Chapter 5 – Conclusions and Recommendations
5.1 – Introduction
This chapter will conclude the research project by revisiting the set-out research objectives and defining where they have been met, summarising the key findings in the primary research, and making recommendations. The chapter will also address limitations in the research and identify future research opportunities, before addressing the research title:
“What is the public perception of LFR: Is it too intrusive for modern-day policing?”

5.2 – Research Objectives
1. Is LFR effective?
This objective was addressed in Chapter 2. The conclusion is that determining effectiveness is subjective, and there is a significant number of publications for both arguments on LFR’s effectiveness, as the literature review found several different metrics for measuring effectiveness. 
2. Explore the ethical position of LFR.
This objective was also met in Chapter 2. Research showed that from a legal standpoint, LFR is currently considered to be a lawful and ethical practice, however, civil rights groups feel differently and have large public support in their campaigns to stop LFR deployments by the police. 
3. Explore society’s perception of LFR: Does the public think LFR impacts their right to privacy?
Chapter 2 did explore this research objective partially, but a gap in the research available was highlighted, identifying a lack of research focusing on public perception in South Wales, and acknowledging a lack of diversity within the sample set of public perception surveys already conducted. This guided the research project into Chapter 4, which presented the findings of primary research, utilising an online public perception survey, aimed to fill those research gaps.

5.3 – Main Findings
The primary research conducted was an online survey open to those who live in the South Wales area. As detailed in Chapter 4, 222 responses were available for analysis. Given the high number of responses, the assumption is made that the conclusions drawn from the survey are echoed within society and reflect close to the true public perception of LFR deployments.
One of the key findings is that the public considering something to be an invasion of privacy does not necessarily suggest they are opposed to its use. The statement “Live facial recognition is an invasion of privacy” was posed and the participants were asked if they agreed or disagreed with the statement. Whilst not an overwhelming majority, the majority did agree that LFR is an invasion of privacy.  It can be easily stated the public feels LFR is an invasion of privacy, however, the findings painted the public's perception of LFR as more complex.


The findings also found that the majority of the public supports the use of LFR in specific scenarios. Two such scenarios were the use of LFR to identify potential terrorists and another to identify serious violent suspects wanted for offences in crowded areas such as train stations. The suggestion from these findings is that the public does not hold their privacy as something that must not be invaded no matter what the cost, and there are situations those in the community of South Wales feel an invasion of privacy would be acceptable. This also translates to another key finding, where the public indicates that LFR aids police in their effort to catch criminals. The majority of those surveyed agreed it helps the police catch criminals, but also voiced it did not help them feel any safer. 
The main finding from the research that would be difficult to argue against is the public’s opinions and feelings towards LFR are deeply complex. There is considerable literature from Chapter 2 and data from Chapter 4 that support the notion there are feelings that both support and undermine the use of LFR, particularly in South Wales. The data in Chapter 4 show a wide range of answers, and despite the high number of participants, the spread among answers was relatively even for most questions, excluding those gathering diverse data points. Echoed by the spread of opinions in the publications in Chapter 2, it can be easily stated that LFR continues to be a complex and sometimes divisive topic within South Wales and the UK, and understanding the public's perception is no easy task.
5.4 – Limitations
Whilst the gap in the research for a study on public perception of the South Wales community was met, it was clear that the overwhelming majority of participants in the research survey were of a white background. Therefore, there still lies a gap in understanding the public perception considering those from all backgrounds, so topics about racial prejudice of LFR or the police in general, have not been discussed due to the limited data available.
Secondly, the public perception survey was conducted remotely. It relied heavily on the trust of the participants to be truthful in their answers and declaring that they were a part of the community within South Wales. Whilst the invite for the survey was posted on closed forums dedicated to the South Wales area, it could have been easily forwarded to those outside of this area to complete. The conclusions have been drawn based on the trust of those who participated, despite the lack of rigorous validation of the participants. 

5.5 – Recommendations
Several recommendations can be made based on the findings of this research project:
1. South Wales Police’s current strategy to educate the public on LFR is insufficient, and they need to do more to educate, and eventually gain the consent of the majority of the public to use LFR.
The majority of the public acknowledges they do not know enough about LFR and how the police use it. Additionally, some participants added comments at the end of the survey stating they wanted to know if the recordings were kept or deleted from the police system. This information was easily found on the South Wales Police website as reviewed in Chapter 2.


2. More investment into research of ethnic minority’s perception of LFR should be funded by those who wish to implement it.
Chapter 2 found South Wales Police Chief Constable Jeremy Vaughan to categorise his force as institutionally racist and acknowledged that there were significant tensions between the police and those of an ethnic minority. Further research would be greatly beneficial to the South Wales Police to ascertain the public perception of LFR in ethnic minority groups. 

3. A publicly available cost-benefit analysis of LFR should be conducted by an independent body to establish if LFR has its place in modern-day policing within the UK.
The true effectiveness of LFR would be determined with the assistance of a cost-benefit analysis. There are few publicly available publications breaking down the cost of police using LFR to the UK taxpayer. A cost-benefit analysis available to the public may produce more conclusive and less complex results in public perception, enabling decision-makers to better understand if LFR has a place in modern policing.  
5.6 – Future Research
As outlined in the recommendations and limitations sections of this chapter, there remains an opening for further research. The conclusion has been made that LFR remains a complex and somewhat divisive topic. Further research into public perception of LFR would likely only be a good thing. One such limitation was that this survey was conducted remotely. Therefore, further in-person research may shed better light on the true opinions held by the public on LFR.
Secondly, further research into whether LFR has its place in modern-day policing should be a rolling venture, constantly being re-assessed and researched more thoroughly. This would give stakeholders an up-to-date understanding of the public’s opinions on LFR and ensure that the public trust is optimised with UK policing.

5.7 – Closing Statement
The title of this dissertation is:
“What is the public perception of LFR: Is it too intrusive for modern-day policing?”
The question remains largely unanswered. A few conclusions made on public perception of LFR, but the overwhelming conclusion is that LFR remains a more complex and divisive issue than perhaps first thought. There is an abundance of information published that either supports LFR or calls for its dissolvement, but what was found is that even if the public feels it is an invasion of privacy, the public still may feel some uses of LFR are acceptable.
For its place to be defined in modern-day policing, more is to be done, particularly by police forces intending to use LFR, to research, educate and understand the public perception of how LFR is used in their community.

