Chapter 4 - Analysis of Results
4.1 – Introduction
This chapter will present and analyse the primary data collected in the online public perception survey as outlined in Chapter 3. Its analysis will aim to meet research objective number 3:
“Explore society’s perception of LFR: Do the public think LFR impacts their right to privacy?”
For brevity, not every question will be analysed in this chapter, and a focus will be made on relevant questions to meet the research objectives as well as questions that both support and highlight alternative ideas by the authors analysed in Chapter 2. The full survey and correspondents’ answers can be found in the appendix.
4.2 – Dissemination and Demographic of Participants
The survey was disseminated online using a hyperlink posted on the social media website Facebook, as well as the online forum website Reddit on a sub-forum named “South Wales”. The survey was open for one month and received 257 responses. Those who did not complete the survey in its entirety have had their answers discarded leaving 222 participants having answers included for analysis. 
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Figure 1 - Gender Identity Participant Responses
Figure 1 shows that more participants identified as male than any other gender identity in this research. There were no identifiable trends in other answers to the research survey based on gender identity. The public perception study into the Metropolitan Police Service's use of LFR (Bradford, et al., 2020) also found there was no trend in the support of LFR by gender.
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Figure 2 - Ethnicity Participant Responses
Figure 2 shows that in the research a significantly large portion of the participants were white. This was expected as highlighted in Chapter 3, Florian Keusch found that those from a black background are less likely to participate in online surveys (Keusch, 2015). However, figure 1 does undermine Keusch’s article as Keusch also claimed males are less likely to participate than females. Given the spread in Figure 2, it will not be possible to highlight answer trends on other questions based on ethnicity due to the lack of diversity in the participants.
A question was also posed to ascertain if the participant was employed by a UK police force to identify bias due to their employment. 23 of the participants said they were employed within a UK police force. Their answers throughout the survey showed general support for the use of LFR by South Wales Police. Police force employees’ full answers will be listed in the appendix. As the police employees are also part of the community within South Wales, their answers will be included in the analysis of the participants’ perception of LFR. 


4.3 – Response to Questions Posed
4.3.1 – An invasion of privacy?
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Figure 3 - Participant Response to the statement 'Live facial recognition is an invasion of privacy'.
Combing slightly agree and completely agree and doing the same for completely disagree and slightly disagree, a clear statement is made by the participants. 64% of the participants feel that LFR use is an invasion of their privacy, with only 29% believing the contrary. It is in no doubt that the majority of correspondents feel that LFR is an invasion of their privacy which echoes the findings by Bradford et al. They found that privacy was the most significant factor for participants to agree or disagree with the technology (Bradford, et al., 2020). The link can be made when analysing the question “Do you support the use of Live Facial Recognition Technology within South Wales?”. The answers were split between ‘yes’, ‘no’ and unsure.  Excluding those who were unsure (15%) the majority of participants (47%) did not support the use of LFR by South Wales Police. The link can be made between this question and the results in Figure 3, linking that the belief that LFR is an invasion of privacy is impacting the support for LFR using the findings published in Bradford’s research (Bradford, et al., 2020). 


4.3.2 – Does the public think LFR is effective?
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Figure 4 - participant response to the statement 'Live facial recognition makes it easier for the police to catch criminals'.
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Figure 5 - Participant response to the statement ' Live facial recognition is an ineffective use of police budget'.
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Figure 6 - Participant response to the statement 'The concept of live facial recognition makes me feel safer'

In Chapter 2, it was established that given the scope and objectives of live facial recognition outlined by police forces, namely South Wales Police (South Wales Police, 2023), a measurement of the effectiveness of LFR was accompanied by significant limitations. Research showed that the measurement of facial recognition technology’s effectiveness is subjective and complex (Fussey & Murray, 2020), and there is a sizeable number of publications supporting both sides of the argument. 
Figures 4 through 6 show questions asked to identify the public perception of the effectiveness of LFR using budget, suspect apprehension, and perception of safety as benchmarks. The data supports the findings by Fussey & Murrey, and it would be challenging to conclude the effectiveness of LFR. Using police budget, the data shows the public leans more towards the notion that LFR makes it easier for the police to catch criminals, thereby one could claim LFR is effective. However, if South Wales Police state LFR aims to increase community safety (South Wales Police, 2023), but the data in Figure 6 shows that the public does not feel any safer as a result of LFR, a similar but opposing argument that LFR is not effective can be easily made. The subjectiveness to LFR effectiveness is further highlighted by the spread of answers in Figure 5, with an all but equal split across the opinion spectrum. 


4.3.3 – Scenarios around the use of LFR
Figure 7 - Participant Response to the question 'Out of the following, what do you think is an appropriate use of live facial recognition technology? Select all that apply.
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Figure 7 shows the public’s support for an LFR deployment is directly linked to their perceived seriousness of the offence the use is aimed at. For example, for scenarios where LFR is being used to identify terrorists, the data showed the participants were in favour of LFR use, and that support of LFR decreased as the seriousness of the offence decreased. This question was designed with the study by Bradford in mind. Their study, identifying trends in the Metropolitan Police Service’s use of LFR, had a similar question to that of Figure 7 (Bradford, et al., 2020). The results in Figure 7 echo the findings by Bradford, which showed that LFR approval for use was dependent on the scenario posed. 

4.4 – Conclusion
The research aimed to meet the following objective:
“Explore society’s perception of LFR: Do the public think LFR impacts their right to privacy?”
The conclusion of such an objective can be argued that the majority of participants and therefore the wider public of South Wales, do consider that LFR is an invasion of privacy. Some notes echo findings from a similar report by Bradford into the Metropolitan Police Service’s use of the technology (Bradford, et al., 2020). However, the answers from this research survey are more widely spread amongst the answers available. Whilst 29% did not think LFR was an invasion of privacy, 38% agreed with its use by LFR. Whilst Bradford claims privacy was the most prevalent factor in determining support for LFR, the 8% discrepancy shows the issue to be far more complex. Other research conducted in the USA (Bragias, et al., 2021) analysing social commentary supports this theory, where other main concerns; authority and technology capabilities, were identified as outlined in the literature review. It can be stated that the research paints the picture of complexity around public perception of LFR, but there is certainly no outright support for its use in South Wales and concerns around privacy are widely held.
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Q18 What is your gender identity?
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Q20 Which ethnicity best describes you? (Please choose only one.)
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Q3 Live facial recognition is an invasion of privacy
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Q7 Live facial recognition makes it easier for the police to catch criminals
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Q6 Live facial recognition is an ineffective use of police budget
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