[image: image1.jpg]ATLANTIC
e




[image: image2.jpg]ETOULID SVVE ENMIEBIRACE ATy

COC= "2

SOCIAL STUDIES 30~

MAJOR WRITING -,
ASSIGNMENT :

EVIDENCE (10)

PRESENTATION (5)

MATTERS OF CORRECTNESS (5)

perspective(s) In one part of their essay, or their
jon of the. jcal perspective(s) may

develops one o more arguments| based o logic and rsnsan
estabishes a relmlmshlp between position taken,

Note: Evidence from social studies may include a theorstical,
 Mistorical, contemporary, andior current evens discussion.

Vihen marking Evidence, the markers shoutd consider how
fectively the student has used evidence that

srelevantand scourate
reflects depth and/or breadth

 When marking Presentation, the markers

. should consider now effeciively the: student

When mar of Corrscinass, the

Matters.
 markers should consider the effectiveness of

the student's
S e e

mechanics and gramn
+ use of vocabulary

Excellent

E

The analysis of the source is insightful and
sophisticated. The understanding of the source and its
relationship to the Ideological perspective(s) s
comprehensively demonstrated.

Judiciously chosen and developed argument(s) convincingly
support the position taken. The argumentation is consistent
and compelling, demonstrating an insightful understanding of
the assignment. The relationship between the position taken,
argumentation, and the ideological perspective presented in
the source is perceptively developed.

Evidence is sophisticated and deliberately chosen. The relative
absence of error is impressive. A thorough and comprehensive
discussion of evidence reveals an insightful understanding of
social studies knowledge and its application to the assignment

The writing is fluent, skillfully structured, and
judiciously organized. A controliing idea is
effectively sustained and integrated.

The writing demonstrates skillful control
of sentence structure, grammar, and
mechanics. The relative absence of error
is impressive. Vocabulary is precise and
deliberately chosen.

Proficient

Pf

‘The analysis of the source is sound and adept. The
understanding of the source and its relationship to the
ideological perspective(s) is capably demonstrated.

Purposefully chosen and developed argument(s) persuasively
support the position taken. The argumentation is logical and
capably developed, dermonstrating a sound understanding of
the assignment. The relationship between the position taken,
argumentation, and the ideclogical perspective presented in
the source s clearly developed.

Evidence is specific and purposeful. Evidence may contain
some minor errars. A capable and adept discussion of evidence
reveals a solid understanding of social studies knowledge and its
application to the assignment.

The wriing is clear and purposefully
organized. A controlling idea is coherently
sustained and presented.

The writing demonstrates capable control
of sentence structure, grammr, and
mechanics. Minor errors in language do
not impede communication. Vocabulary
is appropriate and specific.

Appropriately chosen and developed argument(s) generally
support the position taken. The argumentation s
straightforward and conventional, demonstrating an adequate
u ing of the assignment. The ip between
the position taken, argumentation, and the ideological
perspective presented in the source is generally developed.

Evidence is conventional and straightforward. The evidence
may contain minor errors and/or a mixture of relevant and
extraneous information. A generalized and basic discussion
reveals an acceptable understanding of social studies.
knowledge and its application to the assignment.

‘The writing is straightforward and functionally
organized. A controlling idea is presented
and generally maintained; however,
coherence may falter.

‘The writing demonstrates basic control of
sentence structure, grammer, and
mechanics. There may be occasional lapses
in control and minor errors; however, the
communication remains generally clear.
Vocabulary is conventional and adequate.

Satisfactory The analysis of the source is straightforward and
conventional. The understanding of the source and its
relationship to the ideological perspective(s) is

S adequately demonstrated.
Limited The analysis of the source is incomplete or lacks depth.

The understanding of the source and its refationship to
the ideological perspective(s) s superficial and lacks
development.

L

‘The argument(s) presented are confusing andor largely
unrelated to the position taken. The argumentation is
repetitive, contradictory, simplistic, andfor based on uninformed
belief. The relationship between the position taken,
argumentation, and the ideological perspective presented in the
source is superficially developed

Evidence is patentially relevant but is unfocused andfor
incompletely developed. The nce contains inaccuracies
andior extraneous detail. The discussion reveals a superfiial
andlor confused understanding of social studies knowledge and
its application to the assignment.

The writing is awkward and lacks
organization. A controliing idea is
inconsistently maintained.

The writing demonstrates faltering control
of sentence structure, grammar, and
mechanics. Errors obscure the clarity of
communication. Vocabulary is imprecise,
simplistic, and/or inappropriate.

Poor There is minimal analysis of the source. The If arguments are presented, there is litle or no relationship to  Evidence s either irrelevant and/or inaccurate. The evidence The wriing is unclear and disorganized. A The writing demonstrates lack of control of
understanding of the source and its relationship tothe  the position taken. The argumentation is irrelevant andfor contains major and revealing errors. A minimal o scant controlling idea s difficult to discern or s sentence structure, grammar, and
ideological perspective(s) is disjointed, inaccurate, or illogical. The relationship between the position taken, discussion reveals  lack of understanding of social studies absent mechanics. Jarting errors impede

P vague. argumentation, and the ideologial perspective presented in  knowledge and its application to the assignment, communication. Vocabulary is
the source is minimally developed. overgeneralized and/or inaccurate,
INSUFFICIENT Insufficient is a special category. Itis not an indicator of quality. It should be assigned to essays that do not contain a discernible attempt to address the assignment or essays that are too brief to assess in any scoring category.
Vocabulary Sentence Structure and Organization Mechanice and Grammar COMMENTS ON BACK

+ Word choice and usage (approprlate and accurate application of words
‘according to the context and meaning, including soclal studies terminology)

+ Syntex (completeness, consistency, and varlety of sentence construction)
« Organization (coherence and focus)

« Mechanics (punctuation, spelling, capitalization)
« Grammar (subject-verb agreement, pronoun reference, tense)
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Examine the following source and respond to the question that follows.



The ideological perspective of the source clearly gets to heart of one of humanity’s greatest ethical dilemmas. The ‘golden rule’ states that we should “do unto others as we would want others to do unto us”. This is certainly a noble precept, but the course of human history does not always reveal evidence of a proclivity to follow this noble rule. When you or your loved one suffered at the hands of another individual, it could be argued that it is human nature to want revenge. If your wife’s life is taken by a cold-blooded killer, it would be excruciatingly difficult to stem the tide of emotions that push you towards an ‘eye for an eye’ mentality. The source tells us that an evil act serving to counter an evil act, only undermines the broader collective good. The greatest pacifist of the twentieth century, Mahatma Gandhi, was a living example of the source perspective. Despite the tremendous violence and injustice that befell Gandhi and his people, he steadfastly rejected the ‘eye for an eye’ precept. Above all else, Gandhi understood human dignity and the need to reject the primal instinct of revenge. Can a truly civil society embrace the doctrine of an ‘eye for an eye’? 
Imagine sitting in a large dark room peering across a cold concrete floor.  You see your closest family members sitting there, behind a thick plexi-glass barrier, with horrified looks on their faces.  You can see and feel the pain in their eyes.  The anguish your family feels is born out of the harsh reality that you are facing your final judgement.  You also painfully aware of the piercing glare from your victim’s family. They look strangely comfortable and their eyes are unable to hide the vengeance that courses through their veins – you took the life of their beloved daughter and now your life will serve as retribution.  Today is the day you are going to be executed!

One of the most heinous remnants of the ‘eye for an eye’ mentality that survives in societies across the globe is capital punishment. The narrative above is thankfully a story that you could not be a part of as a Canadian citizen.  Capital punishment, or the death penalty, was removed from our penal system in 1976.  In our entire history we have sentenced 1481 people to death, but only executed 710 - 697 were men and 13 were women.  The right of a state or government to take the life of a citizen is perhaps the greatest power they can hold.  There are many countries around the world that wield such power, in fact there are 69 countries around the world that still have capital punishment within their judicial systems.  Canada has joined the majority of nations in the world in rejecting this ‘eye for an eye’ approach. 

If we live in a country that respects the fundamental nature of human dignity and human rights then we must think carefully about such questions, like the ones surrounding the death penalty.  With serious crime on the rise across our great nation the debate over capital punishment has been renewed. Should heinous crime be met with heinous punishment? Should a response, regardless of the severity, match the 
There are many Canadians who believe judicial sentencing and punishment must be dignified and civilized. They would say that important decisions, both political and legal, should not be grounded in vengeance.  They would, for example, support the stand Canada has taken to in revoking capital punishment. Others would posture that the best way to deal with egregious behaviour is to respond in kind - in short, an eye for an eye. They would argue that our judicial system needs stronger deterrents for criminals - if a criminal takes a life, they should lose theirs.  Canada has chosen the right course of action in moving away from an antiquated and uncivilized ‘eye for an eye’ mentality.
An ‘eye for an eye’ leaves two people blind. The death penalty has a permanency that does not allow for mistakes to be rectified. The recent use of DNA testing has helped prove a number of criminals who were convicted and pout to death were, in fact, innocent. According to a 1987 study from Michigan State University, between 1900 and 1985 over 350 people were eventually found innocent of their crimes. There are those that would have you believe that despite the mistakes that are sometimes made capital punishment is a good deterrent for serious crime, but the facts do not support this.  Countries with the death penalty do not have lower crimes rates, especially when it comes to serious crime.  According to the Organization of Cooperation and Development (OECD) the United States is the most violent and crime laden country in the developing world.  Approximately thirteen million people (approximately 5% of the U.S. population) are victims of crime every year. Approximately one and a half million are victims of violent crime.  As of July 2006 the State of Texas has executed 366 people, with 404 inmates on death row.  It turns out that the jurisdiction of Texas has one of the worst crime rates in the world.  Statistics from Amnesty International reveal that there were well over 120 000 acts of violent crime in 2005 in the Lone Star State.  If the state that is the most prolific in terms of the death penalty is not deterring violent crime then how are we to believe that capital punishment is an effective judicial tool?  It is clear that the death penalty is not a deterrent!  Capital punishment should not be an option; it perpetuates the simplistic and archaic ‘eye for an eye’ mentality.

  




An eye for an eye makes the whole world blind.














To what extent should we embrace the perspective(s) reflected in the source?





  Write an essay in which you must:





• analyze the source and demonstrate an understanding of the ideological


perspective(s) reflected in the source


• establish and argue a position in response to the question presented


• support your position and arguments by using evidence from your knowledge and


understanding of social studies








Apply the rubric to what you just read…











