verdict category that best matches the narrative they have 

created throughout the first two stages.  

During a trial, a juror may construct multiple stories based on the various story 

alternatives provided by the Crown and Defence, and the juror’s own knowledge and 

beliefs. However, although a juror may construct more than one story during a trial, 

Pennington and Hastie (1986) argue that jurors ultimately choose one governing story 

that will lead to their verdict. The choice of the governing story is based on Pennington 

and Hastie’s (1991) certainty principles of coverage, coherence, uniqueness, and 

goodness-of-fit. The authors theorized that the principles of coverage and coherence 

contribute to the credibility and ultimate acceptance of a story while the principles of 

uniqueness and goodness-of-fit contribute to a juror’s level of certainty in their verdict 

(Pennington & Hastie, 1991).  

Coverage involves how comprehensively the story encompasses the evidence 

presented; in other words, is all the evidence presented in court by the Crown or Defence 

used to explain, even create, the story? If the answer to this question is yes, the story will 

have greater chance of acceptance by a juror, and will result in greater certainty when 

rendering a verdict, due to its enhanced credibility. The principle of coherence is based 
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on the theory that the more consistent and plausible the story presented at trial is, the 

more likely a juror will be in accepting that story and rendering a verdict that aligns with 

that story. The principle of coherence has three components that, if present, will result in 

a higher chance of story acceptance due to its enhanced credibility. The first component 

of coherence is consistency. The more consistent the story is with the evidence presented, 

the greater the coherence. This facet of coherence is particularly important to the 

proposed studies, given discrepancies between officer testimony and BWC footage will 

be examined. The second component of coherence, plausibility, refers to the extent to 

which the story and the juror’s knowledge of the world coincide (e.g., if a juror believes 

police in general are corrupt, a juror will be more accepting of an officer being guilty in 

an excessive use of force trial). The third component to coherence is the completeness of 

the story. A story told at trial that is missing information, such as important evidence, is 

less likely to be accepted by the juror and will decrease a juror’s certainty when rendering 

a verdict due to the story’s decreased credibility.   

The third principle, uniqueness, refers to whether more than one plausible story is 

presented. If multiple stories can be created, which are comparable with respect to their 

coverage and coherence, the lack of uniqueness will decrease a juror’s certainty, and 

therefore confidence, in their verdict. This third principle is related to the fourth and final 

principle, which is goodness-of-fit. Assessments of goodness-of-fit occur during the third 

stage of the story model, which is when jurors choose the story that best matches the 

verdict options they have been given. The more the story (with respect to coverage, 

coherence, and uniqueness) fits with the verdict classification, the higher the goodness-
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of-fit, and the greater the certainty the juror will have in rendering their verdict 

(Pennington & Hastie, 1991). 

Since The Story Model was first proposed, a number of researchers have set out 

to test the model. Due to the challenges of attempting to test the model in its entirety, 

researchers typically explore some specific aspect of the model. For example, in one of 

the original studies, Pennington and Hastie (1986) found that when participants drawn 

from a jury pool were presented with video of a filmed murder trial, story formation 

occurred. The participants were extensively interviewed about not only their verdict, but 

about how they came to their verdict. The results demonstrated that jury members 

“created cognitive representations of the evidence in the case, the verdict categories 

presented in the trial judge’s instructions and the procedures they were to follow 

according to law to reach a verdict” (p. 1); in other words, jurors organized information 

presented to them into a story, which is consistent with The Story Model. Furthermore, 

the results of this study revealed that a juror’s cognitive representation of the evidence 

was highly correlated with their verdict. Therefore, differing verdicts (i.e., murder in the 

1st degree, 2nd degree, manslaughter, self-defence) were an outcome of different stories 

created by the jurors regarding mental states and goals attributed to the defendant (despite 

evidence and jury instructions being equivalent across jurors). This suggests that jurors 

construct their own stories based on how they process/perceive the evidence, choose 

verdict categories that coincide with their world knowledge, and classify stories 

according to the verdict that the story matches. 

In a further test of The Story Model, Voss, Wiley, and Sandack (1999) presented 

mock jurors with a mock homicide trial, where they manipulated the coherence and the 
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chronological sequence of the prosecutor’s verbal presentations (by omitting details and 

logical sequences from sentences). They found that when the prosecutor’s coherence was 

low and the chronological sequence was out of order, the mock juror’s rendered fewer 

guilty verdicts compared to the baseline (control) condition. This supports The Story 

Model’s principles of coherence; by making the story more difficult to follow, the 

narrative presented by the prosecution did not coincide with the mock juror’s knowledge 

of story structure and thus, decreased the likelihood of the story being accepted by the 

juror.  

In a more recent study, Klettke, Graesser, and Powell (2010) examined how an 

expert’s credentials (clinical Ph.D. vs. M.A. in counselling), evidence strength (high vs. 

low strength), and coherence (consistent vs. inconsistent with expert’s testimony) 

influenced jury decision-making in a child sexual abuse case. Dependent variables were 

ratings of guilt, effectiveness of evidence, and credibility of the victim. Results showed 

that when evidence strength was high and coherence was consistent, participants were 

significantly more likely to render a guilty verdict, rate the expert as more effective, and 

rate the victim as more credible.  

Multi-level Theory of Jury Decision-making. Another jury decision-making 

model addresses how a juror cognitively processes information presented at trial and 

derives verdict decisions. Devine’s (2012) Multi-level Theory of Jury Decision-making is 

an expansion of Pennington and Hastie’s (1986) Story Model. Like The Story Model, 

Devine’s model still incorporates the theory that jurors develop their own narrative 

during a trial. However, Devine expanded the story concept, suggesting it is comprised of 

two levels: a juror decision model and a jury decision model. Due to the focus of the 
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proposed studies on juror decision-making, and not the jury deliberation process, only the 

juror model will be discussed in this document.  

According to Devine (2012), the first level of his Multi-Level Theory focuses on 

the juror decision-making process. Devine refers to this level as The Director’s Cut 

Model of Juror Decision-making (see Figure 3), given the analogies he makes to film. 

Like the Story Model, the processes at this level involve a heavy reliance on personal 

schemas (referred to as stories), which guide the juror through the trial (e.g., opening and 

closing statements, evidence, testimony, visual aids). Like editing a movie, Devine 

hypothesizes that jurors will discard some of the evidence (or “footage” in his film 

analogy) if it does not fit the “final cut” of the “film” (i.e., the story, or the juror’s 

personal view of what happened; Devine, 2012). What cut of the film is accepted depends 

on aspects similar to The Story Model, such as the credibility and coherence of the film 

cut, and its singularity/uniqueness (i.e., there are no competing alternative versions of the 

film). As in The Story Model then, juror stories are thought of as mental representations 

of the trial, which “involves a fundamental interaction between what is seen and heard in 

the courtroom and what jurors already ‘know’” (Devine, 2012, p. 187).  

As can be seen in Figure 3, many factors can influence a juror’s narrative and 

thus, their ultimate verdict decision. Pre-trial publicity (PTP) exposure, number of 

charges, and seriousness of the offence are features of the case that can influence the 

story a juror creates. A juror’s own characteristics, including trust in the legal system, the 

extent to which they have the trait of authoritarianism, and one’s need for cognition (NC), 

are also important factors that can influence story construction, as well as verdict 

decisions. Finally, personal characteristics of the defendant, such as the defendant’s 
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socioeconomic status, attractiveness, or demeanour can influence jurors in their decision-

making process.   

 

Figure 3. Director’s Cut Model of Juror Decision-making (adapted from Devine, 2012, p. 

187).  

Similar to The Story Model, the Director’s Cut Model suggests that the scope, 

credibility, and uniqueness (termed here as singularity) that can be attached to evidence 

presented by the prosecution play a part in story creation. In addition, the number of 

plausible alternatives (labelled as conspiracy and extenuation in Figure 3), as well as 

errors (inconsistencies), that the Defence can point out in the case presented by the 

prosecution impacts what kind of story the juror creates and ultimately accepts when they 

render a verdict.   

Due to the focus of the current study on how juror’s weight BWC (and other) 

evidence, and how jurors evaluate that evidence to arrive at individual verdict decisions, 
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The Story Model and Director’s Cut Model of Devine’s (2012) Multi-Level Theory are 

the appropriate models to focus on for the current studies. Specifically, these models 

were used to provide a framework for understanding how various aspects of evidence 

during trials, in addition to juror characteristics, influence the narratives that jurors 

construct around court cases that involve BWC evidence and allegations of excessive use 

of force by the police. Based on a review of previous research, certain aspects of these 

models appear to be particularly important to examine for the purposes of the current 

project. Not only are some of the features described below found to be among the 

strongest predictors of juror decision-making, they are also most relevant to the specific 

type of court case that will be focused on in this dissertation. The variables and related 

research can be categorized into two sections: juror characteristics (i.e., biases against the 

police, pro-prosecution bias, authoritarianism, and need for cognition) and trial 

characteristics (i.e., discrepancies between evidence and expert testimony).  

Juror Characteristics 

Before a trial even begins, a juror comes to the courtroom with background 

characteristics or qualities that will influence the type of story they will create. These 

variables can include biases against the police (e.g., due to negative media exposure, 

personal experiences, etc.), pro-prosecution (or pro-defence) biases, one’s level of 

authoritarianism, and a juror’s need for cognition. Each of these variables will be 

examined in the current study so they will be briefly described here. 

Biases against the police. Members of the public can be negatively biased 

against the police and this can potentially have a large impact on how they will treat 

police officers when they appear as defendants in court. Such biases can emerge from 
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many sources, including the media (Klinger, 2004). The media is sensationalistic when it 

comes to crime and in particular to any potential officer wrong-doing caught on camera 

(Dowler, Fleming, & Muzzatti, 2006; Doyle, 2006; Klinger, 2004). Fatal police-public 

interactions are irresistible targets for news media that follow the adage, “If it bleeds, it 

leads” (Klinger, 2004, p. 213). According to police researchers, media tends to focus on 

sensationalistic storytelling, painting police officers as trigger happy before gathering 

proper facts that would allow them to provide a more accurate story (Klinger, 2004). 

Meanwhile, heroic efforts by police are often found buried in the back pages of 

newspapers, if they are covered at all.  

While no studies could be found that have examined how media biases against the 

police will impact how officers are treated in court, research has demonstrated that pre-

trial publicity (PTP) of the sort we are talking about (i.e., publicity that paints an 

individual, a case, or a situation negatively) can potentially have a strong impact on how 

jurors evaluate information in court, and the sorts of verdict decisions that they reach 

(e.g., Devine, Buddenbuam, Houp, Studebaker, & Stolle, 2009; Hope, Memon, & 

McGeorge, 2004; Ruva, & LaVasseur, 2012). That being said, research findings on the 

effects of PTP are complex. For example, the effects of PTP appear to depend on a range 

of variables, such as whether mock jurors are given the chance to deliberate, what the 

PTP specifically focuses on, whether the PTP is general and similar to the case at hand, 

etc. (Burke, 1998; Greene & Loftus, 1984; ; Mullin, Imrich, & Linz, 1996; Ruva & 

McEvoy, 2008).  

Given this, it is useful to rely on meta-analytic results to determine if PTP impacts 

outcome variables such as verdicts. At least one meta-analysis focusing on jury studies 
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has included an examination of PTP. This meta-analysis found a significant, positive 

effect. More specifically, in their meta-analysis consisting of 23 studies that yielded 44 

effect sizes, Steblay, Besirevic, Fulero, and Jimenez-Lorente (1999) showed a modest, 

but significant relationship between negative PTP and guilty verdicts (r = .16; k = 23). In 

other words, greater exposure to negative PTP against the defendant increased the chance 

of jurors choosing guilty verdicts. Similar results are reported in other, more recent 

studies that have examined the impact of PTP (e.g., Devine et al., 2009; Hope, Memon, & 

McGeorge, 2004; Ruva & McEvoy, 2008).  

Of course, negative PTP is not the only potential source of biases against the 

police. A range of other experiences with the police can potentially lead to views about 

them that can ultimately colour how people interact with police and treat them (including 

in a court of law). For example, socio-legal research indicates that some minority groups 

may have less trust in the police due to experiences with racial profiling (Harris, 1999) or 

disproportionate policing/enforcement (Smith & Hawkins, 1973). Other research suggests 

that indirect experiences with the police (e.g., hearing of others who had a positive or 

negative experience with the police) can also have a significant impact on attitudes 

towards law enforcement (Rosenbaum, Schuck, Costello, Hawkins, & Ring, 2005). 

Whatever the reason one has biases for or against the police, jury research demonstrates 

that attitudes towards a group, such as the police, can often predict juror/jury verdicts and 

other outcome variables.  

For example, Casper, Benedict, and Perry (1989) found that mock jurors in a civil 

lawsuit against the police who committed illegal searches viewed officer testimony more 

favourably and awarded less cost for damages to the plaintiff when the person held a 
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more positive view towards the police. In a more recent study, Farrell, Pennington, and 

Cronin (2013) examined actual juror decisions from 1,940 jurors that presided over 210 

non-capital felony trials using data from the National Center for State Courts. Among 

their results, they found that higher ratings of confidence and trust in the police resulted 

in a pro-prosecution bias prior to deliberation. Another study found that it was vicarious 

experiences with police (e.g., experiences of friends and family) that had the greatest 

impact on a person’s attitudes and resulted in stereotypes towards police that were more 

resistant to change (Rosenbaum et al., 2005).  

These issues are of relevance to the studies in this dissertation because they 

suggest that pre-existing biases against the police (either positive or negative) will 

partially determine how evidence is evaluated in trials involving police officers and, 

ultimately, how verdicts are reached. For example, if a police officer is charged due to 

allegations of excessive force and their testimony contradicts footage from a BWC, those 

who are predisposed to view the officer negatively (e.g., police can’t be trusted) will 

likely evaluate the discrepancies as a sign of deceit, rather than reflecting different 

perspectives, or as a legitimate failure of memory. Using the terminology of The Story 

Model or the Director’s Cut Model, if a story being presented to jurors (e.g., by the 

Defence) contradicts pre-existing negative biases towards the police (i.e., the juror does 

not view the police as legitimate), the plausibility or credibility of the story will be 

reduced, which will in turn negatively impact the coherence and general acceptability or 

certainty of the narrative. Even in the face of contradictory evidence (e.g., an expert 

explaining why discrepancies occur), individuals predisposed to view police officers as 

less legitimate will likely be resistant to such stories. To examine these issues, I 
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attempted to assess the views that participants in Study 2 have towards the police, and 

determine the extent to which those views relate to dependent variables of interest (e.g., 

verdict decisions, punishment severity, credibility assessments).  

Pro-prosecution bias. As indicated in the previous section, attitudinal 

predispositions comprise an important part of juror decision-making. One predisposition 

that has been shown to correlate with verdict outcomes is whether jurors are pro-

prosecution or pro-defence (as measured, for example, by tools such as the Juror Bias 

Scale [JBS]; Kassin & Wrightsman, 1983). In terms of predictive validity, scales like the 

JBS have been found to significantly predict juror verdicts across different samples. For 

example, research has demonstrated that jurors with a pro-prosecution bias are more 

likely to convict a defendant (e.g., Beck, Lecci, & Myers, 2013; Tang & Nunez, 2003; 

Warling & Peterson-Badali, 2003). Devine and Caughlin’s (2014) recent meta-analysis 

confirms this, indicating that a pro-prosecution bias (as measured by the JBS) is a 

significant predictor of guilty verdicts (JBS-Total Score weighted r = .22, k = 17).  

Based on the ability of the JBS to predict verdicts, it is important to incorporate 

the measure into the current study in order to ascertain if pro-prosecution predispositions 

predict verdict outcomes (and other variables) when considering cases involving police 

officers equipped with a BWC who have allegedly exhibited excessive force. As 

described above, according to The Story Model and the Director’s Cut Model, such pre-

existing biases will likely play an important role in determining the narrative that jurors 

create (e.g., which narratives are plausible and thus, coherent). This, in turn, will 

influence verdict decisions (i.e., the goodness-of-fit between the constructed narrative 
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and the verdict options) and other variables of interest, such as the credibility of 

defendants.  

Authoritarianism. Another juror characteristic that can be a significant predictor 

of verdict type, and other trial-related variables, is authoritarianism. Authoritarianism is a 

personality trait marked by intolerance, favouring punishment for those that deviate from 

conservative societal norms, support for conservative values, the belief in the use of 

power, including force, to enforce those values, and rigid and inflexible thinking 

(Kravitz, Cutler, & Brock, 1993). It has been hypothesized that jurors with higher levels 

of authoritarianism are more likely to convict defendants and endorse more severe 

sanctions, given that they are more likely to perceive defendants as social deviants 

(Devine & Caughlin, 2014).  

For some time, research has demonstrated that people high in authoritarianism are 

more likely to render guilty verdicts and endorse harsher punishments (Boehm, 1968; 

Jones, Jones, & Penrod, 2015; Lundrigan, Dhami, & Mueller‐Johnson, 2013). In addition, 

more than one meta-analysis has highlighted the significant relationship between 

authoritarianism and verdict decisions. For example, Narby, Cutler, and Moran (1993) 

found a positive, moderately significant relationship showing that jurors who scored 

higher in authoritarianism were more likely to find the defendant guilty (weighted r = .16, 

k = 20). Likewise, Devine and Caughlin’s (2014) meta-analysis supports authoritarianism 

as one of the strongest predictors of verdict (weighted r = .17, k = 36), with the most 

significant results occurring when authoritarianism was measured using the Revised 

Legal Authoritarianism Questionnaire (RLAQ; Kravitz et al., 1993; weighted r = .21, k = 

11).  
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The ability of authoritarianism to predict verdicts can be explained by The Story 

Model and Director’s Cut Model in that both state that a juror’s prior knowledge and 

beliefs play an important role in the narratives they create and accept when rendering 

verdicts. Indeed, the Director’s Cut Model specifically highlights authoritarianism as a 

factor that influences story construction on the part of the juror. Existing research 

warrants the inclusion of this construct in the current study. The present study examines 

if authoritarianism is equally predictive of verdicts when the defendant on trial is a police 

officer. Due to the intrinsic ties between policing and conservative values (Suziedelis & 

Lorr, 1973; Walker & Kratcoski, 1985; Zamble & Annesley, 1987), and the police 

service’s role in upholding societal norms through law enforcement, it is unclear how 

participants high in authoritarianism will respond to cases where a police officer has been 

charged with excessive force.  

Need for cognition. As discussed previously, it has been determined through jury 

research that jurors are “active interpreters of trial information rather than passive 

recipients of evidence” (Neitzel, McCarthy, & Kerr, 1999, p. 44). However, researchers 

have also determined that jurors differ in terms of their predisposition or desire to process 

information and in how they process information. For example, research has found that 

some individuals process information systematically, whereas others tend to rely on 

shortcuts to make quick and easy decisions (Caccioppo & Petty, 1982). The tendency to 

process information more systematically, which requires greater cognitive effort, is 

referred to as the need for cognition (NC). As outlined in the Director’s Cut Model 

(Devine, 2012), NC is an important characteristic that may play a vital role when jurors 

assess evidence and create narratives during a trial.  
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Using a Need for Cognition Scale developed by Cacioppo and Petty (1982), 

studies have examined the role of NC in the jury setting and this research has shown that 

individuals characterised by high-NC (versus low-NC) tend to be more sensitive to 

discrepancies or flaws in logic and process information, such as evidence, more 

thoroughly (DeWitt, Richardson, & Warner, 1997; Graziono, Panter, & Tanaka, 1990; 

Kassin, Reddy, & Tulloch, 1990). Also, high-NC individuals tend to be more discerning 

than low-NC individuals regarding the quality of scientific evidence presented by expert 

witnesses (Leippe, Eisenstadt, Rauch, & Seib, 2004; McAuliff & Kovera, 2008). A recent 

meta-analysis showed that NC was a weak, though significant, predictor of verdicts (r = -

.07, k = 10, p < .05), whereby jurors who are low in NC tended to be more prone to 

render guilty verdicts (Devine & Caughlin, 2014).  

While NC is not necessarily a strong predictor of verdicts, it could provide 

important information in Study 2 regarding how this specific quality predisposes people 

to evaluate BWC evidence as well as related expert testimony. For example, it may be 

that high-NC jurors will appreciate or understand the limits of video footage to a greater 

extent than low-NC individuals, or jurors characterised by high-NC may invest more 

effort in understanding the testimony of expert witnesses (e.g., when explaining the 

impact of stress and the perceptual distortions that can occur for police during use of 

force incidents) and thus, be more persuaded by such testimony. Therefore, a juror’s level 

of NC may play a critical role when jurors construct narratives during a trial because it 

may impact how the juror processes evidence and testimony (e.g., by allowing them to 

identify and process apparent inconsistencies in ways that low-NC jurors cannot; Devine, 

2012; Pennington & Hastie, 1991).  
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Trial Characteristics  

 During a trial, many variables come into play that could impact a juror’s decision. 

The two variables that were manipulated in the current study, which are described here, 

include discrepancies (degree and nature of discrepancies) and expert testimony. 

Discrepancies. Consistency in testimony (e.g., across witnesses, or between a 

witness and some other piece of evidence) is an important aspect of trials that can 

influence juror verdicts and other variables (e.g., witness/defendant/lawyer credibility). 

Recall that both of the models discussed previously (Devine, 2012; Pennington & Hastie, 

1986) have consistency of a story as an important determinant for which version of events 

will be accepted by jurors. According to these models, the more consistent the testimony, 

the more coherent a story will be, and more coherent stories are more likely to be 

accepted by a juror. Although no research exists examining consistency in police 

testimony for use of force cases, a few studies examining eyewitness consistency have 

been conducted. These studies potentially shed light on what might occur in cases where, 

for example, a police officer testifying about a use of force encounter provides testimony 

that contradicts BWC footage. 

Studies in the eyewitness context tend to show that guilty verdicts may be 

associated with inconsistent testimony being given by witnesses. For example, Lindsay, 

Lim, Marando, and Cully (1986) conducted a series of experiments manipulating 

eyewitness inconsistencies. Undergraduate students (N = 60) were exposed to defendants 

that varied in attractiveness (very attractive, not very attractive) and to conditions where 

inconsistencies in eyewitness testimony varied (i.e., in one manipulation the eyewitness 

identified the defendant as blond previously, but the defendant had brown hair). The 
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researchers hypothesized that defendant attractiveness, when high, would negate the 

impact of testimony inconsistencies. While their main hypothesis was not supported, 

jurors in this study rendered more guilty verdicts when they rated the witness as being 

significantly more consistent.  Even more recently, Semmler and Brewer (2002) found 

that eyewitnesses providing inconsistent testimony were perceived by mock jurors as less 

effective and the prosecution less credible. Inconsistent testimony also resulted in 

reduced guilty verdicts (perceptions of culpability). 

Another issue related to discrepancies, which may influence jury decision-

making, is whether the discrepancies are central or peripheral in nature. A central error or 

discrepancy can be defined as recollection of an action or detail that is essential to the 

event either because it is spatially proximal to the event/action and/or because it is 

thematically proximal to the story (Luna & Migueles, 2009; Wright & Stroud, 1998). In 

contrast, a peripheral discrepancy is an error that “is irrelevant to or removed from time 

and space from the main action” and is therefore thematically distal from the story (Luna 

& Migueles, 2009. P. 406). In the case of criminal trials, the “story” is the issue at trial 

pertaining to the event that surrounds the guilt or innocence of the defendant. Research 

indicates that the nature of the discrepancy (central or peripheral) influences jury 

decision-making.  

Berman, Narby, and Cutler (1995), for example, examined eyewitness credibility 

as perceived by jurors (N = 100) when witness inconsistencies were manipulated. 

Eyewitness testimony varied across four conditions: consistent testimony provided by the 

eyewitness; central (i.e., relevant) inconsistencies only; peripheral (i.e., non-relevant) 

inconsistencies; and combined inconsistencies (central and peripheral). Results 
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demonstrated that inconsistencies in testimony resulted in a decrease in guilty verdicts. 

Specifically, guilty verdicts decreased gradually across conditions: no inconsistencies 

present (32%), peripheral inconsistencies (20%), central inconsistencies (12%), central 

and peripheral inconsistencies (8%). These results confirmed that inconsistencies in 

testimony influence the likelihood of jurors rendering guilty verdicts, and that the degree 

to which guilty verdicts are impacted depends on the nature of the inconsistencies. They 

also found that these inconsistencies resulted in decreased perceptions of eyewitness 

credibility, similar to other studies (e.g., Bruer & Pozzulo, 2014; Tenney, MacCoun, 

Spellman, & Hastie, 2007).  

Indirectly, the results of these studies support the coherence facet of The Story 

Model and Devine’s Director’s Cut Model by showing that when narratives being 

produced in court lack consistency or credibility, jurors are less likely to convict. What 

are the implications of these sorts of results for the current study? In the present case, 

these results suggest that jurors’ perceptions of an officer’s inconsistencies at trial may 

influence perceptions of the officer’s credibility and the coherence of the narrative being 

presented, which will ultimately impact verdict decisions (by influencing goodness-of-fit 

between constructed narratives and verdict options). Furthermore, these studies suggest 

that the nature of the inconsistencies, or discrepancies, might be useful to consider; 

important (or central) discrepancies will likely have a more significant impact on 

narrative construction and acceptance and so confirm the decision to include these 

variables in current study. 

Expert testimony. The Supreme Court of Canada has defined the role of expert 

testimony as the following: 
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An expert’s function is precisely this: to provide the judge and jury with a ready-

made inference which the judge and jury, due to the technical nature of the facts, 

are unable to formulate. “An expert’s opinion is admissible to furnish the Court 

with scientific information which is likely to be outside the experience and 

knowledge of a judge or jury. If on the proven facts a judge or jury can form their 

own conclusions without help, then the opinion of the expert is unnecessary” (in 

(Turner [1974], 60 Crim. App. R. 80, at p. 83, per Lawton L.J as cited in R v. 

Mohan, [1994] 2 SCR 9) 

Thus, unlike eyewitnesses in court, who can only speak to what they observed, 

expert witnesses can provide their opinions on matters within specific boundaries. 

Indeed, experts called to testify in court are called “to provide an opinion with respect to 

those facts which will help the judge, jury or tribunal reach its conclusion” (O’Melia, 

1991, p. 2). This means expert witnesses may have a significant influence on jurors when 

they must decide on a verdict during a trial.   

Indeed, research clearly indicates that expert testimony can have an influence on 

jurors and juries, and the role of the expert is considered in both The Story Model and the 

Director’s Cut Model (Devine, 2012; Pennington & Hastie, 1986). For example, 

according to The Story Model, depending on the information provided by the expert and 

their perceived credibility, an expert can influence the coherence of a story by clearing up 

inconsistencies or by making a story more complete. Experts can also impact the 

uniqueness of a story by, for example, providing multiple interpretations of a piece of 

evidence that are equally probable.   
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Numerous studies have been conducted that shed light on issues of importance to 

the current study, despite the fact that these studies have not examined the role of expert 

testimony specifically in cases involving the police. For example, Finkel, Meister, and 

Lightfoot (1991) examined the role of expert testimony in relation to a self-defence claim 

in a trial involving a woman (the defendant) who killed a man who was abusing her. The 

expert condition comprised of testimony explaining battered woman syndrome (BWS) to 

the jurors. These researchers found that mock jurors in the expert testimony condition 

(versus a no-expert condition) were more likely to view the killing as self-defence and 

more likely to view the defendant as someone who was unable to think clearly or 

reasonably (and was therefore perceived as less culpable).  

Schuller and Hastings (1996) reported similar findings. They examined the impact 

of expert testimony in a murder trial where a woman killed her abusive partner. Schuller 

and Hastings tested three conditions: an expert who pathologized BWS (e.g., clinical 

explanations of BWS), an expert who avoided using pathology terminology when 

describing BWS and focused more on social agency (e.g., sufferers of BWV feel 

helpless, trapped, and cannot perceive viable alternatives), and a condition with no expert 

testimony. Results revealed that mock jurors rendered more lenient verdicts and were 

more favourable towards the defendant’s claim of self-defence in both expert testimony 

conditions compared to the no-expert condition, suggesting that expert testimony can 

affect which story a potential juror constructs and which verdict ultimately matches their 

narrative.  

A meta-analysis conducted by Neitzel et al. (1999) confirms the impact that 

expert testimony has in jury decision-making studies. Findings from the meta-analysis 
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indicated that expert psychological testimony has an average weighted effect size that is 

modest, but significant (r = .16), when examining whether such testimony can influence 

jury verdicts. Additional analyses in the meta-analysis indicated that specific testimony 

(i.e., testimony that is specific to the case details) has a particularly strong effect on 

verdicts (much stronger than no testimony [r = .22], but also stronger than general 

testimony [r = .13]).  

Research beyond this meta-analysis has uncovered various moderators related to 

the impact of expert testimony in jury research. For example, the impact of expert 

testimony on variables like verdict decisions has been found to vary as a function of the 

complexity of the testimony (more impact when the testimony is complex; e.g., Schuller, 

Terry, & McKimmie, 2005) and the timing of the testimony (more impact when the 

testimony is delivered post-evidence; e.g., Leippe, Eisenstadt, Rauch, & Seib, 2004). 

Other research has shown that the characteristics of the expert can influence the impact of 

the testimony being provided. For example, some research has shown that male experts 

(under certain conditions at least, such as when the testimony is complex) are seen as 

more credible (e.g., Schuller et al., 2005), whereas other studies have found female 

experts to have a greater impact on jury outcomes (e.g., Memon & Schuman, 1998; 

Schuller & Cripps, 1998). Other research has demonstrated that the credentials of the 

expert matters, particularly when the technical complexity of the testimony is high (e.g., 

Cooper, Bennett, & Sukel, 1996). Additionally, research has suggested that the 

“likeability” of an expert, and how extraverted they are perceived to be, can impact 

perceptions of their credibility by mock jurors (Brodsky, Neal, Cramer, & Ziemke, 2009).  
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Within the court case examined in this dissertation, the role of the expert may be 

particularly useful given misconceptions that the public might have about use of force 

encounters, police performance in such encounters, and the role of BWC in policing. It 

may be that expert witnesses can play a pivotal role in such cases, by correcting 

misconceptions for example, and that the presence of an expert will impact how jurors 

evaluate testimony and render verdicts. Given this, the presence of expert testimony will 

be one of the variables that is manipulated in the main study that comprises this 

dissertation. 

Summary 

 The theories that were explored and the research that was cited in this chapter 

suggest that the juror is an active participant during a trial and that various aspects of the 

juror and the trial can play a critical role in how evidence is weighed, witnesses are 

evaluated, and verdicts are determined. More specifically, according to these theories and 

studies, a juror’s pre-existing biases (e.g., pro-prosecution leanings) and tendencies (e.g., 

need for cognition) will influence the narratives that jurors create over the course of a 

trial and influence the verdicts that jurors render. Likewise, trial characteristics, such as 

the presence of expert testimony, will impact juror decision-making.  

The main study in this dissertation examines how a range of juror and trial 

characteristics influence the evaluation of evidence (particularly BWC footage), the 

perceptions of the defendant, and verdict decisions in trials involving allegations of 

excessive use of force by police. This study will have answers to questions such as:  Do 

negative attitudes towards police impact how officers are treated in criminal trials? Do 

pro-prosecution or authoritarian biases impact juror decision-making in trials involving 
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police officers as defendants? Does one’s need for cognition make jurors more sensitive 

to trial characteristics, such as the distinction between central and peripheral 

discrepancies between officer testimony and visual evidence? 
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Chapter 4: Public Attitudes and Beliefs Regarding Body Word Camera Use by the 

Police (Study 1) 

 While the use of BWCs by police is increasing, to date, no empirical research has 

been conducted that examines juror perceptions and decision-making for this specific 

type of visual evidence. The primary goal of this dissertation is to address this lack of 

research by examining some fundamental questions that will likely arise when BWC 

footage is used as evidence in court cases involving allegations of excessive use of force 

on the part of the police. It is especially pertinent to examine these issues within court 

cases dealing with the issue of excessive use of force because: (1) the driving force 

behind BWC adoption by police services is the need for greater police accountability 

when using force in the field, and (2) increasingly, officers are facing allegations for 

excessive force and BWCs are likely to be a key piece of evidence in these types of cases 

as more and more police services begin to adopt the technology.  

In order to inform how the main study comprising this dissertation should be 

conducted, it was decided that it would be informative to have a better understanding of 

public attitudes and beliefs about BWC use by the police. Although a number of studies 

have examined police officer views of BWCs (e.g., Brown, 2013; Jennings et al., 2014; 

Todd, 2015), fewer empirical studies have been conducted to date that examines the 

public’s opinions regarding BWCs (Crow et al., 2017; Sousa et al., 2015). Thus, the 

purpose of Study 1 is to examine Canadian public opinion regarding BWC use by the 

police.  

More specifically, the survey constructed for this dissertation examines specific 

issues including: (1) the extent to which the public thinks BWC will be useful (e.g., Will 
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it decrease police misconduct? Will it improve police officer behaviour?), (2) the extent 

to which the public is aware of the limitations of BWCs (e.g., Is the public aware that 

video lacks depth perception? Is the public aware that BWCs do not capture as many 

frames/second as the human visual processing system?), and (3) public beliefs regarding 

BWC footage as evidence in criminal court (e.g., Does the public believe that video 

evidence tells the whole truth compared to other types of evidence? When discrepancies 

exist between officer testimony and BWC footage, does the public think that the officer is 

being dishonest?). The survey also captures the demographic characteristics of 

respondents, which will allow us to examine how these characteristics relate to various 

attitudes and beliefs about BWCs.  

Hypotheses 

The survey conducted in Study 1 is purely exploratory in nature. As such, no 

formal research questions or hypotheses are being proposed.  

Methods 

Participants. Participants for Study 1 were drawn from online community 

samples using Qualtrics Panels. All those who completed the study received 

remuneration (the amount was a standard rate set by Qualtrics). Study 1 involved a 

sample of 230 Canadian participants. For the current dissertation, all participants had to 

meet the requirements of being 18 years of age (old enough to be called for jury duty in 

Canada) and being a Canadian citizen. Failure to meet those requirements disqualified 

individuals from participating in Study 1.  

Out of the 230 respondents, the sample was 56.1% female, with the remainder 

being male. The age of respondents ranged from 18 to 88 years of age (M = 46.27; SD = 
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14.83). The sample was 83.5% White, 9.1% Asian, 1.7% East Indian, 1.3% Black, 0.9% 

Indigenous, 0.4% Latin/Hispanic, and 0.4% Middle Eastern. Some of these sample 

characteristics correspond relatively well to the broader demographic profile of 

Canadians. For example, the current sample approximates the 2018 gender breakdown in 

Canada, which suggests that 50.4% of Canadians are female.3 The mean age of our 

participants also approximates the average age of Canadians in 2018 (42.2 years).4 

Ethnicity was more difficult to compare to Canadian data given that our ethnicity 

categories differed from those reported in other studies (that being said, it does seem that 

some ethnic groups were under-represented in our study, such as Indigenous 

participants).5 

In terms of education level, 41.3% of respondents had graduated college or earned 

a bachelor’s degree, 26.1% had some college or university education, 15.7% had only a 

high school degree, 11.7% had completed a master’s or doctorate degree, 3.9% had 

completed some high school, and 1.3% had completed a medical degree. With respect to 

political affiliation, 37.4% of respondents identified as having no political affiliation, 

26.1% identified as Liberal, 17.8% identified as Conservative, 14.8% identified as New 

Democratic Party, 2.6% identified as Green Party, and 1.3% identified as Bloc 

Quebecois. A total of 8.3% of respondents identified as being (or having been) in law 

enforcement (i.e., a police officer, correctional officer, or security officer). As far as we 

can tell, these variables also correspond reasonably well to Canadian statistics related to 

the highest level education attained by Canadians (although we could not locate data for 

                                                 

3 http://worldpopulationreview.com/countries/canada-population/ 
4 https://www.indexmundi.com/canada/demographics_profile.html 
5 https://www.indexmundi.com/canada/demographics_profile.html 
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all of the categories we sampled),6 as well as current party standings in this country 

(which may be considered a proxy for individual political affiliations).7 

Regarding exposure to BWCs in the media, 46.1% of respondents indicated that 

they had read news stories regarding BWCs and their potential strengths and/or 

limitations. A total of 69.1% of respondents reported being familiar with the police 

shooting of Michael Brown that had occurred in Ferguson, Missouri (which resulted in 

the initial push to implement BWCs in the US). A total of 72.6% participants responded 

that they had seen depictions of police captured on video, whether via news or social 

media, although only 14.8% reported having seen such depictions “a lot”. When asked 

specifically if they had seen BWC footage depicting police use of force incidents, in the 

news or through social media, 42.6% of respondents said they had, although only 12.2% 

responded that they had seen BWC depictions of police use of force through media “a 

lot”. A reasonably large number of respondents were unsure if their local police used 

BWCs (60.4%).  

Procedure. Participants were directed to an online survey delivered via the 

Qualtrics survey platform. Upon clicking the study URL, participants were asked to read 

an informed consent form (Appendix A) that provided them with all of the essential 

details regarding their participation. Those who agreed to participate then proceeded to 

the inclusion criteria (Are you 18 years of age or older? Are you a Canadian citizen?) that 

are part of a larger demographic questionnaire (Appendix B). If they met the inclusion 

criteria, participants then proceeded to complete the demographics questionnaire and 

                                                 

6 https://www12.statcan.gc.ca/census-recensement/2016/dp-pd/hlt-fst/edu-
sco/Table.cfm?Lang=E&T=11&Geo=00&View=2&Age=2  
7 https://www.ourcommons.ca/Parliamentarians/en/partystandings 
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move onto the survey questionnaire (see Appendix C). Once they completed the 

questionnaire, participants were thanked for their time and given a form that reiterated the 

purpose of the study and provided contact information should they have any questions or 

concerns (Appendix D). All participants were automatically credited the agreed upon 

amount for their participation ($1.00) in accordance with the terms and conditions of 

membership in the Qualtrics survey panel. The study lasted for one testing session of 

approximately 25 minutes. 

Results 

 The results are structured as follows. First, we examine public attitudes towards 

the use of BWCs by the police. This is followed by an exploration of public beliefs and 

knowledge regarding BWC limitations. We then turn to questions that asked about 

perceptions of officer conduct, and about general opinions regarding the police and the 

criminal justice system. The final set of results presented below relate to demographic 

differences in opinions about BWCs (based on ethnicity, sex, and then age).  

Public attitudes towards BWC use by police. The first set of items focused on 

concerns over being video recorded. Responses to these survey items indicate that, 

overall, respondents were not very concerned with police wearing BWCs. Indeed, the 

majority of respondents did not feel particularly concerned about being recorded by either 

the public or by the police. The two questions related to these concerns used a scale from 

1 (not at all concerned) to 7 (extremely concerned). The average rating of the first 

question, “How concerned are you with being video-recorded (including surreptitiously) 

by other people?” was 2.97 (SD = 1.91), demonstrating relatively little concern. The 

average rating for the second question, “How concerned are you with police officers 
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wearing a device that would video-record their conduct while performing their duties in 

public?” was even lower (M = 2.70; SD = 1.93). When asked how concerned they are 

about being recorded publicly, the largest proportion of respondents (34.8%; n = 80) 

answered that it was rarely on their mind at all. When asked how concerned they are 

about being recorded by the police, the largest proportion of respondents (42.6%, n = 98) 

answered that they were “not at all concerned”.  

The next set of questions shown in Table 2 focused on opinions towards police 

use of BWCs (responses were given on 7-point Likert scales where 1 = strongly agree, 4 

= neutral, and 7 = strongly disagree). The means in Table 2 tend to all fall below the 

midpoint and the standard deviations are small. This suggests that respondents generally 

agree that police wearing BWCs will increase public trust in police, enhance officer 

accountability, reduce false reports of misconduct against police, and improve police 

investigations by providing evidence. The only exceptions were two items. First, 

responses to the item, “Officers should be able to control when a body-worn camera 

records”, showed that respondents tended to disagree that police should be able to control 

when BWCs record (M = 4.70, SD = 1.89). This suggests a lack of trust in police 

autonomy over BWCs among our respondents. Secondly, responses to the item, “The use 

of body-worn cameras by police violates my right to privacy”, tended to indicate some 

degree of public concern over privacy (M = 4.48, SD = 1.65). Note that in both cases, the 

means do not indicate these are serious concerns for the respondents. 

Also of note in Table 2 is that community respondents appear to agree more with 

the view that BWCs will reduce police misconduct, rather than improve citizen 

behaviour. A t-test was conducted to compare the belief that BWCs would improve 
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police versus citizen behaviour. There was a significant difference found, indicating that 

respondents agreed that BWCs would improve police behaviour (M = 2.59, SD = 1.40) 

significantly more than citizen behaviour (M = 3.03, SD = 1.48); t(229) = -5.563, p < 

.001, d = -.31, 95% CI [-.44, -.18]. This difference was associated with a small effect 

size. 
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Table 2 

Public Attitudes Towards Police Use of BWCs 

Opinion Mean SD 

Officers should be able to control when a body-worn camera records 4.70 1.89 

The use of body-worn cameras by police violates my right to privacy 4.48 1.65 

Body-worn cameras should only record when police are approaching 
a possible incident/potential suspect 

3.82 1.93 

Police should alert people before they record them with a body-worn 
camera 

3.34 1.78 

If police wore body-worn cameras, I would feel safer  3.15 1.45 

Police officers wearing a body-worn camera would improve citizen 
behaviour while on duty 

3.03 1.78 

The use of body-worn cameras by police will increase public trust in 
the police 

3.00 1.41 

Body-worn cameras should be recording at all times when police are 
on duty 

2.80 1.55 

Police officers wearing a body-worn camera would improve officer 
behaviour while on duty 

2.59 1.40 

The use of body-worn cameras by police will reduce false misconduct 
reports against the police by the public 

2.37 1.31 

The use of body-worn cameras by police will make police more 
accountable for any misconduct 

2.29 1.28 

The use of body-worn cameras by police will improve investigations 
by providing much needed evidence (i.e., caught in the act on video) 

2.13 1.11 

Note. SD = standard deviation 
7-point Likert scale where 1 = strongly agree, 4 = neutral, and 7 = strongly disagree. 

 

Table 3 presents results related to when respondents think BWCs should be turned 

off. The majority of respondents felt that BWCs should be turned off when officers are on 

break (66.5%), one third of respondents felt that BWCs should be turned off when 



BWC IN COURT                                                                                                             59 

 

children are present (33.0%), while just under one third felt BWCs should be turned off 

when the public requests the officer not to record them (27.0%). Approximately one 

quarter of respondents felt that BWCs should be turned off when the officers are in a 

person’s residence (25.7%) and slightly less felt that BWCs should be turned off when 

police are interviewing an informant (23.9%). Just over one in five respondents felt 

BWCs should be turned off when police are attending community events, such as a 

parade (21.3%), when police are investigating a sexual assault (20.9%), and when police 

are involved in everyday interactions with the public (20.9%). Only 10.0% of 

respondents felt that BWCs should be turned off when police are investigating a domestic 

dispute. 

 

Table 3 

Public Opinion on When Police Should Not Use BWCs 

Police recordings should be turned off when: Frequency Percent (%) 

Police are on break 153 66.5 

A member of the public requests to not be recorded 76 33.0 

Children are present 62 27.0 

Police are in a person’s residence 59 25.7 

Police are interviewing an informant 55 23.9 

Police are attending community events such as parades 49 21.3 

Police are investigating a sexual assault 48 20.9 

Police are involved in everyday interactions with the public 48 20.9 

Police are investigating a domestic dispute 23 10.0 

Note. Categories are not mutually exclusive; N = 230. 

 



BWC IN COURT                                                                                                             60 

 

When asked how long BWC video recordings should be retained by police 

services, answers varied, as seen in Table 4. The largest proportion of respondents felt 

that video recordings should be retained for 1 year (21.7%). The second largest group of 

respondents felt that video recordings should be retained forever (17.4%). These results 

demonstrate how wide-ranging community responses are regarding video retention.  

 

Table 4 

Public Opinion on Retention Length of BWC Footage by Police Services 

How long video BWC video recordings should be retained 
by police: 

Frequency 

 

Percent % 

Destroyed immediately afterwards 14 6.1 

3 months 28 12.2 

6 months 22 9.6 

1 year 50 21.7 

3 years 32 13.9 

5 years 28 12.2 

10 years 16 7.0 

Forever 40 17.4 

Note. N = 230. 

  

When asked about their willingness to pay higher taxes to ensure local police 

services are equipped with BWCs, answers from respondents varied. The largest number 

of respondents were undecided (neither agreed or disagreed; 25.2%; n = 58). When 

combining the range of responses for agreed and disagreed statements respectively (e.g., 

agree = strongly agree, agree, or somewhat agree), 41.3% agreed that they would pay 

taxes and 33.5% disagreed that they would, indicating that the larger proportion of 
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respondents supported paying higher taxes to ensure their local police services are 

equipped with BWCs. 

Public beliefs and knowledge regarding visual evidence and its limitations. 

Respondents displayed a strong belief that photographic and video evidence represents 

the “truth”. Recalling that lower numbers represent agreement, responses shown in Table 

5 indicate that respondents had a strong tendency towards believing that video evidence 

is infallible (i.e., video recordings tell the truth; M = 2.64, SD = 1.25), and yet 

participants also recognized that video evidence is able to be manipulated (M = 2.63, SD 

= 1.37). In fact, as discussed in Chapter 2, research suggests that video is not a truth tell-

all, as “truth” is interpreted differently by different people and depends on many variables 

such as the angle of the camera, what happened before and after the video (i.e., framing 

of the frame), the predispositions of the viewer, how the video is captioned, who is 

controlling the narration, and more (Butler & Sontag, 2007; Mezey, 2013; Schwartz et al. 

2009). 
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Table 5 

Public Beliefs About Photographic and Video Evidence 

Belief Mean SD 

In court, I would view video evidence of a potential crime presented by the 
prosecution as more credible than video evidence presented by the defence 
(the lawyer representing the accused) 

3.94 1.25 

In court, I would view video evidence of a potential crime introduced by the 
judge to be more credible than video evidence presented by the prosecution or 
the defence 

3.80 1.25 

In court, I would view a video recording from a police officer (via a body-
worn camera) as more credible than a video recording from a bystander (via a 
cell phone or handheld camera) 

3.63 1.43 

Video produced from body-worn cameras is consistently of very high visual 
quality 

3.50 1.20 

A photograph tells the truth by providing an image 3.28 1.53 

A photograph of an incident gives a more accurate account than eyewitness 
testimony of the same incident 

3.12 1.37 

A video recording tells the truth about the recorded event 2.64 1.25 

A video can be altered/manipulated after the video was recorded 2.63 1.37 

A video of an incident gives a more accurate account than eyewitness 
testimony of the same incident 

2.62 1.21 

A photograph can be altered/manipulated after the photo has been taken 2.19 1.26 

Note. SD = standard deviation 
7-point Likert scale where 1 = strongly agree, 4 = neutral, and 7 = strongly disagree. 

 

Responses directly related to knowledge of camera and video limitations 

demonstrate that there are a number of uncertain or blatantly false ideas about video that 

are endorsed by jury-eligible Canadians. As seen in Table 6, the majority of respondents 

chose “don’t know” for all limitation questions, except in two cases where the greatest 

proportion of respondents answered “yes:” (1) “Can a video recorder capture depth 

perception?” (47.4% responded yes) and (2) “Can a video recorder record a scene as fast 

as the human visual system can process that scene?” (49.6% yes). In both of these cases, 
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the answer “yes” is false. Video does not capture depth perception, nor can video cameras 

record a scene as fast as the human visual system can process that scene (Force Science 

Institute, 2010).8  

When examining the yes/no answers, we can see that, overall, the majority of 

respondents answered the questions incorrectly (i.e., they answered yes, when in reality 

the correct answer is no). For example, more respondents believed, than disbelieved, that 

a video camera can pick up subtle threat cues (e.g., the flash of metal in a person’s hand 

that could be a knife or a gun) to the same degree that the human visual system can 

(false). There were only two exceptions to this pattern of results: (1) a slightly greater 

proportion of respondents believed that a camera (photo) cannot capture depth perception 

(no = 29.6% vs. yes = 26.1%) and (2) respondents were evenly split on whether they 

thought a camera could capture a scene in poor lighting better than the human eye (29.1% 

for yes and no).  

In sum, based on the results in Table 6, there are only two cases where more 

respondents answered questions correctly than incorrectly (i.e., in line with the realities 

of what we know about video technology). Even then, the percentages were less than 1/3 

of the total number of respondents. Furthermore, the majority of respondents always 

answered questions incorrectly (“yes”) or indicated that they were unsure of the answer 

(“don’t know”), suggesting that the majority of respondents did not recognize photo and 

video limitations.  

 

                                                 

8 Although there have been recent advancements in surgery and scientific lab settings for specialized 
camera videos to provide depth perception, such technology is not widely available to the general public at 
this time (https://pro.sony/s3/cms-static-content/uploadfile/79/1237492477079.pdf). 
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Table 6 

Public Knowledge About Photo and Video Limitations 

Limitation 
Yes 
(%) 

No 
(%) 

Don’t know 
(%) 

Reality 

Can a camera capture depth 
perception? 

26.1 29.6 44.3 No 

Can a video recorder capture depth 
perception? 

47.4 10.4 42.2 No 

Can a camera capture a scene in 
poor lighting or darkness better 
than the human eye can see? 

29.1 29.1 41.7 Yes 

Can a video recorder record a 
scene in poor lighting or darkness 
better than the human eye can see? 

30.9 24.3 44.8 Yes 

Can a video recorder record a 
scene as fast as the human visual 
system can process that scene? 

49.6 16.5 33.9 No 

Can a video recorder pick up on 
subtle threat cues (for example, 
tensing of a suspect’s body, flash 
of metal), the same as the human 
visual system can? 

33.9 27.4 38.7 No 

 

Perceptions of officer conduct. A number of items were presented to 

respondents, which attempted to capture their views about officer conduct in situations 

that could occur when using BWCs. For example, participants were presented with the 

following scenario: “During an incident where a police officer had to use force on a 

suspect, the officer said they turned on their body-worn camera, but it did not record. If 

you were to hear this explanation in a court case involving allegations of excessive use of 

force by the police officer, would you see the officer as being dishonest?” of the 

participants surveyed, only 18.7% thought the officer would be telling the truth in this 

situation. The majority of respondents believed the officer to be dishonest (48.3%), while 
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33% responded “other”. The “other” responses were varied, including: respondents 

wanted to know if the BWC malfunctioned, respondents wanted information about 

whether the officer had a history of questionable conduct, respondents indicated their 

answers would depend on the context of the situation, etc. 

Interestingly, a shift in public perceptions of officer honesty was observed when 

the nature of the discrepancies (between officer testimony and BWC footage) varied. For 

example, in answering the question of how they would perceive the officer when, “An 

officer testifies in a use of force court case that he was standing beside a bush, but a video 

of the incident shows it was a mailbox”, the largest number of participants responded that 

they would interpret this as the officer being mistaken (57.0%), with only 20% perceiving 

the officer as lying. However, when the error in testimony was arguably more central to 

the issue of use of force, such as, “An officer testifies in a use of force court case that the 

suspect was lunging at him with a bat, but the video shows the suspect was walking with 

a bat”, the largest number of respondents perceived the officer as being dishonest 

(42.2%), with only 23.9% of respondents perceiving the officer as being honestly 

mistaken. Therefore, it would appear that the nature of the discrepancy is critical to how 

individuals perceive these discrepancies.   

General opinions about the police and the criminal justice system. The final 

section of the survey asked respondents about various policing issues and the criminal 

justice system (e.g., their views regarding expert witnesses). When respondents were 

asked if stress in a use of force event can cause problems with respect to an officer’s 

memory of the event, respondents generally agreed (M = 2.77, SD = 1.13). Respondents 

also generally agreed that experts hired by the Defence or Prosecution only report what 
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the side that hired them wants to hear (M = 3.51, SD = 1.35). Similarly, there was general 

agreement that expert witnesses presented by the Defence are only hired guns whose goal 

is to get the accused acquitted even when evidence suggests the defendant is guilty (M = 

3.74, SD = 1.43).   

Differences in opinions about BWC use across demographics. A closer 

examination of responses across demographic variables was conducted. Significant 

results were found across three different demographic categories: ethnicity, sex, and age.  

 Ethnicity. To examine if any of the responses to survey items differed across 

ethnic groups, responses were aggregated by group and Hedges’ g (a measure of effect 

size that is appropriate for comparisons between two groups with uneven sample sizes) 

was calculated.9 Due to the small number of respondents who belonged to ethnic groups 

other than White, these respondents were combined into a non-White group (n = 38) and 

compared to the White group (n = 192).  

Results showed that, overall, there were no significant difference in responses 

based on ethnicity, except for two questions.10 First, for the question, “In court, I would 

view video evidence of a potential crime presented by the prosecution as more credible 

than video evidence presented by the defence (the lawyer representing the accused)” 

there was a significant difference in responses (and a near medium effect size), indicating 

that non-White respondents (M = 3.50; SD = 1.18) were significantly more likely to agree 

with this statement than White respondents (M = 4.03; SD = 1.25) t(74) = -2.81; p = .006, 

g = .43; 95% CI [.08, .78]. Secondly, non-White respondents (M = 4.11; SD = 1.74) were 

                                                 

9 Hedges’ g has the same cut-offs as Cohen’s d: .20 = small effect, .50 = medium effect, .80 = large effect 
(Rosenthal & Rosnow, 1991). 
10 A table containing all the results, including non-significant findings, can be found in Appendix O. Only 
significant results are discussed in the text.  
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significantly more likely, compared to White respondents, to agree that police officers 

should be able to control when a body-worn camera records (M = 4.82; SD = 1.90) t(74) 

= -2.21; p = .006, g = .38; 95% CI [.03, .73]. This finding was associated with a small 

Hedges’ g. 

Three significant differences were found when using chi-square analyses to 

examine the categorical responses to questions between ethnicity groups. Phi (φ) or 

Cramer’s V was calculated, as appropriate, depending on the contingency tables (i.e., φ 

for 2x2 contingency tables, Cramer’s V for larger than 2x2 tables).11 First, when 

presented with the item, “An officer testifies in a use of force court case that he was 

standing beside a bush, but a video of the incident shows it was a mailbox. Would your 

tendency be to view this officer as dishonest, mistaken or not sure?”, the number of 

participants that thought the police officer was dishonest differed significantly by 

ethnicity, χ2(3, N = 230) = 8.48, p = .034, V = .19. Examination of the adjusted 

standardized residuals indicated that more non-White respondents than White 

respondents viewed the officer as dishonest. Second, when asked, “Can a video capture 

depth perception?”, significantly more non-White respondents than White respondents 

believed a video could capture depth perception even though it cannot, χ2(2, N = 230) = 

7.00, p = .026, V = .17. Finally, there was a significant difference, with non-White 

respondents (72.0%) exhibiting higher agreement than White respondents (40.4%) to the 

item stating that BWCs should not record when children are present, χ2(1, N = 230) = 

8.19, p = .004, φ = .25.  

                                                 

11 Cut-offs for φ: .10 = small effect, .30 = medium effect and .50 = a large effect size. For Cramer’s V, cut-
offs depend on the df (Cohen, 1988). A short list of Cramer’s V cut-offs for reference can be found here: 
http://www.real-statistics.com/chi-square-and-f-distributions/effect-size-chi-square/ 
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Sex. When sex differences were examined, only one t-test was found to be 

significant.12 Specifically, female respondents (M = 3.96; SD = 1.35; N = 129) believed 

that expert witnesses for the Defence are only hired guns that are there to help get the 

accused acquitted (even when the evidence suggests they may be guilty) to a lesser 

degree compared to male respondents (M = 3.47; SD = 1.47; N = 101) t(228) = 2.65; p = 

.009, g = -.35, 95% CI [-.61, -.09]. Curiously, there was no significant sex difference for 

the belief about whether experts only report for the side they are hired to testify on behalf 

of (whether it be Defence or Crown).  

Meanwhile, chi-square tests on categorical responses revealed two significant sex 

differences. First, fewer females (45.0%) than males (50.5%) believed (even though it is 

not true) that video provides depth perception, χ2(2, N = 230) = 6.15, p = .046; V = .16. 

Second, females (23.3%) were less likely than males (40.6%) to believe (even though it is 

true) that video can “see” in darkness or low lighting better than the human eye, χ2(2, N = 

230) = 8.12, p = .017, V = .19. 

Age. Regression analyses were conducted to examine if any (continuous) 

responses to items on the survey differed by participant age. A total of six significant 

findings emerged from the analyses.13 First, as age increased, the degree to which 

respondents were concerned about being video recorded while out in public decreased, ß 

= -.03, t(228) = -3.50, p < .001, 95% CI [-.05, -.01]). Age also explained a statistically 

significant (but small) proportion of variance in the likelihood of being concerned with 

being recorded while out in public, R2 = .05, F(1, 228) = 12.27, p = .001. Second, as age 

                                                 

12 A full table of all findings, including non-significant results, can be found in Appendix P. 
13 A full table of all findings, including non-significant results, can be found in Appendix Q. 
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increased, the degree to which respondents were concerned about being video recorded 

by police officers decreased, ß = -.03, t(228) = -2.87, p = .005, 95% CI [-.04, -.01]. Age 

also explained a statistically significant (but small) proportion of variance in the 

likelihood of being concerned with being recorded by police using BWCs, R2 = .04, F(1, 

228) = 8.22, p = .005. 

Third, age predicted how strongly a respondent believed the use of BWCs would 

improve officer behaviour. As age increased, respondents’ belief that the use of BWCs 

would improve officer behaviour decreased, ß = -.01, t(228) = -2.28, p = .023, 95% CI [-

.03, -.00]. Age also explained a significant (but small) proportion of variance in belief 

that the use of BWCs would improve officer behaviour, R2 = .02, F(1, 228) = 5.20, p = 

.023. Of note, no significant relationship was found between age and beliefs that BWCs 

would improve citizen behaviour. Fourth, as age increased, respondents believed more 

strongly that officers should announce if they are recording people, ß = .02, t(228) = 

2.75, p = .007, 95% CI [.01, .04]. Age also explained a statistically significant (but small) 

proportion of variance in the belief that officers should announce if they are recording 

people, R2 = .03, F(1, 228) = 7.54, p = .007.  

Fifth, as age increased, respondents’ belief that BWCs would improve 

investigations decreased, ß = -.01, t(228) = -2.70, p = .007, 95% CI [-.02, -.00]. Age 

explained a statistically significant (but small) proportion of variance in the likelihood to 

believe that BWCs would improve investigations, R2 = .03, F(1, 228) = 7.28, p = .007. 

Finally, the sixth significant finding was that, as age increased, belief that the use of 

BWCs by police violates privacy increased, ß = .03, t(228) = 3.75, p < .001, 95% CI [.01, 

.04]. Age explained a statistically significant (but small) proportion of variance in the 
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likelihood to believe that the use of BWCs by police violates privacy, R2 = .06, F(1, 228) 

= 14.02, p < .00.  

To examine the association between age and categorical responses, nominal 

logistic regression analyses were conducted. The response to two questions were found to 

be statistically significant. First, for the question, “An officer testifies in a use of force 

court case that he was standing beside a bush, but a video of the incident shows it was a 

mailbox. Would your tendency be to view this officer as dishonest or mistaken?”, there 

was a statistically significant, but small effect. The proportion of people responding 

“dishonest” as compared to “not sure” depended on age (Wald = 5.36, b = .04, p = .021). 

The odds ratio (OR) indicates that the odds of responding “dishonest” compared to “not 

sure” increased by 1.04 as age increased by 1 unit. Similarly, the odds of responding 

“mistaken” versus “dishonest” increased by 1.05 as age increased by 1 unit (Wald = 

15.75, b = .05, p < .001).  Curiously, there was no significant relationship between age 

and any responses to the question that related to a central error (i.e., “An officer testifies 

in a use of force court case that the suspect was lunging at him with a bat, but the video 

shows the suspect was walking with a bat. How would you view the officer…?”).  

The other significant finding related to the question, “Can a video capture depth 

perception?” The proportion of people responding “no” as compared to “don’t know” 

depended on age (Wald = 4.77, B = .04, p =.029). The odds of responding “don’t know” 

compared to the correct answer “no” increased by 1.04 as age increased by 1 unit.  

Discussion 

 Study 1 consisted of a survey that was designed to capture the views of Canadian 

respondents towards BWCs and a range of other related issues. More specifically, we 
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were interested in views related to: (1) general opinions about BWC use by police, (2) 

knowledge regarding BWC limitations, (3) perceptions of officer conduct, and (4) 

opinions about various policing issues and the criminal justice system. Below, findings 

related to each of these issues are discussed.  

General opinions. The findings from the survey of Canadian respondents suggest 

that there is general approval for BWC use by police and that the public generally 

believes the use of BWCs will lead to: improved accountability, increased trust in police, 

reduced false reports of misconduct against police, and higher quality police 

investigations by providing better evidence. These findings are in line with previous 

research cited in Chapter 2 that has examined public opinions of police use of BWCs 

(e.g., Crow et al., 2017; Sousa et al., 2015).  

Importantly, the present research suggests that these positive attitudes may even 

translate into citizen behaviour that is supportive of BWC use by the police. For example, 

many people who responded to the current survey indicated that they would be willing to 

pay higher taxes to ensure that the police can adopt BWCs. This finding is consistent with 

other research recently conducted in Canada, which has examined this issue more 

directly. Using regression analysis, Ferrara, Emeno, Ellingwood, Bennell, and Schultheis, 

(2019) found that positive attitudes towards BWCs (e.g., If police wore BWCs I’d feel 

safer) and perceived knowledge of BWC-related issues (e.g., I have read reports about 

BWCs) strongly predict support for paying higher taxes to ensure BWCs can be used by 

the police. 

Retention of BWC footage. While the majority of participants appeared to 

endorse generally positive views of BWC use by the police, there were certainly items 



BWC IN COURT                                                                                                             72 

 

included on the survey that were associated with much higher levels of disagreement 

among respondents. For example, respondents clearly had different views regarding how 

long BWC video footage should be stored. There was no clear majority response to this 

survey item. While it is difficult to know for sure why the respondents had different 

views on this issue, it may be due to the fact that respondents (and the public more 

generally) are unaware of the costs and benefits associated with video storage and 

retention.  

There are definite advantages to long-term retention of video footage, such as 

when cases are appealed in court, but long-term storage and retention also comes at a 

high financial cost. Indeed, storage and retention are by far the highest costs associated 

with BWC use for police services and this appears to be one of the main reasons why 

some police services do not adopt BWCs (Pfeffer, 2016; Valiante, 2019). If participants 

were provided with detailed information regarding storage and retention costs and 

benefits prior to asking them for their opinions on these sorts of issues, their answers may 

have been quite different. Providing additional information about legal and privacy 

considerations may also help the public develop more informed opinions regarding the 

challenges faced by police services when storing and retaining video footage.  

BWC limitations. An important way in which the current survey differs from 

other BWC opinion surveys, relates to the inclusion of questions focused on BWC 

limitations. Generally, responses to these questions suggests that respondents view video 

evidence as infallible (i.e., a video tells the truth). The majority of respondents either 

answered the video limitation questions incorrectly or responded that they did not know 

if the stated information, all of which is supported through research, was true or not. In 
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other words, the majority of survey respondents believed video evidence to be infallible, 

but they were simultaneously unaware (or unclear) on BWC limitations.  

These findings may have serious implications when visual evidence is presented 

in a court of law (and thus, the findings are clearly relevant to Study 2). For example, if 

such evidence is seen as infallible by jurors (or judges) and thought to demonstrate the 

“whole truth”, undue weight may be put on this evidence (e.g., preference will be given 

to the video evidence over other forms of evidence, such as officer testimony), which 

may unduly influence verdict decisions. Furthermore, these findings speak to the 

potential value of bringing expertise into the court room (e.g., through expert witness 

testimony) in cases that include visual evidence such as BWC footage, in order to educate 

the court about these limitations. Despite the obvious reservations that our respondents 

had towards the use of expert witnesses in court, the use of expert witnesses in such cases 

would likely alleviate some of these concerns (at least based on the literature reviewed in 

Chapter 3; e.g., Finkel et al., 1991; Schuller & Hastings, 1996). 

Opinions about police conduct and the criminal justice system. Interestingly, 

not all of the findings emerging from the current survey were positive. Indeed, there are 

some signs that our survey respondents do not fully trust the police. For example, in early 

sections of the survey, responses to items clearly indicated a degree of concern over 

police officers having the autonomy to choose when to record. Similarly, many of our 

respondents indicated that they would not trust a police officer who allegedly used 

excessive force if he/she indicated that they turned their BWC on, but it failed to record 

the incident. 
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Of most relevance to the current study were findings related to how people 

responded to scenarios where discrepancies existed between officer testimony about an 

incident and BWC footage of that incident. While respondents sometimes saw such 

discrepancies as honest mistakes, this was not always the case. In particular, when the 

discrepancies related to central (versus peripheral) discrepancies (i.e., important aspects 

of an incident, such as the way a subject was behaving before force was utilized by the 

responding officer), survey respondents were much more likely to view the officer as 

being dishonest. Such a finding may mean that when such discrepancies surface in the 

court room, jurors may be more likely to find officers charged with excessive force 

guilty.  

Demographic differences in opinions. While generally there were not a lot of 

demographic differences in the way that people responded to the survey, there were some 

potentially important results. Unfortunately, the findings from the survey do not provide a 

clear picture of what the differences actually mean. For example, some of the ethnic 

differences suggested that non-White respondents may be more suspicious of police 

officers, or lack the trust in police that White respondents possess (e.g., non-White 

respondents were more likely to view peripheral discrepancies [between officer testimony 

and BWC footage] as the result of police dishonesty rather than legitimate memory 

errors). This difference might be expected given that it is consistent with other research 

that has examined perceptions of police legitimacy among minority and non-minority 

groups (e.g., Crow et al. 2017). However, in other cases, quite different results emerged. 

For example, it appears that more non-White respondents than White respondents believe 

that police officers should have a choice regarding when they record using their BWCs 
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(i.e., police officers should have a degree of autonomy when it comes to making this 

decision). Why these seemingly contradictory findings exist is unclear at the moment. 

Resolving this matter will likely require more focused research that specifically targets 

this issue (e.g., the use of focus groups to understand why people from various ethnic 

backgrounds endorse the views they do about the police and their use of BWCs). 

Similar things could be said about other demographic differences. For example, 

with respect to age differences, older respondents appear less concerned with being 

recorded by police, potentially suggesting that younger respondents have less trust in the 

police. However, younger respondents were more likely to believe that the use of BWCs 

would improve officer behaviour and police investigations, and they endorse the view 

that it is not as important for officers to announce when they are recording people or 

situations. Again, more focused research is clearly required to get to the bottom of what 

these results actually mean. As discussed in Chapter 3, it is also possible of course that 

these sorts of differences may be due to various biases or predispositions that could be 

measured in future research (and are in Study 2); things like authoritarianism or 

perceptions of police legitimacy, for example.  

Limitations and Future Directions 

There are a number of limitations associated with Study 1 that are worthy of 

further discussion. The first limitation relates to sample size. While the sample size was 

reasonable, additional participants might make the sample more representative of 

Canadians and potentially increase the generalizability of the findings. A larger sample 

would also likely result in a more diverse sample, which would have allowed to conduct 

more rigorous statistical tests of demographic differences. For example, collecting a 
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larger, more diverse sample in the future might eliminate the need to combine non-White 

ethnic groups, which would allow for more fine-grained analyses of ethnic differences.  

The second limitation, which can be attributed to the online nature of the study, is 

that there were no controls in place to reduce interruptions (e.g., phone calls, breaks), 

distractions (e.g., watching TV, conversations), or anything else that might have 

interfered with participants completing the survey carefully. This is a potential problem 

with many online studies. This limitation speaks to the need in future surveys to include 

attention checks in the survey to encourage respondents to focus and take care when 

answering questions.   

A third limitation is that other measures were not included alongside the survey, 

which may have provided us with insights into why respondents endorsed specific views. 

For example, as highlighted in previous chapters, various biases or predispositions (e.g., 

authoritarianism) may impact the attitudes expressed in the survey, and may account for 

some of the demographic differences that were observed in this study. It would likely be 

useful in future survey research to have respondents complete other scales to measure 

these biases and predispositions, such as police legitimacy scales and authoritarianism. 

This would allow researchers to formally examine (e.g., through regression analyses or 

structural equation modelling) how these things influence attitudes towards BWCs, the 

police, and the criminal justice system more generally. 

Finally, like many other studies that rely on surveys (e.g., Adams & Cox, 2008; 

Rossi, Freedman, & Lipsey, 1999), it was not possible to probe respondents to determine 

exactly why they hold the beliefs/attitudes they hold about BWCs (and the other issues 

examined in the survey). In other words, while we now have a better understand of what 
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the sampled Canadians feel about BWCs, we do not fully understand why they hold the 

views they do. As argued above, surveys are probably not the best research tool to use for 

this purpose. The use of focus groups may be better suited to this task, and results from 

such research will significantly contribute to our understanding of public attitudes 

towards the topics examined in Study 1. 

Implications 

Despite these limitations, a lot was learned from Study 1, and there are several 

implications of this research that are important to highlight. One set of implications are 

practical. For example, the results of this survey seem to indicate that, despite some 

concerns, the public generally supports BWC use by the police and sees value in the use 

of this technology. Indeed, consistent with other public opinion surveys, our respondents 

see BWCs as way to improve accountability, increase trust in police, reduce false reports 

of misconduct against police, and enhance the quality of police investigations. A sizable 

group of respondents indicated that they are even willing to pay higher taxes to ensure 

their local police use BWCs. If these findings can be replicated with a larger, more 

diverse sample, they should be considered when Canadian police services are deciding 

whether to adopt BWCs. 

The results also speak to the need for action on a variety of fronts. Some of these 

initiatives can be led by the police. Most obviously, due to the lack of knowledge 

regarding BWC video footage limitations, public education efforts spearheaded by the 

police are urgently required to address these knowledge gaps. This would hopefully 

decrease the probability that video footage will be misinterpreted and it would 

presumably increase (even further) the support for this type of technology. Other action 
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items will fall on people involved in the judicial system. For example, the fact that video 

footage could easily be misinterpreted in court, by a jury or judge, suggests that expert 

testimony related to this type of evidence (including the limitations of video footage) 

would be useful. Indeed, the use of expert testimony might assist jurors in more 

appropriately processing the evidence they are presented with and allow them to make 

more informed verdict decisions. Lawyers and judges need to seriously consider this. 

From a theoretical perspective, the survey results appear to support what is known 

about visual evidence already. For example, consistent with research discussed in 

Chapter 2, our respondents clearly see BWCs as a tool that can produce valuable 

evidence (evidence that can shed light on what occurs during police-public interactions). 

While the survey does not tell us how the respondents would actually respond to BWC 

footage if it were presented as evidence in court, it tells us how they think they would 

respond; and the findings consistently indicate that our respondents think they would put 

a lot of weight on this evidence, seeing it as an objective account of what occurred during 

an encounter (to the point where they would prioritize the footage over other accounts, 

such as testimony provided by officers involved in the incident).  

The survey results presented here also suggest that additional research would be 

useful on a variety of topics. Addressing the various limitations discussed above in future 

survey research should be an obvious priority, as should research designed to establish 

where attitudes towards BWCs come from. It would also be extremely useful to 

determine how the sorts of beliefs/attitudes observed in this type of research manifest in 

court when mock jurors are presented with visual evidence, such as BWC footage of use 

of force events. A first step in this direction is presented in the next chapter, where Study 
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2 is described. As discussed below, the findings from the current survey were essential in 

setting the overall direction of that study, in terms of the general issues that are explored.  

For example, findings from Study 1 suggest the public lacks an understanding of 

BWC limitations. This potentially means that problems could occur when BWC footage 

is introduced as evidence in a court of law. The findings from Study 1 also speak directly 

to the sorts of variables that might be important to manipulate in mock juror studies. For 

instance, given how the respondents to our survey treated instances where officer 

testimony contradicts BWC video footage, it is important to examine this issue by 

manipulating the types of discrepancies that may exist between officer testimony and 

BWC footage, both in terms of their number (few vs. many discrepancies) and their 

nature (peripheral vs. central discrepancies). Likewise, it would be interesting to 

determine if expert testimony might be useful for clarifying issues for jurors when BWC 

evidence is presented (e.g., why there might be discrepancies between officer testimony 

and BWC footage). The fact that individual differences existed in how our survey 

respondents viewed issues related to BWCs also suggests that various measures of 

individual differences could prove critical when studying the role of BWC evidence in 

court. As described in detail in the next chapter, Study 2 empirically examines all of these 

issues. 
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Chapter 5: Mock Juror Perceptions of Body-worn Video Evidence in a Use of Force 

Case (Study 2) 

Study 2 examines how mock jurors handle cases where discrepancies exist 

between a police officer’s account of what occurred in a use of force event and BWC 

footage of that event. More specifically, this study explores how mock jurors are 

impacted by the degree of such discrepancies (few vs. many) and the nature of such 

discrepancies (peripheral vs. central). How expert testimony impacts mock jurors is also 

investigated, specifically when that testimony speaks to the nature of use of force events 

and the likelihood that discrepancies between officer testimony and BWC footage will 

emerge. Finally, Study 2 examines how various predispositions can significantly 

influence a juror’s decision-making, including one’s perceptions of police legitimacy, 

pro-prosecution biases, level of authoritarianism, and need for cognition.  

Hypotheses 

 Several hypotheses, which are based on the models discussed in Chapter 3 and/or 

the research discussed in that chapter, will be tested in Study 2. These include the 

following. 

Hypothesis 1. Discrepancies in Study 2 relate to inconsistencies between what the 

police officer (defendant) says occurred in a lethal use of force event and what the BWC 

footage reveals about the encounter. The degree of discrepancies in Study 2 will vary 

from few discrepancies (2) to many discrepancies (6). It is hypothesised that, when mock 

jurors are exposed to trials with many (vs. few) discrepancies between officer testimony 

and BWC footage of the event, they will: 

(a) be more likely to render verdicts of guilty; 
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(b) assign more severe punishment to the defendant (i.e., officer); 

(c) perceive the defendant (i.e., officer) as less credible; 

(d) perceive the defendant’s (i.e., officer’s) testimony as less persuasive; and 

(e) perceive the BWC footage as more important evidence.  

No two-way or three-way interactions are expected with the other independent variables 

described below (nature of discrepancies or presence of expert testimony).  

Hypothesis 2. The nature of discrepancies in Study 2 will also vary such that the 

discrepancies discussed in Hypothesis 1 either focus on peripheral discrepancies 

(spatially and thematically distant from the action) or central discrepancies (spatially and 

thematically proximal to the action). It is hypothesised that, when mock jurors are 

exposed to trials with central (vs. peripheral) discrepancies between officer testimony and 

BWC footage of the event, they will: 

(a) be more likely to render verdicts of guilty; 

(b) assign more severe punishment to the defendant (i.e., officer); 

(c) perceive the defendant (i.e., officer) as less credible; 

(d) perceive the defendant’s (i.e., officer’s) testimony as less persuasive; and 

(e) perceive the BWC footage as more important evidence.  

No two-way or three-way interactions are expected with the other independent variables 

(degree of discrepancies or presence of expert testimony).  

Hypothesis 3. In Study 2, expert testimony will be either present or absent. When 

present, the expert will speak to the dynamics of use of force encounters and the effect 

that these encounters can have on officers (e.g., discrepancies will likely exist between 

officer testimony and BWC footage given the physiological demands of use of force 
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encounters). It is hypothesised that, when mock jurors are exposed to trials without expert 

testimony (vs. with expert testimony), they will: 

(a) be more likely to render verdicts of guilty; 

(b) assign more severe punishment to the defendant (i.e., officer); 

(c) perceive the defendant (i.e., officer) as less credible; 

(d) perceive the defendant’s (i.e., officer’s) testimony as less persuasive; and 

(e) perceive the BWC footage as more important evidence.  

No two-way or three-way interactions are expected with the other independent variables 

(degree of discrepancies and nature of discrepancies).  

Hypothesis 4. It is hypothesised that mock jurors with negative views of police 

legitimacy (as measured using the general PL scale by Tankebe, Reisig, & Wang, 2016) 

will: 

(a) be more likely to render verdicts of guilty; 

(b) assign more severe punishment to the defendant (i.e., officer); 

(c) perceive the defendant (i.e., officer) as less credible; 

(d) perceive the defendant’s (i.e., officer’s) testimony as less persuasive; and 

(e) perceive the BWC footage as more important evidence.  

No interactions are expected between negative views of PL and the independent variables 

described above. Potential interactions with the other juror characteristics described 

below (pro-prosecution biases, authoritarianism, and NC) will be explored, but no 

hypotheses about these interactions are being proposed.  

Hypothesis 5. It is currently unclear how need for cognition (NC) will relate to a 

mock juror’s likelihood of rendering guilty verdicts and choosing harsher punishments. It 
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is also unclear how NC will relate to ratings of officer credibility and persuasiveness, and 

the importance of the BWC footage. Based on previous research conducted in non-police 

settings, however, it is hypothesised that mock jurors with high NC will be more sensitive 

to the degree and nature of discrepancies. Therefore, it is expected that, when mock 

jurors are higher in NC as measured by the Need for Cognition Short-Form scale 

(NCSF), they will: 

(a) be more likely to render verdicts of guilty; 

(b) assign more severe punishment to the defendant (i.e., officer); 

(c) perceive the defendant (i.e., officer) as less credible; 

(d) perceive the defendant’s (i.e., officer’s) testimony as less persuasive; and 

(e) perceive the BWC footage as more important evidence.  

Potential interactions with other juror characteristics (negative biases towards the police, 

pro-prosecution biases, and authoritarianism) will be explored, but no hypotheses about 

these interactions are being proposed. 

 Hypotheses similar to 4 and 5 were going to be tested for authoritarianism and 

pro-prosecution biases, however psychometric testing of the scales used to measure these 

constructs indicated that they were unreliable in the current study (see below for more 

details). As a result, these scales/constructs were not assessed in the current study. 

Methods 

Pre-pilot study. Prior to conducting a pilot study (to ensure that there were no 

floor or ceiling effects for outcome variables associated with the transcripts) and the main 

study, a pre-pilot study was conducted to determine what constitutes “few” vs. “many” 

discrepancies when considering contradictions between officer testimony and BWC 
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footage. A total of 54 participants responded to a request using Facebook to participate in 

the pre-pilot study. Participants received no reward or monetary benefit for their 

participation. All participants met the criteria of being Canadian citizens, 18 years of age 

or over, and had not committed an indictable offence, in accordance with Canadian jury 

criteria. The sample was primarily female (n = 43; 79.6%) and the mean age of the 

sample was 41.26 years (SD = 14.19). Participants were sent a link to a short Qualtrics 

survey. The survey provided participants with some context (i.e., an officer was involved 

in a use of force incident and discrepancies exist between his testimony about what 

happened and BWC footage of the event). Participants were then asked to indicate how 

many discrepancies they consider minimal, moderate, or many. As indicated in Table 7, 

results of the study indicated that the average number of discrepancies that people 

consider to constitute a minimal number is around 2, a moderate number is around 4, and 

large number is around 6. To increase the saliency of the degree of discrepancy variable 

in the main study, it was decided to only use two categories of discrepancies: “few” (2 

discrepancies) versus “many” (6 discrepancies).   
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Table 7 

Pre-pilot test results regarding what constitutes minimal, moderate, and many 

discrepancies 

 
Type of Discrepancy 

Minimal Moderate Many 

Mean (SD) 1.89 (1.34) 4.19 (2.22) 5.61 (2.60) 

Range 0 - 9 1 - 15 1 - 16 

Note. SD = standard deviation 

 

Pilot study. Prior to conducting the main study, a pilot study was conducted to 

assess the trial transcripts used in Study 2. This pilot study was conducted to ensure there 

were no floor or ceiling effects associated with transcripts (with respect to verdict 

decisions). The mock court transcript that was planned to be used for the main study was 

used, but the transcript had all manipulations removed. That is, the transcript for Study 2 

was used without the inclusion of any discrepancies or expert testimony.   

 For the pilot study, Facebook friends of the researcher were recruited and a link to 

a Qualtrics survey was provided to those individuals who consented to participate (see 

Appendix I). Participants for the pilot study had to meet the criteria of being Canadian 

citizens and 18 years of age or older (i.e., jury eligible), and had not committed an 

indictable offence, in accordance with Canadian jury criteria. Participants were then 

randomly assigned to either the video condition (transcript with BWC footage evidence) 

or the no video condition of the transcript. The participants then read the manipulation-

free version of the transcript for Study 2. After reading the transcript, participants were 
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asked to render a dichotomous verdict (guilty or not guilty). They were then given a 

debriefing form (Appendix N). Participants received no reward or monetary benefit for 

their participation.  

Twenty-two participants completed the survey. The overall verdict split of 

guilty/not guilty was 50%/50%, indicating that the transcript had no pre-existing floor or 

ceiling effects prior to manipulations being introduced. When separated into the video/no 

video conditions, the verdict splits remained within a 40/60 split either direction (guilty 

or not guilty); 42%/58% (video condition) and 60%/40% (no video condition). Given 

this, it was decided that the transcript could be used for the main study.  

Main Study  

Participants. All participants for Study 2 were undergraduate students from 

participant pools at two Ontario universities. Participants were recruited via the SONA 

system at both universities and participation was limited to students who were 18 years of 

age or older, fluent in English, Canadian citizens, and had no prior convictions for 

indictable offences, in accordance with Canadian jury criteria. A total of 2,388 students 

began the study and received course credit for their participation. Out of those, 1,293 

completed the entire study (54.15%). Out of these 1,293 participants, a total of 692 

participants (53.52%) passed all five manipulation and attention check questions and 

were thus retained for the main study. All participants received 0.5% towards their course 

grade. 

The 692 participants in Study 2 ranged in age from 18 to 64 years, and had a 

mean age of 21 years (SD = 5.01). Nine participants did not declare their exact age 

beyond stating they were 18 years of age or older. The sample was predominantly White 
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(65.9%), followed by Black (9.4%), Asian (8.1%), Other (6.8%), Middle-Eastern (5.9%), 

Hispanic (1.4%), Indigenous (1.2%), Prefer Not to Say (.9%), and three undeclared 

(0.4%). The majority of participants were female (66%), with one undeclared (1%), and 

the rest being male (33%). Over a third of participants, the largest proportion, identified 

as having no political affiliation (36.4%), followed by Liberal (29.6%), Conservative 

(14.6%), NDP (13.3%), Green Party (3.8%), Other (1.0%), Bloc Quebecois (.3%), with 

seven undeclared (1.0%).  

Study Design 

Participants in Study 2 were randomly assigned to one of eight conditions in a 2 

(Degree of consistency: few vs. many inconsistency) by 2 (Nature of discrepancy: 

peripheral vs. central) by 2 (Expert testimony: present vs. absent) between-subjects 

factorial design.  

Independent (trial) variables. The first three independent variables listed below 

were manipulated in Study 2.  

Degree of consistency.  Discrepancies in Study 2 refer to inconsistencies between 

the officer’s (defendant’s) testimony about what occurred in the lethal force encounter 

and the BWC footage of that encounter. A total of 6 details were provided by the officer 

within the trial transcript. These details were manipulated so that either few (2) of the 

details were inconsistent with the BWC footage or many (6) of the details were 

inconsistent with the BWC footage. All statements were reviewed by an experienced 

firearms instructor from a Canadian law enforcement agency to ensure that they were 

valid.    



BWC IN COURT                                                                                                             88 

 

Nature of discrepancy. The discrepant details discussed above also varied in 

terms of their nature; they were either peripheral to the case or central to the case. Central 

discrepancies are statements by the officer that contradict what is seen in the BWC 

footage and are of high (legal and/or operational) relevance and thus thematically 

proximal to the issue at trial (e.g., the officer testifies that he heard the suspect say 

something threatening when in fact the BWC footage reveals the suspect did not say a 

word). Peripheral details are statements by the officer that contradict what is seen in the 

BWC footage and are of low (legal and/or operational) relevance that are thematically or 

spatially distal from the issue at trial (e.g., the officer states he saw the suspect talking to 

three people when there were only two people depicted in the BWC footage). All 

statements were reviewed by an experienced firearms instructor from a Canadian law 

enforcement agency to ensure they were valid.    

 Expert testimony. The presence of expert testimony was also examined to 

determine if it had a significant impact on the dependent variables. Expert testimony was 

either present or absent. When present, the expert testified that the discrepancies 

exhibited by the officer in his testimony are feasible considering processing issues that 

can arise during a use of force incident. More specifically, the expert testified to the fact 

that cognitive functions, such as attention and memory, are impaired during high stress 

incidents and can result in memory failures.  

 Other (jurors) variables.  A number of other juror variables were included for 

the analyses and are described below. 
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Demographic characteristics. Age, sex, political affiliation, and ethnicity data 

were collected for the purpose of examining if any relationships exist between mock juror 

demographics and any of the dependent variables.  

 Police legitimacy. To measure police legitimacy, the PL scale developed by 

Tankebe et al. (2016) was used, as previously discussed. This scale contains 16-items on 

a 4-point Likert scale with higher scores demonstrating greater levels of perceived PL. 

The scale contains four sub-scales: police lawfulness, distributive fairness, procedural 

fairness, and effectiveness. Example items include: “When police deal with people, they 

always behave according to the law” (police lawfulness), “The police ensure that citizens 

receive the outcome they deserve under the law” (distributive fairness), “The police treat 

citizens with respect” (procedural fairness), and “There are not many instances of crime 

in my neighborhood” (effectiveness). 

The scale was originally validated across two different samples in the US and 

Ghana. That research confirmed the expected four-factor structure with items loading on 

the predicted factors. Additionally, good to acceptable internal consistency was found 

within the US and Ghana samples, respectively. The Cronbach alphas for the subscales 

were: .76 for the US and .57 for Ghana for lawfulness, .87 for the US and .80 for Ghana 

for procedural fairness, .73 for the US and .69 for Ghana for distributive fairness, and .62 

for US and .69 for Ghana for effectiveness. No alpha scores for the overall PL scale were 

provided. Importantly, recent research has provided similar support for the four-factor PL 

scale with a Canadian sample (Ewanation, Bennell, Blaskovits, & Baldwin, 2019). For 

the list of items forming the PL scale, please refer to Appendix E. 
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 Pro-prosecution bias. While different measures have been created to assess pro-

prosecution biases, one commonly used measure that will be used in the current study is 

the Juror Bias Scale (JBS; Kassin & Wrightsman, 1983). The JBS is a 22-item scale that 

measures whether a person favours the prosecution or the defence by assessing an 

individual’s pretrial predispositions. The measure is divided into two sub-scales. The first 

scale assesses the probability of commission (PC). This refers to the likelihood a person 

(the juror) is predisposed towards convicting a defendant and captures pro-prosecution 

biases. The PC sub-scale includes statements like “A suspect who runs from the police 

most probably committed the crime”. The other sub-scale, reasonable doubt (RD), 

assesses the extent to which an individual perceives the burden of proving guilt as lying 

with the prosecution; it is intended to capture pro-defence biases (Devine & Caughlin, 

2014). The RD sub-scale includes statements such as “Too many innocent people are 

wrongfully imprisoned.” High scores on the JBS indicate a pro-prosecution or PC bias, 

while low scores suggest a pro-defence or RD bias.  

The JBS is well validated and is commonly used to assess juror biases. More 

specifically, research suggests that the overall Cronbach’s alpha score for the JBS ranges 

from .67 to .81 (Kassin & Wrightsman, 1983). For a list of the items in the JBS, please 

refer to Appendix F.  

 Authoritarianism. As previously defined, authoritarianism is a personality trait 

wherein the individual values conservative norms, favours punishment, and endorses the 

use of force by the established ruling party to keep order and enforce those norms. The 

Revised Legal Authoritarianism Questionnaire (RLAQ23; Kravitz et al., 1993) was used 

to measure authoritarianism in Study 2. The RLAQ23 is a 23-item questionnaire. The 
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items on the RLAQ23 were taken from the longer, original 30-item LAQ, where 

participants indicate their level of agreement using 6-point response scales. The RLAQ23 

is made up of three subscales: the authoritarianism sub-scale captures how right-wing an 

individual is, how much they endorse authority, and how punitive they are; the anti-

authoritarianism sub-scale assesses how left-wing an individual is, how much they reject 

authority in general, and how much an individual places blame for antisocial acts on the 

existing authority (e.g., the government); and the equalitarian sub-scale measures to what 

extent an individual is traditional, yet liberal, and expresses attitudes that are non-

extremist (Kravitz et al., 1993).  

Research has demonstrated that the overall alpha scores associated with the 

RLAQ23 are reasonable (ranging from .63 to .83). The alpha scores for the 

authoritarianism, anti-authoritarianism, and equalitarian sub-scales have been found to 

range from .48 to .75, .58 to .73, and .62 to .65, respectively (Kravitz et al., 1993; 

Lundrigan et al., 2013; White & Knowles, 2013). For a list of the items in the RLAQ23, 

please refer to Appendix G.  

 Need for cognition. To measure participants’ tendency to engage in effortful 

cognitive activity, the Need for Cognition Short-Form (NCSF; Cacioppo, Petty, & Kao, 

1984) was used. The NCSF is a shorter version of the original Need for Cognition Scale 

(NCS; Cacioppo & Petty, 1982). The NCSF is an 18-item scale that measures the 

“tendency to engage in and enjoy effortful cognitive activity” (Cacioppo, Petty, Feinstein, 

& Jarvis, 1996, p. 197). Items are measured using 5-point scales where participants rate 

items as being “extremely characteristic” (1) to “extremely uncharacteristic” (5). 

Previous research has validated the NCSF (alpha scores range from .74 to .91; Berzonski 
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& Sullivan, 1992; Cacioppo et al., 1996; Verplanken, Hazenberg, & Palenewen, 1992). 

The full list of items included in the NCSF can be seen in Appendix H. 

Dependent variables.  The main study focuses on the following dependent 

variables.  

Verdict outcome. This variable was measured dichotomously (guilty vs. not 

guilty). 

Punishment severity. Participants were also asked to rate the degree of 

punishment they felt the defendant should be sentenced to, ranging from 0 for no 

punishment to 10 for maximum punishment (25-year sentence).   

Credibility. Credibility is defined as “the quality of being trusted and believed 

in”.14 Therefore, credibility is similar to believability. The credibility of the defendant 

was rated using a 7-point scale (1 = “not credible at all” to 7 “extremely credible”).  

 Persuasiveness. The people who are, in Devine’s (2012) words, ‘actors’ in the 

trial (e.g., attorneys, witnesses, experts) can influence the outcomes of a trial. Persuasion 

is defined as “human communication that is designed to influence others by modifying 

their beliefs, values, or attitudes” (Simons, 1976, p. 21). Ratings of persuasiveness of the 

defendant was measured using a 7-point scale (1 = “not persuasive at all” to 7 = “very 

persuasive”).  

Importance of BWC evidence. To determine the degree to which participants 

deem the BWC footage to be significant to their verdict, participants were asked to rate 

on a 7-point scale how important (1 = “not important at all” to 7 “extremely important”) 

the evidence was to their verdict.   

                                                 

14 https://www.google.ca/#q=definition+credibility 



BWC IN COURT                                                                                                             93 

 

Preparation of transcript and BWC footage. The pilot-tested transcript 

(described in more detail below) that was used in Study 2 (including the BWC footage 

included as part of it) was based on an actual incident captured by an officer’s BWC (the 

Roy shooting).15 However, the people and the setting were given pseudonyms. In the 

original incident, an officer was called as backup for another officer who approached a 

subject who was suspected of being an armed man at a gas station convenience store. 

When questioned, the man flashed a gun. The two officers demanded he stop and let 

them approach him, at which point the man turned and ran. The first officer ran after the 

subject and he and the subject fought over the subject’s gun. When the first officer was 

clear, the second officer shot the subject. The first officer had managed to get the gun 

from the subject and shot him approximately two times. The second officer shot a total of 

15 times. The subject died of his injuries. This event is an ideal scenario for the mock 

transcripts and video footage because it presents a very fast-moving scenario, requiring 

split-second decision-making on the part of the officers in a potentially lethal incident. 

Body-worn footage of the incident was also available and given the fast-paced 

interaction, discrepancies between the officers’ testimony and the BWC footage of the 

event would be expected.  

The above scenario, including the BWC footage, was embedded within a mock 

court transcript. The transcript begins with opening remarks from the judge. The 

transcript then proceeds to the presentation of the case by the Crown and the Defence 

where participants were presented with the study manipulations. The transcript closes 

with the judge’s instructions for how the mock jurors should consider the case when 

                                                 

15 https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=O_PLtuMECe8 
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rendering a verdict. More specifically, Study 2 was based on eight versions of the 

transcript, with each version differing depending upon the condition the participant was 

randomly assigned to. As indicated above, the conditions varied depending on the degree 

of consistency between the police officer’s testimony and the BWC footage (few vs. 

many), the nature of the discrepancies (peripheral vs. central), and whether expert 

testimony is present or not (to explain the discrepancies). For the full transcript for Study 

2, please refer to Appendix K (note that the transcript included in Appendix K provides 

all variations of the manipulations and will never be seen by participants; instead, the 

participants received a transcript with 2 peripheral, 2 central, 6 peripheral, or 6 central 

discrepancies).  

Procedure  

 Potential participants in Study 2 were directed to an online Qualtrics survey.16 

Upon clicking the study URL, participants were asked to read an informed consent form 

that provided them with all of the essential details regarding their participation (see 

Appendix J). Those who agreed to participate then proceeded to the inclusion criteria 

questions (i.e., “Are you 18 years of age?” and “Are you a Canadian citizen?”; see 

Appendix B). Eligible participants were directed towards the online study.  

Participants were first presented with a demographics questionnaire (the same 

questionnaire that was used in Study 1; see Appendix B). Upon completion of the 

demographic questionnaire, participants were directed to read a randomly assigned 

transcript. As discussed above, the trial transcripts describe a use of force encounter 

                                                 

16 An abundance of research suggests that online jury studies produce results that are comparable to 
findings that emerge when conducting jury studies in the lab (e.g., Birnbaum, 2000; Buchanan & Smith, 
1999; Riva, Teruzzi, & Anolli, 2003). 
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between a police officer and a civilian, which resulted in the death of the civilian. More 

specifically, the participants read one of eight transcripts: (1) few 

discrepancies/peripheral discrepancies/no expert testimony, (2) few 

discrepancies/peripheral discrepancies/with expert testimony, (3)few 

discrepancies/central discrepancies/no expert testimony, (4) few discrepancies/central 

discrepancies/with expert testimony, (5) many discrepancies/peripheral discrepancies/no 

expert testimony, (6) many discrepancies/peripheral discrepancies/with expert testimony, 

(7) many discrepancies/central discrepancies/no expert testimony, and (8) many 

discrepancies/central discrepancies/with expert testimony.  

After participants read their transcript, they filled out a questionnaire to give their 

dichotomous verdict, punishment severity rating, credibility and persuasiveness ratings, 

and importance of BWC evidence rating (see Appendix M for questionnaire). To enhance 

the validity of the study results, manipulation checks were embedded in the transcript 

questionnaire. These manipulation checks included five multiple-choice questions 

regarding details of the trial (to ensure the participants were paying attention to and 

understanding the material; see Appendix L for examples of the manipulation checks). If 

participants did not answer the manipulation check questions correctly, they were 

excluded from the study.  

After the transcript questionnaire, each participant in Study 2 completed the PL 

scale, the JBS, the RALQ23, and the NCSF, in random order to control for potential 

order effects. These questionnaires were provided at the end of the study to ensure they 

did not prime or bias the participant prior to reading the transcript and answering the 

questions regarding the trial.  
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After these questionnaires were completed, participants were given a debriefing 

form (see Appendix N). This form reiterated the purpose of the study, discussed its 

importance, provided the participant with additional material they could read if they were 

interested in learning more about the issues examined in the study, and provided contact 

details for the researchers involved with the study and the Chair of the ethics committee. 

The entire session took approximately 45 minutes.  

Results 

 The first set of results presented below relate to analyses examining the 

demographic characteristics of the sample and their relationship to the dependent 

variables being studied in Study 2 (verdict, punishment severity, defendant credibility, 

defendant persuasiveness, and importance of BWC evidence). Following this, the 

reliability of the various scales that were provided to participants were examined. For the 

remainder of the Results section, the main analyses are presented, which examined the 

impact of key manipulations (degree of discrepancies, nature of discrepancies, and 

availability of expert testimony) on the full range of dependent variables. Finally, 

analyses are presented that examine the relationships between the PL and NCSF scales 

and these same dependent variables (as described below, the RLAQ23 and JBS were not 

examined due to their psychometrics properties).  

Analyses of demographic characteristics. Exploratory analyses were conducted 

to examine how the demographic characteristics of the participants related to the 

dependent variables (e.g., verdict, severity of punishment, credibility and persuasiveness 

of the defendant, and importance of BWC evidence). These analyses showed that no 
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relationship existed between any demographic feature and the outcome variables, with a 

few exceptions.  

A significant negative relationship between age and severity of punishment was 

found, such that younger participants provided harsher punishment, r = -.13, p = .005. In 

addition, a significant relationship was also found between sex and verdict, such that 

females were more likely to give guilty verdicts, φ = .24, p <.001.  

Given these results, to make sure that no demographic differences existed 

between conditions (to ensure that the demographic characteristics of the participants, 

rather than the manipulated variables, would not explain any between-condition 

differences), analyses were conducted. Statistical testing revealed no demographic 

differences across any of the conditions.   

Reliability analyses. Reliability analyses for each scale (i.e., RLAQ23, JBS, PL, 

NCSF) were conducted to determine if the scales met specific psychometric criteria (i.e., 

internal consistency scores of ≥ .70; Kline, 1999) that would allow them to be included in 

further analyses. The PL and NCSF were both associated with acceptable internal 

consistency scores (Cronbach alphas of .90 and .87, respectively; Kaplan & Saccuzzo, 

1982; Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994). The subscales of the PL scale were also found to be 

reasonably reliable:  = .74 for lawfulness,  = .90 for procedural fairness, = .79 for 

distributive fairness, and  = .72 for effectiveness. 

However, the RLAQ23 and JBS were both associated with poor to bad reliability 

(Cronbach alphas of .63 and .13, respectively). Sub-scales for the RLAQ23 and JBS were 

examined to determine if they could be retained for future analyses. However, the alpha 

scores for the sub-scales were also below the acceptable .70 cut-off (i.e., RLAQ23 
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authoritarianism  = 50, anti-authoritarianism  = .44, equalitarianism  = .45; JBS 

pro-culpability  = .50, reasonable doubt  = .12). Due to the low reliability scores 

associated with the RLAQ23 and JBS, and their sub-scales, these scales were not 

included in the main analyses. Only the PL scale and NCSF were retained. 

 Effects of independent variables on verdict. To test hypotheses 1(a), 2(a), and 

3(a), that more guilty verdicts would be rendered when mock jurors are presented with 

officer testimony characterized by many discrepancies (versus few), central discrepancies 

(versus peripheral), and no expert testimony (versus expert testimony), a hierarchical 

logistic regression analysis was conducted (see Table 8). More specifically, these 

hypotheses were tested by including each of the three independent variables in the first 

step of the analysis. This step appeared to fit the data well, as demonstrated by a 

significant chi-square (p = .005) and a statistically non-significant Hosmer and 

Lemeshow Test (p = .745).  

As can be seen by the results provided in Table 8, the degree and nature of 

discrepancies did not significantly impact verdicts in the first step of the analysis, 

contrary to hypothesis 1(a) and 2(a). However, there was a significant effect found for 

expert testimony, which supports hypothesis 3(a). As indicated in Table 8, the odds of 

responding “guilty” compared to “not guilty” decreased by 46% (OR = .54) when the 

participants were exposed to expert testimony that discussed how stress in use of force 

situations can impact an officer’s memory.  

It was also explored whether any of the two-way or three-way interactions 

between these variables were significant by including two-way interactions in step 2 of a 
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hierarchical regression model, and the three-way interaction in step 3. None of these 

interactions were found to be significant.  

 

Table 8 

Predicting effects of degree of discrepancy, nature of discrepancy and presence of expert 

testimony on verdict — summary of logistic regression analysis 

Predictor Wald b p OR 95% CI 

Step 1      

Degree of discrepancy .00 -.00 .990 1.00 .71, 1.40 

Nature of discrepancy .07 -.05 .789 .96 .68, 1.34 

Expert testimony 12.36 -.61 .000 .541 .38, 1.41 

Step 2      

Degree x Nature  .89 -.33 .347 .72 .36, 1.43 

Degree x Expert  .23 .17 .632 1.18 .60, 2.35 

Nature x Expert  2.24 .53 .135 1.69 .85, 3.37 

Step 3      

Degree x Nature x Expert .90 -.44 .342 .64 .26, 1.60 

Note. b = regression coefficient, p = probability, OR = odds ratio, CI = confidence 
interval 
 

To examine the main effect of expertise in more detail, Table 9 displays the 

frequency and percentage of verdicts across conditions for the 692 responses. The results 

in this table reveal that, regardless of condition, there are notably more guilty verdicts 

than not guilty verdicts. Furthermore, and consistent with the results in Table 8, when 
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expert testimony is absent, there is an increase in the number of guilty verdicts, and a 

decrease in the number of not guilty verdicts, across all conditions. This suggests that the 

presence of expert testimony has an influence on jury decision-making in this study, 

regardless of whether participants are presented with few or many discrepancies between 

officer testimony and BWC footage, or discrepancies that are peripheral or central.  

 

Table 9 

Frequency and percentage of verdict decisions (by condition) 

Condition 
Expert 

Witness 

Verdict 

Guilty n (%) Not Guilty n (%) 

Few discrepancies/peripheral discrepancies  
Present 54 (63.5%) 31 (36.5%) 

Absent 66 (80.5%) 16 (19.5%) 

Few discrepancies/central discrepancies 
Present 63 (72.4%) 24 (27.6%) 

Absent 74 (76.3%) 23 (23.7%) 

Many discrepancies/peripheral discrepancies 
Present 50 (66.7%) 25 (33.3%) 

Absent 79 (83.2%) 16 (16.8%) 

Many discrepancies/central discrepancies 
Present 60 (65.9%) 31 (34.1%) 

Absent 61 (76.3%) 19 (23.8%) 

  

Effects of conditions on other trial variables. The following section examines 

hypotheses 1 (b) to (e), 2 (b) to (e), and 3 (b) to (e) using a series of hierarchical linear 

regressions. More specifically, it was examined whether a greater number of 

discrepancies (degree), central discrepancies (nature), and the absence of expert 
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testimony (expert) result in harsher punishment ratings, decreased perceptions of 

defendant credibility and persuasiveness, and greater importance being placed on BWC 

video as evidence.  

 Severity of punishment. With respect to punishment severity, the model fit in step 

1 was non-significant, F (3, 500) = 1.20, p = .308, R2 = .01, indicating that the model was 

a bad fit. None of the independent variables significantly impacted punishment severity. 

More specifically, the degree of the discrepancies (b = .27, p = .167) and the nature of the 

discrepancies (b = .11, p = .573) did not significantly predict harsher punishment, nor did 

the presence of expert testimony (b = -.24, p = .220). Thus, hypotheses 1(b), 2(b), and 

3(b) were not supported in this study. It was also explored whether any of the two-way or 

three-way interactions between these variables were significant by including these 

interactions in steps 2 and 3 of a hierarchical regression model, respectively. None of 

these interactions were found to be significant.  

Credibility of the defendant. A similar regression analysis was run to examine the 

impact of the independent variables on ratings of defendant credibility. The model fit was 

significant at step 1, F (3, 689) = 5.79, p = .001, R2 = .03, indicating that the model was a 

good fit with the data despite the R2 being low. Surprisingly, results indicated that a 

higher number of discrepancies predicted increased defendant credibility ratings (b = .27, 

p = .013), contrary to hypothesis 1(c). Also contrary to hypothesis 2(c), central 

discrepancies did not result in decreased ratings of defendant credibility (b = .02, p = 

.860). The only hypothesis that was supported in this section was hypothesis 3(c). As 

expected, the presence of expert testimony did predict higher ratings of defendant 

credibility (b = .36, p =.001). It was also explored whether any of the two-way or three-
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way interactions between these variables were significant by including these interactions 

in steps 2 and 3 of a hierarchical regression model, respectively. None of these 

interactions were found to be significant.  

As seen in Table 10, a descriptive analysis conducted to examine ratings of 

defendant credibility in more detail shows that the defendant was viewed as less credible 

when a high number of discrepancies existed between the defendant’s testimony and 

BWC footage of the use of force incident (M = 3.69, SD = 1.42) compared to when only 

a few discrepancies exist (M = 3.43, SD = 1.48; means and standard deviations are 

collapsed across conditions). Defendant credibility ratings were also higher when 

participants were exposed to expert testimony (M = 3.78, SD = 1.39) compared to when 

they were not (M = 3.38, SD = 1.43; means and standard deviations are collapsed across 

conditions).  
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Table 10 

Credibility ratings of defendant by condition 

Condition 
Expert 

Witness 

Credibility 

Mean SD 

Few discrepancies/peripheral discrepancies 
Present 3.69 1.28 

Absent 3.14 1.40 

Few discrepancies/central discrepancies 
Present 3.64 1.48 

Absent 3.25 1.44 

Many discrepancies/peripheral discrepancies 
Present 3.72 1.36 

Absent 3.63 1.43 

Many discrepancies/central discrepancies 
Present 3.89 1.44 

Absent 3.51 1.44 

Note. SD = standard deviation 

 

Persuasiveness of the defendant. Next, regression analysis was run to examine 

the impact of degree of discrepancies, nature of discrepancies, and expert testimony on 

ratings of defendant persuasiveness. The model fit was significant at step 1, F (3, 685) = 

4.39, p = .005, R2 = .02, indicating the model was a good fit with the data despite the R2 

being low. There was one significant result. The presence of expert testimony was 

associated with higher ratings of defendant persuasiveness to a statistically significant 

degree (b = .38, p < .001), thus supporting hypothesis 3(d). Contrary to hypotheses 1(d) 

and 2(d), neither the degree nor the nature of discrepancies significantly predicted ratings 

of defendant persuasiveness (b = .04, p = .716 and b = -.07, p = .515, respectively). It was 
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also explored whether any of the two-way or three-way interactions between these 

variables were significant by including these interactions in steps 2 and 3 of a hierarchical 

regression model, respectively. None of these interactions were found to be significant.  

As seen in Table 11, a descriptive analysis conducted to examine ratings of 

defendant persuasiveness shows that the defendant was viewed as less persuasive when 

expert testimony was not presented to participants (M = 3.42, SD = 1.41) compared to 

when expert testimony was presented (M = 3.82, SD = 1.39; means and standard 

deviations are collapsed across conditions). 

 

Table 11 

Persuasiveness ratings of defendant by condition 

Condition 
Expert  

Witness  

Persuasiveness 

Mean SD 

Few discrepancies/peripheral discrepancies  
Present 3.81 1.47 

Absent 3.26 1.40 

Few discrepancies/central discrepancies 
Present 3.90 1.41 

Absent 3.44 1.44 

Many discrepancies/peripheral discrepancies 
Present 3.84 1.32 

Absent 3.70 1.37 

Many discrepancies/central discrepancies 
Present 3.71 1.34 

Absent 3.29 1.41 

Note. SD = standard deviation 
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Importance of BWC footage. Finally, regarding ratings of how important the 

BWC footage was as evidence, the model fit was non-significant at step 1, F (3, 686) = 

.90, p = .442, R2 = .00. The results of the regression analysis revealed that no significant 

main effect was found for the degree of discrepancies (b = -.05, p = .564), the nature of 

the discrepancies (b = .14, p = .129), or the presence of expert testimony (b = -.01, p 

=.884). Thus, hypotheses 1(e), 2(e), and 3(e) were not supported in this study. It was also 

explored whether any of the two-way or three-way interactions between these variables 

were significant by including these interactions in steps 2 and 3 of a hierarchical 

regression model, respectively. None of these interactions were found to be significant. 

 Police legitimacy and need for cognition. A series of regression analyses were 

run in order to investigate hypotheses 4 and 5 regarding the significance of the PL and 

NCSF scales for predicting verdict (hypotheses 4[a] and 5[a]), severity of punishment 

(hypothesis 4[b] and 5[b]), defendant credibility (hypothesis 4[c] and 5[c]), defendant 

persuasiveness (hypothesis 4[d] and 5[d]), and the importance of BWC evidence when 

rendering a verdict (hypothesis 4[e] and 5[e]).  

 Verdict. Results of a logistic regression analysis indicated that PL significantly 

predicted verdict. More specifically, in line with hypothesis 4(a), lower scores on the PL 

were associated with an increased number of guilty verdicts (Wald = 47.23, B = -.74, p 

<.001, OR = .48). In contrast, hypothesis 5(a) was not supported as the analysis showed 

that lower scores on the NCSF were associated with an increase in guilty verdicts (Wald 

= 4.90, B = -.02, p =.026, OR = .98). 

 Continuous trial variables. Table 12 presents the results from regression analyses 

that examined the ability of PL and NC to predict continuous trial variables, including 
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severity of punishment, credibility and persuasiveness of the defendant, and the 

importance of BWC evidence in rendering verdict. Each variable is discussed briefly 

below. 

 

Table 12 

Summary of regression analyses for PL and NC on continuous trial outcome variables 

Outcome Scale b bSE B p R2 95%CI 

Punishment 
PL -.61 .10 -.28 <.001 .08 -.81, -.42 

NC -.13 .10 -.06 .198 <.01 -.32, .07 

        
Defendant 

credibility  

PL .53 .05 .38 <.001 .14 .43, .63 

NC .07 .06 .05 .200 <.01 -.04, .18 

        
Defendant 

persuasiveness 

PL .41 .05 .29 <.001 .09 .30, .51 

NC -.07 .06 -.05 .208 .05 -.18, .04 

        
Importance of 

BWC 

PL -.03 .05 -.03 .486 <.01 -.13, .06 

NC .08 .05 .06 .109 <.01 -.02, 17 

Note. b = regression coefficient, bSE = regression standard error, B = standardized 
coefficient, p = probability, R2 = coefficient of determination, 95% CI = confidence 
interval 
 

 Punishment severity. As seen in Table 12, results of the regression analysis 

indicate that PL had a negative relationship with severity of punishment, confirming 

hypothesis 4(b) that when perceptions of PL decrease, the severity of punishment given 

to the defendant (a police officer) by mock jurors increases. In contrast, NC was not 
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significantly associated with punishment severity (p = .198). Thus, hypothesis 5(b) was 

not supported.  

Defendant credibility. Results shown in Table 12 indicate that hypothesis 4(c) was 

supported, since higher PL scores were significantly associated with higher defendant 

credibility ratings (p < .001). Contrary to hypothesis 5(c), however, no statistically 

significant relationship was found between NC and ratings of defendant credibility (p = 

.200).  

Defendant persuasiveness. As seen in Table 12, results indicate that hypothesis 

4(d) was supported since higher PL scores were significantly associated with higher 

defendant persuasiveness ratings (p < .001). There was no statistically significant 

relationship found between NC and defendant persuasiveness ratings (p = .208). 

Therefore, hypothesis 5(d) was not supported.  

Importance of BWC footage. Finally, analyses were conducted to determine if 

higher PL and NCSF scores resulted in increased ratings of the importance assigned to 

BWC evidence. The results shown in Table 12 indicate non-significant results for both 

PL (p = .486) and NC (p = .109). Thus, hypotheses 4(e) and 5(e) were not supported in 

this study. 

 Exploration of possible interactions. Additional analyses were run to explore if 

there were any significant interactions between PL and NCSF and the outcome variables 

described above. No significant interactions were found for any of the outcome variables.  

Additional exploratory analyses of the PL scale. Due to the significant findings 

related to the PL scale, further examination was conducted with the four PL sub-scales. A 

full description of the results for the PL sub-scales can be found in Appendix R. The 
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procedural fairness sub-scale significantly predicted verdict, defendant credibility, and 

defendant persuasiveness. More specifically, as perceptions of procedural fairness 

decreased, the odds of the verdict being guilty increased (b = -.40, p = .016, OR = .76), 

while increases in perceptions of procedural fairness resulted in more favourable ratings 

of defendant credibility (b = .22, p = .011) and defendant persuasiveness (b = .24, p = 

.008). Ratings on the police lawfulness sub-scale significantly predicted, severity of 

punishment and defendant credibility. In this case, the less police were seen as lawful, the 

odds of the verdict being guilty increased (b = -.35, p = .015, OR = .70),  the greater the 

severity of punishment requested by the participants (b = -.40, p = .004), while increased 

perceptions of lawfulness resulted in more favourable ratings of defendant credibility (b = 

.18, p = .017). Finally, ratings on the distributiveness fairness sub-scale predicted 

defendant credibility; higher scores on this subscale were associated with more 

favourable ratings of defendant credibility (b = .22, p = .003). No other significant 

relationships were found.  

Discussion 

 This study set out to build on the results of Study 1 by examining how BWC 

footage would be treated when presented as evidence in a mock court case involving 

allegations of excessive use of force by a police officer, especially when that footage 

contradicts the testimony of the officer involved in the incident. Particularly of interest 

was how a variety of trial outcome variables, including verdict decisions, severity of 

punishment, defendant credibility and persuasiveness ratings, and the importance placed 

on the BWC footage evidence were influenced by three variables: the degree of 

discrepancies between officer testimony and the BWC footage (few vs. many), the nature 
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of those discrepancies (peripheral vs. central), and whether expert testimony was 

presented, to provide participants with a better understanding of use of force dynamics 

(especially the impact that stress can have on memory). 

Verdict decisions. The main analyses revealed that only expert testimony was 

significant in predicting verdict. In this case, when expert testimony was presented to 

participants, they were less likely to render guilty verdicts. Presumably, this is because 

participants exposed to the expert testimony had a better understanding of use of force 

dynamics and perceived the discrepancies between the defendant’s testimony and the 

BWC footage as a result of valid memory errors rather than an attempt by the police 

officer to deceive the jury. This appears to be the first study to examine the impact of 

expert testimony specifically in the context of a trial dealing with a police officer who 

allegedly used excessive force. Thus, the novel finding in this study is that expert 

testimony related to the impact of stress on police officers during use of force encounters 

can potentially result in decreased guilty verdicts.  

This finding is consistent with previous jury studies (e.g., Neitzel et al., 1999) and 

the models of jury and juror decision-making discussed in Chapter 3, in that both models 

predict that expert testimony can impact a juror’s verdict (and perceptions of defendant 

credibility, which in this case may have impacted verdict decisions). Indeed, in line with 

the Story Model (Pennington & Hastie, 1986), expert testimony in the current study may 

have created a plausible alternative to the prosecution’s story, thereby impacting the 

uniqueness of that story. More specifically, rather than overreacting to the incident, the 

expert may have educated participants that the officer involved in the trial was exposed to 

lethal threat and severe stress that impacted recall. Plausibility and uniqueness are both 
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components of the principle of coherence in the Story Model. Similarly, in Devine’s 

Director’s Cut of Juror Decision-making (Devine, 2012), the expert testimony included in 

this study may have provided extenuation to the story because the expert testimony 

impacted the scope, credibility, and singularity of the prosecution’s film ‘cut’. By doing 

so, the extenuation might have provided an alternative ‘cut’ to the Crown’s story by 

introducing evidence through the form of the expert testimony that expanded (i.e., 

extenuated) the story to make the defendant’s culpability less certain (similar to the 

concepts of plausibility and uniqueness of the Story Model).  

It is not entirely clear why the other hypotheses related to verdict were not 

significant. This result was especially surprising given: (1) how these variables are 

expected to impact verdicts (based on the models described in Chapter 3), and (2) the 

results of Study 1. Consider the hypothesis that central discrepancies would be associated 

with more guilty verdicts than peripheral discrepancies. Theoretically, this variable 

should impact the credibility of the defendant, thus creating consistency with the Crown’s 

story (Devine, 2012; Pennington & Hastie, 1986), and result in more guilty verdicts. This 

finding would also be expected based on the Study 1 survey results, which revealed that, 

when discrepancies were central in nature, people tend to consider these errors to be a 

sign of officer dishonesty, rather than simple mistakes or memory failures (which was the 

case for peripheral discrepancies).  

           The lack of significant results may be related to the specific way in which this 

variable (and the degree of discrepancies variable) was manipulated. Perhaps the 

manipulation was not salient enough within the trial transcript, which may have been 

considered too long by participants. It may be that manipulations of discrepancies (in 
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terms of their degree and nature) have to be much more extreme (or made salient in some 

other way) for these variables to be noticed by participants and have their expected 

impact. One way to address this in future research would be to have the Crown 

emphasize this variable in the trial transcript more. This not only has the potential to 

make the discrepancy manipulation more salient, it would also make the transcript more 

realistic given that the prosecution would definitely exploit such discrepancies. Also, 

there may be value in future research to use proportions when presenting the degree of 

discrepancies to jurors (i.e., 33% errors vs. 100% errors) rather than frequencies (i.e., 2 

errors vs. 6 errors) to enhance saliency. 

Other outcome variables. In line with the two jury decision-making models 

discussed in Chapter 3, expert testimony also was found in the current study to have a 

significant impact on increasing mock juror perceptions of the defendant’s credibility and 

persuasiveness. This supported our hypotheses regarding the influence of expert 

testimony on juror decision-making. Consistent with the Story Model, expert testimony 

may have resulted in increased plausibility of the defendant’s story, resulting in increased 

perceptions of the defendant’s credibility and persuasiveness. These findings are similar 

to previous research, including the meta-analysis conducted by Neitzel et al. (1999).  

Given that the presence of expert testimony significantly predicted verdicts, and 

perceptions of defendant credibility and persuasiveness, it would stand to reason that the 

presence of expert testimony might impact the other outcome variables as well, yet this 

was not the case for severity of punishment or the perceived importance of BWC footage. 

With respect to punishment severity, perhaps the Story Model or Director’s Cut Model do 

not relate to this issue given that jurors will not weigh in on the appropriateness of 
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sanctions in real court cases. Regarding the importance of BWC evidence, it is possible 

that, since the expert did not speak directly to the BWC evidence, no relationship was 

found to exist between the two variables. In other words, because the expert’s testimony 

did not contribute to the Story Model’s concept of coherence, or the concepts of 

credibility or singularity in the Director’s Cut Model as it related to the BWC evidence, 

the perceived importance of the BWC evidence was not impacted by the testimony.  

 Regarding the other two manipulations – degree and nature of discrepancies 

between officer testimony and BWC footage – none of the hypotheses were supported for 

any of the outcome variables examined. In fact, the opposite of what was predicted was 

found in one exception. For example, a higher number of discrepancies was associated 

with more favourable ratings of defendant credibility, which is contrary to the hypothesis. 

Before putting too much weight on this finding, however, it would be important to 

replicate the result with another sample.   

As discussed above in relation to verdict decisions, the overall lack of significant 

findings related to the degree and nature of discrepancies is probably due to the 

manipulations being too subtle to have their expected impact. This is especially likely 

considering the length of the Study 2 experiment, and the fact that many participants 

were clearly not paying close attention to the transcript, as indicated by the number of 

respondents that failed the attention checks (although it should be kept in mind the trial 

transcript is shorter than actual real-life trials). If any of these explanations have merit, it 

is likely that the manipulations would not have influenced the principle of coherence in 

the Story Model or the errors, credibility, and singularity components that influence juror 

decision-making according to the Director’s Cut Model. Despite the findings, it is 
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important to examine these two independent variables in future research as they may be 

found to have an impact on trial-related variables using a different methodology.  

The Role of police legitimacy. Unfortunately, given the psychometric properties 

that were associated with the scales used in this study, only two scales could be included 

in the analysis: the Police Legitimacy (PL) scale and the Need for Cognition (NC) Short 

Form scale. When examining the relationship between these scales and the outcome 

variables, perceptions of PL appeared to be particularly important. More specifically, 

perceptions of PL were found to have a significant relationship with verdict decisions, 

ratings of punishment severity, and perceptions of defendant credibility and 

persuasiveness.  

The strong predictive ability of the PL scale is consistent with previous research 

on the topic, which has shown that views of PL predict a wide range of outcome variables 

such as guilty verdicts (Hepburn, 1980), damages awarded in civil lawsuits against the 

police (Casper, Benedict, & Perry, 1989), and juror perceptions of legal fairness 

(Hannaford-Agor & Hans, 2003). This finding is also consistent with what one might 

expect based on the models of jury decision-making discussed in Chapter 3. For example, 

consistent with Devine’s Director’s Cut Model, a juror’s PL bias (characteristic) should 

influence how credible a police officer is perceived to be by the juror, thus impacting the 

juror’s verdict. Similarly, consistent with Pennington and Hastie’s Story Model, juror’s 

perceptions of PL should influence what story they find plausible/credible, thus 

impacting what story fits best (i.e., goodness-of-fit in the Story Model) with the verdict 

options.  
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What is really new and exciting about this study is that this seems to be the first 

time that PL has been examined in a mock court case involving a police officer as a 

defendant in a criminal trial. The findings related to PL highlight the need to incorporate 

measures of this construct in studies where police officers act as defendants in the trial; 

the construct can clearly account for how jurors will perceive and treat these defendants. 

The sub-scale analysis reported above also suggests that perceptions of procedural 

fairness and lawfulness are particularly important for determining how police officers 

will be judged when they are on trial.  

 The overall results associated with NC are inconsistent with previous research 

findings. For example, a recent meta-analysis on jury studies (Devine & Caughlin, 2014) 

found a weak, though statistically significant, correlation between NC and various jury 

outcomes. Given these findings, further research looking at how NC impacts jury 

decision-making is warranted. It will be interesting to see if the results found in the 

current study replicate in future studies.  

 The Importance of BWC footage. Given the focus on visual evidence in this 

dissertation, it is important to highlight the findings related to one outcome variable in 

particular – the importance placed on BWC footage as a piece of evidence in the mock 

trial. Interestingly, this footage was given the same (approximate) importance rating by 

participants, regardless of what condition they were assigned to, and regardless of how 

they scored on the PL or NC scales. In all cases, the strength assigned to this evidence 

was high (across conditions, mean scores ranged from 6.01 to 6.30 on a 7-point scale).  

It is interesting that, across conditions that varied in terms of the number and 

nature of discrepancies, equal weighting was put on the BWC footage. It is equally 
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interesting that this was also true across conditions where an expert either did, or did not, 

emphasize the degree to which BWC footage was likely to correspond to the defendant’s 

testimony. Perhaps most surprising is the finding that participants who scored higher on 

the PL scale did not seem to weight the BWC footage as being less important than the 

defendant’s testimony (when compared to participants who scored lower on the PL 

scale).  

It is unclear why the various hypotheses related to the BWC footage were not 

supported in the current study. It could be that future research will identify variables that 

impact how BWC footage is perceived. For example, if one were to manipulate how 

BWC footage was framed, that might impact how the footage is perceived, or if one were 

to include expert testimony that specifically targets BWC limitations, the importance 

attached to this evidence may be impacted. This latter variable will be particularly 

important to explore in our opinion. Additional research of this type will be useful as it 

will provide further insight into what sorts of variables might come into play when visual 

evidence is presented to jurors.  

Limitations and Future Directions 

Several limitations associated with Study 2 are worthy of discussion. The first 

limitation relates to sample size (more specifically, why we ended up with a reasonably 

small sample size). Many of the respondents, all of whom were undergraduate university 

students, failed the manipulation/attention checks or did not complete the study, which is 

a matter for concern and consideration. It is possible that the 45 minutes it took to 

complete the study (on average) fatigued participants. Additionally, due to the study 

being online, there were no controls to reduce interruptions (phone calls, breaks), 
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distractions (watching TV, conversations), or other things that may have interfered with 

participants paying attention during the study. All this being said, because data was 

retained only from those students who successfully answered all five manipulation and 

attention checks, the data quality was protected. This ensured the integrity of the study, 

but sample size was definitely compromised as a result. In the future, researchers may 

also want to consider conducting such studies in a face-to-face setting, which may 

increase attention/focus on the part of the participants.     

A second limitation associated with the study is that the participants were 

undergraduate students, who rarely serve as jurors (Bray & Kerr, 1982). While previous 

studies have found that there are no significant differences in verdicts between student 

participants and community participants (e.g., Finkel & Duff, 1991; Narby, Cutler & 

Moran, 1994; Schuller & Hastings, 1996), including a recent meta-analysis (Bornstein et 

al., 2017), the results might be more generalizable to real-world settings if we had 

focused on a more diverse sample of community members. Certainly, a more diverse 

sample may have exhibited different results with respect to some of the measures we used 

(e.g., police legitimacy; Schultheis, Ellingwood, Emeno, & Bennell, 2017). Future 

research should focus on collecting data from diverse samples of community members. 

A third potential limitation of the study relates to the stimuli that was used – a 

trial transcript presented to participants online. It may have been preferable to use a more 

realistic approach, such as a video of a mock trial or a live mock trial. This approach 

would likely make some of the manipulations more salient as well. Logistical and 

financial constraints prevented taking these approaches in the present study. There is 

currently a debate about whether these different methodological approaches impact 
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results in mock jury trials (e.g., see Bornstein, 1999; Bornstein et al, 2017; Pezdek, Avila-

Mora, & Sperry, 2010). Regardless of this debate, the reality of experimental research is 

that researchers sometimes have to make certain sacrifices with respect to external 

validity in order to carry out a study and: (1) isolate the conditions the researcher wishes 

to examine, (2) control for potentially confounding variables, and (3) obtain the sample 

size necessary to achieve sufficient power for the proposed analyses. These issues 

factored into the decision to conduct the study in the way it was done, but it would be 

important to explore different methodologies in future research. 

A fourth limitation, also tied to external validity, is that the study focused on 

individual juror responses without any jury deliberation. It is possible that the process of 

group deliberation could have altered individual’s final responses (e.g., with respect to 

verdicts), although research suggests otherwise. In fact, previous studies have shown that, 

generally speaking, individual verdicts tend to be similar to jurors’ final verdicts, post-

deliberation (e.g., Devine et al., 2009; Devine et al., Wolfe, 2004; MacCoun & Kerr, 

1988). Even if deliberations do not change verdict outcomes (or other trial-related 

variables), future research based on recorded deliberations may provide greater insights 

into the decision-making process of jurors (e.g., how the BWC footage was handled by 

the jurors).  

A fifth limitation to this study, which relates to this last point, is that the study 

was based on a mock trial rather than a real trial. This is a common limitation for most 

juror and jury research, particularly in Canada, where it is prohibited by law for actual 

jurors to disclose anything about the trial, including their verdict and decision-making 

process (Criminal Code, RSC, 1985). In addition to this, it would have been difficult to 
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find a real trial that dealt with the range of issues examined in this study, and even if that 

was possible, it would have been impossible to isolate the effect of the factors examined 

here. There is little that can be done to deal with this limitation in future research other 

than to approximate real-world conditions to the extent possible (e.g., presenting 

participants with a videotaped trial, allowing jurors to deliberate, etc.).  

A final limitation relates to my own potential biases. Of course, no research is 

conducted without it being a product of the researcher’s own biases (Nightingale & 

Cromby, 1999), and while reflexivity does not tend to be spoken about in quantitative 

research of the type conducted here, it is important to acknowledge the role that my 

biases may have played in this research. My interest in policing research comes from my 

own personal experiences with law enforcement, which have been mixed. Being the 

member of more than one marginalized group, some personal interactions with police 

(and those of friends and family) have been negative. However, I have also worked 

alongside police officers, as has my family, and some of my friends are retired or current 

law enforcement officers. I have long held concerns with the implementation of any 

technology when the implementation outpaces evidence-based research and I also am an 

advocate for the creation of safer spaces, including decreasing discrimination and abuse 

of power. These personal experiences and predispositions undoubtedly played a part in 

the measures I chose to use, the way I chose to ask questions, how I framed my 

dissertation, and the interpretation of results.  
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Implications 

Notwithstanding these limitations, the results of Study 2 are potentially important 

for several reasons. From a practical standpoint, the findings in this study highlight the 

role that expert testimony can play in educating jurors in court cases involving police use 

of force (specifically the impact that such incidents can have on officer memory and 

performance). Also, from a practical standpoint, the findings of the current study 

highlight the importance, from a police perspective, of working towards improving 

perceptions of PL on the part of the public. Not only would this positively impact police-

community relations more generally, the results of Study 2 suggest that perceptions of PL 

may have specific effects in court cases involving police officers (impacting perceptions 

of the officer’s credibility, for example).  

From a theoretical perspective, the findings of the current study appear to support 

aspects of what is already known in jury decision-making research, while adding new 

knowledge to existing research. For example, the results of the current study support the 

importance of including certain variables in studies of jury decision-making, particularly 

expert testimony. Not only do the results associated with expert testimony in the current 

study support the previous decision to include this variable in models of juror/jury 

decision-making, the current research also suggests that the importance of this variable 

extends to court cases that have rarely been considered in the jury literature (e.g., 

criminal court cases centred on use of force, cases involving BWC footage, cases where a 

police officer is the defendant).  

Additionally, from a theoretical perspective, the findings of this study also 

suggest that more research is required to understand how other variables, which should 
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relate to decision-making based on existing models of that process, actually impact 

decision-making. More specifically, while variables like the degree and nature of 

discrepancies should have impacted components of the Story Model or Director’s Cut 

Model, and thus influence verdict outcomes, they did not in this study. Therefore, it is 

necessary to determine through future research whether these components are important 

factors to consider in models of the sort described in Chapter 3 (and simply were not 

found to be important in the current study due to methodological reasons) or whether 

such factors really do not have the impact that would be expected based on the models we 

discussed (i.e., The Story Model and Director’s Cut Model). 
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Chapter 6: General Discussion and Conclusion 

Police officers are arguably one of most unique communities within Canada. They 

are the only people in Canada who have the authority to use lethal force if necessary 

against Canadian citizens. Even the military do not have this power except under special 

circumstances (e.g., in states of emergency, such as when the government declares 

martial law). Quite appropriately, the policing profession, and the role that police officers 

play in our society, is heavily scrutinized due to the power police have and the potential 

to abuse that power. Not only would such abuses negatively impact public trust in the 

police, but it could also jeopardize public safety. This is why there is a call-out for the use 

of BWCs. BWCs are increasingly seen as a method to enhance police accountability and 

transparency, which should improve the trust between the police and the communities 

they serve, and allow for more effective (e.g., safer) policing.  

There seems to be little doubt that this technology has the potential to accomplish 

these goals and BWCs are definitely growing in popularity, with more and more police 

services adopting them on a daily basis. Even other criminal justice sectors (e.g., 

corrections) are seriously considering whether BWCs should be adopted. While this may 

turn out to be a good thing, we still know very little about BWCs in the policing context 

(or any other context for that matter). Indeed, the popularity of this technology has far 

outpaced the available research, and the research that does exist has focused on a fairly 

narrow set of issues (e.g., the impact that BWCs have on citizen and officer behaviour). 

The studies that make up this dissertation represent an attempt to address some of the 

gaps that currently exist within the literature; specifically, gaps related to our 
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understanding of public support for, and knowledge of, BWCs, and our understanding of 

how BWC footage might be received by jurors if it is presented as evidence in court. 

To reiterate, the first study in this dissertation involved a public opinion survey. 

Generally, the survey was designed to determine: (1) the extent to which Canadians think 

BWCs are useful and how/when they should be used, (2) whether Canadians are aware of 

the limitations of BWCs, and (3) how Canadians might view BWC footage when it is 

presented as evidence in criminal court cases. The survey also captured the demographic 

characteristics of respondents, which allowed for the examination of how these 

characteristics relate to various attitudes and beliefs about BWCs (as discussed in detail 

above, very few significant demographic differences were found). While future research 

using different methodologies (e.g., focus groups) will allow us to drill down deeper into 

why Canadians feel the way they do about BWCs and their use, the survey revealed some 

interesting results, which have some important implications. 

Indeed, while serving to inform what Study 2 should look like, many of the 

findings that emerged from the survey are important in their own right. For example, the 

reasonably high degree of support for BWCs that was evidenced by the sample suggests 

that Canadian police services will likely meet little resistance from the public if they 

decided to adopt BWCs. That being said, it may be that public opinion of BWCs varies 

by location (e.g., attitudes towards one’s local police service may matter). Therefore, it 

would likely be useful for specific services to survey their communities before deciding 

to implement BWCs so that they can do so armed with knowledge of what their residents 

think of the technology.  
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The clear lack of awareness of limitations associated with BWC technology, 

which were highlighted by the survey in Study 1, suggests that the police will likely have 

to invest in public education if they do decide to adopt BWCs. This will help to ensure 

that the public (and, importantly, the media) considers BWC footage in an appropriate 

fashion. I would go so far as to suggest that BWC footage of use of force events should 

always be released with clearly defined caveats to ensure the least biased interpretation of 

the footage. These caveats could include information regarding the technical limitations 

of BWC footage (e.g., cameras do not capture scenes as fast as the human visual system) 

as well as the conceptual limitations (e.g., that interpretation is often impacted by who 

controls the narration). Surveys like the one we conducted may be an excellent way to 

identify specific points of concern that should be addressed. 

As mentioned above, beyond gauging the degree of public support for BWCs, and 

probing the public’s knowledge of the technology and its limitations, the survey was also 

meant to inform decisions related to Study 2, which focused on how mock jurors treat 

BWC footage in court, especially when the footage contradicts testimony provided by the 

defendant (a police officer). More specifically, the survey results from Study 1 provided 

valuable information about how the public interprets situations where discrepancies 

between officer testimony and BWC footage exist, and this information informed how to 

conduct Study 2 and what might be found in Study 2. For example, the survey revealed 

that there was a clear difference in how respondents perceived officer testimony that 

contradicted BWC footage based on the type of discrepancy; when discrepancies related 

to relatively unimportant, peripheral details, the respondents saw those discrepancies as 

resulting from memory errors, but when the discrepancies relate to more important, 
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central features of the case, many respondents attributed these to dishonest intentions on 

the part of the officer.  

This finding suggests that variables like the nature of discrepancies or the degree 

of discrepancies will play an important role in court cases where discrepancies exist 

between testimony of an event and BWC footage of that event. Combined with the 

public’s lack of knowledge of BWC limitations, these findings also suggest that expert 

testimony may play an important role in court cases like this. For example, expert 

witnesses may be able to explain to triers of fact why officer testimony about a use of 

force incident might contradict BWC footage, and this may have an impact on juror 

decision-making.  

Study 2 was designed to assess these types of factors in a mock court case 

involving an officer (the defendant) who allegedly used excessive force in an incident 

that was recorded by a BWC. More specifically, three independent variables were 

manipulated – the degree of discrepancy between the defendant’s testimony and BWC 

footage of the event, the nature of the discrepancies, and expert testimony about why 

there may be discrepancies. Interest was in how these variables impacted a range of 

outcome measures – verdicts, punishment severity, defendant credibility and 

persuasiveness, and the importance placed on BWC evidence. The three most important 

findings that merged from Study 2 were: (1) degree and nature of discrepancies did not 

influence the outcome variables, (2) expert testimony did have a strong and consistent 

influence on the outcome variables, and (3) perceptions of police legitimacy played an 

important role in shaping juror decisions and perceptions.  



BWC IN COURT                                                                                                             125 

 

Due to the survey results, and the fact that the discrepancy variables examined 

relate to the theoretical models of jury and juror decision-making discussed in Chapter 3, 

it is believed that further study of the discrepancy variables is warranted. Indeed, before 

discounting the role that these variables might play in the sort of court case examined 

here, future researchers are urged to examine them further in studies that address the 

limitations discussed above (e.g., drawing on a larger sample size, using more realistic 

stimuli, incorporating a deliberation component, etc.). By addressing some of these 

limitations, especially the inclusion of jury deliberations, the discrepancy variables 

manipulated in the current study will likely become more salient and they could have 

their expected impact on variables like verdict.  

Given the consistent finding in the literature that expert testimony can 

significantly impact mock juror verdicts, this variable also deserves special attention in 

the future. Clearly, the results suggest that the specific testimony examined in this study 

impacted the outcome variables, but the type of testimony that was included only 

scratches the surface of what could be examined. The results of the survey from Study 1 

could be used to help determine what sorts of testimony might be useful to examine in the 

future. For example, future studies may want to include expert testimony related to the 

technical limitations of BWCs given that there appears to be a clear lack of understanding 

on the part of the public when it comes to these limitations. In a general way, the hope 

that the present research highlights the potential value of using surveys like the one 

conducted in Study 1 to uncover information (e.g., knowledge gaps amongst the public) 

that can be incorporated into experimental research like the sort that was conducted in 



BWC IN COURT                                                                                                             126 

 

Study 2 (e.g., as expert testimony in mock trial research, which is designed to fill 

knowledge gaps among jurors). 

On a practical note, police services and police associations (i.e., unions) may want 

to consider this research when their officers are on trial, especially if the research is 

replicated in the future. In order for officers to get a fair trial in cases like the one that 

was examined here (i.e., involving allegations of excessive use of force), Study 2 results 

suggest it may be necessary for experts to be brought in to educate the courts about the 

realities of use of force incidents and the impact that operational stress can have on 

officers, including their memory for events. Without such testimony, it may appear to 

triers of fact (e.g., jurors) that officers are intentionally lying about their role in an 

incident, or concealing that information from the court, when in fact discrepancies 

between their testimony and BWC footage of the incident may be the result of legitimate 

memory errors (or the officer may in fact be giving a fuller, more accurate account of the 

event than the BWC was able to capture).  

            Related to these discussions is the fact that the biases around expert witnesses that 

were voiced by the Study 1 survey respondents (e.g., that they are simply “hired guns”) 

also need to be factored into peoples’ thinking on this issue (although that is arguably an 

issue that must be tackled by the criminal justice system more generally, not police 

services specifically). Furthermore, an interesting discrepancy exists between the survey 

results, which suggest that participants will not put a lot of value on expert testimony 

(e.g., they simply see them as hired guns) and the Study 2 results, which indicate that the 

key variable impacting verdict is the presence or absence of expert testimony. This 

discrepancy could have occurred for a number of reasons. First, the change in context 
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between the studies may have played a role. For example, the survey responses were 

given absent of any context while the transcript in Study 2 provided context for the expert 

testimony, which may have impacted how participants felt about the expert and their 

testimony. Second, potential sample differences between the survey and Study 2 may 

explain the results considering Study 1 involved a community sample while Study 2 

participants were undergraduate students. For example, it is possible students are 

characterized by higher levels of some important variable, such as authoritarianism, 

which influenced how they perceived the expert in Study 2. Indeed, research has shown 

that community respondents tend to have significantly more authoritarian predispositions 

than students who tend to be significantly more egalitarian (Schultheis et al., 2017).   

The results of Study 2 also revealed a strong relationship between perceptions of 

police legitimacy (PL) and most trial outcome variables, including verdict. This is an 

important finding, as any predispositions that affect verdict could impact a citizen’s right 

to a fair and impartial hearing (a key directive in both section 11 of the Canadian Charter 

of Rights and Freedoms and the sixth amendment of the US Constitution). Given this 

finding, PL should be taken into consideration in any research where one of the actors in 

court – whether witness or defendant – is a police officer. It is argued that such results, 

especially if replicated in future research, would also need to be considered in real courts 

of law. This recommendation would certainly be in line with the models of jury and juror 

decision-making discussed in Chapter 3. To the extent that such considerations could be 

built into juror selection processes, these results suggest that such a move would 

potentially be useful (e.g., jurors that score too high or too low on the PL scale may be 

less likely to render impartial verdicts).  
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If PL proves to be extremely predictive in future research, it may also be 

necessary to assess this sort of construct in any research that centres on 

attitudes/beliefs/views associated with the police or police-related activities, as this 

construct may be at the root of how research participants respond in such studies. Take 

the survey in Study 1, for example. Perceptions of PL may have had a significant impact 

on how participants responded to the items included in that survey and collecting this 

information would have allowed the opportunity to develop a better understanding of 

why certain views on the survey were expressed. As another example, a large body of 

research is emerging around public perceptions of police officer appearance (e.g., How 

does public perception differ for officers that are wearing sunglasses vs. no sun glasses?; 

Simpson, 2017; 2018); without including measures of PL in these sorts of studies, 

researchers may be unable to fully understand the results that emerge.  

Conclusion 

 It is hoped that the research described in this dissertation contributes to the 

ongoing discussions that are taking place around the potential value of BWCs as a way of 

enhancing police transparency, police accountability, and police effectiveness. The 

research in Study 1 adds to our growing understanding of opinions about BWCs, 

especially public opinion about this technology (vs. police officer opinion). The survey 

results from Study 1 expand the conversations that are taking place around BWCs to 

include a focus on potential negative aspects of BWCs (e.g., that BWC footage may be 

interpreted by the public, or triers of fact, without taking into consideration the fact that 

footage of incidents does not, and it is argued cannot, tell the whole story of what 

transpired). This moves the conversation beyond the generally positive conversations 
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about BWCs that are taking place (e.g., about how BWCs can improve behaviours on the 

part of the police and the public). 

 The primary contribution of Study 2 is that the results enhance our understanding 

of how BWC footage might be received by jurors in court. This is a topic that does not 

seem to have been studied to-date, despite the fact that such footage is likely to be 

increasingly brought into the courtroom as BWCs are adopted by more and more police 

services in North America. The focus on use of force issues in Study 2, and police 

officers as defendants, is also unusual in the juror literature, even though police officers 

are able to be charged with serious crimes related to their use of force (indeed, this seems 

to be happening with increasing frequency, especially in the US). More research of this 

type is needed, particularly research that is high in external validity. This is especially 

important because many well-studied and well-accepted ideas in the jury and juror 

decision-making literature (e.g., the role of authoritarianism in jury and juror decision-

making) may play a fundamentally different role when the defendant is a representative 

of the state (i.e., a police officer).
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Appendix A 

Informed Consent Form 

The purpose of an informed consent form is to ensure that you understand the purpose of 
the study and the nature of your involvement. An informed consent form must provide 
sufficient information such that you have the opportunity to determine whether or not you 
wish to participate in the study. 
 
Present study: Is Seeing Believing? Public Perception on the Use of Body-worn Video 
by Police 

Research personnel: The following people will be involved in this research project and 
may be contacted at any time: Holly Ellingwood (Doctoral Student, Principal 
Investigator, HollyEllingwood@cmail.carleton.ca, Lab 613-520-1728) or Dr. Craig 
Bennell (Faculty Advisor, Craig.Bennell@carleton.ca, 613-520-2600, ext. 1769).  

Concerns: If you should have any ethical concerns about this study please contact, Dr. 
Shelley Brown (Chair, Carleton University Research Ethics Board - B, 
ethics@carleton.ca, 613-520-2517).  

Purpose: The purpose of this study is to engage community members in a preliminary 
examination of their beliefs, opinions, and concerns surrounding the use of body-worn 
video by members of police services. 

Task requirements: You will be asked to read and answer a series of questions about 
police use of body-worn video and camera-based evidence in general. You will also be 
asked to complete some questionnaires requesting your demographic information.   
   
Duration and locale: This study will be completed online in one testing session that will 
last approximately 25 minutes. 
 
Remuneration:  Any incentive you will receive for completing this survey will be in the 
amount of $1.00 and provided to you in accordance with the terms and conditions of your 
membership in the survey panel through which you have received the invitation to 
participate. Qualtrics Panel’s terms and conditions are that if a participant does not meet 
the criteria to participate in this study (at least 18 years old and a Canadian citizen) or 
withdraws without completing the survey, the participant will receive no remuneration 
(i.e., will not be paid $1.00). 
 
Potential risk/discomfort: There are no potential physical risks involved in this 
experiment. There is a minimal risk for discomfort when thinking about our culture’s 
level of exposure to being recorded. Should you experience any unease, you have the 
right to withdraw from the study at any time, in accordance with the terms and conditions 
of your membership in the survey panel through which you have received the invitation 
to participate.  
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Anonymity/Confidentiality: The data collected in this experiment are strictly 
confidential. All data are coded such that your name is not associated with the responses 
you provide. Any identifying information associated with your code will be confined to a 
single page that will be separated from your questionnaire, and kept in a separate, secured 
file by the research investigators, who will keep this information confidential. Only 
members of the Police Research Laboratory will have access to the data. We collect data 
through the software Qualtrics, which uses servers with multiple layers of security to 
protect the privacy of the data (e.g., encrypted websites and pass-word protected storage). 
Please note that Qualtrics is hosted by a server located in the USA. The United States 
Patriot Act permits U.S. law enforcement officials, for the purpose of an anti-terrorism 
investigation, to seek a court order that allows access to the personal records of any 
person without that person's knowledge. In view of this we cannot absolutely guarantee 
the full confidentiality and anonymity of your data. With your consent to participate in 
this study you acknowledge this. Your data will be kept for a period of 5 years at which 
time it will be destroyed. All of your data will be stored on password protected 
computers, which are accessible by the research team. All the information you provide 
will be strictly confidential and these data will only be used for research and teaching 
purposes. Your personal information will not appear in any presentations, reports, or 
other publications prepared using data collected from this study. 
 
Right to withdraw: You may refrain from answering any questions on the questionnaire 
if you are uncomfortable doing so or otherwise do not want to. At any point in the study, 
you may withdraw in accordance with the terms and conditions of your membership in 
the survey panel through which you have received the invitation to participate. The terms 
and conditions of Qualtrics Panels are that you will not receive your $1 remuneration if 
you withdraw from the study before it is complete. 
 
This study has received clearance by the Carleton University Psychology Research 
Ethics Board (15-109). 

I have read the above form and understand the conditions of my participation. My 
participation in this study is voluntary, and I understand that if at any time I wish to 
leave the study, I may do so without having to give an explanation. I also understand 
that if I withdraw from the study before it is complete that I will not receive the $1 
remuneration. Furthermore, I am also aware that the data gathered in this study are 
confidential and anonymous with respect to my personal identity. By checking this 
box, I’m indicating that I agree to participate in this study. 
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Appendix B 

Demographics Measure 

 

[Note: Questions 1 and 2 are the inclusion criteria questions. Participants must meet 
the criteria to move onto the remainder of the questionnaire and be able to complete 
the survey. This notation will not be included in the questionnaire, that is, 
participants will not read this statement.] 
 
Please answer the following questions by checking the appropriate box or writing your 
answer in the space provided. 
 
1. Are you 18 years or older? 
❐ Yes 

❐ No 

2. Are you a Canadian Citizen?  

❐ Yes 

❐ No 

3. What is your age? ______ (years) 

4. What is your gender? _________ 

5. What is your ethnic background? 

❐ Caucasian/White 

❐ African Canadian/Black 

❐ First Nations/Aboriginal Canadian/Native Canadian 

❐ Asian 

❐ East Indian 

❐ Hispanic/Latino 

❐ Middle Eastern 
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❐ Other (please specify): _____________________ 

6. Please indicate the type of area where you live: 

❐ Rural 

❐ Urban 

7. Please indicate your political affiliation: 

❐ Conservative Party 

❐ Liberal Party 

❐ New Democratic Party 

❐ Green Party 

❐ Le Bloc Quebecois 

❐ I have no political affiliation 

❐ Other (please specify): _______________________________________________ 

8. Please indicate your level of education: 

❐ some high school 

❐ graduated high school 

❐ some college/university 

❐ graduated college/university bachelors 

❐ graduated with a graduate degree (Master’s, Ph.D.) 

❐ medical degree 

❐ Other: Please specify______________ 

9. Are you, or have you ever been, a law enforcement officer, a correctional worker, or a 
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security guard? 

❐ Yes (please specify): ______________________________________ 

❐ No 

10. Have you ever read any reports about body-worn cameras and their potential 

strengths and/or limitations? 

❐ Yes  

❐ No 

11. Are you familiar with what happened in the police shooting in Ferguson, Missouri? 

❐Yes  

❐ No 

12. Have you seen any depictions of police use of force captured on video in the news or 

in social media (e.g., Facebook, YouTube, Instagram, etc.)? 

❐ Yes  

❐ No 

If yes, have you seen: 

❐ A lot  

❐ Only a little 

13. Have you seen any police body-worn camera video footage depicting a use of force 

incident in the news or in social media (e.g., Facebook, YouTube, Instagram, etc.)? 

❐ Yes  

❐ No 

❐ Don’t know 
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If yes, have you seen: 

❐ A lot  

❐ Only a little 
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Appendix C 

Questionnaire 

Section A: Attitudes Toward Body-worn Cameras 

Please answer the following questions:  

1. Has a member of the public (not a media photographer or videographer) ever recorded 

you (using some sort of handheld camera) while you were out in public?  

❐ Yes  

❐ No  

If yes, has it happened more than once?  

❐ Yes 

❐ No  

2. On a scale from 1 to 7, with 1 representing not at all concerned and 7 representing 

extremely concerned, how concerned are you with being video-recorded (including 

surreptitiously) by other people? ______ 

3. On a scale from 1 to 7, with 1 representing not at all concerned and 7 representing 

extremely concerned, how concerned are you with police officers wearing a device 

that would video-record their conduct while performing their duties in public? ______ 

Please indicate for each statement whether you strongly agree, agree, somewhat agree, 

are neutral, somewhat disagree, disagree, strongly disagree.  

4. Police officers wearing a body-worn camera would improve officer behaviour while 

on duty. 

5. Police officers wearing a body-worn camera would improve citizen behaviour while 

on duty. 
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6. If police wore body-worn cameras, I would feel safer.  

7. If police wore body-worn cameras, officers would be safer.  

8. Police should alert people before they record them with a body-worn camera.  

9. Body-worn cameras should be recording at all times when police are on duty. 

10. Body-worn cameras should only record when police are approaching a possible 

incident/potential suspect. 

11. Officers should be able to control when a body-worn camera records. 

12. Should police recordings be turned off when: 

a. Police are on break. 

b. Police are interviewing an informant. 

c. Children are present. 

d. A member of the public requests to not be recorded. 

e. Police are in a person’s residence. 

f. Police are attending community events such as parades. 

g. Police are investigating a sexual assault. 

h. Police are investigating a domestic dispute. 

i. Police are involved in everyday interactions with the public.  

13. The use of body-worn cameras by police will make police more accountable for any 

misconduct. 

14. The use of body-worn cameras by police will reduce false misconduct reports against 

the police by the public. 

15. The use of body-worn cameras by police will improve investigations by providing 

much needed evidence (i.e., caught in the act on video). 
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16. The use of body-worn cameras by police violates my right to privacy. 

17. The use of body-worn cameras by police will increase public trust in the police.  

18. Please check off the option you think is most appropriate: Body-worn video 

recordings captured by the police should be kept for: 

 a. Destroyed immediately following the recorded event 

 b. 3 months 

 c. 6 months 

 d. 1 year 

 e. 3 years 

 f. 5 years 

 g. 10 years 

 h. Forever 

Please indicate for the following statement whether you strongly agree, agree, somewhat 

agree, are neutral, somewhat disagree, disagree, strongly disagree.  

19. I would be willing to pay slightly higher taxes to ensure my local police service is 

equipped with body-worn cameras. 

Section B: Beliefs Regarding Visual Evidence 

Please indicate for each statement whether you strongly agree, agree, somewhat agree, 

are neutral, somewhat disagree, disagree, strongly disagree.  

1. A photograph tells the truth by providing an image. 

Please explain why:________________ 

2. A video recording tells the truth about the recorded event. 

Please explain why:________________ 
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3. A photograph can be altered/manipulated after the photo has been taken. 

4. A video can be altered/manipulated after the video was recorded. 

5. In court, I would view a video recording from a police officer (via a body-worn 

camera) as more credible than a video recording from a bystander (via a cell phone or 

handheld camera). 

Please explain why:________________ 

6. In court, I would view video evidence of a potential crime presented by the prosecution 

as more credible than video evidence presented by the defence (the lawyer representing 

the accused)? 

Please explain why:________________ 

7. In court, I would view video evidence of a potential crime introduced by the judge to 

be more credible than video evidence presented by the prosecution or the defence. 

Please explain why:________________ 

8. A photograph of an incident gives a more accurate account than eyewitness testimony 

of the same incident. 

Please explain why:________________ 

9. A video of an incident from a police issued body-worn camera gives a more accurate 

account than eyewitness testimony of the same incident. 

Please explain why:________________ 

Please indicate for each statement whether you strongly agree, agree, somewhat agree, 

are neutral, somewhat disagree, disagree, strongly disagree.  

10. During an incident where a police officer had to use force on a suspect, the officer 

said they turned on their body-worn camera, but it did not record. If you were to hear this  
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explanation in a court case involving allegations of excessive use of force by the police 

officer, would your tendency be to view this officer as: 

❐  Being dishonest 

❐  Telling the truth  

❐  Other. Please explain ____________  

11. Video produced from body-worn cameras is consistently of very high visual quality. 

12. Can a camera capture depth perception? 

❐ Yes  

❐ No  

❐Don’t know 

134. Can a video recorder capture depth perception? 

❐ Yes  

❐ No  

❐ Don’t know 

14. Can a camera capture a scene in poor lighting or darkness better than the human eye 

can see? 

❐ Yes  

❐ No  

❐ Don’t know 

15. Can a video recorder record a scene in poor lighting or darkness better than the 

human eye can see? 

❐ Yes  
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❐ No  

❐ Don’t know 

16. Can a video recorder record a scene as fast as the human visual system can process 

that scene? 

❐Yes  

❐No 

❐Don’t know 

17. Can a video recorder pick up on subtle threat cues (for example, tensing of a suspect’s 

body, flash of metal), the same as the human visual system can? 

❐ Yes  

❐ No 

❐Don’t know 

18.  An officer testifies in a use of force court case that he was standing beside a bush, 

but a video of the incident shows it was a mailbox. Would your tendency be to view this 

officer as:  

❐Dishonest 

❐Mistaken (i.e., did not remember the detail correctly) 

❐Not sure 

❐ Other. Please explain ____________  

19. An officer testifies in a use of force court case that the suspect was lunging at him 

with a bat, but the video shows the suspect was walking with a bat. Would your tendency 

be to view this officer as:  
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❐ Dishonest 

❐Mistaken (i.e., did not remember the detail correctly) 

❐Not sure 

❐ Other. Please explain ____________  

Section C: General Opinions about the Police and the Justice System 

Please indicate for each statement whether you strongly agree, agree, somewhat agree, 

are neutral, somewhat disagree, disagree, strongly disagree.  

1. Stress of a use of force event can cause problems with respect to an officer’s memory 

of the event? 

2. Expert witnesses for the defence are only hired guns that are there to help get accused 

acquitted, even when the evidence suggests they may be guilty. 

3. Experts hired by the Defence or Prosecution only report what the side that hired them 

wants to hear.  
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Appendix D 

Contact Form 

 
Thank you for your participation in the present study: Is Seeing Believing? Public 
Perception on the Use of Body-worn Video by Police. To reiterate, the purpose of this 
study was to engage community members in a preliminary examination of their beliefs, 
opinions, and concerns surrounding the use of body-worn video by members of police 
services. 

Research personnel: The following people are involved in this research project and may 
be contacted at any time: Holly Ellingwood (Doctoral Student, Principal Investigator, 
HollyEllingwood@cmail.carleton.ca, Lab 613-520-1728) or Dr. Craig Bennell (Faculty 
Advisor, Craig.Bennell@carleton.ca, 613-520-2600, ext. 1769).  

Concerns: If you should have any ethical concerns about this study please contact, Dr. 
Shelley Brown (Chair, Carleton University Research Ethics Board - B, 
ethics@carleton.ca, 613-520-2517). 

Thank you for your time.  
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Appendix E 

Police Legitimacy Scales 

Police Legitimacy Scale (Tankebe et al. 2016) 

Please Rate the statements below on the following scale. 
 

Strongly Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree 
1 2 3 4 

 
1. When the police deal with people, they always behave 
according to the law. 
 
2. If I were to talk to police officers in my community, I would 
find their values to be very similar to my own. 
 
3. The police act in ways that are consistent with my own moral 
values. 
 
4. The police treat citizens with respect.  
 
5. The police take time to listen to people. 
 
6. The police treat people fairly. 
 
7. The police respect citizens’ rights. 
 
8. The police are courteous to citizens they come into contact 
with. 
 
9. The police treat everyone with dignity. 
 
10. The police make decisions based on the facts. 
 
11. The police provide the same quality of service to all citizens. 
 
12. The police enforce the law consistently when dealing with 
people. 
 
13. The police make sure citizens receive the outcomes they 
deserve under the law. 
 
14. Crime levels in my neighbourhood have changed for the 
better in the last year. 
 

___________ 
 
 

___________ 
 
 

___________ 
 
 

___________ 
 

___________ 
 

___________ 
 

___________ 
 

___________ 
 

___________ 
 

___________ 
 

___________ 
 

___________ 
 

___________ 
 
 

___________ 
 
 

___________ 
 



BWC IN COURT                                                                                                             165 

 

15. There are not many instances of crime in my neighbourhood. 
 
16. I feel safe walking in my neighbourhood. 
 

___________ 

 

 
To what extent are your views expressed above a result of exposure to the police through: 
 
1. The media (television coverage, newspaper, radio, etc.): 
 
 
     1          2             3            4             5               6          7     
Not at all      a little      somewhat     a lot             extremely  
 
 
2. Direct personal experience with the police: 
 
 
     1          2             3            4             5               6          7     
Not at all      a little      somewhat     a lot             extremely  
 
3.  Hearing about how others have been treated by the police:  
 
 
     1          2             3            4             5               6          7     
Not at all      a little      somewhat     a lot             extremely  
  



BWC IN COURT                                                                                                             166 

 

Appendix F 

Juror Bias Scale 

This questionnaire is designed to assess people’s opinions and attitudes on various legal 
issues. 

Please read each item carefully and give as true a picture as possible of your own beliefs 
by writing in the number 1, 2, 3, 4, or 5, as appropriate. 

1. Strongly Agree 

2. Somewhat Agree 

3. Agree & Disagree Equally 

4. Somewhat Disagree 

5. Strongly Disagree 

1. Appointed judges are more competent then elected judges. 

2. If a suspect runs from the police, then he probably committed the crime. (PC) 

3. A defendant should be found guilty if 11 out of 12 jurors vote guilty. (RD) 

4. Most politicians are really as honest as humanly possible. 

5. Too often jurors hesitate to convict someone who is guilty out of pure sympathy. (RD) 

6. In most cases, where the accused presents a strong defense, it is only because of a 

good lawyer. (PC) 

7. In general, children should be excused for their misbehavior. 

8. The death penalty is cruel and inhumane. (RD) 

9. Out of every 100 people brought to trial, at least 75 are guilty of the crime with which 

they are charged. (PC) 

10. For serious crimes like murder, a defendant should be found guilty so long as there is 

a 90% chance that he committed the crime. (RD) 
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11. Defense lawyers don’t really care about guilt or innocence, they are just in business 

to make money. (PC) 

12. Generally, the police make an arrest only when they are sure about who committed 

the crime. (PC) 

13. Circumstantial evidence is too weak to use in court. (PC) 

14. Many accident claims filed against insurance companies are phony. (PC) 

15. The defendant is often a victim of his own bad reputation. (PC) 

16. If the grand jury recommends that a person be brought to trial, then he probably 

committed the crime. (PC) 

17. Extenuating circumstances should not be considered – if a person commits a crime, 

then that person should be punished. (RD) 

18. Hypocrisy is on the increase in society. 

19. Too many innocent people are wrongfully imprisoned. (RD) 

20. If a majority of the evidence – but not all of it - suggests that the defendant 

committed the crime, the jury should vote not guilty. (RD) 

21. If the defendant committed a victimless crime like gambling or possession of 

marijuana, he should never be convicted. (RD) 

22. Some laws are made to be broken.  

Note. PC = Probable culpability (pro-prosecution bias); RD = reasonable doubt (pro-
defence bias) 
Scoring Key: 
Defense-biased statements are scored at face value; prosecution-biased statements are 
reverse scored (1=5, 2=4, 3=3, 4=2, 5=1). 
PC = Items 2 + 6 + 9 + 11 + 12 + 13 + 14 + 15 + 16 
RD = Items 3 + 5 + 8 + 10 + 17 + 19 + 20 + 21 
Total Score = PC + RD 
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Appendix G 

Items of the Revised Legal Attitudes Questionnaire 

Please read each item carefully and give as true a picture as possible of your own beliefs 
by writing in the number 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 or 6 as appropriate. 

1. Strongly Disagree 

2. Moderately Disagree 

3. Slightly Disagree  

4. Slightly Agree 

5. Moderately Agree 

6. Strongly Agree 

1. Unfair treatment of underprivileged groups and classes is the chief cause of crime. 
(AA, R) 
 
2. Too many obviously guilty persons escape punishment because of legal technicalities. 
(A) 
 
4. Evidence illegally obtained should be admissible in court if such evidence is the only 
way of obtaining a conviction. (A) 
 
6. Search warrants should clearly specify the person or things to be seized. (E, R) 
 
7. No one should be convicted of a crime on the basis of circumstantial evidence, no 
matter how strong such evidence is. (AA, R) 
 
8. There is no need in a criminal case for the accused to prove his innocence beyond a 
reasonable doubt. (E, R) 
 
9. Any person who resists arrest commits a crime. (A) 
 
10. When determining a person's guilt or innocence, the existence of a prior arrest record 
should not be considered. (E, R) 
 
11. Wiretapping by anyone and for any reason should be completely illegal. (AA, R) 
 
14. Defendants in a criminal case should be required to take the witness stand. (A) 
 
15. All too often, minority group members do not get fair trials. (E, R) 
 



BWC IN COURT                                                                                                             169 

 

16. Because of the oppression and persecution minority group members suffer, they 
deserve leniency and special treatment in the courts. (AA, R) 
 
17. Citizens need to be protected against excess police power as well as against criminals. 
(E, R) 
 
19. It is better for society that several guilty men be freed than one innocent one 
wrongfully imprisoned. (E, R) 
 
20. Accused persons should be required to take lie-detector tests. (A) 
 
21. When there is a “hung” jury in a criminal case, the defendant should always be freed 
and the indictment dismissed. (AA, R) 
 
22. A society with true freedom and equality for all would have very little crime. (AA, R) 
 
23. It is moral and ethical for a lawyer to represent a defendant in a criminal case even 
when he believes his client is guilty. (E, R) 
 
24. Police should be allowed to arrest and question suspicious looking persons to 
determine whether they have been up to something illegal. (A) 
 
25. The law coddles criminals to the detriment of society. (A) 
 
27. The freedom of society is endangered as much by overzealous law enforcement as by 
the acts of individual criminals. (E, R) 
 
29. In the long run, liberty is more important than order. (E, R) 
 
30. Upstanding citizens have nothing to fear from the police. (A) 
 
Note. Identification of subscales Authoritarianism (A), Antiauthoritarianism (AA) and 
Equalitarianism (E) is given immediately following each item. Items that are reverse-
coded on the overall RLAQ scale are indicated with an R following the subscale 
identification. 
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Appendix H 

Short Form of the Need for Cognition Scale 

Instructions: For each of the statements below, please indicate to what extent the 
statement is characteristic of you. If the statement is extremely uncharacteristic of you 
(not at all like you) please write a “1” to the left of the question; if the statement is 
extremely characteristic of you (very much like you) please write a “5” next to the 
question. Of course, a statement may be neither extremely uncharacteristic nor extremely 
characteristic of you; if so, please use the number in the middle of the scale that describes 
the best fit. Please keep the following scale in mind as you rate each of the statements 
below: 1 = extremely uncharacteristic; 2 = somewhat uncharacteristic; 3 = uncertain; 4 = 
somewhat characteristic; 5 = extremely characteristic.  
 

Item number Item Wording 
1. I would prefer complex to simple problems. 

2. 
I like to have the responsibility of handling a situation that requires a lot of 
thinking. 

3. Thinking is not my idea of fun.a 

4. 
I would rather do something that requires little thought than something that is 
sure to challenge my thinking abilities. a 

5. 
I try to anticipate and avoid situations where there is a likely chance I will have 
to think in depth about something. a 

6. I find satisfaction in deliberating hard and for long hours. 
7. I only think as hard as 1 have to. a 
8. I prefer to think about small, daily projects to long-term ones. a 
9. I like tasks that require little thought once I've learned them. a 

10. The idea of relying on thought to make my way to the top appeals to me. 
11. I really enjoy a task that involves coming up with new solutions to problems. 
12. Learning new ways to think doesn't excite me very much. a 
13. I prefer my life to be filled with puzzles that I must solve. 
14. The notion of thinking abstractly is appealing to me. 

15. 
I would prefer a task that is intellectual, difficult, and important to one that is 
somewhat important but does not require much thought. 

16. 
1 feel relief rather than satisfaction after completing a task that required a lot of 
mental effort. a 

17. 
It's enough for me that something gets the job done; I don't care how or why it 
works. a 

18. 
I usually end up deliberating about issues even when they do not affect me 
personally. 

 
Note. From "'The Efficient Assessment of Need for Cognition," by J. T. Cacioppo, R. E. 
Petty, and C. F. Kao, 1984, Journal of Personality Assessment, 48, pp. 306-307. 
Copyright 1984 by Lawrence Erlbaum. Adapted by permission. The number of response 
options on the scales used across studies has typically ranged from five to nine, and the 
labels for these response options have varied from agreement--disagreement to extremely 
uncharacteristic-extremely characteristic. Although these variations across studies may 
influence the total scores obtained, they have not had dramatic effects on the relationships 
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between inter-individual variations in need for cognition and other variables in a given 
study.  
a Reverse scored. 
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Appendix I 

Consent Form for Pilot for Study 2 

The purpose of an informed consent form is to make sure that you understand the purpose 
of the study and your involvement as a participant. The informed consent form must 
include enough information regarding the study for you to be able to make a well-
informed decision regarding whether or not you would like to partake in the study. 
 
Present Study: To Shoot or Not to Shoot: Decision-making in Police Use of Force Trials 
 
Research Personnel: The following people will be involved in this research project and 
may be contacted at any time: Holly Ellingwood (Doctoral Student, Principal 
Investigator, HollyEllingwood@cmail.carleton.ca, Lab 613-520-1728), or Dr. Craig 
Bennell (Faculty Advisor, Craig.Bennell@carleton.ca, 613-520-2600, ext. 1769).  
 
Concerns: If you have any ethical concerns with the study, please contact Dr. Andy 
Adler, Chair, Carleton University Research Ethics Board-B (by phone at 613-520-2600 
ext. 4085 or via email at ethics@carleton.ca). 
 
Purpose: This is a study to evaluate how people process trial information.  
 
Task Requirements: During this study you will be asked to complete a brief 
demographic questionnaire. Following this, you will read a mock trial transcript that 
describes a police use of force incident that involves a criminal charge. You will be asked 
to watch a video of a real event that was captured by the police officer’s body-worn 
camera. You will be asked to read the entire fictitious transcript based on the real event 
and then answer questions, including some questionnaires. This study will take you 
approximately 45 minutes to complete. You will be compensated by being given 0.5% 
credits towards your final grade in either PSYC 1001, PSYC 1002, PSYC 2001, PSYC 
2002, NEUR 2001, or NEUR 2002 for participating in this research. Participation is 
completely voluntary. 
 
Potential Risk/Discomfort: You will be asked to read about a real incident where an 
officer was involved in a use of force event where he ended up using lethal force. Some 
of you will be asked to view the footage of the incident. Participants may find aspects of 
the study distressing. If you anticipate that reading or seeing such material and/or 
providing judgements about the case may cause you discomfort or anxiety, you may 
choose not to participate. If you do decide to participate, but at any point during the study 
you feel discomfort or anxiety, you can withdraw.  
 
Anonymity/Confidentiality: The data collected in this experiment are strictly 
anonymous. All data are coded such that your name is not associated with the responses 
you provide. The online data we will collect with be through online SONA system using 
the software program Qualtrics. Qualtrics uses servers with multiple layers of security to 
protect the privacy of the data (e.g., encrypted websites and pass-word protected storage). 
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Participant data will be stored and protected on a server in Toronto. Please note that the 
data may be disclosed via a court order or data breach, but such instances are very 
unlikely. In view of this we cannot absolutely guarantee the full confidentiality and 
anonymity of your data. With your consent to participate in this study you acknowledge 
this.  
 
The database that holds your data will be kept for five years, and then destroyed. The 
information in this database cannot be matched to your responses. These data will be 
used for research purposes at Carleton University. The data could also potentially be used 
for teaching purposes and will likely be published in peer reviewed journals and 
presented at conferences. Only aggregate data will be presented and/or published. 
 
Right to withdraw data: You may refrain from answering any questions on the 
questionnaire if they make you uncomfortable or you otherwise do not want to answer a 
question. At any point in the study, you may withdraw.  Participants may withdraw by 
selecting the withdraw button at the bottom of each survey page. Once you complete the 
survey, you are no longer able to withdraw your data. 
 
This research has been cleared by Carleton University Research Ethics Board-B 
(Clearance # 108721). 

   By checking this box, I’m indicating that I agree to participate in this study. 
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Appendix J 

Consent Form for Study 2 

The purpose of an informed consent form is to make sure that you understand the purpose 
of the study and your involvement as a participant. The informed consent form must 
include enough information regarding the study for you to be able to make a well-
informed decision regarding whether or not you would like to partake in the study. 
 
Present Study: To Shoot or Not to Shoot: Decision-making in Police Use of Force Trials 
 
Research Personnel: The following people will be involved in this research project and 
may be contacted at any time: Holly Ellingwood (Doctoral Student, Principal 
Investigator, HollyEllingwood@cmail.carleton.ca, Lab 613-520-1728), or Dr. Craig 
Bennell (Faculty Advisor, Craig.Bennell@carleton.ca, 613-520-2600, ext. 1769). 
 
Concerns: If you have any ethical concerns with the study, please contact Dr. Andy 
Adler, Chair, Carleton University Research Ethics Board-B (by phone at 613-520-2600 
ext. 4085 or via email at ethics@carleton.ca). 
 
Purpose: This is a study to evaluate how people process trial information. 
 
Task Requirements: During this study you will be asked to complete a brief 
demographic questionnaire. Following this, you will read a mock trial transcript that 
describes a police use of force incident that involves a criminal charge. You will be asked 
to watch a video of a real event that was captured by the police officer’s body-worn 
camera. You will be asked to read the entire fictitious transcript based on the real event 
and then answer questions, including some questionnaires. This study will take you 
approximately 45 minutes to complete.  
 
Potential Risk/Discomfort: You will be asked to read about a real incident where 
an officer was involved in a use of force event where he ended up using lethal force. 
Some of you will be asked to view the footage of the incident. Participants may find 
aspects of the study distressing. If you anticipate that reading or seeing such material 
and/or providing judgements about the case may cause you discomfort or anxiety, you 
may choose not to participate. If you do decide to participate, but at any point during the 
study you feel discomfort or anxiety, you can withdraw. 
 
Anonymity/Confidentiality: The data collected in this experiment are strictly 
anonymous. All data are coded such that your name is not associated with the responses 
you provide. The online data we will collect with be through online SONA system using 
the software program Qualtrics. Qualtrics uses servers with multiple layers of security to 
protect the privacy of the data (e.g., encrypted websites and pass-word protected 
storage). Participant data will be stored and protected on a server in Toronto. Please note 
that the data may be disclosed via a court order or data breach, but such instances are 
very unlikely. In view of this we cannot absolutely guarantee the full confidentiality and 
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anonymity of your data. With your consent to participate in this study you acknowledge 
this. You will be compensated by being given 0.5% credits towards your final grade in 
either PSYC 1001, PSYC 1002, PSYC 2001, or PSYC 2002 for participating in this 
research. Participation is completely voluntary. 
 
The database that holds your data will be kept for five years, and then destroyed. The 
information in this database cannot be matched to your responses. These data will be 
used for research purposes at Carleton University. The data could also potentially be used 
for teaching purposes and will likely be published in peer reviewed journals and 
presented at conferences. Only aggregate data will be presented and/or published.  
 
Right to withdraw data: You may refrain from answering any questions on the 
questionnaire if they make you uncomfortable or you otherwise do not want to answer a 
question. At any point in the study, you may withdraw.  Participants may withdraw by 
selecting the withdraw button at the bottom of each survey page. Once you complete the 
survey, you are no longer able to withdraw your data. 
 
This research has been cleared by Carleton University Research Ethics Board-B 
(Clearance # 108721). 
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Appendix K 

Study 2: Trial Transcript 

BOLD in blue colour: denotes peripheral/irrelevant discrepancies 
 
ITALICS in orange colour: denote central/relevant discrepancies 
 
[Note: The discrepancies will be alternated between 2 details for minimal and 6 for 
large discrepancies (degree of discrepancies) and alternated whether they are 
central or peripheral (nature of discrepancies). The 2 peripheral and 2 central 
details that will be included in the low degree condition will be selected based on 
spatial and thematic proximity to the action central to the issue at trial] 
 
Please read the following transcript carefully and answer the questions that follow:  

 
 
Background Information: 
 
Alleged Crime: Second Degree Murder 
Victim: Scott Secord 
Defendant: Officer James Mitchell 
 

[Opening remarks] 

Judge: Officer James Mitchell has been charged with Section 231 of the Canadian 
Criminal Code: Second Degree Murder. He has pleaded not guilty to this charge.  The 
first and most important principle of law applicable to every criminal case is the 
presumption of innocence. Officer James Mitchell enters the proceedings presumed to be 
innocent, and the presumption of innocence remains throughout the case unless the 
Crown, on the evidence put before you, satisfies you beyond a reasonable doubt that he is 
guilty. 

Two rules flow from the presumption of innocence. One is that the Crown bears the 
burden of proving guilt. The other is that guilt must be proved beyond a reasonable 
doubt. These rules are inextricably linked with the presumption of innocence to ensure 
that no innocent person is convicted. 

The burden of proof rests with the Crown and never shifts. There is no burden on Officer 
James Mitchell to prove that he is innocent. he does not have to prove anything. 

Now what does the expression “beyond a reasonable doubt” mean? A reasonable doubt is 
not an imaginary or frivolous doubt. It is not based on sympathy for or prejudice against 
anyone involved in the proceedings. Rather, it is based on reason and common sense. It is 
a doubt that arises logically from the evidence or from an absence of evidence. 

Even if you believe the accused is probably guilty or likely guilty, this is not sufficient. 
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In those circumstances, you must give the benefit of the doubt to the accused and acquit 
because the Crown has failed to satisfy you of the guilt of the accused beyond a 
reasonable doubt. On the other hand, you must remember that it is virtually impossible 
to prove anything to an absolute certainty and the Crown is not required to do so. Such 
a standard of proof is impossibly high. In short if, based on the evidence before the 
court, you are sure that the accused committed the offence you should convict since 
this demonstrates that you are satisfied of his guilt beyond a reasonable doubt.  

To make your decision, you must consider carefully, and with an open mind, all the 
evidence presented during the trial. You must consider the evidence and make your 
decision without sympathy, prejudice or fear. You must not be influenced by public 
opinion. Your duty as jurors is to assess the evidence impartially. At the end of the trial, 
you will be given specific and detailed instructions about the rules of law that apply to 
this case. 
 

Crown Opening Statement: The Crown will prove that, in a confrontation with Scott 
Secord, Officer James Mitchell shot Mr. Secord while he was on the ground prone while 
the first officer on the scene, Officer David Duford, had punched and pushed Mr. Secord 
to the ground. Although Mr. Secord was in possession of a 9mm Beretta, he was fleeing 
from the officers and had in no way moved for his gun when he was shot. The Defence 
will try to tell you a convenient and impossible story to explain away Officer Mitchell’s 
actions, all to protect him from taking responsibility for them. However, this was not an 
appropriate use of force. Officer Mitchell saw an opportunity to take down Mr. Secord 
the easy way, when Mr. Secord had no chance to resist. He shot a man who was scared, 
confused, and in no way a threat to the officer. Officer Mitchell’s actions were excessive, 
unreasonable, and unnecessary. We will prove beyond a reasonable doubt that James 
Mitchell is guilty of second degree murder, and we will ask you to return a verdict of 
guilty. 

Defence’s Opening Statement: Ladies and gentlemen, the Crown wants you to ignore 
some very compelling facts. You will hear from the defendant, an upstanding officer with 
many years’ experience, that Scott Secord posed a lethal threat. You will hear testimony 
confirming that Mr. Secord had been acting suspiciously outside a gas station 
convenience store, the very same store he had been warned to stay away from due to 
previous loitering and suspicious behaviour. He was outside that store acting suspiciously 
with his car in the parking lot running at the time the two officers approached him. Scott 
Secord refused to comply with Officers Duford and Mitchell when asked to come to the 
officers so that he could be questioned. When Secord accidentally revealed he had a 
handgun in his waistband, he defied the officer’s commands to put his hands up and 
instead he ran, moving his hand towards his gun. While Officer Duford struggled with 
Mr. Secord, Officer Mitchell saw the struggle on the ground for the handgun and at one 
point saw the handgun pointed at his fellow officer’s head. He did the only thing he could 
do; Officer Mitchell shot Mr. Secord to protect the life of his partner and everyone at that 
gas station. Officer Mitchell did what he was trained to do. He protected himself, his 
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fellow officer, and the innocent bystanders at the scene. Consistent with his training, 
Officer Mitchell continued shooting the subject until the threat was eliminated. His 
actions that night were reasonable and necessary to preserve his life and the lives of 
others. It will become obvious to you, ladies and gentlemen, that had Officer Mitchell not 
acted in self-defence, the officers or innocent bystanders might now be dead; this is not a 
stretch of the imagination, as the Crown will try to make you believe. You will find there 
is plenty of room for reasonable doubt regarding the Crown’s unfair and inaccurate 
portrayal of the incident. Don’t send a good officer to jail for the Crown’s poor 
understanding of police shootings. Return a verdict of not guilty due to the fact that the 
officer made a reasonable and necessary use of force decision in the line of duty to 
protect life. 

 

[The Crown calls their first witness, Steve Coleman, to take the stand] 

Crown Witness, Steve Coleman 

Crown:  Could you please introduce yourself to the jury, and tell them why you are here 
testifying today? 
Coleman:  My name is Steve Coleman. I was outside having a drink and a smoke when 
the police came up to talk to a guy standing outside. 
 
Crown:  Please take a look at this photo? Was this the man you were speaking to? 
Coleman:  Yeah, that was him. 
 
Crown:  Let the records show that the witness has identified Scott Secord. 
 
Crown:  Did you know Scott Secord? 
Coleman:  No. We were just chatting outside of the store. I only know his name because 
of what happened afterwards.  
 
Crown:  What did you see happen? 
Coleman:  I was just chatting to this guy when a cop drove up, got out of the car and 
started to talk to him. Then a second cop showed up and I decided to go back into the 
store. From there I suddenly heard shouting like “Stop! Stop!” and stuff like that. I saw 
outside the window one of the cops wrestling with the guy on the ground and the next 
instant I heard a gunshot, a pause and then I heard a ton of gunshots while the guy was 
lying on the ground. The second officer had shot him several times. After that more cops 
came and an ambulance, but the guy was dead.  
 
Crown: Thank you, Mr. Coleman. Those are all the questions I have for you at this time. 
 
Defence Cross-Examination: 
 
Defence:  Mr. Coleman, it must have been very traumatic for you to see that altercation 
between Mr. Secord and the police.  
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Coleman: It was. I never saw anyone shot before, not for real. 
 
Defence:  You had gone into the store before the physical altercation occurred, correct? 
Coleman:  Yes.   
 
Defence:  How clear was your vantage point from the store? Were there things, 
obstructions, in your vision, like items on shelves or signs in the window?   
Coleman:  Couldn’t see great I guess. There were a couple of stickers on the window and 
some stuff on shelves but I could see that the guy was on the ground doing nothing when 
the cop shot him a whole bunch.   
 
Defence:  You confirmed your field of vision was obstructed. Did you see the gun Mr. 
Secord had in his waistband?  
Coleman: No. But it all happened so fast.  
 
Defence:  Could you tell from your obstructed view inside the store whether Officer 
Duford and Mr. Secord had gone to the ground grappling over control of Mr. Secord’s 
illegal firearm?   
Coleman: No, it happened too fast. 
 
Defence: Thank you Mr. Coleman. That will be all. 
 

[The Crown calls their second witness, Eric Lalonde, to take the stand] 
 

Crown Witness, Eric Lalonde 
 

Crown: Could you please state your name, occupation, and where you were during the 
incident that took place April 12th for the court? 
Lalonde: My name is Eric Lalonde; I work at the Hop and Shop convenience store. I had 
called the police when I noticed Mr. Secord hanging around acting suspicious.  
 
Crown:  Can you describe what you mean by ‘acting suspicious’? 
Lalonde:  Certainly. He never came in the store, just kept hanging out outside talking 
occasionally to people and he kept his car running the whole time.  
 
Crown:  Had you any other reason to be suspicious of Mr. Secord other than his 
behaviour at the time? 
Lalonde:  Yes, I have a photo of him by the cash so that anyone who works there and 
sees him knows to call the police. I had warned him before not to keep coming by and 
loitering. You’re not allowed to loiter and he was doing it a lot. I saw him at least five 
times in the past month just hanging around and never buying anything.  
 
Crown: What about the night in question, Mr. Lalonde, what did you see then? 
Lalonde: I saw him, Secord, talking to a couple of customers who were standing outside 
when an officer came up to speak to him. Not two seconds later a second officer was 
there hanging back a bit. They kept asking him to come over and talk to them and he kept 



BWC IN COURT                                                                                                             180 

 

not going near them. Then he did something with his clothes, pulling up his shirt it 
seemed, and suddenly the police were yelling, he ran and they chased and caught up to 
him in like 2 seconds.  One cop was wrestling with him on the ground and the other was 
standing off to the side with his gun out. The next thing I know there were several gun 
shots with the guy on the ground.  
 
Crown: During the time before the gun shots, before he ran, did you witness Mr. Secord 
acting aggressively in any way? 
Lalonde: No, he never swore or said anything bad. He was asking why they wanted to 
speak to him.  
 
Crown: You mentioned several shots. Was Mr. Secord on the ground before or after you 
heard the first shot? 
Lalonde: He was on the ground before the first shot and the officer that had been 
wrestling with him had moved away from him. Then I heard several shots. 
 
Crown: How many shots did you hear fired? 
Lalonde: It was a lot. Way more than 10, maybe 20. 
 
Crown: Did you see Mr. Secord holding a gun at the time he was shot? 
Lalonde: No, I didn’t see any gun. 
 
Crown: Thank you, Mr. Lalonde. I have no further questions for you at this time.  
 
Defence Cross-examination 
 
Defence: You mentioned that Mr. Secord did not act aggressively towards the police. But 
did he comply with the officer’s request to come over and talk to the officers?  
Lalonde: No, he didn’t. In fact, he started to run when the first cop approached him. 
 
Defence: Thank you, Mr. Lalonde.  
 
 
 

[The Defence calls their first witness, James Mitchell, to take the stand] 
 
 

Defence Witness, Officer James Mitchell 
 

Defence:  Can you please introduce yourself to the court? 
Mitchell:  My name is James Mitchell. I am a Sergeant with the Samton Police Service. I 
have been an officer for 5 years.  
 
Defence:   I’d like you to think back to the evening of April 12th, 2014. Would you please 
tell the court what happened? 
Mitchell:   I had received a call about a possible armed suspect hanging outside of the 
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Hop and Shop on McCarthy Street. I was given his description and told he had been 
loitering and acting suspiciously with a car running in the parking lot. He had been 
identified as Mr. Scott Secord.  I knew we had to proceed with caution as he was known 
to us from a previous encounter that had turned violent and he had been armed. I was told 
to locate Mr. Secord, back up the other officer arriving at the scene, search him for a 
weapon, and bring him in for questioning.  
 
Defence:  Why did you think Mr. Secord was armed? 
Mitchell:  I didn’t know for sure, but due to the content of the dispatch message, I 
believe it was a concern that he might be considering robbing the store and therefore 
might be armed. We’re trained as officers to be prepared for the worst. I saw him in the 
parking lot, stopped my cruiser, got out of it and approached him.  
 
Defence:   What happened next? If you could please read based on your incident report 
which you had to file after the incident? 
Mitchell:   Based on what I had written in my report, Mr. Secord had been standing 
outside the store in a parking lot that had 3 cars. He was standing by a trashcan/bicycle 
rack talking to two men/one person by a black/silver car while Officer Duford, who was 
the first officer on the scene, told Mr. Secord to come talk to us, where we were standing. 
The bystander by the door said something unclear, about guessing someone had 
called the cops. Secord kept asking what he had done, insisting he was doing nothing. 
The bystander by the door went inside the store saying “I’m not getting in the middle 
of this”. Secord seemed agitated, on edge. He was asked again by Officer Duford to 
come speak to us and we told him we needed to search him. He did not comply. I then 
saw him put his hand in his pocket and I warned him to keep his hands out of his pocket. 
It was then that he insisted again he was up to nothing and he pulled up his black hoodie 
to show he was not a threat. That’s when I saw the handgun in his waistband of his jeans 
and what looked like an extra ammo clip for his gun. I told him he had to put his hands 
up, to stop. We both warned him to not go near the gun. Then Officer Duford approached 
him and Secord took a step towards him. I saw Secord’s right hand form a fist while his 
left hand moved towards his gun and he turned and ran. I drew my gun, ran to offer back 
up to my fellow officer yelling at Mr. Secord to “stop, drop the gun, or I’ll shoot.” I ran 
to cover my fellow officer. I heard car tires squeal in the background. Officer Duford 
and Mr. Secord fell to the ground during the altercation and I saw them wrestling for 
control of Secord’s gun. At one point I saw the barrel of the gun pointed towards Officer 
Duford’s face.  I saw a clear shot, fired once, and when Officer Duford was clear, 
continued to fire until the suspect was no longer a threat.  
 
Defence:   What was your thought process at that time? 
Mitchell:   That Mr. Secord could shoot Officer Duford, me or someone in the parking 
lot or along the road. I had to shoot. I couldn’t take the risk of letting him get off a shot 
and possibly kill someone.  
 
Defence:  How many times did you fire? 
Mitchell: Nine times/Fifteen times.  
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Defence:  What happened then? 
Mitchell:   He stopped moving. I approached him, weapon still drawn, telling him not to 
move, as did my fellow officer. We handcuffed him, searched him for any other weapons 
and called in paramedics and more officers to come in to attend the downed suspect and 
secure the scene.  
 
Defence:   What happened next? 
Mitchell:   I maintained a secure scene until the other officers arrived. The paramedics 
arrived at the same time. I relinquished the scene to the other officers and gave them my 
statement.  
 
Defence: Just so we are all clear, was Mr. Secord posing a threat at the time you decided 
to fire your weapon?   
Mitchell:  Yes. When I made the decision to fire, the suspect had his gun facing my 
partner, Officer Duford, and was presenting a full-front threat. 
 
Defence:  How do you account for the several shots fired after Officer Duford had 
disarmed Mr. Secord? 
Mitchell:  Between the time that Mr. Secord had the gun and the time I pulled the trigger 
of my gun, he could have shot his gun. It only takes a split-second for everything to 
change – for him to have aimed that gun at Officer Duford, me or someone in the parking 
lot and take a shot. He could have had another weapon on him. We had no way of 
knowing so I continued to fire my weapon. Consistent with my training, I made the 
decision to fire my weapon and continue to fire my weapon because if he fired his first or 
had another weapon on him, he could have seriously injured or killed my partner, me or 
another person.  
 
Defence:  After the incident, what did you learn in the course of the investigation that 
followed about Scott Secord? 
Mitchell:  The investigation team found 18 illegal firearms in his apartment. 
 
Defence: Thank you officer Mitchell. Those are all the questions I have at this time. 
 
Defence: I would like at this time to enter into evidence Exhibit A, the video footage of 
the incident from the body-worn video camera Office Mitchell wore that day which 
clearly backs up Officer Mitchell’s testimony that Mr. Secord was not compliant, had a 
weapon and entered in a deadly match for control of said weapon, resulting in shots fired 
to stop Secord, protect his fellow officer and everyone at that store and gas station that 
night. 
 
[VIDEO CLIP PLAYS] 
 
Crown Cross-examination 
 
Crown: Officer Mitchell, can you confirm that what we just saw was the video footage 
from your police issued body-worn video camera? 
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Mitchell: Yes.  
 
Crown: Your account of the incident seems awfully self-serving.    
Mitchell:  I don’t see any of what’s happened as self-serving. I had to fire my weapon to 
protect my partner and myself. My account of the incident is exactly how I remember it.  
 
Crown:  So, even though Mr. Secord had turned to run and had never aimed at you 
directly, you still maintain that he could have shot you or someone else?  
Mitchell:  I don’t know. I just know that I saw a threat, and I feared for my life. When I 
fired the shot, Mr. Secord was pointing the gun at Officer Duford.  
 
Crown: Maybe you just want to remember it that way? 
Mitchell:  That is what happened. 
 
Crown: And what about the amount of times you shot him? Was that not excessive? 
Mitchell:  No, it was not. I followed my training. When there is a lethal threat then it is 
reasonable in that situation to use deadly force to stop the threat.  
 
Crown: You say he did not aim directly at you but you shot him fifteen times. Fifteen 
times, Officer Mitchell. Could you not have used your training to wound and disarm the 
young man?  
Mitchell: We are trained to shoot at a person’s core, their centre of mass. We are more 
likely to hit the target and there is a smaller chance of stray bullets that might harm 
others. It is important to stop the threat.  
 
Crown: Was yours the only gun that fired? 
Mitchell: No, Officer Duford had taken the gun from Secord and shot him twice with it. 
 
Crown: And those two shots were after you had shot Secord 15 times? 
Mitchell: Yes, right at the end. 
 
Crown: Were you aware that the Coroner’s report confirmed that it was your shots that 
killed Mr. Secord, an unarmed man that was not a threat to anyone? 
Mitchell: I was informed about the report. We didn’t know he didn’t have another gun. I 
had to deal with the threat he presented.  
 
Crown: What threat did Mr. Secord continue to pose when your partner had successfully 
disarmed him? You stated that you continued to shoot as he might have had another 
weapon on him. Did he have a weapon in his hand after the other officer had taken Mr. 
Secord’s gun?  
Mitchell: No, he did not, but he could have pulled one at any moment. 
 
Crown: But he didn’t pull a second weapon, did he, Officer Mitchell? 
Mitchell: No, he did not. 
 
Crown: In fact, your search, after having shot Mr. Secord 15 times, revealed that he had 
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no other weapons on him, only the one handgun which Officer Duford had taken 
possession of during the altercation, is that not correct? 
Mitchell: That is correct. 
 
 
Crown: But you say this man was a threat even though his gun was taken? 
Mitchell: He had a gun and posed a serious, lethal threat. Officer Duford had taken 
possession of the gun only after I had shot my gun. 
 
Crown:  But you kept shooting even after he was disarmed? 
Mitchell:  It happened very quickly and as I stated, there was no way for us to know that 
he didn’t have another weapon on him so he remained a threat.  
 
Crown: That supposed threat was a 35-year-old man with a life and a future that you 
took away from him, Officer Mitchell. Tell me, did you give a full statement at the time 
immediately following the incident? 
Mitchell: No. I gave a partial statement and then later at the station gave a full one. A 
few hours had passed between the initial and the full statement.  
 
Crown: You needed time to think up a good story? 
Mitchell:  No, I was very stressed after the event. I wasn’t in a place to be making a 
formal statement. I needed time to recover first. 
Crown: Again, very convenient.  
 
Crown: I have no more questions at this time.  
 
[Rebuttal – Defence] 
 
Defence: Officer Mitchell, you mentioned that Scott Secord presented a threat to your 
fellow officer. Did he present a threat to the public? 
Mitchell: Yes, we were in the parking lot of a convenience store by a gas station. Anyone 
could be walking by or driving by at any moment and anyone in the store.     
 
Defence: Thank you Officer Mitchell. That will be all.  
 

[The Defence calls their second witness, David Duford, to take the stand] 
 

Defence Witness, Officer David Duford 
 

Defence:  Could you please introduce yourself to the court? 
Duford:  My name is David Duford.  
 
Defence:  Could you please tell the court your profession and how long you have served 
in that profession? 
Duford:  I am a sergeant with Samton Police Service and have been an officer for 8 
years. 
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Defence:  Could you tell us what happened that evening? 
Duford:  I received a call from dispatch about a suspicious person at the Hop and Shop. I 
arrived there at 10:04 pm. My backup, Officer Mitchell, arrived a few moments later. I 
asked the man fitting the description provided to us by dispatch to come over and speak 
to us, he kept not complying. When he put a hand in his pocket, Officer Mitchell told him 
to keep his hands out of his pocket, but then he flipped up his hoodie to show he had 
nothing to hide, which is when we both saw the handgun in his waistband. Officer 
Mitchell told him not to touch the gun. I saw the suspect edging to run and moved to 
intercept. He turned and ran and I tackled him. Punches were exchanged, we fell to the 
ground and he had his gun out. I grabbed his hands and the gun to stop him. At one point 
the gun was turned towards me. I was able to wrest the gun away from him and started to 
stand back when the first shot rang out and as I backed away from the suspect, Officer 
Mitchell continued to shoot and I shot the gun in my hand, Mr. Secord’s gun, shooting 
twice at him, before discarding it and pulling out my own handgun.  
 
Defence: You shot Mr. Secord with his own gun? 
Duford:  Yes, I did. 
 
Defence: You had disarmed him, so why did you shoot? 
Duford:  We are trained for worst case scenarios. He had not complied to a search, he 
had pointed his gun at me to shoot, and we had no way of knowing if he had another 
weapon concealed on him. We had to act in the best interest of public safety. 
 
Defence: Thank you Officer Duford. Those are all the questions I have for now. 
 
Crown Cross-examination 
 
Crown:  You say Mr. Secord could have had another weapon, but the reality is that he 
had no such weapon on him, did he?  
Duford: After the search, we found out that he had no other weapon on his person.   
 
Crown: In fact, he had no weapon pointed at you, Officer Mitchell or anyone else at the 
time he was shot by Officer Mitchell, correct? 
Duford: These situations can go wrong very quickly in terms of loss of life so we had to 
act on the worst case scenario that he may have had another weapon. He had already 
threatened my life by pointing his weapon at me. If was Officer Mitchell’s quick actions 
that helped save my life.  
 
Crown: But we have no proof of that, now do we Officer Duford? You have no proof 
except the accused’s testimony that he saw the gun pointed at you during the altercation 
you yourself had instigated.  Then Mitchell followed your lead and shot a man who had 
not acted as a threat in any way to you or anyone else that night. 
Duford: I don’t know what you’re talking about. I responded to the threat Mr. Secord 
represented and Officer Mitchell did the same.  
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Crown: That will be all, Officer Duford. 
 

Manipulation 
 

(Half of the participants will be exposed to an expert and half will not) 
 

[The Defence calls their third witness, Carl Hudson, to take the stand] 
 

Defence Witness, Dr. Carl Hudson 
 
Defence:  Could you please state your name and credentials for the jury? 
Hudson:   Certainly. My name is Dr. Carl Hudson. I have a Ph.D. in Psychology, 
specializing in Police Psychology. I have been studying lethal force encounters, 
action/reaction parameters, perception, and memory for over 25 years. My work has been 
published in several peer-reviewed journals.  
 
Defence:  Dr. Hudson, has your research dealt specifically with officer involved 
shootings?  
Hudson:  Yes.  
 
Defence:  What is the overall goal of this research?  
Hudson:  To ensure the availability of scientific principles to better and more accurately 
understand officer involved shootings. It is very important not to jump to conclusions 
without this kind of information. My research has uncovered several types of incidents 
that seem straightforward at first blush, but that scientific experiments have revealed to 
be much more complex.  
 
Defence:  So, to be clear. You’re not saying that every incident has an innocent 
explanation behind it. 
Hudson:  That’s right; I am not saying that every officer related shooting is excusable. 
I’m only saying that we need to consider the full range of facts, and that my research 
helps to uncover that.  
 
Defence:  Could you briefly summarize the findings of your research? 
Hudson:  Yes. My research has shown that for an average officer, split-second decision-
making in use of force incidents causes extreme stress that can affect an officer’s ability 
to perform effectively or recall events accurately.  
 
Defence:  The officer in this case shot 15 times before the suspect had a chance to shoot. 
Is that a normal or average reaction by an officer? 
Hudson:  It is my understanding that officers are trained to shoot a certain amount of 
times during their formal training. This training carries over into the field. In other words, 
when an officer is confronted with a life or death scenario – such as facing a suspect with 
a gun – the officer might regress to being on automatic pilot. This is a very real condition 
officers and soldiers suffer from in dangerous use of force encounters, where they revert 
to training no matter if it is appropriate or not to the circumstances.  
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Defence:  You study the impact of dangerous use of force encounters faced by police. 
What does your research suggest happens to officers when faced with potentially lethal 
situations in the line of duty? 
Hudson: Based on my research, an officer’s physiology is put under immense stress in a 
use of force encounter. This stress can have severe ramifications on the prefrontal cortex, 
which is our thinking/reasoning area of the brain. In short, when we are faced with a 
stressful and life threatening situation, our brain can be, in layman’s terms, short circuited 
by our physiological reaction, such as adrenal and cortisol levels rising, elevated heart 
rate, all of which can circumvent our reasoning areas of the brain and cause distortions. 
These distortions can include audio hallucinations such as hearing sounds that did not 
occur and tunnel vision, which results in the officer only seeing the immediate threat and 
not being able to see what else is going on around them. Also memory lapses such as not 
remembering some things, misremembering others, or recalling things out of sequence 
are not uncommon for police officers when they have been involved in a potentially 
lethal encounter. These are only a few of distortions officers might experience in 
dangerous use of force scenarios and they have been extensively documented in research 
involving police officers and soldiers.  
 
Defence: So errors in an officer’s testimony are not uncommon? 
Hudson: In all my years of research with police officers, I have yet to see a single report 
that does not contain some memory error, however small. It is important to remember 
that police officers are human beings, not machines. No one’s memory is perfect, but 
more importantly, under extreme stress, the brain can be greatly impacted leading to such 
errors. In such situations, there is no time to second guess or take time to commit every 
detail to memory.  
 
Defence:  Do other researchers’ findings support your conclusions? 
Hudson:  Yes. My research is consistent with what has previously been demonstrated 
regarding officer memory in use of force incidents. Their conclusions were the same: 
once an officer perceives a threat, even under training circumstances, adrenaline, elevated 
heart rate, and brain reaction interferes with higher thinking areas of the brain, negatively 
impacting memory and increasing the chance of perceptual distortions. 
 
Defence: Thank you, Dr. Hudson. 
 
Crown Cross-examination: 
 
Crown:  Your research comes in awfully handy for police officers who have broken the 
law, wouldn’t you say? 
Hudson:  My research has been conducted in an unbiased way, and has been through a 
rigorous peer review process. The science speaks for itself. 
 
Crown:  The science? Don’t you start out with something you want to prove, and then 
just do whatever is needed to show that your prediction is right? 
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Hudson:  Well I wouldn’t say we ever really ‘prove’ anything, nor are we trying to. All 
we’re doing is conducting scientific experiments that are based on probabilities. They are 
a best guess as to what’s going on in the real world, but in a controlled setting. 
 
Crown:  So each researcher ‘controls’ their own experiment, then? 
Hudson:  We employ both experimental and statistical controls. Again, we try to do this 
without any biases. We are simply testing a set of hypotheses that are informed by other 
research in the field. 
 
Crown:  So, unlike the hard sciences, your experiment is quite subjective? 
Hudson:  Like any other science, we test hypotheses based on sound theory. 
 
Crown:  Is there a lot of consensus about your findings?  
Hudson:  Yes, other researchers have reported findings that are similar to what I’ve 
found in my research.  
 
Crown:  Have your findings ever been contested? 
Hudson:  As I said, my work has been through a strict peer review process, which means 
that other researchers have evaluated it in terms of the experimental design, rationale, and 
its contribution to the field. 
 
Crown:  Have you testified in this type of case before? 
Hudson: Yes. I have given testimony in other cases involving controversial shootings. 
 
Crown:  But, have you ever testified for the Crown? 
Hudson: No, I have not. I primarily work with police officers who are accused of 
excessive use of force. 
 
Crown: Some might even think of you as a professional witness. Didn’t you say, earlier, 
that your research is unbiased? 
Hudson: Yes, my research is unbiased. I am not a professional witness. I would never 
suggest that all officers are innocent of wrongdoing in fatal shootings. Just as there are 
some bad officers, there are some bad shootings. But part of our goal is to help 
investigators and prosecutors understand that what appears controversial often is not, 
when judged in light of scientific principles.  
 
Crown:  So you wouldn’t say that your opinion is for sale? 
Hudson: No. All I want to do is allow for a better understanding of use of force 
situations. Some shooting situations are simply unavoidable. Also, in many situations, 
cover just isn’t available and deadly force is the only option. 
 
Crown: One last question Dr. Hudson. You mentioned all types of brain interference and 
memory lapses that an officer can have. However, in the face of an officer’s testimony 
being inaccurate, is it not also a possibility that the officer is lying? Covering their tracks? 
In other words, is memory lapse due to the brain ‘short circuiting’ as you mentioned, the 
only possible explanation for an officer having inconsistent testimony compared to hard 
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evidence?  
Hudson: I can only speak to my area of research, which is police stress in use of force 
incidents. In these types of incidents, the stress can impact cognitive and physiological 
functions, which can influence memory.  
 
Crown: I have no further questions.   
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[Note: bold denotes sentence that will only be in expert condition/manipulation.] 
 

 
[Closing Remarks] 

 
Crown Closing Statement: The rule of law prohibits any officer from shooting a fleeing 
suspect unnecessarily. The law is clear on this point, ladies and gentlemen. You have 
heard testimony from the two witnesses that Scott Secord did not pose a threat and was 
shot excessively when he could have been wounded instead and alive today. Did he have 
a weapon in his possession that was restricted? Yes. Did he use it? No. The Defence 
wants you to believe that the victim posed a terrible threat to a fellow officer who has no 
real evidence to back up their claim that he threatened anyone. Scott Secord has been an 
upstanding citizen with a job, an education, trying to turn his life around. He had a 
weapon that he never used, never touched when the officers attacked him. He did not 
deserve to be shot, let alone shot fifteen times. He did not deserve to die there in that 
parking lot without having acted in a hostile way to anyone, let alone posing a threat in 
any way that would have called for such an excessive lethal action on the part of Officer 
Mitchell. There is just no way. On top of that, Officer Mitchell lied during his testimony. 
You saw the video evidence from his own police issued video camera, which 
contradicted parts of his testimony. He made statements about what happened and those 
were lies. The simplest explanation here is that Officer Mitchell shot down a person of 
interest unreasonably and unnecessarily. You heard testimony from two witnesses that 
can attest to that. And then Officer Mitchell lied about aspects of it. Show this officer that 
it is not okay to abuse his power like that, and that officers are not above the law. Do not 
let another officer get away with unnecessary force. Return a verdict of guilty. 
 
Defence’s Closing Statement: Despite what the Crown would have you believe, this is 
not a blanket excuse for police shooting innocent people who are fleeing. The fact is that 
officers put their life on the line for us every day. They are trained to react to things 
differently than you or I. In a life-threatening situation, they sometimes have no choice 
but to act with lethal force. Officer Mitchell’s account of the event has been consistent. 
He has told the court in detail about the incident, and there is no reason to dispute what 
he has said. He had to take down a dangerous suspect who did not comply with his and 
his fellow officer’s instructions. You heard testimony that he warned Mr. Secord to not 
touch the gun. Instead of listening, Mr. Secord attempted to flee with his hand moving 
toward the gun. This ended up in a dangerous close up use of force situation with Officer 
Duford wrestling Mr. Secord to gain control of the gun to save his own life, let alone that 
of everyone there. Mr. Secord pointed his gun at Officer Duford, and on seeing that, 
Officer Mitchell took actions that were necessary and within reason. Any discrepancies 
between the officer and the video footage are simply a matter of imperfect memory under 
severe life or death stress in a lethal shooting incident, which you heard is possible from 
an expert in the field of police psychology. Officer Mitchell followed his training and 
used the amount of force that was necessary to protect himself and others and stop Scott 
Secord from using his gun to shoot Officer Duford or anyone else. Officer Mitchell did 
his job and saved lives because of his actions that day; do not punish him for that. Return 
a verdict of not guilty. 
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Crown Rebuttal: Nobody is saying Officer Mitchell went into work that day planning to 
shoot someone. However, he violated his own rules. This is just another example of an 
officer using excessive force when the situation did not warrant it. Yes, the police put 
their lives on the line, and have great responsibility. Therefore, we need to hold their 
behaviour to a very high standard. You can hold Officer Mitchell accountable for his 
actions, by returning a verdict of guilty.  

 
[Reading of the law] 

 
Judge: Members of the jury, you have heard the testimony from a number of witnesses. 
It is now my responsibility to provide you with the law. 

Presumption of Innocence: 

[1] Every person charged with an offence is presumed to be innocent, unless and until the 
Crown has proved his/her guilt beyond a reasonable doubt. 

[2] The indictment tells you and James Mitchell what offence the Crown alleges against 
James Mitchell. The charge is not evidence. It is not proof of guilt. 

[3] The presumption of innocence lasts throughout the trial. This presumption only ceases 
to apply if, at the end of the case and on the whole of the evidence, the Crown has proved 
beyond a reasonable doubt that James Mitchell is guilty of the crime charged. 

Burden of Proof: 

[1] The person charged does not have to present evidence or prove anything in this case, 
in particular, that he is innocent of the offence charged. 

[2] From start to finish, it is the Crown who must prove the guilt of James Mitchell 
beyond a reasonable doubt. You must find James Mitchell not guilty of the offence unless 
the Crown proves beyond a reasonable doubt that he is guilty of it. 

Judge: I will remind you that Officer Mitchell is charged with second degree murder. 
 
229. Culpable homicide is murder 

(a) where the person who causes the death of a human being 
(i) means to cause his death, or 
(ii) means to cause him bodily harm that he knows is likely to cause his death, and is 
reckless whether death ensues or not; 
(b) where a person, meaning to cause death to a human being or meaning to cause him 
bodily harm that he knows is likely to cause his death, and being reckless whether 
death ensues or not, by accident or mistake causes death to another human being, 
notwithstanding that he does not mean to cause death or bodily harm to that human 
being; or 
(c) where a person, for an unlawful object, does anything that he knows or ought to 
know is likely to cause death, and thereby causes death to a human being, 
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notwithstanding that he desires to effect his object without causing death or bodily 
harm to any human being. 
 
231. (1) Murder is first degree murder or second degree murder. 
(2) Murder is first degree murder when it is planned and deliberate. 
(7) All murder that is not first degree murder is second degree murder. 
 
Punishment:  
235. (1) Everyone who commits first degree murder or second degree murder is guilty of 
an indictable offence and shall be sentenced to imprisonment for life. 
 
Judge: What you must decide is if Officer Mitchell is not guilty of second degree murder 
due to using reasonable use of force. Reasonable use of force under the law is described 
as the following: 
 
25. (1) Everyone who is required or authorized by law to do anything in the 
administration or enforcement of the law 

o (a) as a private person, 
o (b) as a peace officer or public officer, 
o (c) in aid of a peace officer or public officer, or 
o (d) by virtue of his office, 

is, if he acts on reasonable grounds, justified in doing what he is required or authorized to 
do and in using as much force as is necessary for that purpose. 
 
(3) Subject to subsections (4) and (5), a person is not justified for the purposes of 
subsection (1) in using force that is intended or is likely to cause death or grievous bodily 
harm unless the person believes on reasonable grounds that it is necessary for the self-
preservation of the person or the preservation of any one under that person’s protection 
from death or grievous bodily harm. 
 
(4) A peace officer, and every person lawfully assisting the peace officer, is justified in 
using force that is intended or is likely to cause death or grievous bodily harm to a person 
to be arrested, if 

o (a) the peace officer is proceeding lawfully to arrest, with or without 
warrant, the person to be arrested; 

o (b) the offence for which the person is to be arrested is one for which that 
person may be arrested without warrant; 

o (c) the person to be arrested takes flight to avoid arrest; 
o (d) the peace officer or other person using the force believes on reasonable 

grounds that the force is necessary for the purpose of protecting the peace 
officer, the person lawfully assisting the peace officer or any other person 
from imminent or future death or grievous bodily harm; and 

o (e) the flight cannot be prevented by reasonable means in a less violent 
manner. 
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Appendix L 

Manipulation Check Questions for Study 2 

1. Where did the incident take place? 
a) at a recreational centre parking lot 
b) at a church parking lot 
c) at a convenience store parking lot 
d) at a mall parking lot 
 
2. What did the suspect have on him that concerned the police? 
a) a comb 
b) a gun 
c) a knife 
d) a cell phone 
 
3. Why were the police called? 
a) a woman said she was threatened and the guy was waiting for her outside 
b) a girlfriend called because her boyfriend threatened her in public 
c) a man was loitering outside of the convenience store 
d) a guy started a fight 
 
4. In the transcript, did the expert witness say: 
a) There was no expert in my transcript 
b) That police do not receive enough training 
c) That police can suffer perceptual distortions, like memory loss, in use of force 
encounters 
d) That police need to report their use of force behaviour immediately following an 
incident  
 
5. Were there differences between the defendant’s testimony and what his body-worn 
camera footage showed? 
a) Yes 
b) No, there were no differences between the defendant’s testimony and his body-worn 
camera footage  
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Appendix M 

Jury Questionnaire for Study 2 

INSTRUCTIONS:  Please respond to the following items with regards to the second-
degree murder charge against the defendant. 

1. How do you find the defendant, James Mitchell?  
GUILTY ________ 

NOT GUILTY ________ 

2. Please provide a reason for your verdict: ___________________________________ 
 

3. To what degree do you feel Officer James Mitchell is guilty? Chose a number 
between 1 to 10 where 1 equals not guilty at all and 10 completely guilty. 

 
4.  Second degree murder is punishable for a 25-year custodial sentence. However, the 
accused may be eligible for parole between 10 and 25 years of that sentence. If it were up 
to you, when would you consider the defendant to be eligible for parole, at the minimum 
of 10 years or maximum punishment of no parole up to 25 years? Please choose which 
range, if any, you think that defendant should serve in custody before being eligible for 
parole.  What (if any) punishment do you believe the defendant deserves?   

 
 0    1    2    3    4    5    6    7    8    9    10 

No punishment                       Maximum punishment 

5. How credible is the defendant, Officer Mitchell?   

 
     1          2             3            4             5               6          7     

Not at all credible           somewhat credible               extremely credible 
 

6. How persuasive is the defendant, Officer Mitchell’s, testimony?   

 
     1          2             3            4             5               6          7     

Not at all persuasive        somewhat persuasive           extremely persuasive 

7. How credible is the Crown attorney?   

 
     1          2             3            4             5               6          7     
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Not at all credible            somewhat credible        extremely credible 

8. How persuasive is the Crown attorney?   

 
     1          2             3            4             5               6          7     

Not at all persuasive       somewhat persuasive          extremely persuasive 

9. How credible is the Defence attorney?   

 
     1          2             3            4             5               6          7     

Not at all credible             somewhat credible       extremely credible 
10. How persuasive is the Defence attorney?   

 
     1          2             3            4             5               6          7     

Not at all persuasive        somewhat persuasive          extremely persuasive 

11. How credible is the witness, Steve Coleman, the customer at the convenience store?   

 
     1          2             3            4             5               6          7     

Not at all credible            somewhat credible       extremely credible 
 

12. How persuasive is the witness, Steve Coleman, the customer at the convenience 
store?   

 
     1          2             3            4             5               6          7     

Not at all persuasive        somewhat persuasive         extremely persuasive 

13. How credible is the witness, Eric Lalonde, the man working in the store?   

 
     1          2             3            4             5               6          7     

Not at all credible            somewhat credible       extremely credible 
 

14. How persuasive is the witness, Eric Lalonde, the man working in the store?   

 
     1          2             3            4             5               6          7     

Not at all persuasive        somewhat persuasive          extremely persuasive 
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15. How credible is the witness, Officer Duford, the other police officer at the scene?   

 

     1          2             3            4             5               6          7     

Not at all credible            somewhat credible       extremely credible 

16. How persuasive is the witness, Officer Duford, the other police officer at the scene?   

 

     1          2             3            4             5               6          7     

Not at all persuasive        somewhat persuasive         extremely persuasive 

 

Note: Only those who receive the manipulation of expert testimony in Study 2 will 
be asked to provide ratings on the following two questions (17 and 18): 

17. How credible is Dr. Carl Hudson, the expert witness, who provided information 
regarding processing and memory issues wen having to act in a dangerous situation?   

 

     1          2             3            4             5               6          7     

Not at all credible             somewhat credible       extremely credible 

 

18. How persuasive is Dr. Carl Hudson, the expert witness, who provided information 
regarding processing and memory issues wen having to act in a dangerous situation?   

 

     1          2             3            4             5               6          7     

Not at all persuasive        somewhat persuasive          extremely persuasive 
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19. How important was the body-worn video evidence to your verdict decision? 

 

     1          2             3            4             5               6          7     

Not at all important         somewhat important             extremely important 
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Appendix N 

Debriefing Form 

Police Use of Force and Jury Decision-making 

Thank you for your participation in the present study: To Shoot or not to Shoot: 
Decision-making in Police Use of Force Trials. To reiterate, the purpose of this study 
was to engage community members in a examination of their decision-making when an 
officer is accused in a criminal trial case regarding a use of force incident.  

Background on the video: Although the trial is fictitious, the video was from a real 
police use of force incident. The incident occurred in Roy, Utah. The suspect died of the 
gun shot wounds and the officer was not charged in the incident. The internal review 
cleared the shooting as justified. If watching the video made you feel distressed or 
uncomfortable, and you would like to speak to someone about your thoughts, please feel 
free to contact Carleton University Health and Counseling Services at 613-520-6674 
(http://www.carleton.ca/health/) or the Distress Centre of Ottawa and Region at 613-238-
3311 (http://www.dcottawa.on.ca). 

Research personnel: The following people are involved in this research project and may 
be contacted at any time: Holly Ellingwood (Doctoral Student, Principal Investigator, 
HollyEllingwood@cmail.carleton.ca, Lab 613-520-1728), or Dr. Craig Bennell (Faculty 
Advisor, Craig.Bennell@carleton.ca, 613-520-2600, ext. 1769).  

Concerns: If you have any ethical concerns with the study, please contact Dr. Andy 
Adler, Chair, Carleton University Research Ethics Board-B (by phone at 613-520-2600 
ext. 4085 or via email at ethics@carleton.ca). 

Thank you for your time. 

 

This research has been cleared by Carleton University Research Ethics Board-B 
(Clearance # 108721). 

 

  



BWC IN COURT                                                                                                             199 

 

Appendix O 

Opinions about BWC Use and Ethnicity 

Table 13 

Opinions about BWC Use by Ethnicity 

Question 

Mean (SD)  
Hedges’ 

g 
95% CI 

White 
Non-

White 

How concerned are you with being video-
recorded (including surreptitiously) by other 
people?* 

2.90(1.85) 3.32(2.16) -0.22 -.57, .13 

How concerned are you with police officers 
wearing a device that would video-record 
their conduct while performing their duties 
in public?* 

2.63(1.93) 3.05(1.92) -0.22 -.57, .13 

Police officers wearing a body-worn camera 
would improve officer behaviour while on 
duty 

2.59(1.40) 2.55(1.41) 0.03 -.32, .38 

Police officers wearing a body-worn camera 
would improve citizen behaviour while on 
duty 

3.10(1.47) 2.66(1.48) 0.3 -.05, .65 

BWC recordings should be kept for… 4.79(2.13) 4.63(2.25) 0.07 -.27, .42 

If police wore body-worn cameras, officers 
would be safer  

3.14(1.46) 3.24(1.42) -0.07 -.42, .28 

Police should alert people before they record 
them with a body-worn camera 

3.44(1.80) 2.84(1.59) 0.34 -.01, .69 

Body-worn cameras should be recording at 
all times when police are on duty 

2.83(1.56) 2.66(1.48) 0.11 -.24, .46 

Body-worn cameras should only record 
when police are approaching a possible 
incident/potential suspect 

3.88(1.95) 3.53(1.81) 0.18 -.17, .53 

Officers should be able to control when a 
body-worn camera records 

4.82(1.90) 4.11(1.74) .38* .03, .73 

The use of body-worn cameras by police 
will make police more accountable for any 
misconduct 

2.26(1.25) 2.42(1.43) -0.13 -.48, .22 
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Opinions about BWC Use by Ethnicity (continued) 

Question 

Mean (SD)  

Hedges’ 
g 

95% CI 
White 

Non-
White 

The use of body-worn cameras by police 
will reduce false misconduct reports against 
the police by the public 

2.35(1.29) 2.42(1.41) -0.05 -.40, .30 

The use of body-worn cameras by police 
will improve investigations by providing 
much needed evidence (i.e., caught in the act 
on video) 

2.11(1.08) 2.24(1.28) -0.12 -.47, .23 

The use of body-worn cameras by police 
violates my right to privacy 

4.52(1.67) 4.26(1.54) 0.16 -.19, .50 

The use of body-worn cameras by police 
will increase public trust in the police 

3.04(1.45) 2.82(1.16) 0.16 -.19, .51 

I would be willing to pay slightly higher 
taxes to ensure my local police service is 
equipped with body-worn cameras 

3.98(1.79) 3.97(1.95) 0.01 -.34, .35 

A photograph tells the truth by providing an 
image 

3.32(1.51) 3.11(1.64) 0.14 -.21, .49 

A video recording tells the truth about the 
recorded event 

2.64(1.25) 2.66(1.23) -0.02 -.36, .33 

A photograph can be altered/manipulated 
after the photo has been taken 

2.17(1.26) 2.32(1.28) -0.12 -.47, .23 

A video can be altered/manipulated after the 
video was recorded 

2.68(1.41) 2.39(1.13) 0.21 -.14, .56 

In court, I would view a video recording 
from a police officer (via a body-worn 
camera) as more credible than a video 
recording from a bystander (via a cell phone 
or handheld camera) 

3.65(1.48) 3.50(1.16) 0.11 -.24, .45 

In court, I would view video evidence of a 
potential crime presented by the prosecution 
as more credible than video evidence 
presented by the defence (the lawyer 
representing the accused)? 

4.03(1.25) 3.50(1.18) .43* .08, .78 
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Opinions about BWC Use by Ethnicity (continued) 

Question 

Mean (SD)  

Hedges’ 
g 

95% CI 
White 

Non-
White 

In court, I would view video evidence of a 
potential crime introduced by the judge to be 
more credible than video evidence presented 
by the prosecution or the defence 

3.87(1.27) 3.45(1.13) 0.34 -.01, .69 

A photograph of an incident gives a more 
accurate account than eyewitness testimony 
of the same incident 

3.15(1.39) 2.95(1.27) 0.15 -.20, .50 

A video of an incident from a police issued 
body-worn camera gives a more accurate 
account than eyewitness testimony of the 
same incident 

2.61(1.24) 2.68(1.04) -0.06 -.41, .29 

Video produced from body-worn cameras is 
consistently of very high visual quality. 

3.55(1.27) 3.24(1.03) 0.26 -.09, .61 

Stress of a use of force event can cause 
problems with respect to an officer’s 
memory of the event? 

2.81(1.14) 2.55(1.06) 0.23 -.12, .58 

Expert witnesses for the defence are only 
hired guns that are there to help get accused 
acquitted, even when the evidence suggests 
they may be guilty 

3.80(1.43) 3.45(1.39) 0.25 -.10, .60 

Experts hired by the Defence or Prosecution 
only report what the side that hired them 
wants to hear 

3.21(1.32) 3.55(1.50) -0.03 -.38, .32 

Note. Bold denotes significant above effect size cut-off for Hedges’g; * denotes 
confidence intervals that are significant as they do not include zero; M = mean; SD = 
standard deviation; CI = confidence interval; * used a scale from 1 (not at all 
concerned) to 7 (extremely concerned);  responses were given on 7-point Likert scales 
where 1 = strongly agree, 4 = neutral, and 7 = strongly disagree 
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Appendix P 

Opinions about BWC Use and Sex 

Table 14 

Opinions about BWC Use by Sex 

Question 
Mean (SD) by Sex Hedges’ 

g 
95% CI 

Male Female 

How concerned are you with being video-
recorded (including surreptitiously) by other 
people?* 

3.08(1.97) 2.88(1.86) -0.11 -.37, .16 

How concerned are you with police officers 
wearing a device that would video-record 
their conduct while performing their duties 
in public?* 

2.91(2.01) 2.53(1.85) -0.2 -.46, .06 

Police officers wearing a body-worn camera 
would improve officer behaviour while on 
duty 

2.70(1.51) 2.50(1.31) -0.14 -.40, -.12 

Police officers wearing a body-worn camera 
would improve citizen behaviour while on 
duty 

3.10(1.55) 2.98(1.42) -0.08 -.34, .18 

BWC recordings should be kept for… 4.74(2.15) 4.78(2.15) 0.02 -.24, .28 

If police wore body-worn cameras, officers 
would be safer  

3.24(1.56) 3.09(1.36) -0.1 -.36, .16 

Police should alert people before they record 
them with a body-worn camera 

3.21(1.75) 3.44(1.80) 0.13 -.13, .39 

Body-worn cameras should be recording at 
all times when police are on duty 

2.69(1.67) 2.88(1.45) 0.12 -.14, .38 

Body-worn cameras should only record 
when police are approaching a possible 
incident/potential suspect 

3.98(1.95) 3.69(1.91) -0.15 -.41, .11 

Officers should be able to control when a 
body-worn camera records 

4.83(1.88) 4.60(1.89) -0.12 -.38, .14 

The use of body-worn cameras by police 
will make police more accountable for any 
misconduct 

2.29(1.26) 2.29(1.29) 0 -.26, .26 
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Opinions about BWC Use by Sex (continued) 

Question 
Mean (SD) by Sex Hedges’ 

g 
95% CI 

Male Female 

The use of body-worn cameras by police 
will reduce false misconduct reports against 
the police by the public 

2.39(1.31) 2.35(1.32) -0.03 -.29, .23 

The use of body-worn cameras by police 
will improve investigations by providing 
much needed evidence (i.e., caught in the act 
on video) 

2.26(1.18) 2.03(1.05) -0.21 -.47, .05 

The use of body-worn cameras by police 
violates my right to privacy 

4.44(1.76) 4.51(1.56) 0.04 -.22, .30 

The use of body-worn cameras by police 
will increase public trust in the police 

2.89(1.48) 3.09(1.35) 0.14 -.12, .40 

I would be willing to pay slightly higher 
taxes to ensure my local police service is 
equipped with body-worn cameras 

4.00(1.83) 3.67(1.80) -0.18 -.44, .08 

A photograph tells the truth by providing an 
image 

3.30(1.50) 3.27(1.57) -0.02 -.28, .24 

A video recording tells the truth about the 
recorded event 

2.75(1.34) 2.55(1.17) -0.16 -.42, .01 

A photograph can be altered/manipulated 
after the photo has been taken 

2.17(1.20) 2.21(1.31) 0.03 -.23, .29 

A video can be altered/manipulated after the 
video was recorded 

2.61(1.37) 2.65(1.37) 0.03 -.23, .29 

In court, I would view a video recording 
from a police officer (via a body-worn 
camera) as more credible than a video 
recording from a bystander (via a cell phone 
or handheld camera) 

3.57(1.50) 3.67(1.37) 0.07 -.19, .33 

In court, I would view video evidence of a 
potential crime presented by the prosecution 
as more credible than video evidence 
presented by the defence (the lawyer 
representing the accused)? 

3.80(1.34) 4.05(1.17) 0.2 -.06, .46 

In court, I would view video evidence of a 
potential crime introduced by the judge to be 
more credible than video evidence presented 
by the prosecution or the defence 

3.64(1.38) 3.93(1.13) 0.23 -.03, .49 
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Opinions about BWC Use by Sex (continued) 

Question 
Mean (SD) by Sex 

Hedges’g 95% CI 
Male          Female 

A photograph of an incident gives a more 
accurate account than eyewitness testimony 
of the same incident 

3.05(1.40) 3.17(1.35) 0.09 -.17, .35 

A video of an incident from a police issued 
body-worn camera gives a more accurate 
account than eyewitness testimony of the 
same incident 

2.64(1.25) 2.60(1.18) -0.03 -.29, .23 

Video produced from body-worn cameras is 
consistently of very high visual quality. 

3.43(1.31) 3.55(1.10) 0.1 -.16, .36 

Stress of a use of force event can cause 
problems with respect to an officer’s 
memory of the event? 

2.78(1.24) 2.76(1.04) -0.02 -.28, .24 

Expert witnesses for the defence are only 
hired guns that are there to help get accused 
acquitted, even when the evidence suggests 
they may be guilty 

3.47(1.47) 3.96(1.35) .35* .09, .61 

Experts hired by the Defence or Prosecution 
only report what the side that hired them 
wants to hear 

3.35(1.32) 3.64(1.36) 0.22 -.05, .48 

Note. Nmale =101, Nfemale = 129. Bold denotes significant above effect size cut-off for 
Hedges’g; * denotes confidence intervals that are significant as they do not include zero; 
M = mean; SD = standard deviation; CI = confidence interval; * used a scale from 1 
(not at all concerned) to 7 (extremely concerned); responses were given on 7-point Likert 
scales where 1 = strongly agree, 4 = neutral, and 7 = strongly disagree 
. 
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Appendix Q 

Opinions about BWC Use and Age 

Table 15 

Opinions about BWC Use — Regressions for Age 

Question b t p 95% CI 

How concerned are you with being video-recorded 
(including surreptitiously) by other people?* 

-.03 -3.50 .001 -.05, -.01 

How concerned are you with police officers wearing a 
device that would video-record their conduct while 
performing their duties in public?* 

-.03 -2.87 .005 -.04, -.01 

Police officers wearing a body-worn camera would 
improve officer behaviour while on duty 

-.01 -2.28 .023 -.03, -.00 

Police officers wearing a body-worn camera would 
improve citizen behaviour while on duty 

-.01 -1.68 .095 -.02, -.00 

BWC recordings should be kept for… -.01 -.74 .463 -.03, .01 

If police wore body-worn cameras, officers would be safer  -.00 -.62 .535 -.02, .01 

Police should alert people before they record them with a 
body-worn camera 

.02 2.75 .007 .01, .04 

Body-worn cameras should be recording at all times when 
police are on duty 

.00 .63 .532 -.01, .02 

Body-worn cameras should only record when police are 
approaching a possible incident/potential suspect 

-.02 -1.81 .072 -.03, .00 

Officers should be able to control when a body-worn 
camera records 

-.01 -.67 .503 -.02, .01 

The use of body-worn cameras by police will make police 
more accountable for any misconduct 

-.01 -1.11 .269 -.02, .01 

The use of body-worn cameras by police will reduce false 
misconduct reports against the police by the public 

-.01 -1.54 .126 -.02, .00 

The use of body-worn cameras by police will improve 
investigations by providing much needed evidence (i.e., 
caught in the act on video) 

-.01 -2.70 .007 -.02, -.00 

The use of body-worn cameras by police violates my right 
to privacy 

.03 3.75 <.001 .01, .04 

The use of body-worn cameras by police will increase 
public trust in the police 

.00 -.05 .962 -.01, .01 
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Opinions about BWC Use — Regressions for Age (continued) 

Question b t p 95% CI 

I would be willing to pay slightly higher taxes to ensure 
my local police service is equipped with body-worn 
cameras 

-.01 -.71 .477 -.02, .01 

A photograph tells the truth by providing an image -.00 -.61 .541 -.02, .01 

A video recording tells the truth about the recorded event .00 .27 .787 -.01, .01 

A photograph can be altered/manipulated after the photo 
has been taken 

.01 1.97 .05 .00, .02 

A video can be altered/manipulated after the video was 
recorded 

.01 .90 .370 -.01, .02 

In court, I would view a video recording from a police 
officer (via a body-worn camera) as more credible than a 
video recording from a bystander (via a cell phone or 
handheld camera) 

-.01 -1.00 .321 -.02, .01 

In court, I would view video evidence of a potential crime 
presented by the prosecution as more credible than video 
evidence presented by the defence (the lawyer representing 
the accused)? 

.01 1.39 .167 -.01, .02 

In court, I would view video evidence of a potential crime 
introduced by the judge to be more credible than video 
evidence presented by the prosecution or the defence 

.01 1.63 .104 -.00, .02 

A photograph of an incident gives a more accurate account 
than eyewitness testimony of the same incident 

-.01 -1.69 .093 -.02, .00 

A video of an incident from a police issued body-worn 
camera gives a more accurate account than eyewitness 
testimony of the same incident 

-.01 -1.69 .094 -.02, .00 

Video produced from body-worn cameras is consistently 
of very high visual quality. 

.01 1.67 .097 -.01, .02 

Stress of a use of force event can cause problems with 
respect to an officer’s memory of the event? 

.00 .03 .980 -.01, .01 

Expert witnesses for the defence are only hired guns that 
are there to help get accused acquitted, even when the 
evidence suggests they may be guilty 

-.01 -1.74 .083 -.02, .00 

Experts hired by the Defence or Prosecution only report 
what the side that hired them wants to hear 

-.01 -.81 .416 -.02, .01 

Note. Bold denotes statistically significant results of p < .05. B = regression coefficient; t 
=t-test; p = probability; CI = confidence interval; * used a scale from 1 (not at all 
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concerned) to 7 (extremely concerned); responses used a 7-point Likert scale where 1 = 
strongly agree to 7 = strongly disagree 
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Table 16 

Opinions about BWC Use — Significant Results for Age and Nominal Regressions of 

Responses 

Question Answer Wald b OR p 95% CIs 

An officer testifies in a use of force 
court case that he was standing beside 
a bush, but a video of the incident 
shows it was a mailbox. Would your 
tendency be to view this officer as 
dishonest, mistaken or not sure? 

dishonest 
vs. not sure 

5.36 .04 1.04 .021 1.01, 1.07 

dishonest 
vs. mistaken 

15.75 .05 1.05 .000 1.03-1.08 

An officer testifies in a use of force 
court case that the suspect was 
lunging at him with a bat, but the 
video shows the suspect was walking 
with a bat. Would your tendency be to 
view this officer as dishonest, 
mistaken or not sure? 

dishonest 
vs. not sure 

2.24 .02 1.02 .134 1.00, 1.04 

dishonest 
vs. mistaken 

2.59 .02 1.02 .108 1.00, 1.04 

Can a camera capture depth 
perception? 

no vs. yes 3.53 -.02 .98 .060 .95, 1.00 

no vs. 
don’t know 

.59 .01 1.01 .441 .99, 1.03 

Can a video capture depth perception? no vs. yes .42 .01 1.01 .516 .98, 1.04 

no vs. 
don’t know 

4.77 .04 1.04 .029 1.00-1.07 

Can a camera capture a scene in poor 
lighting or darkness better than the 
human eye can see? 

no vs. yes .35 -.01 1.00 .56 .97, 1.02 

no vs. 
don’t know 

1.84 .02 1.02 .18 1.00, 1.04 

Can a video recorder record a scene in 
poor lighting or darkness better than 
the human eye can see? 

no vs. yes .58 .01 1.01 .448 .99, 1.03 

no vs. 
don’t know 

2.76 .02 1.02 .097 1.00, 1.04 

Can a video recorder record a scene as 
fast as the human visual system can 
process that scene? 

no vs. yes 2.26 .02 1.02 .133 .99, 1.05 

no vs. 
don’t know 

1.53 .02 1.02 .217 .99, 1.04 

Can a video recorder pick up on subtle 
threat cues (for example, tensing of a 
suspect’s body, flash of metal), the 
same as the human visual system can? 

no vs. yes .07 .00 1.00 .792 .98, 1.03 

no vs. 
don’t know 

.35 .01 1.01 .555 .99, 1.03 

Note. Bold denotes statistically significant findings p < .05. B = regression coefficient; 
OR = odds ratio; p = probability; CI = confidence interval 
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Table 17 

Opinions about BWC Use — Odds Ratio 

Question Wald b OR p 95% CIs 

During an incident where a police officer had to use 
force on a suspect, the officer said they turned on 
their body-worn camera, but it did not record. If you 
were to hear this explanation in a court case 
involving allegations of excessive use of force by the 
police officer, would your tendency be to view this 
officer as dishonest, mistaken or other? 

.64 .01 1.01 .422 1.00, 1.03 

Note. The third response selection “Other” proved to be invalid due to people answering 
dishonest or mistaken when specifying why they chose other, making this response 
redundant and inaccurate as it could represent an interpretation of either dishonest or 
mistaken. Therefore, the “Other” selection was removed and a binary logistic regression 
was run for the above question responses of dishonest or telling the truth (mistaken). B = 
regression coefficient; OR = odds ratio; p = probability; CI = confidence interval 
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Appendix R 

PL Subscale Results 

Table 18 

Predicting effects of police legitimacy subscales on verdict – Summary of logistic 

regression 

Predictor Wald b p OR 95% CI 

PL Lawfulness 5.869 -.352 .015 .703 .53, .94 

PL Procedural Fairness 5.750 -.397 .016 .672 .49, .93 

PL Distributive Fairness .198 -.061 .941 .941 .72, 1.23 

PL Police Effectiveness .559 -.073 .930 .930 .77, 1.13 

b = regression coefficient, p = probability, OR = odds ratio, CI = confidence interval, 
PL = Police Legitimacy scale 
 
 
Table 19 

Predicting effects of police legitimacy subscales and need for cognition on severity of 

punishment – Summary of regression 

Predictor b SE β p 95% CI 

PL Lawfulness -.400 .138 -.185 .004 -.67, -.13 

PL Procedural Fairness -.313 .161 -.145 .052 -.63, .00 

PL Distributive Fairness .065 .139 .030 .642 -.21, .34 

PL Police Effectiveness -.086 .099 -.039 .385 -.28, .11 

b = regression coefficient, SE = standard error, β = standardized correlation coefficient, 
p = probability, CI = confidence interval, PL = Police Legitimacy scale 
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Table 20 

Predicting effects of police legitimacy subscales and need for cognition on defendant 

credibility – Summary of regression 

Predictor b SE β p 95% CI 

PL Lawfulness .182 .076 .131 .017 .03, .33 

PL Procedural Fairness .220 .087 .158 .011 .05, .39 

PL Distributive Fairness .222 .075 .160 .003 .08, .37 

PL Police Effectiveness -.021 .052 -.015 .688 -.12, .08 

b = regression coefficient, SE = standard error, β = standardized correlation coefficient, 
p = probability, CI = confidence interval, PL = Police Legitimacy scale 
 
 
Table 21 

Predicting effects of police legitimacy subscales and need for cognition on defendant 

persuasiveness – Summary of regression 

Predictor b SE β p 95% CI 

PL Lawfulness .123 .080 .088 .126 -.03, .28 

PL Procedural Fairness .241 .091 .173 .008 .06, .42 

PL Distributive Fairness .058 .078 .042 .459 -.10, .21 

PL Police Effectiveness .077 .055 .055 .158 -.03, .19 

 b = regression coefficient, SE = standard error, β = standardized correlation 
coefficient, p = probability, CI = confidence interval, PL = Police Legitimacy scale, NC 
= Need for Cognition Short Form scale 
 
 


