PMF-C1 Lesson 11: Civil Liberties vs. Public Safety

Subtitle: A CEFR C1 Lesson in Public & Academic Domains

By William E Hamilton, Jr., Ph.D Date: 6 Jun 25

Obijectives

e Cognitive: Analyze the balance between public safety and civil liberties using real-world
examples.

e Affective: Value civil discourse and democratic principles by engaging in respectful
debate.

e Psychomotor: Articulate complex ideas clearly in spoken and written formats, with
proper legal and academic vocabulary.



1. Vocabulary (with pronunciation, meaning, and

example) [Listen here]

Word Pronunciation

Civil liberties

Surveillance

Precedent

Public interest /' pAb.lIk
‘n.trost/
Dissent /d1'sent/

Jurisdiction
n/

Due process

Constitutionality / kon.stt tju:.Je'n

ael.1.ti/

/'s1v.al 'lib.a.tiz/

/s3:'vel.lons/

['pres.1.dant/

[ dzua.ris'dik.fe

/. dju: 'preu.ses/

Meaning

Fundamental individual
rights protected by law

Close observation,
especially by the
government

A previous legal
decision used as a
guide

The welfare or
well-being of the general
public

Disagreement or refusal
to accept a common
opinion

Legal authority to hear
and decide a case

Fair treatment through
the normal judicial
system

Whether a law or act is
in accordance with the
constitution

Example Sentence

"The constitution guarantees
civil liberties such as
freedom of speech.”

"Mass surveillance has
sparked debates about
privacy."

"This case sets a precedent
for future rulings."

"Laws must serve the public
interest."

"Dissent is a cornerstone of
democracy."

"The court has no jurisdiction
in this matter."

"Every citizen has the right to
due process."

"The court questioned the
constitutionality of the law."



2. High Volume Phrases [Listen here]
e “From a legal standpoint...”
e “In the interest of public safety...”
e “This raises concerns about...”
e “There is a clear tension between...”
e “According to constitutional scholars...”
e “Alandmark case that shaped...”
e “On the grounds of civil liberty...”

e “Asruled in precedent...”

3. Article(s) and Discussion Prompts [Listen here]

Article 1: “Balancing Liberty and Security: The Post-9/11 Debate”

After the attacks on September 11, 2001, the United States government passed several laws to
strengthen national security, including the USA PATRIOT Act, which expanded surveillance
powers and reduced the barriers for government agencies to access private data. These
changes sparked widespread debate about whether such measures undermined civil liberties
such as privacy, due process, and freedom of association. Supporters argued that increased
monitoring was necessary to prevent further terrorist attacks, while critics warned that it set
dangerous precedents. This article explores the legal and ethical tensions between collective
safety and individual rights in a post-9/11 society.

Discussion Questions:

e Do you believe safety justifies limitations on freedom? Why or why not?

e What laws came into effect after 9/11 that impacted civil liberties?



e Can you think of another historical example where freedoms were restricted in the name
of security?
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Optional Article 2: “Digital Privacy in the Age of Surveillance”

In the digital age, governments and corporations alike have adopted powerful surveillance tools
such as facial recognition, location tracking, and metadata collection. While these tools are often
justified for crime prevention and public safety, they also raise serious concerns about privacy,
consent, and the potential for abuse. The article examines how increased monitoring can
normalize constant surveillance, shifting societal norms about what is considered “private” in
public life. It challenges readers to consider whether current laws are adequate to protect digital
rights in an era of rapid technological expansion.

Discussion Questions:

e Should the government have access to personal digital data?

e How does this affect our understanding of freedom in public life?



4. Role Play: Civil Liberties vs. Digital Surveillance Bill

Scenario: Debate Between a Civil Rights Lawyer and a Homeland Security
Officer [Listen here]

Roles:

e David: Civil Rights Lawyer

e Partner or Instructor: Homeland Security Officer

Situation: A new bill proposes broader digital surveillance powers to combat cybercrime.
Debate its merits and constitutionality. This is the debate between David (Civil Rights Lawyer)
and a Homeland Security Officer, incorporating the rising concern of authoritarianism—subtly
acknowledged but not directly named by the officer.

David (Civil Rights Lawyer):
As a lawyer, | must insist this bill threatens the core of our civil liberties. Granting the



government unrestricted access to citizens' digital data—without a warrant or due
process—undermines the very foundation of constitutional protections. Once we normalize
bypassing judicial review, we blur the line between democratic oversight and unchecked
authority. The Constitution wasn't written for convenience—it was written for moments exactly
like this, when fear tempts us to abandon principle.

Homeland Security Officer:

| understand your concerns, truly—and | don’t say that lightly. But while | understand your
position, public safety must remain our top priority. Cybercrime has evolved beyond what our
current frameworks can handle. State-sponsored actors, coordinated misinformation
campaigns, and attacks on critical infrastructure now move at lightning speed. We’re not talking
about targeting law-abiding citizens—we’re trying to stay ahead of threats that can destabilize
our entire system. We need new tools that can match the scale and speed of modern dangers.

David:

And yet that’s exactly the slippery slope—terms like “national security” become so broad that
they justify everything, from mass surveillance to suppressing dissent. “Speed” should never
override scrutiny. Could we consider a compromise where access to private data still requires
judicial oversight, even if that oversight is expedited? Emergencies do not suspend
constitutional rights—they demand more careful adherence to them. Checks and balances
aren’t obstacles; they’re safeguards.

Homeland Security Officer:

That sounds reasonable in theory, but the pace of modern threats doesn't always allow for
bureaucratic delays—even expedited ones. We’'re in a situation now where some of our
adversaries are exploiting our openness and legal caution. They don’t follow rules, and that
asymmetry puts us on the defensive. You have to understand the pressure on our side—we’re
being asked to prevent the unthinkable, in real time, sometimes without public understanding or
political support. It's a daily ethical tightrope.

David:

But at what cost? Have past precedents supported this level of intervention without serious
pushback from the courts? | recall Carpenter v. United States, where the Supreme Court ruled
that warrantless collection of cell phone location data violated the Fourth Amendment. That
ruling was a line in the sand, and this bill seems to trample it. If we keep saying “just this once,”
we’ll wake up in a system where those lines no longer exist. History has shown that emergency
powers rarely expire when the emergency ends.

Homeland Security Officer:

You're right. The Carpenter case did draw a line—and quietly, some of us think this new bill
crosses it. But these concerns are difficult to raise internally. The political climate... well, let's
just say that dissent is increasingly uncomfortable, even within our ranks. There’s pressure to
conform, to follow the narrative, to avoid scrutiny from above. Speaking up feels like
insubordination, even when it’s rooted in conscience.



David:

That's exactly why debate like this matters. If professionals like you—who work inside the
system—feel silenced, then the public has already lost more than its privacy. We're losing the
very courage to question power, to demand transparency, to say: this is not who we are. Silence
isn't neutral—it enables the slow normalization of authoritarianism. We can’t allow
fear—external or internal—to redefine what freedom means.

Homeland Security Officer:

Maybe we do need more open dialogue. Maybe transparency has to start from the inside out. |
just hope we’re not too late to recalibrate before irreversible damage is done. Because if we
don’t course-correct now, we may not recognize the country we're supposedly protecting.

5. Gap Fill Exercise

Fill in the blanks with the correct vocabulary:

1. The government must ensure that any new surveillance law respects

2. After the ruling, it became clear that the court lacked

3. The judge referenced a 2005 case as a for his decision.
4. There is an ongoing debate about the of facial recognition in public spaces.
5. Protesters exercised their right to without fear of retribution.

Answer Key: civil liberties, jurisdiction, precedent, constitutionality, dissent

6. Writing or Extended Discussion

Prompt:
“Write a 200-word opinion piece arguing either for or against expanding digital surveillance in
public areas. Use at least 3 vocabulary words and 2 phrases from today’s lesson.”

Alternative (Speaking Option):
Hold a structured discussion or mini-presentation using the prompt.




7. Quiz — Civil Liberties vs. Public Safety

Multiple Choice

1. What is the primary concern raised by civil liberties advocates regarding digital
surveillance?
A) It is too expensive for the government to maintain.
B) It doesn’t work effectively against cybercrime.
C) It may infringe on individual rights without proper oversight. [74
D) It requires too much technical training for officers.

2. What legal principle was affirmed in Carpenter v. United States?
A) The government can collect any data in emergencies.
B) Surveillance of foreign nationals is unrestricted.
C) Warrantless collection of cell phone data violates the Fourth Amendment. [4
D) Facial recognition technology is banned in all states.

3. Why do some homeland security officials feel uncomfortable raising concerns
about new surveillance laws?
A) They lack the legal knowledge to speak on the issue.
B) The laws are too new to fully understand.
C) Internal dissent is discouraged and politically risky. (74
D) Surveillance laws are managed by private companies.

True/False

4. TIF: Civil liberties are only protected during times of peace.

X False

5. TIF: Jurisdiction refers to a court’s legal authority to hear and decide a case.

4 True

8. Summary

In this lesson, David explored the intersection of civil liberties and public interest, expanded
his legal vocabulary, and practiced academic discourse. Through debate, analysis, and writing,
he examined how constitutional principles play out in public and academic
discussions—enhancing his ability to speak persuasively and write with nuance.
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