
~ TUESOA Y, March 30. 1993 The London Free Press 

Philip R. McLeod 
Editor 

Patrick J. Collins 
Director of Operati ons and Systems 

Diny E. Dalby 
Director or Communications 

'. 
Ken Kawall 
Director of Marketing 

John L. Loebach 
Director of Human Resources 

Ian M . Pittendreigh 
Director of Engineering 

G. Wayne Smith 
Director of Advertising 

Tony Bembridge 
Executive Editor 

Helen Connell 
Associate Editor 

Mary Nesbitt 
Associate Editor 

Josiah Blackbum 
Publisher 1853-1890 

Walter Josiah Blackbum 
Publisher 1890,1920 

Arthur S, Blackbum 
Publisher 1920,1935 '.': \ .~ 

W alter J. Blackburn 
Publisher 1936- 1983 

Martha Grace Blackbu rn 
Publisher 1984- 1992 

:;£,~ ' ;. :;)~;t: ;t~h 
• ~ ~: • . :.; ,'.'l-.., ( ';-~ . ,., . " "" ~ .,' ~~~~- \ " ~:l.' '' .' ~ i ~~:, .~ . 

. ,~ . ' '. ,,'. :. '.:' .. ,', VIEWPOINT 
HUMAN RIGHTS 

:'A utopian concept, incompatible with democracy 
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The commission is obsessed with equality of 
results, regardless of the costs. 
. By Rory Leishman 

The latest annual report of the 
Canadian Human Rights Commis
sion is a study in hypocrisy and 
confusion, just like the legislation 
on which it is based. 

Section 2 of the Canadian Hu
man Rights Act states that "every 
individual should have an equal 
opportunity with other individuals 
to make for himself or herself the 
life that he or she is able and wish
es to have, consistent with his or 
her duties and obligations as a 
member of society, without being 
hindered in or prevented from do· 
ing so by discriminatory practices 
based on race, national or ethnic 
origin, color, religion, age , sex, 
marital status, disability or convic
tion for an offence for which a par
don has been granted." 

This is a fine expression of a key 
democratic ideal- equality of op· 
portunity for all. 

In practice, of course, it's diffi- , 
cult to fulfill. For example, no mat-

ter what social programs are 
adopted by government, it will 
take a long time before the educa
tional disadvantages facing most 
aboriginal children are eliminated. 

Nonetheless, government 
should do all it reasonably can to 
narrow opportunity gaps among 
Canadians. The Canadian Human 
Rights Act could be a sound piece 
of legislation if it consistently 
upheld this ideal. 

DIFFERENT DIRECTION: In
stead, Section 4 of the act takes off 
in an entirely different and op
posed direction, It summons em
ployers to ensure that "persons in 
designated groups (women, ab
original peoples, persons with dis
abilities and members of visible 
minorities) achieve a degree of re
presentation in the various posi· 
tions of employment with the em
ployer that is at least 
proportionate to their representa
tion in the work force, or in those 
segments of the work force that 

are identifiable by qualification, 
eligibility or geography and from 
which the employer may reason
ably be expected to draw or pro· 
mote employees." 

In plain language,. what this sec· 
tion calls for. is equality of results. 
It's a utopian concept, incompati
ble with democracy and inspired 
by the false assumption that social 
inequality is always due to some 
form of discrimination. 

In the U.S, Jews comprise about 
two per cent of the population, yet 
they have won about 30 per cent of 
the Nobel prizes in science. Here 
we have a manifestly unequal out
come. It would be absurd to sup
pose the explanation lies in a dis
position by government, 
universities and business to dis
crimina te in favor of Jews, 

While paying tribute to the ideal 
of equality of opportunity, the 
Canadian Human Rights Commis· 
sion focuses on equality cif results, 
and the failure to attain them. The 
following statement, drawn from 
this year's annual report, is typi
cal : "Women have made quite evi· 
dent strides toward the assertion 
of their right to social and econom-

ic equality, but in some respects 
the results have not kept pace," 

Part of the explanation, the com
mission concedes, is that most 

. working wome n carry, "heavier 
family responsibilities than those 
of most working men." It's an ob· 
servation that begs elaboration. 

If women have a right to social 
and economic equality as alleged 
by the commission, what should 
government do: intrude into every 

-household to assure men take on 
an equal share of family responsi· 
bilities? Or would it be better for 
government to coerce employers 
into discriminating against men to 
assure equality for women with 
heavy household responsibilities? 

When it comes to unfair dis
crimination, the Canada Scholar· 
ships Program in Science and En
gineering illustrates a serious and 
widespread problem ignored by 
the commission , The aim of the 
program introduced by the Mul
roney government in 1988 is to 
provide financial assistance to 
"outstanding students entering 
post-secondary programs in natu
ral and applied science, mathemat· 
ics and engineering," 

In a speech last October, Ma 
Collins, the minister responsit 
for the status of women, noted 
"Over half the scholarships ha 
gone to women. That is becau! 
they have been awarded on ml 
it." Isn't that remarkable? Our 
the 1990-91 academic year, we 
en comprised little more than ' 
fifth of the undergraduate pop 
tion in science and engineerin. 
yet qualified for over half the 
scholarsh ips provided by this 1 
eral program on merit alone, 

If that's the case, why does t 
program stipulate that at least 
the scholarships must go to we 
en, regardless of merit? And w 
does the Canadian Human Rig 
Commission have not a word t 
say about such unfair discrimi 
tion against young males, mos 
whom bear no responsibility f( 
the underepresentation of fern 
among scientists and engineer 

The commission does not ca 
about reverse discrimination 
against able·bodied, white mal 
It is obsessed with equality of I 
suits, regardless of the costs in 
dlvidual freedom, equal oppor 
tY and justice for all. 


