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Foreword

"Closed circuit television surveillance cameras are becoming a regular feature in an increasing number of towns and cities in response to public demand. Examples from across the country have shown that CCTV can not only help prevent and detect crime. It can also deter the criminals and reassure the public.

I am absolutely convinced that CCTV has a major part to play in helping to detect and reduce crimes and to convict criminals. CCTV does not replace the police but it helps them do their job more effectively. It is one more sophisticated element in the continuing fight against crime"

Michael Howard 

(Secretary of State for the Home Department)   

This is part of a quotation that Michael Howard spoke of in1994 when he was Secretary of State. As the police come under pressure to show improved performance rates, it is becoming clear that the police on their own do not have the resources to patrol the community 100% of the time and another watchful eye is needed. That is one that does not need time off and one that is effective 24hrs a day. I think that CCTV holds particular weight in helping to fight crime and I hope to illustrate this point in the following pages.  

Introduction

The 1980s and 1990s witnessed increasing concern regarding both the reality of crime and the fear of crime. Car crime and related crimes were becoming increasingly common and in the past few years have only diminished because of increased security added to cars such as the engine immobiliser and thieves needing more time to bypass these measures. Policing and crime prevention schemes were showing no dramatic signs of success (Crime prevention Unit paper 31 p.58) Public concern and pressure demanded that some form of action should be taken and the country should 'get tough' on crime and criminals. Seemingly in response to this, backed up by promising early results, Closed Circuit Television systems have become extremely fashionable, such systems have been tested out on underground networks throughout the world and has shown success in Hong Kong and in the United States. The Government has been looking into it and to broaden the idea of CCTV commercially for the high street. However, it was not until the case of James Bulger, a three-year-old boy, who was abducted and murdered in 1993 that CCTV was placed high on the agenda in the United Kingdom. For the first time the general public were being shown what CCTV could do if placed in the right areas by skilled people and the invaluable job it could perform. His murderers, two twelve year old boys, were traced, arrested and ultimately convicted largely due to the fact that they had been filmed by a CCTV system.

People's lives are being monitored by CCTV as they can be now be found almost everywhere and is becoming a common feature of public life. For instance on a simple day trip in to Central London you will first be on CCTV on the platform of the station and then as soon as you are on the underground there are cameras that can follow your every move. Even once in London many of the big department stores have CCTV not only on the interior of the building but also on the exterior to watch suspicious characters and perhaps well known shoplifters on entering or leaving. Many companies are now starting to find that forming alliances with other each other they can create a 'net' and help each other in helping to cut out shoplifting and other petty offences

It has reached the level indicated by Patton 'you used to watch TV, now it watches you' (Patton: 1995:25). They have become an integral part in the fight against crime in places such as shops, banks, and petrol stations. They are increasingly appearing on the top decks of buses and on stations throughout London and indeed the rest of the country. They are present on the road networks for traffic control and for catching speeding drivers. Football crowds and demonstrators are watched by them- CCTV is mushrooming in city centres, shopping precincts, subways, schools, universities, hospitals, housing estates, workplaces, business parks and even domestic houses.

The rise of CCTV has been dramatic. By August 1994 seventy-six towns had CCTV systems (Edwards et al: 1994:44). By November of 1994 around 95% of local councils were claimed to be considering such schemes (Davies: 1995 p.75), some of which have been installed. One of which is at the Haringey Council's system used to cover Wood Green High Street and the Seven Sister areas, which was made operational in April 1996. Britain apparently has more wide area CCTV systems geared towards surveying the public than any other capitalist country (S.Graham: 1996). In a personal communication back from a leading supplier of CCTV's who said that "orders have increased significantly over the last few years and business could not be better"

The rate of growth in CCTV is stunning. Over forty local authorities now have CCTV systems installed in town and city centres. More than 200 CCTV schemes in public places are currently being started. By November 1994, around 95% of local councils were claimed to be considering such schemes (Davis, 1994). Britain now has more wide-area CCTV systems geared towards surveying the public behaviour of citizens in public places than any other advanced capitalist nation. The British market for such systems has doubled since 1989 from 170m to 300m.When private systems are included it is estimated that there are over 150,000 professionally installed CCTV cameras in British towns and cities. Overall 300,000 security cameras are sold each year in Britain, with some £300m being spent annually on video alone (Cambell, 1995 p.137).

Despite the lack of research on the success of cameras in reducing crime levels, their use is almost unanimously supported. The use of CCTV had without doubt the full support of the old conservative government. The last Conservative Home Secretary, Michael Howard, was 'absolutely convinced that CCTV has a major part to play in helping to detect and reduce crimes and to convict criminals' (Edwards & Tilley: 1994:3). Ex-Junior Home Office Minister, David Maclean, stated at the launch of the CCTV system in Liverpool  'There is no more powerful weapon in protecting the innocent and catching the guilty'. (Home Office, Making Crime Prevention Pay: 5th July 1994). Sensational claims these are but with unwavering political backing and inflated media coverage to back up the claims of CCTV, it is somewhat not surprising that public opinion concerning CCTV is favourable.

Is CCTV the best answer?

Independent research has shown (Ekblom, P 1990) that CCTV can be effective in reducing crime in car parks-most notably theft of cars. Where CCTV has been installed in town and city centres, dramatic improvements in the amount of cars being stolen have decreased and car park vandalism and graffiti has also been lowered in terms of both of crime prevention and crime detection are often being reported by systems users. From reading the work of Honess, T & Charman, E 1992 it is possible to see that there will be some displacement of crime to another town or to another area of the town. It is likely that the opportunist crime prevention measures will work in conjunction with CCTV, and these can be felt beyond their operational range. It is essential at the outset to assess the crime and other problems to be addressed and to examine a range of responses, which might include CCTV. When thinking about setting up a CCTV system there are a few areas that must be looked into and certain aspects that have to be identified. You should not use CCTV just because it is available and neighbouring towns seem to be planning to do so. You need to think through the way in which CCTV will help address the problems in the particular circumstance. Remember no two towns are identical. There may be other solutions to particular local problems. Avoid unrealistic expectations. It is a common assumption that CCTV will by itself solve all of the problems. If CCTV is to be a successful strategy it needs to be carefully planned, competently managed, and generally introduced as a part of a package of measures.

CCTV in public places touches on issues of privacy and civil liberties. If there are local concerns about intrusions of privacy or infringements of civil liberties these should be worked through before the system is put into operation, to maximise public support for it. 

There is no evidence that the public regard CCTV as a threat to their civil liberties. Research conducted for the Home Office in 1992 (Terry Honess & Elizabeth Charman paper 35) showed that very few people-6% of respondents- were worried about the presence of CCTV cameras. More recently a poll in Glasgow showed that 95% of respondents were in favour of CCTV and only 7% thought that it infringed their civil rights.

Plans for CCTV are often triggered by the installation of a system in a nearby town, and the confidence that seems to grow from having the system installed for the public (Brown, B 1995 CCTV in Town Centres p.23). Too often CCTV is perceived as the cure before clearly identifying the problems with which it is supposed to deal.

How exactly might CCTV help deal with the problems?

CCTV does not, of course, automatically prevent crime. It is not a physical barrier, which is difficult to overcome, nor alone is it like a police officer or security guard that can immediately intervene. What must be thought about is how it is going to help reduce the problem in your town, either on its own or in conjunction with other measures. Areas that CCTV has been shown to work are the more effective deployment of security guards and the ability to alert the police to problem occurring at that moment. It provides the opportunity to stop violence from either occurring or for the chance for it to escalate. Stopping youths congregating in large numbers and keeping a watchful eye rather than having a police presence, which may not always be possible. One of CCTV biggest benefits is acting as a deterrent for would-be offenders committing crime because of the increased risk of being caught and having actual evidence from the scene of the crime showing the offender committing the crime. CCTV can also be effective by providing a warning for would-be offenders by notices being put up in the area and rather than being covert monitoring it is overt monitoring which will act as a deterrent. If the crime has already been committed and the police have been alerted to it and are on their way CCTV can take on another role and this is by tracking the offender through the area until the police can apprehend the offender.

Will CCTV create any problems?
Unfortunately, well meant crime prevention measures can occasionally create problems as well as reduce them. The need to avoid the risk of CCTV simply moving the crime to another area without surveillance, as this would defeat the point of having CCTV installed. Not all crime is displaced when crime prevention measures are introduced. The beneficial effect if CCTV may at least for a while, diffuse beyond its range. When CCTV is installed in shops and other locations staff and indeed the public, their vigilance may drop because they see the cameras performing the job and do not take as much notice of the customers as they did before the cameras were installed. Even when CCTV is installed the public can be lead in to an exaggerated sense of security just because it has been installed and the general public must still be reminded to remain at full alert to the risk of crime.

Integrated Systems

The philosophy of crime prevention in the City of London is one of partnership, recognising that each individual and organisation has a role to play in preventing and detecting crime. With a structure of both formal and informal arrangements, the integration is sought of crime prevention measures within business activity. Such measures include the use of CCTV systems. Whilst the sharing of resources amongst organisations and the sharing of facilities by organisations with the police is encouraged, it is not envisaged that police controlled systems will transmit images to privately monitored facilities. Information will be passed to police and there may well be an opportunity for police to selectively monitor private systems. CCTV can be an overt form of surveillance rather than the more common form of surveillance which is carried out covertly and this is so thieves and vandals do not want to be caught by the cameras that they know are there. The system must be seen as a deterrent to prevent crime and for this people must be aware of the system having been installed. The local press will play an important role, and they must be aware of what the objectives are for installing the CCTV. Notices are as well an important aspect of CCTV and can act as a deterrent. Slogans for instance like "Smile, you're on 24 hour CCTV" and "We are looking out for you!" can be very effective and non-threatening for the honest citizen.

Does CCTV affect criminal behaviour?

There has been relatively little research (especially long term projects) that has looked into this question and one important reason for this my be that there are not the funds available to research the issue to the fullest. This seems quite remarkable considering the amount of faith that is put into CCTV as a crime prevention measure. This is surely of some concern to police, local authorities, businesses, and the public. Is their perceived effectiveness reliant on a few highly publicised successes such as the James Bulger and the Harrods bomber and unwavering political backing?

Specific cases of acclaim are certainly present. It is not difficult to find figures that add weight to proposals to implement CCTV surveillance cameras. However, it does not mean that if they succeed in one place that they will succeed in another, or the overall effect on the crime rate can easily displace criminal behaviour to another area that does not have Closed Circuit Television. There does seem to be an almost childish attitude present within local authorities that they want a system, no matter what. In Aldershot, in Hampshire, there was uproar stirred naturally by the local newspapers, the Home Office refused their application for a grant to help with the cost of a CCTV system. It is as if nothing can be done to prevent crime apart from installing a CCTV system.

Almost without fail, where CCTV has been installed, there are claims of great success and unprecedented falls in crime. One must look if these extravagant claims can be backed up. The deterrent effects of CCTV are clearly portrayed in the example of the bus company which installed CCTV in just two of its fleet of sixty buses, with dummies on another three, with the aim of preventing school children vandalising the top decks. In a publicity campaign it told of cameras on all the buses. Incidents fell dramatically, perpetrators were caught with the help of schools and graffiti was almost non existent. It is this method of actual cameras and many dummy cameras that the police use to deter speeding. The dummy camera is as much of a deterrent as the real one, as the driver does not know which one will be able to catch him speeding. The dummy cameras will start to loose their effectiveness in an area when people know that they have been speeding through a camera, the light has flashed and nothing more has come of it. This knowledge will become common knowledge and the camera will have lost its effectiveness totally.

In the business environment, CCTV is also of use. Tesco have introduced CCTV as the central part of their 'Totally Integrated Security Scheme' to monitor both inside and outside the store. At one 'problem' store losses dropped from some £12k a week to £5k (J. Burrows 1991:8) by combating shoplifting, cash snatches and staff theft. Cash losses from tills dropped from £500 a week to £20 a week and violent incidents in the store almost disappeared.

A reduction in vandalism was also the aim of a 47-camera system in Bournemouth. It has been one of the most successful systems of all, reducing the cost of vandalism from £220,000 to £36,000 in a one-year period (Liberty 1989).

North Shields, Newcastle, was, according to S.Graham et al, the ram-raiding capital Northeast. (S. Graham ET al: 1995; 14) as well as having a generally high crime rate.   Since CCTV no ram raiding has been reported, burglary has been reduced and business confidence is being restored.

In Airdrie, in the first six months after the installation of CCTV, there has been percentage reductions in crime; for example, car crime fell by 95% and vandalism by 84% with an overall percentage reduction of 73% (ADC Information Systems pamphlet: Table 3).  Nearby Falkirk, reported a fall in serious assault of 60% and Kirkcaldy a 45% drop in city centre crime (Planning Week News - November 1994).

Statistics such as those mentioned above, could be reeled out yet further, instead three case studies will be taken, one looking at Bournemouth and Newcastle town centres CCTV systems, another looking at the use of CCTV in car parks and lastly the use of CCTV on the London Underground.

The Displacement of Crime

One of the larger issues that arose from the implementation of any crime prevention measure is that of displacement of crime. That is the movement of crime from one area to another in response to a crime prevention measure. One of the official guides given out from the home office (CCTV, Looking Out For You) warns authorities “to be aware o the need t avoid the risk of CCTV simply moving crime to another nearby area”. While stating that “not all crime will be displaced and in fact, CCTV may have beneficial effects outside it’s range” (Edwards & Tilley: 1994: 15). If CCTV is to be believed and the findings are correct for the clear up of crime, then the thinking criminal is going to move area in order not to be detected. It has to be remembered that not all criminals are delinquents. Although, as Brown (1993) argues that displacement is very difficult to research, there is some evidence to show that displacement now takes place.

In Airdrie, although it appears that CCTV has cut crime dramatically in the city centre, crime levels have risen in nearby areas with overall levels of assault rising to 20% in the district while they fell from 171 per year to 79 in the town centre (Brown 1993 p.67). Birmingham has seen some displacement of robbery and theft with both survey and recorded data indicating that offending has increased within the centre that had no or partial coverage. This could either be due to displacement or normal variation or an increase in opportunity.

Considering the success from the earlier chapter on car crime that did have CCTV it seems obvious that car crime will be immediately displaced to car parks that do not have CCTV. Taking a quote from the Parking Review indicates “there is some evidence that car crime is moving to rural areas, driven by the more sophisticated surveillance and prevention measures now taken in cities” (Parking Review 1993 p.16).

If CCTV does displace crime to other areas, this may have more serious social consequences. CCTV does cost a great deal of money and in accordance with this it means that the more affluent areas are the ones that will have CCTV installed. The situation is left with the poorer areas not having CCTV and the higher crime figures. Thus the dividing line becomes wider between the class structure.

However, so far many areas have not experienced any displacement (e.g. Newcastle). In some cases it is even claimed that the effects of CCTV have diffused into nearby areas. In Newcastle there is some reason to suggest that there has been this effect regarding criminal damage and burglary (B. Brown 1995 p.5). Brown suggests that when town CCTV coverage is high, there may be some diffusion of benefits to areas that immediately surround the town centre, as in Newcastle. This may be because offenders are not able to distinguish between streets or areas that are covered by cameras and those that are not. So they move right away where they perceive there will be no risk of getting caught on camera

Car Park Crime and CCTV

Research carried out by Tilley, N (Understanding Car Parks Crime and CCTV 1993) has shown that CCTV is most effective at reducing crime in car parks. Car crime was becoming an increasing problem in the 1980s with the alarming rise of 'joyriding' and organised car theft, CCTV cannot be totally used to explain the reduction in car crime. Car manufactures have improved the security on cars in form of engine immobiliser and the greater access to installing your own alarm system. Car radios have also been advanced by the ability to remove the front cover when leaving the car, and this will a have cut down on the number being stolen from cars. CCTV is being used extensively in car parks to combat the above and theft from cars, especially of audio equipment. C. Sarnos (1996) research into the effects of CCTV in Sutton shows that crimes again in vehicles have seen the largest reductions in both number and percentage terms since the installation of CCTV.   A reduction in the amount of offences from 349 to 149, a 57% decrease between 1994-1995 (Bulos & Grant (eds.) 1996:34). Vehicle crime decreased across the whole area but the area under surveillance saw a greater percentage decrease.

Poyner (1992) reports a study of The University of Surrey in Guilford. He found a significant decrease in thefts from cars in the year in which CCTV was installed as compared to the previous year- from 92 in 185 to 31 in 1986, but a much smaller decrease in the theft of cars from 15 to 12. What must be remembered is that CCTV does not create a physical barrier directly stopping car crime but a reminder that the actions of an individual are being monitored. 

Tilley (1992) conducted the largest research project on car crime for the Home Office. In his research he shows reasons why CCTV may have a specific role to play in the impact of car crime. Firstly CCTV reduces car crime by making it more likely that present offenders will be caught, stopped, removed, punished and deterred. Secondly CCTV reduces car crime by deterring potential offenders who will not wish to risk apprehension and conviction by the evidence captured on videotape or observed by an operator on a screen on which their behaviour is shown. Thirdly the presence of CCTV leads to increases in usage of car parks, because drivers feel less at risk of victimisation. Increased usage enhances natural surveillance, which deters potential offenders, who feel they are at increased risk of apprehension in the course of criminal behaviour. A recent television program (Dispatches Channel 4) has highlighted a major problem with car park CCTV, it is quite often dark and it is not clear what actions are being carried out whether someone is trying to break in to a car or not. The reasons why CCTV work in a car park are the same for other environments i.e. it is more likely that the offenders will be caught on film, and film does not lie. It defers potential offenders and it allows effective deployment of the police to the scene of the crime were the crime might still be in progress or the offender has been detained.

A system was installed on the Albion Street car park in Hull. Tilley showed from his findings that in the first seven months the system was set up, there was a reduction to the damage to cars by some 45%. The theft of cars had also dropped 88.9% and theft from vehicles had dropped from 79.6%. In comparison the overall rate for Hull was a drop of 6% (Tilley: 1993: 13). These figures at face value are staggering if it was not for the more likely displacement of the crimes to another car park.

Tilley also looked at the example of Bradford and the findings from the John Street car park where CCTV was installed. Theft from cars saw a 68% decrease while nearby car parks witnessed a slight increase in nearby areas (Tilley: 1993: 15). The most interesting point from both these cases which contradicts Poyner, is that no arrests were made to reinforce the deterrent effects of CCTV. However also at the same point CCTV was not the only measure to be taken because street lighting was improved and new painting was completed. Honess, T, & Charman, E (1992) said that crime would be relocated to were there was no CCTV and this evidence supports their research.

From the research in Sutton, Surrey, Hull, and Bradford it would suggest that CCTV had indeed led to a reduction in car crimes. Tilley and Poyner both point out other influences, such as the fencing, pruned bushes and the street lighting. All this with the added publicity that the local media had given the area may have helped the overall effect of the installation of the CCTV to the reduction of car crime.

Car parks are very much suited for overt surveillance. CCTV is much more suited to car parks because they are flat and they have very few obstacles and have very few entrances and exits. Car crime is very easy to spot as it is usually quite a conspicuous crime in comparison to pickpocketing for example where the victim might not even be aware for some time that he/she is a victim. 

As CCTV is still a relatively new form of crime prevention there is very little long-term research which has been carried out on car crime in particular. Tilley suggests that its effectiveness might decline over time, possible reasons for this are the public will become used to it and to take it for granted and rely on it. In the long term the only way that CCTV will continue to be a credible deterrent will be the police making arrests on the evidence of the video tapes, where it would clearly show the defendant carrying out the offence. As with other crime prevention efforts, if and when the real potential of CCTV to lead to apprehension loses credibility amongst car criminals, the effects will begin to fade, though by highly publicised statement of successes periodic effectiveness may be re-established. If rates begin to increase system credibility might be reasserted through special efforts by the police to apprehend offenders and to ensure through appropriate publicity that any part CCTV might have played is communicated to prospective offenders. The effects of CCTV appear to be enhanced when it is installed alongside other complementary measures, raising the credibility as a source of increased risk to potential offenders. Additional measures may include other physical alterations such as lighting, fencing and painting the development of visible security personnel. Indeed in Lewisham they have a name and shame exercise. 

Reducing Crime on the London Underground

Crime on underground 'Metro' systems attracted increased attention during the 1970s and a number of the programmes were carried out in the United States. The RATP in Paris undertook a passenger security study, and implemented measures to reduce mainly robbery; and the London Underground began to introduce security measures at some high crime stations. These new systems were then also implemented in Hong Kong and Washington D.C in the 1970s.

The London Underground was mostly built in the 1920s and 1930s well before the 1970s ideas of designing out crime were developed. It is a very expensive system, which cannot be policed to the same extent as other smaller systems. For example, in 1986 there were 295 police officers available to police the 38 stations and 25 miles of track on the Hong Kong MTR (Gaylord & Galliher, 1991). A similar number of officers policed the 248 stations and 250 route miles of the London Underground. As these figures show there had to be another way of policing the London Underground because it was not possible to put enough police officers on the underground to provide adequate protection for the general public.

In the 1980s thefts from the public continued to be reported in large numbers, while robberies increased six-fold between the mid 1970s and the mid 1980s (Webb, B & Laycock, G, Reducing crime in the London Underground). In 1985 London Underground engaged a firm of management consultants to develop a strategy for reducing crime and improving passengers’ feelings of safety. Traffic levels were increasing rapidly at the same time, and there was concern on the Board of Regional Transport and London Underground that reduced staffing on the system might lead to an increase in crime and public concern about safety. There were two reports carried out at the same time on the order of the Prime Minister. The management consultants prepared the first report and the Department of Transport wrote the second. Both reports said that crime prevention and passenger security should be an integral part of operational management of the underground system. Also both reports included closed circuit television surveillance of stations, improving radio communications for both police and staff, installing passenger alarms on stations and making use of the public address system and dot matrix indicators. The importance of the visibility of members of staff was also indicated.

Clapham North- Tooting Broadway
The aim of the Clapham North-Tooting Broadway (1976) project was to reduce robberies between Clapham North-Tooting and Bridge Broadway. The strategy was to improve supervision of each station by expanding the existing CCTV system, linking it to a network of passenger alarms, and monitoring the whole system from a continuously staffed and conspicuously located kiosk on each station known as a focal point. 

The number of cameras was doubled, to between seven and fourteen cameras on each station, with the new system incorporating the old cameras. Some new cameras had pan/tilt and zoom facilities. Cameras were conspicuously sited to overlook as much of the public area of the station as possible, in particular the passenger alarm points. They were monitored on a single screen in the focal point, and an automatic video 'Krammer' (Mayhew, P, & Hough, J.M.) recording system provides a record of the day's events on the station. These tapes are retained for the week. Continuous recordings can also be made from each camera, when necessary. One of the refinements of the new system was that if the staff did not reply to an emergency alarm within 10 seconds it is automatically re-routed through to the British Transport Police 'L' division control room. The control room receives information on the location of the activated alarm point, and officers can then react to monitor the pictures from the relevant CCTV cameras.

Analysis of crime data

Table 1 shows annual robbery figures for the whole Underground system, the six pilot stations between Highbury & Islington and Walthamstow Central were selected as a group with which to compare crime at the pilot schemes The data comes from London Underground reports to the Department of Transport.

Table 1 Robbery on the London Underground, 1985-1990






1985
1986
1987
1988*
1989
1990


The Whole system



694
685
883
1128
746
656


Clapham North-Tooting Broadway

94
62
45
52
8
35


Highbury & Islington-Walthamstow Central
nk
81
103
97
43
41


* project became operational in November of this year











Table 1 shows crime reductions at the pilot stations in 1986 and 1987 so that when the crime prevention project was implemented in 1988 robbery was much less of a problem than it had been in 1985. This was almost certainly achieved by some intensive policing of the pilot stations. Table 1 also shows a very dramatic reduction in robberies at the pilot schemes in 1989,after the measures were introduced. On the other side it also shows large crime reductions in 1989 at the control stations and at the pilot stations in 1990. 

Figure 1 Robbery at Clapham North-Tooting Broadway, 1987-1990

[image: image1.png]Measares operaiunyl
atall statinns

0 h
SFMANMJJASONDIFMAMJIJASONDS FVAMIJASONDIFMAM JIASOND

(uE7 1938 1989 1990




Figure 1 shows a very sudden drop in robbery immediately the surveillance and alarm systems became fully operational at the end of 1988. An extremely low level of robbery continues throughout 1989, with no robberies reported at all for six months of the year. The graph then shows robberies gradually building up during 1990, beginning to show signs of returning to the pattern seen in most of 1987 and 1988, but then dropping away again at the end of the year.

It is important to recognise that the measures were introduced in an area where it was known that the police were very active. Previous evaluations have shown that where CCTV has reduced crime it is associated with increased detection of offenders (Poyner and Webb, 1987; Poyner, 1988). The CCTV cameras that Mayhew et al (1978) concluded had reduced thefts on the south end of the Northern Line were also introduced during some heightened policing of the area. It seems most likely that the policing and publicity surrounding the Guardian Angels would have contributed to perceptions that there was an increased risk of being caught. 

The growth of the robbery at the pilot stations during 1990 suggests that the effect of the project is wearing off, although further monitoring will be required to establish the significance of the drop in robbery at the end of the year. The most likely explanation for this increase is that offenders have discovered that the CCTV surveillance system and the focal points do not increase the risk of being caught, as the first thought. This compares with the results described by Austin (1988) who showed an initial increase in offenders wearing disguise following the introduction of CCTV into Building Society branches. The effect wore off, and although Austin has no clear explanation why this was so it is possible to speculate that this, too, related to offenders realising that the presence of cameras did not, in fact, increase risk.

Interviews with offenders convicted of robbery on the underground, commissioned by London Underground, indicate that the effectiveness of CCTV surveillance and staff presence needs to be demonstrated by more arrests and convictions before there will be any lasting effect on the criminal behaviour (Steer, Davis & Gleave, 1988). There are a number of possible reasons why this has not been achieved. First, it may be that incidents are taking place out of sight of the cameras, for example on trains or in blind spots on the station. Secondly, the task of arresting offenders is defined, as a police, not a staff responsibility, so there may not be any immediate active intervention in those incidents, which are witnessed by staff. Thirdly, there have been problems in maintaining the CCTV equipment and the quality of the video tapes has not been good enough to produce useful descriptions of offenders or evidence that can be used to bring a successful prosecution.

CCTV is often installed in Metro systems for security and operational purposes. The findings from London Underground's pilot projects, and from other crime prevention research, show that CCTV does not seem very useful in large, complex, and crowded environments to deal with more surreptitious behaviour such as pickpocketing or shoplifting. However, CCTV has been successfully used to reduce breaking into cars in an open car park (Poyner & Webb, 1987) and damage to top decks of buses (Poyner, 1988). These are more conspicuous behaviours and the environments are more easily supervised, so that offenders were either caught red-handed or tracked down later because they were wearing distinctive school uniform. In both cases, the increased detection of offenders was well publicised locally. It seems clear that the effectiveness of CCTV in reducing crime depends on how much potential offender’s associate it with an increased risk of getting caught.

The report from the pilot stations shows the importance of monitoring projects over a long period of several years. It was only by examining robbery over five years that the full contribution of the police at Clapham North-Tooting Broadway could be appreciated. Mayhew et al (1978) also pointed out the need to monitor the effects of CCTV on crime beyond the one year they were able to examine. It was felt there was a possibility that the crime reduction was due to the novelty of the system which might wear off if potential offenders discovered there was less threat than they first imagined. This was never followed up by any further reports.

CCTV in Bournemouth & Newcastle

Bournemouth was the first town in Britain in which Closed Circuit Television was installed in public places (Home Office, Crime Together We Will Crack It, 1994 p.44). In 1985, Bournemouth people welcomed it, but in the past few years council members have begun to suspect that it is being used less for deterrence than for surveillance. One young man found that the cameras would swivel to follow him all the way to the shops and back, then rise to watch him in his flat. He investigated and discovered that, after eleven years, the Government had still not issued any guidelines on the use of CCTV. He might, like his neighbours, have simply drawn the curtains, made grumbling comparisons to 1984 and hoped the problem would go away, but he decided instead to get even. He set off down Christchurch Road one night dressed as an eight-foot alien, equipped with latex tentacles and metal jaws. His friends secretly filmed him - and the cameras - from a balcony. The cameras locked on as soon as he appeared. Within five minutes, two police cars skidded to a halt in front of him. The police got out, then realised there was nothing they could do but gawp. No crime had been committed, and no danger to the public was apparent. When the film the activists made appeared on Under-currents - a direct-action video newsreel - the authorities in Bournemouth became a national laughing stock. The cameras have stayed up, but they are a lot less frightening than before. 

The most publicised CCTV operation is the one, which was installed in Newcastle on the 4th December 1992. Arguably it has also been CCTV's biggest success story.  Ben Brown (1995) makes the point that Newcastle City centre is ideal for CCTV surveillance as the streets are wide and straight and there are few obstacles and subways to hinder surveillance and this has, no doubt, helped its cause. The system is designed to monitor the city centre during the day and at night. The cameras concentrate on pubs and nightclubs to improve the reaction time of the police to fights, vandalism and social unrest that can form in the early hours of the morning.

The research on Newcastle's system (Police Research Group, Crime Detection, and Prevention Series Paper 68 p.11) shows that there has been a significant influence on criminal behaviour (Brown 1995). There was a reduction of 50% in burglary and 34% for criminal damage.

Although perhaps the most interesting point from his research is that a nearby central location that had no CCTV also witnessed significant reductions in crime and that the other areas of the division saw some increases in crime, especially juvenile disorder, suggesting that some displacement had occurred. When the CCTV cameras were first installed the crime rate in the area with CCTV dropped significantly but July 1993 shows that the initial scare factor of CCTV had worn off. Looking at the correlation between the area with and without CCTV the crime rate shows that it did slightly increase but both were proportional to each other although in January 1994 the crime rate had both decreased suggesting that other crime initiatives had been implemented.

The superintendent for the area, P Durham, has nothing but praise for the system, "There is no doubt that the effect of Closed Circuit Television had a massive bearing on the reduction of crime and disorder in the city"  (Edwards & Tilley: 1994:11). Official figures used to support this line of thought are convincing. Reported crimes of all types were reduced from 14,500 in 1991 to 9,800 in 1993. Brown (1995) argues that his findings provide compelling evidence that initially the presence of CCTV cameras within Newcastle had a strong deterrent effect.

P. Durham also points out the use of CCTV in gaining convictions 'all cases involving the use of CCTV have appeared at court on a guilty plea basis'  (Edwards & Tilley: 1994; 11) although nearly all cases that get to the magistrates court also plead guilty. The risk of arrest has increased for burglary and criminal damage and most significantly the sharpest increase for the risk of arrest was for drunken offences. This is probably due to the fact that these incidents may occur regardless of CCTV cameras.  

To determine how much CCTV has to do with these reductions in crime in Newcastle is difficult as it was introduced in conjunction with many other crime prevention measures, such as 'pub watch' and a 'door person' registration scheme. Overall, it is apparent that CCTV is playing a very positive role in crime reduction in Newcastle and this should be applauded.

Public Concerns for Civil Liberties

With the exponential growth that CCTV is generating in recent years there are a few questions that have to be answered. Are such systems acceptable to the public? And what is their real effectiveness? Will it really be watching me?

"Video surveillance…. Touches on a wide range of civil liberty issues including privacy, free association, and the democratic accountability of the police and other institutions… We need to reduce the risk of abuse before it is too late." (Liberty Briefing 16, October 1989).

An article from the Telegraph on the 28/11/95 said that the police had condemned the unauthorised use of a piece of their closed-circuit television footage for a controversial new video "Caught in the Act". In the video there are shots of people undressing in changing rooms, a couple having sex in a lift and reckless driving. The video raises new issues over the regulation of security camera footage for commercial purpose. Although there is nothing specifically criminal barring the unauthorised use of such footage, breech of the copyright might apply. Labour MP Bruce George recently issued a report on CCTV and is reintroducing legislation for regulation of the private sector, He said he was not as hostile to the film as he had expected. His explanation for the clips was that security guards were slipping out footage. He compared it to being no worse than MPs earning money from consultancy fees. He said that the Government should issue guidelines on what to do with CCTV recordings and the vetting, training and pay of security operators. James Hunt, who helped compile the footage, defended the video saying that it has exposed how easily the footage could be bought from security companies. He expected the video to sell well over Christmas and had ordered 60,000 tapes but with all the media attention he ordered another 150,000 copies. The makers of the video said that they were trying to make the point that CCTV cameras are taking pictures like this all the time and the people on them have no right to privacy. There is hardly any information about what the population of Britain thinks of CCTV and whether it is having a positive effect on anything apart from areas such as car parks and the underground. Questions have to be asked about this video being released because it is removing the public’s right to privacy, and even more shocking was the Labour MP Bruce George likening it to earning money from consultancy sessions. This case shows why there must be statutory controls on the use of CCTV in public places, and the existing Home Office guidelines (Home Office Circular, 1984) are now generally acknowledged to be inadequate. They focus is primarily on audio surveillance and there is only one specific recommendation on the general visual surveillance of public places. This is simply that the "Chief Constable should satisfy himself that the use of the equipment will not involve any unwarrantable intrusion of privacy".

Guidelines emanating from the private sector are no more detailed: the 1988 BSIA (British Security Industry Association) Code of Practice for CCTV refers to technical matters only and the amended version (June 1990) only suggests "that there is no undue intrusion to the public's general right to privacy". The lack of Home Office guidelines specifically designed for visual surveillance has also led to some frustration within parts of the police service itself. A recent ACPO working party comments "There seems to be an unnecessary cavilling in the (1984) guidelines, which may well have been in step with public opinion concerning listening devices but seems unnecessary in respect of photography in public places at least". (ACPO report cited in Police Review, p.1916, September 1989)

It comes as no surprise that the Home Office's official "Looking out for you" states there is no evidence that the public regard CCTV as a threat to civil liberties (Tilley &Edwards: 1993: 91) backing it up with figures showing public support. Just because the public supports CCTV in general, it does not mean that there are not concerns about it. People have weighed up the advantages of CCTV and are willing to give up some of their civil liberties in return for the reassurance a well run CCTV system can give them.

How welcomed is CCTV in to the community? This issue was addressed in a site-specific survey and was designed to give the overall evaluation about the installation of CCTV in particular sites. In shopping areas 85%, 89% from the street sites and 92% from the car park sites said that they welcomed the installation of CCTV in their respective location.

However, an important qualification to this generally positive feeling comes from the General Survey: 36% of respondents said they did not feel that "the more of the cameras we have the better". In addition, all of the discussion groups raised the point that there needs to be a limit to the type of places where CCTV is installed such as public toilets ("where will all this surveillance stop?") and the facilities which are installed (e.g., microphones for picking up conversation).

Quoting from Davis (1994) "One of the responsibilities of living in a free society is to resist policies of crime prevention that one day becomes tools of social control". The operators of the system have a judgement of who belongs in an area and who does not and this is of great concern. Video surveillance could be used to harass and intimidate those members of society that do not pose a genuine threat to it, meaning that their civil liberties would be breached by detaining them. Operators must be sure that they only target known shoplifters and have a 100% certainty that it is the shoplifter. Living in a free state means that everybody has the same rights, it does not matter from what walk of life they may come, and everybody has the rights to use public facilities. CCTV has the power to exclude the presence of those people in the lower social groups, in favour of the more lucrative members of the community and it can do this under the pretence of crime prevention or the anticipation of trouble.

Knowledge of the risk of being put on video has an effect. There is a real risk of a "chilling effect" which inhibits free expression and free association between people. Do we become more civilised under the watchful eyes of CCTV or as Foucault (1977) would put it "more docile".

A recent Dispatches programme on Channel 4 highlighted some of the controversies surrounded by CCTV. The programme brought forward the point that what if your face fits the crime scene? It pointed out that just walking around a town centre in the North of England you are likely to be on camera around 300 times. They talked to a leading expert from the University of Leicester Professor Graham Davis, he said that a number of people could fit the description on the evidence of CCTV and quite often the image is a blotchy degraded image. By the year 2000 there will be over 100,000 video cameras in the United Kingdom, the new technology will at the beginning of the next century be worth in the region of £630 million. The latest system is being set up in the south London area. The technology is new because it supports the face recognition software. The cameras are continuously scanning the streets for any faces that are in the database. If it spots a face that it recognises it informs the controller, the controller at this point has to make the decision of whether or not the two faces match. If they do then the police will be informed and the appropriate action will be taken. The presenter of the programme tried the system out, his face was added to the database by the use of a digital camera, and he went out on the streets to try the software out. It was not long before the computer picked him up on a camera and matched his face, so the system did appear to work. Earlier in the day the same set of cameras picked up a women supposedly a shoplifter, the only criticism was that the computer matched her up with the picture of a man that was the real shoplifter on the database. This proves that the software is going in the right direction but still has a long way to go. As long as the computer always asks the controller whether the two images are the same or not, mistakes will be at a minimum. It is clear that even with sophisticated cameras and the most advanced technology human input is still a needed quality. This shows that the camera never lies but it can mislead. What must be weighed up against each other is the quality against the cost when finding the right system for the location. Often this is what Sterling University found and that it was the cost of these hi-tech video systems that meant firms went for the cheaper option and the video quality was grainy and dark.

Sterling University psychology departments have been looking into identification from video and their results are somewhat alarming. They are looking how accurately people and computers can match faces taken from a typical CCTV video and the differences that appear when high quality video footage is used instead of the more common lower grade tapes. Even when hi-quality video was used one in five still picked the wrong person from the footage.

In February 1993 a building society was robbed in Glasgow. The police showed the CCTV footage on local news for help from the general public. Alan Church watched the footage and saw a resemblance between himself and the man in the footage. He (Alan Church) tried to exonerate himself and found that the police on questioning him asked him to take part in an identification parade where three eyewitnesses picked him out, and subsequently he was arrested. An expert for the defence said that it was not surprising he was picked out because he matched the description of one in forty of the population in Glasgow. Mr Church was sentenced to eight years in prison. There were no fingerprints taken from the door or the counter and he was convicted purely on the evidence of the eyewitnesses and the CCTV footage. Since the trial three experts have looked at the footage and two of the three have concluded that the face did not match that of Mr Church, the third could not conclude either way. CCTV is only supposed to back up other sources of information. As Sterling University have proved that when people are in these situations a human can often not be the best witness to the crime.

In October 1996 a branch of McDonalds was robbed, this crime was different because the crime happened off camera. The only shot of the robber was as he was buying food some fifteen minutes beforehand. The CCTV footage was not only grainy but also of bad quality and distinguishing someone from it was almost impossible. There was an off duty policeman present who thought he recognised the robber and a suspect was arrested (Brian Bowden). The two employees who served him were both sure that he was not the robber, even so Brian Bowden was still convicted on the weight of the evidence from the police officer who never even saw him face to face and the CCTV footage. This must show that the public are placing far too much trust in CCTV footage because otherwise how can you convict a man to prison on the weight of a police officer who didn’t even come face to face with him?

Currently, CCTV has a broadly positive reception from members of the general public. Levels of concern are not high and CCTV is assumed to be effective in crime control. However, public acceptance is based on limited and partly inaccurate knowledge of the functions and capabilities of CCTV systems in public places. There may be a need for guidelines that will make possible an informed public acceptance of CCTV through fuller consultation and the provision of information. There is also a need to encourage operational procedures that will maximise the effectiveness of CCTV and minimise any threat to civil liberties, which may arise either from bad practise or the deliberate misuse of such systems. Any guidelines must anticipate future problems due to the proliferation of CCTV systems, and the pace of technological development, which allows increasingly powerful forms of surveillance.

Conclusion

Due to the present hype about CCTV, other options are being neglected as it is assumed that they could never be as successful as CCTV. As the research has only been of a fairly limited nature, what it does show is that the installation of CCTV does provide a highly successful fall in crime. It seems however from the research to date it is only a short term measure and a reminder to the public is needed in order to maintain the lower levels of crime exhibited by the installation of CCTV when it is first installed. Whether the CCTV initiatives will work in the longer-term only time will tell. It must be remembered that CCTV only addresses the consequences of crime and not the cause of crime. Researchers have reached the decision that if a camera is surveying an area then people will not commit crimes, in fact crime will still be committed but they will simply be displaced to an area that does not have cameras installed. If there are indications in the crime figures that CCTV is having a positive effect then it is not surprising that politicians and the media are going to do anything else but to publicise it to the fullest extent. It may even reach the point where they emphasise and in some cases exaggerate the case of CCTV, but as Davies argues (1992: 62) “feeling good about crime prevention actually achieving something may turn out to be two different things: to come to conclusions about CCTV would be unwise”. The Director of the Scottish Centre of Criminology  (Jason Dillion) argues “That all evaluations and statistics we have seen so far are wholly unreliable (S.Graham: T & CP February 1996 p.134). Problems that were indicated were that statistics were gathered over too short a time, in dubious circumstances and without regard to the methodological rigours necessary in collecting crime statistics. Analyses of different overspill effects are rarely taken in to consideration. Figures of different types of crime tend to be amassed together in concealed variation and in displacement effects (S. Graham et al: 1995: 21). Many agencies that have highlighted their success have a financial interest in seeing CCTV succeed such as the police, urban agencies, politicians and councillors. Reading from any of the pamphlets that these agencies have released it is easy to see how local authorities have come to the decision to install CCTV. There were a couple of limitations with the research, one of which was that the research was only of a limited time frame. For the data to be more accurate and to be able to give a more realistic position on CCTV and the implications that it is having on society the data would have to be from all over the country, from all areas that have had CCTV installed. Accurate crime reports could give a true reflection between the areas to see if the crime is being displaced to areas without CCTV and this would become clear from analysis of the results.

What would be interesting is the thought on whether civil liberties in the public’s view really are being threatened or if this is a misconception, it seems that more time is needed to be put into interviewing a true cross section of the community and see what their views are. From the research earlier from the civil liberties chapter there is only very limited research done on this specific topic.

So without any long-term research available what position should be taken? What can be seen is the longer a system has been in use, the less likely it is to prevent crime; its effects do appear to reach a peak and begin to tail off. For certain types of crimes the evidence suggests that this is correct but for more serious crimes this appears to be incorrect. These serious crimes, what initiative is going to be taken about them?

A point to note is that Manchester and Leeds have been less enthusiastic to install a CCTV system, adopting more of a deliberate waiting strategy before implementing a similar course of action as for instance Glasgow has. Part of this reluctance may be due to what S. Graham (1995) argues in that CCTV is the “Ultimate Technical Fix” to crime with apparently dramatic reduction to crime. CCTV is seen by most not just as a quick fix technically but the solution to many of the crime related problems facing towns and cities, the police for instance see it as a preference to putting more police on the streets. The effects of cameras on personal crime are less clear. In the large metropolitan districts, the cameras seem to have considerably less impact on overall levels of public order and assault offences. Within King’s Lynn, a smaller market town, there is evidence to suggest that cameras have reduced assaults in those streets covered by cameras, but the number of incidents occurred after the cameras have been operational for some months.

The benefit of the camera systems in dealing with offences such as an assault, may lie less in their deterrent effect but more in the way they help officers deal with such offences. Camera systems can benefit police officers in dealing with assaults in two important ways. Firstly they can help to co-ordinate a quick and effective response which may reduce the seriousness of the incident. Secondly they can be used to gather evidence that might be used in the investigation of an offence and the swift conviction of an offender. Such evidence might be otherwise difficult and resources intensive to collect.

CCTV does not tackle any of the social problems that can cause crime, so should people be looking for more long term or more cost-effective solutions, since most authorities have to battle with the Government in order for them to be able to afford the system to be installed. CCTV is expensive, especially if it is only to be a short-term solution. Would it not be more cost effective to implement a longer term strategy such as the more natural surveillance system such as Neighbourhood Watch started in the 1980s? A Manchester professor (Ken Pease) found that following the implementation of Neighbourhood Watch in Rochdale it produced a 70% reduction in crime levels and this is far more cost effective measure than CCTV (Daily Mail 1996).

People are still comforted by other people more than CCTV cameras. On the London underground for example, it was thought that staffing increases were particularly important to publicise, as passengers seemed to be more assured by the increased level of staff than simply installing more cameras. If the police could implement this staff presence on the streets at night it has to be wondered if it would reduce the fear of crime and indeed the level of crime across the country. It is also more civilised than simply adding cameras spying and intruding on people’s lives and scrutinising the general public’s night-time habits.

Urban regeneration should mean the introduction of CCTV and other policies, such as improving street lighting and housing or land use for the project to be fully completed. In the report (Osborn & Shaftoe: 1995: 16) of London Mozart Estate’s problems were as much related to socio-economic and housing management factors as they were to do with design and surveillance, and that economics and social regeneration measures should be introduced alongside the ongoing physical measures. Crime prevention inevitably favours instant measures with short-term outputs.  Victims and the public expect crime prevention to include CCTV as they automatically see something is being done, instead of longer-term policies that may include social and educational policies that will not produce results for several years.

In areas that CCTV has been successful it has been part of an intensified programme to cut crime. In Newcastle, extra policing and door person registration scheme has been introduced along with CCTV. Even in Leeds and Manchester who are implementing a CCTV system have a “24 hour strategy” (S. Graham et al: 1995) which included street design, lighting, mixed use planning and improved public transport and pro-active cultural animations.

Our European counterparts believe much of the problem is the fact that not enough people are on the streets especially at night. Granted that the weather is not always conducive to do this but with more places that are open the safer the community is going to be. The official guide to CCTV points out the potential problems that are becoming reality. The public are relying on the CCTV to look out for them and reducing their vigilance. There is some evidence to this (Edwards &Tilley: 1994: 15) such as shop staff believe the job is being carried out by the CCTV and the cameras will catch the criminals and so reduce their level of surveillance. Landy and Bimcchini (1995: 7) are in agreement with this arguing that “CCTV technology is becoming a substitute for people and the natural surveillance that comes from human interaction”.

CCTV seems to work best when it is part of a package of measures. With packages of measures it can be difficult to separate any individual element and point to it as a source of success, and so in this case simply installing cameras is no guarantee that crime will reduce in the long-term. What is important is the way in which CCTV is used as a part of an overall strategy for policing town centres. It is common with many crime prevention efforts the effectiveness of packages that include CCTV may wear off over time. In order to sustain an effect, the cameras must play a part in the apprehension of offenders (petty offenders), and other conditions must be altered to improve the potential of CCTV to have his effect. Camera successes can then be publicised, reinforcing the message for offenders that there is an increased risk of being caught. There is the point of view that petty criminals perform many of these crimes that are committed, and can it be justified to spend millions of pounds to counter this particular crime. The answer is not a simple one because if the money is not spent then the crimes will be committed perhaps on a larger scale. The petty criminal if not caught and dealt with, who is to say that individual thinking that he can get away carrying out small crime will not graduate and move to more profitable crime such as burglary or drugs. There will be the petty criminal that will grow out of vandalism for example but there will always be the next generation of children. In conclusion CCTV has a very profitable future especially in the United Kingdom and it is performing an invaluable service for the community that it helps protect and serve.
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