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One giant step 
backwards for 
British babies
EVER THE EDUCATIONAL TRADITIONALISTS, THE 
British have recently established a new national 
curriculum called the Early Years Foundation Stage 
to measure the development stages of children from 
birth to age five. At long last, parents will have a 
tangible way to see if playing classical music in the 
nursery is making their baby develop ahead of its 
time.

Effective September 2008, British children will 
be given marks based on their ability to do a variety 
of essential tasks such as crying, babbling, gurgling, 
playing with their fingers and toes, and focusing on 
objects around them. The curriculum requires every 
nanny, school and nursery in Britain to measure 
babies’ and toddlers’ progress towards 69 early-learn-
ing goals, using 500 developmental milestones as a 
gauge.

Representatives of the Labour government, which 
introduced the practice, have stated that the first five 
years are a crucial time in a child’s development and 
that the new curriculum will help ensure the quality 
of a child’s education and development. But so what 
if a baby isn’t gurgling: are parents supposed to worry 
that the “quality” of their infant development is being 
compromised? I can already imagine neurotic moms 
stressed that their children have a physical impair-
ments if they don’t start crawling by day 172.

Performance indicators are inappropriate for such 
a young age group. Even in elementary schools, a 
report card outlining a six-year-old’s ability to read 
hardly gives a full account of that child’s abilities 
or intellectual promise. According to this new cur-
riculum, however, “by 20 months, babies should 
experiment with words and be able to recognize 
daily routines.”

Members of the Conservative opposition party 
argue that the curriculum steals away childhood—
and rightly so. What’s more, many of the guidelines 
are too nebulous and immeasurable to have any real 
impact. For example, from birth to eleven months, 
babies are expected to learn “that experiences can 
be shared”; by 22–36 months, children should “take 
pleasure in personal hygiene.” A troubling thought 
when you consider the number of kids that wet their 
bed and stomp around in puddles long past that age. 
Does this mean their development is compromised?

The British Department for Education and Skills 
will provide a 100-plus page practical guidebook 
for nurseries, schools and child-care givers to help 
them put these principles into practice. However, I 
have a serious problem with the idea that individuals 
who take this curriculum to heart will feel that they 
have the right to tell parents they’re doing a poor job 
because of some ridiculous unmet benchmarker.

The Labour government says the curriculum is sup-
posed to help children achieve early-learning goals—
but I don’t see how this helps achieve anything other 
than classifying children into arbitrary categories. If a 
baby isn’t drooling by a certain day, marking it down 
won’t get their saliva flowing. If children don’t meet 
certain “standards,” then what are parents supposed 
to do, yell at them to hurry up?

All in all, this is the most ridiculous childhood 
development tool since those Baby Einstein videos 
came out. For millennia, human babies have managed 
to develop on their own without any sort of universal 
guidelines. In other words, it’s a biological thing, so 
don’t mess with it—though perhaps a Darwin Award 
is in order for the Labour Party hacks who came up 
with this idea.

NATALIE CLIMENHAGA
Senior News Editor

LETTERS
Pimp out the ’Plant

Every time I pick up the Gateway, 
someone seems to have a new brilliant 
idea on how to turn the Powerplant 
back into the profit-making business 
it once was. Coincidentally, ever time 
I read one of these ideas, it makes me 
sick to my stomach. Hookah pipes? 
Living areas? Study rooms? Buffets? 
Come on people. 

What makes a restaurant [or] bar 
successful? Walk into any Boston 
Pizza or pool hall and you’ll find your 
answer. It’s lots of big TVs, good ser-
vice and cheap beer. From open to 
close, the TVs are on, showing what-
ever current sporting event is playing 
at the time. Strangely enough, these 
businesses all seem to turn a profit as 
well. If the ’Plant hosted Oilers games, 
baseball playoffs, Eskimos games, 
March Madness, etc, it might once 
again give people incentive to walk in 
and have a beer. 

I’ve been to the RATT for my fair 
share of Oilers games, and I’ve seen 
people sitting on the floor in front of 
the big screen because they couldn’t 
find a seat. I don’t go to a bar to study, 
drink coffee, or to smoke out of a 
hookah pipe. I go to watch the Oilers 
(even sans-Smyth), to take my mind 
off school for a few hours, and to have 
a beer.

RHYS CHOUINARD
Sciences III

Somebody do something 

(Re: “Hookah plan goes up in 
smoke,” 15 March). As a loyal reader 
of the Gateway, I consider myself to 
be more or less up to speed with the 
financial difficulties, to put it lightly, 
that the SU is facing as a result of the 
Powerplant’s losses. So I was highly 
encouraged to read about [VPOF 

Chris] Cunningham’s effort and 
creative investment in buying those 
hookahs as a means of attracting 
more business into the facility.

However, when I read the com-
ment that the SU Executive [“felt that 
maybe hookahs didn’t really fit in the 
same vision of the ’Plant,”] I was per-
plexed. What they want? The ’Plant 
is for the university student body, not 
just for the SU Exec. Just because 
they have this “vision of the ‘Plant” 
it does not mean it reflects what the 
students want.

It makes so much sense now: 
the ‘Plant has been so unsuccess-
ful because they don’t know what it 
is that the students want from [it]. 
We are essentially the client base, 
yet when has the SU asked me, [the] 
client, outright for my input? I cer-
tainly don’t recall, probably because 
it hasn’t happened.

So, to the newly elected SU 
Executive—especially the VPOF—I 
highly recommend that you take 
measures, like a survey, to find out 
what the students want from the 
‘Plant. That way, your vision of the 
‘Plant will be in sync with the stu-
dents’; you can plan accordingly, and 
maybe even make a buck.

HERMAN CORTES-PAZ
Science II

Letters to the editor should be 
dropped off at room 3-04 of the 
Students’ Union Building or e-mailed 
to letters@gateway.ualberta.ca.

The Gateway reserves the right 
to edit letters for length and clar-
ity, and to refuse publication of any 
letter it deems racist, sexist, libellous 
or otherwise hateful in nature. The 
Gateway also reserves the right to 
publish letters online.

Letters to the editor should be no 
longer than 350 words, and should 
include the author’s name, program, 
year of study and student identifi-
cation number to be considered for 
publication.

Arbitrate this
Parkland strikes no more
24 hours per week?
Get right outta town

ADAM GAUMONT
Opinion Editor

MIKE KENDRICK

Not going to war is a 
noble choice as well

I feel that I cannot let the recent 
action of the University Authorities 
regarding male students who 
refuse to take compulsory mili-
tary training pass unnoticed. This 
dictum is of more than minor 
importance. If such an incidence 
could occur at any other time than 
this, would not the whole student 
body rise in protest? 

We are not here concerned 
with the essential truth of these 
students’ basis for their stand. The 
thing to be considered is that these 
men have insisted that theirs is 
the right to make their own deci-
sions. Upon this principle, ie the 
inalienable right of every man to 
his own convictions (be they right 
or wrong), is founded the structure 
of democracy.

Let us avoid confusing the issue 
with such red rags as “conscien-
tious objector,” “pacifist” or “anti-
British.” Such epithets have no 
place in the present argument. 
Lest I be accused of prejudice, 
disloyalty or any seditious inten-
tion, may I say, as proof of my dis-
interestedness, that I am myself a 
member of NPAM unit. Yet were 
I at Alberta this term, I should feel 
bound to act as the students in 
question have done. 

You may perhaps ask at this 
point whether it is not the actual 
compulsory training which I have 
been decrying. It is not. If it is 
true that the male students in the 
universities of Canada must be 
coerced into seeing their duty, then 
I suppose compulsion is necessary.  

The root of my contention is that 
when some one has the guts to 
protest (regardless of personal 
cost) against such an outrage 
as this opinion, he receives this 
answer. 

I have heard more than once 
lately that “if the other students 
have to take the training there is no 
reason that these fellows should 
get out of it.” This clearly implies an 
unworthy if not selfish motive. Can 
it be honestly believed that anyone 
would willingly sacrifice six years 
of his life, a degree and many hun-
dreds of dollars (as some are pre-
pared to do) for any such motive 
as this? 

Sloppy thinking is typical of the 
man on the street. It even hap-
pens on the editorial pages of our 
leading newspapers. But we had 
thought the University a sanctuary 
against it. 

Someone is sure to say, “Ah but 
you forget that we are at war!” 
Yes, we’re at war against a vis-
ible enemy, but we ought also to 
be at war against “the enemies of 
our souls,” lest we be vanquished 
from within, even as we are vic-
tors outwardly. 

Perhaps the enormity of the 
situation is not fully apparent 
until we consider the fact that 
it has occurred in a University; 
here, within which walls we are 
taught to believe are sacred to the 
holy pursuit of Truth, we discover 
something very different. Make no 
mistake about it. It is the kind of 
strength that these men show that 
will really win us this war. 

It is our patriotic zealots with 
their misspent enthusiasm who 
will lose it. I cannot but be proud 
that there are some few persons 
here for whom principle tran-
scends expediency. I salute them! 

ERNEST NIX
8 October, 1940
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