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Abstract

In any society, questions on the appropriate scale and role of authority in matters of
citizens’ rights and liberties lead to competing visions. Recently, the measures
adopted to maintain domestic security in the face of threats to society revived such
debates. The issue is how far that authority’s response is legitimate when it uses
security precautions at the expense of people’s freedoms. In this thesis, we aim to
assess the legitimacy of the U.S. government’s response to homegrown terrorism. We
examine the U.S. government’s policies and we show how far they are dual regarding
the treatment of Muslims. Indeed, on one side, they promote non-discriminatory
measures, and on the other side, however, they fixate almost entirely on Islam,
consider Muslims as suspects and identify Muslims’ places of worship as a venue of
radicalization. We question the legitimacy of such policies by assessing key
assumptions underlying the U.S. government discourse on which these policies are
based. To that end, we take a genealogical approach to identify the roots of such
assumptions. We find that the U.S. government is reproducing past discourses. Then,
we use theological arguments, scholarly contributions, and current data to evaluate the
soundness of the assumptions underlying these discourses. We conclude that the
measures that encroach on Muslims’ freedoms are illegitimate in that they derive from

discourses based on flawed assumptions.

Keywords: homegrown terrorism, counterterrorism, counter-radicalization, American

Muslims.
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Résumé

Dans toute sociéte, les questions sur la dimension et le r6le de l'autorité en matiére de
droits et libertés des citoyens conduisent a des visions concurrentes. Récemment, les
mesures adoptées pour le maintien de la sécurité intérieure face aux menaces pour la
société ont relancé ces débats. La question est de savoir dans quelle mesure la reaction
de I’ autorité est légitime lorsqu'elle utilise des précautions de sécurité au détriment
des libertés des gens. Dans cette these, nous évaluons la Iégitimité de la réponse du
gouvernement américain au terrorisme local. Nous examinons les politiques du
gouvernement des Etats-Unis et nous démontrons & quel point elles sont duelles
concernant le traitement des musulmans. En effet, d'un coté, elles favorisent des
mesures non discriminatoires et, d'un autre coté, elles se fixent presque entierement
sur l'islam, considerent les musulmans comme des suspects et identifient les lieux de
culte des musulmans comme lieu de radicalisation. Nous interrogeons la légitimité de
ces politiques en évaluant les hypothéses clés sous-jacentes au discours du
gouvernement américain sur lequel ces politiques sont fondées. A cette fin, nous
adoptons une approche généalogique pour identifier les racines de ces hypothéses,
d'abord. Nous trouvons que le gouvernement américain reproduit les discours passes.
Ensuite, nous utilisons des arguments theologiques, des contributions d’intellectuels
et des donneées actuelles pour évaluer la solidité des hypotheses sous-jacentes a ces
discours. Nous concluons que les mesures qui empietent sur les libertés des
musulmans sont illégitimes dans la mesure ou elles découlent de discours fondés sur

des hypotheses erronées.



Mots-clés : terrorisme local, contre-terrorisme, contre-radicalisation, musulmans
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Introduction

In any society, there is an authority and people under this authority. These
persons have some freedom and at the same time must respect some rules devised by
the government representing this authority. The amount of freedom those people can
enjoy sometimes clashes with the power of their government. This may occur when
the nation finds itself in a state of insecurity. Tensions then arise between the
advocates of the preservation of a safe state and those advocating freedoms of
individuals. The issue raised here is about the extent to which individual freedoms
should be restricted for the sake of security knowing that if order is not preserved, it is
not possible for the government to provide any of the other benefits people expect

from it.

Thus, the measures governments adopt to maintain security in the face of
threats to society have led to questions on the appropriate scale and role of authority
in matters of people freedom. Such questions have been raised in the United States.
With the events of 9/11, the United States has faced new security challenges. The U.S.
government considered that the nation was under the threat of terrorists. For the
government officials, those terrorists were individuals who were living in other
countries and who could organize attacks within the U.S. homeland at any moment.

To protect the nation, they started to design some counterterrorist measures.

Later, with the events that took place in Europe like the Madrid and London

train bombings, respectively in 2004 and 2005, a heightened anxiety about the threat



of attacks originating at home began to be felt in the United States. This form of threat
has been labelled ‘homegrown terrorism’. From the American perspective, this type of
terrorism involves U.S. citizens and residents within the United States with little

direct influence from existing transnational terrorist networks.

Though this type of terrorism is not a novel development, it is only after the
previously mentioned events that American policymakers manifested a growing
concern about its identification and prevention. Basing themselves on the premise that
radicalization — the process by which people are sucked into radical ideas — is at the
basis of the phenomenon, they started to frame counter-radicalization strategies.
While homegrown terrorists originate from different groups, government security
measures tended to fixate American Muslims and to focus on environments where

would-be extremist Muslims might find influencing radicalization venues.

The principal objective of this study is to determine how far the U.S.
government policy toward Muslims is legitimate. This study aims to reveal whether
the government strengthened security precautions to face a real threat or whether it
participated in cultivating fear to justify increased expenditures of security initiatives.
To that end, it will examine the discourse on which the U.S. government bases its
policy and assess its assumptions. The dissertation is more concerned with an

evaluation of the significant assumptions on which the discourse is based.

In political science, the analysis of official discourse is increasingly
recognized as being a crucial aspect in the understanding of policymaking processes.
It is obvious that decisions on a given subject cannot be taken without prior
knowledge about it. This discourse brings knowledge and makes it thereby ‘truth’.

This research work reveals such a ‘truth’ and puts it into perspective to evaluate the



legitimacy of the policies. The goal is to look at how the U.S. government reproduces
past discourses that are so entrenched that they are considered as discursive
foundations. To uproot such discursive foundations, we aim to show that such

discourses are based on assumptions that are flawed.

Carrying such study is important for the U.S. because the huge spending by
both federal and state governments on homeland security has made the U.S. the
largest civil security market in the world. More than a financial waste, the U.S. might
live the erosion of its most cherished value, namely religious freedom because of ill-
conceived policies. This would affect faith communities. This would in turn disturb
the structure of the American society. To check those assumptions and data is even
more important as Muslims represent the third-largest religion in the U.S.A. according

to an American Religious Identity Survey carried in 2001.

Throughout American history, we can notice that the U.S. government policies
contradict the American ideals. Nowadays, such paradox appears again in the U.S.
policy towards Muslims when facing homegrown terrorism. On the one hand, some
officials strive to have a rhetoric that is not targeting Muslims. They insist that there
should not be an amalgam between Islam and terrorism. In addition, some of U.S.
government’s measures and decisions back the Muslim community’s interests. On the
other hand, we can distinguish an adversarial rhetoric targeting Muslims. In addition,
the U.S. government has taken pre-emptive measures that are discriminatory to

Muslims.

Considering that discourse is crucial in policymaking and that discourse is
influenced by past discourses, we evaluate the policies deriving from such discourse

and come to the following general hypothesis: By basing its policymaking on an anti-



Muslim discourse, the U.S. government response to homegrown terrorism is
considered illegitimate. Even in the rhetoric that is not openly adversarial to Muslims,
the anti-Muslim bias is present in a subtle way. Because of such bias, the trade-off

freedom/security in the case of Muslims is not warranted.

Keeping the direction of our general hypothesis, we build up some sub-
hypothesis. First, through a long process towards institutionalization of religious
freedom, religious pluralism was promoted and Muslims, like other religious groups,
could be integrated in the American society. Second, homegrown terrorism has been
discursively constructed as a security threat. Third, the establishment of various
policies and decisions to confront homegrown terrorism has the potential to create

discrimination and social injustice towards Muslims.

This thesis begins with an analysis of the delicate relationship between the
scope of government power and the freedoms of people. Then, it elaborates an
overview of the long process that has institutionalized religious freedom in the
U.S.A,, a fundamental factor in the promotion of religious pluralism. This done, it
examines the American perception of homegrown terrorism as a threat and response
to it. Finally, this research attempts to determine the legitimacy of such response. This
evaluation is made through an analysis of the official discourse. The discourse itself
can be object of research when it seems to legitimize policies. Then, we have to assess
such discourse. Sources has been cited according to the supervisor’s referencing

system.

This research work uses a combination of several methods. To examine the
development of religious pluralism in the United States, we use the historical method.

To study the construction of homegrown terrorism as a security threat and to assess



the official discourse, we use the Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA). The CDA deals
with all levels of a discourse, including grammar, style, and rhetoric. As far as this
work is concerned, we concentrate broadly on language and its social context. To find
out from which discourse comes the current discourse, we use genealogy, an

investigative method that adopts a historical perspective.

Utilizing the critical discourse analysis for this study presents several
advantages. One of them is that language is a means of constructing and not just
mirroring the reality. Through its use, people aim to achieve some goals. Another one
is that it enables us to analyze what is being communicated in the various documents
produced by the U.S. government and speeches made by government officials. Still
another one is that it enables us to integrate other methods. Such combination of
methods is needed to study the issues raised. Still another advantage is that the CDA
makes possible some creative fulfillment. As it has not a structured outline of how to
conduct a study, it leaves room to personal arrangement. The last but not the least
advantage is that it does not need technology or funds to apply it. Indeed, it requires

the documents themselves and no other devices to collect data.

In this study, we analyze the government policy response toward Muslims. In
other words, we attempt to assess whether the government is striking the right balance
between religious freedom and security interests in the case of Muslims when dealing
with the issue of homegrown terrorism. We try to evaluate whether the American
government is faithful to its democratic ideals and values or abusing its power and

hindering the flourishing of religious freedom for something which is not warranted.

Studies on homegrown terrorism have taken different approaches and achieved

different conclusions. Some studies about homegrown terrorism tried to understand



the process of radicalization, its nature and to explain how individuals participated in
violent behavior. For example, in “Radicalization into Violent Extremism I: A
Review of Social Science Theories” (2011), Professor Randy Borum tried to define
the process of radicalization without confining it to either the ideological aspect or
political one. He explored the problems in defining radicalization and radicalism and

suggested that radicalization might best be viewed as a set of diverse processes

Moreover, in “Homegrown Terrorism and Transformative Learning” (2010),
Professors Alex Wilner and Claire-Jehanne Dubouloz used an interdisciplinary
approach to give an understanding of the radicalization process. They investigated and
identified the internal cognitive processes inherent to identity transformation. They

applied theories of transformation proposed and developed from a variety of fields.

Similarly, Daveed Gartenstein-Ross, the vice-president of research at the
Foundation for Defense of Democracies and director of its Center for Terrorism
Research, and Laura Grossman, a research analyst, provided an analysis of the
radicalization process. In “Homegrown Terrorists in the U.S. and U.K.” (2009), they
carried an empirical examination of the radicalization of homegrown terrorists. They
found that six manifestations could be observed at different degrees in the
radicalization process of homegrown terrorists. These manifestations are adopting a
legalistic interpretation of Islam, trusting only select religious authorities, perceived
schism between Islam and the West, law tolerance for perceived theological deviance

and attempts to impose religious beliefs on other political radicalization.

Some analysts looked for the venues of radicalization. Observers like Akil N.
Awan, Simon O’Rourke, David Tucker, Edwin Bakker, Tomas Precht and others

highlighted the role the internet played in radicalization. Precht, a professor of



counterterrorism studies and Director of the Center for Terrorism and
Counterterrorism of Leiden University, carried an empirical study of 242 European
Jihadists from 2001-2006 to measure the effects of the Internet on radicalization
(2007). His findings showed that there is “a correlation between jihadi web sites and
propaganda on the internet and rapid radicalization” (Home grown Terrorism and
Islamist Radicalization in Europe). In addition, in “Terrorist Use of the Internet: The
Real Story”, researchers Irving Lachow and Courtney Richardson from the National
Defense University advanced that “[t]he internet played a role in radicalization”
(2007). Likewise, in Countering Online Radicalization: A Strategy for Action (2009),
researcher Tim Stevens and Doctor Peter R. Neuman put the finger on online
radicalization. In addition, they suggest a strategy to counter it. Recently, Doctor
Anne Aly in “The Internet as an Ideological battleground” (2010) considered

terrorism as a battle of words and ideas and the Internet as its battleground.

Nevertheless, some scholars did not consider the internet as the main source
for radicalization. Accordingly, the idea of someone being able to go through the full
circle of radicalization, from pre-radicalization to committing an actual terror act, just
by using the internet, is unlikely. Doctor Noemie Bouhana and Professor Per-Olof H.
Wikstrom advanced that direct contact is necessary in the process of radicalization.
Their study made for the UK Home Office in 2011 evaluated al Qaeda radicalization
through a Situational Action Theory framework. Under this outline, Bouhana and
Wikstorm examined “how people, through social and self-selection, come to be
exposed to ... radicalizing settings” (Al Qaeda Influenced Radicalization 18). They
showed that “[m]embership of a social network containing one or more radicalized
member, or containing a member connected in some way to one or more radicalizing

settings, [was] one of the main factors linked to exposure to radicalizing



influence”(19). Their findings can be explained by the fact that the technology hinders
the formation of intimate bonds (21). This type of radicalization is called physical-
social radicalization by opposition to virtual radicalization. Similarly, Quitan
Wiktorowicz’s research and analysis presupposed that the entire four-step process of
radicalization is based on human-to human interaction, leaving out the role of the
internet (qtd. in “Radicalization and Homegrown Terrorism in Western Muslim

Communities™ 5).

Another venue suspected to contribute to the radicalization process that leads
to terrorism are the prisons. While the government and some observers speak of
prison radicalization, Doctor Clarke R. Jones rejected the vision that considers prisons
as “breeding grounds” or “universities” for terrorism. In “Are Prisons Really Schools
for Terrorism? Challenging the Rhetoric on Prison Radicalization” (2014), Jones
showed that the concerns of the government are generally based on limited data about
prisoner radicalization. His conclusion was that prisoners were not necessarily

radicalized and recruited by terrorist inmates.

In addition, existing literature published by the American government and
various scholars see a link between Muslims and homegrown terrorism. Some
researchers wanted to evaluate how responsible the Muslim community is in the
radicalization process. In Radicalization in the West : The Homegrown Threat (2007),
Mitchell D. Silver and Arvin Bhatt, analysts of the NYPD Intelligence Division,
attempted to find out whether some demographic and circumstantial factors would
lead to radicalization and to identify them. They concluded that there was no clear
way to determine which factor or combination of factors would be considered as

causal in the radicalization process or homegrown terrorist violence.



In addition, in “Radicalization: The Journey of a Concept” (2012), Professor
Arun Kundnani provided an analysis that explained why Muslims are considered
responsible for homegrown terrorism. For him, the industry’s scholars contributed to
make them suspect and their rights abused because of those scholars’ particular way

of using the concept of radicalization.

Professors Charles Kurzman, David Schanzer, and Ebrahim Moosa addressed
the topic from a different perspective. They wanted to understand why just a small
number of American Muslims followed the path of radicalization and violence. In
addition, they wanted to determine how the Muslim group has dealt with the threat

generated by extremism (“Anti-Terror Lessons of Muslim-Americans” 1).

No source, however, examined critically the U.S. government discourse on
homegrown terrorism as an element to assess the legitimacy of the response to it. To
carry out this study, we have used various types of data. First, for the debate over the
scope of power of the government in relation to the rights of people, we relied on
philosophers’ writings. Then, we used historical materials to describe the American
experiment in religious pluralism. Legislation passed from the colonial times to the
present was examined to review the development of religious freedom. To make the
analysis of the U.S. government discourse on and response to homegrown terrorism,
we used government documents and works of academia. The government documents
included speeches, hearings, national strategies and others. In addition, to assess the
assumptions underlying the U.S. discourse, Islamic tenets and teachings and different
surveys were used. For the Islamic tenets and teachings, data were collected from the

Holy book, Sahih Al-Bukhari and Riyad us-Saliheen.
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For the surveys, those from the Pew Research Center’s Forum on Religion and
Public Life were used. One was carried in 2007 entitled Middle Class and Mostly
Mainstream and another one, in 2011 entitled Muslim Americans: No signs of Growth
in Alienation or Support for Extremism. Both were based on telephone interviews.
Results from surveys of mosques in the U.S.A. were used as well. In 2000, Doctors
Ihsan Bagby, Paul M. Perl and Bryan T. Froehle in 2000 carried a first one entitled
The Mosque in America: A National Portrait. In 2011, Ihsan Bagby conducted a
second one and published it in two reports entitled respectively The American Mosque
2011: Basic Characteristics of the American Mosque Attitudes of the Mosque
Leaders, and The American Mosque 2011: Activities, Administration and Vitality of
the American Mosque. Both surveys consisted in counting all the mosques, taking a
sample from the list of those mosques and interviewing by telephone a mosque leader
(either the Imam, the president or board member). In the 2000 survey, 1, 209 mosques
were counted and interviews were conducted successfully in 416 of the mosques from
the list. In the 2011 survey, 2,106 mosques were counted and interviews were

completed in 524 of the mosques from the list.

The limitations we incurred in conducting this study are several. First, some of
them have to do with the disadvantages of the method CDA. Admittedly, this method
provides some level of replicability as observation is drawn on evidence in the actual
language. Nevertheless, results can differ when conveyed by different individuals as
perception and interpretation of discourse can be made in different manners. Thus,
compelling claims can be made. Moreover, as the discourse is evolving, the results are
not definitive but specific to a given time period. New insight and knowledge can be

provided.
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This dissertation is divided into five chapters. In the first chapter entitled
“Power of Government and Freedom of People,” we analyze the relation between
security and freedom. To that end, we first give a theoretical framework on the
broader relation of government and freedom and show how government’s function of
maintaining order and preserving people freedoms is problematic in some contexts.
Then, we study how the balance security stakes and freedom is stricken in the U.S.A.

and how it is still at the center of debate.

In the second chapter entitled “Religious Pluralism: The American
Experiment,” we examine the historical development of religious pluralism in the
United States. We argue that religious uniformity rather than religious freedom was
promoted during the colonial period. We show how religious freedom was
institutionalized after the independence of the U.S.A. and how it was reinforced with
later legislation. At last, we study how Muslims became a part of this religious

pluralism.

In the third chapter entitled “Constructing the Threat of Homegrown
Terrorism,” we study the discourse surrounding the term homegrown terrorism. We
provide an understanding of how the discourse regarding homegrown terrorism is
being situated at the government level. The works of academia are presented to help
in this understanding. We argue that homegrown terrorism was discursively
constructed as a threat. Then, we show how radicalization has been identified as a

possible pathway to homegrown terrorism.

In the fourth chapter entitled “Facing Homegrown Terrorism: A Dual Policy
Towards Muslims,” we discuss the impact of the discourse in having instituted

discriminatory practices. We present the counterterrorism and counter-radicalization
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programs undertaken under the Bush and Obama administrations, first. Then, we

highlight how incoherent the U.S. government’s counter-radicalization efforts are.

In the last chapter entitled “Findings and discussions: Deconstructing the U.S.
Discourse,” we assess the legitimacy of the U.S. government’s policy through an
analysis of some significant assumptions underlying its discourse. We show that the
U.S. discourse is reproducing past discourses and that it is based on flawed

assumptions.
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Chapter one

Power of Government and Freedom of People

The force of government is limiting one’s choices and actions. Any time the
government takes decisions for its people or passes a law, it limits its people’s choices
or actions. Then, the formation of civil government entails an abandon of some
freedom. The amount of freedom a citizen must surrender and the range of
permissible activities of government becomes an issue when devising a government.
The difficulty in determining the extent to which government can use its power to

fulfill its purposes is referred as the power problem.

In the first part of this chapter, we give a conceptual analysis of government,
we probe into the reasons of its formation and we study the theories relating to its
scope of power. In its second part, we analyze the relationship between the
government’s purpose of maintaining order and the freedom of people in theory. In its
third part, we evaluate how far the U.S. legal framework and policies pursue these two

values.

IVV.Government and Government Power
Government as a concept is not so obvious and as a phenomenon is rather
complex. To grasp it, an examination of the different aspects it encompasses is

necessary.
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A. Definition

The scholarly discussion of the meaning of government is rich. Usually,
people associate government with the idea of power, control, rules and even politics.
In this part of the chapter, we depart from just simple definitions of ‘government’.
Dictionaries and scholars give different definitions of the term. The Oxford Advanced
Learner’s Dictionary of Current English (2010) gives three definitions of

government:

The group of people who are responsible for controlling a country or a
state; a particular system or method of controlling a country, the

activity or the manner of controlling a country. (“government”)
The Cambridge Advanced Learner’s Dictionary (2008) defines government as:

The group of people who officially control a country; the system used
for controlling a country, city, or group of people; the activities
involved in controlling a country, city, group of people, etc.

(“government”)

Both dictionaries offer definitions around the same key words, namely group

involved, system in place, and process or activities in use.

Samuel Finer, a political scientist and historian, ascribes at least four different
meanings to the term “"government." First, government denotes “the activity or

process of governing”. Second, government is “a condition of ordered rule”. Third, it
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refers to “those people charged with the duty of governing’. Fourth, government is

“the manner, method or system” of ruling a particular society (3).

In some particular contexts, ‘government’ has specific meanings. It can refer
narrowly to just a part of the political system as it can refer broadly to a larger system.
For example, in the United Kingdom political system, government refers to “Her or
His Majesty’s Government”. In this case, government refers narrowly to the system
that comprises the Monarch, the Privy Council, the Cabinet but not Parliament. In the
U.S.A., government includes the national or federal government institutions, the fifty
states governments and the local governments. This is why, in American English,
government refers to the larger system by which any state is organized (Oxford

English Dictionary, “government”).

Notions that are related to government are power, authority and legitimacy.
Power is the capacity to affect the behavior of others. Authority is the right to do so. It
is not founded on any form of manipulation or coercion but on an acknowledged duty
to obey. In American Government and Politics Today: The Essentials, Barbara
Bardes, Mack C. Shelley and Steffen W. Schmidt define them in a simple and clear
way. According to their definition, authority is “the right and power of a government
or other entity to enforce its decisions and compel obedience” and legitimacy is the
“popular acceptance of the right and power of a government or other entity to exercise

authority” (5). These elements are necessary for any government to work properly.
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B. Source of Legitimacy: The Social Contract Theory

To survive any government needs legitimacy. To explain how citizens obey
and feel loyal toward their governments, we adopt the social contract theory. This
perspective is relevant as the idea of the social contract influenced significantly the
American founding fathers, especially Thomas Jefferson and James Madison. Thus, it

is one of the foundations of the American political system.

The Greek philosopher Plato first used the term “social contract”. The English
philosopher Thomas Hobbes developed the idea. Later, Jean Jacques Rousseau and
John Locke adopted the idea. According to the social contract theorists, men decided
to unite via a social contract. In the beginning, they lived in a state of nature. There
was neither a government nor laws to regulate them. Social theorists have different
descriptions of this state of nature. For Thomas Hobbes, it is anarchy as in a war of
“every man against every man” (77) and where life is “solitary, poor, nasty, brutish
and short” (78). Hobbes had the ideas from the English Civil War that all humans
were naturally self-centered and nasty. For John Locke, the picture of the state of
nature is more attractive. People live according to the law of reason. The latter
teaches, "no one ought to harm another in his life, liberty, and or property" (Two
Treatises of Government 106-111). Similarly, Jean Jacques Rousseau spoke more

moderately of the drawbacks of the state of nature (4-5).

Because they departed from different descriptions, social theorists present
different reasons for which men decided to unite. In the Hobbesian vision, it is to
escape from a miserable life, in the Lockean one, to protect property. Nevertheless,
agreement is the basis that led to the existence of the authority, the government, the

sovereign or the state. In the same way, the notion of agreement is at the center of
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Rousseau’s description. For him, people enter in agreement as equal individuals and
make up the general will. The latter refers to the sum of the wills of all the

individuals. Government is based on this idea of popular sovereignty (11).

In a society where there is a social contract between rulers and ruled, citizens
have given allegiance to an entity that protects their rights. The legitimacy of that
government, of its political authority derives from the consent of the governed. The
consent of the governed is central to the social contract theory. In Two Treatises of
Government, Locke explains that men would accept to give up the state of nature in
which they enjoy freedom, equality and independence for the sake of security. Indeed,
the main reason for which people decide to unite is security. In the state of nature,
“conflicts arise because people are self-interested and so impartial in their dispute».
The authority either absolute or limited would put an end to such a state of insecurity.
To show that security is of paramount importance, we analyse the description of

Locke:

Men being, as has been said, by nature, all free, equal and independent,
no one can be put out of this estate, and subjected to the political power
of another, without his own consent, which is done by agreeing with
other men, to join and unite into a community for their comfortable,
safe, and peaceable living, one amongst another, in a secure enjoyment
of their properties, and a greater security against any that are not of it.

(Locke, Two Treatises of Government 146)

For Locke, people have the right to withdraw their support, to rise and throw
government whenever they judge that the government is not fulfilling its task or

abusing its power. In Locke’s description, the law for which men entered into society
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is called the law of self-preservation. In case when this law is not respected and that
the members of the community would be brought into a “slavish” (170) condition and
that “a long train of abuses, prevarications, and artifices”, they would have the right to
rid themselves of those who violated the law to “rise themselves, and endeavor to put
the rule into such hands which may secure to them the ends for government was at
first erected” (204). Locke uses the term “slavish” and “a long train” not to encourage
any uprising for something for which it is not necessary to rise. In other words, the

amount of abuses should be significant to justify reaction.

John. S. Mill echoes the argument of the right to expel those who violated the
law in case of abuses. For him, the power to decide wherever to expel should be in the
hands of a representative assembly. The latter would not have the power to govern but
“to watch and control the government: to throw the light of publicity on its acts; to
compel a full exposition and justification of all of them which any one considers
questionable; to censure them if found condemnable” (Representative Government

68).

Thus, according to Mill, people should not govern but be represented in an
assembly which role would be to scrutinize the government. In that way, they would
be able to point on any abuse. Nevertheless, to determine when there are abuses is
problematic. One should have a clear idea about how far should a government go in
fulfilling its purposes. This question is about the scope of power of government. This

issue is difficult to set.
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C. Scope of Government Power
Thinkers and philosophers have different viewpoints on the power of
government. Hobbes advocated the necessity of absolute sovereign. Government had
to be very strong. Subjects surrender their rights and have to obey this central

authority unconditionally. For him, the contract should be the following:

I Authorise and give up my Right of Governing myself, to this Man, or
to this Assembly of men, on this condition, that thou give up thy Right
to him, and Authorise all his Actions in like manner. This done the

multitude so united in one person is called commonwealth. (106)

Unlike Hobbes, Locke has not advocated unlimited rule; he supported a
limited government with the rule of law. Indeed, according to him a morally
legitimate government must be a government of laws not men. In his Treatises he

wrote:

Absolute arbitrary power, or governing without settled standing laws,
can neither of them consist with the ends of society and government,
which men would not quit the freedom of the state of Nature for, and
tie themselves up under, where it not to preserve their lives, liberties,
and fortunes, and by stated rules of right and property to secure their

peace and quiet. (164)

For Locke, all forms of government are acceptable as long as the basic rights of life,

liberty, and property to the people are protected.

From his side, Mill in his essay “On Liberty” (1860) dealt with the issue of the

nature, limits, and legitimacy of power. According to him, we have first the rights of
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people. To explain the rights of the people, he departs from the idea that individuals
are not accountable to the society for their actions as long as these concern just their
interests. In the case that actions are prejudicial to the interests of others, the society

can decide social and legal punishment to ensure its protection (130).

These different viewpoints on the scope of the power of government gave rise
to different ideologies. We devise a spectrum whose extremes are, on one side, the
least government and, on the other side, the most government. We put the different
ideologies according to the amount of government intervention they prone. On one
extreme of the spectrum is totalitarianism; on the other, is anarchism. The former calls
for government intervention in all aspects of life while the latter rejects government

entirely.

Between these extremes and close to totalitarianism, there is democratic
socialism. The latter supports government authority in economic life but preserves
civil liberties. In addition, there is classical liberalism and neo-classical liberalism.
According to the neo-classical liberals, the exercise of individual freedom is possible
only with a small government. Close to anarchism is libertarianism. In such ideology,
the government is permitted to protect life and property without excessively
interfering in the lives of its citizens. Libertarians think of individual freedom and
government power as polar opposites. For them, more government means less
freedom. Capitalism as a political ideology promotes private enterprise without

government regulation.
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Il. Freedom Versus Order: The Original Dilemma of Government

The power problem is an on-going issue. It is even more acute when we put two
values, order and freedom, in the balance. The government pursues these two values.
The issue is how can a government fulfill its original purpose of maintaining order

and balance it with freedom. This is the original dilemma of the government.

A. De