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Abstract: 

 

Interactions between the government officials and civilians affect public wellbeing and the state 

legitimacy that is necessary for the functioning of democratic society. Police officers, the most visible and 

contacted agents of the state, interact with the public more than 20 million times a year during traffic 

stops. Today, these interactions are regularly recorded by body-worn cameras (BWCs), which are lauded 

as a means to enhance police accountability and improve police-public interactions. However, the timely 

analysis of these recordings is hampered by a lack of reliable automated tools that can enable the analysis 

of these complex and contested police-public interactions. This article proposes an approach to 

developing new multi-perspective, multimodal machine learning (ML) tools to analyze the audio, video, 

and transcript information from this BWC footage. Our approach begins by identifying the aspects of 

communication most salient to different stakeholders, including both community members and police 

officers. We move away from modeling approaches built around the existence of a single ground truth 

and instead utilize new advances in soft labeling to incorporate variation in how different observers 

perceive the same interactions. We argue that this inclusive approach to the conceptualization and design 

of new ML tools is broadly applicable to the study of communication and development of analytic tools 

across domains of human interaction, including education, medicine, and the workplace. 
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Article Type: Perspective. A Perspective is intended to provide a forum for authors to discuss models 

and ideas from a personal viewpoint. Perspectives are more forward looking and/or speculative than 

Review Articles. They may be opinionated but should remain balanced and are intended to stimulate 
discussion and new approaches. 
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Introduction: 

       
Interpersonal communication shapes outcomes across institutional domains.3,10,11 Crucially, the content 

and quality of human interactions are perceived differently across individuals and groups.21 

Communication dynamics also influence the relationship between the state and its constituents, including 

during citizens’ interactions with police officers during approximately 20 million yearly traffic stops.44 

Traffic stop interactions are unequally distributed across the population: Black people are stopped by 

police more frequently than whites, and their stops are more likely to be for minor violations.4,13,31 Race 

also shapes the content and experience of police interactions. Black and Latinx motorists are more likely 

to be searched,31 and officers use more disrespectful language with Black people during traffic stops.40 

These inequities perpetuate longstanding distrust of police and have far-reaching negative impacts on 

public health, educational attainment, and political life.9,16,25 

 

Today, most of these stops are captured via bodyworn cameras (BWCs). The ever-expanding quantity of 

BWC video represents a promising resource with which to study and improve police-public interaction. 

However, current review of BWC video is largely limited to police-public interactions that result in 

violence or a public complaint,43 leaving most video data unexamined.43 Failure to systematically analyze 

these data limits the potential of BWCs to improve policing and, more broadly, impedes insight into how 

citizens experience interactions with the state and its agents.  

 

There is a need for new methods that can harness the potential of BWC video data to enhance police 

accountability and public wellbeing. In cooperation with the Los Angeles Police Department (LAPD), our 

research team has established a multidisciplinary collaboration to build new, theoretically-informed 

machine learning (ML) tools capable of efficiently analyzing video footage of complex social interactions 

like those that occur during police traffic stops. In particular, our team advances a multi-perspective 

machine learning approach which explicitly accounts for variation in how the same interaction can be 

experienced in distinct ways by police officers and those whom they stop. Rather than rely on a single 

ground truth to construct our ML model, we leverage surveys, interviews, and focus groups with police 

and non-police respondents to capture differing perspectives on interactional dynamics that affect the 

quality of traffic stops. We then use these insights to design annotation software that allows for a diverse 

sample of annotators to assess the content and quality of LAPD  traffic stops captured via BWC.  

 

In this Perspective, we describe our approach to designing machine learning tools to systematically 

analyze video data in the context of police traffic stops. We argue that the integration of theory and 

method from social science, computer science, and engineering is a promising path forward to better 

understand and ameliorate long standing problems in policing. Further, we believe that our 

multidisciplinary approach provides a useful framework for the development of analytic tools across 

domains in which the quality of human interaction shapes inequality, including medicine, education, and 

the workplace.6,8  

   

Diverse Stakeholders, Divergent Perspectives 

Our multiperspective measurement strategy begins with survey, interview, and focus group research to 

sample diverse perspectives of the groups participating in and experiencing the communication being 

studied. In the case of police traffic stops, our measures of communication draw on three sources covering 

both police and community: First, we conducted survey, interview, and focus group research with 

residents and community organizations from across the city of Los Angeles to assess a diverse array of 

community members’ views on communication with the police. Second, we assessed current LAPD 

training materials, attended LAPD traffic stop training at the academy, and interviewed LAPD leadership 

to develop guidelines from which we can identify when, and to what extent, officers’ communications 

follow their training procedures. Third, we conducted interview and focus group research with current and 

former officers to assess their views on how officers should be communicating.  
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The measurement approach we advocate is not driven by a single definition of “good” communication in 

a given context, but by a desire to build ML tools to capture different aspects of communication that are 

salient to different stakeholders. Historically, the development of a single “ground truth” is far from 

impartial, and has instead privileged the perspectives of the powerful.30 Our approach to measuring views 

on communication moves away from accepting single viewpoints rooted in power differentials as 

representative of everyone and instead inclusively expands the social standpoint upon which ML tools are 

developed. We propose a necessarily broader, interdisciplinary research method focused on understanding 

the extent to which the communication observed aligns with the needs and preferences of different 

stakeholders – not simply whether it is good or bad.  

 

Designers of new technologies are used to working in frameworks in which the purchasers and users of a 

technology are by far the most important stakeholders. In the context of technologies used by the police or 

other government officials, all civilians subject to interactions with those officers or officials are also 

stakeholders in the design and implementation of the technology. However, the voices of these non-user, 

non-purchaser stakeholders are often excluded from the design process, sometimes deliberately, given 

those stakeholders are traditionally the surveillance targets of such technologies. In the law enforcement 

context, police departments have the budgets and discretion to purchase the tools that best meet their 

needs, creating economic incentives for companies that design and build new technologies to be 

responsive to law enforcement priorities. There is much less incentive for tool builders to incorporate the 

views of those upon whom these tools are used – even though we are all deeply affected by the design and 

implementation choices that are made.   

 

Further cementing the power of law enforcement stakeholders is the fact that the data on which ML tools 

might be trained, such as BWC footage and data on crime, enforcement, and police personnel, are 

collected and often owned and controlled by police departments themselves.18,37,39, Thus, any actor who 

seeks to train a new ML tool must do so with the permission of law enforcement partners, and law 

enforcement stakeholders may end up with de facto veto power over the type of work that can be done in 

this area.  

 

Machine learning tools can, at best, be as good as the underlying data and the human annotations that 

guide the training of the ML. The underlying data must reflect the diverse perspectives and experiences of 

the population whose communication we are trying to understand and if they do not, then the tools trained 

on this data will also fail to capture the complexity we are trying to understand. In addition, annotation 

guidelines and the human annotators themselves must also reflect, to the extent possible, the various 

perspectives being studied. If the data and the annotation process do not represent a wide range of 

perspectives, then the ML tools will also fail to do so and will instead reflect and perpetuate existing 

structural inequalities, rather than providing a tool to remediate them.5,17,38 

 

Interdisciplinary Development of New Tools 

Several recent technological developments in the broad arena of ML have made it much easier to study 

in-person communication. The first is an explosion of rich audio and video data capturing interactions that 

previously went unrecorded. Notable among these data sources are BWCs, which are common in law 

enforcement and some other contexts, but everything from doorbell cameras to smart speakers offer new 

data on human communication. Second is the evolution of natural language processing, video processing 

algorithms, and related ML tools that can be trained on human-coded communications and then used to 

evaluate and quantify characteristics of interpersonal communication at scale. In short, we now have 

access to massive and detailed data on communication and the computing power and ML tools to measure 

that communication at scale.  
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What is needed, then, is an interdisciplinary framework across social, behavioral and computer sciences 

to define, measure, and analyze the aspects of communication most salient to affected stakeholders. This 

framework requires expertise on, and attention to, the laws that govern the communication itself (e.g., 

verbalization of the reasonable suspicion that justifies a police officer’s decision to initiate a motor 

vehicle stop),28 the geographic location and socioeconomic characteristics of the communities in which 

the interaction takes place, the power dynamics between the parties communicating, and the technical and 

engineering strategies required to translate this largely qualitative or unstructured data into quantitative 

parameters and training data for large-scale models. This integration is fundamentally interdisciplinary 

and requires a novel framework for multi-disciplinary scaled analysis.  

 

A). Implementing Stakeholder-Informed Measurement 

In order to train ML tools to measure communication, we must identify the aspects of communication that 

are salient to different stakeholder groups and then train human researchers to label (annotate) those 

constructs. It is then the human annotations that are used to train ML tools.   

 

Based on our engagement with community and police stakeholders in Los Angeles, we developed 

measures of the most salient features of communication during traffic stops, which we group into three 

categories: (A) Procedural communication, (B) Respect/politeness communication, and (C) Directive 

communication and (de)escalation. Procedural communication focuses on procedural justice, and 

information exchange (e.g., officer’s explanation of the reason for the stop; driver’s explanation for their 

actions). This category also includes investigative questioning and drivers’ responses to it. 

Respect/politeness communication is concerned with behaviors that go beyond procedure into the practice 

of good manners and even empathy to facilitate a more positive interaction. Directive communication and 

(de)escalation is the category for particular behaviors in which the officer gives directions to the driver or 

other civilians and they respond to those directions. All three categories have labels for communication 

acts by both the civilian and police officer.   

      

B). Designing machine learning tools to bring measurement to scale 

Recent advances in the domain of multimodal signal processing, and especially egocentric audio-visual 

processing, provide us with a rich set of tools in order to analyze the BWC footage. Crucially, drawing 

inspiration from recent successes in text processing via large language models, there have been attempts 

to develop multimodal language models to jointly model images, audio and text. However, automated 

video understanding is still an under-explored domain owing to its complexity and computationally 

intensive nature. Most current video understanding models are restricted to short-form video clips of 

durations 10-20 seconds or shorter.41,42 Such models are not optimal for studying BWC recordings, which 

span at least a few minutes on average. Furthermore, BWC videos can potentially represent a wide range 

of ambient conditions, challenging algorithmic robustness. Overcoming these challenges is essential for 

automatically analyzing the nature of interactions in traffic stop data. 

 

The first step to enable analysis of BWC footage––comprising audio and visual data streams from the 

wearer’s point of view––is to temporally segment the data into speaker-specific partitions, referred to as 

speaker diarization. Foreground speech detection20 from the audio stream of the active speaker has been 

studied previously in the context of egocentric recordings as seen in BWC data. However, foreground 

detection suffers from accurately discerning the audio boundaries of the primary officer speech14 in the 

presence of dispatch audio and secondary officers' speech resulting in faulty segmentation. Growing 

interest and targeted efforts, including the public release of large scale resources such as the Ego4D 

dataset,19 are facilitating rapid progress in egocentric audio-video processing, including pre-training rich 

models that can be used to facilitate multimodal speaker diarization. 

 

The next step in the ML pipeline is to transcribe the spoken language in the recording, commonly referred 

to as automatic speech recognition (ASR). Recent transformer based end-end ASR models have shown to 
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be very powerful at reliably transcribing speech in a variety of domains.34 However, a recent study on 

BWC audio showed that state-of-the-art methods still fail to generalize to the challenging domain of 

police-civilian interactions.23 Since reliable transcriptions are critical to any downstream natural language 

processing, existing ASR models need to be finetuned with domain-matched annotated speech recordings 

from BWC. 

 

Previous work using machine learning to analyze police-civilian interactions have been limited to 

analyzing the transcriptions of the interactions, without considering the multimodal characteristics of 

human communication.36,40 Computational modeling of transcriptions of interactions provides valuable 

insights into the transactional elements of the interaction, audio-visual signals provide us with rich 

complementary information, such as emotion-laden speech and facial/body language expressions in 

video.  

 

Often, non-verbal cues of communication such as tone of voice, facial expressions, and body language are 

as important as their verbal counterparts in providing us with vital information about the interaction. They 

also add context to the lexical content within a conversation. These non-verbal features can be employed 

to identify cues of aggression and violence as well as politeness and respect during the course of these 

interactions. Thus, these modalities provide us with a more complete view of the interaction, allowing us 

to better model and understand communication patterns. However, in order to develop tools capable of 

integrating audio, video and transcript information in this context, there are some fundamental AI 

challenges in multimodal signal understanding which need to be addressed.  

 

Another aspect of analyzing traffic stops involves inferring the affective states of the officer and 

community member. Although there have been audio-visual models which can infer the affective states of 

an individual from videos, traffic stops are distinct from everyday interactions, and there is a large domain 

mismatch in the available training data for these models. Hence, we will need to either fine-tune or 

transfer-learn from these existing models through carefully annotated data of these BWC recordings. Our 

approach embraces the absence of a single objective ground truth and the likelihood that annotators 

disagree about the affective states (and other elements) of the videos. While this makes the computational 

modeling more challenging it allows us to develop models that better capture the nuances and 

disagreement that occur in real-world situations.7 

 

In summary, computational modeling approaches that integrate text, audio and visual modalities to extract 

rich information about communication, affect, and interaction patterns are essential. These can take 

advantage of and build upon the recent developments in deep learning and multi-modal signal processing 

to offer accurate, consistent, efficient and scalable processing of large amounts of BWC data. 

 

Training ML Models using Soft-labels: 

In subjective natural language processing tasks, where multiple plausible interpretations exist, it is of 

utmost importance to consider the subjective nature of the task and the range of opinions that annotators 

may hold. Disagreements in labeling should not be regarded as mere statistical noise, but rather as 

indications of ambiguities and disparities in perceptions, influenced by the backgrounds and experiences 

of the annotators.1,32,33 Several approaches have been proposed to move beyond the single ground-truth 

framework and accommodate subjective interpretations. For instance, Akhtar et al. (2020) recommend 

clustering annotators based on similar characteristics and establishing separate gold standards for each 

group.2 Meanwhile, Kanclerz et al. (2022) propose the incorporation of information about each annotator 

to personalize models.23 Mostafazadeh Davani et al. (2022) adopt a multitask approach, treating each 

annotator's perspective as a subtask while learning a shared representation across subtasks.27 Furthermore, 

some methods involve learning directly from soft labels, which are probabilistic distributions obtained by 

aggregating annotations.29 Fornaciari et al. (2021) leverage crowd disagreement in a multi-task learning 

setting to jointly learn to classify both hard labels (gold-standard classes) and soft labels (annotators' 
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annotations represented as probability distributions).15 Our approach builds upon this existing body of 

research, wherein we strive to incorporate diverse viewpoints from various communities. The objective is 

to train models that have the capability to effectively capture and represent divergent perspectives. 

 

Deploying New Tools with Sensitive Data 

BWC footage is a particularly powerful source of data because it captures details of police-civilian 

interactions that are not included in written documents or administrative data and provides a less-

mediated record of events involving officers and community members.24 However, the same richness that 

makes BWC data so valuable also introduces privacy-related concerns. BWC data typically include 

visually-identifiable characteristics of the civilian(s) being stopped. While these data are critical to 

developing ML models to evaluate the interactions between the civilians and officers, they are also highly 

sensitive.  

 

A BWC recording is, at the greatest level of simplification, a recording of a conversation. Generally, 

legality of recording has two parts, the situation where the conversation occurs and the consent or 

awareness of the recording by one or more people present. The laws around recording conversations 

differ across federal and state jurisdictions, and in some states both parties to a conversation must consent 

to its recording.45 In such states it may be difficult to obtain consent leading to requirements for officers to 

announce they are recording or requiring state legislatures to add an explicit exemption for police body 

cameras.26 Many law enforcement agencies have determined that officers have the right to record as long 

as they have the legal right to be there.  

 

Even if law enforcement agencies have the right to record interactions, there are complications around 

using the recordings for research or public records, because many recordings are made in an environment 

where people may have an expectation of privacy under the Fourth Amendment.26 California, for 

example, requires all parties present to consent to a recording if the participants have a reasonable 

expectation of privacy, such as within a private home.22 There is a challenge inherent in (1) protecting the 

data collected about civilians interacting with law enforcement in ways that ensure privacy and (2) 

making data about these interactions publicly available to facilitate transparency and accountability of 

government agents’ actions. Navigating this challenge is critical to protecting individual rights while 

enabling effective democratic oversight.  

 

Machine learning models provide an opportunity to study officer-civilian communication in detail, while 

also protecting the rights of the individuals depicted in the data. Once trained, these models can identify 

patterns of communication – particularly involving police or other public servants – that are of potential 

concern to citizens and civil society. Such patterns might include racial disparities or other disparities in 

treatment across communities, or poor communication performance by certain subsets of powerful 

individuals. Such models can facilitate effective oversight of agents of the state without violating the 

privacy of the people depicted in the data. Because these models can analyze BWC recordings of 

interactions without a human viewing those interactions, the models can reveal problematic (or laudatory) 

patterns in the communication behavior of public servants without revealing the details of the 

communication between those public servants and any specific civilian. A systems approach based on the 

goals of ML-enabled transparency and accountability would help support ex ante development of a 

privacy framework for the use of these types of data.12 

  

Conclusion 

New technologies enable the analysis of rich data that can be used to enhance our understanding of 

human interaction. To accurately understand the full complexity of such interaction, however, these 

technologies must be designed and deployed with consideration of the often divergent perspectives of 

those who interact with one another.  This Perspective describes a new effort to address the theoretical 

and practical challenges of accounting for such varied perspectives in the study of human interaction. 
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Drawing on social science, computer science, and engineering, we outline a means to incorporate multiple 

perspectives into new machine learning models that can provide systematic, scalable analysis of police-

public interaction and, more expansively, human communication. 

 

This article is an invitation to other researchers to scrutinize our approach and to adapt variations of it in 

other domains. We identify a range of challenges to the development of multi-perspective ML tools for 

analysis of video in the context of complex social and political power dynamics. These challenges are, in 

some ways, extremely specific to police-civilian interactions. At the same time, we suggest that variations 

of these challenges are likely common across a wide variety of societal domains, and we hope that refined 

versions of the approach we are developing here can be applied broadly.  

 

The increasing availability of high-quality video provides promising possibilities for the application of 

our approach to a range of other contexts, including education, medicine, and the workplace. Better 

understanding of human interaction, be it between teacher and student, physician and patient, or manager 

and employee, holds great promise for designing processes, policies, and practices that improve the 

quality of such interactions  
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