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Debate has arisen in regards to whether or not Australia should install more CCTV cameras, 
following the alleged abduction and murder of Jill Meagher. In his opinion piece “CCTV: Do we need 
more?” (Herald Sun, September 28, 2012), James Campbell asserts that CCTV cameras have little 
efficacy in preventing crime and thus should not be further installed. His piece is accompanied by a 
photograph of two officers monitoring several screens with CCTV footage. James Martin shares a 
similar view to Campbell in his opinion piece, “Camera’s eye on the streets is little more than pie in 
the sky” (The Age, October 5, 2012), contending that CCTV cameras are not the solution to 
promoting safety and deterring crimes. His piece is poignantly complemented by a cartoon of a 
CCTV camera facing two people walking down a street. Both Campbell and Martin aim to convey 
their opinions through targeting supporters of CCTV camera installation. 
 
Campbell rationally asserts that CCTV cameras have limited effectiveness in deterring crime. He 
proposes that even though London has installed millions of CCTV cameras, they were “responsible 
for solving only 3 per cent of crimes”. By using statistics, Campbell aims to alarm readers with the 
fact that only a small number of crimes have been solved relative to the considerable number of 
cameras that have been installed. In effect, readers are influenced to consider the fact that CCTV 
cameras have limited deterrent effect, thus positioning them to agree with Campbell that there is no 
need for more cameras to be installed. Campbell’s opinion is supported by the accompanying 
cartoon from Martin’s piece. The incorporated speech bubble, stating, “There are more than 1600 
long-term missing persons in Australia”, endorses the notion that CCTV cameras have little 
deterrent effect. This suggests that CCTV cameras are potentially ineffective, as Australia still has 
high rates of crime-related activity, despite having CCTV cameras installed. In response, readers 
who are supportive of CCTV camera installation may begin to realize that CCTV cameras are not as 
effective in crime prevention as they are perceived to be. This may potentially position them to 
agree with Campbell that more CCTV cameras should not be installed. The notion that CCTV 
cameras have limited use in crime prevention is further extended upon in Martin’s opinion piece, 
where he bluntly affirms that CCTV will not guarantee safer streets. He informs readers of his work 
as a criminologist, stating that he “recently spent 300 hours in CCTV control rooms around 
Australia”. By doing so before stating his findings, Martin aims to add credence to his research. In 
turn, readers are encouraged to read on to discover Martin’s findings. Furthermore, Martin states 
that CCTV “technology has limitations in preventing the crimes that disturb us most, random 
assaults and murders, even premeditated murders”. Through listing the various crimes, he 
potentially reminds readers of the dangers they may be faced with on a daily basis, dangers which 
CCTV cameras are unable to address. Coupled with the accompanying cartoon and Campbell’s 
argument, Martins potentially influences readers to consider the fact that CCTV cameras do very 
little to deter crime. This, in effect, positions them to agree that further CCTV cameras should not be 
installed. 
 
Martin contends that the monitoring of CCTV footage is a relatively complex process that is not 
always executed properly.  He justifies his assertion by arguing that CCTV cameras offer an 
“alarming paucity of information”. By using the phrase ‘alarming paucity’, Martin attempts to arouse 
feelings of unease in readers due to the limited efficacy of CCTV footage. Thus, readers are 
influenced to agree with Martin that installing more CCTV cameras is not a viable solution to combat 
crime. Furthermore, Martin aims to place emphasis on the notion that monitoring CCTV footage is 
quite complex, making mention of the “information overload” that may result through monitoring 
CCTV. He describes how difficult it is to identify the source of crime through CCTV footage “with so 
many cameras and crowds of people passing by”. Through this, Martin aims to generate an image 
of how challenging it is for officers to monitor video surveillance when there is so much taking place 
on so many different screens. This prompts readers to agree with Martin that monitoring CCTV 
footage may not always be carried out properly. The photograph accompanying Campbell’s piece 
further supports Martin’s description through presenting the monitoring of CCTV footage from an   



officer’s point of view. The fact that there are only two officers in charge of so many screens 
emphasizes the reality of the challenges that officers face when monitoring CCTV. In effect, readers 
are able to envision Martin’s assertion and consequently agree with him that the monitoring of 
CCTV footage by officers is not always well performed. Moreover, Martin posits that the delayed 
process of orienting the camera once being alerted to the site of the crime is a major reason for 
limited or potentially nonexistent evidence. By drawing attention to the limited scope of CCTV 
cameras, Martin aims to elicit feelings of concern in readers that even if their own lives may be at 
risk, there may be no evidence. Further emphasis is placed on this viewpoint through the angle that 
the CCTV camera is facing in the accompanying cartoon. The fact that it is positioned to overlook 
only one area highlights that it may be difficult to gain evidence of a crime if it took place beyond the 
camera’s parameters. Thus, readers are influenced to agree with Martin that CCTV cameras are 
ineffective in preventing crime. Campbell extends upon this idea, quoting Detective Chief Inspector 
Mick Neville; “police often avoided trawling through CCTV images “because it’s hard work””. By 
using an expert opinion, Campbell adds credibility to the idea that police officers may neglect their 
job. Together with Martin’s argument and the complementary visuals, Campbell thus influences 
readers to agree that CCTV monitoring is not always well performed. Hence, readers are positioned 
to agree with both Campbell and Martin that there is no need for more CCTV cameras to be 
installed. 
 
Campbell further argues that the financial costs of CCTV cameras are not justified by their marginal 
effectiveness. He appeals to hip-pocket nerve, placing emphasis on the monetary costs that CCTV 
cameras entail through stating that CCTV “cameras [have] cost the council roughly $500,000 a year 
to run”. By doing so, Campbell aims to alarm readers with the large sums of money that are coming 
out of their pockets. It is through this that readers are influenced to agree with the notion that the 
limited effectiveness of CCTV cameras does not justify the costly amounts of money that they are 
paying to keep them installed. Thus, readers are positioned to further oppose the installation of 
more CCTV cameras. In a similar vein, Martin also agrees that it is not worth spending so much on 
the installation of CCTV cameras if they are limited in use. He questions whether the huge amount 
“of public money spent on installing [an] extensive CCTV system has provided value in the fight 
against crime”. Through referring to the money as ‘public’, Martin aims to take into account all 
readers, reminding them of the fact that their money is being unnecessarily spent on installing more 
CCTV cameras. In turn, this positions readers to feel annoyed that their money is being unfairly 
spent, thus convincing them to agree that further CCTV cameras do not need to be installed. In 
order to convince readers further to object to the installation of more CCTV cameras, Campbell 
suggests an alternative crime prevention measure for the public to spend their money on. He 
appeals to common sense when stating, “It is a fact that every police officer sitting behind a desk 
staring at a CCTV monitor is a police officer who is not out in the community being a visible 
presence deterring crime”. He attempts to elicit feelings of anger in readers, implying that they will 
be much safer on the streets if there are police officers present instead of CCTV cameras. This 
potentially influences readers to agree that other crime prevention measures should be in place as 
an alternative to more CCTV cameras being installed. Furthermore, the accompanying photograph 
in Campbell’s piece supports this notion, as the police officers are stationary and observing screens 
of CCTV footage. This prompts readers to consider that these police officers could be better off 
physically fighting crime on the streets. Hence, readers are positioned to agree that there is no need 
for more CCTV cameras to be installed, especially since there are far more effective measures 
available to deter crime. 
 
Debate is increasing in regards to whether or not more CCTV cameras should be installed in 
Australia. Both Campbell and Martin agree that there is no need for more CCTV cameras to be 
installed due to their limited effectiveness in preventing crime and promoting safety.  


