
Please take care of this image.
THIS IMAGE, FOUND under a motorway flyover in Bristol in August 2006, would like to be adopted by decent folk who take a 
dim view of the UK government's policy of imprisoning people without trial or time limit, persecuting them and making them
destitute, just for being foreign, especially if they are brown or black or not very well off, and then boasting to the media 
about how much misery they've caused.

IT IS VERY HAPPY to be copied, shared, printed on teeshirts, turned into rubber stamps, stencilled on your walls, and generally 
spread around, especially at this time of year, when governments go on holiday and humanity briefly starts to get the feel of 
being human again, but strictly on condition that you respect its integrity: i.e. no tinkering with it, and you may absolutely 
not sell it – unless all profit goes to support the fight for migrants' rights and against the lunacy of immigration controls, e.g. 
the Campaign to Close Campsfield: http://www.closecampsfield.org.uk

AN INEXHAUSTIBLE SUPPLY of electronic copies is available from bob@dustormagic.net, and at http://www.dustormagic.net



DON'T SHOP PADDINGTON! DEFY THE 
IMMIGRATION AUTHORITIES! SOLIDARITY 
WITH PERUVIAN BEARS!
Paddington is an illegal entrant who would not qualify as a refugee and would almost certainly be 
imprisoned without trial and without time limit by the UK Government. What would you do if you met a 
real-life Paddington? Would you shop him to the immigration authorities as recent legislation requires 
landlords, universities, banks, building societies, doctors and others to do? Or would you show 
solidarity like Mr & Mrs Brown, and risk jail yourself? We all have to choose.

The following legal analysis is edited from a blogpost by immigration lawyer Colin Yeo, with permission. The full 
unedited version can be found at www.freemovement.org.uk

Paddington The Illegal Entrant

Paddington stows away and deliberately avoids the immigration authorities on arrival. He is in formal legal terms 
an illegal entrant and as such commits a criminal offence under section 24 of the Immigration Act 1971. It is an 
offence punishable by up to six months in prison. If or when detected by the authorities it is more likely he would 
simply be removed back to Peru than that he would be prosecuted, though. To avoid that fate he would need to 
make out a legal basis to stay. Incidentally, for offering a home to Paddington — or harbouring him, as the Home 
Office would have it — Mr and Mrs Brown could potentially face prosecution under section 25 of the Immigration 
Act 1971, entitled “Assisting unlawful immigration to member State”. The maximum sentence is 14 years.

Paddington And The Refugee Convention

Paddington would not qualify as a refugee under the terms of the UN Convention Relating to the Status of 
Refugees. Although he seeks refuge from a natural disaster, Paddington would not qualify as a refugee under the 
terms of the UN Convention Relating to the Status of Refugees. Refugee status can only be claimed by those 
fleeing persecution for certain specified reasons and natural disasters are not among them.

Human Rights For Bears

There are some obvious obstacles to Paddington’s reliance on the Human Rights Act 1998. Let us for the sake of 
argument extend its application to bears, though. Paddington quickly settles into the Brown family, who open their 
hearts and love him as one of their own. With his Aunt Lucy unable to care for him any longer, they are his only 
family. You might think, therefore, that the right to private and family life under Article 8 of the European 
Convention on, er, Human Rights would help him. Not so. The Home Office position is that Article 8 is fully 
incorporated into the UK’s immigration rules. Those rules would not recognise Paddington as being a family 
member and he does not fall into any of the private life categories either.

A Lost Child

We are unaware of Paddington’s age. He seems young and is certainly a lot smaller than his aunt and uncle.If a 
child, Paddington would be entitled to additional care and support from the local authority responsible, would be 
placed in foster care if appropriate and would be allowed to stay until he was 17 and a half. After that, like the 
Afghan children amongst us, he would usually be forced to leave. With the uncertainty over his appearance, 
though, Paddington would really struggle to prove his age. Like many others, he brought only provisions 
(marmalade) and the clothes he wore (a red hat), not identity documents (his label doesn’t really provide much in 
the way of detail). As with many others with an unusual appearance and no documentary proof, the Home Office 
would probably assess his age as being over 18 and treat him as if he were an adult.

Paddington Behind Bars

If detected by the authorities, perhaps in a dawn raid on the Browns, the authorities having been tipped off by Mr 
Curry on David Cameron’s ‘shop-a-neighbour‘ hotline, Paddington would in all likelihood be detained in one of our 
virulently multiplying private immigration detention spaces. Unless the Peruvian embassy accepted him as one of 
their nationals, he would languish there indefinitely, generating profits for the private contractor and costing the 
public purse a small fortune. The Home Office would be unable to remove him but as a point of principle would be 
unwilling to let him go.

http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/1971/77/section/24
http://www.freemovement.org.uk/
http://www.freemovement.org.uk/yet-another-major-immigration-speech/
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/1971/77/section/25

