
 
 
Local District South Students: 
 
 
We hope that you are adjusting to the difficult situation we all find ourselves in and that you are 
taking time to rest, care for yourself and those you love, and do something everyday to lift your 
spirits.  We want you to know that you are missed and that we have been working hard to develop 
ways to support you. 
 
We want to stay connected with you and provide you with opportunities to learn while you are at 
home.  We hope that you find these activities interesting and that they provide you with something 
to look forward to over the course of the next week. 
 
Stay home; stay healthy; stay safe.  We cannot wait until we see you again. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
The Local District South Instructional Team and your school family 

 

Government 
Week 3 Take Home Packet 

 

 
 

Student Name_________________________________________________________________ 
 
School ______________________________________________________________________ 

 
Grade ________________________ Teacher ______________________________________ 

Dear Students: 



 
Over the course of the next week, please do the activities listed for each day. We encourage 
you to engage in the Extended Learning Opportunity if you are able as this might help you 
answers the Essential Question from the History & Social Science framework and this mini-unit:  

● Do citizens have rights that the state must respect; if so what are they?  
● How do we evaluate what’s right or wrong?  

As you read and annotate, keep this question in mind and be prepared to answer it in writing.   
 
Week 3: Day 1 

1. Read, “ Do Juvenile Killers Deserve Life Behind Bars?”and annotate using the 
Annotation Bookmark. 

2. Answer the Text-Dependent Questions #1-5. 
3. Write a response to the Discussion Questions 1 and 3 only. 

 
Week 3: Day 2 

1. Read, “What Makes Good People Do Bad Things?” and annotate using the Annotation 
Bookmark 

2. Answer the Text-Dependent Questions #1-5 
3. Write a response to the Discussion Question # 3 only 

 
Week 3: Day 3 

1. Read: “Life Isn't Fair - Deal With It” and annotate using the Annotation Bookmark 
2. Answer the Text-Dependent Questions #1-5 
3. Write a response to the Discussion Questions #1-3  

 
Week 3: Day 4 

1. Student Writing Prompt:  Over the course of this week, you have gathered details from 
different texts that all relate to morality. Use the evidence you have gathered to answer 
the essential question: How do we evaluate what’s right or wrong? Support your answer 
using reasons and evidence from a variety of the texts covered in this unit. 

 
Week 3: Day 5 
Extended Learning Opportunity 
Watch TedTalk: What is Fair and Just?  
https://bit.ly/govday5 
Watch this PBS NewsHour Clip: Weighing Life Without Parole for Juvenile Murder Convicts  
https://bit.ly/govday5b 
 
 
 
 
 



 



Name: Class:

"Humility" by Ben is licensed under CC BY-SA 2.0

Do Juvenile Killers Deserve Life Behind Bars?
By Nina Totenberg

2012

The American juvenile justice system is distinct from the system that deals with adult defendants and
criminals. Many people believe that adolescents deserve less blame for their actions because the parts of
their brains associated with decision-making and impulse control have not fully matured. They are also
thought to be more likely candidates for criminal rehabilitation than adults. Yet, in some states, life without
parole is the automatic sentence for homicide, or murder, and is often passed without consideration for
certain circumstances, such as age or background. By 2012, the United States had convicted 79 juvenile
offenders under the age of 14 on charges of homicide and sentenced them to life behind bars.

The U.S. Supreme Court hears arguments
Tuesday in two homicide cases testing whether it
is unconstitutionally cruel and unusual
punishment to sentence a 14-year-old to life in
prison without the possibility of parole.

There are currently 79 of these juvenile killers
who will die in prison. What's more, in many
states, the penalty is mandatory, meaning neither
judge nor jury is allowed to consider the
youngster's age or background in meting1 out the
sentence.

In cases dealing with punishment for juveniles, context is everything. In 2005, the Supreme Court
struck down the death penalty for juveniles, declaring that kids are different from adults. The court
said that because of their youth, their brains are literally less developed, they are more impulsive,
more subject to peer pressure and less able to see the consequences of their acts.

Two years ago, the court used the same rationale when it struck down the penalty of life without
parole for nonhomicide crimes committed by juveniles. But in Tuesday's cases, the court faces the
question of life without parole in homicide cases.

A case from Arkansas involves a teenager who was not the triggerman. Fourteen-year-old Kuntrell
Jackson and two other kids held up a video rental store. One of the other boys pointed a sawed-off
shotgun at the cashier, and when she threatened to call the police, shot and killed her. Under
Arkansas' felony-murder law, Jackson was deemed just as responsible as the triggerman. He was tried
as an adult for aggravated murder2 and, under state law, received a mandatory sentence of life without
parole.

[1]

[5]

1. to give a harsh punishment or dispense justice
2. The phrase “aggravated murder” refers to a type of intentional murder. In this case, it is likely referring to a type of

intentional murder in which the victim was killed while the offender was in the process of committing or trying to
commit burglary.
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The other case, from Alabama, involves Evan Miller, a boy so brutalized as a child that by the time he
was arrested for murder at age 14, he had tried to kill himself six times, the first time when he was 5
years old.

Miller and a 16-year-old friend went next-door to the home of a neighbor who was dealing drugs to
Miller's mother. The neighbor, 52-year-old Cole Cannon, gave the boys liquor and marijuana. Miller
consumed a fifth of whiskey as the boys engaged in drinking games with Cannon and planned to steal
his wallet.

Eventually, a fight broke out and the boys severely beat Cannon, set fires in the trailer and fled,
ignoring Cannon's pleas for help. Cannon died of smoke inhalation. The 16-year-old friend made a deal
with prosecutors in exchange for his testimony, and got life with parole eligibility. Fourteen-year-old
Miller got life without parole.

Bryan Stevenson, the lawyer who represents the boys in both of these cases, will make two basic
arguments before the Supreme Court. The first is that a mandatory punishment of life without parole
for a 14-year-old is cruel and unusual punishment because the defendant's age and background are
irrelevant and cannot mitigate3 punishment.

"Judges can't consider it. Juries can't consider it. No one can consider it," says Stevenson.

The states counter that the juvenile's age has already been considered by taking the death penalty off
the table.

"If the defendant is not going to get the death penalty, then at the very least, the defendant ought to
get life without parole" to counterbalance the harm he has inflicted, says Alabama Solicitor General
John Neiman.

But the big question before the Supreme Court on Tuesday is whether life without the possibility of
parole is itself an unconstitutionally cruel and unusual punishment when it is applied to juveniles.

Defense lawyer Stevenson notes that the American legal system treats minors as both less culpable4

and less responsible. Fourteen-year-olds, for instance, are not allowed to drink, to marry, to vote, to
serve on juries or even to drive.

"We're not saying that juvenile offenders who commit homicide can't be punished severely," Stevenson
says. "They may even end up spending the rest of their lives in prison. But it's premature, excessive
and unfair to say we know this juvenile will never be rehabilitated."5

Indeed, a brief6 filed by the Council of Juvenile Correctional Administrators and other juvenile crime
experts points to many amazing cases of rehabilitation. Among them is 16-year-old Scott Filippi, who
shot his mother but after his release joined the Army and became a member of the Presidential Honor
Guard.

[10]

[15]

3. Mitigate (verb): to lessen the gravity of an offense or mistake
4. Culpable (adjective): deserving of blame
5. Rehabilitate (verb): to restore (someone) to health or socially accepted behavior through training and therapy
6. a concise legal statement or summary
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Or there is Raphael Johnson, who shot and killed a classmate when he was 17, but after his release got
bachelor's and master's degrees with honors and started a community policing program in Detroit. Or
there is Lawrence Wu, a 15-year-old New York gang member who eventually became the editor-in-chief
of the Columbia Law Review.

One of the most famous of those who have changed their lives is award-winning actor-producer
Charles Dutton. By age 12, he had quit school and was living a life of fights and crime on the streets of
Baltimore.

"I liked getting in trouble," says Dutton. "I enjoyed getting in fights. I enjoyed the challenge of battle."

By age 17, he was sentenced to prison for manslaughter.7 Even in prison, though, he continued his
fighting ways, assaulting a guard and getting eight years added to his sentence. A decade or so later, he
was on his way to "the hole" for solitary confinement when he picked up a book of plays sent to him by
a girlfriend. It ended up changing his life. As he puts it, he found what he was "born to do."

"Up until that point in time, I didn't really concentrate on the life I had taken," he says. "But only at that
moment of rediscovering my own humanity [could I] go back and have a very, very strong and sincere,
heartfelt remorse for taking that life." Now, four decades later, he says he thinks of the man he killed
every day and wonders who he would have been.

Dutton says he understands the desire to avenge a terrible crime, but "there's no sense in destroying a
second life if that life is actually redeemable. If there's anyone who still has a modicum8 of redemption
left in their life, it's a juvenile."

The states that have adopted life without parole for juvenile killers have a very different view.

"The one thing that we don't know is what the potential of the life would be that was snuffed out in the
crime," says Arkansas Attorney General Dustin McDaniel. "The hypothetical of who might be
rehabilitated in prison is a hard one to analyze, but there have to be some circumstances under which
these persons can serve life without parole."

Indeed, Alabama Solicitor General Neiman notes that 38 of the 50 states authorize life without parole
for a 14-year-old convicted of murder, and the federal government authorizes it for 15-year-olds. Part
of the justification for that, he observes, is the notion of retribution.9

"As a moral matter, it is OK for a government to say, even if there is a possibility that someone will
rehabilitate themselves, if a person commits a sufficiently egregious crime, then they just deserve a
very severe sentence," Neiman says.

Defense lawyer Stevenson counters that in reality, only 18 states have imposed life without parole on a
14-year-old, and only 79 killers who are 14 or younger are currently serving life-without-parole
sentences.

[20]

[25]

7. the crime of killing a human being without ill will and premeditation, or plan, to do so
8. a small quantity or amount
9. Retribution (noun): punishment inflicted on someone as revenge for a wrong or crime
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©2012 National Public Radio, Inc. News report titled “Do Juvenile Killers Deserve Life Behind Bars?” was originally broadcast on NPR's Morning
Edition on March 20, 2012, and is used with the permission of NPR. Any unauthorized duplication is strictly prohibited.

Arkansas Attorney General McDaniel says that even if those statistics are accurate, and he disputes
them, it doesn't prove much.

"It's not because society doesn't have the moral stomach to impose those sentences," McDaniel says.
"It's because, realistically, 14-year-olds don't commit a lot of murders."

Finally, the states argue that life without parole is a sufficiently severe sentence that it will deter at least
some juveniles from committing murder.

Defense lawyer Stevenson dismisses that argument, echoing the sentiments of many experts who deal
with violent juveniles.

"Most of my clients had never heard of life imprisonment without parole and had no capacity to
appreciate what it would mean," Stevenson says. "It takes them years before they even get what it
means to be sentenced to life in prison without parole, because they're just not used to thinking that
far ahead."

[30]
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Text-Dependent Questions
Directions: For the following questions, choose the best answer or respond in complete sentences.

1. PART A: Which of the following best identifies a central idea of the article?
A. Juvenile criminals should be subjected to the same punishments as adults, even

if they are not equally aware of any legal consequences; the law is the law.
B. In cases of homicide, it is important to take into account the juvenile offender’s

criminal history when deciding upon punishment for homicide cases.
C. In some states, juveniles convicted of committing or being involved in homicide

are automatically sentenced to life in prison without parole, though many
people argue that this is unjust and cruel.

D. Minors should not be held to the same legal standards as adults because their
brains are not as developed and their actions mean less than adults’.

2. PART B: Which phrase from the text best support the answer to Part A?
A. “…a mandatory punishment of life without parole for a 14-year-old is cruel and

unusual punishment because the defendant's age and background…cannot
mitigate punishment.” (Paragraph 9)

B. “Fourteen-year-olds, for instance, are not allowed to drink, to marry, to vote, to
serve on juries or even to drive.” (Paragraph 14)

C. “‘The one thing that we don't know is what the potential of the life would be that
was snuffed out in the crime...’” (Paragraph 24)

D. “‘It takes them years before they even get what it means to be sentenced to life
in prison without parole, because they're just not used to thinking that far
ahead.’” (Paragraph 32)

3. PART A: Which of the following most closely matches the definition of “egregious” as used in
Paragraph 26?

A. circumstantial or uncommon
B. outstandingly bad or shocking
C. indicative of poor character
D. unusual and surprising

4. PART B: Which phrase from the text best supports the answer to Part A?
A. “as a moral matter” (Paragraph 26)
B. “a possibility that someone will rehabilitate themselves” (Paragraph 26)
C. “then they just deserve a very severe sentence” (Paragraph 26)
D. “only 18 states have imposed life without parole on a 14-year-old” (Paragraph

27)
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5. What is the author’s main purpose in writing this article? Cite evidence from the text in your
response.
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Discussion Questions
Directions: Brainstorm your answers to the following questions in the space provided. Be prepared to
share your original ideas in a class discussion.

1. How would you characterize Arkansas Attorney General Dustin McDaniel’s statement: “‘The
one thing that we don't know is what the potential of the life would be that was snuffed out
in the crime’” (Paragraph 24)?

2. Do you find the story of Charles Dutton compelling or inspirational? Why do you think we,
as a society, prize the idea of redemption so highly?

3. According to the article, many states’ policies dictate that an adolescent offender’s age
cannot be taken into account: “‘Judges can't consider it. Juries can't consider it. No one can
consider it’” (Paragraph 10). Why do you think such a law exists in the first place? Is this a
fair law? In the context of this article, what is fair? Cite evidence from this text, your own
experience, and other literature, art, or history in your answer.

4. Charles Dutton argues that, “‘If there's anyone who still has a modicum of redemption left
in their life, it's a juvenile’” (Paragraph 22). In the context of this article, what does it mean to
be grown up? Do you think the juvenile offenders are being totally treated as if they were
adults? Cite evidence from this text, your own experience, and other literature, art, or
history in your answer.

5. The author emphasizes that one juvenile accused of murder was “so brutalized as a child
that by the time he was arrested for murder at age 14, he had tried to kill himself six times”
(Paragraph 6). In the context of this article, why do people do bad things? Do you think
people’s backgrounds or past experiences excuse their actions? Cite evidence from this
text, your own experience, and other literature, art, or history in your answer.

7
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"DSC_0556" by Red Maxwell is licensed under CC BY-NC 2.0

What makes good people do bad things?
By Melissa Dittmann

2004

In 1971, Phillip Zimbardo, a psychology professor at Stanford University, oversaw an infamous experiment
called the Stanford Prison Experiment. Stanford students were assigned roles—guard or prisoner—and
were then observed. The experiment was eventually shut down after the guards began to brutalize the
prisoners. In this article by Melissa Dittmann, Zimbardo discusses his conclusions regarding human nature.
As you read, identify all of the different factors that can foster evil in a person.

As the story goes, Dr. Jekyll uses a chemical to
turn into his evil alter ego, Dr. Hyde.1 In real life,
however, no chemical may be needed. Instead,
just the right dose of certain social situations can
transform ordinarily good people into evildoers.
This was the case with Iraqi prisoner abusers at
Abu Ghraib,2 argued former APA president Philip
G. Zimbardo, PhD, in a presidential-track program
during APA's 2004 Annual Convention in
Honolulu.

Indeed, Zimbardo—an emeritus3 psychology
professor at Stanford University—highlighted
how this Dr. Hyde transformation occurred
among U.S. soldiers at Abu Ghraib by presenting classic psychology research on situational effects on
human behavior. Zimbardo, who will be an expert witness for several of the U.S. soldiers on trial,
argued that situations pull people to act in ways they never thought imaginable.

"That line between good and evil is permeable,"4 Zimbardo said. "Any of us can move across it...I argue
that we all have the capacity for love and evil—to be Mother Theresa, to be Hitler or Saddam Hussein.
It's the situation that brings that out."

Seduced into evil

In fact, the classic electric shock experiment by social psychologist Stanley Milgram, PhD, showed that
when given an order by someone in authority, people would deliver what they believed to be extreme
levels of electrical shock to other study participants who answered questions incorrectly.

Zimbardo said the experiment provides several lessons about how situations can foster evil:

[1]

[5]

1. The Strange Case of Dr Jekyll and Mr Hyde (1886) is a book by Robert Louis Stevenson about a good man, Dr. Jekyll,
who experiments and transforms into the evil Mr. Hyde.

2. Members of the U.S. Army and CIA committed a series of human rights violations against Iraqi prisoners of the Abu
Ghraib prison. News of torture and other crimes became public in 2003.

3. (Of the former holder of an office, especially a college professor) having retired but allowed to retain their title as an
honor

4. Permeable (adjective): fluid; able to be passed-through
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• Provide people with an ideology5 to justify beliefs for actions.

• Make people take a small first step toward a harmful act with a minor, trivial6 action and then
gradually increase those small actions.

• Make those in charge seem like a "just authority."

• Transform a once compassionate leader into a dictatorial7 figure.

• Provide people with vague and ever-changing rules.

• Relabel the situation's actors and their actions to legitimize the ideology.

• Provide people with social models of compliance.

• Allow dissent, but only if people continue to comply with orders.

• Make exiting the situation difficult.

Particularly notable, Zimbardo said, is that people are seduced into evil by dehumanizing and labeling
others.

"They semantically change their perception of victims, of the evil act, and change the relationship of the
aggressor to their aggression—so 'killing' or 'hurting' becomes the same as 'helping,'" he said.

For example, in a 1975 experiment by psychologist Albert Bandura, PhD, college students were told
they'd work with students from another school on a group task. In one condition, they overheard an
assistant calling the other students "animals" and in another condition, "nice." Bandura found students
were more apt to deliver what they believed were increased levels of electrical shock to the other
students if they had heard them called "animals."

People's aggression can also increase when they feel anonymous—for example if they wear a uniform,
hood or mask, Zimbardo said.

"You minimize social responsibility," he explained. "Nobody knows who you are, so therefore you are
not individually liable. There's also a group effect when all of you are masked. It provides a fear in
other people because they can't see you, and you lose your humanity."

For example, an experiment in 1974 by Harvard anthropologist John Watson evaluated 23 cultures to
determine whether warriors who changed their appearance—such as with war paint or
masks—treated their victims differently. As it turned out, 80 percent of warriors in these cultures were
found to be more destructive—for example, killing, torturing or mutilating their victims—than
unpainted or unmasked warriors.

What's more, a person's anonymity can be induced by acting in an anonymity-conferring environment
that adds to the pleasure of destruction, vandalism and the power of being in control, Zimbardo noted.

"It's not just seeing people hurt, it's doing things that you have a sense that you are controlling
behavior of other people in ways that you typically don't," Zimbardo said.

[10]

5. Ideology (noun): the set of ideas and beliefs of a group or political party
6. Trivial (adjective): of little worth or importance
7. Dictatorial (adjective): typical of a ruler with total power
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“What makes good people do bad things?” from Monitor on Psychology, Vol 35, No. 9, © 2004, Melissa Dittmann. Reprinted with permission,
all rights reserved.

Zimbardo noticed that in his own simulated jail experiment in 1971--the Stanford Prison
Experiment—in which college students played the roles of prisoners or guards, and the guards became
brutal and abusive toward prisoners after just six days, leading Zimbardo to prematurely end the
experiment. The experiment showed that institutional forces and peer pressure led normal student
volunteer guards to disregard the potential harm of their actions on the other student prisoners.

"You don't need a motive," Zimbardo said. "All you really need is a situation that facilitates moving
across that line of good and evil."

Prison abuses

The same social psychological processes—deindividualization, anonymity of place, dehumanization,
role-playing and social modeling, moral disengagement and group conformity—that acted in the
Stanford Prison Experiment were at play at Abu Ghraib, Zimbardo argued.

So is it a few bad apples that spoil a barrel? "That's what we want to believe--that we could never be a
bad apple," Zimbardo said. "We're the good ones in the barrel." But people can be influenced,
regardless of their intention to resist, he said.

As such, the Abu Ghraib soldiers' mental state—such as stress, fear, boredom and heat exhaustion,
coupled with no supervision, no training and no accountability—may have further contributed to their
"evil" actions, he noted.

"I argue situational forces dominate most of us at various times in our lives," Zimbardo said, "even
though we'd all like to believe we're each that singular hero who can resist those powerful external
pressures, like Joe Darby, the whistle-blowing hero of the Abu Ghraib prison."

[15]
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Text-Dependent Questions
Directions: For the following questions, choose the best answer or respond in complete sentences.

1. What connection does the author draw between Jekyll and Hyde and human behavior?
A. People are more like Jekyll than Hyde (i.e. more good than evil).
B. People are more like Hyde than Jekyll (i.e. more evil than good).
C. The author draws a comparison between the chemical transformation of Jekyll

into Hyde and the real-life shift from ordinary person to evil-doer.
D. The author uses Jekyll and Hyde as a metaphor for when people do bad things,

in that they psychologically become a different person.

2. Which statement best captures Zimbardo’s point of view regarding the Abu Ghraib prison
abuses?

A. Zimbardo condemns the perpetrators of these crimes, arguing against them.
B. Zimbardo excuses their behavior based on his own Stanford Prison Experiment.
C. Zimbardo does not justify their actions, only explains how these abuses likely

developed under certain conditions.
D. Zimbardo argues that the guards of Abu Ghraib had no motive and though

legally responsible they are psychologically blameless.

3. What is the author’s likely purpose for including John Watson’s 1974 and Dr. Bandura’s 1975
experiments? Consider how the ideas of these experiments interact.

4. PART A: Which of the following best describe a central idea of the passage?
A. Harmful actions or behaviors can be excused by certain social situations,

justifying the idea that people are inherently good.
B. Social conditions, rather than innate morality (good and evil), can be the

dominant influential force in our actions.
C. People will always do bad things if they know they will get away with it.
D. Social experiments are the only way to test humanity’s capacity for evil.
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5. PART B: Which of the following best supports the answer to Part A?
A. ‘“…I argue that we all have the capacity for love and evil….”’ (Paragraph 3)
B. “…the experiment provides several lessons about how situations can foster

evil….” (Paragraph 5)
C. ‘“Nobody knows who you are, so therefore you are not individually liable.”’

(Paragraph 10)
D. ‘“…situational forces dominate most of us at various times in our lives… even

though we'd all like to believe we're each that singular hero” (Paragraph 19)
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Discussion Questions
Directions: Brainstorm your answers to the following questions in the space provided. Be prepared to
share your original ideas in a class discussion.

1. Make an argument for or against this statement: “We are powerless against situational
forces.”

2. Imagine you are a consultant to a prison warden. What kind of recommendations would
you make? Why?

3. Why do good people do bad things? Use evidence from this text, your own experience, and
other art, literature, or history in your answer.

6
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"Poker" by Owen Thomas is licensed under CC BY-NC 2.0

Life Isn't Fair — Deal With It
By Mike Myatt

2011

Mike Myatt is a bestselling author and a columnist. Commonly recognized as an authority on the subject of
leadership, he believes that leadership “exists to disrupt mediocrity.” As you read this opinion piece, take
notes on the author's tone.

There seems to be a lot of talk these days about
what is fair, and what is not. President Obama
seems to believe life should be fair — that
“everybody should have a fair shake.” Some of
the 99% seem to believe life has treated them
unfairly, and some of the 1% feel life hasn’t
treated them fairly enough.1 My questions are
these: What is fair? Is life fair? Should life be fair?
I’ll frame the debate, and you decide…

We clearly have no choice about how we come
into this world, we have little choice early in life,
but as we grow older choices abound. I have long
believed that while we have no control over the
beginning of our life, the overwhelming majority of us have the ability to influence the outcomes we
attain. Fair is a state of mind, and most often, an unhealthy state of mind.

In business, in politics, and in life, most of us are beneficiaries2 of the outcomes we have contributed
to. Our station in life cannot, or at least should not, be blamed on our parents, our teachers, our
pastors, our government, or our society — it’s largely based on the choices we make, and the attitudes
we adopt.

People have overcome poverty, drug addiction, incarceration, abuse, divorce, mental illness,
victimization, and virtually every challenge known to man. Life is full of examples of the uneducated,
the mentally and physically challenged, people born into war-torn impoverished backgrounds, who
could have complained about life being unfair, but who instead chose a different path — they chose to
overcome the odds and to leave the world better than they found it. Regardless of the challenges they
faced, they had the character to choose contribution over complaint.

[1]

1. The "99%" refers to income inequality and wealth distribution between the wealthiest 1% and the rest of the
American population. In September 2011, demonstrators protesting greed and corruption among corporations,
financial institutions, and politicians gathered in Zuccotti Park, located in New York City's Wall Street financial district.
They began a movement known as "Occupy Wall Street," intended to draw attention to the massive divide of wealth
in the United States. According to economist Joseph Stiglitz, "[I]n our democracy, 1% of the people take nearly a
quarter of the nation’s income.… In terms of wealth rather than income, the top 1% control 40%."

2. Beneficiary (noun): a person who derives an advantage or benefit from something
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I don’t dispute that challenges exist. I don’t even dispute that many have an uphill battle due to the
severity of the challenges they face. What I vehemently3 dispute is attempting to regulate, adjudicate,4

or legislate5 fairness somehow solves the world’s problems. Mandates6 don’t create fairness, but
people’s desire and determination can work around or overcome most life challenges.

It doesn’t matter whether you are born with a silver spoon, plastic spoon, or no spoon at all. It’s not the
circumstances by which you come into this world, but what you make of them once you arrive that
matter. One of my clients came to this country from Africa in his late teens, barely spoke the language,
drove a cab while working his way through college, and is now the president of a large technology
services firm. Stories such as this are all around us — they are not miracles, nor are they the rare
exception. They do however demonstrate blindness to the mindset of the fairness doctrine.

From a leadership perspective, it’s a leader’s obligation to do the right thing, regardless of whether or
not it’s perceived as the fair thing. When leaders attempt to navigate the slippery slope of fairness, they
will find themselves arbiter7 of public opinion and hostage to the politically correct. Fair isn’t a standard
to be imposed unless a leader is attempting to impose mediocrity. Fair blends to a norm, and in doing
so, it limits, inhibits, stifles, and restricts, all under the guise of balance and equality. I believe fair only
exists as a rationalization or justification. The following 11 points came from a commencement speech
widely attributed to Bill Gates entitled Rules for Life. While many dispute the source, whether it was
proffered by Bill Gates or not, I tend to agree with the hypothesis:

Rule 1: Life is not fair — get used to it!

Rule 2: The world won’t care about your self-esteem. The world will expect you to accomplish
something BEFORE you feel good about yourself.

Rule 3: You will NOT make $60,000 a year right out of high school. You won’t be a vice-president with a
car phone until you earn both.

Rule 4: If you think your teacher is tough, wait till you get a boss.

Rule 5: Flipping burgers is not beneath your dignity. Your Grandparents had a different word for
burger flipping — they called it opportunity.

Rule 6: If you mess up, it’s not your parents’ fault, so don’t whine about your mistakes, learn from
them.

Rule 7: Before you were born, your parents weren’t as boring as they are now. They got that way from
paying your bills, cleaning your clothes and listening to you talk about how cool you thought you are.
So before you save the rain forest from the parasites of your parent’s generation, try delousing8 the
closet in your own room.

[5]

[10]

3. Vehemently (adverb): with strong feelings; enthusiastically or forcefully
4. to make an official judgment or decision about a dispute or problem
5. Legislate (verb): to write and pass laws
6. Mandate (noun): an official order or commission to do something
7. Arbiter (noun): having ultimate authority in a matter
8. "Delousing" refers to the process of ridding someone or something of lice and other parasitic insects.
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“Life Isn't Fair — Deal With It” by Mike Myatt. Copyright © 2011 by Forbes. Reprinted with permission, all rights reserved. For use through 7/
2019.

Rule 8: Your school may have done away with winners and losers, but life HAS NOT. In some schools
they have abolished failing grades and they’ll give you as MANY TIMES as you want to get the right
answer. This doesn’t bear the slightest resemblance to ANYTHING in real life.

Rule 9: Life is not divided into semesters. You don’t get summers off and very few employers are
interested in helping you FIND YOURSELF. Do that on your own time.

Rule 10: Television is NOT real life. In real life people actually have to leave the coffee shop and go to
jobs.

Rule 11: Be nice to nerds. Chances are you’ll end up working for one.

Here’s the thing — we all face challenges, and life treats us all unfairly. We all make regrettable choices,
and we all suffer from things thrust upon us due to little if any fault of our own. When I suffered a
debilitating9 stroke at an early age, I certainly asked myself “why did this happen to me?” I could have
felt sorry for myself and became bitter, I could have thrown in the towel and quit on my family and
myself — I didn’t. It took two years of gut-wrenching effort, but what I thought was a great injustice at
the time changed my life for the better. Today, you couldn’t tell I ever had a stroke. The greatest
adversity life can throw at you simply affords you an opportunity to make changes, improve, and get
better.

By the title of today’s column you have no doubt surmised I believe life is not fair, nor do I believe we
should attempt to socially or financially engineer it to be such. Fair is not an objective10 term — it is a
matter of perspective filtered by a subjective11 assessment. My subjective assessment is that fair is an
entitlement12 concept manufactured to appease those who somehow feel slighted. Life isn’t fair —
#occupyreality

[15]

[20]

9. Debilitating (adjective): making someone very weak or sick
10. Objective (adjective): not influenced by a person’s opinions or feelings
11. Subjective (adjective): based on personal opinions and feelings rather than on facts
12. Entitlement (noun): the belief that a person is deserving of something
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Text-Dependent Questions
Directions: For the following questions, choose the best answer or respond in complete sentences.

1. PART A: Which of the following best describes the tone of the article?
A. sympathetic and firm
B. curious and philosophical
C. excited and inspirational
D. frustrated and critical

2. PART B: Which of the following quotes best supports the answer to Part A?
A. “My questions are these: What is fair?” (Paragraph 1)
B. “I don’t dispute that challenges exist. I don’t even dispute that many have an

uphill battle due to the severity of the challenges they face.” (Paragraph 5)
C. “Stories such as this are all around us — they are not miracles, nor are they the

rare exception.” (Paragraph 6)
D. “Fair blends to a norm, and in doing so, it limits, inhibits, stifles, and restricts, all

under the guise of balance and equality.” (Paragraph 7)

3. Which of the following statements best describes a central idea of the text?
A. Fairness is a recent concept when it comes to governing and life in general.
B. Fairness is a subjective idea and is not a natural characteristic of life.
C. Those born into privilege are more likely to succeed than those born into

poverty.
D. Younger generations have no appreciation for the sacrifices made for them.

4. What is the author’s most likely purpose for writing this article?
A. The author argues for less government interference among the wealthy and the

poor, and for an end to welfare programs.
B. The author argues for parents to do less for their children so young Americans

can learn the power of hard work and overcoming challenges.
C. The author argues for greater recognition for hard-working individuals and

fewer awards for failing individuals.
D. The author argues for an end to the fairness mindset because it hinders hard

work and leads to an unhealthy sense of entitlement.
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5. What does the author mean by the following quote from paragraph 7, and how does it
develop the central ideas of the article?: “When leaders attempt to navigate the slippery
slope of fairness, they will find themselves arbiter of public opinion and hostage to the
politically correct.”
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Discussion Questions
Directions: Brainstorm your answers to the following questions in the space provided. Be prepared to
share your original ideas in a class discussion.

1. Do you agree or disagree with the statement, “If you mess up, it’s not your parents’ fault, so
don’t whine about your mistakes, learn from them”? What would be the counterargument
to this assertion?

2. The author believes that the concept of “fairness” is not a useful term, and that it makes
people feel entitled to good outcomes. Make an argument for the opposite—how would
you convince someone that the concept of “fairness” is an important one.

3. Where do you fall in the “life isn’t fair, deal with it” debate? Is this a good or bad way of
thinking about your life? Explain your answer.

6


	HIST 12 Gov Week 3_cover
	His 12 Gov Week 3 Day 1
	His 12 Gov Week 3 Day 2
	His 12 Gov Week 3 Day 3 

