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Abstract 

The field of surveillance studies as a whole is sorely lacking empirical data. This thesis includes 

and analyzes data of public opinions of surveillance across the United States of America, 

Canada, and the United Kingdom. This thesis uses multiple statistical models at the univariate, 

bivariate and multivariate levels. Ultimately, a country-stratified complementary log-log 

regression is used analyze the 2012 Globalization of Personal Data (GPD) follow-up dataset. The 

findings of this thesis show that the majority of respondents in all three countries find 

surveillance to be highly intrusive. There is also a positive correlation between the knowledge of 

surveillance technologies and feelings of intrusion – that is, typically, the more knowledgeable 

one is about surveillance, the more intrusive they find surveillance. There also appear to be 

stronger feelings of intrusiveness of surveillance in the United Kingdom in comparison to the 

United States and Canada. Also, respondent’s form the United Kingdom who believe that 

community CCTV is not very, or not at all effective show the highest single-variable influence 

on the feelings of intrusiveness than those who believe it is ‘very effective’ while controlling for 

all variables. Therefore, the concluding results of this analysis show that the pre-Snowden era of 

public opinion in regards to surveillance is already highly negative – yet new and old 

technologies continue to spread ubiquitously. Thus, it is apparent that in Western liberal 

democracies public support for surveillance is desired, but not required. Public support of 

surveillance technologies greatly reduces barriers for the spread of technologies, but surveillance 

technologies can, and do spread without public knowledge or support through a myriad of ways. 

This thesis provides a strong snapshot of public opinion data that can be used as a ‘benchmark’ 

for future analyses that seek to measure the impacts of the Snowden revelations and other 

momentous surveillance events. 
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Chapter 1 

Introduction 

Surveillance has become somewhat of a topic du jour in light of ‘leaks’ or 

‘revelations’ from Edward Snowden, Bradley Manning and popular Websites such as 

WikiLeaks.org. While the field of surveillance studies in an academic setting has been 

increasingly growing since the 1980’s, the topic of surveillance has rarely been pushed to 

the forefront of the public purview like it has been recently. Edward Snowden’s 

revelations have shown that the PRISM program run by the National Security Agency 

(NSA) in America has been collecting data from Internet cables through coercion of 

private actors such as Google, Microsoft, Apple and others (Bauman, Bigo, Esteves, 

Guild, Jabri, Lyon and Walker 2014). Naturally, an invasion of ‘privacy’ on this scalar 

level with this much media exposure brings increased public scrutiny on surveillance 

technologies. Edward Snowden’s revelations and other contemporary ‘whistleblowing’ 

events constitute a momentous event for surveillance studies. These events provide 

researchers with a way to measure public responses to these revelations. The goal of this 

thesis is to analyze public opinion data from the Globalization of Personal Data Follow-

up Dataset (herein, GPD2012) that was done prior to Snowden’s revelations. The benefit 

of analyzing public opinion data in the pre-Snowden era is to constitute a baseline of 

public opinions of surveillance that any future research on surveillance and public 

opinion can refer to.  
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The empirical work that has been done on public opinions of surveillance has thus 

far lacked any depth. For example, Dawson’s (2012) work analyzed the 2006 

Globalization of Personal Data dataset (Herein, GPD2006) but only did so at the bivariate 

level of analysis and did not control for other variables that may influence spuriousness 

of results. Smith and Lyon’s (2013) work was designed to comment on the differences in 

respondent’s responses between the GPD2006 and the GPD2012 prima facie. Other 

works on public opinion data in regards to surveillance will be discussed later, but there 

has yet to be any comprehensive statistical analysis of the GPD datasets – this thesis’ 

primary objective is to bridge the empirical gap and to further the field of public opinions 

of surveillance. 

 Before any statistical analysis can take place, an examination of the ‘surveillance 

society’ must be undertaken to provide insight into what the field consists of. Firstly, I 

abide by the definition of surveillance as, “the purposeful, routine, systematic and 

focused attention paid to personal details, for the sake of control, entitlement, 

management, influence or protection” (Lyon 2007:14).  Using that understanding of 

surveillance, I will then discuss what ‘new’ surveillance is in contrast to ‘old’ 

surveillance, or in contrast to popularized ‘myths’ of surveillance. The most common 

‘myth’ is the dystopian Orwellian ‘big brother’ rhetoric that mires its ugly head around 

every corner on almost any discussion on surveillance. By framing ‘new’ surveillance 

much like Marx (1988) and Haggerty and Ericson (2000) do, surveillance becomes a 

more readily understood topic of analysis. By distinguishing surveillance as a more 

‘liquid’ or ‘rhizomatic’ entity, the focus has shifted from more traditional visible 
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technologies (i.e., Closed Circuit Television) to those that are inherently designed to be 

‘invisible’ (i.e., Biometrics and Datamining). However, this shift is not as simple as from 

visible to invisible, many ‘new’ technologies have distorted and increased the capabilities 

of previous more traditional things technologies such as CCTV to monitor, classify, 

collect and monitor data in real time that has made it far more difficult for the public to 

remain “current” with surveillance practices. 

 The dominant types of technologies that embody ‘new’ surveillance are not 

always readily understood; they are amorphous in their proliferation and ever adapting. 

Thus, an analysis of specific technologies that have proliferated to near ubiquity (namely: 

CCTV, Biometrics and Datamining) must be conceptualized and discussed for a more 

‘up-to-date’ understanding of what these technologies ‘are’ and what they consist of. 

While it is outside of the scope of this thesis to thoroughly discuss the effects of 

neoliberalism on the understanding of the meaningfulness of public opinion and the 

proliferation of surveillance technology, I believe it is necessary to at least understand 

and situate how neoliberalism interacts with surveillance and how the doctrine has 

transfigured the widespread usage of surveillance in our every day lives. Neoliberalism 

operates through carefully crafted entrepreneurial markets that have seemingly blended 

private and public forms of surveillance that has contributed to the ‘democratization’ of 

surveillance. The emerging work on the political economy of surveillance (Ball and 

Snider 2013; Ball and Murakami Wood 2013; Fuchs 2013; Murakami Wood 2013; 

Amicelle 2011) is greatly useful and will be touched upon with greater depth with 
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preliminary suggestions of how to further incorporate the concept of neolberalization 

(Brenner, Peck and Theodore 2010a; 2010b). 

 Moreover, since this thesis is primarily considered with public opinions of 

surveillance, the relevant literature on the topic must be discussed in order to create 

hypothesis’ to test and to build off of. Most importantly, Martin and Donovan’s (2014) 

conceptualization constitutes the working understanding of the phrase “surveillance and 

its publics” that informs the statistical analysis portion of this thesis. Other works 

(Dawson 2012; Furnell and Evangelatos 2006; and Bowyer 2004) provide useful 

commentary of the media’s influence on public opinion of surveillance that will prove to 

be useful in this analysis, and especially in future analyses of the public opinions in the 

post-Snowden era of surveillance.   

 The methodological considerations of this thesis start up front with the decision to 

measure respondent’s feelings of intrusiveness in regards to surveillance measures 

enacted for the purposes of national security. The thesis employs many statistical tests, 

but the most significant and comprehensive test is a country-stratified multivariate 

complementary log-log regression that controls for many variables and their influence on 

respondent’s feelings of intrusiveness and illustrates the results through odds ratios. The 

GPD2012 includes many variables that may contribute to feelings of intrusiveness, a 

review of the current literature discusses variables that are most likely to play a 

significant factor in respondent’s feeling of intrusiveness these are: respondent’s 

knowledge of technologies (CCTV, Biometrics and Datamining) and respondent’s 

perceived effectiveness of CCTV technologies in various settings. Moreover, while some 
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literature briefly comments on age and gender (Smith and Lyon 2013; Furnell and 

Evangelatos 2007) I believe the inclusion of both variables will protect against the 

spuriousness of results and will contribute to the overall strength of the regression 

models. In order to create a comparative analysis, the three countries (USA, Canada and 

the UK) were carefully chosen as strong allies in “the war on terror” (with near mirroring 

anti-terror legislation1) and similar Western liberal democratic values. The 3 countries 

will be measured as a collective whole at both the bivariate and multivariate level, but 

those analyses will also be taken a step further by later stratifying the models by each 

country in order to observe similarities and differences of the results.  This 

methodological outline will most accurately provide empirical observations on what 

variables influence the strength of respondent’s feelings of intrusiveness while 

controlling for a variety of factors. 

 The results of this thesis show that 70% of respondents across all three countries 

felt that laws regarding National Security were intrusive upon personal privacy. Feelings 

of intrusiveness were highest amongst UK respondents (73%). In almost all scenarios, the 

more knowledgeable respondent’s were about specific technologies, the more intrusive 

they found surveillance technologies. Overall, age does not play a significant factor in 

feelings of intrusiveness. In regards to gender, only females in the UK registered 

significant findings and showed greater feelings of intrusiveness than men while 

controlling for all variables. The single most significant variable in the entire stratified 

                                                        
1 Canada’s Anti-Terrorism Act bears strikingly strong resemblance to the USA’s 
PATRIOT act. The UK PREVENT strategy was also enacted with strong surveillance 
implications. 



 

 

6 

multivariate regression was found in the United Kingdom, specifically those who believe 

that community CCTV is not effective, or not at all effective are most likely to register 

high feelings of intrusiveness of surveillance technologies. In general, those from the 

United Kingdom showed stronger feelings on each variable (whether more, or less 

intrusive) than respondents from both the Canada and the United States who were more 

mild and slightly more clustered compared to their United Kingdom counterparts. The 

results show a positive correlation between knowledge of surveillance technologies and 

feelings of intrusiveness across all three countries. The most interesting aspect is that 

these surveillance technologies have spread to near ubiquity despite clear public 

opposition.  

 Fortunately, the GPD2012 was conducted right before the Snowden revelations 

and the results of this thesis will hopefully serve as a reference point for future studies 

that choose to measure the impacts of large scale impacts that the Snowden revelations 

have had on public opinions of surveillance. While the results of this thesis would surely 

indicate that educating the public on the NSA’s surveillance practices and methods would 

result in a high degree of public mistrust or feelings of intrusiveness, the preliminary 

statistics of the ‘fallout’ from the Snowden revelations show little to no change in public 

opinions of surveillance (Angus Reid Global 2013). Therefore, this thesis stops short of 

making any bold future predictions and instead refers to the burgeoning work on the 

political economy of surveillance and suggests that future works consult ideas such as 

neoliberalization to inform their analysis in conjunction with work on public opinion 

data.  While skepticism regarding public opinion is well documented (Haggerty and 
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Gazso 2005), I believe this thesis has properly controlled for spuriousness of results and 

provides a strong benchmark for future studies to incorporate the methodological 

considerations and the results of this work.   
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Chapter 2 

Literature Review 

The literature review will address the current surveillance climate with special 

attention paid to the recent metamorphous of the landscape that has witnessed an 

unwarranted ubiquitous spread of surveillance technologies. Media portrayals play a 

large role in shaping public opinions of surveillance and recently the topic has recently 

been pushed to the forefront of the public agenda by the revelations of Edward Snowden. 

Before Snowden, there was less public interest in the topic despite the fact that academic 

scholarship has been steadily increasing in the field of surveillance studies. Although 

David Lyon (2007:46) has previously stated that surveillance has rapidly become a 

central topic in mass media, Snowden’s revelations have placed far more emphasis on 

surveillance than any time in the past. With increased attention on surveillance there are 

more and more public (and academic) discussions surrounding the dystopian Orwellian 

portrayal of the ever-present “big brother”. This literature review will firstly 

conceptualize what surveillance is and what is meant by the designation of ‘new’ 

surveillance. ‘New’ surveillance has lead to a more blurred picture of what is public and 

what is private which in turn has led to the designation of the term ‘the democratization 

of surveillance’. This review will also speculate on how this democratization process has 

been facilitated through neoliberalism. The neoliberal doctrine has placed emphasis on 

risk-takers and privileges entrepreneurialism; this doctrine has essentially created and 

developed the frameworks for technological markets that we interact with daily that 
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spread and are often unbeknownst to many members of the public.  This review will also 

analyze popular forms of so-called ‘new’ surveillance (i.e., Closed Circuit Television, 

Biometrics, and Datamining) that will be discussed to provide a firm understanding of 

how these technologies work, how they spread, and will provide the ‘evidence’ for their 

inclusion as variables in the quantitative basis of this thesis. Lastly, this thesis will focus 

on literature of public opinions of surveillance. Past research on the publics of 

surveillance will be of utmost importance to understand pre-Snowden opinions of 

surveillance and how these opinions have changed in the post-Snowden era of 

surveillance that has increased public interest, awareness and scrutiny of surveillance 

technologies. 

2.1 Conceptualizing ‘New’ Surveillance 

 Surveillance is not a new concept, for a more historical analysis see Edward 

Higgs’ (2001) analysis of central state surveillance documenting surveillance functions 

between the years of 1500-2000. But, this research is more focused on ‘new’ surveillance 

and the public understanding of that surveillance. The most prominent theme in regards 

to surveillance is the dystopian Orwellian rhetoric that accompanies most discussions of 

surveillance. However, David Murakami Wood (2009:180) argues in his critical 

examination of the term ‘surveillance society’, that dystopian language and images of a 

totalitarian world surrounding the increased proliferation of surveillance technologies are 

often simplistic and misapplied. In the past, surveillance was discussed more frequently 

as a top-down phenomenon with clear regard to who the surveyors were, and who was 

being watched. Michel Foucault’s (1995) analysis in Discipline and Punish of Jeremy 
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Bentham’s panopticon illustrated a top-down example in regards to the internalization of 

control within the prison system. While, Foucault’s work on prisoners internalizing this 

‘gaze’ was merely an example of greater power relations, scholars were writing with a 

starting point of a ‘total surveillance society’ (as examined in Lyon 1994), in an 

Orwellian fashion. The panopticon in actuality is more of an “imaginary machine” that 

operates far beyond the prison walls (Gill 1995:12). Mathiesen (1997) challenged the 

Foucauldian discourse, by conceptually juxtaposing his vision of the synopticon vis-à-vis 

the panopticon. The panopticon represented the few viewing the many, whereas, the 

synopticon represented just the opposite, the few that view the many in what Mathiesen 

(1997) called “the viewer society”. Doyle (2011) adeptly sought to, in essence, limit the 

prevalence of the usage of the ‘synopticon’2. This was done by referring to the liberating 

avenues of the internet3 and noting that contemporary surveillance does not rely on 

traditional elements of ‘watching’ any more, but rather, it seeks to categorize. Both the 

synoptic and panoptic elements of surveillance are dominant themes that accompany 

academic discussions of surveillance and constitute the foundation of academic 

discussions of surveillance but the growing discourse of ‘new’ surveillance places 

emphasis on more free-flowing and less tangible explanations of what the current state of 

surveillance is. 

 There has since been an emphasis on the decentered nature of digital surveillance 

that has sought to tear down more traditional hierarchical assumptions (Lyon 2010; 

                                                        
2 Hier (2003) also warns about the dangers of ‘over using’ the term synopticon 
3 Doyle (2011) acknowledges Mathiesen’s pre-internet formulation of the synopticon 
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Haggerty and Ericson 2000; Deleuze 1992; Marx 1988) A concept of ‘new’ surveillance 

gained popularity with Gary T. Marx’s book Undercover: Policing in America. 

Surveillance has become increasingly efficient in this era of ‘big data’ characterized by 

computing technology. Information Communication Technologies (ICTs) are not a 

requisite for surveillance; however, ICTs have drastically improved efficiency of 

collecting, sorting, and managing information on populations. I believe it is important to 

note that the reference towards ‘new’ surveillance began in the neo-liberal period. Gary 

Marx (1988) began this discourse with the phrase, “gigantic data banks made possible by 

computers raise important surveillance questions” (208). Marx described new 

surveillance as able to transcend distance, darkness time, and physical barriers with low 

visibility involuntarily with an emphasis on prevention in terms of categorical suspicion 

and operates in a more intensive, yet decentralized fashion (217-218).  David Lyon 

(1994) documents the rise of ‘new’ surveillance as well, and situates the rise within 

broader economical, political, and cultural processes and references that the political-

economic context of the late 20th century encouraged the growth of surveillance (88-90).  

Similar to Marx, Lyon (1994) also notes the increasingly decentered nature of 

surveillance, stating modern systems are depersonalized, making it difficult to identify 

who is the watcher (92-93). Lyon (2010) has since refined his theoretical formations of 

new surveillance in the Electronic Eye as schemes deriving from State Welfare programs 

towards his more current understanding of ‘liquid surveillance4’. Liquid, is 

contemporarily understood in ways similar to Deleuze and Guattari’s (1988) writings on 

                                                        
4 Liquid surveillance is founded on Zygmunt Bauman’s concept of ‘liquid modernity’ 
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‘flows’ and rhizomes and later, Deleuze’s (1990) writing of the postscript on the societies 

of control. Deleuze’s (1990) metaphor that “we have passed from one animal to the other, 

from the mole to the serpent” (5) eloquently equates the smooth, evasive nature of a 

serpent to the fluidity of societies of control.  In order to fully discuss the decentered 

nature of contemporary (or ‘new’) surveillance, the notion of the ‘surveillant 

assemblage’, one of the penultimate theories that embodies new surveillance. 

The surveillant assemblage is one of the most prominent and heavily referenced 

concepts in surveillance studies. Kevin Haggerty and Richard Ericson (2000) draw from 

the works of Deleuze in Guattari (1988), by analyzing the abstraction and reassembling 

of data flows. While authors (Phillips 2006; Venn 2006) have contested the translation of 

the French word agencement into the English ‘assemblage’, this thesis seeks to define 

assemblage as Haggerty and Ericson (2000) do.  An assemblage (agencement) consists of 

heterogeneous objects that function as a singular entity (Haggerty and Ericson 2000:608). 

The surveillant assemblage functions through the abstraction and separation of physical 

bodies into a series of flows that can be reassembled to create a ‘data double’, or a 

functional hybrid (Hier 2003:400), an individual consisting of pure information that can 

be acted upon (Haggerty and Ericson 2000:604-606). However, it is important to 

understand that these ‘flows’ exist wholly on their own, and are only fixed spatially by 

the assemblage (ibid: 608). The purpose of surveillance is to combine and integrate 

systems into a larger whole (ibid: 610). The surveillant assemblage operates on a 

multitude of levels for a myriad of reasons and purposes (e.g., private marketing firms, 

intelligence agencies, police) and all cull specific flows for distinctly different 
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rationalities). The domination of this ‘new’ surveillance that is characterized by the 

rhizomatic - free flowing, ubiquitous, and not tied to one ‘watcher’ but connected to an 

entire assemblage. 

2.2 Democratization/Neoliberalization of Surveillance 

 The democratization of surveillance is similar to the nature of ‘new’ surveillance. 

It is the dispersion and decentralization of surveillance technologies beyond the control of 

a formal organization (Koskela 2012:53). The term ‘democratization of surveillance’ 

seeks to conceptualize the apparent ‘shift’ of power hierarchies in a surveillance society, 

or the ‘partial democratization of surveillance hierarchies’ (Hier 2003:399). Gary Marx 

suggests that the term ‘democratization’ is more readily understood as a process of 

equalization and he references cell phone cameras and internet access as being ubiquitous 

technologies that allows many access to private databases and datamining abilities for 

many citizens (Marx 2012:XXVI). The democratization of surveillance is part and parcel 

of the development of the transparent society, where privacy has been de-emphasized and 

surveillance has become both universal and universally accessible in a society where all 

life is lived out in the open (Murakami Wood 2011:341).  

 The democratization of surveillance has partially been facilitated by the rise of 

neoliberalism as the dominant economical rationale. I believe the best way to 

conceptualize neoliberalism is by what Brenner, Peck and Theodore (2010a) refer to 

neoliberalism as, a ‘rascal concept’ term vis-à-vis a rationally defined concept 

(2010:183). Here, I understand neoliberalism in its core goals as Harvey (2005:2) does, as 

“a theory of political practices that proposes [humans] can be best advanced by liberating 
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individual entrepreneurial freedoms and skills within an institutional framework 

characterized by strong private property rights, free markets, and free trade” [Emphasis 

added]. The failure of the Keynesian-esque welfare state saw neoliberalism directly 

emerge as a strategic political response (Peck, Theodore and Brenner 2009:50). The 

neoliberal doctrine was favourably positioned via sympathetic critiques of traditional 

liberal reason and through harsh critiques of socialist, welfare-type Keynesianism models 

(Peck 2010). It is imperative to deploy an adaptive understanding of neoliberalism as 

circuitous processes of socio-spatial transformation (Springer 2012), of amorphously 

configured ever-adapting elements (Brenner, Peck, and Theodore 2010a). The rise of 

neoliberalism is coterminous with the rise of the surveillance society; the surveillance 

society is also, not surprisingly, an amorphously configured ever-adapting process.  

These ‘neoliberal characteristics’ are techniques that sought to enliven economies 

by altering the uncompetitive nature into one that is competitive with less predictable 

influences (O’Malley 2007:59). Further, it is not the goal, but rather the responsibility of 

governments to actively create the conditions for entrepreneurial and competitive 

conduct5 (Barry, Osborne and Rose 1996:10). The centrality of the model of 

neoliberalism is the desire for governance beyond the state (Ericson, Barry and Doyle 

2000). The five basic points of neoliberalism are: the need for a minimal state based on 

the presumption of self-regulation, market fundamentalism based on ‘free markets’, an 

emphasis on risk-management but also on risk-taking6, individual responsibility or a 

                                                        
5 Barry et al. (1996) use the term advanced liberalism rather than neoliberalism. 
6 See O’Malley (2007:59) 
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responsibilization process7, lastly, all differences and inequality resulting from risk taking 

are seen as a matter of choice (Ericson et al. 2000:533). Neoliberalism favours the 

“charismatic nature of the entrepreneur, the risk-taker” thrives through “flexibility, 

imagination, inspiration, acuity and inventiveness” vis-à-vis rigid calculatory welfare-

esque regimes (O’Malley 2007:59).  

The ways neoliberalism has contributed and shaped the democratization of 

surveillance technologies can be visualized through what Gary Marx calls the myth of 

surveillance (2012:XXVI).  The myth of surveillance involves the cultivation of fear with 

a readily made technical solution that sounds far more successful than it is in practice; the 

result has been the monetarization of personal data that can, and is sold to both private 

and public sectors, this monetarization process illustrates the commodification of 

surveillance (Marx 2012:XXVI). Therefore, it is not surprising then that Naomi Klein’s 

work places the terrorist attacks of 9/11 as the solidifying ‘event’ of the neoliberal 

ideology that finally had its chance to ‘come home8’ (2007:12).  This ethos, or mutation9, 

of neoliberalism works more rapidly under the guise of democracy and often bypasses 

public debate (ibid.).  To classify 9/11, or the war on the terror, as a moral panic enables 

us to lend well established sociological concepts to Klein’s (2007) analysis in regards to 

the political and economic responses. In Stanley Cohen’s Folk Devils and Moral Panics 

the term moral panic is memorably introduced as, 

                                                        
7 See Harvey (2005) above 
8 Not coincidentally, Jon Coaffee and David Murakami Wood (2006) characterize this 
ethos of security as “coming home”. 
9 Brenner et al. (2010) use the term ‘mutation’ frequently in response to evolution of the 
neoliberal doctrine after significant events (i.e., 9/11, global recession of 2007/08) 
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“Societies appear to be subject, every now and then, to 
periods of moral panic. A condition, episode, person or 
group of persons emerges to become defined as a threat to 
societal values and interests; its nature is presented in a 
stylized and stereotypical fashion by the mass media; the 
moral barricades are manned by editors, bishops, politician 
and other right-thinking people; socially accredited experts 
produce their diagnoses and solutions […] Sometimes the 
panic passes over and is forgotten except in folk-lore and 
collective memory; at other times it has more serious and 
long-lasting repercussions and might produce such changes 
as those in legal and social policy or even in the way 
society conceives itself.” (Cohen 1980:1). 

 

Although, David Garland’s (2008:26) evaluation of moral panic places the terrorist 

attacks of September 11th under the term of ‘cultural trauma’, for the purposes of this 

review, the distinction is negligible. Instead, what is of key importance was the rapid re-

configuration of economic policy through a neoliberalization process. For now, this re-

tracing of the ‘history’ of democratic neo-liberalism will halt in favour of a discussion of 

the current discourse on surveillance; the more contemporary ethos of neoliberalism will 

be analyzed in the discussion portion of this thesis. This portion has outlined the 

democratization of surveillance, the core concepts of neoliberalism, a brief introduction 

of ways that neoliberalism enlivens economies and creates favourable market structures 

to spread surveillance technologies. Since this thesis analyzes respondent’s knowledge of 

three ubiquitous technologies (Closed Circuit Television, Biometrics, and Data Mining) 

that embody the decentered nature of ‘new’ surveillance. Here, I will outline some 

literature on each technology to enhance the discussion of the democratization of 
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surveillance with more specific examples and to provide an understanding for the 

inclusion of each technology as a variable in the regression analysis. 

2.3 Closed Circuit Television (CCTV) 

 I intend to briefly outline the stigma, the effectiveness, and rationality of 

continued CCTV usage. I say briefly, because CCTV is well known (in presence at least) 

by the public and the technology has been so heavily studied by academics and its 

‘ineffectiveness’ is well documented. It may be odd to consider CCTV as a ‘new’ 

technology since it has proliferated to a point where it has metamorphosed into a 

“standard element of new urban development” and “a sign of a successful, modern city” 

(Murakami Wood 2011; Murakami Wood 2013).  The case of CCTV is a curious one. 

Logically, one may expect the ‘face of modern surveillance’ and such a widely used 

technology to be one that is effective in its primary goals. Yet, the first and foremost goal 

of CCTV is to, “impartially watch over the whole population and target only those 

deemed as acting suspicious” (Norris and Armstrong 1999:158). However, the literature 

regarding CCTV continually affirms the technology to be ineffective at achieving its 

desired ‘job’ especially in regards to ‘impartiality’, where Oscar Gandy Jr.’s work 

adamantly affirms that technologies such as CCTV are disproportionately directed at 

already marginalized groups (1993; 1996; 2006; 2010; 2011). Despite the noted ‘failure’ 

(or the inadequate measures) of CCTV it continues to proliferate ubiquitously (Norris 

2012a; Norris 2012b; Norris, McCahill and Wood 2004; Norris and Armstrong 1999).  I 

would like to highlight a passage to help explain the ubiquitous spread of CCTV, “The 

political appeal of CCTV had less to do with CCTV’s proven effectiveness in reducing 
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crime and far more to do with its symbolic value that something was being done about 

the problem of crime” (Norris, McCahill and Wood 2004:123). Popular media has 

created a normative environment for CCTV to be seen as a domestic, natural part of 

every day life (Dawson 2012:283). As Haggerty and Ericson (2000:616) comment, 

CCTV clips have become a staple of modern television. The footage on television shows 

and the news often portray the technology as being successful, thus further skewing the 

publics of the effectiveness of the technology. 

Norris, McCahill and Wood  (2004) document the rise of CCTV as a routine security 

measure in the retail industry that eventually culminated into the first large-scale 

surveillance system in 1985. Since then, and as of 2007, David Murakami Wood 

(2007:37) writes that the UK is home to over 4.2 million CCTV cameras. With such 

widespread use, it is not surprising that CCTV is considered a key part of significant 

surveillance operations such as community safety, policing, and national security 

measures (Webster 2009:10). The rise of crime prevention schemes such as CPTED 

(crime prevention through environmental design) that utilize techniques such as ‘target 

hardening’ have also played a role in the growth of CCTV (Coaffee 2009:22). Another 

justification for CCTV is that its mere presence provides reassurance to the public, 

making citizens feel less fearful of crime (Norris 2012b: 33). It is not surprising then that 

the annual revenue from the sale of video cameras had tripled from the 1990s to the year 

2000, where more than $1 billion USD was spent on video cameras in the United States 

(Norris, McCahill and Wood 2004:115). Webster also recognizes the discursive shift or 

the changing of CCTV functions, from one that was designed to deter and prevent crime 
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to one that is now tasked with prevention of terrorism and other National Security 

initiatives (2009:13). This shift is in line with neoliberal marketization processes through 

the need to improve and enhance pre-existing structures. Interestingly enough, Coaffee 

and Murakami Wood (2006:514) have also commented on increasing amount of CCTV 

presence for ‘mega events’ such as, when bidding for the Olympics, cameras become 

empirical measures of security, and even when bids fail, cities often fail to remove 

cameras.  

The literature of the rise of CCTV highly suggests that the technology has largely 

been a political response to the issue of crime and more contemporarily, terrorism. CCTV 

has a highly visible presence in everyday life and is tangible to the public, thus it is more 

familiar to the public and therefore to the respondents of the dataset. Therefore, it is 

assumed CCTV variables will play one of the largest roles in the regression model as a 

potential predictor for the more long term impacts of other technologies that are in their 

relative infancy (such as biometrics and datamining). The image of the camera of old is 

still present, however, todays ‘terror-fighting’ digital cameras have far superior functions 

and incorporate both, biometric technologies and the ability to collect vast amounts of 

data for datamining.  

2.4 Biometric Technologies 

 Biometrics technologies are understood here as, “methods of identifying people 

based on some aspect of their biology” (Bowyer 2004:10). David Lyon (2007) takes it a 

step further than mere identification by suggesting biometric technologies are also used to 

not just identify, but to verify the identity of living persons (128). In order to be ‘verified’ 
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an individual must have some form of an ID card that is linked with their physiological 

data through their eye, finger, hand or face (Lyon 2007:128). In comparison to CCTV, 

biometric technologies are far less visible as they are often integrated with other systems. 

In fact, many CCTV systems are now digital and have biometric capabilities built-in.  

These digital systems are more automated and typically operated in a more decentered 

fashion allowing them to be more readily linked with other surveillance technologies 

(Murakami Wood, Lyon and Abe 2007:560). 

 The prevalence of biometric technologies is also ubiquitous, especially at borders. 

Louis Amoore’s (2006) piece on the ‘biometric border’ shows the technology being used 

almost ubiquitously at borders as a form of prediction and prevention in the war on terror. 

Bauman et al. (2014:137) more definitively state that biometric technologies play a large 

part of differentiation citizens and non-citizens at all border crossings [Emphasis added]. 

Biometric technologies employ an invisible form of ‘social sorting’ on populations. 

Ferenbok and Clement (2012:222-223) classify this type of sorting as ‘hidden processing’ 

where video surveillance employs algorithmic surveillance on its subjects without the 

subjects knowledge. There has been a shift towards ‘smart’ video surveillance that is 

happening without public knowledge, smart video surveillance automatically catalogues 

and sorts biometric data (i.e., gender or age) for more advanced video analysis (Ferenbok 

and Clement 2012:225). Current biometric systems are employed in the war on terror for 

the purpose of identifying terrorists, however, these facial scans are not able to perfectly 

match faces (Haggerty 2009:281). Haggerty’s (2009:282) commentary on biometric 

systems suggests that approximately 99% of people singled-out by biometrics for greater 



 

 

21 

scrutiny would be misidentified. Haggerty’s (2009) estimations raise important questions, 

especially if biometric technologies are in use at all border crossings. Including a variable 

based around respondent’s knowledge of biometric technologies will likely provide a 

strong link to respondent’s feelings of intrusiveness.  

2.5 Data Mining, Sorting and Categorization 

Datamining has become increasingly prevalent in the post-9/11. The abstraction of 

flows has become significant in an era of ‘data mining’. Data mining is “a set of 

automated techniques used to extract buried or previously unknown pieces of information 

from large databases to unearth patterns for proactive knowledge” (Cavoukian 1998:4). 

The proactive knowledge that Cavoukian references, is similar to Marieke de Goede’s 

(2012) formulation of ‘speculative security’ in the post 9/11 world. Speculative security 

represents what Ulrich Beck (2002) refers to as replacing active trust with active mistrust 

of the population (44) in regards to governmental desires to ‘know’ populations. 

However, data mining does not only happen in a top-down fashion but rather, on multiple 

other levels and was initially developed out of customer relationship management (CRM) 

models in marketing through things such as loyalty programs (i.e., Air Miles, Aeroplan, 

etc.). This section will focus more on the field of financialization and securitization 

usages of data mining techniques; however, data mining is not limited to these fields.  

Everyday financial transactions are no longer beyond suspicion but have the ability to 

be considered to have suspicious intent with the right data-mining tools [emphasis added] 

(de Goede 2012:58). De Goede (2012:59) further speculates that since professionals had 

traditionally been reporting suspicious transactions merely on “gut feelings” there was a 
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significant desire to alter the orientation of financial targeting towards a more ‘rational’ 

based approach in data mining. According to Gordon Woo of Risk Management 

Solutions, “[terrorists] are being entirely rational in optimizing their own particular 

objectives. And their extremism, their absolutism is reaching their goals, actually makes 

it easier to use mathematical models” (Theil as cited in Amoore and de Goede 2005:149). 

Financial flows are sorted through differential risk assessments done by financial 

institutions, sorting has increasingly become a routine or normalized process (Amicelle 

2011:167). Financial institutions use filtering, algorithmic profiling software to 

automatically identify suspicious activities or transactions (ibid.). Amoore and de Goede 

(2011) suggest that post 9/11 policies are designed to uncover ‘dots’ [data] to be 

connected in the war against terror. Financial analytics have the ability to deem 

transactions as ‘suspicious’ and worthy of increased surveillance at the time of purchase 

(Amoore 2011:27). The goal of data mining is to uncover as many potential ‘dots’ as 

possible. Unlike traditional forms of surveillance (e.g., CCTV), data mining or 

dataveillance operates outside of the physical body, purely on data of individuals10 

(Clarke 1994:83). 

 The collection of mass amounts of data has been characterized as the era of ‘big 

data’. Data is collected for the purpose of management; this management is called ‘social 

sorting’. Social sorting encompasses the organization of individuals by social and 

economic categories with aim to influence and manage people and populations (Lyon 

2003:2). Due to the mass quantity of data that are collected, sorting is becoming 

                                                        
10 This statement is similar to Doyle’s (2011) conceptualization of data surveillance 
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increasingly automated, or sorted algorithmically using data derivatives. Amoore 

(2011:28) is candid in identifying derivative instruments in finance as novel forms of risk 

management, stating: “the relationship between the instrument and an assumed 

underlying value becomes fleeting, uncertain and loose”. Data derivatives go beyond 

mere identification, Oscar Gandy (2011:176) articulates a clear distinction: 

“identification is about determining who you are, while classification is about 

determining what you are [emphasis added]. Or, we can use Bowker and Star’s (1999) 

definition that a classification system is a set of [metaphorical] boxes which things can be 

sorted into to then do some kind of work (10). Data derivatives are not about who we are, 

or what the data says about us, but what can be extrapolated, the story that can be told 

about our potentialities (Amoore 2011:28). The potentialities of data derivatives are not 

brand new, and have been discussed for decades as evidenced by Anthony Giddens's 

work: 

“Predictions of data derivatives are based on data… about the 
past, they will necessarily be limited by a lack of information 
about and understanding of the conditions, circumstances and 
expectations that will govern decisions that will be taken at 
different points in the relevant future” (Giddens 1984). 

 

Financial institutions use technologies that are designed to identify what is normal 

and what is suspicious for each of its business relationships in real-time (Amicelle 

2011:167). These programs seek to know every single customer in order to detect 

‘predetermined risk scenarios’ that can be continuously altered by the institution where 

all red flags can be gathered into a single decision-making unit regardless of where the 
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transactions are spatially located (ibid.). Other data mining companies have boasted that 

they “know the profile of every dairy producer, every butcher, every teacher” (Amoore 

and de Goede 2005:154). Financial targeting is especially opaque; citizens are unlikely to 

know when a transaction has been algorithmically flagged as ‘suspicious’. The goal of 

data derivatives is to render data actionable [Emphasis in original](Amoore 2011:29). 

Classification through algorithmic sorting can present serious unintended consequences. 

For, classification is absent of any psychological depth, instead, it ties a person into an 

infrastructure, a set of practices, and narratives around a classification; they have real 

effects (Bowker and Star 1999:319). Oscar Gandy Jr.’s (1993; 1996; 2006; 2010; 2011) 

analysis of social sorting, has led to the development of ‘cumulative disadvantage’.  

Cumulative disadvantage describes the pathways through which social sorting 

exacerbates the hardships of already disadvantaged groups by restricting their 

opportunities (Gandy 2010:31). Similarly, Ball and Snider (2013) also explain how new 

discursive categorization methods identify weak and deficient criminal classes in order to 

make them more visible to distinguish them from the respectable population (3).   

 Datamining also functions on more of the participatory ‘synoptic’ level as well. 

David Lyon’s recent work has stressed the element of ‘fun’ in surveillance11. Fun 

surveillance involves things such as social media where individuals interact, connect and 

shape how others view us through traditionally unconventional means such as cultural 

memes, likes, tagging photos and others (Bennett, Haggerty, Lyon and Steeves 

2014:169). The avenues through which individuals connect (i.e., Facebook, YouTube, 

                                                        
11 Both in Bennett et al. (2014) and Bauman et al. (2014) 
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Instagram) are datamining hubs. These avenues function on user-generated content that 

allow people to author and disseminate information about their personal connections, 

opinions and activities that are visible to many (Trottier 2011:17). We all watch others, 

and in turn, we know others watch us (Bennett et al. 2014:170). The literature in the 

fields of securitization and financialization is also applicable to social media and other 

modes of ‘fun’ surveillance. Social media has become the pre-eminent form of data 

mining that sorts, classifies and acts on its users through specified marketing techniques 

and recent revelations show that intelligence agencies (most notably the NSA) collect and 

store individual’s data for actionable security purposes.  

2.6 Surveillance and its Publics 

Public opinion research is heavily scrutinized due to the fact that it often forces 

respondents to think about topics that they previously have thought little about and to 

place strong emphasis on those responses (Haggerty and Gazso 2005:173).  With that in 

mind, there are also advantages to large-scale surveys and can allow for snapshots of 

public understanding during a certain time period (Smith and Lyon 2013:190). The 

terminology used, ‘surveillance and its publics’ is greatly influenced by Aaron Martin 

and Kevin Donovan’s (2014) article, “New surveillance technologies and their publics: A 

case of biometrics”. The term publics, as I understand, not only refers to the collective 

representation of the opinions and thoughts of the public but the discursive politics that 

shape public attitudes. So, not only does this term encapsulate the raw “facts” about 

public opinion, but also in the discursive formations of knowledge and ideas through 

what Herman and Chomsky (2002) refer to as “manufacturing consent”. 
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Manufacturing consent can be done in numerous ways, Bowyer (2004) puts 

forward the “dream scenario” as the pinnacle of public appeal; the dream scenario 

envisions the prevention of a terrorist attack by video surveillance. This type of success is 

similar to the mug-shot style photograph that appears frequently on our televisions or in 

our newspapers. Dawson (2012) also suggests that ‘voices’ in the media are 

disproportionately voiced by those that are in favour of promoting surveillance (284). 

These ‘voices’ are integral to fostering public opinions of surveillance. Further, Furnell 

and Evangelatos’ (2006) study of 199 respondents shows that nearly half of the 

respondents attribute some of their understanding of biometric technologies to science 

fiction movies. However, by illustrating public ignorance, or a lack of knowledge, there 

appear to be factors that reinforce private interests. Martin and Donovan’s (2014) state 

that the actuality, or the portrayal, of an ill-informed public in technological issues 

creates the need for an ‘expert class’ to administer decision making. The reliance on 

expert knowledge is a core tenet of neoliberal rationale.  

Common rhetoric in public arenas often portrays privacy and security as a zero-

sum game, where one is exchanged at the cost of the other. By framing the proliferation 

of surveillance technologies as a zero-sum game it reduces public opposition to 

surveillance (Pavone and Degli Esposti 2010:557). But what do the public actually think?  

Well, public opinion of new technologies is typically judged through independent 

assessments of risk and benefits (Gaskell, Allum, Wagner, Kronberger, Torgersen, 

Hampel and Bardes 2004:186). Yet, Furnell and Evangelatos (2007) state that the vast 

majority of people have no experience using these technologies so it is unlikely what the 
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respondents ‘understand’ and their study should not represent any thing about biometric 

technologies but rather, the perceptions that respondents have gathered from the media 

(8). While their wording is quite dismissive, the study overall finds a high acceptance for 

biometric technology, and more importantly the researchers found a higher level of 

acceptance upon completing the survey (21% feeling more positively after the survey).  

At times, technologies can also be portrayed as ‘unobjectionable’, or as, straightforward 

and uniformly understood technologies in order to obtain public support (Martin and 

Donovan 2014:5-7). For example, in North America public polling has generally shown 

that public believes that camera surveillance is effective (Dawson 2012:275).   But, even 

when citizens hold a relatively positive attitude towards surveillance technologies that 

does not mean that the public will necessarily be open to newer technologies (Pavone and 

Degli Esposti 2010:566). Previous to Furnell and Evangelatos’ (2007) work, a study 

between 2003-2004 showed the term “biometrics” was rarely known, and at least 70% of 

respondents had not heard the term ‘biometrics’ before (Dawson 2004:59). Martin and 

Donovan (2014:11) state that conceptualizing biometrics is vague, awkward and alien; 

and neither the public, nor key positions of government showed a strong understanding of 

the concept. Further, other authors have found that there is some sort of dichotomy in 

public perceptions of surveillance technologies as either: risky and useless, or useful and 

harmless (Gaskell et al. 2004; Pavone and Degli Esposti 2010).  More surprisingly, 

Pavone and Degli Esposti (2010) found that no participants in their panels viewed that 

they trade their privacy for security. Most interestingly, Pavone and Degli Esposti 

(2012:568) state, “trust and concern are political attitudes, which can change over time, 
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depending on a number of personal and social factors, but cannot be “exchanged” or 

traded as if they were economic goods”. This is interesting in light of recent revelations 

made by Edward Snowden and other ‘whistle-blowers’ with the mission to inform the 

public of privacy violations that are more likely to sway public feelings of trust and 

concern. The influence of Snowden and others will be touched upon more in-depth in the 

discussion section, but let it be known here that – as a whole, the public does not appear 

view security as a trade off with privacy and that as a whole, the public are not 

surprisingly, lacking in knowledge and experience with most ‘new’ technologies.  

2.7 Globalization of Personal Data 2006 

Unfortunately, very little work has incorporated the GPD2006 dataset outside of 

the book Surveillance, Privacy and the Globalization of Personal Information: 

International Comparison (Zureik, Harling Stalker, Smith, Lyon and Chan 2010) but 

enough has been done to create a starting point for this thesis to expand on. I am cautious 

in overreliance of work on the GPD2006 since the GPD2012 was not administered with 

the same levels of methodological thoroughness as the original 2006 dataset. However, 

work done by Zureik, Harling Stalker and Smith (2006) show that most Canadians are 

willing to trade privacy for security in the case of biometrics, but only 15% of Canadians 

knew what biometrics meant, the lack of understanding of biometrics is consistent with 

other findings (Furnell and Evangelatos 2007; Dawson 2004). Yet, Canadians (and 

Americans) claim to be some of the most knowledgeable about the Internet or personal 

location technologies (The Surveillance Project 2008:8). Andrew Grenville’s work 
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(2010) shows a strong connection between the knowledge variables12 and the privacy 

variables in respondent’s resistance of technologies, this suggests that these variables will 

play a large role in analyzing levels of intrusiveness. Overall, in the 2006 GPD study, 

respondents do not believe they have a lot of say in what happens to their personal 

information, only 30% of Canadians and Americans believe they have complete or a lot 

of say in what happens to their information (The Surveillance Project 2008:5). Dawson’s 

(2012) work focuses only on camera surveillance across nine countries (Canada, Brazil, 

China, France, Hungary, Japan, Mexico, Spain, and the USA).  Findings show that the 

overwhelming majority, globally believe community CCTV to be somewhat effective, 

with gender showing no significance (Dawson 2012:279). Further, Dawson (2012) found 

that those who believed they were knowledgeable about CCTV were just as likely as 

those who are not as knowledgeable to claim CCTV is effective (281). Dawson’s (2012) 

work merely employed a cross-tabulation analysis without controlling for any other 

variables. Also, Dawson (2012:276) undertook a cross-border analysis with nine 

countries with significant differences in history, political climate, culture and socio-

economic statuses. While Dawson (2012) believes that this a strength of the study by 

providing a distinctly international comparison, I believe that there are far too many 

factors across these countries that have not been controlled for. Results from a 

comparative analysis within Canada shows that there are significant differences between 

Quebec and the rest of Canada (Fournier 2010) so it is likely that cultural and social 

variables at an even greater scale would be difficult to account for.   Therefore, in my 

                                                        
12 I will describe these variables in detail in the methods section 
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estimation I believe that it is more beneficial to tie in countries with more similarities and 

to control for a variety of different variables and to tighten the ‘net’ per se – that is why 

this thesis will measure the United States, Canada and the United Kingdom. As I will be 

using measures of intrusiveness as the dependent variable it is also important to 

benchmark feelings of intrusiveness from the 2006 GPD dataset.  57% of Americans felt 

that laws aimed at protecting national security were intrusive upon personal privacy 

whereas in Canada, only 48% felt that laws were intrusive (The Surveillance Project 

2008:26); these measurements are taken prima facie without controlling for other 

variables. Although Stephen Marmura’s (2010) study on “Security vs. Privacy” illustrates 

that the public continues to grow more concerned about the intrusive nature of 

surveillance from the state13. With Marmura’s findings in mind, this thesis will test the 

differences and will likely show that the rates of intrusiveness are higher in the GPD2012 

than in the GPD2006. Lastly, Smith and Lyon (2013) examined the differences between 

Canada and the United States from the 2006 GPD dataset and the 2012 GPD follow up 

dataset that this thesis will analyze.   Again, in regards to laws aimed at protecting 

national security being intrusive upon personal privacy, both the United States (from 57% 

to 63%) and Canada (from 48% to 60%) had increased rates of intrusiveness from 2006 

to 2012 (Smith and Lyon 2013:195). Perhaps what is most fascinating about the 

comparison from 2006-2012 as noted by Smith and Lyon (2013) is the impact 

demographic variables such as age and gender have.  Smith and Lyon (2013:190) 

                                                        
13 Marmura (2010) also suggests that despite feelings of intrusiveness, the public 
continues to show tolerance of state surveillance. 
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document that younger groups, especially males, demonstrate higher levels of knowledge 

of the Internet and other software and in general “fluctuations by age and gender occur”.  

However, similar to Dawson’s (2012) work, Smith and Lyon’s (2013) analysis is not 

done with any advanced statistical models. Both Dawson (2012) and Smith and Lyon 

(2013) will be used to inform the variable choices of the models in this thesis to allow for 

a greater expansion and analysis of public opinion data in the GPD2012 dataset. This 

thesis seeks to take quantitative analysis of public opinions of surveillance much further 

by employing univariate, bivariate, and multivariate levels of analysis to protect against 

the possibility of spurious findings. 
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Chapter 3 

Methods 

The goal of this thesis is to provide an accurate snapshot of public opinion data in 

regards to surveillance in the pre-Snowden era. By examining public opinion based on 

country, we can begin to understand the influence that spatiality makes in terms of laws, 

culture and media influence. By quantitatively analyzing public opinions of the 

‘intrusiveness’ of surveillance whilst controlling for many variables using a stratified 

complementary log-log regression model we can further our understandings. All 

variables included in the models will be outlined and the recoding will be documented. 

The purpose of this analysis is to provide a visual starting point of the significant 

different understandings of surveillance that vary from person to person, from country to 

country in the pre-Snowden era where the public was less-informed than they currently 

are. The findings from this statistical analysis will measure how intrusive upon personal 

privacy surveillance technologies are from the perspectives of citizens from Canada, the 

United States, and the United Kingdom.  Klein’s (2007) statement that neoliberalism 

cannot exist in its ‘true’ form in democratic systems likens the fact that we will likely see 

a significant marked difference in public opinions of surveillance between Canada, the 

United States, and the United Kingdom due to different levels of exposure and 

development. Measuring ‘unwanted’ surveillance and the differences between spatiality 

is inordinately difficult to do and this constitutes a concerted effort to empirically 

enhance studies of comparative public opinion in prominent Western Liberal democracies 
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in the pre-Snowden era that can be used as a useful comparative baseline in itself for 

future studies of this interest. 

3.1 The Globalization of Personal Data (GPD) Follow-Up Dataset 

 The findings of this research derive from the “Privacy and Surveillance: June 

2012 Globalization of Personal Data Follow-up” dataset. This dataset builds off of the 

original Social Sciences and Humanities Research Council (SSHRC) funded 

Globalization of Personal Data 2006 survey by lead researcher Elia Zureik, along with 

other members of The Surveillance Project (Now the Surveillance Studies Centre) at 

Queen’s University. The 2006 GPD covered 9,606 respondents from Brazil, Canada, 

France, Hungary, Mexico, Spain, the United States, Japan and China. However, I chose 

to use the 2012 follow-up that was conducted by Angus Reid Global and is not affiliated 

with SSHRC since it is the most current dataset and the follow-up includes the United 

Kingdom where its predecessor did not. Thus, this thesis can assess 3 prominent Western 

liberal democracies: Canada, the United States and the United Kingdom.   

However, it is important to recognize that there are many methodological 

differences between the 2006 and the 2012 editions of the GPD. The GPD2006 is far 

superior in methodological considerations than its 2012 counterpart. The GPD2006 

included telephone and some face-to-face interviews, juxtaposed to the purely online 

nature of the GPD2012. The GPD2006 also screened respondents for nationally 

representative samples based on gender, age and regional distribution and administered 

focus group findings before launching the survey. However, the GPD2012 does not 

mention how their sample was attained with as much depth as the GPD2006. The 
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GPD2012 did stratify their sample for region in the United States, Canada and the UK. In 

the United States the sample is dispersed across nine regions (New England 1.6%, 

Middle Atlantic 5.1%, East North Central 5.2%, West North Central 2.3%, South Atlantic 

6.6%, East South Central 2.5%, West South Central 2.8%, Mountain 2.5% and Pacific 

4.95) (Angus Reid Global 2012). Canada was divided by province (Alberta 2.8%, British 

Columbia 4.6%, Manitoba 1.4%, New Brunswick 0.9%, Newfoundland & Labrador 

0.3%, Nova Scotia 1%, Northwest Territories 0%, Nunavut 0%, Ontario 13%, Prince 

Edward Island 0.1%, Quebec 8%, Saskatchewan 1.1% and the Yukon Territory 0%) 

(ibid.). The UK was divided amongst 12 regions (North East 1.6%, North West 3.7%, 

Yorkshire and The Humber 2.7%, East Midlands 3%, West Midlands 2.7%, East 3.2%, 

London 4%, South East 4.1%, South West 3%, Wales 1.5%, Scotland 3.2% and Northern 

Ireland 0.9%) (ibid.).The Canadian example is peculiar in the sense that the Eastern 

Provinces appear to be underrepresented and the Northern territories are completely 

absent from the sample. Further, there appear to be no rural/urban controls in the 

GPD2012 where the GPD2006 made it distinctly clear where they were unable to account 

for the geographical make up of a region.  

One of the largest differences between the 2006 and the 2012 GPD is that Angus 

Reid Global conducted the GPD2012 purely through online surveys. Further, the 

GPD2012 was initiated and sponsored by Angus Reid Global and re-asked many of the 

same categories of questions as the previous GPD2006. The GPD2012 covers 104 total 

variables and there are 3,006 respondents from Canada, from the United States and from 

the United Kingdom. The GPD2012 covered a broad range of topics including the 
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knowledge of, interactions with, and attitudes of surveillance and privacy including, but 

not limited to: the Internet, global positioning systems (GPS), CCTV, biometrics, data-

mining, the obligations of private and public sectors (Angus Reid Global 2012). The 

differences between the GPD2006 and the GPD2012 follow present many issues that will 

be discussed in the limitation section. The methodological safeguards of the GPD2012 do 

not appear to be on par with the GPD2006, which was far more diligent. Thus I must 

caution readers to keep the validity of the sample in mind while interpreting my results.  

 Respondents from Canada, the United States, and the United Kingdom were 

randomly selected to guarantee nationally representative samples of the population while 

factoring in gender and regional distribution (Angus Reid Global 2012). By utilizing this 

dataset with the Complementary Log-Log regression model at both the bivariate and 

collectively at the multivariate level, I will be able to accurately measure and account for 

many variables that influence the levels of intrusiveness of surveillance. 

 Here, I will begin to outline the variables that I will use in the statistical analysis. The 

variables included in this model were chosen theoretically and a statistical test (i.e., factor 

analysis) was not done. All variables will be outlined with the initial question to the 

respondent, the level of measurement and values, all independent variables (IV) will be 

discussed in relation to their applicability to the dependent variable (DV) for their 

inclusion in the model, and lastly, all the recoding of all variables will be shown. 

3.2 Dependent Variable 

 The goal of my analysis is to distinguish to what extent citizens of Western liberal 

democracies are subjected to ‘unwanted’ surveillance. Naturally, I chose question 9 as the 
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sole DV. Question 9 reads as, “The government of the [COUNTRY] has enacted laws 

aimed at protecting national security. To what extent do you believe laws aimed at 

protecting national security are intrusive upon personal privacy? Are they…”. This 

variable is measured at the ordinal level on a likert scale with the options of: 1 – “Highly 

Intrusive”, 2 – “Somewhat Intrusive”, 3 – “Not Very Intrusive”, 4 – “Not Intrusive at 

All”, and 5 – “Not Sure”.  This DV will have to be recoded dichotomously in order to run 

a complementary log-log regression. Running tests on Question 9 can yield results of 

utmost importance. The wording of Question 9 is clear and strategically chosen, by using 

the phrase ‘intrusive upon personal privacy’ there is an emphasis on a direct effect that 

clearly articulates ‘unwanted’. Unwanted as in, surveillance methods have negatively 

impacted respondents in a direct way. While intrusive is not inherently equal to unwanted 

or unnecessary, it does however paint an illustrative message to respondents that would 

suggest their opinions on the efficacy of the current surveillance climate. Therefore, the 

outcome of this statistical analysis will provide us with a preliminary understanding 

public opinion of whether surveillance is being used appropriately in regards to privacy 

that can be furthered in later works. 

 The descriptive statistics of Question 9, like most likert scales, show a clustering 

of responses in the middle-most categories (2 – “Somewhat Intrusive” and 3 – “Not Very 

Intrusive”). In order to provide more accurate responses, this variable must be recoded 

dichotomously. The values of (3 – “Not Very Intrusive” and 4 – “Not at All Intrusive”) 

are to be combined to represent the value of 0 - “Not Intrusive”. Further, The values of (1 

– “Highly Intrusive and 2 – “Somewhat Intrusive”) are to be combined to the represent 
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the value of 1 - “Intrusive” to serve as the reference group. The initial value of 5 – “Not 

Sure” does not contribute to the variable and is to be treated as missing data. The recodes 

of this variable combine to generate the new variable label of “Intrusiveness2”. 

3.3 Independent Variables 

3.3.1 Demographic Variables 

3.3.1.1 Panel Country (PANEL) 

Firstly, one of the key IVs is the country of the respondents. This IV is one of three 

demographic variables used in this study. The IV “PANEL” refers to the respondent’s 

country of residence and is measured at the nominal level. The labels given for the 

countries are 1 – “United States (SBA)”, 2 – “United Kingdom (SBUK)”, and 3 – 

“Canada (ARF)”. Since the goal of this research is to visualize a difference of public 

opinion regarding surveillance vis-à-vis spatial location, panel country of respondents 

represents perhaps the most important IV in this study. Harvey’s (2005) analysis of 

neoliberalism coupled with the work by Brenner et al. (2010a; 2010b) illustrates the 

uneven development and the hybrid and unique development of the neoliberal doctrine 

from country to country. I hypothesize that respondent’s countries will present a 

significant difference in the feelings of intrusiveness of surveillance. This IV will also be 

stratified in the final models at both the bivariate and multivariate levels to measure 

different experiences between countries. 

 In order to run the most effective regression model with ordinal data, the data 

most be recoded so that each individual country becomes its own IV.  The values of 

PANEL are generated as the variable “Country” and each subsequent country is now its 
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own variable (Country1, Country2, and Country3). For ease of interpreting data, the IV 

‘Country1’ is now “Canada”, the IV ‘Country2’ is now “USA”, and the IV ‘Country3’ is 

now “UK”. 

3.3.1.2 AGE 

While the literature suggests little about age, I believe that it would be irresponsible 

on my part not to at least control for the demographic variables included, in this case, age 

to provide an empirical baseline for correlations between surveillance and age. Furnell 

and Evangelatos (2007) made reference to their sample being bias due to the 

overrepresentation of the ‘younger generation’; this thesis will test if this 

overrepresentation is potentially detrimental to their analysis. Thus, while I do not expect 

age to illustrate much significance, it will be a valuable variable to protect against 

spuriousness in the overall model. I hypothesize that overall, age will not present 

significant differences in respondent’s feelings of intrusiveness. 

3.3.1.3 GENDER 

Much like age, I have merely included gender as a measure of responsibility. Smith 

and Lyon’s (2013) analysis of the differences between the 2006 GPD dataset and the 

GPD 2012 follow up dataset showed differences between gender and perceptions of 

surveillance. However, that observation was done without controlling for other variables 

or any deeper analysis. Thus, while I do not expect gender to illustrate much significance, 

it will be a valuable variable to protect against spuriousness in the overall model. I 

hypothesize that age will not present significant differences in respondent’s feelings of 

intrusiveness based on the lack of literature on the topic.  



 

 

39 

3.3.2 Knowledge  

In the GPD2012, the first question is self-reported knowledge of surveillance 

methods. The question is, “How knowledgeable are you about…” with six different 

technologies measured at the ordinal level on a likert scale. The six technologies covered 

are: Internet, GPS, Radio Frequency Identification Tags (RFID) on consumer goods, 

CCTV in public spaces, biometrics for facial or bodily recognition, and data mining of 

personal information. Firstly, the Internet has spread ubiquitously across many countries 

and is used for convenience and pleasure by almost all Western liberal democracies and 

including this variable would likely increase the possibility of spuriousness. While RFID 

tags could be included in the analysis, it is of my opinion that RFID tags on consumer 

goods constitute a form of data mining and would collude the results. The variables that 

remain are: CCTV, Biometrics, and Datamining. 

3.3.2.1 CCTV in Public Spaces (Q1_3)  

This variable ‘Q1_3’ reports how knowledgeable respondents are about the 

technology based on an ordinal, likert scale with the values of: 1 – “Very 

Knowledgeable”, 2 – “Somewhat Knowledgeable”, 3 – “Not Very Knowledgeable”, 4 – 

“Not At All Knowledgeable”, 5 – “Don’t Know / Not Sure”. As CCTV has been 

discussed as an ineffective technology that has already spread to near ubiquity and is a 

vessel for biometric and datamining technology (Norris 2012a; Norris, McCahill and 

Wood 2004; Norris and Armstrong 1999).  CCTV cameras represent one of the most 

visible and prominent surveillance technologies that continue to be largely misunderstood 

by the general population yet has spread and continues to spread inexorably. Similar to 
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the [now former] ‘PANEL’ variable, this variable must be recoded so that each option 

(i.e., 1, 2, 3, 4, 5) becomes their own IV and are now known as CCTV1, CCTV2, 

CCTV3, CCTV4, and CCTV5. For interpretation purposes these variables were renamed. 

The variable ‘CCTV1’ is now “Very_KnowledgeableofCCTV”, the variable ‘CCTV2’ is 

now “Somewhat_KnowledgeableofCCTV”, the variable ‘CCTV3’ is now 

“Not_Very_KnowledgeableofCCTV”, the variable ‘CCTV4’ is now 

“NotAtAll_KnowledgeableofCCTV” and the variable ‘CCTV5’ is now 

“Not_SureofCCTV”. I hypothesize that all variables including CCTV will show strong 

significance at all levels of analysis, most likely recording a positive correlation between 

knowledge/effectiveness and feelings of intrusiveness. 

3.3.2.2 Biometrics for facial or bodily recognition (Q1_4)  

This variable ‘Q1_4’ reports how knowledgeable respondents are about the 

technology based on an ordinal, likert scale with the values of: 1 – “Very 

Knowledgeable”, 2 – “Somewhat Knowledgeable”, 3 – “Not Very Knowledgeable”, 4 – 

“Not At All Knowledgeable”, 5 – “Don’t Know / Not Sure”. Biometric technology is a 

more seemingly ‘new’ technology domestically but has been developed in a military 

environment. There has been much scholarly attention to the domestic uses of biometrics 

as this technology is increasingly becoming intertwined with CCTV cameras. Kevin 

Haggerty outlined the efficiency (or lack thereof) of biometric technologies at airports 

aimed to identify ‘terrorists’, and estimates that 99% of people at airports suggested for 

greater scrutiny would be a ‘false-positive’, or misidentified (2009:281-282). It is 

particularly these technologies that are spreading with minimal understanding or input 
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from citizens (Furnell and Evangelatos 2007; Dawson 2004) and as such, this variable 

will add to the model of understanding intrusiveness. Similar to the [now former] ‘Q1_3’ 

variable, this variable must be recoded so that each option becomes their own IV and are 

now known as Biometrics1, Biometrics2, Biometrics3, Biometrics4, and Biometrics5. 

For interpretation purposes these variables were renamed. The variable ‘Biometrics1’ is 

now “Very_KnowledgeableofBio”, the variable ‘Biometrics2’ is now 

“Somewhat_KnowledgeableofBio”, the variable ‘Biometrics3’ is now 

“Not_Very_KnowledgeableofBio”, the variable ‘Biometrics4’ is now 

“NotAtAll_KnowledgeableofBio”, and the variable ‘Biometrics5’ is now 

“Not_SureofBio”. 

3.3.2.3 Datamining of personal information (Q1_5)  

This variable ‘Q1_5’ reports how knowledgeable respondents are about the data 

mining of personal information based on an ordinal, likert scale with the values of: 1 – 

“Very Knowledgeable”, 2 – “Somewhat Knowledgeable”, 3 – “Not Very 

Knowledgeable”, 4 – “Not At All Knowledgeable”, 5 – “Don’t Know / Not Sure”. There 

are many technologies that encapsulate ‘datamining’. As aforementioned, RFID tags on 

consumer goods, financial transactions, social media user-generated content and loyalty 

cards are some aspects. Further, the literature on financialization by Amoore, de Goede 

and Amicelle fits tidily in this categorization. Other popular mediums are social media 

with platforms such as Facebook, Twitter, YouTube and so on that constantly mine data 

of their consumers, or ‘prosumers’. Datamining is almost ‘invisible’ and has been greatly 

thriving in the era of ‘big data’. Similar to the [now former] ‘Q1_4’ variable, this variable 
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must be recoded so that each option becomes their own IV and are now known as 

DataMine1, DataMine2, DataMine3, DataMine4, and DataMine5. For interpretation 

purposes these variables were renamed. The variable ‘DataMine1’ is now 

“Very_KnowledgeableofDM”, the variable ‘DataMine2’ is now 

“Somewhat_KnowledgeableofDM”, the variable ‘DataMine3’ is now 

“Not_Very_KnowledgeableofDM”, the variable ‘DataMine4’ is now 

“NotAtAll_KnowledgeableofDM”, and the variable ‘DataMine5’ is now 

“Not_SureofDM”. 

All three of these ‘knowledge’ variables: CCTV, Biometrics, and Datamining are 

appropriate to include in the regression model. Citizen knowledge of prolific spreading 

technologies should illustrate a positive correlation with intrusiveness. Relying on 

previous literature of these three variables, I hypothesize that the more knowledgeable 

that individuals believe they are about a particular technology that respondents will feel 

surveillance is more intrusive upon their personal privacy. 

3.3.3 CCTV Effectiveness 

 Question 10 contains two different questions regarding CCTV, the questions 

cover how effective respondents believe Community CCTV is, and how effective in-store 

CCTV is. Both questions are poignant in regards to this model. As mentioned in Chapter 

2, Murakami Wood (2013), Norris (2012a), Norris, McCahill and Wood (2004) and 

Norris and Armstrong (1999) have commented extensively at how ineffective CCTV is in 

its designed proactive deterrence. Yet, if we refer to Herman and Chomsky’s (2002) work 

on manufacturing consent and how the global media system reports favourably in terms 
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of neoliberal ideology, it would be unsurprising if the populous as a whole found CCTV 

to be effective for the purposes of the advancement of a market (c.f. Norris et al. 2004). 

With reference to the literature, I hypothesize that there will be a negative correlation and 

those who believe CCTV is less effective will feel that surveillance is more intrusive. 

3.3.3.1 Community CCTVs (Q10_0) 

The variable ‘Q10_0’ reads, “Some communities and private companies in [INSERT 

COUNTRY] are using surveillance cameras, also known as Closed Circuit Television or 

CCTVs, to monitor public places in order to deter crime and assist in the prosecution of 

offenders. Please indicate, in your opinion, how effective you think they are”.  This 

variable gauges how effective respondents believe community CCTV is at the ordinal 

level on a likert scale that reads as, 1 – “Very Effective”, 2 – “Somewhat Effective”, 3 – 

“Not Very Effective”, 4 – “Not At All Effective”, 5 – “Not Sure”. All variable values 

must be generated to become their own IVs and are now known as 

PCCTVeffectiveness1, PCCTVeffectiveness2, PCCTVeffectiveness3, 

PCCTVeffectiveness4, and PCCTVeffectiveness5. For interpretation purposes these 

variables were renamed. The variable ‘PCCTVeffectiveness1’ is now 

“PCCTV_VeryEffective”, the variable ‘PCCTVeffectiveness2’ is now 

“PCCTV_SomewhatEffective”, the variable ‘PCCTVeffectiveness3’ is now 

“PCCTV_NotVeryEffective”, the variable ‘PCCTVeffectiveness4’ is now 

“PCCTV_NotAtAllEffective”, and the variable ‘PCCTVeffectiveness5’ is now 

“PCCTV_NotSure”. 
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3.3.3.2 In-Store CCTVs (Q10_1) 

The variable ‘Q10_1’ reads, “Some communities and private companies in [INSERT 

COUNTRY] are using surveillance cameras, also known as Closed Circuit Television or 

CCTVs, to monitor public places in order to deter crime and assist in the prosecution of 

offenders. Please indicate, in your opinion, how effective you think they are”. Question 

10_1 reads identical to question 10_0, but differs in title. Question 10_1 refers to “in-

store CCTV”.  This variable gauges how effective respondents believe community CCTV 

is at the ordinal level on a likert scale that reads as, 1 – “Very Effective”, 2 – “Somewhat 

Effective”, 3 – “Not Very Effective”, 4 – “Not At All Effective”, 5 – “Not Sure”. All 

variable values must be generated to become their own IVs and are now known as 

ISCCTVeffectiveness1, ISCCTVeffectiveness2, ISCCTVeffectiveness3, 

ISCCTVeffectiveness4, and ISCCTVeffectiveness5. For interpretation purposes these 

variables were renamed. The variable ‘ISCCTVeffectiveness1’ is now 

“ISCCTV_VeryEffective”, the variable ‘ISCCTVeffectiveness2’ is now 

“ISCCTV_SomewhatEffective”, the variable ‘ISCCTVeffectiveness3’ is now 

“ISCCTV_NotVeryEffective”, the variable ‘ISCCTVeffectiveness4’ is now 

“ISCCTV_NotAtAllEffective”, and the variable ‘ISCCTVeffectiveness5’ is now 

“ISCCTV_NotSure”. 

3.3.4 Privacy  

The last variable in this model ‘Q19_1’ measures respondent’s willingness to 

outright refuse governmental requests for personal information. The variable is question 

19 that reads, “Have you ever done the following for the purpose of protecting your 
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personal information?”. Question 19_1 refers to respondent’s answers “Refused to give 

information to a government agency because you thought it was not needed” with the 

options of, 1 – “Yes”, 2 – “No”, 3 – “Not Sure” and is measured at the ordinal level. I 

believe this variable is similar to the variable of “Privacy” in that it is inclusion is more 

self-explanatory than others owing to the logic that respondent’s outright refusal of a 

governmental request would be likely to have a positive correlation with intrusiveness. 

Thus, I hypothesize that respondent’s answers of “Yes” will correlate with higher 

feelings of intrusiveness. All variable values must be generated to become their own IVs 

and are now known as RefuseGov1, RefuseGov2, and RefuseGov3. For interpretation 

purposes these variables were renamed. The variable ‘RefuseGov1’ is now 

“HaveRefusedGov”, the variable ‘RefuseGov2’ is now “HaveNotRefusedGov”, the 

variable ‘RefusedGov3’ is now “NotSureRefusedGov”. 

3.4 Statistical Models 

 Since the questions under examination are measured both at the ordinal and 

nominal level that limits the type of analysis possible. However, since all the data have 

been recoded in a fashion that allows each ordinal level to operate as its own IV, the data 

have been manipulated in a fashion to allow for more freedom in using the regression 

model. Typically with a dichotomous DV, the logit/probit link functions that assume 

symmetrical distributions would be used, however, since the distribution of the DV has a 

highly uneven distribution, I will follow the work of Gyimah, Adjei and Takyi (2011) and 

use a complementary log-log method that is more appropriate for asymmetrical 

distributions. Other authors have also stated the complementary log-log regression model 
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is intended for asymmetrical distribution and is designed to test dichotomous variables 

(Long 1997). The formula for a complementary log-log regression can be seen as: 

log [-log (1 -π (x))] = α + β x 

Firstly, at the univariate level, the descriptive statistics of all variables will be 

shown in a figure where both the frequencies and percentages will be visible. The 

descriptive statistics will be analyzed for any apparent discrepancies or interesting 

observations.  

Secondly, a chi square test will be performed for each independent variable in 

order to test the strength of association to the dependent variable without controlling for 

other variables. This chi square test will report both the chi square value and the p value 

of significance. The formula for obtaining chi square obtained values is: 

χ² (obtained) = Σ (Fo – Fe)² 

                           Fe 

Where; Fo = Observed frequencies and, 

             Fe = Expected frequencies. 

 Both insignificant and significant values at the bivariate levels will be analyzed 

in relation to the hypothesizing that was done in relation to the literature. Thirdly, and 

still at the bivariate level, a complementary log-log regression will be run for each IV in 

comparison to the DV and will report the odds ratio and the p value of significance. 

Similar to the chi square test, this bivariate analysis will not control for other variables.  
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Fourthly, since this research is interested in discrepancies by country, a similar 

bivariate complementary log-log regression will be run for each IV in comparison to the 

DV but this time the variable PANEL (which represents each country) will be stratified. 

By stratifying PANEL it will be possible to illustrate the differences within a country and 

between countries. This stratified bivariate complementary log-log regression will report 

the odds ratios and the p value of significance. The formula for odds ratio is shown here:  

 

Odds =         p__ 
    1 − p 

 Fifthly, this research will begin to measure variables at the multivariate level. 

Using the four variable sub-groups outlined above, the multivariate complementary log-

log regression will consist of 4 models that add on the variable subgroups in a tier-like 

fashion. The first model will consist of the demographic (PANEL included) variables. 

The second model will consist of the knowledge and the demographic variables. The third 

model will consist of the effectiveness variables, the knowledge variables, and the 

demographic variables. The final model will consist of the privacy variable, the 

effectiveness variables, the knowledge variables, and the demographic variables. The log 

likelihood, number of observations, chi square value, p value of significance and the odds 

ratio of each variable will be reported. Lastly, another multivariate regression will be run, 

this time stratifying the PANEL variable. While stratifying the results by each individual 

country The full complementary log-log will be run consisting of all four variable 

subgroups (PANEL will be removed from the demographic variable subgroup in this 

step). Again, this model will report the log likelihood, number of observations, chi square 
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value, p value of significance and the odds ratio of each variable will be reported. 

Ultimately, this final stratified regression will speak to the relationship between variables 

and allow for the commenting on differences within countries and between countries 

while controlling for all variables.  
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Chapter 4 

Results 

The goal of this chapter is to present and summarize the results from the analyses. 

Firstly, I will present the descriptive statistics at the univariate level. All descriptive 

statistics can be seen in Table 1. Secondly, I will present the results of the bivariate chi 

square analyses that test the measures of association of each individual IV in direct 

relation to the DV and these results can be seen in Table 2. Next, and still at the bivariate 

level, a complementary log-log regression was run to illustrate the significance of each 

IV to the DV without controlling for any other variables, these results are illustrated in 

Table 3. Further, each complementary log-log regression at the bivariate level was then 

stratified by country (Canada, USA, UK) in order to test the significance of each variable 

while solely controlling for country of the respondents; these results are pictured in Table 

4. Moreover, at the multivariate level, the variables were sorted into ‘like’ categories in 

order to create a 4-model multivariate complementary log-log regression. Model 1 

includes demographic variables, Model 2 adds in knowledge variables, Model 3 adds in 

effectiveness variables, and Model 4 adds in the privacy variable to complete the full 

model. The results from each model, and the full model can be seen in Table 5. Lastly, 

the full multivariate complementary log-log regression model was then stratified by 

country (Canada, USA, UK) in order to control for the country of respondents. I compare 

how the full model differs when stratified by country and I am then able to comment on 
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differences between the countries in regards to feelings of intrusiveness. The full results 

of the stratified multivariate regression can be seen in Table 6. 

4.1 Descriptive Statistics 

 Table 1 illustrates the descriptive statistics for the sample. The GPD2012 has 

3,006 respondents. The overall feelings of whether or not anti-terror laws enacted on 

behalf of national security are intrusiveness upon personal privacy are highly uneven 

(30% reported not intrusive, and 70% felt laws were intrusive). This unevenness requires 

that a complementary log-log regression be used. Since ‘Not Sure’ was treated as missing 

for the DV, and intrusiveness is the only variable with 2,605 observations, all others have 

3,006 observations. The division of respondents by their country of residence was equal 

(33% Canada, 33% USA, 33% UK). Similarly, gender was equally split among 

respondents in the sample (50% Males), 50% Females). The majority of respondents 

were above the age of 34 (38% were 55+ years of age, 36% were 35-54, and 26% were 

18-34 years of age).  

 Generally, respondents had some knowledge of CCTV in public spaces, but were 

not overly knowledgeable nor did they have distinct lack of knowledge (10% were Very 

Knowledgeable, 39% were Somewhat Knowledgeable, 28% were Not Very 

Knowledgeable, 17% were Not At All Knowledgeable, and 5% were Not Sure). 

Contrarily, respondents are generally less knowledgeable about newer surveillance 

technologies. Specifically, in regards to knowledge of biometrics for facial or bodily 

recognition, respondents most selected that they were not knowledgeable at all (4% were 

Very Knowledgeable, 22% were Somewhat Knowledgeable, 31% were Not Very 
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Knowledgeable, 34% were Not At All Knowledgeable, and 8% were Not Sure). On the 

topic of data mining, respondents also lacked knowledge of the technology answering 

‘Not At All Knowledgeable’ most often (5% were Very Knowledgeable, 23% were 

Somewhat Knowledgeable, 31% were Not Very Knowledgeable, 32% were Not At All 

Knowledgeable, and 9% were Not Sure). 

 While scholarly work on the topic of CCTV has repeatedly denounced the 

proactive deterrent nature of the technology, respondents generally believed CCTV to be 

effective. In regards to the effectiveness of community CCTV, the far majority of 

respondents believed that the technology was effective (21% Very Effective, 55% 

Somewhat Effective, 16% Not Very Effective, 3% Not At All Effective, and 6% Not 

Sure). Further, the effectiveness of in-store CCTV produced similar groupings of 

responses, in this case respondents believed in-store CCTV to be even more effective 

(29% Very Effective, 56% Somewhat Effective, 8% Not Very Effective, 2% Not At All 

Effective, and 5% Not Sure). 

Lastly, the variable ‘refused government request for information’ showed that the 

overwhelming majority of respondents have never refused the government’s request for 

information (28% answered Yes, 61% answered No, and 11% were Not Sure).  
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Table 1. Descriptive Statistics 
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Table 1. Descriptive Statistics (Cont'd) 
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4.2 Findings 

4.2.1 Bivariate Chi Square Test of Association 

 I will first use a chi square analysis to uncover how each IV interacts with the DV 

without controlling for other variables. The results can be seen in Table 2, this chi square 

test was run to show the row totals. Therefore, the Table will show the percentages of 

each respondent answering ‘Intrusive’ or ‘Not Intrusive’ for every possible selection 

category of each IV. This section will report the chi square value and significance (if any) 

of the IV, and the row totals for each selection category of the IV.  

 Firstly I will outline the levels of association of the demographic variables. There 

is a significant level of association between the country of respondent’s and their feelings 

of intrusiveness. This level of association can be evidenced by the chi square value of 

7.88** that is significant at the 0.05 alpha level. The UK shows the greatest amount of 

polarization with only 27% of respondents stating they did not feel laws were intrusive 

(73% stated they were intrusive). The majority of Canadians also feel that laws were 

intrusive upon their personal privacy (29% not intrusive, 71% intrusive). The majority of 

Americans still feel that laws are intrusive upon their personal privacy (33% not 

intrusive, 67% intrusive) but less so than those in the UK and in Canada. There does not 

appear to be a significant association between gender and feelings of intrusiveness. There 

also appears to be no significant association between age and feelings of intrusiveness. 

Amongst this group of variables, the only significant association is between respondent 

country and feelings of intrusiveness, without controlling for other variables gender and 

age do not appear to be associated with feelings of intrusiveness.  
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 Secondly, I will outline the knowledge group variables and report the levels of 

association to the DV. There is a significant association between respondent’s knowledge 

of CCTV in public spaces and feelings of intrusiveness at the 0.05 alpha level as 

evidenced by the chi square value of 12.49**.  The largest discrepancy between 

percentages is respondents who are very knowledgeable of CCTV in public spaces. 

Those who are very knowledgeable report the highest feelings of intrusiveness (75%) 

followed by those who are somewhat knowledgeable who report the next highest level in 

feelings of intrusiveness (72%), those who are not very knowledgeable (67%) and not at 

all knowledgeable (66%) reported less feelings of intrusiveness than those who are 

knowledgeable, but still reported very strong feelings of intrusiveness. Those who are not 

sure of their knowledge of CCTV in public spaces also reported high feelings of 

intrusiveness (70%).  There appears to be a trend that illustrates that those who are more 

knowledgeable about CCTV in public spaces experience higher feelings of intrusiveness, 

this finding will become clearer in the regression analyses. Similarly, there is a 

significant association between those who are knowledgeable of biometrics for facial or 

body recognition and feelings of intrusiveness at the 0.01 alpha level as represented by 

the chi square value of 28.49***. Those who report that they are very knowledgeable of 

biometrics report the highest levels of intrusiveness (79%), followed by those who are 

somewhat knowledgeable who also report high levels of intrusiveness (77%), those who 

are not very knowledgeable (69%) and not at all knowledgeable (66%) reported less 

feelings of intrusiveness than those who are knowledgeable, but still reported high levels 

of intrusiveness. Those who responded ‘not sure’ also reported high levels of 
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intrusiveness (64%). There appears to be a positive correlation, in which the more 

knowledgeable a respondent is about biometrics, the higher feelings of intrusiveness they 

feel. The last knowledge variable shows the same trend as the aforementioned, there is a 

significant association between respondent’s knowledge of datamining of personal 

information and feelings of intrusiveness at the 0.01 alpha level as represented by the chi 

square value of 40.08***, this chi square obtained value is the highest value of any IV at 

the bivariate level.  Again, those who are very knowledgeable report the highest levels of 

intrusiveness (79%) followed by those who responded they were somewhat 

knowledgeable (78%), followed by those who are not very knowledgeable (70%), and 

those who responded they were not at all knowledgeable reported less feelings of 

intrusiveness than the other selection categories, but still very high overall feelings of 

intrusiveness (64%). Those who responded ‘not sure’ also reported high levels of 

intrusiveness (64%).  Similar to knowledge of biometrics, knowledge of datamining 

appears to illustrate a positive correlation with feelings of intrusiveness. This grouping of 

knowledge variables all have significant associations with intrusiveness at the bivariate 

level, and knowledge of biometrics for facial and body recognition, and datamining for 

personal information show a strong significant association.  

Next, the grouping of effectiveness variables that measures respondent’s opinions 

of the effectiveness of both, community CCTV and in-store CCTV was measured in 

relation to the DV. There is a significant association between attitudes regarding the 

effectiveness and CCTV and feelings of intrusiveness at the 0.01 alpha level as evidenced 

by the chi square value of 38.14***.  Those who feel the highest levels of intrusiveness 
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are those who report that they believe community CCTV is not at all effective (81%), 

followed by not very effective (79%), followed by somewhat effective (70%), and those 

who report community CCTV is very effective feel the least intrusive (62%) in 

comparison to other selection categories but still very high overall. Those who responded 

‘not sure’ also felt laws were intrusive (67%) on personal privacy. There appears to be a 

negative correlation between the apparent effectiveness of community CCTV and 

feelings of intrusiveness, that is, the less effective respondent’s believe community 

CCTV to be, the higher feelings of intrusiveness they experience. There is also a 

significant association between respondent’s opinions on the effectiveness of in-store 

CCTV and feelings of intrusiveness at the 0.05 alpha level as evidenced by the chi square 

value of 11.49**.  Similar to community CCTV, those who reported that in-store CCTV 

was not at all effective experienced higher feelings of intrusiveness (76%), followed by 

not very effective (72%), somewhat effective (72%), and those who believe that in-store 

CCTV is very effective feel the lowest levels of intrusiveness (66%). Those who 

responded ‘not sure’ also felt laws were intrusive (66%). There appears to be a negative 

correlation between the apparent effectiveness of in-store CCTV and feelings of 

intrusiveness, that is, the less effective respondent’s believe in-store CCTV to be, the 

higher feelings of intrusiveness they experience. This negative correlation is evident with 

both effectiveness variables, and that correlation is reflected in the literature (Norris 

2012a; Norris, McCahill and Wood 2004; Norris and Armstrong 1999).  

Lastly, the remaining variable that measures whether or not respondents have 

refused government requests for information was measured in relation to the DV. There 
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is a significant association between respondent’s unwillingness to give information to the 

government and feelings of intrusiveness at the 0.01 alpha level as evidenced by the chi 

square value of 16.26***.  Respondent’s who have refused Government requests for 

information are more likely to experience higher feelings of intrusiveness (76%) than 

those who have not refused (68%). Those who responded ‘not sure’ reported high levels 

of intrusiveness (70%). Thus, there appears to be a significant positive correlation 

between those who have refused Government requests and feelings of intrusiveness. 
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Table 2. Bivariate Chi Square Tests of Association 
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4.2.2 Bivariate Complementary Log-Log Regression 

Although each variable has been tested at the bivariate level for strength of 

association to the DV, a bivariate regression was run for each variable to test individual 

selection response for significance for all of the IVs and how each response affects 

feelings of intrusiveness without controlling for other variables. The bivariate regression 

analysis will be reported in the form of odds-ratios as opposed to coefficients and the 

results can be seen in Table 3.  

In regards to the demographic group of variables, much like the chi square 

analysis, respondent country is the only significant variable. Respondents from Canada 

are 1.116* times more likely to experience feelings of intrusiveness to personal privacy in 

regards to laws enacted to protect national security; this result is significant at the 0.1 

alpha level. Respondents from the UK are 1.185*** times more likely to experience 

feelings of intrusiveness to personal privacy in regards to laws enacted to protect national 

security; this result is significant at the 0.01 alpha level without controlling for other 

variables. Both Canada and UK are significantly more likely to feel that laws aimed at 

protecting national security are intrusive upon personal privacy without controlling for 

other variables. Gender does not register any significance as a variable. Age also does not 

report any significance as a variable. 

In regards to the knowledge group of variables there are ample findings that 

reinforce the hypothesis that stemmed from the literature, the more knowledgeable one is 

about a technology the more likely they are to report feelings of intrusiveness. There was 
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no significance registered amongst respondents who responded they were somewhat 

knowledgeable about CCTV in public spaces this result was not significant. Those who 

responded they were not very knowledgeable were 20.7%*** less likely than those who 

responded they were very knowledgeable to feel that laws to protect national security 

were intrusive, this result was significant at the 0.01 alpha level. Those who responded 

that they were not at all knowledgeable were 22.6%*** less likely than those who 

responded they were very knowledgeable to feel that laws to protect national security 

were intrusive, this result was significant at the 0.01 alpha level. Those who responded 

that they were ‘not sure’ did not register any significance. Overall, those who are not 

very, or not at all knowledgeable about CCTV in public spaces are significantly less 

likely than those who are very knowledgeable to feel that laws aimed at protecting 

national security are intrusive upon personal privacy without controlling for other 

variables.  

Similarly, the results of the regression measuring respondent’s knowledge of 

biometrics for facial or body recognition yield results much like the CCTV in public 

spaces variable. There were no significant findings amongst respondents who are 

somewhat knowledgeable about biometrics in regard to those who responded they were 

very knowledgeable. Respondents who are not very knowledgeable about biometrics 

were 24.5%*** less likely than those who responded they were very knowledgeable to 

feel that laws to protect national security were intrusive, this result was significant at the 

0.01 alpha level.  Respondents who are not at all knowledgeable about biometrics are 

30.2%*** less likely than those who responded they were very knowledgeable to feel 



 

 

62 

that laws to protect national security were intrusive, this result was significant at the 0.01 

alpha level. Those who are ‘not sure’ about biometrics were 34.2%*** less likely than 

those who responded they were very knowledgeable to feel that laws to protect national 

security were intrusive, this result was significant at the 0.01 alpha level. Overall, those 

who responded they are not very, not at all, or not sure in regards to how knowledgeable 

they are about biometrics for facial or body recognition are significantly less likely than 

those who are very knowledgeable to feel that laws aimed at protecting national security 

are intrusive upon personal privacy without controlling for other variables. 

Moreover, the variable pertaining to respondent’s knowledge of datamining of 

personal information also yields similar results to knowledge of both CCTV in public 

spaces and biometrics for facial or body recognition. There were no significant findings 

amongst respondents who are somewhat knowledgeable about datamining for personal 

information in comparison to those who are very knowledgeable. Respondents who are 

not very knowledgeable are 22.1%** less likely than those who responded they were 

very knowledgeable to feel that laws to protect national security were intrusive, this result 

is significant at the 0.05 alpha level. Respondents who are not at all knowledgeable are 

92.4%** less likely than those who responded they are very knowledgeable to feel that 

laws to protect national security were intrusive, this result is significant at the 0.05 alpha 

level. Lastly, respondents who are ‘not sure’ of their knowledge of datamining for 

personal information are 90.9%*** less likely than those who responded they were very 

knowledgeable to feel that laws to protect national security were intrusive, this result is 

significant at the 0.01 alpha level. Overall, those who responded they are not very, not at 
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all, or not sure in regards to how knowledgeable they are about datamining for personal 

information are significantly less likely than those who are very knowledgeable to feel 

that laws aimed at protecting national security are intrusive upon personal privacy 

without controlling for other variables. 

When measuring the effectiveness group of variables that measure how effective 

respondents believes CCTV to be in both, a community and in-store setting there are 

strong significant results in regards to respondent’s feelings of intrusiveness. 

Respondents who believe that community CCTV is somewhat effective are 1.241*** 

times more likely than those who are very knowledgeable to feel that laws aimed at 

protecting national security are intrusive upon personal privacy, this result is significant 

at the 0.01 alpha level. Respondents who answered not very effective are 1.620*** times 

more likely than those who are very knowledgeable to feel that laws aimed at protecting 

national security are intrusive upon personal privacy, this result is statistically significant 

at the 0.01 alpha level. Respondents who answered not at all effective are 1.678*** times 

more likely than those who are very knowledgeable to feel that laws aimed at protecting 

national security are intrusive upon personal privacy, this result is statistically significant 

at the 0.01 alpha level. Those who responded ‘not sure’ did not register any significance 

in regard to those who are very knowledgeable to feel that laws aimed at protecting 

national security are intrusive upon personal privacy. Much like the chi square analysis, 

the less effective respondents believe community CCTV is, the more likely they are to 

feel that laws regarding national security are intrusive without controlling for other 

variables; this finding is highly statistically significant. 
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When respondents were asked about the effectiveness of in-store CCTV, the 

results indicate a similar correlation. Respondents who believe that in-store CCTV is 

somewhat effective are 1.192*** times more likely than those who are very 

knowledgeable to feel that laws aimed at protecting national security are intrusive upon 

personal privacy, this result is statistically significant at the 0.01 alpha level. Respondents 

who answered not very effective are 1.182* times more likely than those who responded 

very effective to feel that laws aimed at protecting national security are intrusive upon 

personal privacy, this result is significant at the 0.1 alpha level. Respondents who 

answered not at all effective showed no significant findings in regards to those in the 

reference category. Those who responded ‘not sure’ are 1.011* times more likely than 

those in the reference category to feel that laws aimed at protecting national security are 

intrusive upon personal privacy, this result is significant at the 0.1 alpha level. The results 

of the effectiveness of in-store CCTV are less clear vis-à-vis community CCTV, but still 

illustrate statistically significant results (except for those who answered ‘not at all 

effective’) in regards to finding laws regarding national security intrusive without 

controlling for other variables.  

The last variable to discuss is the privacy variable that asked respondents whether 

or not they had refused a government request for information. Respondents who have 

refused a Government request for information are 1.257*** times more likely than those 

who have not to feel that that laws aimed at protecting national security are intrusive 

upon personal privacy, this result is significant at the 0.01 alpha level. Those who 

responded ‘not sure’ showed no significance compared to those who responded that they 
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have not refused to feel that that laws aimed at protecting national security are intrusive 

upon personal privacy. Thus, there appears to be a significant predictive value in whether 

or not respondents have refused a Government request for information. 
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Table 3. Bivariate Complementary Log-Log Regression 
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Table 3. Bivariate Complementary Log Log Regression (Cont’d) 
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4.2.3 Stratified Bivariate Complementary Log-Log Regression 

The results from the bivariate complementary log-log regression yielded some 

very significant findings, most notably: country of respondent, the majority of the 

knowledge variables, the majority of the effectiveness variables, and the privacy variable. 

Here I will present the findings of the same complementary log-log regression, however, 

this time the results will be stratified by country to see similarities and differences 

between Canada, USA, and the UK. These findings can be seen in Table 4. 

In regards to the demographic variables, both the gender and age variables have 

not reported any significance at any alpha level. However, when gender is stratified by 

country, females in Canada are 16.1%** less likely to feel Canadian laws regarding 

national security are intrusive upon personal privacy, these findings are significant at the 

0.05 alpha level. Females in the USA show no significant differences in comparison to 

males. Females in the UK show no significance in regards to males in the UK. Thus, we 

see there is significant differences between feelings of intrusiveness between genders in 

Canada with males have stronger feelings of intrusiveness, but no significant differences 

exist between genders in the USA or UK. Age continues to not report any significance for 

any category within any country.  

With respect to the group of knowledge variables there are interesting findings 

between countries. In regards to CCTV in public spaces in Canada, those who are 

somewhat knowledgeable show no significant differences than those who are very 

knowledgeable to feel Canadian laws regarding national security are intrusive upon 

personal privacy. Those who are not very knowledgeable are 23.6%** less likely than 
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those who are very knowledgeable to feel that Canadian laws regarding national security 

are intrusive upon personal privacy; this result reports significance at the 0.05 alpha level. 

Those who are not at all knowledgeable show no significant differences than those who 

are very knowledgeable to feel that Canadian laws regarding national security are 

intrusive upon personal privacy. Those who responded ‘not sure’ show no significant 

differences than those who are very knowledgeable to feel Canadian laws regarding 

national security are intrusive upon personal privacy. In the USA, those who are 

somewhat knowledgeable about CCTV in public spaces are 23.7%** less likely than 

those who are very knowledgeable to feel that laws in the USA regarding national 

security are intrusive upon personal privacy, this result is significant at the 0.05 alpha 

level.  Those who are not very knowledgeable are 29.4%** less likely than those who are 

very knowledgeable to feel that laws in the USA regarding national security are intrusive 

upon personal privacy, this result is significant at the 0.05 alpha level. Those who are not 

at all knowledgeable are 32.7%** less likely than those who are very knowledgeable to 

feel that laws in the USA regarding national security are intrusive upon personal privacy, 

this result is significant at the 0.05 alpha level. Those who responded ‘not show no 

significant differences than those who are very knowledgeable to feel that laws in the 

USA regarding national security are intrusive upon personal privacy. In the UK there are 

no significant findings  

Thus, knowledge of CCTV appears to be significant across all categories aside 

from ‘not sure’ in the USA; those who are more knowledgeable about CCTV in public 

spaces are significantly more likely to feel laws regarding national security are intrusive. 
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The UK experiences no significant differences and in Canada, only those who are not 

very knowledgeable experience marginal significance in how intrusive they feel laws 

regarding national security are. 

In regards to knowledge of biometrics for facial and body recognition, this 

variable was one of the most significant in the chi square analysis.  In Canada, those who 

are somewhat knowledgeable of biometrics for facial or body recognition show no 

significant differences than those who are very knowledgeable to feel Canadian national 

security laws are intrusive upon personal privacy. Those who are not very knowledgeable 

also show no significant differences than those who are very knowledgeable to feel 

Canadian national security laws are intrusive upon personal privacy. Those who are not at 

all knowledgeable are 27%* less likely than those who are very knowledgeable to feel 

Canadian national security laws are intrusive upon personal privacy and this result is 

significant at the 0.1 alpha level. Those who responded ‘not sure’ show no significant 

differences than those who are very knowledgeable to feel Canadian national security 

laws are intrusive upon personal privacy. In the USA, those who are somewhat 

knowledgeable show no significant differences than those who are very knowledgeable to 

feel laws regarding national security in the USA are intrusive upon personal privacy. 

Those who are not very knowledgeable are 32.4%* less likely than those who are very 

knowledgeable to feel laws regarding national security in the USA are intrusive upon 

personal privacy and this result is significant at the 0.1 alpha level. Those who are not at 

all knowledgeable are 41.1%*** less likely than those who are very knowledgeable to 

feel laws regarding national security in the USA are intrusive upon personal privacy and 
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this result is significant at the 0.01 alpha level. Those who responded ‘not sure’ show 

now significant differences than those who are very knowledgeable to feel laws regarding 

national security in the USA are intrusive upon personal privacy. In the UK, again, there 

are no significant results. Here we see similar results to the CCTV portion of the 

knowledge variables. There are significant differences between knowledge of biometrics 

and how intrusive respondents from the USA feel laws regarding national security are. In 

the USA, the more knowledgeable respondents are about biometrics, the more intrusive 

they feel national security laws are. The UK once again does not yield any significant 

differences and in Canada there is only marginal significance for those who not at all 

knowledgeable.  

In regards to knowledge of datamining of personal information, this variable was 

one of the most significant in the chi square test of association.  In Canada, those who are 

somewhat knowledgeable of datamining of personal information are show no significant 

differences than those who are very knowledgeable to feel Canadian national security 

laws are intrusive upon personal privacy. Those who are not very knowledgeable show 

no significant differences than those who are very knowledgeable to feel Canadian 

national security laws are intrusive upon personal privacy. Those who are not at all 

knowledgeable are 17.3%* less likely than those who are very knowledgeable to feel 

Canadian national security laws are intrusive upon personal privacy and this result is 

significant at the 0.1 alpha level. Those who responded ‘not sure’ are 40.4%** less likely 

than those who are very knowledgeable to feel Canadian national security laws are 

intrusive upon personal privacy and this result is significant at the 0.05 alpha level. In the 
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USA, those who are somewhat knowledgeable show no significant differences than those 

who are very knowledgeable to feel laws regarding national security in the USA are 

intrusive upon personal privacy. Those who are not very knowledgeable show no 

significant differences than those who are very knowledgeable to feel laws regarding 

national security in the USA are intrusive upon personal privacy. Those who are not at all 

knowledgeable are 32.9%** less likely than those who are very knowledgeable to feel 

laws regarding national security in the USA are intrusive upon personal privacy and this 

result is significant at the 0.05 alpha level. Those who responded ‘not sure’ show no 

significant differences than those who are very knowledgeable to feel laws regarding 

national security in the USA are intrusive upon personal. This time in the UK there are 

significant results. Those in the UK who are somewhat knowledgeable show no 

significant differences than those who are very knowledgeable to feel laws regarding 

national security in the UK are intrusive upon personal privacy. Those who are not very 

knowledgeable are 33.4%** less likely than those who are very knowledgeable to feel 

laws regarding national security in the UK are intrusive upon personal privacy and this is 

significant at the 0.05 alpha level. Those who are not at all knowledgeable are 38.2%** 

less likely than those who are very knowledgeable to feel laws regarding national security 

in the UK are intrusive upon personal privacy and this is significant at the 0.05 alpha 

level. Those who responded ‘not sure’ show no significant differences than those who are 

very knowledgeable to feel laws regarding national security in the UK are intrusive upon 

personal privacy. What is evident in this stratified regression is that knowledge of 

technologies impacts each country significantly different when measuring how intrusive 
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national security laws are. The USA shows strong significance in knowledge of CCTV in 

public spaces and biometric for facial or bodily recognition. Canada only shows marginal 

significance in each of the three categories and the UK only yields significant results in 

knowledge of the datamining of personal information. However, what appears to be 

relatively unanimous is that the more knowledgeable about a technology a respondent is, 

generally the more intrusive they believe the laws dealing with national security are in 

their countries. Knowledge of technologies appears to be a greater predictor than 

demographic variables when controlling for country of respondent. 

When the effectiveness variables are incorporated, some strong levels of 

significance begin to appear. In Canada, those who believe the effectiveness of 

community CCTV is somewhat effective are 1.201* times more likely than those who 

believe community CCTV is very effective to feel that laws in Canada regarding national 

security are intrusive and this result is significant at the 0.1 alpha level. Those who 

believe it is not very effective are 1.337** times more likely than those who believe 

community CCTV is very effective to feel that laws in Canada regarding national 

security are intrusive and this result is significant at the 0.05 alpha level. Those who 

believe it is not at all effective show no significant differences from those who believe 

community CCTV is very effective to feel that laws in Canada regarding national 

security are intrusive. Those who responded ‘not sure’ show no significant differences 

from those who believe community CCTV is very effective to feel that laws in Canada 

regarding national security are intrusive. In the USA, those who believe the effectiveness 

of community CCTV is somewhat effective are 1.233* times more likely than those who 
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believe community CCTV is very effective to feel that laws in the USA regarding 

national security are intrusive and this result is significant at the 0.1 alpha level. Those 

who believe it is not very effective are 1.823*** times more likely than those who 

believe community CCTV is very effective to feel that laws in the USA regarding 

national security are intrusive and this result is significant at the 0.01 alpha level. Those 

who believe it is not at all effective are 1.928** times more likely than those who believe 

community CCTV is very effective to feel that laws in the USA regarding national 

security are intrusive and this result is significant at the 0.05 alpha level. Those who 

responded ‘not sure’ are 2.395* times likely than those who believe community CCTV is 

very effective to feel that laws in the USA regarding national security are intrusive and 

this result is significant at the 0.1 alpha level. In the UK, those who believe the 

effectiveness of community CCTV is somewhat effective are 1.289** times more likely 

than those who believe community CCTV is very effective to feel that laws in the UK 

regarding national security are intrusive and this result is significant at the 0.05 alpha 

level. Those who believe it is not very effective are 1.779*** times more likely than 

those who believe community CCTV is very effective to feel that laws in the UK 

regarding national security are intrusive and this result is significant at the 0.01 alpha 

level. Those who believe it is not at all effective are 2.153*** times more likely than 

those who believe community CCTV is very effective to feel that laws in the UK 

regarding national security are intrusive and this result is significant at the 0.01 alpha 

level. Those who responded ‘not sure’ show no significant differences from those who 

believe community CCTV is very effective to feel that laws in the UK regarding national 
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security are intrusive. The results show that respondents in both the USA and the UK 

drastically feel that laws are more intrusive the less effective they feel community CCTV. 

Although Canada shows some significance, it is moderate in comparison to the USA and 

the UK. 

When the variable shifts to the effectiveness of in-store CCTV the results become 

far more moderate. In Canada, those who believe the effectiveness of in-store CCTV is 

somewhat effective are 1.312*** times more likely than those who believe in-store 

CCTV is very effective to feel that laws in Canada regarding national security are 

intrusive and this result is significant at the 0.01 alpha level. Those who believe it is not 

very effective show no significant differences from those who believe in-store CCTV is 

very effective to feel that laws in Canada regarding national security are intrusive. Those 

who believe it is not at all effective show no significant differences than those who 

believe in-store CCTV is very effective to feel that laws in Canada regarding national 

security are intrusive. Those who responded ‘not sure’ show no significant differences 

from those who believe in-store CCTV is very effective to feel that laws in Canada 

regarding national security are intrusive. In the USA, those who believe the effectiveness 

of in-store CCTV is somewhat effective show no significant differences from those who 

believe in-store CCTV is very effective to feel that laws in the USA regarding national 

security are intrusive. Those who believe it is not very effective show no significant 

differences from those who believe in-store CCTV is very effective to feel that laws in 

the USA regarding national security are intrusive. Those who believe it is not at all 

effective show no significant differences from those who believe in-store CCTV is very 



 

 

76 

effective to feel that laws in the USA regarding national security are intrusive. Those who 

responded ‘not sure’ are 2.361** times likely than those who believe in-store CCTV is 

very effective to feel that laws in the USA regarding national security are intrusive and 

this result is significant at the 0.05 alpha level. In the UK there are no significant results 

for this variable at the bivariate level. The polarizing results at the bivariate level between 

respondent’s thoughts on the effectiveness of community and in-store CCTV are drastic. 

While Canadians who believe in-store CCTV is somewhat effective is significant towards 

predicting higher feelings of intrusiveness, there is a distinct lack of significant results 

elsewhere.  While the feelings are generally still the same as the community CCTV 

variable, that the less effective respondents believe CCTV is the more intrusive they feel 

laws regarding national security are there is a lack of statistical significance.  

Lastly, in Canada, those who have refused government requests for information 

are 1.719* times more likely to feel that laws in Canada regarding national security are 

intrusive than those who have not refused government requests and this result is 

significant at the 0.1 alpha level. Those who responded  ‘not sure’ if they have refused a 

government request for information show no significant differences from those who 

responded ‘no’ to having refused a government request.  In the USA, those who have 

refused government requests for information are 1.305*** times more likely to feel that 

laws in the USA regarding national security are intrusive than those who have not refused 

government requests and this result is significant at the 0.01 alpha level. Those who 

responded  ‘not sure’ if they have refused a government request for information are 

1.273* times more likely to feel that laws in the USA regarding national security are 
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intrusive than those who have not refused government requests and this result is 

significant at the 0.1 alpha level. In the UK, those who have refused government requests 

for information are 1.258*** times more likely to feel that laws in the UK regarding 

national security are intrusive than those who have not refused government requests and 

this result is significant at the 0.01 alpha level. Those who responded  ‘not sure’ if they 

have refused a government request show no significant differences from those who have 

not refused government requests but this result is not significant.  The results of the 

privacy variable show a significant correlation for those who have refused a Government 

request for information for the USA and the UK; Canada shows moderate significance in 

this regard.  

The results of the stratified bivariate complementary log-log regression show 

significant differences between Canada, the USA, and the UK. Canada is the only 

country that has a significant correlation for gender and feelings of intrusiveness. 

Respondents from the USA who are not at all knowledgeable in CCTV in public spaces 

and of biometrics for facial or bodily recognition show significantly less feelings of 

intrusiveness than those who are very knowledgeable, a finding that is not true for 

Canadians or those in the UK. While respondents from the UK reported no significance 

in how knowledgeable they were about CCTV in public spaces and of biometrics for 

facial or body recognition in regards to feelings of intrusiveness, there is a significant 

correlation between their knowledge of datamining for personal information and feelings 

of intrusiveness that is not seen as strongly in Canada or the USA. The effectiveness of 

community CCTV variable appears to be the strongest predictor when controlling for 
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country, as there are high levels of significance for almost every selection category for all 

three countries. Finally, refusing Government requests for information yields significant 

results for all three countries, although the results are far less significant in Canada.  
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Table 4. Stratified Bivariate Complementary Log-Log Regression 
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4.2.4 Multivariate Complementary Log-Log Regression Models 

 The multivariate analysis is broken up into four models. The first model measures 

the dependent variable while controlling for all of the demographic variables (Country, 

Gender, and Age). The second model builds off of the first and in addition to the 

demographic variables, this model also controls for the knowledge (of CCTV, of 

Biometrics, of Datamining) variables. The third model, in addition to controlling for the 

demographic and knowledge variables, controls for effectiveness (of community and in-

store CCTV). The fourth model, in addition to controlling for demographic, knowledge, 

and effectiveness variables, controls for whether or not respondents have refused 

government requests for information. The results measure respondent’s levels of 

intrusiveness regarding laws dealing with national security while controlling for all 

demographic, knowledge, effectiveness and the privacy variable. 

4.2.4.1 Model 1: 

Model 1 has 2605 observations and has a log likelihood of -1581.649 with a chi 

square value of 9.93, the overall model is significant at the 0.1 alpha level with a p value 

of 0.08*. Model 1 still treats all variable selection responses as their own IVs. Each 

selection response results will be outlined while controlling for all other demographic 

variables. Respondents from Canada are 1.119* times more likely than respondents in the 

USA to feel that laws regarding national security are intrusive, this result is significant at 

the 0.1 alpha level. Also, respondent’s from the UK are 1.181*** times more likely than 

those in the USA to feel that laws regarding national security are intrusive, this result is 

significant at the 0.01 alpha level. Females show no significant differences from males to 
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feel that laws regarding national security are intrusive. Age as a variable did not register 

any significant findings. While controlling for all the demographic variables, only 

country of respondent is significant.  

4.2.4.2 Model 2: 

 Model 2 has 2605 observations reporting a log likelihood of -1558.637 with a chi 

square value of 55.95, the overall model is significant at the 0.01 alpha level with a p 

value of 0.00***. This model builds off of Model 1 by controlling for the knowledge 

variables. Respondent’s from Canada are 1.109* times more likely than respondents in 

the USA to feel that laws regarding national security are intrusive, this result is 

significant at the 0.1 alpha level. Also, respondent’s from the UK are 1.174*** times 

more likely than those in the USA to feel that laws regarding national security are 

intrusive, this result is significant at the 0.01 alpha level. Females continue to show no 

significant differences compared to males in feelings that laws regarding national security 

are intrusive. Age as a variable still registers no significant results.  

 The variable regarding knowledge of CCTV in public spaces registers no 

significant findings. Similarly, the variable regarding biometrics about facial or bodily 

recognition register no significant findings either. Further, those who are somewhat 

knowledgeable about datamining of personal information show no significant differences 

from those who are very knowledgeable about datamining. Those are who not very 

knowledgeable show no significant differences from who are very knowledgeable to feel 

that laws regarding national security are intrusive upon personal privacy. However, those 

who are not at all knowledgeable are 23.1%** less likely, than those who are very 
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knowledgeable to feel that laws regarding national security are intrusive upon personal 

privacy and this result is significant at the 0.05 alpha level. Lastly, those who responded 

they were ‘not sure’ are 27.2%* less likely than those who are very knowledgeable to feel 

that laws regarding national security are intrusive upon personal privacy and this result is 

significant at the 0.1 alpha level.  

4.2.4.3 Model 3: 

 Model 3 has 2605 observations reporting a log likelihood of -1535.104 with a chi 

square value of 103.02, the overall model is significant at the 0.01 alpha level with a p 

value of 0.00***. This model builds off of Model 2 by controlling for effectiveness 

variables. Respondents from Canada no longer show significance from those respondents 

in the USA to feel that laws regarding national security are intrusive. Yet, respondent’s 

from the UK are 1.183*** times more likely than those in the USA to feel that laws 

regarding national security are intrusive, this result is significant at the 0.01 alpha level. 

Females show no significant differences from males to feel that laws regarding national 

security are intrusive. Age as a variable still does not register any significant statistical 

findings. 

 The variable measuring knowledge of CCTV in public spaces shows no 

significant differences from any respondent category. Also, the variable measuring 

knowledge of biometrics for facial or bodily recognition show no significant differences 

from any respondent category. However, once effectiveness variables added, those who 

are not sure are now 27.8%* less likely than those who are very knowledgeable to feel 

that laws regarding national security are intrusive upon personal privacy and this result is 
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significant at the 0.1 alpha level. Further, those who are somewhat knowledgeable about 

datamining of personal information and those are who not very knowledgeable show no 

significant differences from those who are very knowledgeable to feel that laws regarding 

national security are intrusive upon personal privacy. Still, those who are not at all 

knowledgeable are 22.6%* less likely, than those who are very knowledgeable to feel 

that laws regarding national security are intrusive upon personal privacy and this result is 

significant at the 0.1 alpha level. Lastly, those who responded they were ‘not sure’ are 

25.5%* less likely than those who are very knowledgeable to feel that laws regarding 

national security are intrusive upon personal privacy and this result is significant at the 

0.1 alpha level.  

 Respondent’s who believe that community CCTV is somewhat effective are 

1.243*** times more likely, those who believe it is not very effective are 1.774*** times 

more likely, those who believe that it is not at all effective are 1.906*** times more likely 

that those who believe that community CCTV is very effective to feel that laws regarding 

national security are intrusive all of these results are significant at the 0.01 alpha level. 

Those who responded ‘not sure’ show no significant differences from the reference 

group.  Lastly, those who believe that in-store CCTV is somewhat effective show no 

significant differences from those who believe it is very effective to feel that laws 

regarding national security is intrusive. Those who responded not very effective are 

18.1%* less likely than the reference group to feel that laws regarding national security is 

intrusive and this result is significant at the 0.1 alpha level. Those who believe it is not at 
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all effective and those who are ‘not sure’ show no significant differences from the 

reference group to feel that laws regarding national security are intrusive. 

4.2.4.4 Model 4: 

 Model 4 has 2605 observations reporting a log likelihood of -1530.599 with a chi 

square value of 112.03, the overall model is significant at the 0.01 alpha level with a p 

value of 0.00***. This model builds off of Model 3 by controlling for the privacy 

variable. Respondents from Canada show now significant differences from respondents 

in the USA to feel that laws regarding national security are intrusive. Yet, respondent’s 

from the UK are 1.162*** times more likely than those in the USA to feel that laws 

regarding national security are intrusive, this result is still significant at the 0.01 alpha 

level. Females still show no significant difference than males to feel that laws regarding 

national security are intrusive. Again, age as a variable continues to show no significance 

when accounting and controlling for all the variables in the full model.  

 The variable regarding knowledge about CCTV in public spaces still show no 

significant differences in regards to feelings about laws regarding national security and 

their intrusiveness upon personal. The variable regarding knowledge of biometrics of 

facial and bodily recognition shows no significant statistical findings. Again, those who 

are not sure are now 28.8%* less likely than those who are very knowledgeable to feel 

that laws regarding national security are intrusive upon personal privacy and this result is 

significant at the 0.1 alpha level. Further, those who are somewhat knowledgeable about 

datamining of personal information and those are who not very knowledgeable show no 

significant differences from those who are very knowledgeable to feel that laws regarding 
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national security are intrusive upon personal privacy. Those who are not at all 

knowledgeable are 21%* less likely, than those who are very knowledgeable to feel that 

laws regarding national security are intrusive upon personal privacy and this result is 

significant at the 0.1 alpha level. Lastly, those who responded they were ‘not sure’ show 

no significant differences from those who are very knowledgeable to feel that laws 

regarding national security are intrusive upon personal privacy. 

 Respondent’s who believe that community CCTV is somewhat effective are 

1.251*** times more likely, those who believe it is not very effective are 1.770*** times 

more likely, those who believe that it is not at all effective are 1.913*** times more likely 

that those who believe that community CCTV is very effective to feel that laws regarding 

national security are intrusive all of these results are significant at the 0.01 alpha level. 

Those who responded ‘not sure’ show no significant differences from the reference 

group.  Lastly, those who believe that in-store CCTV is somewhat effective show no 

significant differences from those who believe it is very effective to feel that laws 

regarding national security is intrusive. Those who responded not very effective are 

18.6%* less likely than the reference group to feel that laws regarding national security is 

intrusive and this result is significant at the 0.1 alpha level. Those who believe it is not at 

all effective and those who are ‘not sure’ show no significant differences from the 

reference group to feel that laws regarding national security are intrusive. 

 Those who answered ‘yes’ to refusing Government requests for information are 

1.190*** times more likely than those who have not refused Government requests for 

information to feel that laws regarding national security are intrusive, this result is 
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significant at the 0.01 alpha level. Those who responded ‘not sure’ show no significant 

differences from the reference group to feel that laws are more intrusive. 
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Table 5. Multivariate Complementary Log-Log Regression 
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Table 5. Multivariate Complementary Log-Log Regression (Cont’d) 
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4.2.5 Stratified Multivariate Complementary Log-Log Regression 

 This regression model tests all of the variables in Model 4 of the multivariate 

complementary log-log regression, except this time, the variable ‘country’ was removed 

in order to stratify the results. The results will be shown one country at a time starting 

with Canada. 

4.2.5.1 Canada 

 The full Canadian model has 901 observations reporting a log likelihood of -

515.392 with a chi square value of 57.34 and a p value of 0.00*** that illustrates that the 

model is significant. Females show no significant differences from males in Canada to 

believe that laws regarding national security are intrusive. The variable regarding age 

does not register and significance amongst respondents from Canada.  

 The variable concerning CCTV in public spaces does not register any significant 

statistical findings amongst Canadians. Canadians who report they are somewhat 

knowledgeable about biometrics for facial or bodily recognition, those who are not very 

knowledgeable, and those who are not at all knowledgeable show no significant 

differences from those who are very knowledgeable to believe that laws regarding 

national security are intrusive. However, interestingly enough those who are ‘not sure’ 

are 51.6%*** less likely than those who are very knowledgeable to believe that laws 

regarding national security are intrusive, and this result is significant at the 0.01 alpha 

level. The variable regarding knowledge of datamining of personal information does not 
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register and significant statistical findings amongst respondents from Canada while 

account for all other variables. 

 The variable measuring community CCTV effectiveness does not register and 

significant statistical findings amongst Canadian respondents. Yet, Canadians who 

believe in-store CCTV is somewhat effective are 1.359** times more likely than those 

who believe it is very effective to feel that laws regarding national security are intrusive 

and this result is significant at the 0.05 alpha level. Those who believe it is not very 

effective, those who believe it is not at all effective, and those who are ‘not sure’ are 

show no significant differences from those who believe in-store CCTV is very effective 

to feel that laws regarding national security are intrusive. 

 Lastly, Canadians who responded ‘yes’ to refusing a Government request for 

information, and those who responded ‘not sure’ show no significant differences from 

those who responded ‘no’ to feel that laws regarding national security are intrusive.  

4.2.5.2 USA 

The full USA model has 850 observations reporting a log likelihood of -518.132 

with a chi square value of 43.95 and a p value of 0.01*** that illustrates that the model is 

significant. Females show no significant differences from males in the USA to believe 

that laws regarding national security are intrusive. Age as a variable does not register any 

significant statistical findings for respondents from the USA.  

 Respondents from the USA who report they are somewhat knowledgeable about 

CCTV in public spaces show no significant differences from those who are very 
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knowledgeable. Those who are not very knowledgeable are 26.4%* less likely than those 

who are very knowledgeable to feel laws regarding national security are intrusive; this 

result is significant at the 0.1 alpha level. Those who are not at all knowledgeable and 

those who are ‘not sure’ show no significant differences from those who are very 

knowledgeable to believe that laws regarding national security are intrusive. The variable 

that measures knowledge of biometrics for facial and bodily recognition does not register 

any statistically significant findings amongst respondents from the USA. Also, The 

variable that measures knowledge of data mining of personal information does not 

register any statistically significant findings amongst respondents from the USA 

 Americans who believe community CCTV is somewhat effective are 1.296* 

times more likely than those who believe community CCTV is very effective to feel laws 

regarding national security are intrusive, this finding is significant at the 0.1 alpha level. 

Those who believe it is not very effective are 1.942*** times more likely than those who 

believe community CCTV is very effective to feel that laws regarding national security 

are intrusive, this result is significant at the 0.01 alpha level. And those who believe it is 

not at all effective or those who are ‘not sure’ do not register any significant differences 

from those who believe community CCTV is very effective to feel that laws regarding 

national security are intrusive. The variable measuring the effectiveness of in-store 

CCTV does not register any statistically significant findings for respondents from the 

USA. 
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 Lastly, Americans who responded ‘yes’ to refusing a Government request for 

information are 1.234* times more likely than those who responded ‘no’ to feel that laws 

regarding national security are intrusive, this result is significant at the 0.1 alpha level. 

Those who responded ‘not sure’ show no significant differences from those who 

responded ‘no’ to feel that laws regarding national security are intrusive. 

4.2.5.3 UK 

The full UK model has 854 observations reporting a log likelihood of -470.005 

with a chi square value of 57.03 and a p value of 0.00*** that illustrates that the model is 

significant. Females in the UK are 1.210** times more likely than males in the UK to 

believe that laws regarding national security are intrusive and this result is significant at 

the 0.05 alpha level. The variable measuring age does not register any statistical 

significance for respondents from the UK.  

 The variable measuring knowledge of CCTV in public spaces does not register 

any statistically significant findings from respondents from the UK. Also, The variable 

measuring knowledge of biometrics of facial and bodily recognition does not register any 

statistically significant findings from respondents from the UK. Respondents from the 

UK who report they are somewhat knowledgeable about datamining of personal 

information show no significant differences from those who are very knowledgeable to 

believe that laws regarding national security are intrusive. Those who are not very 

knowledgeable are 36.7%** less likely, those who are not at all knowledgeable are 

44%** less likely than those who are very knowledgeable to believe that laws regarding 
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national security are intrusive, this result is significant at the 0.05 alpha level. Those who 

responded they were not sure showed no significant differences from those who were 

very knowledgeable.  

 Respondents from the UK who believe community CCTV is somewhat effective 

are 1.451*** times more likely, those who believe it is not very effective are 2.221*** 

times more likely, those who believe it is not at all effective are 2.968*** times more 

likely, and those who are ‘not sure’ are 2.725** times more likely than those who believe 

community CCTV is very effective to feel that laws regarding national security are 

intrusive, all of the results are significant at the 0.01 alpha level except ‘not sure’ which 

registers significance at the 0.05 alpha level. Community CCTV effectiveness is a 

significant variable in the UK. Yet, the variable measuring the effectiveness of in-store 

CCTV does not register any statistical significance. 

 Lastly, respondents from the UK who responded ‘yes’ to refusing a Government 

request for information are 1.235** times more likely than those who responded ‘no’ to 

feel that laws regarding national security are intrusive, this result is significant at the 0.05 

level. Those who responded ‘not sure’ do not register significant differences from those 

who responded ‘no’ to feel that laws regarding national security are intrusive. 
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Table 6. Stratified Multivariate Complementary Log-Log Regression 
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Chapter 5 

Discussion and Conclusion 

This chapter will discuss the findings in two main sections. First, I will review the 

findings regarding public opinion in, and between, the United States, Canada, and the 

United Kingdom. Secondly, there have been monumental events regarding public opinion 

and surveillance that have occurred since this survey has been conducted. While the 

revelations of Edward Snowden and others have caused a major stir amongst the public 

and have put top-down surveillance at the forefront of the public concern, the effects of 

the revelations have not entirely settled. Thus, I will speculate on what this ‘post-

Snowden’ era means for surveillance and its publics.  Then, I will comment speculatively 

on potential macro-political and economical implications and spread of surveillance 

technologies through processes of neoliberalization that future analyses should take into 

account. Further, I will address the limitations and potential future directions for studies 

of this ilk. Lastly, some concluding thoughts will be offered. 

5.1 Findings 

 Up front, the findings show that respondents from the United States, Canada, and 

the UK find surveillance to be significantly intrusive and further, those who are more 

knowledgeable about surveillance technologies also find them to be even more intrusive. 

The sparse literature on demographic variables (such as age and gender) and public 

opinion is odd and does not provide much a baseline to measure my results against. Only 



 

 

 

96 

Furnell and Evangelatos (2007) comment meaningfully on age and gender in their study 

stating that their sample was biased in the fact that it was overrepresented by individuals 

younger than 30. Regardless of the lack of authorship, age did not prove to be a 

significant variable in any of the full regression models. Similarly, while there is a 

correlation between gender and feelings of intrusiveness in the UK, the results are 

surprising in the fact that they only emerged in the stratified multivariate regression 

model.  However, I believe the overall findings of this thesis are statistically stronger due 

to the inclusion of these variables protecting against potential spuriousness and while 

there was minimal statistical significance (only in the UK) more work should be done on 

the gendered implications of public opinion on surveillance. A gendered analysis of 

attitudes to surveillance was not the goal of this thesis but for those looking to address or 

explain the significance, there are a few ways one could approach the topic. For example, 

including other variables from the GPD2012 such as region, education, and household 

income may provide valuable insight.  

The results of this thesis in regards to CCTV are consistent with the literature. As 

a whole, respondents from all 3 countries that are ‘very knowledgeable’ and ‘somewhat 

knowledgeable’ about CCTV in public spaces find that surveillance is more intrusive 

than those who are less knowledgeable about surveillance in public spaces. This result is 

consistent with both of the ‘effectiveness of CCTV’ variables. Generally, respondents 

from all 3 countries who believe that community and in-store CCTV are ‘not at all’ or 

‘not very’ effective experience higher levels of intrusiveness than those who do believe it 
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is effective. These results are in line with authorship on CCTV that has consistently 

affirmed that CCTV is not an effective proactive tool of surveillance (Norris 2012a; 

Norris, McCahill and Wood 2004; Norris and Armstrong 1999). The response that 

community CCTV is ‘not effective at all’ shows the most significant predictive 

capabilities in the overall regression model, especially in the UK (Table 5). However, 

while all 3 countries as a whole, and separately generally show a positive correlation 

between knowledge of CCTV and feelings of intrusiveness, those from the United 

Kingdom who believe that community CCTV is ‘not at all effective’ show shockingly 

high levels of intrusiveness – this is the strongest correlation in the entire stratified 

model. The strength of this correlation may be a result of the fact that most CCTV 

analysis has been done in the United Kingdom. The results from this study suggest that 

regardless of negative public opinion or lack of education regarding CCTV, CCTV has 

still spread ubiquitously across all 3 countries.  

 Building on the 2003-2004 qualitative study done by Cragg Ross Dawson, my 

findings show empirical support that the public are still vastly undereducated in regards 

to biometric technologies, Further, respondents are similarly undereducated about 

datamining for personal information. And, much like with CCTV, the few who are 

knowledgeable about biometrics and datamining find surveillance to be highly intrusive. 

However, interestingly enough, respondents from the UK who are ‘very knowledgeable’ 

about biometrics actually support the technology more so than those who are not 

knowledgeable which is odd, considering that a significant amount of biometric 
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technology is incorporated in CCTV cameras – a technology that those in the United 

Kingdom generally detest. Yet, those in the UK who are very knowledgeable about 

datamining of personal information are the most vehemently opposed to it.  

 The overall correlation that is apparent between knowledge and intrusiveness is a 

positive one. I believe that this correlation partly confirms other work done by Gaskell et 

al. (2004) that showed that public either viewed technologies as either risky and useless, 

or useful and harmless. While the connection is rather weak, those who are more 

knowledgeable about CCTV, biometrics, or datamining are more likely to view a 

technology as ‘useless’ and with that, potentially harmful; whereas, those who are less 

knowledgeable about a technology are less likely to find said technology as intrusive, and 

thus, less harmful and risky. However, Pavone and Degli Esposti (2012) state that their 

panels showed that participants did not feel they traded their privacy for security and that 

statement is in direct opposition of the findings of this thesis. Generally, those who are 

very knowledgeable about a technology show higher feelings of intrusiveness in regards 

to laws regarding national security. It would be beneficial to the discourse regarding the 

‘zero-sum’ game of privacy and security to have a more direct link to the topic to better 

assess how the public views surveillance vis-à-vis privacy.  

Unfortunately, while the survey is relatively new (2012), the revelations made by 

Edward Snowden have placed increased scrutiny on surveillance in regards to the 

public’s concern. The period in which the GPD2012 is not a limitation; in fact it is useful 

in that it provides a strong benchmark of public opinion ‘pre-Snowden’. The Snowden 
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revelations involved the leaking of documents that detailed practices of the National 

Security Agency (NSA). Most notably, the PRISM program was ‘discovered’, PRISM 

unveiled shocking information about the scope of data collection of client data from 

major private firms such as Google, Microsoft, Apple and Skype (Bauman, Bigo, 

Esteves, Guild, Jabri, Lyon and Walker 2014). The revelations resulted in enormous 

media attention and subsequent public outrage. By putting surveillance forefront on the 

public agenda, it forced many in the public to think about a topic that they previously had 

thought little of before. Much like Bauman et al. (2014:126) ‘predicted’, the media-

driven scandal has essentially passed, but a significant amount of ‘damage’ has been 

done. In a recent survey done by Angus Reid Global (2013) shows that 66% of Canadian 

believe Snowden is ‘something of a hero’, 60% in the United Kingdom believe he is to be 

considered ‘somewhat of a hero and those in the United States are an even split with 50% 

believing Snowden to be a hero and the other half believing he is more of a ‘traitor’. 

Further, 64% of Canadians have low levels of trust in the government, 64% of those in 

the United Kingdom have low levels of trust in their government and 59% of those in the 

United States have low levels of trust in their government (ibid.).  This thesis has already 

shown that respondents from the United States feel that surveillance is least intrusive of 

the three countries. Despite the ousting of America’s largest intelligence agency we still 

see that those in the United States are the least supportive of Edward Snowden and have 

higher levels of trust in their government (albeit still quite low) than those in Canada and 

the United Kingdom. I am not willing to comment further on the future direction of 
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public opinion because public opinion is so volatile, but it is interesting that the United 

States view on Snowden, or surveillance in general has remained somewhat static.  

5.2 Neoliberalization? 

Despite the public’s negative views of surveillance, surveillance is unquestionably 

spreading. As I have touched upon, I believe the rise of neoliberalism plays a large role in 

the rise of surveillance technologies as a market.  While it proves difficult to empirically 

connect the spread of surveillance and the neoliberalism, I would like to put forth the idea 

of neoliberalization as an important piece for those studying the political economy of 

surveillance. It then becomes necessary to conceptualize and differentiate between 

neoliberalization vis-à-vis neoliberalism. Neoliberalization is a dynamic concept that may 

be used in lieu of more rigid definitions of neoliberalism. Neoliberalization is 

conceptually understood as a place-specific process within cities as the distinct spatial 

arena that frequently extends and operates within a geo-regulatory context characterized 

by tendencies of market-disciplinary institutional reform with the formation of 

transnational webs of market-oriented policy transfer, rooted in the nature of ‘crisis’ that 

provides the catalyst for policy formation and cycles of crisis-driven policy 

experimentation (Brenner et al. 2010b:329). Or, “neoliberalization represents an 

historically specific, unevenly developed, hybrid, patterned tendency of market-

disciplinary regulatory restructuring” [Emphasis added] (Brenner et al. 2010b:330). The 

regulatory restructuring ethos that dismantled Keynesian-type institutions is not a bound 
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‘ism’, or end state, but rather, a continual process of trial-and-error that responds and 

mutates hybrid forms in the face of crises (Peck et al. 2009).  

Three distinct processes of neoliberalization are: regulatory experimentation; 

inter-jurisdictional policy transfer; and the formation of transnational rule-regimes 

(Brenner et al. 2010b). These processes are critical to further understanding and linking 

the social and the political with the contemporary proliferation of surveillance 

technologies in democratic neoliberal states.  

Regulatory experimentation entails just that, constant experimentation. If a policy 

doesn’t ‘work’ it is not to be seen as a failure, rather something that needs to be 

reworked. For example, the failure of CCTV has been continually referenced as a 

technology that has ‘failed’ in its primary objectives but still continually appears in 

security initiatives with increased capacities (such as included biometrics). Regulatory 

experimentation is done through restructuring reforms operate and interact with pre-

existing spaces or configurations (Peck et al. 2009) This suggests that neoliberal reforms 

are not superimposed in a shock-like fashion, but rather, fit in with the pre-existing 

politico-institutional context (ibid.) Thus, since CCTV and similar technologies are 

already ingrained as a ‘security staple’ the impetus is on cities themselves to scan the 

available options of what works, whether it be competitors or elsewhere, and are 

encouraged to emulate the “best practice” (Peck and Tickell 2002:394).  

Secondly, the process of inter-jurisdictional policy transfer have been refined 

through the 2000s.The notion of ‘fast policy’ has been a constant throughout 
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neoliberalization analysis (Peck 2001; Peck 2002; Brenner et al. 2010a; Brenner et al. 

2010b). Similar to the concept of “best practice”, in order for the ‘best’ to arise, multiple 

policies are implemented rapidly in a trial-and-error sense. Fast policy regimes are based 

on the accelerated churning and particularly selective circulation of preferred models and 

policy frameworks that become vital carriers of neoliberal ideologies and rationales 

(Peck, Theodore and Brenner 2012:280). These systems of policy transfer are networks 

of knowledge sharing that proliferate across multiples ‘jurisdictions’ and scales for 

redeployment elsewhere (Brenner et al. 2010b:335). Neoliberal’s distinctive fast-policy 

fosters ‘norm-making’ at the transnational level, or the ‘transnationalization’ of cross-

jurisdictional policy networks for regulatory experiments (Brenner et al. 2009a:212; Peck 

et al. 2012.:280). Thus, policy responses at a multitude of scalar dimensions are 

becoming standardized and continually recycled; this environment stagnates innovation 

and favours selective borrowing from past policy (Peck et al. 2012:281). The arena at 

which policy appears to gain legitimacy is at the supranational level through a myriad of 

regulatory bodies, while inter-jurisdictional policy transfer helps explain how policy 

moves the concepts of ‘rule-regimes’ must be discussed in order to understand how 

legitimacy is gained, and favoured.  

Naturally, the nature of transnational rule-regimes is not limited to a single state; 

they transcend singularity and incorporate multiple state and non-state actors in an arena 

where expert knowledge is privy.  These rule regimes are enacted by “large-scale 

institutional arrangements, regulatory frameworks, legal systems, and policy relays that 
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determinate the ‘rules of the game’” (Brenner et al. 2010b:335). Supranational bodies 

comprised of multiple state and non-state actors lend legitimacy to policy 

recommendations. What Brenner (2002) outlines in his article on the “urbanization of 

neoliberalism”, is the global expansion of neoliberal practices by the G-7 states through 

transnational bodies by the [now defunct] Bretton Woods system (GATT, WTO and the 

IMF). Further, Brenner’s (2002) analysis notes the hegemony evident in the “US-

dominated Bretton Woods system”, or in Peck and Tickell’s findings that these 

hegemonic neoliberal incubators “lead to a deepening and intensification in the process of 

neoliberalization, US-style (2002:398). However, these supranational/transnational 

bodies are often not as recognizable as institutions such as the OECD, NAFTA, the IMF, 

etc.… but rather, are more discreet in their appearance (i.e., the International Olympic 

Committee) Peck’s (2002) findings on the political economies of scale illustrate 

interesting hierarchical power dimensions of regulatory bodies. Not surprisingly, Peck 

(2002:338) notes that it is not always the case, but mostly it is the political actors that 

occupy the ‘top’ scalar positions are more powerful than those on more diminutive scales, 

which in turn leads those powerful actors to shape extra-local rule regimes that channel 

tactical behaviour (i.e., bidding systems).  The International Olympic Committee (IOC) is 

just one example of a supranational body that utilizes tactics such as bidding systems to 

stimulate competitive internal and external investments (Peck 2002:338). The Olympic 

games are a ‘big-ticket’ event that stimulates inward and outward investment through 

exposure and more directly through tourism and building infrastructure. It is difficult to 
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host the Olympic games due to the intense competition that create the aforementioned 

bidding wars. Scholars such as: Murakami Wood and Abe (2011), Haggerty (2009), 

Samatas (2013), Amoore (2011), and Coaffee and Murakami Wood (2006) have 

documented the rise in security at mega events, specifically the Olympic games, and 

express cities’ desires to provide a ‘concrete aesthetic’ (Murakami and Abe 2011) to 

somehow ‘confirm’ and assure safety. The cost of security at [summer] Olympic games 

remained relatively consistent during the years of 1984 to 2000 with a low of  (US$) 66.2 

million at the 1992 Barcelona games and a high of (US$) 179.6 million at the 2000 

Sydney games (Coaffee and Murakami Wood 2006:513). However, at the first  [summer] 

Olympic games post-9/11 spending rose from (US$) 179.6 million to (US$) 1.5 billion, a 

trend that has continued to grow since 200414. Further, the 2008 Beijing games are 

speculated to have cost around (US$) 40 billion1516. Whether these security costs are 

‘effective’ in a preventative sense remains to be unseen as prevention is a difficult 

variable to measure, but theoretically, regulatory experimentation in times of ‘crises’ are 

inherent to neoliberal rationale. Security has become mandatory to even be considered to 

host a mega event, regardless of the lack of measurements of ‘effectiveness’. The 

pressure on cities to become more secure has actively created a climate for private 

industries to thrive in. Organizations like the IOC and FIFA are just one instance of the 
                                                        
14 This does not even begin to touch on the Winter Games, where the spending at the 
2014 Sochi games were said to be around $50 Billion 
<http://www.cnbc.com/id/101385144> 
15 http://www.cnbc.com/id/101385144 
16 It is also important to note that this information was measured different than Coaffee 
and Murakami Wood’s work 
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influence of transnational rule-regimes by organizations with no tangible international 

‘power’, in the political sense that is driving market-creation. 

Public opinion data is extremely useful to capture a snapshot of the current 

position of the public in regards to surveillance but for those looking for more, the 

integration of economic and neoliberal analysis are essential to situate the ‘snapshot’ in a 

greater macro political context. So, while this thesis takes the ‘first step’ and has analyzed 

public opinion data, the onus is on others to take this analysis further and to expand upon 

the already growing political economy of surveillance. Other potential directions to take 

this research will be discussed below. 

5.3 Future Direction and Consideration 

 The overall findings of this thesis are in line with the majority of scholarship on 

public opinion and surveillance and further bolster those sentiments with rich empirical 

data. The results of this thesis also advance the literature by directly testing public 

opinion of surveillance in the United States, Canada, and the United Kingdom to show a 

‘sum’ opinion of surveillance across three large Western Liberal democracies. 

Furthermore, this thesis tests public opinion between the three countries and mostly 

illustrates that respondents from the United Kingdom have much stronger collective 

feelings in regards to intrusiveness, one way or another, than the United States and 

Canada do; these findings suggest that public opinion research done in the UK is not 

likely to be generalizable to Canada or the United States and vice versa. The results of 

this thesis contribute to the field of surveillance and its publics. Overall, the publics of 
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Western Liberal Democracies believe that surveillance technologies regarding national 

security are highly intrusive. Further, the public is generally not knowledgeable about 

‘new’ technologies (i.e., biometrics and datamining) and those who are tend to oppose the 

proliferation of those technologies. With that said, these technologies continue to spread 

ubiquitously. I believe that these findings partially support the role processes of 

neoliberalization and the authorship of David Harvey, Neil Brenner, Jamie Peck and Nik 

Theodore may offer potential avenues of exploration that future works should take into 

consideration.  

Further, There are two more considerations that future researchers should 

consider. Firstly, as surveillance technologies become less and less physically visible 

(i.e., datamining vis-à-vis CCTV) there is more of a concern that states, or supranational 

bodies will begin to implement technologies without public input, or even knowledge of 

the public. Secondly, at what point is a technology considered ‘new’? Biometrics may 

still seem to be futuristic, but biometrics technologies have been a staple of the policy 

makeover in the post 9/11 anti-terror legislative world – that is over a decade old yet, 

there is still a limited understanding of the technology. 

5.4 Limitations 

 As expected, the results showed that the large majority of respondents in all three 

countries found surveillance to be highly intrusive. This finding is expected prima facie, 

however, if we consider Haggerty and Gazso’s (2005) analysis of survey methodology in 

regards to surveillance interesting elements stand out. Individuals with a high concern for 
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privacy will naturally have a higher predisposition for being underrepresented in surveys 

as a whole (Haggerty and Gazso 2005:175). This is to be expected, as surveys are 

inherently a form of surveillance. Therefore, since the majority of this large sample 

already finds surveillance measures regarding national security to be highly intrusive, it is 

likely that the overall population of the United States, Canada, and Britain have even 

higher feelings of intrusiveness than represented in this sample. Although I stop short of 

assuring that assumption, as this survey has a large sample size to account for sample 

bias. Keeping in line with Haggerty and Gazso (2005:175) the possibility is still high that 

the participants that are more ‘pro-surveillance’, especially since this survey was 

conducted online and more likely than not contains more individuals who are ‘tech 

savvy’ and may be over-represented which makes the result even more astounding. 

 Further, Danielle Dawson’s (2012) work on the GPD2006 raises some important 

questions surrounding public opinion. Most notably in regards to knowledgeability, 

Dawson noted that 32.1% of those in Canada who claim to be ‘very knowledgeable’ 

about community CCTV also believe that community CCTV is ‘very effective’. Those 

who claim they are ‘knowledgeable’ are not necessarily as informed as they believe and 

there is no distinctly accurate way to gauge or confirm ‘knowledge’ in self-reported 

information gathering. The unsure, or incalculable responses leave large question marks 

in regards to the generalizability of results.  

In regards to the dataset itself, the GPD2012 astoundingly only included the 

variable ‘ethnicity/race’ for respondents from the USA. Oscar Gandy Jr.’s 
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conceptualization of ‘cumulative disadvantage’ suggests that ethnic minorities are faced 

with more surveillance measures than the general population, I believe that the inclusion 

of a ‘race’ variable for all countries would have greatly contributed to the overall 

statistical model, especially since demographic variables did not prove to be overly 

useful. Unfortunately, the absence of a ‘race’ variable illustrates the troubles using a 

secondary data set. It is nearly impossible to measure the full extent of intrusiveness 

when the response options are limited. 

 Further, Zureik and Harling Stalker (2010) warn about measuring “privacy” 

through a single response category and suggest a more robust measurement. Due to the 

time restraints and scope of this project a more inclusive measure of ‘intrusiveness’ was 

unable to be developed. Future studies should consider creating a more robust dependent 

variable that encapsulates a variety of different measures. 

5.5 Conclusion 

 This thesis has set out to conceptualize the ‘surveillance society’ and to juxtapose 

the known ‘reality’ vis-à-vis public opinion data and situate it within the macro 

economical, political and the social dimensions. I believe that public opinion data 

envisions a snapshot view of the publics of surveillance technologies in the pre-Snowden 

era. While I believe I made it clear that I view the long-term economical structure as the 

driving force for the proliferation of surveillance technologies by creating entrepreneurial 

frameworks for them to succeed, public opinion will always matter in Western liberal 

democracies.  My interpretation of surveillance is similar to what Lyon and Bauman call 
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‘liquid surveillance’, or in Deleuzian terms ‘flows’. The social has become somewhat of 

a ‘barrier’ to the free flowing nature of surveillance in Western Liberal democracies. The 

results show that the publics of surveillance are largely negative and anti-surveillance. 

Anti-surveillance attitudes appear to positively correlate with higher levels of knowledge 

of specific technologies rather than demographic variables such as age and gender. Those 

in the United Kingdom appear to have stronger opinions of surveillance and those who 

believe that community CCTV are not at all effective are the most likely to believe that 

surveillance is intrusive upon their personal privacy. The overall regression models show 

high significance in predicting levels of intrusiveness while controlling for country, age, 

gender, knowledge of CCTV, knowledge of biometrics, knowledge of datamining, the 

effectiveness of community CCTV, the effectiveness of in-store CCTV, and whether or 

not they have refused a government request for information.  

This thesis provides rich empirical data for those who wish to research about 

public opinions on surveillance. The field of surveillance studies as a whole is typically 

lacking empirical data and this study provides a useful compliment to the strong 

theoretical work that is being done en masse. I believe that the empirical nature of this 

study can greatly aid works that aren’t just about public opinion but about research about 

specific technologies, and any surveillance analysis that seeks to contrast the United 

States, Canada and the United Kingdom. Further work needs to be done in the post-

Snowden era and this piece can serve as a ready-made benchmark to compare changing 

attitudes in regards to surveillance. 
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