GCE 2006 SUMMARY & AQ
10. Using material from paragraphs 2 – 4 (lines 11 – 54) summarise what the author has to say about why people accept the authority of the State (A), the justifications sometimes given for limiting its authority (B) and the problems associated with some of these justifications (C).

Write your summary in no more than 120 words not counting the opening words which are printed below. Use your own words as far as possible. [7]

	Lifts
	
	Own Words

	People are prepared to accept the authority of the State, whatever the origins of that authority, because … 

	in return for the security which the state affords them (l. 19)
	A1
	The State give people safety / refuge / sanctuary [1]

	By its laws it protects them from dangers within and … (l. 19)

To obey the laws made by us (l.21)
	A2
	from threats both internally through the laws they have voted for and  [1]

	… by its military strength, excercised on their behalf, from dangers without (l. 20)
	A3
	externally by its armed power. [1]

	acceptable laws must not override certain basic freedoms – or rights 

(l. 22)
	B1
	Justification for limiting State’s authority:

Although people believe that laws should not take precedence over basic freedoms, [1]

	On what rights can everyone agree… (line 24)
	C1a
	The problems associated with justifications:

There is no universal agreement on the definition of these rights [1] and 

	Where do they come from? Who confers them? Who says you have a ‘right’? (line 31,32)
	C1b
	their origins. [1] 



	Are they still supreme over law in all circumstances? (line 25,26)
	C1c
	It is also debatable whether the law should outweigh basic rights especially in times of national or personal emergencies [1]

	the ‘harm principle’ (line 38) 

as long as I am not harming anyone else (line 39)
	B2
	Justification for limiting State’s authority:

People should be free to do what they wish providing they do not hurt others or themselves. [1]

	handicapped in various ways (line 40) 

those of us who choose to harm ourselves (line 42)
	C2a
	The problems associated with justifications:

However, the State will restrict the liberties of people who cannot or will not care for themselves, [1]

	We pass laws to make ourselves behave responsibly (line 46)

these ‘deviants’ harming society by using up its medical and support services (line 53)
	C2b
	particularly for those who, because of their reckless behaviour, waste society’s resources and [1]

	fail to make their proper contributions to the common good (line 54)
	C2c
	neglect to play their full part as citizens. [1]


11. Application Question
R1: “By giving up all claims to individual freedom, we will discover the best way to achieve it.” How far do you agree with this view? (R1) How free do you want to be? (R2) In giving your views, explain where (eg) and why (ex) you agree (ev) or disagree (ev) with the author.
Among Cobley’s assertions which were open to challenge or agreement were: 

1. individual freedoms are necessarily mutually incompatible (l.12 -13); 

2. personal freedom should be surrendered in return for the security guaranteed by the state (l.13 -14); 

3. human rights have no undisputed authority or validity in extreme circumstances (1.26-30); 

4. democracies work on the ‘harm principle’ of freedom for individuals from state intervention providing they do not hurt others or themselves 1.37 – 39); 

5. all humans have the same desires and needs (l.57-58); 

6. true Fraternity will resolve the inherent contradiction between Liberty and Equality (l.60-64);

7. government represents the best and wisest of its citizens (l.65- 68); 

8. desire for privacy is anti-social (l.85); 

9. modern technology leads to a more cohesive society (para 7), etc.

	From passage
	Explanation and Analysis with supporting examples
	

	government represents the best and wisest of its citizens (l.65 – 68)

	I do not fully agree with Cobley that giving up all claims to individual freedom will help us to discover the best way to achieve freedom. 

It assumes that “the government represents the best and wisest of its citizens” (l.65- 68). This claim is too idealistic.

Totalitarian govts/ dictatorships all show that giving up all claims of individual freedom to the government has led to nothing but oppression and systematic denial of civil liberties and human rights, breeding a climate of fear.

· Germany under Hitler – systematic discrimination of the Jews resulting in the Final Holocaust

· Communist China: systematic persecution of intellectuals during the Cultural Revolution; crackdown on pro-democracy protestors in Tiananmen Square; draconian measures to enforce the one-child policy

· Stalin’s infamous secret police and dissidents were often rounded up and sent to the gulags of Russia, never to be head of again.

· Saddam Hussein : systematic persecution of the Kurds

· Recent example of the Myanmar govt using a brutal show of force to suppress the citizens and monks protesting for democracy 

Giving up all claims of personal freedom is certainly not always the best way to achieve personal freedom. The failure of Communism and the overthrow of dictators and the pro-democracy protests against Myanmar’s military junta all testify to this.
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	Para 3

Many believe that even these acceptable laws must not override certain basic freedoms – or rights – which they say, all humans are born with: the rights to life…freedom of expression… worship… freedom of assembly…

Para 4 

harm principle

Nanny or Paternalistic State
	Unlike the author, I believe in the conventional wisdom that in democratic and “civilised societies,” (l.11) government laws and policies should never “override certain basic freedoms (l.22-23)” which are fundamental to democracy. 

· To confer any government absolute power to decide on what is “best” for its citizens will most certainly invite the abuse of that power

· especially in multi-ethnic, multi religious and multi-cultural societies today where it cannot be assumed that “all humans (necessarily) have the same desires and needs.” (l.57-58). 

· In implementing policies and laws for the “good” of the citizens, the government should not overly interfere into the private lives of its citizens in terms of the right to worship, the right to voice one’s opinions and be heard and taken seriously; freedom of choice be it to marry or otherwise, to have or not to have children; freedom of movement, freedom to choose our leaders… to name a few, as long as these abide by the “harm principle” (l.38). The State should educate, provide guidelines and laws but it should not enforce draconian laws to impose its will on the people. 

· Furthermore, surrendering all or most freedoms to the government in return for protection leads to the creation of a ‘nanny” or “paternalistic” state where the citizens become so dependent on the government to solve their problems that they develop a crutch mentality.

I do not “sneeringly dismiss” (l.50) the fact that a paternalistic state can provide what is best for its citizens as in the case of Singapore but it is also evident that in the post independence years under the People’s Action Party, there was limited freedom of expression especially for the opposition like Mr JB Jeyaratnam and Lee Soon Juan. There was much censorship of the media under the guise of protection of public morality and ensuring political stability and up till today, Singaporeans have become generally rather apathetic and dependant on the government to solve their problems.
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	Para 2
personal freedom should be surrendered in return for the security guaranteed by the state (l.13 -14); 

human rights have no undisputed authority or validity in extreme circumstances (1.26-30); 


	Nevertheless, Cobley’s views are not without merit. I concur that “there is no such thing as a totally free society” (l.10) and that “citizens (do) forgo some of their freedom to the state… willingly in return for the security that the state affords them” (l.18-19). 

After the 9/11 terrorist attack in the US and the 7/7 London bus bombing, both the American and British citizens were willing to forgo some of the civil liberties which they have always taken for granted.

e.g. The US Homeland Security Act (HSA) of 2002 gave federal law enforcement agencies broad powers to monitor citizens.
The citizens in the US, UK and other European and Asian countries are willing to put up with 

· strict security searches at airports, 

· variety of surveillance measures at airports and trains, detention of suspected terrorists without charge (28 day limit in the UK),     

· the British government is committed to the introduction of ID cards - British citizens are expected to carry the first biometric ID cards from 2009 and any foreign nationals coming to the UK for more than six months will be required to have a biometric ID from the end of 2008. Also the introduction of biometric visas for immigrants from high-risk countries.

·  These measures would have raised much public outcry in the past.

In Singapore, citizens generally support the government when the Sedition Act was first used on the 3 bloggers who were subsequently charged for making seditious and inflammatory racist comments on the internet.
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	As a Singaporean who has lived under a paternalistic government, I fully understand the need to forgo some of my rights in favour of communal and national interest. 

This includes obeying laws such as not littering or smoking in public places, contributing part of my income to the Central Provident Fund, the need for National Service, the need for the Parents Maintenance Law, the need for mandatory laws such as caning for vandalism and brutal crimes or the death penalty for drug trafficking. 

However, as a young, educated Singaporean living in a global world, I would like to have greater freedom to choose my own path in life, be it education, career or lifestyle choices, rather than have the State deciding these for me.

I would like to be able to express my social and political viewpoints without fear of government censure or censorship.

· 2006: On 30 June, Today newspaper suspends mrbrown's column as the blogger writes an article, titled "S'poreans are fed, up with progress!", concerning the rising costs of living in Singapore. 

 I agree that we have to exercise responsibility and sensitivity when expressing our views but the suppression of social and political comments just because they run contrary to the government propaganda, is not the way to go to cultivate a mature, thinking society. 

I would like to see less censorship of artistic expression. While the relaxation of the movie ratings, bar top dancing and allowing the Crazy Horse to perform in Singapore all point to the right direction, I would like to be able to be intellectually provoked by plays, documentaries and movies that provides Singaporeans with a greater insight into social and political issues, such as Elangovan’s banned play “Talaq” which explores the lack of rights facing a Muslim woman in marriage or Roystan Tan’s short film 15, on teenage gangsters in Singapore which suffered 27 cuts from the Board of Censorsdue to scenes that depict” gangsterism, truancy, self-mutilation, delinquency, Hokkien rap.”

 Other examples: 

2005:

· A short documentary called Singapore Rebel by Martyn See was banned from the 2005 Singapore International Film Festival as it documented Singapore Democratic Party leader Dr Chee Soon Juan's acts of civil disobedience. See is being investigated for possible violations of the Films Act.

· 2005: MDA withheld the license for the play Human Lefts by the Fun Stage until the group rewrites portions of their script; specifically, references to the death penalty. The play was originally written about the hanging of Shanmugam Murugesu and was to have been staged one day after the controversial execution of Australian national Nguyen Tuong Van.
· 2006: Smegma, an English-language play by Agni Kootthu (Theatre of Fire) is denied performance by Media Development Authority which said that: "the play portrays Muslims in a negative light."
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