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or foe?

Is profiling the most misunderstood security measure in our arsenal? Philip Baum unravels the

mysteries of arguably the most controversial word in aviation security.
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Until technologies, such as gait analysls, whereby passengers with bad intent can be identified by the way they walk, are proven effective, the only t&chrology that can

identify a wide range of different threats is the human brain,
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alcohol, the in ‘
attack using their bare hands
legitimate clothing or carry-on items
such as shoe laces, belts or duty free
bottles, and the hijacker who manages
to carry an undetectable weapon
through a security checkpoint (being
any non-metallic item if carried on the
persen, including explosives, given our
failure to deploy available explosive
detection portals, passenger X-ray
or. millimetric wave imaging systems in
any abundance).
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If we cannot stop people who we
believe, based on our gut feelings, pose
a threat to a flight, then we have no
security system at all. All we are left with
is cosmetic security. And those who
argue that such an approach is an
infringement of our civil liberties,
such as the American Civil Liberties
Union (ACLU), are denying the most
important civil liberty of them
all to every other passenger — the right
to live.
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PROrtunity to both specify the nature
of'the perceived threat and to identify
other passengers who might post a
threat, yet display no behavicural signs.

This is where airlines get really
jumpy, as they fear upsetting the
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