
Dear Editor,  LEVEL 2 ASSIGNMENT SAMPLE 

 

After reading your editorial “Birthright Citizenship and the 14th Amendment,” I 

must say that I strongly support Mr. Ho’s assertions.  Changing the interpretation of 14
th

 

Amendment is a bad idea which will create confusion across the nation. 

First, to deny citizenship to children born in the U.S. would violate equality, the 

very principle that the 14
th

 Amendment was based upon when it was passed.  After the 

Civil War, congress passed the 14
th

 Amendment to settle the issue of citizenship at the 

national level.  To change that now after a hundred years, simply because it is politically 

advantageous for politicians, would be to believe that popular sovereignty is the most 

important value we have. 

Finally, America is unique in that we are a nation willing to grant citizenship by 

where you are born – jus soli.  That practice makes America great and shouldn’t be 

changed. 

 

    Sincerely, 

 

     John Q. Public 

 

Dear Editor, LEVEL 3 ASSIGNMENT SAMPLE 

 

I read with dismay your editorial “Birthright Citizenship and the 14th 

Amendment.”  James Ho is clearly drinking from the fountain of insanity when he 

advocates leaving the 14
th

 Amendment untouched.  The 14
th

 amendment, like all 

amendments, needs a fresh interpretation to match the times in which we live. 

 Ho writes that, “A foreign national living in the United States is ‘subject to the 

jurisdiction thereof’ because he is legally required to obey U.S. law.”  By stating such, he 

implies that citizenship should be granted to the children of illegals, but he actually 

creates a flawed argument.  The phrase “he is legally required to obey U.S. law” cannot 

apply to someone unwilling to follow the law by being here illegally.  Therefore, 

undocumented (illegal) immigrants themselves create a situation where they are not 

under jurisdiction of the states, and as such, their children should have no claim on 

birthright citizenship.  Surely the states should have the power to declare this. 

 States have the exclusive power to appoint representatives for the purpose of 

passing their laws.  This principle, known as republicanism, is a hallmark of popular 

sovereignty and is clearly outlined by both the 10
th

 amendment’s declaration that states 

reserve powers not “prohibited” to them and Article 4’s guarantee of a “republican form 

of government.”  Without a doubt, this should override the concerns about equality being 

expressed by Mr. Ho.  Thomas Jefferson expressed it best when he said, “The greatest 

[calamity] which could befall [us would be] submission to a government of unlimited 

powers.”  The federal government was not designed to create final solutions in all 

matters, but to manage conflicts and let the states govern themselves. 

 Finally, denying birthright citizenship will serve to strengthen the existing process 

of naturalization by creating only two avenues for citizenship:  Jus Sanguinis (citizenship 

by American blood) and naturalization, or choosing America.  There should be no other 

way to be a true American. 

Sincerely 

John Q. Public 

  

  

 

Comment [RC1]: Topic sentence:  

what I take as a position and why I do. 

Comment [RC2]: Fundamental value 

ID 

Comment [RC3]: Describe why 14th 

was passed 

Comment [RC4]: ID conflicting 

value.  For this and the one above, I don’t 

explain, just choose one and name it.  So 

it’s a level 2 performance. 

Comment [RC5]: Uses the term, and 

correctly, but doesn’t support my position 

with it. 

Comment [RC6]: Topic sentence.  

The opposite position from my letter 

above, but still what position I take and 

why. 

Comment [RC7]: I quote Ho here, but 

only to insert a quote from the 14th 

amendment.  I will go on to build my 

position based upon this quote. This 14th 

amendment quote is effective because my 

whole argument in this paragraph is about 

how the phrase “jurisdiction thereof” is 

not true for illegal immigrants. 

Comment [RC8]: This is where I tie 

the quote back to my argument: states 

should be able to ask for a new 

interpretation. 

Comment [RC9]:  Here I ID a 

fundamental value, but also define it and 

explain why it applies in this situation. 

Comment [RC10]: Just to be sure, I 

quote two additional sections of the 

constitution to tie my values together 

with a principle: republicanism. 

Comment [RC11]: Next, I quote 

Jefferson, but then go on to explain what 

he meant and why it supports my 

position. 

Comment [RC12]: Finally, I use two 

of the three terms, explain them briefly, 

and also tell how they support my 

position.   


