
9

OpiniOn opinion@gateway.ualberta.ca      thursday, 27 march, 2008

No winners in 
Olympic boycott
In lIght of the recent vIolent mIlItary 
response by the chinese government to protests in 
tibet—something that’s been occurring on a regular 
basis since 1959—there have been talks of boycot-
ting the olympic games in Beijing this summer.

the idea is that, by not attending the games, 
somehow china will realize the folly of its ways 
and make efforts to improve its human rights 
agenda—similar to what the International olympic 
committee (Ioc) hoped to accomplish by giving 
Beijing the games in the first place. But the truth 
is that a boycott will accomplish nothing and will 
come at the expense of the very people the games 
are for: our athletes.

these individuals have dedicated their lives to 
sport—most with little to no financial gain—in the 
hopes of one day competing at the olympics, and 
asking them to give that up is more than unfair—it’s 
completely unreasonable. for many of these athletes, 
the 2008 games are their last shot, and they’ll have 
to retire from sport before the 2012 games roll 
around. even for younger competitors, their atten-
dance at future games isn’t assured—after all, four 
years is ample time for things like injuries or slumps 
to arise.

But even ignoring what we’d be doing to ath-
letes, a symbolic protest like this will accomplish 
nothing—just as the 1980 and ’84 boycotts failed to 
foster anything but further resentment. going to the 
games, on the other hand, brings a great amount 
of attention to the host nation and its problems. I 
highly doubt that most people would have heard of 
or even cared about the current civil rights abuses in 
tibet were it not for the coming olympics. rather, it 
would be brief coffee table chat where people agree 
that it’s either terrible or justified and then give no 
further thought to the matter.

the very fact that there has been talk of boycotting 
the games presents the opportunity to inform the 
members of the apathetic majority as to what’s really 
going on and serves as a means to provide informa-
tion to the public about the history of the tibet-china 
conflict—an issue that many remain uninformed 
about.

Were canada to not send its athletes, china might 
feel snubbed, but would in no way be encouraged 
to change their ways. If we truly want them to take 
notice of our disapproval of their acts, then we should 
look at the growing trade deficit between canada and 
china, which was $26.8 billion in 2006—up from 
$3.9 billion in 1997.

Sure, we’d lose out on a market for the $7.7 billion 
in goods that we currently trade to china, but cutting 
them off would cost them $34.5 billion. no matter 
what way you choose to put it, the loss of a couple 
hundred faces waving the maple leaf at the games 
isn’t going to speak anywhere as loud as their ports 
overflowing with goods they can’t sell.

But a sacrifice such as this would call for all of us 
to feel the hurt, both in our pocketbook and our 
choices for electronics, toys, and machinery. It’s very 
easy for people to call for sacrifice when they have 
nothing to lose, but a different tune is sung when 
their cry for human rights comes at the cost of their 
own standard of living. the thought of killing people 
in tibet is horrible, but to many, so is living without 
brand-name running shoes and nerf guns.

It might be a drastic move, but if you expect the 
chinese to take similarly large measures in altering 
how they govern their nation, we’re going to have to 
bite a pretty big bullet. and if you’re not willing to go 
that far, then don’t complain when they only make a 
small response to something as inconsequential as our 
participation at the games.

COnal pierse
Opinion Editor
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Enjoy your whine and 
cheese party, Heise

It is appropriate that Ryan Heise 
uses the analogy of a child’s ninth 
birthday for his editorial tantrum, 
for his complaints are child-like (re: 
“Centennial year forgets students,” 
18 March). 

Writing that “students’ tuition 
keeps the school running,” or that 
the U of A gives students “the bare 
minimum—a degree,” betrays a 
shocking naïvety. And it is the arro-
gance of youth that allows Heise 
to blithely ask of the centenary, in 
so many words, “What’s in it for  
me?” 

I hope that Heise learns someday 
that it isn’t all about him. During 
my undergraduate years at the 
U of A, I learned that the world is 
large and doesn’t revolve around 
me. I met people from different 
backgrounds —people with dif-
ferent opinions and outlooks. My 
education opened me up to worlds 
of knowledge, but also showed 
me how much I didn’t know—how 
learning was going to be a lifetime  
process.

Applying this to the centenary, 
Heise forgets that there are thou-
sands of students other than himself. 
While he may not have participated 
in a centenary event, many other 
students have. I was one of only a 

few grey-haired people up in the 
Horowitz balcony at the Chretien 
event.

As to the focus on alumni, again, 
Heise needs to include himself in the 
great parade of the many thousands 
of people who have gone before 
him—the great tradition of this 
great institution that is celebrating 
its glorious past this year. 

Heise’s idea that the centenary, 
an event whose raison d’être is 
history, should ignore the past and 
focus on the future is bizarre. His 
complaint that homecoming “is 
geared primarily towards alumni” 
is laughable. Homecoming—as in 
coming home—is an alumni event, 
so it isn’t surprising it is geared 
towards alumni! From an alumni 
perspective, every day on campus 
is focused on the students of today, 
as it should. But is it so much to ask 
that a few times this special year the 
spotlight shifts to those who came 
before?

Another thing I learned at U of A 
is that you get what you give. It is too 
bad President Samarasekera didn’t 
personally call and invite Heise 
to the latest event. But you know 
what—she didn’t phone me either! 
Perhaps it will take a little effort to 
get involved in the centenary. 

When is the Gateway’s spe-
cial centenary issue going to be  
published?

peter Bailey
Alumnus

Screw that high culture 
stuff; let’s get drunk

Regarding Catherine Kloscowskis 
response to the centennial cel-
ebration debate (“Students still 
included,” 20 March): choir perfor-
mances and guest speakers are all 
well and good, but I remind anyone 
at the University who cares that 
we are students, that we already 
spend most of our time trying to 
be intellectual. I would expect the 
University to celebrate the way 
anyone else marks a big birthday: 
throw a fucking party.

Margaux Keith
Arts II

Credit card debate over-
shadows GFC elections
It’s vaguely disconcerting that the 
efforts invested in the “Dare to 
Deceive” initiative seem to have come 
at the expense of this week’s Students’ 
Council and General Faculties Council 
elections. Of this year’s GFC can-
didates, precisely two bothered to 
submit platform statements, neither 
of which mention anything that the 
GFC is remotely involved in. 

With only a handful of posters, 
no mass e-mail, barely any Gateway 
coverage, and no mention of the 
election on the main SU webpage, 
it’s hard to expect that turnout will be 
any better than dismal. It strikes me 

that we would be a bit more credible 
in decrying the lack of consultation 
on the part of the University if we 
took the selection of our own repre-
sentatives slightly more seriously.

alan Cliff
Arts IV

Lack of credit option only 
“enhances” travel bills

I’m writing in regards to the 
University’s recent decision to 
remove the ability to pay tuition with 
credit cards. As a medical student, 
I pay twice as much tuition as most 
other undergraduates. The points I 
accumulate from paying my tuition 
allow me to fly to several conferences 
and cities for electives. I’ve already 
included these trips in my budget for 
the next few years, and now it seems 
that I’ll have to pay with student 
loans for what I would’ve received for 
free. I understand that the University 
is doing this to “enhance the student 
experience,” but I personally don’t 
know how we’ll ever see this money 
returned to the students—especially 
in my next three years of university.

Speaking for myself, the free flights 
I could be receiving from paying  
$44 000 over the next three years 
will certainly enhance my educational 
experience. Furthermore, not every-
one is capable paying for the tuition at 
the beginning of the year.

Drink of champions
mine lips they hath touch’d 
the University cup 
and lo, ’twas so sweet

paul Owen
Managing Editor
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