Topic
Merits of Government Surveillance
General Purpose- To persuade
Specific Purpose- To persuade my audience that the benefits of government surveillance are more than the associated risks.
Central Idea- Privacy is an idea that is used to oppose government surveillance but this concept is flawed as sacrifices have to be made to achieve security objectives.
Introduction
Society faces emerging threats as terrorists and other criminals seek new ways of carrying out attacks against us. We understand that the government can develop various strategies against potential threats, but it is simply not possible to address all threats at all times. It would be impossible for an officer to be assigned to each one of us since there are not as many officers as there are citizens. An effective way of preventing threats is through government surveillance programs. The main benefits of government surveillance are that they improve security, do not intend to infringe on constitutional rights, and deter potential threats without directly affecting innocent people. 
Main Point 1: Government surveillance is necessary because its primary focus is on safety of the American people.
A. Government surveillance focuses first on safety of the people and all other factors come after that. The focus of government surveillance is not on violation of constitutional rights as most of us might choose to believe. The focus is almost entirely on safety. The only effective ways that the government can gather intelligence to protect its citizens are through interrogation and surveillance. David Lyon is a security analyst and in his assessment of how Snowden changed the intelligence world, he explains that surveillance is a by-product of intelligence gathering that is not easily avoidable. According to Christopher Slobogin, a law professor with numerous articles on criminal law and procedure, we should understand that for the government to collect enough information to protect us, communication networks will be monitored. The argument should therefore move away from a direct comparison of national security against civil liberties (Slobogin, 2008). It is possible for national security to also protect civil liberties, according to Slobogin. These two components can exist together as citizens can be safe and still have their rights protected. 
B. The realization that safety and civil liberties can co-exist highlights how the misconceptions concerning government surveillance should be eliminated. The main focus of surveillance is safety and detection of potential offenders. Slobogin states that it is not reasonable to assume that a government can introduce an intelligence gathering program with the sole aim of spying on us. More could be done to ensure that surveillance is conducted within the legal frameworks defined by the constitution. However, it is important to understand that monitoring of communication networks may require government agencies to access personal devices and content. Slobogin reminds us of this as he explains why surveillance needs to cover personal devices. It does not necessarily mean that the government has negative intentions when it seeks access to our communication networks. 
C. It is important to understand that we do not live in an idealistic world. Lyon suggests that in an ideal world, the government would detect and identify potential offenders and then develop surveillance programs intended for specific targets (Lyon, 2015). A government that adopts an idealistic approach to the threats of the modern world will leave its citizens exposed to major threats. This is particularly the case when considering emerging terror threats. Potential terrorists are being recruited online and self-radicalized individuals are increasingly dependent on the internet and mobile networks for material that advances their extremist beliefs, according to Madden and Rainie. It is therefore critical for the government to use surveillance to address these threats before the people become victims. The question we should ask ourselves at this point is whether we would want our government to use strategies that may have worked in earlier decades.
The fact that the primary focus is on safety and not spying leads to another reason why people support government surveillance; if we are innocent, surveillance should not matter.
Main Point 2: Surveillance does not infringe on constitutional rights.
A. The main beneficiaries of government surveillance programs are those of us with no connections to terrorist organizations or any crime in general. Those who oppose surveillance should consider why it should matter to them that the government is monitoring communication and movements. The article by Lyon states that the government does this monitoring for the good of the country and the safety of all its citizens. Those of us with ill intentions against other people are more likely to have reasons for opposition of government surveillance. If we have no intention to harm another person, it should not matter that communication and movements may be monitored. 
B. It should also not matter that the government may be conducting surveillance because no person can truly know when they are being monitored. Stoycheff presents the point that while the government may be able to monitor text messages, calls and emails, it does not necessarily mean that the government is performing these actions. The government largely conducts passive surveillance unless there are specific individuals who may pose risks to the safety of the people. Passive surveillance means that the government may only define certain words, phrases and actions that should be earmarked for further monitoring if a person uses or does those things (Madden & Rainie, 2015). For instance, a person may state in an email conversation that they aim to carry out an attack. Madden and Rainie also point out how this kind of conversation will get the attention of government agencies tasked with monitoring communication for such information. It is a further illustration that we should not necessarily be bothered that the government is conducting surveillance. If you do not plan to harm others, you should simply go about your daily lives as normal.
C. It may appear to be an extreme approach to intelligence gathering, but surveillance is necessary in this age of technology. We should understand that it is simply the easiest way of detecting threats to society. We should note that there are other forms of surveillance that exist. People who do not pay their taxes as required are considered criminals. The government detects and apprehends these individuals through monitoring of employment histories and tax records, according to Slobogin. The lesson from this example is that government surveillance is a necessity for optimal welfare of the society. Is it reasonable to accept that employers, tax regulators and mobile service providers keep track of our activities but find it difficult to understand why the government does similar?
Since government surveillance is a feature that exists in multiple areas of modern society, we can conclude that privacy is worth sacrificing for safety. 
Main Point: Surveillance does not affect innocent people and it deters potential threats.
A. Every one of us desires privacy as we do not want to have our affairs known to every other person in the greater community. We should consider whether losing part of our privacy harms anyone else. If I was to ask you to choose between improved safety and lower privacy or improved privacy and lower safety, an overwhelming majority of you would choose the first option. This shows how privacy is a necessary trade-off for increased safety. Lyon states that it is better for the government to access something personal and potentially embarrassing in our communication networks, than for it to fail to detect planned crimes because they wanted to assure the public of privacy. 
B. For those who strongly oppose government surveillance because it involves access to personal communication networks, you should understand that government is not the only guilty party. In this era of technology, we sign in to numerous social networks and other websites. The service providers we use also have our details easily accessible by their personnel. Stoycheff explains that the amount of personal information we have online allows many companies to monitor our activities for marketing purposes. It means that even without the government monitoring our communication networks, our privacy is never guaranteed in this era of heavy technology usage. This is a counterargument against the idea that if government surveillance was to stop, people would have the privacy they desire.
C. Privacy is a factor that people should be ready to sacrifice for improved security. If the NSA, DHS or FBI among other security agencies did not exist, how would the government monitor what goes on in the country? These agencies may monitor your personal communication networks or not; no person can ever be sure on a given day that their privacy was compromised to an unreasonable extent. This point is argued by Slobogin as he explains how rare it is for a person to notice when their personal communication is being monitored. The purpose of these agencies is to make the country safer and to protect us from harm. Madden and Rainie state that the agencies conduct surveillance regularly as threats emerge on a daily basis. If the government did not conduct surveillance programs, it would be very difficult to provide us with the security we seek. For most of us, we are not affected on a daily basis by government surveillance. This highlights the need for surveillance as it allows the government to achieve its security objectives and does not readily affect most people. 
Conclusion
Government surveillance is now a strategy that the federal government uses as an effective tool to use against potential threats. The main argument that supporters of surveillance programs use is the improvement of safety while opponents of government point to potential violation of privacy as the main reason why government should not be allowed to monitor its citizens. I argue in favor of government surveillance using three points. The first is that the surveillance programs are focused on safety first, not spying. Government develops these monitoring strategies with the primary aim of detecting potential threats and not to gain access to personal information of citizens. The second point is that innocent people should not be concerned with surveillance programs as innocent people do not need to be concerned about how the government identifies threats. The third point is that the world is not an idealistic place, it is not a perfect environment where people are not required to make sacrifices to get what they want. For guarantees of safety, people have to sacrifice some privacy. These points support the call for government surveillance to be allowed to continue. Citizens give their government the task of keeping them safe and in this modern day of technological use, surveillance is the most effective method of preventing and responding to detected threats. 
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