Data Analysis and Findings

Introduction
The previous chapter of this dissertation gave a step-by-step methodology for the research project, using ‘The Research Onion’ by Saunders et al. (2016). This chapter of the dissertation will provide findings from the primary research, through themes. I will analyse the data that was gathered and seek to answer the remaining objectives through analysis of the primary research.
As previously stated, a black version of the questionnaires has been provided under Appendix A and Appendix B. Further to this, the results of the questionnaires can be found under Appendix C “Results: The Effectiveness and Perceptions of Police Dog Units in Modern Policing (NDH)” and Appendix D “Results: The Effectiveness and Perceptions of Police Dog Units in Modern Policing (DH).
The ‘NDH’ questionnaire was sent out over various ‘Overtime’ group chats, which covered all 3 areas of South Wales Police: Eastern (Cardiff & Vale), Central (Mid Glamorgan), Western (Swansea & Neath Port Talbot) & K Division. This was to allow a range of replies outside of my working area and to ensure that I gave the questionnaire the best opportunity to form quantitative data.
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AI-generated content may be incorrect.]	Results: NDH by participant area
For the NDH results, a total of 23 participants completed the questionnaire. With 12 participants working from Central (Mid Glamorgan) making up 52% of the total of 23, 9 participants working from Eastern (Cardiff & Vale) making up 39% of the total of 23, and 2 participants working from K Division making up 9% of the total of 23. There was no response from Western (Swansea & Neath Port Talbot).
The ‘DH’ questionnaire was emailed to the Inspector of Specialist Operations, who overlooks sergeants and constables within the dog unit of South Wales Police. As I was not aware of any overtime groups that cover DH, I felt that the best dissemination would be to ask the Inspector to send out my questionnaire – the Inspector covers several teams of DHs.
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		Results: DH by participant rank
For the DH results, a total of 8 participants completed the questionnaire. With 7 participants being the rank of constable, making up 88% of the total 8 participants, and 1 participant being the rank of sergeant, making up the final 12% of the total 8 participants. As DH fall within “K Division” and can cover all 3 areas within South Wales Police, I have utilised their rank to highlight the numbers of replies.

Data Analysis
As previously mentioned in the chapter before, data analysis is the process where the researcher would evaluate the data found through primary research and then transform that into useful information to draw conclusions from (Kotronoulas et al., 2023). The data analysis throughout this chapter will aim to address and answer the following remaining objectives, which are 1- Assessing Operational Effectiveness, 3- Examining Officers' Perspectives & further adding to 5- Comparing Alternatives.
The chapter titled “Literature Review” has already discussed alternatives to police dog units being deployed, looking at drones as an alternative deployment and whether police dogs’ “use of force” is proportionate to other methods. As such, my data analysis was focused around whether officers felt the use of police dogs was appropriate and cost-effective – this was to focus the data back to the original title, whether police dogs have a place in ‘Modern Policing’.

Method of Analysis
Due to the data being quantitative, as previously mentioned, I will be using descriptive statistics to form my conclusions, as it allows me to describe and summarise the data based on percentage majority (Oxford Brookes University 2024). I have also incorporated pie charts to enhance the visual representation of the percentages. Visualisations of percentages within quantitative data allow the reader to see comparisons within that data instead of a table (Cornelius, Cro and Phillips, 2020).

Analysis of Quantitative Data Gathered from Questionnaires 
To assist with the analysis of the quantitative data, tools such as Microsoft Forms allow preset graphs; this, with exporting to Excel, further allows pie graphs to be formed based on the information presented. As I have used Likert scales within my questionnaire, I can put the information in and, based on the majority, form my descriptive statistic E.g. 
	
	Q1: How effective do you believe search dogs are at locating drugs?

	Very ineffective
	4.30%

	Somewhat ineffective
	4.30%

	Neither effective nor ineffective
	4.30%

	Somewhat effective
	17.40%

	Very effective
	69.60%


	Question 1 result, as example

	Pie Chart of Q1
So through this we can immediately determine that 70% support that search dogs are very effective at locating drugs. I will use this form of both descriptive statistic and visualisation of percentages to form my common themes, which will answer my objectives.

Theme One: Positive Operation Effectiveness From NDH & DH
NDH were asked four questions relating to dog units, which focused the question around operational effectiveness. The questions focused on search dogs, GP dogs and then operational outcomes. The aim was to determine whether there was any obvious place where officers felt that DH effectiveness was not as effective as other areas. To assort this into measurable data, the use of the Likert Scale was used: Very Ineffective, Somewhat Ineffective, Neither Effective nor Ineffective, Somewhat Effective & Very Effective – This allows the participant to be in control as to what extent they feel how effective a DH can be in operational deployment. These questions were: 
Q1: How effective do you believe search dogs are at locating drugs?
· Most common answer: Very Effective / 69.90%
· 
Pie Chart of Q1 NDH

Q2: How effective are search dogs in finding missing persons compared to standard search methods?
· Most common answer: Somewhat Effective / 60.90%
· 
· 
Pie Chart of Q2 NDH

Q4: How effective do you believe GP dogs are in dealing with violent or high-risk individuals?
· Most common answer: Very Effective / 73.90%
· 
Pie Chart of Q4 NDH
Q8: How effective are dog units overall in achieving operational outcomes?
· Most common answer: Very Effective / 52.20%
· 
Pie Chart of Q8 NDH
Across the ‘effectiveness’-based questions, all responses sat within the top two categories: ‘somewhat effective’ and ‘very effective’. This indicates that there is a consistent positive perception that dog units, when requested, are effective within the role for which they have been requested. Very few respondents chose a neutral option or a negative option, suggesting that scepticism around the effectiveness of dog units is rare. The data point to a broadly shared view that police dog deployment contributes to effective outcomes.
DH were also asked mirroring questions relating to their own experiences, which focused around effectiveness when deployed. This was to determine whether DH felt that their role was effective generally or whether there were any gaps where DH felt they were not effective. To assort this into measurable data, the use of the Likert Scale was used: Very Ineffective, Somewhat Ineffective, Neither Effective nor Ineffective, Somewhat Effective & Very Effective This allows the participant to be in control as to how effective they feel their role is when deployed. These questions were: 
Q1: How effective are your search dogs in locating drugs during operational deployment?
· Most common answer: Very Effective / 88%
   	 Pie chart of Q1 DH
Q2: How effective are your search dogs in locating missing persons compared to other search methods? 
· Most common answer: Very Effective / 75%
Pie chart of Q2 DH
Q4: How effective are GP dogs in safely managing violence or high-risk situations?
· Most common answer: Very Effective / 75%
Pie chart of Q4 DH
Q9: How effective are dog units in reducing the overall need for other high-cost resources?
· Most common answer: Very Effective / 75%
Pie chart of Q9 DH
Across the ‘effectiveness’-based questions, all responses sat within the top category: Very effective. This indicates that DH believes that when they are deployed, the operational objective of their deployment is achieved. No respondents chose a negative option, with 1 respondent choosing a neutral option throughout. The data points to a broadly shared view that police dog handlers believe that they are effective in achieving their objective on deployment.

Overall, both NDH and DH achieve an overall ‘effective’ result, with the majority of each group always within the ‘very effective’ or ‘somewhat effective’ options selected. We can put this descriptive analysis into a formed outcome using the logic model. Knowlton and Phillips (2013) explain that this model has five key components: resources/inputs, activities, outputs, outcomes and impact. Knowlton and Phillips (2013) further detail these components as inputs as the resources required (such as staff or utilities), activities as the actions taken to carry out the objectives, outputs as the direct result of the activities mentioned, outcomes as the short- to medium-term changes as a result and impact as the broader long-term result from the activities. As we know that the data indicates that overall both DH and NDH believe the use of dog units is effective once deployed, we can form a logic model: 
	Logic Model 
	

	Resources/Inputs
	Trained dogs & trained dog handlers

	Activities 
	Deployment of police dogs to search for drugs or assist in high-risk situations 

	Outputs
	Number of deployments or positive outcomes

	Outcomes (Short to medium terms)
	Drugs found on a person or location, persons arrested during high-risk situations, officers’ safety and evidence recovered

	Impact (Long term)
	Safer communities, improved detection rates and public confidence 


		Logic Model Data Analysis 
The logic model shows that the ‘input’ of the deployment of police dogs, where their objective ‘activities’ are to assist non-dog handlers, generates positive outcomes, which form a positive impact – this is supported by the fact that both NDH and DH believe that they are effective in achieving their operational outcome.

Theme Two:  Better Tactical Planning, Over Other Options
DH and NDH were asked mirroring questions relating to ‘Tactical Planning’ whilst at incidents to establish whether DH hold their value within modern policing. Tactical planning, as explained by the College of Policing (2013), is the process of allocating police resources to achieve particular goals. A single strategy or a combination of individual and/or combined tactics may be used by the police, depending on the situation. This was to determine officers’ perception around requesting DH, whether the request was a belief the outcome would be better than other options. To assort this into measurable data, the use of the Likert Scale was used once again, this time changing how the scale is formed to better suit the question to answer needed. 
These questions were:
Q5 (NDH): How appropriate is the use of GP dogs compared to other tactical options (e.g. Taser, baton)?
· Most Common Answer: Very Appropriate / 69.9%

                                  Pie chart of Q5 NDH
Q7 (NDH): How satisfied are you with the response time when requested compared to other specialist units?
· Most Common Answer: Neither Satisfied Nor Dissatisfied / 34.8%
     Pie Chart of Q7 NDH
Q10: How cost effective do you believe dog units are compared to alternative policing resources? 
· Most Common Answer: Neither Effective Nor Ineffective & Somewhat Effective / 31%

Pie Chart of Q10 NDH
Across the ‘other options’-based questions, when asked about ‘tactical options’, there was a clear indication that NDH believe that the deployment of GP dogs at incidents was appropriate compared to other options such as tasers or batons, with 69.9% saying it was ‘very appropriate’ in their deployment – this would give support to the idea that NDH perceptions are that police dogs give a tactical advantage at incidents. The other two questions gave results of uncertainty and no immediately obvious answer. When asked about response time compared to other specialist units, the majority of 35% gave ‘Neither Satisfied Nor Dissatisfied’, which suggests that this answer may be based on operational demand or availability of DH. The variables around this question can spread across basic fundamentals, such as specialist units being more prominent in a certain area, such as ‘firearms being deployed to certain areas, as opposed to DH who cover the whole of South Wales’ – The important result may be that only 9% were ‘Very Dissatisfied’, which was the lowest result. The final question is based on NDH perception of cost-effectiveness, mainly whether officers’ perception is that the DH role is something that is not cost-effective, as we can determine whether other options would be perceived as more cost-effective in general. The results were positively spread over the following: Very effective, 30%; somewhat effective, 30%; and neither effective nor ineffective, 31%. This shows us that the perception with NDH is that DH deployment is seen as still being a cost-effective deployment over other units. This result is expected, as other specialist units require two police officers or more, whereas police dog is not seen as a payable unit.
DH were also asked mirroring questions relating to their own experiences, which focused around ‘other options’-based questions. This was to determine whether DH felt that their role was still fundamental in modern policing. To assort this into measurable data, the use of the Likert Scale was used once again, this time changing how the scale is formed to better suit the question to answer needed.
 These questions were:
Q5 DH: How appropriate is GP dogs’ deployment compared to alternatives (e.g. taser, baton)?
· Most Common Answer: Very Appropriate / 50%

Pie Chart Q5 DH
Q7 DH: How often do deployments involving your dog achieve the intended operational outcome?
· Most Common Answer: Often / 75%
Pie Chart Q7 DH
Q10 DH: How cost effective do you believe dog units are compared to other tactical options?
· Most Common Answer: Very Effective / 75%





				Pie Chart Q10 DH
Across the ‘other options’-based questions, there was a clear indication that DH feel their role is still valued within modern policing. DH believe that the deployment of GP dogs at incidents was appropriate compared to other options such as tasers or batons, with 50% saying it was appropriate over other options – this supports that DH believe their role is still appropriate within tactical options. The next question is based around operational outcome, certainly whether DH believe that deployment can relate back to positive outcomes, with 75% of DH saying ‘Often’ around this question. Finally, the question based around cost-effectiveness was asked, this time with DH understanding how much their role costs, with 75% saying ‘Very Effective’ that their role is cost-effective compared to others.
Overall, it is clear that both NDH and DH value police dog deployment as a form of tactical resolve, compared to other options. This forms part of Rational Choice Theory (Elster 1986), whereby the theory suggests that individuals make decisions based around considering costs and benefits to achieve their personal goals, ultimately weighing up options to improve their advantage for a better outcome. Both DH and NDH believe that deploying police dogs is appropriate compared to other options, which would mean that the officers’ perception is that doing this over other options would yield better results – The Rational Choice Theory (Elster 1986) supports that deploying police dogs is the most effective and efficient response to incidents. NDH believes that response time is varied and that there is not an overall ‘satisfaction’ element; more that there is neither a positive nor a negative response time – as previously mentioned, though, this question offers certain variables around response time that can only be managed through further employment of more DH. DH believe that when they do arrive, be that within the perceived NDH time frame, their outcomes are ‘often’ positive, with 75% believing this. For this we can put the fundamentals of Expectation Confirmation Theory (Shukla 2024) to fit officers’ perception around asking for DH, as this theory is based around people’s satisfaction with a service being dependent on how their expectations are with actual experiences. From the above results we can determine the following: 
(time) + Positive Results = Expectations. 
(NDH understand that whilst they requested DH, their response time is varied.) + DH believe that when they do arrive, they get positive outcomes. = By understanding that there may be a delay compared to other units, it is understood, as their attendance may yield better results compared to other units.
The theory itself is based around services and outcomes: the NDH are requesting a service, and the DH are providing it. This means that despite there being other specialist options, NDH would still request DH due to their unique capabilities. The last question around tactical planning is based around cost-effectiveness, whereby both NDH and DH believe that DH are still a cost-effective option compared to other units. NDH gave a more medial result of 30% that DH are more cost-effective, whereas DH gave a more positive result of 75% ‘Very effective’ within cost. We can determine from this that knowledge is where the results differ. NDH are not expected to know costs around DH. DH, on the other hand, are aware of their cost on deployment – knowledge and understanding are the barriers which altered NDH results. DH themselves, who are aware of their role, believe they’re a cost-effective resource.

Theme Three: Lack of Education/Knowledge around DH
NDH and DH were asked ‘perspective’-based questions around the role of DH; this was originally to determine a baseline of understanding of a DH role. The main question of the research is focused around the modern application of DH in modern policing. However, the results of the questions present a theme of lack of education or knowledge of the DH role, which in turn can cause a lack of asking for DH or negative outcomes where there may have been positive opportunities. We have already determined positive ‘operational effectiveness’ through theme one and established that GP dogs are a favourable tactical option. These themes are based on the DH being at the scene. This theme, however, showed a lack of knowledge, and if DH are already a favourable resource, more knowledge may further cement them in modern policing. To assort this into measurable data, the use of the Likert Scale was used once again, this time changing how the scale is formed to better suit the question to answer needed. 
These questions were:
Q11 NDH: How confident are you in knowing when and how to request a dog unit?
· Most Common Answer: Very Confident / 39%
Pie Chart Q11 NDH
Q12: To what extent should non-dog handlers receive more training on working with dog units?
· Most Common Answer: Moderate Extent / 43%
Pie Chart Q12 NDH
NDH were asked other questions relating to ethical concerns and legal guidelines, where there is no expectation of NDH to know certain legalities or ethical concerns. Q11 is based around confidence when requesting DH, where there was an overall ‘Very / Extremely’ confident result – which shows that NDH are happy to request DH when needed. Q12 is based around whether NDH needs more training around DH, with ‘43%’ saying a moderate extent more training is needed. By this research, we can determine that NDH are requesting DH without fully understanding their capabilities. This belief is supported by their need and want for more training.
DH were also asked similar questions, with the intention to focus around ‘perspective’; however, this resulted in supporting that NDH lack of knowledge can affect operational outcomes. This becomes an important factor in that if NDH are eager for my training, we can determine the areas where training is further needed. To assort this into measurable data, the use of the Likert Scale was used once again, this time changing how the scale is formed to better suit the question to answer needed. 
These questions were:
Q8 DH: To what extent do resources reduce the effectiveness of dog units?
· Most Common Answer: To An Extreme Extent / 50% 
Pie Chart Q8 DH
Q11 DH: To what extent do you think non-dog handlers understand the capabilities and limitations of dog units?
· Most Common Answer: To A Small Extent / 63%
Pie Chart Q11 DH
Q12: How valued do you feel the role of dog handlers is within the wider policing team?
· Most Common Answer: Slightly Values & Moderately Valued / 40%



Pie Chart Q12 DH
Across the ‘perspective’-based questions, there was a strong indication that DH believes that NDH require more training around their deployment. 50% believe that to an ‘extreme extent’ NDH resources reduce the effectiveness of deploying a dog; this suggests that NDH may be effecting positive outcomes. Furthermore, 63% of DH believe that only to a ‘small extent’ do NDH understand their capabilities and limitations – both of these questions suggest that there is a lack of knowledge and understanding from NDH, which, in turn, can affect operational outcomes.
Overall, the research would suggest that there is a mutual recognition of training needs between NDH and DH, with NDH wanting more training and DH believing that NDH do not understand the role of DH when it refers to capabilities and limitations. This refers to Nonaka and Takeuchi's (1995) Knowledge Transfer Theory, which focuses on the sharing of knowledge, experiences and skills between certain individuals or groups of people. This research by Nonaka and Takeuchi (1995) can link directly into what we can see developing between DH and NDH, whereby DH have ‘tacit’ knowledge of personal experiences and knowledge. This can be explored with NDH to establish where there is a lack of training; this then forms part of a ‘structured knowledge exchange’ where we can determine what training is needed to better understand the DH role – giving more positive exchanges.

Results of Findings
As a result of analysing the questionnaire’s themes, some have emerged that directly correlate with similar findings in chapter two of the research project, which either support the research objectives or the research title.
Theme one is based around ‘operational effectiveness’, where both DH and NDH were in a universal agreement that on deployment, DH achieve their operational goals. This is further corroborated within ‘Chapter Two: Exploring Public Perception’, where the public would sit within a positive area for search dogs but negatively within the GP dog deployment. The results from the finding show that whilst the public may disagree that GP dogs may injure another, they successfully complete their operational objective. This has been discussed within the same chapter as an operational payoff – we accept GP dogs biting, but with theme one, we now accept that operational effectiveness is the payoff to any form of use of force.
Theme two is based around ‘tactical options’, where both DH and NDH were in agreement that the deployment of DH is a better tactical option than other options, such as tasers or batons. This also correlates to ‘chapter two: comparing alternatives’, where the research details that the use of DH poses the risk of serious harm to a person; however, this level of use of force is still proportionate compared to other countries who use firearms, with their use of force being at the furthest end of the scale relating to fatal shootings. In the same chapter, the research considered ethical challenges. Whilst the research elaborated on DH being a preferable use of force, this is not without challenges as to why the incident has reached this level of force.
Theme three is based around ‘lack of education/knowledge’, where both DH and NDH support that further education around the DH role is needed; in return, this could further offer more positive outcomes on deployment. 'Education' and 'knowledge' are broad terms which can transfer into several areas of DH deployment. Chapter two has several titles, all of which can link back to theme three, in that by supporting that NDH need more training, we can then form a better understanding of the role. NDH may request DH less, understanding alternatives. NDH may understand expectations and limitations, which will cause fewer calls of DH, easing pressure on the role.

Conclusion
This chapter has successfully presented findings from the questionnaires, which provide responses from both DH and NDH. The findings have also answered the following objectives: ‘Assessing operational effectiveness’ & ‘Examining officer’s perspectives’.
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Q2: How effective are search dogs in finding missing persons compared to standard search methods?

Q2: How effective are search dogs in finding missing persons compared to standard search methods?	
Very ineffective	Somewhat ineffective	Neither effective nor ineffective	Somewhat effective	Very effective	0	4.2999999999999997E-2	8.6999999999999994E-2	0.60899999999999999	0.26100000000000001	

Q4: How effective do you believe GP dogs are in dealing with violent or high-risk individuals?	
Very ineffective	Somewhat ineffective	Neither effective nor ineffective	Somewhat effective	Very effective	0	4.2999999999999997E-2	4.2999999999999997E-2	0.17399999999999999	0.73899999999999999	

Q8: How effective are dog units overall in achieving operational outcomes?	
Very ineffective	Somewhat ineffective	Neither effective nor ineffective	Somewhat effective	Very effective	0	0.13	0	0.34799999999999998	0.52200000000000002	
Q1: How effective are your search dogs in locating drugs during operational deployment?

Q1: How effective are dog are your search dogs in locating drugs during operational deployment? 	
Very ineffective	Somewhat ineffective	Neither effective nor ineffective	Somewhat effective	Very effective	0	0	0.125	0	0.875	

Q2: How effective are your search dogs in locating missing persons compared to other search methods? 	
Very ineffective	Somewhat ineffective	Neither effective nor ineffective	Somewhat effective	Very effective	0	0	0	0.25	0.75	

Q4: How effective are GP dogs in safely managing violent or high-risk situations? 	
Very ineffective	Somewhat ineffective	Neither effective nor ineffective	Somewhat effective	Very effective	0	0	0	0.25	0.75	

Q9: How effective are dog units in reducing the overall need for other high-cost resources?	
Very ineffective	Somewhat ineffective	Neither effective nor ineffective	Somewhat effective	Very effective	0	0	0.125	0.125	0.75	
Q5: How appropriate is the use of GP dogs compared to other tactical options (e.g. Taser, baton)?

Q5: How appropriate is the use of GP dogs compared to other tactical options (e.g. Taser, baton)?.Appropriateness 	
Very inappropriate	Somewhat inappropriate	Neither appropriate nor inappropriate 	Somewhat appropriate	Very appropriate	0	0	4.2999999999999997E-2	0.26100000000000001	0.69599999999999995	
Q7: How satisfied are you with the response time when requested compared to other specialist units? 

Q7: How satisfied are you with the response time when requested compared to other specialist units? .Satisfaction	
Very dissatisfied	Somewhat dissatisfied	Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied	Somewhat satisfied	Very satisfied	0.17399999999999999	0.217	0.34799999999999998	0.17399999999999999	8.6999999999999994E-2	
Q10: How cost effective do you believe dog units are compared to alternative policing resources? 

Q10: How cost effective do you believe dog units are compared to alternative policing resources? .	
Very ineffective	Somewhat ineffective	Neither effective nor ineffective	Somewhat effective	Very effective 	4.2999999999999997E-2	4.2999999999999997E-2	0.30399999999999999	0.30399999999999999	0.30399999999999999	

Q5: How appropriate is GP dogs’ deployment compared to alternatives (e.g. taser, baton)? 	
Very inappropriate 	Somewhat inappropriate	Neither appropriate nor inappropriate 	Somewhat appropriate 	Very appropriate	0	0	0.125	0.375	0.5	

Q7: How often do deployments involving your dog achieve the intended operational outcome?	
Never	Rarely	Sometimes	Often	Always	0	0	0.25	0.75	0	

Q10: How cost effective do you believe dog units are compared to other tactical options? 	
Very ineffective	Somewhat ineffective	Neither effective nor ineffective	Somewhat effective	Very effective 	0	0	0.125	0.125	0.75	

Q11: How confident are you in knowing when and how to request a dog unit?	
Not confident 	Slightly confident 	Confident	Very confident	Extremely confident 	4.2999999999999997E-2	8.6999999999999994E-2	0.17399999999999999	0.39100000000000001	0.30399999999999999	

Q12: To what extent should non-dog handlers receive more training on working with dog units? 	
No extent at all	To a small extent	To some extent	Moderate extent 	To an extreme extent	0.13	8.6999999999999994E-2	0.26100000000000001	0.435	8.6999999999999994E-2	

Q8: To what extent do resources reduce the effectiveness of dog units? 	
No extent at all	To a small extent	To some extent	Moderate extent	To an extreme extent	0	0	0.125	0.375	0.5	

Q11: To what extent do you think non-dog handlers understand the capabilities and limitations of dog units? 	
No extent at all	To a small extent 	To some extent	Moderate extent	To an extreme extent	0.125	0.625	0.25	0	0	

Q12: How valued do you feel the role of dog handlers is within the wider policing team?	
Not valued at all	Slightly valued	Moderately valued 	Very valued	Highly valued	0	0.4	0.4	0.2	0	
Q1: How effective do you believe search dogs are at locating drugs?

Q1: How effective do you believe search dogs are at locating drugs?	
Very ineffective	Somewhat ineffective	Neither effective nor ineffective	Somewhat effective	Very effective	4.2999999999999997E-2	4.2999999999999997E-2	4.2999999999999997E-2	0.17399999999999999	0.69599999999999995	
Q1: How effective do you believe search dogs are at locating drugs?

Q1: How effective do you believe search dogs are at locating drugs?	
Very ineffective	Somewhat ineffective	Neither effective nor ineffective	Somewhat effective	Very effective	4.2999999999999997E-2	4.2999999999999997E-2	4.2999999999999997E-2	0.17399999999999999	0.69599999999999995	
image1.png
@ Cardiff & Vale
@ Mid Glamorgan
@ Swansea & Neath Port Talbot

@® KDivision

52%

9%

39%




image2.png
Constable

Sergeant

Inspector

C/Inspector
Superintendent
C/Superintendent
Assistant Chief Constable
Deputy Chief Constable

Chief Constable




