
[1*] Watching the watchers Talk  - September 2011

[2*] DISCLAIMER
I always like to start my presentations with a disclaimer:

This is an unashamedly one sided presentation. The “other side” of the CCTV  
“debate” is constantly, and I mean constantly given air time – this presentation  
seeks in some small way to redress the balance. If you feel the need to hear the  
“other side” please simply replay the well worn arguments QUIETLY in your own  
head.

[3*] 

Today I am going to talk about the use of surveillance cameras in the UK. Everything 
that I present is backed up by facts and a list of sources can be supplied to anybody 
who is interested. 

The surveillance state has been created by ordinary people most of whom probably 
believe they are doing the right thing. I assure you that the surveillance state can be 
halted if that's what we want. 

It is my hope that the information that I present will not just be added to a growing list 
of doom and gloom that leads to inaction but that it will be used to inform debate and 
challenge decision makers.

First let's put things in context.

[4* – chesterfield footage]

Police camera surveillance dates back to the 1930s when cine cameras were used in 
an operation to crack down on illegal street betting in Chesterfield. In the 1960s Police 
began experimenting with “Closed Circuit Television” or CCTV cameras. In 1985 
Bournemouth became the first place outside London to get street-based CCTV 
cameras. 

In the 1990s central government funding led to the expansion of CCTV in the UK that 
has continued until today. The phrase CCTV is still used though modern cameras are 
not “closed circuit” - modern systems use networked, digital cameras rather than 
CCTV.  

Concerns were raised in the 1930s that film footage should not be relied upon as 
evidence in court as it was unsubstantiated hearsay.  But now the mainstream does 
not even consider this an issue – the prevailing view being that nothing is real unless 
it is on film.  And throughout the modern day expansion of camera surveillance there 
has never been a proper debate or public discussion of any substance.
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[5*]
No-one really knows how many cameras there are in the UK today. Here are a few 
estimates:

In 2002 it was estimated that there were 4.2million cameras in UK , that's about 
one camera for every 14 people. In the late 1990s more than 75% of the total 
Home Office crime prevention budget was spent on CCTV.  

Another estimate is that in the UK there are 20% of the world's cameras watching 
1% of world's population. 

Many supporters of CCTV seek to contest these numbers as though the opposition to 
surveillance cameras rests on how many there are. 

[6*]
But whether the figure is 4.2million or 100,000 cameras - why are we filming everyone 
when “only 2.4 per cent of the British public has a criminal record, and a 
minuscule 0.6 per cent of Britons have received a custodial sentence for 
committing a criminal offence”.

[7*] (triangle of dissent)

So what is wrong with CCTV? The following triangle represents a crude summary of 
No CCTV's objections to cameras, which can be grouped into three main areas:

• The first and most important is the impact on civil liberties, privacy and personal 
freedoms  and the impact cameras have on society – the “principled argument”

• Secondly the ineffectiveness of cameras as a crime fighting tool
• And thirdly the high cost of CCTV cameras – money that could be better spent 

elsewhere

Most discussion of cameras in the mainstream focuses on the two issues at the base 
of the triangle: cost and ineffectiveness and this severely narrows the terms of the 
debate and masks the fact that you cant do anything about cost or ineffectiveness that 
will not impact on the top of the triangle: our freedoms.

- As camera costs reduce, as indeed they are doing the result will be a further 
expansion of surveillance which encroaches on our freedoms.
- As CCTV technology continues to increase and automatic matching, facial 
recognition and behavioural recognition are added then some will argue that its 
“effectiveness” will increase but each of these so-called advances will have profound 
effects on our freedoms and the world in which we live.

I hope to show that it is the top of this triangle where we must focus.
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[8*] [map]
So how did we get to this point? How has a country that has not fallen to fascism or 
totalitarianism (at least not officially), a so-called functioning western democracy 
allowed the levels of surveillance that we now see?

Simple – everyone loves CCTV right?

We know this is true because the media, politicians, the police and people we talk to 
tell us it's true. We live in a democracy and if most people are in favour then that's the 
end of it.

– THE MEDIA --

[9*]
Studies have shown that most people get information about surveillance cameras from 
the media. Let's look at how well the UK media informs the public.

[10*]
In April, Chesterfield Borough Council installed high mast CCTV cameras to count the 
number of pedestrians passing through the town. Steve Jolly of No CCTV was asked 
to be a guest on the Toby Foster breakfast show on BBC Radio Sheffield to discuss 
the so-called “footfall” cameras. The topic of CCTV as a whole was discussed and 
there was also a phone-in about cameras.

The clips you are about to hear are from the show and they are typical of our 
experience of radio programmes around the country.

[11*] [ – BBC RADIO CLIP -- ]

[12*]
In January 2009 the Daily Telegraph published a story with the headline 'Seven of ten 
murders solved by CCTV'.

The article went on:
“Almost seven out of ten murders are solved using footage captured by CCTV 
cameras [...]. The first study of its kind into the effectiveness of surveillance 
cameras revealed that almost every Scotland Yard murder inquiry uses their 
footage as evidence.”

Wow, that's pretty conclusive evidence of the value of CCTV, I'm actually quite 
embarrassed that I'm up here suggesting there's a problem with cameras. But, maybe 
we could look a bit closer. 

We got hold of a copy of a Metropolitan Police report on the study under the Freedom 
of Information Act.
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[13*]
The Metropolitan Police internal report is just one page in length and far from a 
thorough evaluation, it says that the study looked at the use of CCTV in homicide 
investigations over a one year period and consisted of 90 cases being reviewed. In 86 
of these murder cases CCTV was available and viewed.

From the 86 cases where CCTV was available the SIO[Senior Investigating 
Officer] believed it added investigative value in 65 of these. This meant that 
where CCTV is available it assisted the investigation 76% of the time .

[14*]
Or to put it another way:

In 65 out of the 90 murder cases (about 72%) CCTV was viewed by police 
and a policeman in each case thinks it helped a bit

Not quite the same as 7 out of 10 murders solved by CCTV.

[15*]
A 2004 Home Office report 'Reviewing murder investigations: an analysis of  
progress reviews from six police forces' stated that:

“The majority of murder investigations are solved relatively soon after the 
offence and with limited investigative effort.”

( One estimate suggests that in 75 per cent of murder cases the suspects identity is known to investigators 
very soon after the enquiry begins. )

The 2004 report does not place emphasis on the use of surveillance cameras and one 
of the six police forces featured in the report was – the Metropolitan Police.

[16*] CCTV public disorder and the media

In recent weeks following riots in England the police have published CCTV still images 
throughout the media,  in an attempt to revive the wanted poster model of 
“investigative policing”.

[17*] 1981 public disorder pre CCTV

However the suggestion that photographic images are useful to the police to identify 
riot suspects is not new. In 1981 the police told the Scarman Inquiry into the Brixton 
riots that four thousand photographs taken by police were being used as evidence.
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[18*] 1981 riot policing

And this image from a 1981 newspaper article showing riot police tactics 30 years ago 
includes special branch police photographers who would photograph suspects.

Yet the media try to suggest that CCTV has revolutionised policing. What the media 
also fail to point out is that the vast majority of riots that have taken place in the UK 
have been sparked by actions of the police. This year it was as a result of the police 
shooting and killing Mark Duggan in Tottenham, North London.

[19*] Face covering – 2011 riots aftermath

And in the aftermath of the English riots there are now calls to give police more powers 
to require the removal of face covering.

An of course we are seeing the outlawing of face covering across Europe in many 
guises. The so-called burqa bans are in fact face covering bans – so why ban face 
covering?

[20*] Outlawing face covering across Europe

Facial recognition technology is set to be the equivalent of the dot com bubble in China 
where systems are being developed. The system still have many issues but to many 
face recognition cameras are seen as the next panacea. 

You'll be hard pushed to find any discussion of this in the media.

[21*]
In summary – don't trust the media on CCTV (and indeed on anything!) – always go to 
source.

Don't hate the media – become the media. We need to publish articles on the Internet 
that challenge the mainstream media view. And whenever possible switch off – don't 
poison your mind with media disinformation.

[22*]
But the media doesn't just peddle poorly researched or inaccurate information about 
CCTV. Entertainment media presents fiction as though it was fact, a mixture of 
propaganda and predictive programming - a technique of preparing people's minds for 
scenarios and events that are planned to take place in the future. 

American crime programmes such as CSI and NCIS Los Angeles have created the 
CSI effect. Promoting the view that amazing modern technology alone can solve 
crimes.
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[23*]  [ – CSI CLIP -- ]

[24*]
Let's remind ourselves of some of the studies into CCTV. Studies that it seems neither 
the public nor the media have been exposed to:

[25*] Home Office Police Research Group 1992, 'Closed Circuit Television in public 
places: its acceptability and perceived effectiveness':
“public acceptance is based on limited, and partly inaccurate knowledge of the  
functions and capabilities of CCTV”

“respondents referred to television programmed such as ‘CrimeWatch’ as a  
source of their information about CCTV.”

[26*] University of Wales, Violence Research Group, Cardiff 1999, 'Effect of closed 
circuit television on urban violence':
"This study provides no evidence of a deterrent effect."

[27*] Local Government Studies 1999, 'Towns on Television: Closed Circuit TV 
Systems in British Towns and Cities’:
“CCTV may actually undermine the natural surveillance in towns and  
communities . . . the result may be a further spiral of social fragmentation and  
atomization, which leads to more alienation and even more crime.”

[28*] Home Office Study 252 (2002):
 “It was found that CCTV had no effect on violent crimes (from five studies)”

[29*] The Cambridge evaluation of the effects of CCTV on crime, 2007
“the Cambridge evaluation is consistent with prior research in showing no 
significant desirable effect of CCTV on crime in city centres.” 

[30*] In September 2007 members of the Greater London Assembly produced a 
breakdown by London Borough of the number of CCTV cameras in the capital, 
together with details of the latest crime figures and clear up rates

[31*] The statistics showed that there is no correlation between CCTV and crime clear-
up rate. In fact, four out of five of the boroughs with the most cameras have a record of 
solving crime that is below average.

[32*]‘ Shoplifters on shoplifting’, University of Leicester 2003
One shoplifter pointed out that he had:
“… never seen a camera jump off the wall and nick anyone.”
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[33*] The latest and most comprehensive study is The Campbell Collaborations' 
'Effects of Closed Circuit Television Surveillance on Crime' (2008). The researchers 
Welsh and Farrington obtained 92 CCTV evaluations, only 44 met their strict criteria for 
inclusion in the study and 41 of the 44 studies could be used in the meta-analysis or 
study of studies. 

[34*] “the evaluations of CCTV schemes in city and town centres and public  
housing […] did not have a significant effect on crime.” 

[35*] My personal favourite quote - Home Office Study 292, 2005:
“It would be easy to conclude from the information presented in this report that  
CCTV is not effective: the majority of the schemes evaluated did not reduce  
crime and even where there was a reduction this was mostly not due to CCTV;  
nor did CCTV schemes make people feel safer, much less change their  
behaviour.”

Clearly this isn't the conclusion the Home Office wanted. So an extra line was added to 
these concluding remarks:
[36*] “That, however, would be too simplistic a conclusion …”

The research much of it commissioned by the Home Office shows that the stated aim 
of CCTV – to fight crime has not been met.

[37]
So our elected representatives must be furious. Politicians no doubt are using these 
findings to call for an end to the surveillance state.

- Politicians -

[38*] In June 2008 Prime Minister Gordon Brown gave a speech to the Institute of 
Public Policy Research (IPPR) about 'Security and Liberty'. 
“In central Newcastle, after CCTV was installed, burglaries fell by 56 per cent,  
criminal damage by 34 per cent, and theft by 11 per cent.”

But Home Office 252 study showed that CCTV had an “undesirable effect” in 
Newcastle 
– Total crime fell by 21.6% in the area with cameras but by 29.7% in the area 
where there were no cameras. Not a single journalist reported this fact.

More recently let's have a look at Vernon Coaker MP speaking during the Committee 
Stage of the so called “Protection of Freedoms Bill”.

[39*] [ – Coaker CLIP 2 -- ]
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[40]
Oh dear. Mr Coaker throws in the Metropolitan Police's 2009 dodgy CCTV and 
homicide study as well as a host of other cases in which the claims do not stack up. 
But let me just focus on one of his claims - that CCTV played a role in the 21st July 
2005 bombings in London.

On 22nd July, CCTV images of four suspects were released. One of these images was 
given to police who staked out an address in Stockwell. According to the Independent 
Police Complaints Commission's 'Stockwell One' report this CCTV image was used by 
the police to decide that the man leaving the address was “a good possible likeness to 
the subject”.

The man leaving the flat was not one of the suspects it was Jean Charles DeMenezes, 
an innocent man, who was shot and killed by the police. This is the role of CCTV with 
regard to the 21st July bombings that politicians and the media fail to acknowledge.

So politicians refuse to act on the evidence that shows the ineffectiveness of CCTV 
cameras – and part of their justification is that the public (who learnt about surveillance 
cameras from newspapers and other media) want CCTV.

So if politicians don't dare talk about removing cameras for fear of losing votes – how , 
if at all, do they address the mountain of evidence against CCTV.

The answer is one word: REGULATION!

[41*]
Regulation is a clever ruse to appease everyone, so it seems. 

But regulation does not address the core issues of removal of personal freedom, 
anonymity and other rights. It simply endorses acceptance of surveillance technologies 
by formalising their "proper use" and leaves no room for the rejection of such 
technology. 

[42*]
CCTV is already “regulated” by the Data Protection Act and the Regulation of 
Investigatory Powers Act. 

The Data Protection Act, which is made up of 75 sections and 16 schedules enacts the 
European Data Protection Directive.

[43*]
The act lays out eight data protection principles the key one of which is the first 
principle which states that:

“Personal data shall be processed fairly and lawfully and, in particular,  
shall not be processed unless – ”
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[44*]
But the act also lays out when data may be processed regardless. Section 29 states:

29 Crime and taxation
(1)    Personal data processed for any of the following purposes—
(a)    the prevention or detection of crime,
(b)    the apprehension or prosecution of offenders, or
(c)    the assessment or collection of any tax or duty or of any imposition of a 
similar nature, 
are exempt from the first data protection principle...

The exemptions laid out in Section 29 are interpreted as a license to be reckless with 
personal data.

That is what is supposed to be protecting your personal data.

[45*]
The Data Protection Act is built upon Article 8 of the European Convention on Human 
Rights.

So the UK CCTV Regulation stems from a Human Rights convention drafted after the 
second world war. The UK government and public bodies proudly boast their human 
rights credentials as though rights never existed in the UK before the ECHR
and the Human Rights Act. Yet this is simply not true.

The Convention can be at best viewed as a minimum set of principles that a state must 
uphold to call itself a democracy. It does not represent the pinnacle of freedom.

The Data Protection Act (and RIPA), like the European Convention on Human Rights, 
read like a how-to manual of when rights do not apply. 

The “right to respect for private and family life” can be removed “in the interests of 
national security, public safety or the economic well-being of the country, for the 
prevention of disorder or crime, for the protection of health or morals, or for the 
protection of the rights and freedoms of others”. 

When it comes to crime prevention, which is the pretext under which surveillance 
cameras are installed and operated, the rules no longer apply.

One of the technologies that has been rapidly expanded in the UK and that under the 
Protection of Freedoms Bill will be subject to the same weak regulation is ANPR.
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[46*]
Automatic Number Plate Recognition or ANPR cameras link images of vehicles to the 
details of the vehicle's owner via the DVLA  and other databases,  allowing those with 
access to ANPR to track citizens' movements around the UK. 

The standard excuse for this level of surveillance is that such systems are "denying 
criminals the use of the road". The theory goes that criminals can use roads to move 
around, so if we monitor all  vehicles some will be driven by criminals and so we'll 
catch criminals and reduce crime.

[47*]
A network of ANPR cameras has been constructed across the UK by the Association of 
Chief Police Officers. It is currently estimated that there are over 10,500 ANPR feeding 
data into the National ANPR Data Centre in Hendon – including cameras run by 
councils.

The locations of these cameras is secret. There was no public debate, no
parliamentary debate, no act of parliament or even statutory instrument before this
network of cameras was introduced.

[48*]
In the past repressive regimes such as the Soviet Union used roadside checkpoints to 
periodically check drivers' papers. Automatic Number Plate Recognition cameras 
constitute an automated checkpoint system that along with other surveillance cameras 
undermines the status of the UK as a free country.

[49*] The ANPR cameras were originally sold as helping identify stolen or suspect 
vehicles but a recent Association of Chief Police Officers ANPR Strategy stated that 
these cameras would be “embedded into core police business” by March 2010.

[50*]
A September 2009 British Association of Public Communication Officers (BAPCO) 
Journal article explains that since 2006 there has been a plan to expand the ANPR 
network:

To be effective, the national ANPR network has to be comprehensive and a lot of work 
has gone on over the last couple of years both to extend the primary network but also 
to work with partners using ANPR for other purposes. Since the launch of Project 
Columbus in 2006, a concerted effort has been made to extend the  
national ANPR network to cover private-sector sites including car parks,  
shopping centres and petrol stations.
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[51*] Operation Rampton, Brentwood August 2011

There is little hard evidence to suggest that ANPR is effective but its alleged success is 
now being used in the UK to usher in other Police State measures. In August a 
Brentwood Gazette article stated:

“Police say criminals are increasingly shunning cars as a means of  
transport and using alternative methods of transport thanks to the success  
of ANPR – numberplate technology which is proving effective in picking up  
known offenders.”
- 'Burglars take the train in bid to give police the slip', Brentwood Gazette, 3rd 

August 2011

Passengers arriving at Brentwood station were greeted by police manning a metal 
detector arch, similar to ones found at airports.

[52*]
Project Champion was a £3.5m installation of over 200 CCTV and Number Plate
Recognition cameras (including 72 hidden cameras) in 8 wards of Birmingham. 108 of
the cameras were Automatic Number Plate Recognition cameras.

[53*]
Thankfully a campaign was set up in Birmingham by Steve Jolly to fight Project 
Champion and earlier this year all of the cameras were removed.

- CAMPAIGNING -

[54*]
“When all the words and all the grumbles, complaints and grievances have been 
recycled and repeated so often that we almost lose the will to live, the question still 
remains as to what, when all this verbiage has failed to cut any ice with 
the powers-that-be, what are we actually going to DO”.

Here are just a few things you can DO to fight CCTV:

[55*]
Most decisions are made at local level, so

Attend local council meetings
Lobby councillors – send them reports and information
Ask them to prove the need for CCTV
Even one person complaining CAN make a difference
IMAGINE what we can do if hundreds of us get active
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[56*] 
- Join Neighbourhood Action Groups which and other local bodies
- Use Freedom of Information Act and Local Government Act to obtain 
information
- Licensing Act 2003 being used as a way of removing freedoms for alcohol!
- Police will often contest a license / license variation UNLESS certain criteria are 
met
- Attend licensing committees ask the committee to tell you why freedoms are 
being traded for booze!

[57*] Local / National Media
- Write to the media
- Steve Jolly ran an enormously successful media campaign in Birmingham  - 
ask other campaigners for help, build on their successes
- London pub landlord Nick Gibson went to media when police required CCTV as 
licensing condition – council backed down
- But be prepared to be given a hard time-  much of the media loves CCTV

[58*] Stage stunts
– Panopticon photography:  We pose as a photography company like Venture 
Photography with prices starting from £10 (excluding £820+million of public money and 
ongoing taxes).  We ask people if they'd like an urban portrait, if they say no we tell 
them it's already been taken and they can buy it for £10 under DPA.

[59*] - CCTV treasure hunt:  Is just that – teams of people finding cameras which are 
then mapped on the CCTV Treasure Hunt website with prizes for the most cameras 
mapped.

[60*] - National CCTV Day 28th February 2011
- Hold up signs in front of cameras
- Like CCTV Players

Talk to people
- have the conversation
- encourage people to look beyond the meaningless sound-bite Nothing to hide, 
nothing to fear

[61*]
We must NOT leave it to politicians just bring in yet more legislation. Regulation  
is not the solution, we need to demand that politicians stop wasting our money  
on a technology that trades our liberty for security and loses both.
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[62*]
Which takes us back to the triangle of opposition to surveillance cameras.

Much of what we have seen has questioned the effectiveness of CCTV and therefore 
its value for money. 

But by arguing simply about CCTV's effectiveness and cost we fall into a trap.

What if cameras really did have a significant effect on crime and what if they were 
extremely cheap. Would they be okay then?

CCTV's impact on our freedoms must be considered along with philosophical and 
sociological arguments against cameras. We have to start asking what impact CCTV 
cameras are having on our society – these issues rarely get an airing. 

[63*] 
Anonymity is not a crime, in fact English common law is built upon a right to anonymity 
implicit in the right to walk down the street unchallenged provided you are not doing 
something unlawful.

It is not anonymity that causes crime.

We need to understand the dynamics of living in a town or city.

[64*]
Urban anthropologist Jane Jacobs in her 1961 book 'The Death and Life of Great 
American Cities' said:

“The first thing to understand is that the public peace - the sidewalk and street 
peace - of cities is not kept primarily by the police [..]

It is kept by an intricate almost unconscious, network of voluntary controls and 
standards among the people themselves, and enforced by the people 
themselves.”

Jacobs describes this interplay between people in Hudson Street, New York where she 
lived:
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[65*]
“When Jimmy Rogan fell through a plate-glass window (he was separating 
some scuffling friends) and almost lost his arm, a stranger in an old T shirt 
emerged from the Ideal bar, swiftly applied an expert tourniquet and, 
according to the hospital's emergency staff, saved Jimmy's life. Nobody 
remembered seeing the man before and no one has seen him since. The 
hospital was called in this way: a woman sitting on the steps next to the accident 
ran over to the bus stop, wordlessly snatched the dime from the hand of a 
stranger who was waiting with his fifteen-cent fare ready, and raced into the 
Ideal's phone booth. The stranger raced after her to offer the nickel too. Nobody 
remembered seeing him before, and no one has seen him since.”

We no longer have park keepers, bus conductors, toilet attendants, people there to 
help acting as a glue to hold the community together, soft policing with a ticking off 
instead of an court order. Now we abdicate that responsibility to a machine that doesn't 
prevent crime it merely records us as we go about our daily business and may capture 
the occasional incident for the police to collect the data at a later date.

Reliance on a disembodied watcher who views the world through a screen rather than 
interacting with members of the community is the very reason that communities are 
fractured. CCTV is actually causing the breakdown of our society not fixing it.

The following clip of a Jewellery shop heist was filmed on the mobile phone of an 
onlooker, when a handbag wielding old lady gets involved strangers in the street run to 
help...

[66*] [--- Old lady clip ---]

[67*]
Why is it considered so controversial that we should live without cameras – shouldn't it 
be what everyone wants?

I grew up with no cameras, my parents grew up with no cameras. What sort of a world 
are we passing on to our children? Can anyone younger than twenty remember a 
world without CCTV? 

We talk about the surveillance society but in reality surveillance actually destroys 
society, it destroys the sense of social cohesion, people are less reliant on their 
neighbours,  more afraid of their neighbours and more fearful. How do you explain that 
before there were cameras everywhere - there was less fear of crime?

Installing cameras everywhere destroys any sense of taking a moment out from the 
world, catching your breathe away from the watching eye.
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[68*]
In a recent paper Dr Emmeline Taylor interviewed school children about CCTV in the 
toilets at their school, one girl said:

“I try to spend as little time as possible in there now. You can’t help but wonder if 
they are watching you. You know, it’s not just about going  to  the  loo,  it’s 
blowing  your nose  [some  members  of  the group laugh at this], yeah you 
know, putting your make up on and  that. If girls are upset they run to the 
toilets so no-one sees them. I don’t want someone watching my every 
move. That’s why you do things  like  that  in  the  toilets  in  the  first 
place”  [two  female  pupils agree with this by saying ‘yeah’] (Lisa, Urban High)

Likewise CCTV in pubs means that you cannot even sit down and have a quiet pint 
without being under surveillance.

This country was the birthplace of a precious tradition of Common Law, civil liberty and 
self determination. Yet why have we collectively, as a nation done so little to defend 
and preserve that birthright?

And what happens if we continue to do nothing?

[69*]
The technology is advancing fast, with drones that fly silently at 40,000 feet and can 
read a car number plate, body scanners, facial recognition (described as the next dot 
com bubble in China when the technology is perfected), behavioural recognition, 
cameras that track eye movements, so-called crowd sourcing such as internet eyes 
whereby members of the public watch CCTV feeds, linking cameras to databases, or 
to RFID tags, or to ticket barriers in stations – and these are just a  few of the 
developments that we know about and that are now being developed or tested.

[69*]
I'll close with a quote from a Philip Dick interview from SF Eye magazine in 1996:

Any government which assumes that the population is going to do 
something evil has already lost its franchise to govern. The tacit contract 
between a government and the people governed is that the government will 
trust the people and the people will trust the government. 

[70*]
But once the government begins to mistrust the people it is governing, it 
loses its mandate to rule because it is no longer acting as a spokesman for 
the people, but is acting as an agent of persecution.

(SF EYE 14 1996) 

---- ENDS ---
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