
 

SECTION 44: STOP AND SEARCH CODE OF PRACTICE CONSULTATION 

Overview 

In this briefing, we analyse Section 44 of the Terrorism Act 2000 within its wider context: as one of 
many stop and search powers available to law enforcement authorities. In March of 2011 Section 44 was 
repealed after the European Court of Human Rights (ECHR) ruled this power illegal in January of 2010. 
Section 44 has since been replaced by Section 47A. A discussion of 47A and the case that ruled Section 
44 illegal will come later in this chapter. 

The disproportionate use of the 1824 Vagrancy Act during the 1960s and 1970s saw the heavy targeting 
of ethnic minority communities under stop and search. It was eventually repealed and replaced with 
the Police and Criminal Evidence Act 1984 (PACE). However, despite the safeguards provided under 
PACE, there has been a continual concern that certain policing powers, specifically stop and search, 
continue to disproportionately target ethnic minorities.  

The MacPherson Report, which investigated the disputed circumstances surrounding the murder of 
Stephen Lawrence, described a culture of ‘institutional racism’ within the Metropolitan Police Service. It 
defines institutional racism as: 

“The collective failure of an organisation to provide an appropriate and professional service to people 
because of their colour, culture, or ethnic origin. It can be seen or detected in processes, attitudes and 
behaviour which amount to discrimination through unwitting prejudice, ignorance, thoughtlessness and 
racist stereotyping which disadvantage minority ethnic people.”1 

PACE, in part, was implemented to combat racism, especially in relation to the use of police stop and 
search powers. Additionally, the Criminal Justice Act of 1991 placed a legal obligation on the Ministry of 
Justice (MoJ) to publish annual statistics on the ethnic make-up of persons within Britain’s criminal 
justice system, including persons subjected to stop and search powers. This increased much needed 
transparency and accountability in Britain’s justice system.  

After repealing the sus laws under the Vagrancy Act which led to wide scale abuse of, especially toward 
ethnic minorities, Section 1 of PACE was introduced in order to revise the codes of practice 
surrounding this power. In particular, PACE aimed to provide in-built safeguards surrounding unlawful 
stop and searches, arrests, detentions, interviews and investigations.  

Additional stop and search powers available to law enforcement authorities also include Section 60 of 
the Criminal Justice and Public Order Act of 1994, Section 47 of the Firearms Act 1968, Section 23 of the Misuse 
of Drugs Act 1971 and Section 44 of the Terrorism Act 2000. In the following section, we will narrow our 
focus to Sections 1, 60, and 44 because these are the most commonly used stop and search powers and 
have been subject of continued inquiry and criticism by the voluntary sector. 

                                                           
1MacPherson Report, 6.34 
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Over the years, the voluntary sector has played a crucial role in monitoring and researching the misuse 
of police powers, especially stop and search. Investigative reports about the impact of stop and search 
powers upon ethnic minority communities conducted by the London School of Economics and the Open 
Society Justice Initiative about the use and impact of the Section 60 found that black people were 30 times 
more likely to be stopped and searched by police in England and Wales compared to White people. It 
also found that despite the safeguards, stop and searches have disproportionately increased over the 
years and found that they acted as an “aggravating factor” in the summer riots of 2011. Various bodies of 
research also illustrate that stop and searches often result from police racial profiling. Thus, this police 
power has become progressively controversial.  

Section 44 is the most commonly used power under the Terrorism Act 2000, notably because its remit is 
wide, wielding a concentrated power left to police discretion. The official wording of the offence states:  

[A]ny constable in uniform to stop a vehicle in an area or at a place specified in the authorisation and to 
search  

(a) the vehicle; 
(b) the driver of the vehicle; 
(c) a passenger in the vehicle; 
(d) anything in or on the vehicle or carried by the driver or a passenger. 
(2) An authorisation under this subsection authorises any constable in uniform to stop a 
pedestrian in an area or at a place specified in the authorisation and to search— 
(a) the pedestrian;  
(b) anything carried by him. 
(3) An authorisation under subsection (1) or (2) may be given only if the person giving it 
considers it expedient for the prevention of acts of terrorism. 
(4) An authorisation may be given— 
(a) where the specified area or place is the whole or part of a police area outside Northern Ireland 
other than one mentioned in paragraph (b) or (c), by a police officer for the area who is of at least 
the rank of assistant chief constable; 
(b) where the specified area or place is the whole or part of the metropolitan police district, by a 
police officer for the district who is of at least the rank of commander of the metropolitan police; 
(c) where the specified area or place is the whole or part of the City of London, by a police officer 
for the City who is of at least the rank of commander in the City of London police force; 
(d) where the specified area or place is the whole or part of Northern Ireland, by a member of the 
Royal Ulster Constabulary who is of at least the rank of assistant chief constable. 
(5) If an authorisation is given orally, the person giving it shall confirm 
it in writing as soon as is reasonably practicable.2 

 

Because the objective of this report is to examine how counter terrorism powers affect the wider UK 
community rather than UK Muslims only, it is essential to weigh Section 44 against other stop and 
search powers, which are being repeatedly used throughout the UK. We believe that focusing on only 
one aspect of stop and searches in a vacuum is to lose the wider picture of the broadening of policing 

                                                           
2 Terrorism Act 2000, Section 44 “Authorisations” S 44 1-5 
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powers. This aim is to therefore make a contribution toward generating a wider understanding of stop 
and search. 

We begin by quantitatively examining data relating specially to Section 44 in order to demonstrate that 
this specific aspect of counter-terrorism has a corrosive effect on Britain – specifically on Asian and 
black communities. From thereon in, we qualitatively analyse the wider impact of stop and search by 
examining how the practice damages community cohesion and, in particular, adversely impacts the 
relationship between communities and law enforcement authorities. Finally, we take into account the 
impact of an evolving militarisation of police patrolling powers, also seen in stop and search, and 
consider its consequences on Britain. 

Quantitative Analysis 

While this report examines Section 44 within the wider context of stop and search powers, it is 
important to note that prior to the refocusing of Section 44, the police were authorised to stop and 
search individuals without requiring ‘reasonable suspicion’, regardless of whether they were in a 
vehicle or on foot. As part of the coalition government’s counter-terrorism review of 2011, those that 
were travelling on foot could no longer be stopped and searched by police. While this is a positive 
development, Section 44, however, still authorises a police officer to stop and search a vehicle without 
requiring reasonable suspicion. This still remains a problematic component of the power. Up until the 
ECHR ruled Section 44 unlawful, it was the most commonly used power of the Terrorism Act 2000. It is 
important to note that this may have a different, potentially more adverse, impact on the British public 
than the use of other stop and search powers that are non-terrorism related.  

We examined raw data that the MoJ released in June 2010 pertaining to the ethnic make-up of persons 
within Britain’s criminal justice system. In particular, we examined the ethnic/racial breakdown of 
Section 44 stop and searches.3 

To keep focus, we examined Section 44 stop and searches that targeted pedestrians in London between 
2008 and 2009. As the data demonstrated, London was the place where Section 44 was mostly exercised 
in comparison to with other regions of the UK. Within London, we examined stop and searches 
undertaken by the Metropolitan Police Service (MPS) and the City of London Police (City Police). 
Between 2008 and 2009, we found that there was a 79.4% rise in the use of Section 44 by both forces. 

In 2007, the Office for National Statistics released the following breakdown of figures for London’s 
ethnic minority populations: 

Whites: 69.8%; Asians: 13.0%; Blacks: 10.4%; Mixed (White &Black, White &Asian): 3.4%; East 
Asian/Chinese/Other: 3.4%.4 
 
For the purposes of this report, we concentrated our analysis on London’s White, Black, and Asian 
populations because they are the largest ethnic communities, as defined by the Office for National 
Statistics. 

                                                           
3Data gathered for this study published by the Ministry of Justice “Statistics on Race and the Criminal Justice System – 
2010 Statistical Tables” Tables 3.08a, 3.08b 
4Office for National Statistics “Resident Population Estimates by Ethnic Group (Percentages)” June 2007 
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Our data analysis on the use of Section 44 stop and searches conducted in London by the MPS and City 
Police revealed that this power was being disproportionality directed towards individuals from ethnic 
minority backgrounds. Between 2008 and 2009, for example, there were a total of 187,671 recorded 
Section 44 stop and searches conducted by City Police and the MPS. Of these 119,451, or 63.7%, were 
recorded by police as White. Asian’s accounted for 31,731, or 16.9%, and Blacks accounted for 24,743, or 
13.2% of the total number of stops and searched under Section 44. Which total to 175,925. 

These figures indicate that section 44 is being used by the MPS and City Police towards all communities, 
including Whites, which may in fact be proportionate to London’s ethnic breakdown. However, these 
numbers shift significantly when we examine the outcomes of theses stop and searches that lead to 
arrests. 

Between 2008 and 2009, there were a total of 1,150 arrests resulting from Section 44 stop and searches. 
447 of these arrests were White, 312 were Black, and 231 were Asian. In actual terms, Asians are 1.9 
times as likely to be arrested as White people and Black people are 3.4 times as likely to be arrested 
than White people. Whilst this discrepancy between Whites and minority ethnic communities may be 
connected to various fluctuating and strategic factors, the numbers of arrests that lead to conviction 
tell their own story.  

Between 2008 and 2009, for example, there were merely 33 convictions resulting from 1,274 Section 44 
stop and searches in the whole of Britain. The nominal terrorism convictions resulting from a Section 
44 stop and search is troublesome, particularly when evaluated against the discrepancy in arrests of 
minorities who have been stopped and searched. These numbers suggest to us that as one of many 
powers to stop and search are available to law enforcement authorities, there is a continuum of racial 
and ethnic discrimination toward Asians and an exceptional disproportionality displayed at blacks.  

Qualitative Analysis 

As our statistics demonstrate a likely misuse of the Section 44 power, however, we believe that 
examining the statistics in isolation limits our understanding. Indeed, while the numbers do show there 
is a likely misuse of police powers, they do not exhibit specifics of how police conduct themselves with 
regards to protocol. We now examine this idea.  

In their article titled Disproportionate and Discriminatory, Ben Bowling and Corretta Phillips state that 
“...the power to stop and search is an investigative power used for the purposes of crime detection or prevention in 
relation to an individual suspected of a specific offence at a specific time.”5  Within the context of counter 
terrorism, the data itself does not reveal much about the targets of Section 44 and terrorism. If 
anything, the data on its own reveals that the Section 44 as a counter terrorism measure appears to 
target a broad spectrum of the British public, and is therefore, overused.  

As stated by government officials, and then subsequently reinforced by the media, British Muslims are 
the primary target of counter terrorism operations. In his February 2011 speech at the Munich Security 
Conference, Prime Minister David Cameron reiterated that the single greatest threat to British national 

                                                           
5Bowling and Phillips “Disproportionate and Discriminatory”, 938 
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security is the terrorism that comes “overwhelmingly from young men who follow a completely perverse, 
warped interpretation of Islam,” – a warped interpretation, Cameron went on to say, that Britain has long 
“tolerated.”6 

In part, the programme of securitising Britain has included, according to Cameron, the efforts to 
counter the extremist narrative of Muslims from misguided perspectives that run counter to British 
values. Accordingly, the government asserts that it has a duty to weed out potential threats to Britain 
on all fronts. From here, the domestic arm of the War on Terror, including terrorism laws and counter 
terrorism strategy, become necessarily justified.  

What becomes entirely obscured in looking at Section 44 data is the religious identity of stop and 
search targets. While approximately 10,585 people who have been stopped and searched under Section 
44 between 2008 and 2009 self-identified as Pakistani or Bangladeshi, there is no further data denoting 
religious classification. In examining this data, however, one can only assume that this pool of peoples 
stopped and searched were likely Muslim. The data available to us, where both the MPS and City Police 
identified potential suspects as ‘Asian’ is the broadest category to display a potential likelihood of 
counter terrorism stop and searches on account of profiling. While many British Muslims fit into other 
racial and ethnic categories, there is simply no way to distinguish profiling from the rest of the data.  

What becomes apparent from the data is that the racial and ethnic breakdown of stop and searches in 
London appears statistically comparable with the racial and ethnic breakdown of London’s wider 
population. However, the ‘equal opportunity’ appearance of Section 44is hardly a circumstance that 
either the MPS or City Police should glorify as these numbers merely suggest an overuse of a power 
that should be limited to crime detection or prevention, or in this case, to prevent terrorism. Bowling 
and Phillips go on to state: “In practice, police officers frequently use stop and search powers for other purposes 
such as ‘gaining intelligence’ on people who are ‘known’ to the police, to break up and move on groups of people, 
and for the purposes of social control more generally.”7 

Concurrent with the overuse of the Section 44 power between 2008 and 2009, was the use of other stop 
and search powers. More specifically, between 2008 and 2009 there was a “marked escalation” of the use 
of Section 60, which Dr. Michael Shiner of the Centre for Criminology at the London School of Economics 
defined as “staggering”.  In these years, blacks were 26 times more likely than whites to be stopped and 
searched by police than whites. Bowling stated of this increase: “This leaves room for increased stereotyping 
which is likely to alienate those communities which are most affected.” In 2010, blacks were 30 times more 
likely than whites to be stopped and searched.8 

Our data analysis that shows that blacks are 3.4 times as likely as whites to be arrested from a Section 
44 stop and search suggests that this aspect of counter terrorism seems to disproportionality target the 
black community.  

                                                           
6“PM’s Speech at Munich Security Conference” 5, February 2011. http://www.number10.gov.uk 
7Bowling and Phillips, 938 
8Mark Townsend “Black people are 26 times more likely than whites to face S/S” The Guardian, 16 October 2010, 
http://www.guardian.co.uk/uk/2010/oct/17/stop-and-search-race-figures; Mark Townsend “S/S 'racial profiling' 
by police on the increase, claims study” The Guardian, 14 January 2012, 
http://www.guardian.co.uk/law/2012/jan/14/stop-search-racial-profiling-police 
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According to Bowling and Phillips, the clauses for “reasonable suspicion” or “reasonable grounds” are 
“interpreted widely by police officers in practice.” Bowling and Phillips continue, “Studies show that 
‘reasonable suspicion’ is frequently absent in many instances of the use of police stop/search powers that require 
it,”9 resulting in a very large number of unlawful stop and searches under PACE.  The Race Relations Act 
2000 went further in making racial discrimination in police practice unlawful after widespread concern 
over the practice of racial profiling within policing.  

Yet, these further safeguards have not done enough to tackle the police practices which are understood 
to damage race relations, according to Cilius Victor of the Newham Monitoring Project. In an interview, 
Victor stated: “You have a veneer of law that makes it illegal for the police to do certain things, but the reality of 
how it’s practiced makes no difference for how it’s carried out.” 

Victor continued: 

“In the real world, the law, in theory, says that it’s for the prosecution, for the state, to prove guilt for the 
person who has been convicted. However, with black youth, that’s often not the case. A lot of these charges 
are based purely on the word of a police officer particularly when you’re dealing with suspicion. The 
courts treat the police as if they are behaving in a reasonable way, because that is what the law says: that 
the police will be behaving in a reasonable way. So the police officers words are weighed against these 
people in the court.” 

The misuse of stop and search powers by police has been repeatedly cited as responsible for the 
breakdown between Britain’s black community and the police, generating a culture of mistrust. In fact, 
according to Dr Shiner, the criminalisation of young black people has “fuelled a sense of alienation [which 
has created] a more damaged and divided society”. Such reasoning was repeatedly cited as a contributing 
factor to the summer riots of 2011 by approximately 86% of the rioters10who were surveyed by The 
Guardian and the London School of Economics. The study, entitled “Reading the Riots”, also found that many 
of the rioters interviewed felt that they were participating in an anti-police riot which was fuelled by a 
sense of injustice at the hands of police.  

Reading the Riots found that “The most common complaints related to people's everyday experience of policing, 
with many expressing deep frustration at the way people in their communities were subjected to stop and 
search.”11 Interviewees said that there was an overall sense of “humiliation” and “degradation” to daily 
stop and searches with 71% of those interviewed reported having been stopped and searched more 
than once per year. “More commonly, interviewees said they had been stopped ‘about once a month’ or ‘about 
twice a week.’  One respondent said he had been stopped ‘seven times in the last 72 hours.’”12 

One rioter in the study stated:  

                                                           
9Bowling and Philips, 938-939 
10 Mark Townsend “Abuse of S/S powers is a crime, says Lawrence inquiry adviser” The Guardian, 7 January 2012, 
http://www.guardian.co.uk/law/2012/jan/07/abuse-stop-search-crime-police; Raekha Prasad “Reading the Riots: 
'Humiliating' S/S a key factor in anger towards police” The Guardian, 6 December 2011, 
http://www.guardian.co.uk/uk/2011/dec/06/stop-and-search  
11Paul Lewis, Tim Newburn, Matthew Taylor and James Ball “Reading the Riots:  Rioters say anger with police 
fuelled summer unrest” The Guardian, 4 December 2011,  http://www.guardian.co.uk/uk/2011/dec/05/anger-
police-fuelled-riots-study  
12Prasad “Reading the Riots” 
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“Young black boys are always at the brunt of the stop and search tactics. We're always the one that's 
getting stopped and searched. Strip-searched, naked, private parts flashing, ain't found nothing, I've just 
been subjected to a strip search, you ain't found nothing, and I can't have no compensation or not even a 
'sorry' or nothing.”13 

Another black male rioter reported that his experience of stop and search “makes me feel like I'm not a 
part of this society.”14 

Central to complaints about stop and search is a perceived lack of respect shown by police towards 
suspects, as reported by the Reading the Riots. Many of the participants cited verbal and physical abuse 
by police. Two interviewees detailed events of police roughly pushing and injuring people during a stop 
and search or arrest up against a wall, on the ground, or with handcuffs. 

A 16-year-old white male from Birmingham recounted: “They call us little shits and little bastards … They're 
not what you see on the TV … acting all good and that. They can be bad people. I hate them.”15 

Conclusions 

After being stopped and searched under Section 44 of the Terrorism Act 2000 at a protest in 2003, 
Pennie Quinton and Kevin Gillan brought their cases to the House of Lords and the county courts of 
their detentions they both perceived as “wrongful”.16 The first two appeals were subsequently denied. 
After hearing Quinton’s and Gillian’s appeals, in January of 2010 the ECHR in Strasbourg, France, ruled 
Section 44 of the Terrorism Act 2000 unlawful. 

Section 44 has since been replaced by Section 47A. Section 47A differs from Section 44 with regards to 
authorisation. Under Section 47A a senior officer must reasonably suspect that an act of terrorism will 
take place. Furthermore, the area and duration of authorisation must be very specific to the perceived 
threat. While the remedial order appears to have somewhat limited policing powers, David Mery 
explained in an interview that the law is still not without problems: 

“There is no publication of an authorisation afterwards, not even of the extent and timing. That means 
there is no way for anyone who has been stopped and searched under this power to independently check 
whether there was an authorisation in place when they were stopped and searched. That is still not 
possible. There is no visible way to ensure that the authorisation was effectively justified. There are 
supposedly some controls but these are still behind closed doors.”17 

3 weeks after the 7 July bombings, on 28 July 2005, Mery found himself subject of police suspicion. With 
the nation on high alert, Mery was unwittingly stopped and searched under Section 44 of the Terrorism 
Act by British Transport Police (BTP) on the London Underground. He was subsequently arrested on his 

                                                           
13Prasad “Reading the Riots” 
14Prasad “Reading the Riots” 
15Prasad “Reading the Riots” 
16Pennie Quinton “Rebranding protest as extremism” The Guardian, 30 October 2009, 
http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/libertycentral/2009/oct/30/spotter-card-stop-and-search  
17 References to David Mery interview have been published at Cageprisoners. Ayesha Kazmi “Ayesha Kazmi 
interviews David Mery” Cageprisoners, 23 June 2011, http://www.cageprisoners.com/our-
work/interviews/item/1714-ayesha-kazmi-interviews-david-mery 
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way to meet his wife on suspicion of terrorism. Since his arrest, Mery has become an activist on human 
rights issues and now runs a blog where he has detailed the specifics to his case and also provides 
additional context to stop and search powers in Britain. 

Mery described his ordeal in one word: “awful.” When asked about why he felt he was specifically 
targeted he stated: 

“Some people have said that I look Indian, and possibly other ethnicities. I am a French born and raised 
white-European male. I had a beard at the time. So maybe with the beard and the rucksack I could 
possibly fit into a Muslim profile.” 

While it is possible that Mery was racially profiled, there is no way to know for sure. Police told him 
that his activities upon entering the station - for example, not making eye contact with the police, 
looking at others on the train platform, checking his mobile phone, all of which are habitual behaviours 
of the public at large - made him appear suspicious. Mery continued: 

“It could be [my] ‘techie’ profile. By that, I mean a jacket, rucksack with a laptop, beard you know all the 
different things that they found suspicious. My look or behaviour is typical of the ‘techies’ but then I mean 
any one could dress up that way. In fact, when I wrote up my story there was severe reaction from 
different techies and websites. Several techies recognised themselves in the description of my profile.” 

What makes Section 44 particularly exceptional is that police did not need to have any grounds to stop 
and search individuals such as Mery. “[Police] are able to just search for no reason. It meant that they didn't 
have to suspect someone of carrying a weapon; they even didn't have to suspect someone of being a terrorist, they 
didn't have to suspect anything. They could just stop anyone under this legislation,” stated Quinton in an 
interview.18 She continued: 

“When section 44 was started it was trialled in protest situations. So the first people to complain of Section 
44 being used against them were protesters back in 2003 during the protests about the Iraq war. I don't 
know how much it was used before 2003, but we first became aware of it as protesters around 2003. I was 
covering protests, and it was mainly people who were covering protests that were being stopped, people 
that were filming, people that were photographing.” 

Quinton was stopped and searched in 2003, when she was filming at an arms fair protest at the Excel 
Centre in London. Protesters, including Gillan, were heavily stopped and searched under this power 
and other powers at this event. Activists Helen John and Sylvia Boyes were also stopped and searched 
under Section 44, when they were protesting against the Serious Organised Crime and Police Act 2005 
by walking on land adjacent to US military bases in Yorkshire. Quinton states: 

“The Section 44 law didn't have enough guidelines and could be used in ways the police choose but not for 
the reason the power was intended. That’s was what our challenge was about. Section 44 gave the police 
too much freedom and too much opportunity to abuse this power. It cannot be challenged if the police 
stop and search someone under Section 44; it’s very difficult to challenge a police officer. In court the 

                                                           
18References to Pennie Quinton interview published at Cageprisoners. Ayesha Kazmi “Ayesha Kazmi interviews 
Pennie Quinton” Cageprisoners, 5 April 2011, http://www.cageprisoners.com/our-work/interviews/item/1405-
ayesha-kazmi-interviews-pennie-quinton 
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police officer that stopped and searched me said she couldn’t remember [the stop and search]. She 
basically gave a no comment interview. She couldn't remember the incident and that doesn't matter. It 
doesn't matter that she couldn't remember, because the law gave her the power to stop and search for no 
reason. Because there was no reason it didn't matter, she could just stop and search me. There didn’t 
have to be a reason, it’s completely arbitrary.” 

It is critical to note, however, that in cases of activists who are stopped and searched, it is likely the 
individuals may be primed with both an awareness of their rights and a likelihood to assert those rights 
that average citizens may not. David Mery pursued his case to the Independent Police Complaints 
Commission (IPCC), while Pennie Quinton and Kevin Gillan pursued their cases all the way to 
Strasbourg. Helen John and Sylvia Boyes were aware of their rights when they were stopped by police 
and questioned under Section 44 and the officer took no further action against them. Average citizens 
who are stopped and searched under Section 44, or other similar powers, however, may not pursue 
similar courses of action available to them. For members of criminalised communities, acquiescence to 
police powers may result from intimidation on account of the racism and disproportionality displayed 
at them, which, according to Bowling and Phillips, is characteristic of law enforcement institutions 
throughout Britain. Quinton continues: 

“In every country where you have suspect populations, forces whether they're the army or a police force, 
suspect boys from about the age of 13 till about 24, because this age group are more unfixed in society, 
they're not really positioned anywhere… you can’t just stop and search them because they're young, and 
you've got the added suspicion in the police eyes, ‘Oh they're a bit brown, or foreign, or Irish.’” 

Inferred from the works of Stephen Graham, broad surveillance powers and security measures in urban 
environments, such as the fortification of law enforcement, the development of tracking systems on 
public transportation, and the use of CCTV cameras, are all symptomatic of a militarisation developed 
and deployed in order to control and monitor entire populations and their movements in public spaces. 
The politics of securitisation centres on the perceived idea of the menacing “other”, given strength by 
narratives that portray alien bodies as an existential “enemy within”.  

Too often, profiles of the criminalised “other” are connected to narratives in which they are portrayed 
as unsalvageable and pathological needing control, restraint, confinement, and, thus, neutralised.  
Security politics, according to Graham, are founded upon the need to categorise behaviours and risk 
assessments of particular individuals according to their profiles.19 Thus, an entire security apparatus is 
designed to counter these outcasts intending to keep societies safe and secure against the perpetual 
dangers they pose. He argues:  

“Fundamental to the new military urbanism is the paradigmatic shift that renders cities’ communal and 
private spaces, as well as their infrastructure – along with their civilian populations – a source of targets 
and threats. This is manifest in the widespread use of war as the dominant metaphor in describing the 
perpetual and boundless condition of urban societies – at war against drugs, against crime, against terror 
against insecurity itself.”20 

                                                           
19Graham, Cities Under Siege, 45-46 
20 Graham,  xiii-xiv 
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A presentation of society continually at war with itself, concludes Graham, “works to bring essentially 
military ideas of the prosecution of, and preparation for, war into the heart of ordinary, day-to-day city life.”21 As a 
result, the normalisation of military techniques within civilian police forces to patrol London’s streets 
in order to counter domestic “threats” of general malaise, crime, disorder, and terrorism are now widely 
deployed and normalised into daily London culture and street life. Combined with institutionalised 
racism characteristic of British law enforcement, as concluded by the MacPherson Report, and the result 
is a milieu of corrupted police patrol culture recklessly targeting civilians merely engaging in ordinary 
life. 

The terms of the Section 44 stop and search power, as symptomatic of a wider militarisation of civilian 
policing, are used as one part of a whole myriad of police powers available to “combat” shadowy 
threats depicted as “domestic insurgency” whether employed by the MPS or City Police. Most of these 
powers, however, are applied disproportionately and target London’s “untouchable” communities, 
political protesters, or “techies” deemed suspicious on account of loose clothing, standing on an 
underground platform checking ones mobile phone. 

In a disturbing trend of increased militarisation of civilian policing, the BTP was the final link to a fully 
militarised police force in Britain as of May 2011.22 According to Transport Secretary Philip Hammond, 
the BTP was expanding itself to include an armed unit that would patrol London’s transport network, 
including the underground, overground, and major railway stations. The London tube network alone 
sees approximately 3.4 million commuters on any given weekday. “This move which has been agreed with 
the Home Secretary,” argues the Transport Editor for the Telegraph, “comes as counter-terrorism officials 
warn that major transport hubs could be at risk of attack.”23 

Heavily militarised police can now be spotted along different parts of London’s vast transport system. 
While police work is often depicted to the public as measured and surgical, reality on the ground 
suggests the contrary – from the questionable circumstances around Mark Duggan’s death and others 
like him, to the subsequent stories of angry youth whose testimonies of stop and searches, as we 
discussed, display a picture of irresponsible disproportionality. Currently, arming the very same police 
forces that all too often exhibit a deadly negligence is a worrying trend that should not only concern 
Britain’s suspect communities, but everyone. For in the face of a semi-automated gun, male or female, 
rich or poor, Asian, black, Chinese, or white, we are all potential suspects.  

                                                           
21Graham xiv 
22 David Allen Green “Why are we arming the British Transport Police?” The New Statesman, 3 June 2011, 
http://www.newstatesman.com/blogs/david-allen-green/2011/06/armed-officers-police-btp  
23David Millward “British Transport Police to be armed” The Telegraph, 19 May 2011, 
http://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/uknews/road-and-rail-transport/8524526/British-Transport-Police-to-be-
armed.html 


