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After reading the article by Gaub et al. (2016), in your opinion, do body cameras make a police officer’s job easier or more difficult? Challenge associated with body-worn cameras. How can the challenge be handled?
In recent years, efforts to reform police departments are subjugated by the ideals of professionalism. Reading through the article by Gaub et al (2016), it is easy to recognize that the ideal of policing has changed as many police officers feel that wearable cameras have shifted the ideal from the whims of the public to an authorized ideal. In my opinion and without any doubt, technology integrated in wearable cameras can not only make police officer’s job easier, but also improve efficiency, encourage professionalism at work, and eventually help change public perceptions towards police officers. 
While security experts believe that BWCs can help solve problems facing law enforcement, the assumption is somewhat challenged. Some police agencies have been pushing back the idea of BWCs program implementation through police Unions because they perceive that body-worn cameras will undermine officer’s privacy and safety. There are situations in which police officers are required to respond to an encounter with criminals with some kind of force and sometimes authorized to take rigorous actions by their superiors. These concerns raise important questions that challenges full implementation of the program. To handle this challenge, it is important to develop policies that interprets the primary role of BWCs and also train officers in how to use the cameras in order to improve the relationship they have with the public. 
The other challenge BWCs program have been facing is funding for its full implementation. To handle this challenge, police departments must consider designing practical policies that will include significant financial costs of deploying cameras and storing recorded data, training requirements, and rules and systems that must be adopted to ensure that body-worn camera video cannot be accessed for improper reasons (Bruinius, 2016).
Please point to one aspect of the article, "Don't Tase Me Bro," that you believe criminal justice administrators should pay particular attention to. Also, of all the various cases involving tasers that were mentioned in Vidisha Worley's (2010) article, which did you find to be the most interesting; and in your opinion, what does this particular case tell us about the evolving role of technology and legal issues?
The use of lethal force by police officers has always been a contentious issue that questions the degree of professionalism among police officers. While it is permitted under certain circumstances, Vidisha Worley’s (2010) argues that many police officers feel that under such circumstances they are still purported to have used excessive power against the offender and, therefore, the perception of lack of professionalism and legitimacy in their work. This is the biggest challenge that criminal justice administrators should pay particular attention to. 
The law requires police officers to view and handle inmates as human beings regardless of the crimes they have committed. Nevertheless, we still see police officers using force against inmates who resist orders and cause disruptions in correctional facilities. With the understanding of the aforementioned requirement and the right to be treated well, some offenders decide to seek justice in courts where the officer(s) involved are accused and sentenced for using lethal force against them and for acting unprofessionally during the encounter. For example, the case presented for Hudson v. McMillian is the most interesting when it comes to police officers’ allegation of using lethal force against inmates. 
For sure, without any evidence collected during the encounter, the accused police officers find it difficult to prove their innocence and, therefore, receives disciplinary actions they do not deserve in the first place. According to Gaub et al. (2016), technology and in this case body-worn cameras can help solve such challenges by telling the story of what really happened during an encounter with an offender. They can provide substantial evidence to be used in courts should there be any allegations of unprofessionalism. Events captured by the camera can tell if the officer proactively initiated the contact, whether or not the suspect/inmate was in possession of a weapon, the level of resistance to police orders, and whether conflict occurred during the encounter. 
Was Maryland v. King decided correctly? Is taking a DNA sample of an arrestee's cheek swab a legitimate police booking procedure that is no different than finger printing or taking an arrestee's photograph? Be sure to fully support your answer. And, why do you suppose so many U.S. Supreme Court cases are 5-4 decision, as this one was? Can Supreme Court Justices truly be objective and apply the law, or is it impossible for these actors to be truly insulated from political pressures and realities? 
In Maryland v. King Case, the justices weighed privacy interests of the suspect against the state’s interests in solving crimes. In this case, the Supreme Court ruled that it is okay for police officers to obtain a sample of DNA from suspects who commit serious offences. Taking a DNA sample of an arrestee’s cheek swab and then comparing it with the evidence in the police database is a goal standard of a legitimate police booking procedure. This procedure is not different from finger printing or taking an arrestee’s photograph. The procedure ensures that innocent people are not put behind bars for offences they did not commit. Being arrested is not just enough, there has to be some evidence proving that the arrestee committed the crime he or she is being arrested for. 
In a 5-4 decisions many U.S. Supreme Court rules that police officers may legally obtain DNA samples from anyone arrested for committing a serious offense. First off, this is a legitimate procedure amplified in the Fourth Amendment. Secondly, the procedure is not intrusive because it provides the information police officers need to verify whether or not the person committed the crime or even link him or her with the crime. While this is an important procedure that is more likely to prevent illegitimacy in searches and seizures or even putting innocent people behind bars, the decision is faced with numerous challenges that are making the Supreme Court Justices to be truly objective of applying it as a law. In fact, the four judges of the Supreme Court had dissenting opinions warning about the expansion of police powers. This is a big deal because it essentially says that the US government claims ownership over the DNA collected. This matters a lot because, everybody’s DNA is unique and it is supposed to be private. There is so much that can be done with it and this is the reason why the Supreme Judges had been so much objective of allowing police officers to use it as part of the arresting procedure. The interesting part is that when the DNA is taken, it is put in a government database. When analyzed, it could display lots of information about the genome sequence of the arrestee, for example, of a mental illness, and the judges are worried that such information could be used to take away arrestees’ Second Amendment rights. 
The other biggest challenge that leads Judges to being objective is the politicization of the whole idea as it is not exclusive to even the most popular and powerful people who would find themselves breaking the law. Many fear that the procedure may expose their criminal activities, e.g. drug abuse and it would be impossible to tamper the evidence once DNA is taken and entered into the police database. These are the two possible reasons that probably make judges become more objective of applying the law. 
[bookmark: _GoBack]Critical Question to Peers: Is it really necessary to make State Laws that will require Justices to fully allow police officers obtain DNA samples from arrestees? Will this help solve challenges facing the implementation of the booking procedure?
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