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ABSTRACT
Some officers advocate for watching their body-worn camera (BWC) footage before writing incident reports, fearing inconsist-
encies may damage their credibility. Across two experiments (N = 1580), we examined how inconsistencies influence public per-
ceptions of trust, accuracy, and punishment decisions for an officer involved use-of-force incident. In Experiment 1, participants 
read a brief description and the officer's report but did not see BWC footage; in Experiment 2, participants read the officer's report 
and watched ambiguous BWC footage. We manipulated whether the report was described as consistent or inconsistent with the 
footage and whether the officer wrote the report before or after watching the footage. Overall, inconsistency reduced trust and 
accuracy ratings and, in Experiment 1, increased charging decisions and guilt judgments. Additionally, participants preferred 
officers watch BWC footage after writing their reports. These results suggest a need for public education about interpreting in-
consistencies and that officers have reason to fear inconsistencies.

In 2017, Miguel Richards was fatally shot by police officers 
during a wellness check. The officers reported that Miguel had a 
knife and a firearm, justifying their actions (Lopez 2023). At the 
time, New York City had mandated that all officers wear body-
worn cameras (BWCs). However, when the department released 
the BWC footage, the recording was ambiguous. In the footage, 
Miguel is standing in the corner of his bedroom, but it is un-
clear whether he is holding a firearm, a knife, both, or nothing 
at all. This ambiguity invited the public to question the officers' 
accounts. One person stated, “…he was not threatening them…
There's no reason to use lethal force” (Lowenkron 2021 paras. 
8 and 23). But Miguel's case is far from an unusual situation; 
shaky, low-quality video and frequent obstructions mean BWC 
footage is often ambiguous and that footage is often released. 
Thus, we wondered, how do apparent inconsistencies between 
what an officer said happened and what the footage shows 

influence public perceptions? Would people be less willing to 
trust the officers' accounts?

1   |   Police BWCs and Policies

BWCs experienced a widespread push in 2014 after police-
involved shootings sparked national protests (Benner  2019; 
Hermann and Weiner 2014). Over the past decade, federal finan-
cial support for BWCs has increased by over $83 million (White 
House 2024). The most recent report estimated that 60% of local 
law enforcement had implemented BWCs in 2016 (Hyland 2018); 
this number has likely increased as federal policies have called for 
broader implementation (House 2022; Department of Homeland 
Security 2023). The overarching support comes from the belief 
that BWCs provide an objective record of police interactions and 
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should improve trust between officers and community members 
by promoting transparency and accountability (Chapman 2019; 
Office of Justice Programs 2016; Hutto and Green  2016). But 
have BWCs lived up to the hype?

Certainly, BWC footage has been at the center of some high-
profile cases. It has both justified (Cullen 2018; Yang 2019) and 
vilified officers' actions (Dimmick  2022). However, current 
evidence shows no consistent improvement in police behavior 
for use-of-force incidents, pedestrian stops, or arrests (Lum 
et  al.  2020). What about the promise of transparency? Here, 
the evidence is more mixed. On the one hand, the public sup-
ports the release of BWC footage (Todak et al. 2021). But on the 
other hand, both recent media reports and public surveys reveal 
that, for many, the desired transparency has not been realized 
(Lopez  2023; Tavernise 2024; Farooq  2023; Umansky  2023; 
Wright and Headley 2021).

We suspect the discontent stems from the policies governing the 
use of BWCs. For example, many departments allow cameras to 
be turned on and off by the officer, which can result in critical 
moments not being recorded (Mustian 2018). Additionally, there 
are concerns about the public's access to BWC footage. When 
footage does exist, it is not always released (Farooq 2023) or is 
not released in a timely manner (Lopez 2023; Umansky 2023). 
These practices appear to hamper the public's perception of 
transparency, especially given that a survey showed 59% sup-
port immediately releasing the footage (Todak et al. 2021). But, 
perhaps the greatest challenge to the perception of BWCs is that 
police are typically able to review their footage before writing a 
report.

Termed “pre-report review,” researchers, legal scholars, and 
civil liberty groups are united in their objections to this policy. 
They are concerned that pre-report review undermines the in-
dependence of the evidence and may alter officers' descriptions 
of the scene, the sequence of their actions, and ultimately, their 
memories of the incident (Jones and Strange 2022; Pezdek 2015, 
2022). Indeed, one study revealed that when people review 
BWC footage, they change their reports to only include the de-
tails shown on camera (Adams et al. 2020), resulting in reports 
that summarize the footage rather than offer a unique source of 
information (Adams et al.  2020; Grady et al.  2016; Vredeveldt 
et al. 2021). Do these perfectly matched reports make people sus-
picious of a cover-up and, thus, question an officer's credibility?

Police do not think so. Instead, police departments say pre-report 
review is necessary precisely because it produces statements 
consistent with BWC footage. From the police department's 
perspective, the consistency between reports and BWC footage 
will promote trust and ensure accurate recollections without 
relying on the frailties of human memory. Put differently, de-
partments understand that there could (perhaps even should) 
be inconsistencies between BWC footage and police reports due 
to how people encode and remember events. But some fear the 
public will not tolerate the idea that police could simply misre-
member something, thus undermining their credibility (Miller 
et al. 2014).

The departments' concern is understandable; after all, offi-
cers have used suspect statement consistency as a measure 

of credibility and truthfulness for decades (e.g., Akehurst 
et al. 1996; Deeb et al. 2018; Fisher et al. 2009). They are not 
the only ones. Lawyers, officers, and mock jurors use con-
sistency to measure witness credibility (Brewer et  al.  1999). 
Moreover, jurors believe inconsistent statements are less ac-
curate and reliable than consistent ones, regardless of the wit-
ness' age (Brewer et al. 1999; Berman et al. 1995; Granhag and 
Strömwall  2000). In fact, jurors are less likely to convict de-
fendants when eyewitness statements are inconsistent (Palmer 
et al. 2016). These findings highlight how consistency across 
statements is commonly interpreted as a measure of credibility 
and truthfulness, whereas inconsistencies lead to perceptions 
of dishonesty.

The previous studies, however, have examined the consistency 
of a single individual over the course of their statements and 
testimony. What we do not know is how people perceive in-
consistencies between different types of evidence, such as an 
officer's report and ambiguous BWC footage—especially in 
use-of-force cases. Had there been a criminal trial in the Miguel 
Richards' case, jurors would have been instructed to apply the 
Graham v. Connor (1989) standard1 to determine if the officers' 
use of force was “objectively reasonable”. That is, jurors would 
have been instructed that the officer's actions should be judged 
from the perspective of a reasonable officer on the scene while 
considering the facts, without the benefit of hindsight. But 
no jurors considered that standard in Miguel Richards' case; 
instead, a judge in a civil lawsuit determined the officers' ac-
tions were justified (Estate of Miguel Antonio Richards v. City of 
New York 2024). Yet, in the court of public opinion, the incon-
sistencies between what the officers said happened and what 
the footage showed had already sparked public debates (e.g., 
Lopez 2023; Lowenkron 2021).

Because most use of force cases do not proceed to criminal 
trial (Stinson and Wentzlof  2019), we did not call for partici-
pants to apply the Graham standard. We, instead, focus on the 
court of public opinion, where public perceptions of officers 
can influence community relations and drive changes in pol-
icy. Specifically, we ask when BWC footage does not confirm or 
deny what the officer said happened, how do people interpret 
discrepancies? Does the ambiguous footage influence public 
perceptions of officer trust, or do people give the officer the 
benefit of the doubt? Such questions are critical to current BWC 
policy discussions.

2   |   Overview of Studies

We conducted two experiments to determine people's per-
ceptions of an officer's use of force against a civilian. We ma-
nipulated whether the report was described as consistent or 
inconsistent and whether the officer wrote the report before or 
after watching the BWC footage. We had several questions to 
answer: (1) Are people sensitive to the potential consequences of 
pre-report review? (2) How does pre-report review affect percep-
tions of the officer? (3) What happens when people are told the 
officer's report is inconsistent with BWC footage, but don't see 
those inconsistencies? (Experiment 1) (4) What happens when 
people see ambiguous BWC footage and are told the footage is 
inconsistent with the officer's report? (Experiment 2).
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We predicted that participants would perceive the officer's 
report as less accurate and trustworthy when the officer 
engaged in pre-report review and when the report was de-
scribed as inconsistent with the footage. We also expected 
participants to rate BWC footage as more accurate and trust-
worthy than the officer's report, with the preference becoming 
more pronounced when they are told about an inconsistency. 
Additionally, we predicted that officer punishment decisions 
would be influenced by the report being described as consis-
tent or inconsistent. Finally, we expected that stronger iden-
tifications with the police would be associated with higher 
trust and accuracy ratings of the police report, regardless of 
consistency.

3   |   Experiment 1

3.1   |   Design

We conducted a 2 (BWC Review: before, after) × 2 (Consistency: 
consistent, inconsistent) × 2 (Evidence Type: report, video) 
mixed design with BWC Review and Consistency as between-
subjects factors and Evidence Type as a within-subjects factor. 
We conducted an a priori power analysis to determine the sam-
ple size needed for a medium-sized interaction ( f = 0.247) for the 
two between-subjects factors: 2 (BWC Review: before, after) × 2 
(Consistency: consistent, inconsistent). The results showed that 
1000 participants were needed to provide 89% power at α = 0.05. 
We did not power the study for the within-subjects factor as 
mixed designs generally have greater statistical power and re-
quire fewer participants (Brysbaert 2019; Lakens 2022).

3.2   |   Participants

We recruited 1756 United States (U.S.) participants through 
Amazon Mechanical Turk (MTurk; Litman et  al.  2017), add-
ing additional safeguards to improve data quality.2 The average 
completion time was 19 min. We excluded 384 participants who 
failed at least one of the two manipulation checks for a final 
dataset of 1372 (57.9% male, 48.7% female, 0.4% non-binary) 
with a mean age of 40.60 (SD = 13.19). Overall, participants were 
more highly educated than the average U.S. population, with 
57% earning at least a bachelor's degree or higher, compared 
to the 36% nationally in 2022 (McElrath  2025; see Table  1 for 
demographics).

3.3   |   Materials

3.3.1   |   Report

We created a 316-word mock officer's report that described a 
non-fatal use of force incident between Officer O'Brien and a ci-
vilian. In the report, Officer O'Brien describes being dispatched 
to a location and attempting to engage with a young man, Mr. 
Perkins. However, when Perkins did not comply with the offi-
cer's commands, the officer drew his weapon. Officer O'Brien 
reports he believed the civilian had a knife and fired, shooting 
Perkins in the leg. The report ends by explaining the civilian 
received medical attention.

3.4   |   Measures

Participants responded to the measures using a 1 (not at all) to 
7 (completely) Likert scale unless otherwise indicated. Due to 
the similarity of some questions, we highlighted the key differ-
ences using bold text in the survey. We italicize those same sec-
tions below.

3.4.1   |   Trust in Report and Footage

There were two questions related to trust: “How much do you 
trust that the officer's statement described what actually hap-
pened?” and “How much do you trust that the body camera foot-
age showed what actually happened?”

3.4.2   |   Accuracy of Report and Footage

Participants answered two questions to determine their beliefs 
that both evidence types matched the encounter: “To what ex-
tent does the body camera footage match the actual encounter?” 
and “To what extent does the officer's statement match the actual 
encounter?”

Another two questions determined people's beliefs that the ev-
idence types matched what the officer saw happen: “To what 
extent does the officer's statement match what the officer saw 
happen?” and “To what extent does the body camera footage 
match what the officer saw happen?”3

TABLE 1    |    Demographic characteristics of participants in 
Experiments 1 and 2.

Experiment 1 Experiment 2

% %

Race/Ethnicity

White 75.29 69.71

Black or African 
American

11.37 14.42

Hispanic or Latino 5.54 7.21

Asian 5.69 4.33

Hawaiian or Pacific 
Islander

0.29 0

Other 1.82 4.33

Education

Bachelor's 41.69 35.10

High school 
diploma

29.15 36.06

Master's or Ph.D. 15.73 14.9

Associate's 12.68 13.46

Did not finish high 
school

0.73 0.48

Note: Experiment 1: N = 1372 and Experiment 2: N = 208.
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3.4.3   |   Punishment Decisions

Participants responded to three punishment questions. They 
rated the extent to which “The officer should be charged and 
tried in court for his actions in the encounter?” on a 1 (strongly 
disagree) to 7 (strongly agree) Likert Scale. Next, they answered, 
“If the officer is put on trial for his actions in the encounter, 
should he be found guilty?” and “When making punishment 
decisions, which piece of evidence should jurors take into con-
sideration the most?” with “what the officer said happened” and 
“what the body camera footage showed” as response options.

3.4.4   |   Pre-Report Review

Participants rated their views of pre-report policies to determine 
public perceptions of this police policy on a 7-point Likert Scale 
ranging from 1 (not reasonable at all), 4 (somewhat reasonable) 
to 7 (completely reasonable). The question read, “How reason-
able was it that the officer was [wasn't] able to review his body 
camera footage before writing his statement?” based on their 
experimental condition.

3.4.5   |   Identification With Police Scale (IPS)

We used the shortened 7-item version described in Granot 
et al. (2014; ɑ = 0.87) to measure the extent to which people share 
similar values with the police on a 7-point Likert scale (1 = strong 
disagreement, 4 = neither disagree nor agree, 7 = strong agree-
ment; Tyler and Fagan 2008). One example question reads, “If 
you talked to most police officers, you think you would find that 
they have similar views to your own on many issues.” Higher 
scores indicate greater identification with the police.

3.4.6   |   Officer's Experience

Participants rated the extent to which they believed the officer 
was being truthful: “The officer said that the civilian looked like 
he was going to lunge at him. How much do you believe that this 
is an accurate representation of what the officer experienced?” 
We also directly asked participants, “To what extent do you 
think the officer is telling the truth about what he saw happen 
in the encounter?”4 Additionally, those in the inconsistent con-
dition ranked the most likely reasons the officer said there was 
a knife, but none was visible in the video. The options included 
(1) “The officer thought he saw a knife,” (2) “The officer is lying 
about what he saw,” (3) “The officer incorrectly remembered 
seeing a knife,” and (4) “The officer was correct about seeing 
a knife but the knife wasn't visible in the video (e.g., because 
of poor lighting, poor quality of the video, or the angle of the 
recording, etc.).”

3.5   |   Manipulation Check

We included two manipulation check questions: “Did the officer 
write his statement first or watch the body camera video first?” 
with three options: (1) he wrote his statement first, (2) he wrote 
his statement after, (3) not sure. The second question read, “The 

officer said there was a knife. Was a knife visible in the video?” 
with answer choices of yes, no, and not sure.

3.6   |   Procedure

We told participants they would learn about an interaction be-
tween Officer O'Brien and a civilian named Ryan Perkins be-
fore being asked about the encounter and the credibility of the 
officer's statement. Next, participants were randomly assigned 
to one of four conditions: (1) BWC review before report and con-
sistent (n = 339), (2) BWC review before report and inconsistent 
(n = 330), (3) BWC review after report and consistent (n = 368), 
and (4) BWC review after report and inconsistent (n = 335). 
Those in the BWC Review Before Report conditions read:

…Per the department procedure, officers who have 
engaged in any use-of-force are required to provide 
an account of the encounter after they watch their 
body camera footage. On the following pages, you 
will read the officer's statement that he provided 
the night of the encounter after he watched his body 
camera footage.

Those in the BWC Review After Report condition read the 
same description except the underlined word stated “before.” 
Following the Review manipulation, participants read the mock 
police report.

After the report, we repeated the BWC Review manipulation 
and added the consistency manipulation. Participants in the 
Consistent condition read, “…In their review of the incident, the 
department found that the officer's statement was consistent 
with the body camera footage: The officer's statement said that 
he saw a knife and a knife was visible in the video.” Participants 
in the Inconsistent condition read: “…In their review of the in-
cident, the department found that the officer's statement was 
inconsistent with the body camera footage: The officer's state-
ment said that he saw a knife, but no knife was visible in the 
video.” Finally, participants responded to the dependent mea-
sures, manipulation checks, IPS, and demographic questions.

4   |   Experiment 1 Results

First, we assessed participants' views on pre-report review 
policies. An independent samples t-test showed participants 
found it more reasonable for officers to review BWC footage 
after (M = 6.08) writing their reports than before (M = 4.22, 
t(872) = −16.76, p < 0.001).5

Next, we examined people's perceptions of the officer's report 
and the BWC footage. We conducted 2 (BWC review: before, 
after) × 2 (Consistency: consistent, inconsistent) × 2 (Evidence 
Type: report, video) mixed Analyses of Variance (ANOVAs). 
Evidence type was created by using participant responses to the 
report and body camera footage accuracy and trust questions. 
For brevity, however, we focus on the 2 (Consistency: consis-
tent, inconsistent) × 2 (Evidence Type: report, video) results as 
the Review manipulation did not influence trust, accuracy, or 
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punishment ratings. The full 2 × 2 × 2 ANOVA tables can be 
found in Tables S1–S3.

4.1   |   Trust in Report and Footage

First, did evidence type and consistency influence partici-
pant trust ratings? Yes. As shown in Figure 1, the consistency 
and evidence type interaction was significant such that trust 
ratings for the video and report depended on consistency, 
F(1, 1368) = 466.48, p < 0.001. More specifically, participants 
trusted the BWC footage over the report in both conditions; 
however, there was a greater difference between the ratings 
when we told participants that the evidence was inconsistent 
(Mdiff = 2.17, d = 1.12) versus consistent (Mdiff = 0.39, d = 0.39). 
Additionally, participants reported overall higher trust rat-
ings in the consistent (M = 6.02) versus inconsistent groups 
(M = 4.71). As predicted, participants also indicated the video 
was more trustworthy compared to the report (Mdiff = 1.28). In 
other words, there were significant main effects of consistency 
(F(1, 1368) = 694.31, p < 0.001, d = 0.92) and evidence type (F(1, 
1368) = 957.25, p < 0.001, d = 0.71). All other p values were not 
significant (p > 0.31; see Table S1).

4.2   |   Accuracy of Report and Footage

We then examined whether our manipulation impacted par-
ticipants' belief that the BWC footage and report represented 
what happened in the encounter. Here too, the evidence type 
and consistency interaction was significant, F(1, 1368) = 179.20, 
p < 0.001 (see Figure 2). In particular, participants thought the 
video was more accurate than the report, but the difference 
between the ratings was greater for those in the inconsistent 
(Mdiff = 1.07, d = 0.55) condition, whereas there were no differ-
ences for those in the consistent condition (Mdiff = 0.01, d = 0.02). 

Additionally, we saw a main effect of consistency where par-
ticipants in the consistent group provided overall higher accu-
racy ratings than in the inconsistent group (Mdiff = 2.02, F(1, 
1368) = 1134.40, p < 0.001, d = 1.47). Participants also provided 
overall higher ratings for the BWC footage compared to the of-
ficer's report (Mdiff = 0.54, reflecting a main effect of evidence 
type, F(1, 1368) = 189.54, p < 0.001, d = 0.34). All other p values 
were not significant (p > 0.19; see Table S2).

4.3   |   Punishment Decisions and Officer 
Experience Ratings

We next examined whether participant perceptions influenced 
judgments about officer punishment. We conducted regressions 
using BWC Review, Consistency, IPS, Review × Consistency, and 
Consistency × IPS as predictors. Overall, the multiple regression 
model was significant, F(5, 1366) = 66.53, p < 0.001 (See Table 2). 
Here, the effect of inconsistent evidence on officer charging de-
cisions depended on how strongly people identified with police 
(SE = 0.08, p < 0.001). Specifically, when the evidence was incon-
sistent, participants with higher IPS scores were less likely to 
support charging decisions. Additionally, higher IPS scores were 
associated with reduced charging decisions overall (SE = 0.06, 
p < 0.001). However, the strongest predictor was evidence con-
sistency, with those in the inconsistent group being more likely 
to suggest that the officer be charged (SE = 0.40, p < 0.001).

Overall, 68% of participants thought the officer should be found 
not guilty if he was put on trial for his actions. Using the same 
predictors, we conducted a logistic regression. Here, the effect of 
inconsistency on guilt decisions depended on IPS (See Table 3). 
Specifically, those in the inconsistent condition with higher IPS 
scores had 50% lower odds of finding the officer guilty. The full 
model also revealed that when the report and footage were in-
consistent, the odds of a guilt judgment were 102 times greater 

FIGURE 1    |    Experiment 1: Average perceived trustworthiness of the report and video based on consistency. Error bars represent 95% confidence 
intervals of cell means. The trust ratings were created as a within-subjects variable from the questions: “How much do you trust that the officer's 
statement described what actually happened?” and “How much do you trust that the body camera footage showed what actually happened?”
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than when the evidence was consistent. However, the wide 
confidence interval margins suggested the model may have in-
flated estimates due to separation of responses. Indeed, when 
we reviewed guilt judgments by consistency, we found 18.25% 
of participants in the consistent condition advocated for guilt 
judgments compared to 46.47% in the inconsistent condition. 
We then ran a simplified model, removing the interaction terms 
to assess whether the main effects remained stable. For the sim-
ple model, the odds of a guilt judgment were 3.86 times greater 
in the inconsistent versus consistent conditions (p < 0.001). In 
other words, the participants in the inconsistent condition had 
a 79.43% probability of finding the officer guilty. And as with 
the full model, the higher the IPS score, the lower the proba-
bility (39.6%) of a guilt judgment, OR = 0.66, 95% CI [0.59, 0.73], 
p < 0.001.

Next, we examined participant rankings of the most likely rea-
sons the officer said there was a knife, but none was visible in 
the video. The majority of the participants ranked “The officer 
thought he saw a knife” as the first (51.98%) or second (32.28%) 
most likely reason for the inconsistency. The third most com-
monly ranked reason was “The officer incorrectly remembered 
seeing a knife” at 45.5%, and 48.41% ranked “The officer is lying 
about what he saw.” as the least likely reason for the inconsis-
tency. A full breakdown of the rankings is available in Table S5.

We conducted exploratory ordinal logistic regressions to further 
explore participant rankings of “The officer thought he saw a 
knife” and “The officer is lying about what he saw” explana-
tions. IPS significantly predicted the explanation rankings. 
Specifically, participants who more strongly identified with 

FIGURE 2    |    Experiment 1: Average beliefs about report and video accuracy based on consistency. Error bars represent 95% confidence intervals of 
cell means. The accuracy ratings were created as a within-subjects variable from the questions: “To what extent does the body camera footage match 
the actual encounter?” and “To what extent does the officer's statement match the actual encounter?”

TABLE 2    |    Regression results for participants' support of charging the officer.

Variable b b 95% CI sr2 sr2 95% CI Fit

(Intercept) 3.77** [3.20, 4.33]

Review (ref. = before) −0.16 [−0.42, 0.09] 0.00 [−0.00, 0.00]

Consistency (ref. = consistency) 2.59** [1.79, 3.38] 0.02 [0.01, 0.04]

Identification with police −0.21** [−0.32, −0.10] 0.01 [−0.00, 0.02]

Review*consistency 0.21 [−0.16, 0.58] 0.00 [−0.00, 0.00]

Consistency*Identification with police −0.27** [−0.42, −0.12] 0.01 [−0.00, 0.01]

R2 = 0.196**

95% CI [0.16, 0.23]

Note: A significant b-weight indicates the semi-partial correlation is also significant. b represents unstandardized regression weights. sr2 represents the semi-partial 
correlation squared.
Abbreviations: CI = confidence interval; ref. = reference.
*Indicates p < 0.05. 
**Indicates p < 0.01.
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police had greater odds of assigning the “thought he saw a knife” 
explanation as more plausible, β = −0.29, SE = 0.06, OR = 0.75, 
95% CI [0.67, 0.84], p < 0.001, and greater odds of assigning the 
“officer is lying” explanation as less plausible (β = 0.61, SE = 0.06, 
OR = 1.85, 95% CI [1.64, 2.09], p < 0.001).

Finally, we analyzed responses to the question, “When making 
punishment decisions, which piece of evidence should jurors 
take into consideration the most?” The majority of participants 
(86.59%) indicated that jurors should consider the BWC footage 
when making punishment decisions. Moreover, a logistic re-
gression with IPS as a predictor revealed that for every one-unit 
increase in IPS scores, the odds of prioritizing BWC footage de-
creased by 44% (β = −0.58, SE = 0.08, OR = 0.56, p < 0.001). Put 
simply, the more strongly someone identifies with police, the 
more likely they are to say jurors should consider the officer's 
report over the BWC footage.

4.4   |   Experiment 1 Summary

Overall, we found that people consistently rated the BWC foot-
age as more accurate and trustworthy than the officer's report. 
This effect was magnified when people were told that the two 
pieces of evidence were inconsistent. Although participants did 
not see the BWC video themselves, they expressed lower trust 
in the officer's report when told the report conflicted with the 
video. These effects extended to punishment decisions. Those in 
the inconsistent condition were more likely to support charging 
the officer and delivering a guilt judgment.

However, the effects were not uniform for all participants. 
People's identification with police (IPS) scores influenced how 
participants interpreted the evidence. Here, those who more 

strongly identified with police were less likely to find inconsis-
tencies as problematic and less likely to support punishment 
than those who had lower IPS scores. Additionally, those with 
higher IPS scores were more likely to attribute inconsistencies 
to a mistake than to deliberate deception.

We also found that, in line with the concerns of legal scholars 
and researchers, participants found it less reasonable that the 
officer reviewed the BWC footage before writing their report. 
However, these views did not significantly influence people's 
perceptions of trust, accuracy, and punishment decisions. 
What, then, accounts for this lack of an effect for pre-report 
review?

One possible explanation is that people may not be educated 
about the potential consequences of pre-report review and thus 
do not take issue with these practices. Another is that our vi-
gnette said that pre-report review was a department procedure. 
Thus, knowing the officer saw the BWC footage may not have 
altered the participants' views because they could have inferred 
that the officer was just doing their job. Perhaps participants 
may have inferred intentional deception if the vignette had 
mentioned that the officer had chosen to watch the video before 
writing his report. Although this change may have produced a 
difference in effects, the problem with this scenario is that it is 
less ecologically valid; pre-report review of footage is typically 
a department policy instead of an individual officer's choice 
(Upturn 2017).

Lastly, the review effect could be smaller than we initially hy-
pothesized ( f = 0.25), and so the study may have lacked the 
power to detect the proposed interaction. To assess this possibil-
ity, we conducted a post hoc sensitivity analysis using G*Power 
3.1.9.6 (Faul et  al.  2007), which indicated that our sample of 

TABLE 3    |    Logistic regression results for participants' officer guilt decisions.

Predictor β SE (β) z p OR 95% CI

Full modela

Intercept −1.21** 0.42 −2.86 0.004 0.30 [0.13, 0.67]

Review (ref. = before) −0.15 0.19 −0.79 0.429 0.86 [0.58, 1.26]

Consistency (ref. = consistency) 4.63** 0.59 7.79 < 0.001 102.06 [32.50, 333.56]

Identification with police −0.04 0.08 −0.52 0.602 0.96 [0.82, 1.13]

Review*consistency 0.13 0.26 0.50 0.618 1.13 [0.69, 1.89]

Consistency*Identification with police −0.70** 0.12 −6.04 < 0.001 0.50 [0.40, 0.62]

Simple modelb

Intercept 0.53* 0.27 1.96 0.050 1.71 [1.00, 2.92]

Review (ref. = before) −0.04 0.12 −0.32 0.75 0.96 [0.75, 1.23]

Consistency (ref. = consistency) 1.35** 0.13 10.55 < 0.001 3.86 [3.01, 4.97]

Identification with police −0.42** 0.05 −7.95 < 0.001 0.66 [0.59, 0.73]

Abbreviations: CI = confidence interval; OR = odds ratio; ref. = reference; SE = standard error.
aThis model includes the interaction terms.
bThis model does not include the interaction terms.
*Indicates p < 0.05. 
**Indicates p < 0.01.
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1372 had 89% power to detect an effect size of f = 0.09 at α = 0.05. 
Therefore, if the effect of BWC review is smaller than f = 0.09, 
this experiment would not have been able to detect it.

Overall, this experiment simulates a scenario where people do 
not have access to or do not see the footage themselves, but in-
stead rely on secondhand information that they read in a news 
article. But what happens when people see the footage for them-
selves? We explored this question in Experiment 2.

5   |   Experiment 2

In many real-world cases, BWC footage isn't outright inconsistent; 
instead, it is ambiguous. Indeed, the camera's physical placement, 
officers' movement, and other factors can obstruct details and 
leave the footage open to interpretation. For instance, the Miguel 
Richards videos do not clearly show whether Richards was holding 
a weapon (New York City Police Department 2017). In our pre-
registered Experiment 2 (https://​osf.​io/​bygx2​), we sought to repli-
cate and extend Experiment 1. Here, we explore a scenario where 
participants view ambiguous footage that does not support or con-
tradict the officer's report. Would the suggestion of inconsistencies 
still influence people's perceptions of the evidence and the officer?

6   |   Method

We replicated all measures. Our only procedural change was 
that participants watched a BWC footage clip before reading the 
officer's report. We also used real-world BWC footage and the 
corresponding officer's report instead of a mock scenario to in-
crease ecological validity.

6.1   |   BWC Footage and Report

We used the 600-word incident report obtained from the 
Athens-Clarke County Police Department (Jones, Crozier, and 
Strange 2017). The report was modified to state the officer no-
ticed the civilian had a knife in his pocket—mirroring the in-
consistency from Experiment 1.

The corresponding 6-min BWC footage, which included audio, 
shows an interaction between an officer and an intoxicated male 
civilian. When the civilian does not comply with the officer's de-
mands, the officer hits the civilian with his baton. The video ends 
with the civilian on the ground while the officer shouts commands 
for the civilian to put his hand behind his back. Importantly, no 
knife was visible in the video, creating ambiguity. That is, the video 
did not support or contradict the officer's claim, leaving room to 
interpret the officer's actions. Notably, in pilot testing, participants 
(n = 36) rated the officer's actions as neither clearly justified nor 
unjustified (M = 3.6 on a 1–7 scale where 4 = ambiguous), further 
suggesting the video was open to multiple interpretations.

7   |   Participants

The design was a 2 (Consistency: inconsistent, consistent) × 2 
(Evidence Type: report, video) with consistency as the 

between-subjects factor and evidence type as the within-subjects 
factor.6 An a priori power analysis using the Superpower pack-
age (Lakens and Caldwell 2020) in R (4.2.2; R Core Team 2022) 
indicated a sample size of 200 to detect a small to medium effect 
( f = 0.15), α = 0.05, and 96% power for the two-way interaction.

We recruited 349 United States Prolific workers. We excluded 50 
due to a technical issue where participants could not view the 
officer's report, and 91 because they failed at least one manip-
ulation check or did not complete the survey. The average time 
to complete the study was 31.29 min. The final sample consisted 
of 208 participants (56% male, 42% female, 3% non-binary) with 
an average age of 43.33 (SD = 14.91). Similarly to Experiment 1, 
our sample had higher education attainment (50%) compared to 
the average U.S. population (36%; McElrath 2025; see Table 1 for 
full demographics).

8   |   Experiment 2 Results

We first assessed participants' views on pre-report review prac-
tices and replicated the findings of Experiment 1. Specifically, 
participants found it more reasonable for officers to review 
BWC footage after (M = 5.73) writing their reports than before 
(M = 3.63, t(206) = −7.51, p < 0.001, 95% CI = [−2.65, −1.55]).

We use ratings for “How much do you trust that the officer's 
statement described what actually happened?” and “To what ex-
tent does the officer's statement match the actual encounter?” as 
the dependent variable for two analyses each. Though we did not 
pre-register it, we applied a Bonferroni corrected significance 
threshold of α = 0.025 for the planned ANOVAs and regressions.

8.1   |   Trust in Report and Footage

Did consistency influence trust in the officer's report? Yes. 
Across conditions, participants rated the BWC footage as 
more trustworthy than the officer's report, but this preference 
was stronger when the evidence was described as inconsis-
tent (Mdiff = 2.15, d = 1.01) than when described as consistent 
(Mdiff = 0.95, d = 0.50). In other words, there was a significant 
evidence type and consistency interaction, F(1, 206) = 18.38, 
p < 0.001 (see Figure  3). In addition to the interaction, there 
was a main effect of evidence type, F(1, 206) = 123.92, p < 0.001, 
d = 0.74 (Mvideo = 5.65, Mreport = 4.10). There was also a smaller 
and significant main effect of consistency (F(1, 206) = 10.80, 
p < 0.001, d = 0.30) such that evidence described as consistent 
(M = 5.13) was rated more trustworthy than evidence labeled as 
inconsistent (M = 4.62).

8.2   |   Accuracy of Report and Footage

Our findings on accuracy were also replicated. Specifically, 
ratings of the extent to which the report or video matched the 
encounter depended on consistency (F(1, 206) = 6.41, p = 0.012; 
see Figure  4). Overall, participants rated the BWC footage 
higher, but in the inconsistent condition, the difference was 
greater (Mdiff = 1.30, d = 0.68) than in the consistent condition 
(Mdiff = 0.63, d = 0.33). There were main effects of consistency 
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(F(1, 206) = 7.00, p = 0.009, d = 0.27) and evidence type (F(1, 
206) = 53.80, p < 0.001, d = 0.50).

8.3   |   IPS, Trust, and Accuracy

We tested the main effect of consistency on trust and accuracy. 
However, we wanted to examine whether IPS scores also pre-
dicted perceptions and interacted with consistency. A linear re-
gression analysis for trust in the officer's report revealed that 
higher IPS scores were associated with greater trust in the of-
ficer's statement, b = 0.49, SE = 0.10, p < 0.001. The interaction 

was not significant (p = 0.50). A second linear regression re-
vealed that higher IPS scores were associated with greater accu-
racy ratings for the officer's report, b = 0.38, SE = 0.10, p < 0.001. 
Here, too, the interaction was not significant (p = 0.68).

8.4   |   Punishment Decisions and Officer 
Experience Ratings

Using regressions, we examined participant judgments about 
officer punishment with the same predictors as Experiment 
1 (i.e., Review, Consistency, Review × Consistency, IPS, and 

FIGURE 3    |    Experiment 2: Average perceived trustworthiness of the report and video based on consistency. Error bars represent 95% confidence 
intervals of cell means. The trust ratings were created as a within-subjects variable from the questions: “How much do you trust that the officer's 
statement described what actually happened?” and “How much do you trust that the body camera footage showed what actually happened?”

FIGURE 4    |    Experiment 2: Average beliefs about report and video accuracy based on consistency. Error bars represent 95% confidence intervals 
of cell means. The trust ratings were created as a within-subjects variable from the questions: “How much do you trust that the officer's statement 
described what actually happened?” and “How much do you trust that the body camera footage showed what actually happened?”
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Consistency × IPS). When it comes to charging decisions, some 
of our results were replicated. The model was significant, F(3, 
204) = 16.44, p < 0.001. We again saw that participants with 
higher IPS were less likely to support charging the officer for 
their actions (b = −0.62, SE = 0.12, p > 0.001, 95% CI [−0.87, 
−0.39]). However, there was no effect of consistency (p = 0.77) 
or consistency × IPS (p = 0.79; see Table S11).

Overall, 52.4% of participants did not think the officer should be 
found guilty if he was put on trial for his actions in the encoun-
ter. But did the predictors influence guilt decisions? The logistic 
regression revealed only a significant main effect of IPS scores, 
b = −0.52, SE = 0.16, p < 0.001 (see Table  S12). Specifically, as 
participants' IPS scores increased, the odds of a guilt judgment 
decreased by 40% (OR = 0.60, 95% CI [0.43, 0.79]). There was no 
effect of consistency (p = 0.40) or consistency × IPS (p = 0.72).

Next, when participants were asked to choose which piece of ev-
idence jurors should take into consideration most when making 
punishment decisions, 92.79% of participants picked the BWC 
footage over the officer's report. We then explored whether IPS 
scores influenced which evidence participants thought should 
take priority. A logistic regression with IPS as a predictor re-
vealed the odds of prioritizing BWC footage decreased by 57% 
as IPS scores increased (β = −0.84, SE = 0.27, OR = 0.42, 95% CI 
[0.25, 0.70], p = 0.002).

We then examined participant rankings for reasons the officer 
said there was a knife, but no knife was visible. Like Experiment 
1, most participants (46.08%) ranked “The officer thought he 
saw a knife” as the number one reason for the inconsistency. 
“The officer is lying about what he saw” was ranked number 
two for 40.20% of participants, while the technical issue expla-
nation was ranked last by 47.06%. See Table S13 for a full break-
down of the rankings.

As an exploratory analysis, we conducted ordinal logistic re-
gressions using IPS to further explore rankings of “The officer 
thought he saw a knife” and “The officer is lying about what he 
saw” explanations. Results indicated that participants who more 
strongly identified with police had greater odds of assigning the 
“The officer is lying” explanation as less plausible (i.e., a lower 
rank), β = 0.64, SE = 0.16, OR = 1.90, p < 0.001, 95% CI [0.35, 
0.97]. IPS did not significantly predict rank ratings for “The offi-
cer thought he saw a knife” (β = −0.24, OR = 0.79, p = 0.08).

8.5   |   Experiment 2 Summary

Overall, Experiment 2 largely replicated the findings from 
Experiment 1. First, consistency between the report and footage 
influenced participant ratings of trust and accuracy. However, 
unlike Experiment 1, consistency did not influence punishment 
decisions and perceptions of the officer's experience. But why 
did these findings not replicate? It is possible that the severity of 
use-of-force incidents played a role. In Experiment 1, the officer 
shot the civilian, whereas in Experiment 2, the officer beat the 
civilian with a baton. Perhaps using the baton was interpreted 
as less severe, as beatings could lead to less severe injuries, 
thus making the officer's actions less deserving of punishment. 
Although we did not assess the perceived severity of the officer's 

actions, previous work suggests that people may view different 
types of force differently. In one study, participants rated baton 
use as less physically severe than gunfire in police-civilian en-
counters (Celestin and Kruschke 2019). However, Celestin and 
Kruschke (2019) used vignettes and did not assess punishment 
decisions. To our knowledge, no studies have directly tested 
whether the perceived severity of force influences officer pun-
ishment and accountability decisions.

Another possible answer for why consistency did not influence 
punishment decisions lies in the ambiguity of the footage. In 
Experiment 1, participants were told the report was inconsis-
tent with the footage but never actually watched it themselves. 
Perhaps not seeing the footage meant participants imagined a 
clear inconsistency; an idealized version of what BWC footage 
could be. However, participants in Experiment 2 saw footage 
that did not confirm or deny the presence of a knife. Participants 
here may have assumed the knife was out of view, or they may 
have assumed the officer made a mistake. This interpretation 
is supported by our data, where we asked participants to rank 
explanations for the inconsistency. In both experiments, “the 
officer thought he saw a knife” was ranked as the number one 
reason for the inconsistency. Perhaps the ambiguity of the foot-
age allowed participants to rationalize the inconsistency we 
mentioned as simply a mistake, thereby giving the officer the 
benefit of the doubt.

We also saw differences from Experiment 1 in how participants 
explained the inconsistencies in the officer's report. Specifically, 
there was increased skepticism for whether the officer was 
lying, which was the second highest explanation. In Experiment 
1, this reason was ranked last. This data suggests a shift for 
participants who directly watched the BWC footage compared 
to when participants were simply provided with second-hand 
information.

Finally, IPS scores were associated with trust and accuracy 
ratings, charging decisions, and guilt judgments. Replicating 
Experiment 1, participants with higher IPS scores were less 
likely to advocate for officer punishment and wanted jurors 
to prioritize BWC footage less. Additionally, higher IPS scores 
were associated with higher ratings of trust and accuracy for the 
officer's report.

9   |   General Discussion

BWCs have become increasingly central to how the media, pub-
lic, and the legal system assess police behavior and account-
ability (e.g., Cullen 2018; Dimmick 2022; Yang 2019). Yet, what 
happens if what the officer says happened does not match the 
footage? Many officers worry that any inconsistencies between 
their reports and BWC footage will undermine their credibility. 
Given that BWCs are increasingly released to the media and 
used as evidence in courtrooms, understanding how discrepan-
cies influence public perceptions and decisions is crucial.

Recall that across two experiments, we had participants read 
about non-fatal interactions where an officer claimed the ci-
vilian had a knife, prompting their use of force. We manipu-
lated two key features: when the officer reviewed their BWC 
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footage (before or after their report) and whether that report 
was described as consistent or inconsistent with the footage. 
Participants then answered questions about trust, accuracy, and 
punishment. We aimed to answer several questions with our 
studies.

First, what were participants' perceptions of pre-report review, 
and did pre-report review influence perceptions of the officer? 
Overall, we found that participants showed a preference for post-
report review. Specifically, they thought it was more reasonable 
for officers to write their reports before reviewing their BWC 
rather than after; a finding that mirrors researchers' and legal 
scholars' preferences (e.g., Farber 2024; Jones and Strange 2022). 
However, the review manipulation did not influence ratings of 
trust, accuracy, or punishment decisions. Researchers have as-
serted that pre-report review undermines the independence of 
evidence (Jones and Strange  2022; Pezdek  2015, 2022; Pezdek 
and Reisberg 2022). But departments encourage the practice be-
cause it will create consistency with the BWC footage. Our novel 
finding on people's perceptions of the pre-report policy suggests 
police are out on a limb; the public does not like pre-report re-
view, but at the same time, they appear willing to defer to the 
fact it is a departmental policy.

Of course, experts know that a report that's written before view-
ing BWC footage is unlikely to be an exact duplicate of that BWC 
footage. The report and the footage are from different perspec-
tives, and each has its own limitations. For example, BWCs do 
not capture everything the officer sees because they are usually 
mounted at chest height (Miller et al. 2014), and the report re-
lies on human memory, which can be faulty due to inattentional 
blindness (Simons and Chabris 1999), susceptibility to misinfor-
mation (see Loftus 2005), and limitations on encoding. Despite 
these documented limitations, our results indicate people begin 
to lose trust in officers when their reports do not duplicate the 
footage. That result suggests people need may need to be edu-
cated on what is to be expected regarding inconsistencies.

Next, how did inconsistencies influence people's perceptions of 
the officer? As we predicted, in both experiments, when par-
ticipants learned there was an inconsistency, they rated the 
officer's report as less trustworthy and accurate. One possible 
explanation for these results is what Dror (2020) calls the fallacy 
of technological protection—the mistaken belief that technology 
is inherently objective and unbiased. Supporting this idea, our 
participants provided significantly higher ratings of trust and 
accuracy for BWC footage. Perhaps people assume that BWCs 
capture the objective truth of the encounter, whereas the offi-
cer's report is subjective and therefore fallible. Indeed, we found 
that the highest ranked reason for the inconsistency was a mis-
take, that is “the officer thought he saw a knife.” Still, a signifi-
cant minority of our participants—19% (Experiment 1) and 21% 
(Experiment 2)—ranked “the officer was lying” as the most 
likely explanation. Does the fallacy of technological protection 
contribute to diminished trust in the officer's report, especially 
when people are told there were inconsistencies? We suspect the 
answer is yes, but given we did not ask about people's beliefs 
regarding technology, it is an open question.

We also found that participants' Identification with Police 
(IPS) scores were significantly associated with all dependent 

measures. In particular, higher IPS scores were associated with 
greater perceptions that the officer was accurate, trustworthy, 
and telling the truth (see Tables S4 and S9). Identifying with the 
police was also associated with less support for charging the of-
ficer and delivering a guilt judgment. Importantly, the associa-
tions we observed for IPS were not limited to perceptions; IPS 
was also associated with how people appear to fill in the gaps 
when information is ambiguous or missing. In Experiment 2, we 
inadvertently included a redundant question from Experiment 
1: “The officer said that the civilian looked like he was going to 
lunge at him. How much do you believe that this is an accurate 
representation of what the officer experienced?” The report did 
not mention a lunge, and the footage did not show one. In fact, 
the civilian walks away from the officer. Yet, participants with 
higher IPS scores were more likely to endorse the idea that the 
officer perceived a threat (Table S10). Whether it was memory 
distortion due to our question phrasing (see Loftus 2005) or a 
reflection of a tendency to interpret missing information in favor 
of the officer remains an open question and certainly one wor-
thy of future study.

10   |   Limitations and Future Directions

We interpret our IPS findings cautiously because we measured 
IPS after our manipulations. It is possible that being told about 
inconsistencies influenced responses to the IPS. However, we do 
not think this is a likely explanation because our results follow 
the same patterns as previous studies where IPS influenced the 
interpretation of BWC footage (Granot et al. 2014; Jones, Crozier, 
and Strange 2017). If identification with police is indeed a pre-
existing bias, then our results hint that there are downstream 
consequences for fairness, objectivity, interpretation of evi-
dence, and guilt judgments, much like the cascading effects of a 
mistaken alibi or false confession (see Crozier et al. 2017; Kassin 
et al. 2025). Indeed, other studies show that those who strongly 
identify with police could show confirmation biases and selec-
tively attend to evidence that is pro-police while discounting 
conflicting information (Oeberst and Imhoff 2023; Wason 1960). 
However, to confirm, future research should measure IPS be-
fore any manipulations or counterbalance when participants re-
spond to the IPS to better assess how much IPS scores influence 
perceptions of trust, accuracy, and accountability.

A second limitation is the absence of a control group for the 
consistency manipulation due to our resource constraints 
(Lakens 2022). Without a control group, we are unable to deter-
mine whether simply mentioning an inconsistency would have 
affected participants' judgments. Although we chose to stick to 
the real-world scenario where if an officer's actions are being 
scrutinized, the consistency between the report and footage is 
likely to be raised by media or legal teams—the question re-
mains, would participants have noticed the discrepancies them-
selves without our highlighting it? Would IPS scores have played 
a stronger role for a control group? Perhaps people with lower 
IPS scores would be more likely to identify inconsistencies, 
whereas people with higher IPS scores may overlook discrep-
ancies and default to trusting the officer. Given the importance 
of answers to these questions for legal actors and policymakers, 
further investigation is warranted. If perceptions of an officer's 
credibility depend on whether inconsistencies are explicitly 
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identified, then expert testimony and juror education may need 
to address how to interpret inconsistencies and why they occur, 
a point we return to below.

Although consistency only predicted charging decisions and 
guilt judgments in Experiment 1, it uniformly affected trust 
and accuracy ratings. We caution against concluding that con-
sistency has no effect on punishment decisions. In both stud-
ies, we told participants about a single inconsistency. We noted 
that the officer said there was a knife, but none was visible in 
the footage. In the real world, camera limitations, complexity of 
use-of-force incidents, and the reconstructive nature of memory 
are likely to produce multiple discrepancies. Thus, it is possible 
our studies underestimate the impact of discrepancies. We pre-
dict that as the number of inconsistencies increases, there will 
be more support for punishment and lower ratings for trust and 
accuracy. Future research should examine whether the amount 
or salience of inconsistencies impacts participant perceptions of 
officer trustworthiness, accuracy, and accountability.

Finally, when making their punishment decisions, we did not 
instruct participants to evaluate the officer's actions using the 
“objectively reasonable” standard (Graham v. Connor  1989), 
governing U.S. court decisions. This omission limits the gen-
eralizability of our findings. Would instructing participants to 
apply the “objectively reasonable” standard change their pun-
ishment decisions? That is an open question for future research, 
but we are inclined to predict it would not impact punishment 
judgments. Previous research suggests officers and civilians 
can view the same use-of-force incident and reach different 
conclusions about the justification of force (Pezdek et al. 2025). 
However, our findings do highlight what citizens might take 
away from information made available in the media, which has 
direct implications for community and police relations.

In summary, our data show that consistency matters, even 
though consistency is unlikely. Although our findings show 
inconsistencies can reduce public trust, this should not be in-
terpreted as support for pre-report review policies. Writing the 
report after reviewing the footage will reduce discrepancies 
but can introduce a new set of problems. Prior research shows 
that pre-report review influences what is included in the report 
(Adams et al. 2020). In other words, when consistency is created 
through pre-report review, it undermines the independence of 
the evidence.

Some agencies have begun using solutions like automated re-
port writing using Artificial Intelligence (AI; Booth 2024; Santa 
Cruz 2025). The tool generates narrative reports based on the 
audio of the BWC footage, promising faster reports (Axon n.d.) 
and potentially reducing discrepancies. But these practices also 
raise concerns. First, they rely on a limited perspective; BWC 
audio may omit important contextual information. Second, 
they may exacerbate the fallacy of technological protection 
(Dror 2020). Third, the only independent, peer-reviewed testing 
to our knowledge has focused on report writing speed (Adams 
et al. 2024) and found there were no time savings. In short, it 
remains unclear how these AI reports affect public perceptions 
of credibility, trust, and whether there are consequences for offi-
cer memory. Automating reports may simply offer an illusion of 
accuracy and neutrality.

Ultimately, we believe policies should aim to preserve the inde-
pendence of what the officer says happened and what the camera 
records. Instead of focusing on eliminating inconsistencies, we 
should focus on helping the public and legal actors understand 
why they occur, how to interpret them, and when they warrant 
concerns. Future research should examine potential interventions 
to mitigate the effect of consistency on trust, accuracy, and punish-
ment decisions when the video is unavailable. Would interventions 
such as jury instructions, expert testimony, or educational materi-
als help educate the public on the limitations of BWC footage? We 
know from prior research that judicial safeguards can help the gen-
eral public understand the fallibility of eyewitness memory (Cutler 
et al. 1989; Jones, Bergold, et al. 2017). If current safeguards like 
jury instructions and expert testimony could sensitize the general 
public to the limitations of BWC footage, then police could modify 
their current policies regarding pre-report review. Doing so just 
might preserve the independence of their evidence (Graham v. 
Connor 1989) and bring back the promise that BWC footage can 
promote transparency and trust. But if current safeguards do not 
work, then we will need to investigate new approaches to mitigate 
the damage.

11   |   Conclusion

Body-worn cameras are not going away. Instead, their 
use has extended to correctional facilities (e.g., Lawrence 
et  al.  2024), immigration enforcement (U.S. Immigration and 
Customs Enforcement  2024), the Department of Homeland 
Security (Department of Homeland Security  2023), health-
care (Spears  2024), and eldercare facilities (Span  2025). 
Internationally, bus drivers, paramedics (The Economist 2018), 
and campus security officers (Menichelli et al. 2024) also wear 
BWCs. As BWCs spread, the consequences of potential discrep-
ancies in evidence will become more widespread. Our find-
ings suggest that a single discrepancy can begin to erode trust. 
Without the public understanding the limitations of each evi-
dence source, they may continue to overvalue consistency, re-
ducing credibility for what are likely explainable discrepancies.
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Endnotes

	1	In the United States, Graham v. Connor  (1989) is the U.S. Supreme 
Court decision that established the legal standard to evaluate police 
use-of-force incidents.

	2	We used features to block duplicate IP addresses, block suspicious 
geocode locations, and verify worker country location to improve data 
quality.

	3	These two accuracy questions had high positive correlations with other 
measures (r2 = 0.77–0.90), we have included these analyses in Table S3.

	4	This question on beliefs about whether the officer was telling the truth 
was highly correlated with the trust and accuracy measures (r2 = 0.83–
0.90). As such, these analyses are in Tables S4 and S9.

	5	A technical glitch meant some participants did not receive this question.

	6	We excluded BWC Review from the ANOVA analyses in Experiment 2 
based on the sensitivity analysis and resource constraints (Lakens 2022). 
We did however include BWC review in a series of exploratory analysis to 
determine if those findings were replicated (see Tables S6–S8).
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