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● (1545)

[English]
The Chair (Lisa Hepfner (Hamilton Mountain, Lib.)): Wel‐

come to meeting number five of the House of Commons Standing
Committee on Canadian Heritage.

Today's meeting is taking place in a hybrid format pursuant to
the Standing Orders. Members are attending in person here in the
room and remotely using the Zoom application.

All witnesses have completed the required connection tests in ad‐
vance of this meeting.

Please wait until I recognize you by name before you speak. All
comments should be addressed through the chair.

Pursuant to Standing Order 108(2), the committee is meeting for
a briefing on the effects of technological advances in AI on the cre‐
ative industries.

It is now my pleasure to welcome our witnesses.

From the Coalition for the Diversity of Cultural Expressions, we
have Marie-Julie Desrochers, executive director. From Copibec, we
have Arezki Raab, assistant general manager, and Maryse Beaulieu,
adviser, legal and public affairs. From the International Observatory
on the Societal Impacts of AI and Digital Technologies, we have
Dave Anctil, affiliated researcher. He is by video conference. From
The Hub, we have Rudyard Griffiths, publisher.

We will start with Ms. Desrochers for five minutes.

Please go ahead.
Marie-Julie Desrochers (Executive Director, Coalition for the

Diversity of Cultural Expressions): Thank you, Madam Chair.

I'm the executive director of the Coalition for the Diversity of
Cultural Expressions. I will now switch to French, but I wanted to
state clearly that our organization is a Canadian one. We have
members in Quebec, in English Canada and also in the minority lin‐
guistic community.

[Translation]

Representing more than 350,000 creators, artists, and over
3,000 cultural enterprises, the Coalition for the Diversity of Cultur‐
al Expressions is as concerned with the economic health of the cul‐
tural sector as with the vitality of creation. More specifically, it fo‐
cuses on the treatment of culture in trade agreements and the im‐
pact of the digital environment on the diversity of cultural expres‐

sions, ensuring in particular that public policies actively protect and
support our cultural ecosystem.

Twenty years ago, Canada, alongside civil society, played a deci‐
sive role in the adoption of the UNESCO Convention on the Pro‐
tection and Promotion of the Diversity of Cultural Expressions. As
the first country to ratify it, Canada has since continued to act as a
leader on this.

Today, a major technological transformation is upon us: genera‐
tive artificial intelligence. As in many other sectors, its develop‐
ment is profoundly disrupting the cultural ecosystem—from the
weakening of jobs to the redefinition of artistic practices, its impact
is felt at every level.

The rise of generative AI, digital technology and online stream‐
ing platforms is reshaping the conditions of creation and circulation
of works, generating unprecedented challenges for cultural diversi‐
ty. Today’s market is flooded with machine-generated content, of‐
ten without clear indication of its nature. Art cannot be reduced to a
mere chain of algorithmic operations: It is inseparable from human
experience, emotion and collective memory. AI can be a tool in the
service of creation, but it cannot and must not replace it.

Obviously, these issues are not limited to Canada; they extend far
beyond our borders. Recently, the international community has in‐
creased its commitments on technology and culture. I will be happy
to provide more details on this during question period since I have
just returned from the world’s largest conference on cultural poli‐
cies and sustainable development, Mondiacult, organized by UN‐
ESCO. More than 100 ministers of culture met at this conference
held in Barcelona from September 29 to October 1, including the
hon. Steven Guilbeault.

At the conclusion of this conference, the ministers of culture
adopted an outcome document “in response to the urgent and com‐
plex challenges of our time.” Among other commitments, they
pledged to: “Promot(e) a human-centric and human rights based ap‐
proach to a digital environment that respects cultural rights, fosters
equity and accessibility, promotes diversity of cultural expres‐
sions…”.
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The protection of the rights of artists, creators and rights holders
in the digital environment, combatting unethical uses of AI, recog‐
nition of human creativity, support for the discoverability of multi‐
lingual cultural content on digital platforms, involvement of the
cultural sector in the development of AI-related policies, protection
of copyright: These are clear commitments confirming that regulat‐
ing artificial intelligence is a global issue and that Canada must
continue to play a leadership role.

In Canada, the Copyright Act already prohibits the use of pro‐
tected works and productions without the authorization of rights
holders. We should be proud of that.

Among the 50 organizations represented by the Coalition for the
Diversity of Cultural Expressions, the CDCE, a strong consensus is
emerging. In the face of technological advances in generative AI af‐
fecting creative industries, three pillars are essential: authorization,
remuneration and transparency, or the acronym ART. It is essential
to respect these three conditions, otherwise our cultural environ‐
ment will be weakened to the benefit of multinational corporations
and to the detriment of Canadians.

The CDCE has been actively engaged in consultations on the
Copyright Act in the context of generative AI, as well as on former
Bill C‑27—part 3, the Artificial Intelligence and Data Act, which
died on the Order Paper. In these consultations, the coalition made
specific requests that I will be happy to elaborate on during the
question period: no exception for text and data mining, no copy‐
right for purely AI-generated content, and transparency for training
data and for identifying synthetic content.

Recently, we also took note of Minister Solomon’s announce‐
ment regarding the creation of an expert panel tasked with develop‐
ing a new Canadian AI strategy. However, we deeply regret that no
voices from the cultural industries are represented there, even
though AI’s impacts on creation are immense and immediate.

In conclusion, Canada is engaged in a race toward innovation.
But innovation must not come at the expense of culture. Canada
must commit “to promoting a responsible and human-centered ap‐
proach to AI and digital transformation in which culture is a power‐
ful driver of innovation, inclusion, and economic growth”, as stated
by Mr. Guilbeault at Mondiacult.
● (1550)

The Chair: Thank you, Ms. Desrochers.

We will continue with the representatives from Copibec. I am not
sure if you will be sharing your time, but you have five minutes in
total.

Arezki Raab (Assistant General Manager, Copibec): Thank
you, Madam Chair.

I am Arezki Raab, assistant general manager at Copibec. I am
here with Maryse Beaulieu, advisor, legal and public affairs.

I would like to begin by thanking the committee for inviting us
here to discuss the impact of technological advances in artificial in‐
telligence on the creative industries.

Allow me to briefly introduce our organization. We are a non-
profit rights management collective specializing in copyright man‐

agement. Founded in 1997 by the Union des écrivaines et des
écrivains québécois, or UNEQ, and the Association nationale des
éditeurs de livres, or ANEL, our organization now represents more
than 30,000 authors and over 1,400 publishers. We facilitate legal
access to a vast repertoire of works protected under the Copyright
Act through a licensing and authorization service. During the last
fiscal year, we distributed more than $13 million in royalties to
rights holders, bringing our total to over $300 million since our in‐
ception.

Copibec had the opportunity to express its views on artificial in‐
telligence during the last consultation on generative artificial intelli‐
gence, which ended on January 15, 2024. We also worked with the
book industry to submit a brief on the amendments we wanted to
see made to part 3 of former Bill C‑27. We did the same with the
Coalition for the Diversity of Cultural Expressions. We also sub‐
mitted a joint brief with Access Copyright at the end of August as
part of the pre-budget consultations, in which we addressed genera‐
tive artificial intelligence.

Needless to say, not a week goes by without new developments
in generative artificial intelligence. However, we can already say
that rights holders are extremely concerned. We would even say
that this is an existential threat. A work protected under the Copy‐
right Act is a work created by a human being. That is how the law
was conceived. It is important to establish the fundamental princi‐
ples and to reiterate them.

I will now hand it over to Maryse Beaulieu who will take it from
here.

Maryse Beaulieu (Advisor, Legal and Public Affairs,
Copibec): Good afternoon, everyone.

Furthermore, it is of the utmost importance that the Copyright
Act be respected. It remains the flagship law for creators, and we
submit that the advent of generative artificial intelligence should
not obliterate the Copyright Act—quite the contrary. It remains rel‐
evant and constitutes the foundation on which we must rely. It is a
law that confers exclusive rights on the copyright holder.

Authorization is generally required when using a protected work.
However, large language models have been trained without such
authorization being granted. This goes against the very foundation
of the act. We feel it is important to add that no exceptions should
be made in this regard.
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Creators, who offer sought-after content, are absent from the
business model. No remuneration is granted. This cannot be tolerat‐
ed. Through licensing, collective management organizations are
well positioned to meet market needs.

Let us add that it is important for us to have normative texts. The
former bill enacting the Artificial Intelligence and Data Act died on
the Order Paper. Canada needs to have regulations, particularly
with regard to transparency. This message is being hammered home
by the entire cultural community, and it is important that it be
heard.

Legal proceedings are under way in Canada. Waiting for the
courts to rule is not the way to legislate. We submit that it is impor‐
tant for the government to be proactive in this area. Our cultural
sovereignty must be assured, since our identity is at stake. Jeopar‐
dizing what defines us cannot be the subject of negotiations of any
kind.

Generative artificial intelligence made a sensational debut in
November 2022 with ChatGPT. We have barely had time to inte‐
grate a whole new lexical field, which, it should be noted, comes
from another industry. This significantly increases the difficulty co‐
efficient. We are still in the process of developing adequate literacy.

Let us be clear: We are not against artificial intelligence. Creators
are used to using new tools. That is not what the debate is about.
Rights holders are part of an economic model from which they do
not reap the benefits. Creators and creative industries are also the
jewels in the crown of our culture and identity. From both these
perspectives, we cannot leave things as they are.

Culture is part of Canada's collective and economic wealth. The
impact of artificial intelligence is real, and it is up to our elected of‐
ficials to respond—

● (1555)

The Chair: Ms. Beaulieu, I must ask you to conclude your pre‐
sentation.

Maryse Beaulieu: It is up to our elected officials to respond to
the challenges that generative artificial intelligence poses for cre‐
ators and creative industries.

The Chair: Thank you.

We will now hear from Dave Anctil from the International Ob‐
servatory on the Societal Impacts of AI and Digital Technologies,
who is joining us by video conference.

Dave Anctil (Affiliated Researcher, International Observato‐
ry on the Societal Impacts of AI and Digital Technologies):
Thank you. I will try to be brief and provide a complement to the
previous speeches so as not to go over the five minutes I have been
given.

My expertise is not in culture, but in AI, or artificial intelligence.
I chose to help organizations and unions that defend culture in Que‐
bec and Canada because I am in a good position to know how
threatened these industries are. Beyond the industries themselves, it
is artists and creators in particular who are the main subject of our
discussion today.

Non-artists and studios can simulate works and market them us‐
ing generative AI and, in particular, agentive AI. For example,
there has been a lot of talk about the fake band The Velvet Sun‐
down, whose music has garnered millions of plays on Spotify. It is
absolutely not a band, in fact. Nor is it a group that used an artifi‐
cial intelligence system to produce music. It is simply the product
of an individual who simulated fictional members and generated
music based on training data that was itself plundered by harvesting
the web.

What is more, there are now synthetic studios that create fake ac‐
tresses and actors, such as Tilly Norwood from the Particle6 studio.
These studios are essentially creating a lie, namely the idea that
there is such a thing as synthetic actresses or actors. Again, these
are just unfounded claims. Of course, these things cause confusion
among the public and represent unfair competition for artists and
creators, who spend a large part of their lives developing their tal‐
ent, studying their art and thereby investing in our culture.

In my opinion, the government has a critical responsibility to
preserve the existence of arts and culture by protecting citizen
artists against theft and exploitation of their works and against un‐
fair competition from artificial intelligence, which already exists
and will continue to grow.

For very simple reasons, there is a difference between artists and
professions such as mine or those of doctors, lawyers, engineers, or
electricians: these professions are protected by law. If, for example,
a doctor uses ChatGPT to analyze a patient's medical condition,
they remain ultimately responsible for making a diagnosis.

However, generative AI is capable of creating fake works and
synthetic productions. Unlike many other professions, there are no
professional standards guaranteeing the exclusivity of artistic pro‐
duction. As a result, artists are left to their own devices, and it is the
market that dictates, based on consumer preferences, who will truly
be considered an artist and who will not. Of course, many econom‐
ic players have understood this. It will therefore be very easy to re‐
place living artists with synthetic “artists,” in other words, syntheti‐
cally generated products that are not artists. This will contribute to
further destabilizing artistic professions.

I would therefore like to speak to the committee about the impor‐
tance of labelling synthetic products in Canada. There is no legisla‐
tive framework or bill on this subject, but it would be possible to
create a regulatory framework very quickly to ensure that synthetic
products are clearly identified. This will enable the public to at least
make an informed judgment about music and audiovisual content
generated by artificial intelligence systems. They will be aware that
these productions are not works of art and do not meet the basic re‐
quirements of artistic or cultural production. Of course, one could
also argue that such regulation, which would aim to ensure trans‐
parency in cultural production, would also serve as a safeguard
against misinformation originating from a multitude of actors capa‐
ble of using these generative artificial intelligence systems.
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● (1600)

I would like the committee to understand that, even though I am
not an artist, I could start working tomorrow morning in all kinds of
fields such as graphic illustration, audiovisual media, or music,
without mastering any of the codes of these professions, but simply
by being able to use generative artificial intelligence systems. I
could set up a complete studio to promote the development of my
own film and television productions and flood platforms with this
content. All it would cost me is the subscription fees for non-Cana‐
dian computer server and algorithmic system companies, all located
in the United States.

This is a real threat to sovereignty, not just cultural sovereignty,
but Canadian sovereignty as a whole. If elected officials cannot
protect citizens from data theft and public deception, who can?

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Anctil.

[English]

Next, we go to Mr. Rudyard Griffiths of The Hub.

You have the floor for five minutes.
Rudyard Griffiths (Publisher, The Hub): Thank you, Madam

Chair, for the opportunity to address you and the committee.

Thank you to the other witnesses who are testifying.

I'm going to focus my remarks on the industry that The Hub is
part of. That's the news and information industry. I'm going to leave
discussion of cultural industries, which we just heard from, to oth‐
ers who are more capable of providing assessment and reflection.

What I want to talk with you about are the effects of AI on the
publishing industry and the news industry and what we're seeing
here at The Hub, a fast-growing independent news publisher.

We have been in operation for about five years. We see approxi‐
mately two million unique engagements with our content every 30
days. We operate a suite of public-facing news products from pod‐
casts to newsletters to, of course, a website and a YouTube channel.

Our view is that as we approach AI as an industry, we need to
understand both the benefits and the challenges. What we have
heard today from the witnesses has understandably been a note of
concern about AI, about its effect on creative industries; I would
venture that in the news and information industries, there are some
clear and positive effects. There is the ability to synthesize large
amounts of information quickly and report this out to news con‐
sumers. I draw the committee's attention to the remarkable work
that is being done in the field of investigative journalism using
large language models and large datasets to further transparency
and accountability on the part of organizations, including govern‐
ment.

I think we need to approach this conversation with some sophis‐
tication and understand that there are important applications of AI
in a news context that can generate productivity and profitability
for news organizations and also deliver news to readers and con‐
sumers that is useful and well researched and genuinely uncovers
new and important insights.

In my remaining time, I want to shift a bit to the challenges, be‐
cause I hope we'll take these up in our discussion.

Many news organizations, for the better part of 2025, have been
reporting significant drops in what is called their organic traffic.
This is the referral traffic that traditionally has come from Internet
search engines. Some news outlets—not The Hub, thankfully, be‐
cause we have a very diversified platform—are reporting declines
of 50%, 70% or 80% of their organic traffic, and that organic traf‐
fic, in many cases, for larger news publishers, can make up over
50% of their total traffic.

What in effect is happening is that people are using these power‐
ful tools, the large language models, or LLMs, and searches pow‐
ered by AI, to access their information. I am sure the committee is
familiar with AI Overviews, for example, in Google.

Consumers are using these to access the information they need.
They are not going beyond the search page into the websites of, not
just news organizations, but anyone who is creating useful informa‐
tion on the Internet. Some recent search engine optimization, SEO,
studies have indicated that upwards of 60% of all Google searches
are now zero click. Think about that. Google is responsible for 90%
of all search volume in Canada, the United States and much of the
western world, and 60% of all Google searches are zero click.
Within AI Overviews, AI Mode and other LLMs, the click-through
rate can be as low as the single digits.

This obviously challenges the business models of many news
and information providers on the web, and I hope that we'll get into
the discussion of how, from a public policy perspective, we can ad‐
dress a fundamental change in the Internet that is now ongoing as a
result of AI, a fundamental change that will affect the websites that
exist in the future and the information that will be available to citi‐
zens and consumers.

I see that I'm at my five minutes, so I'm going to pause there. I
look forward to questions from the committee.

● (1605)

The Chair: You had three seconds to go, but I appreciate the
succinct way that you have summed up, as any good broadcaster
knows how to do.

I'm going to turn the floor over to Ms. Thomas for six minutes.

Rachael Thomas (Lethbridge, CPC): Thank you so much,
Chair.

Thank you so much to each of our panellists for being here and
for presenting today.
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My first question is going to be directed to Mr. Griffiths from
The Hub. There was an article that was published by The Hub enti‐
tled “AI offers Canada an open opportunity”. In that article, it
states:

Overregulation won’t stop risky actors—it will just sideline responsible innova‐
tors and transfer the risk to other countries with an entirely different set of val‐
ues. A confident, cooperative model rooted in Western values and open partici‐
pation offers a better path to both prosperity and safety.

Mr. Griffiths, you have outlined a few of the opportunities but al‐
so some of the hesitation or maybe challenges in terms of AI and
how it functions within the online sphere, but this states that over-
regulation is not the answer, despite some of these challenges that
we face. Can you expand on that a little more?
● (1610)

Rudyard Griffiths: I'll be careful of my time here. This is a con‐
versation that we could have for the better part of this afternoon.

I would just point out that there are some very real challenges
that over-regulation represents, and I would simply point to the On‐
line News Act. This committee, the heritage department, was criti‐
cal in the whole legislative process that created the Online News
Act that now sees Google provide $100 million in funding to news
groups in order to comply with the terms of the act.

As a part of that agreement, the Online News Act and the regula‐
tion that it imposes on the news sector, all news organizations must
make all of their content available to Google. If you are a recipient
of funding through the Online News Act, you are unable to prevent
Google from scraping behind your paywall, scraping subscriber-on‐
ly content to serve up in their LLM.

I think that we need to understand that, with every regulation,
there are trade-offs. I'm sure that the committee members are well
aware of this and have spent a lot of time reflecting on this. My
point is that there are unintended consequences, and we are already
seeing those emerge around the Online News Act and how this
committee, the departments and the government will, for example,
look at copyright protection as it relates to news organizations, if,
in effect, those rights have been signed over to Google in the con‐
text of the Online News Act.

I realize that's not a precise answer. There are so many different
directions that we can go on this, but I do think the Online News
Act is in some ways a cautionary tale. It suggests the challenges of
regulating this fast-changing environment and now, unfortunately,
news organizations are going to have to live within that act unless it
is amended accordingly to provide them greater flexibility to pro‐
tect their content and to monetize it in a context of the use of that
content by various LLMs and search platforms.

Rachael Thomas: Thank you very much, Mr. Griffiths.

I just want you to dive a little bit deeper into this. The Online
News Act, Bill C-18, did come through this committee. There were
some challenges with that bill. There were a great deal of concerns
that were raised. Go a little bit deeper in terms of how Bill C-18,
the Online News Act, facilitates the potential demise, ultimately, of
online news if AI continues to generate the type of content that it is
currently generating in the sense of these summaries that are avail‐
able at the top of our search page.

Rudyard Griffiths: Yes. People are actually using LLMs to get
directly behind paywalls.

Pro tip: If you confront a news website that has an article that is
paywalled, you can ask most LLMs to summarize for you that arti‐
cle that's behind the paywall. The reason is that the LLM bots have
scraped all the content in that website that is behind the paywall.

This is happening for two reasons.

One, Google requires you to make all of your content available
to it, and if you choose to block its bots that are scraping your con‐
tent for its AI LLM, it will block you from all search results. There
is a huge issue there, a question of real fundamental fairness, and I
think it needs to be taken up with a company that is responsible for
90% of all search volume in Canada and is telling news outlets like
The Hub and others that if we prevent Google's AI bots from ac‐
cessing content behind our paywall, we will disappear from all
search results across a platform that serves the vast majority of the
organic traffic to our website, if not all. That's problem number one.

Problem number two is that with the Online News Act, a condi‐
tion of receiving funds from the Journalism Collective, which was
established to disburse the funds, is that you have to make all the
content you produce available to Google, to one specific AI compa‐
ny, one specific LLM and arguably to the most powerful one in the
marketplace: the originator of AI Overviews within your Chrome
browser and the creator of Google AI Mode, which is something
that the company is clearly investing in and that it is rolling out
across browsers in Canada and around the world.

You simply don't have a choice as a publisher right now, if you
are accepting funds under the Online News Act, to block Google
from scraping your content, including subscriber-protected content,
because, again, you are a recipient of Online News Act funding.
That is an issue that either this committee or someone obviously
will have to take up, because it removes any bargaining power from
a recipient of Online News Act funding to negotiate with Google
over fair terms of what that content is worth to Google, to its LLM
and to the clients and customers who are using its AI service.

● (1615)

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Griffiths.

I now turn to Mr. Myles for six minutes.

David Myles (Fredericton—Oromocto, Lib.): Thank you,
Madam Chair.

Thanks so much. That was super interesting. I'm so glad we're
having this conversation.
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I'm going to turn back to the creative question. I was an artist for
20 years, a songwriter, and I can put “write me a David Myles
song” in the generative AI and it will write me a song that sounds a
lot like my other songs and uses my voice.

[Translation]

I will try to speak in French.

Ms. Beaulieu and Mr. Raab, from Copibec, I wonder if you could
explain how the artificial intelligence models collect data without
infringing copyright. Where are we with that at present? How can
we do that? Does this information currently come from open
sources?

Arezki Raab: That is a very good question. Thank you.

From a broader technical perspective, technology players gener‐
ally and overwhelmingly take content that is already available on
the web, without necessarily obtaining permission. There are a few
exceptions. Some players have direct agreements with producers
who authorize them to use the content.

Otherwise, as Mr. Griffiths explained earlier, it is mainly techno‐
logical actors, known as software robots, that regularly harvest var‐
ious websites to copy all their content, which they then store in data
sets that serve as sources to feed and train artificial intelligence sys‐
tems.

David Myles: In my case, no one asks my permission to use my
songs to create tools that enable them to write other songs that
sound like mine. Where do we stand now in terms of these permis‐
sions? There aren't any, correct?

Arezki Raab: There currently aren't any.

There are models that are “under construction,” if I may use that
term, models based primarily on a licensing model that allows these
actors to use this content for the purpose of training artificial intelli‐
gence systems.

David Myles: However, to date, they have been able to use them
pretty much as they wish.

Arezki Raab: Right now, the real issue is that rights holders
have no control over their content once it is available on the web.
Copibec recently acquired a tool that allows it to monitor the activi‐
ties of software robots on websites.

We see software robots harvesting content from websites that al‐
ready have an exclusion file such as a robots.txt page, which sets
out the rules for such robots' activities. However, these robots either
do not consult this exclusion file or ignore it, and harvest the web‐
site's content anyway.

David Myles: Ms. Desrochers, do you wish to add anything?
Marie-Julie Desrochers: That is a very good explanation, but

we can assume that they are doing so without complying with the
Copyright Act, which does not allow the use of this data.

David Myles: Are there any cases before Canadian courts that il‐
lustrate the types of legal issues Canadian artists face with regard to
generative artificial intelligence? If so, what are the key issues?

Maryse Beaulieu: Some cases are currently before the courts.

Essentially, but not exclusively, these are class-action suits. They
are still in their infancy. They are a special form of lawsuit and fol‐
low a specific process: A single member of a group representing a
large category of claimants can ultimately obtain a judgment on be‐
half of a large number of people. It is currently one of the vehicles
that seems to be favoured, particularly by authors, since it is mainly
authors who initiate class action lawsuits.

Sometimes, this involves cases where pirated libraries were used
for training. In other cases, other methods were used.

That said, there is still no case law on how the law will ultimate‐
ly be interpreted. Earlier, I mentioned litigation in the courts, which
is a way of finding out what judges will say on highly novel and
complex issues.

I would like to think that the group before me today, that is to
say, people who have the power to legislate, will be able to ensure
that the fundamental questions I raised earlier are respected, partic‐
ularly with regard to transparency. I could elaborate on this subject,
because transparency is very important. For example, not knowing
which works were used to train models is, in a way, a form of de‐
nial of rights, since we do not know what was used. Transparency
therefore allows us to know which protected work was used.

I would also like to take the opportunity—

● (1620)

The Chair: I am sorry, but your time is up. You will certainly
have the chance to speak again.

We will now give the floor to Mr. Champoux for six minutes.

Martin Champoux (Drummond, BQ): Thank you,
Madam Chair. I find it annoying that our time is limited because we
could listen to our speakers for a long time.

Mr. Anctil, this committee certainly was legislating on digital
platforms 20 years too late when it reviewed the broadcasting bills,
among other things.

In your opinion, how many years behind are we currently in reg‐
ulating artificial intelligence?

Dave Anctil: Actually, it's not that clear-cut. In the early 2020s,
we were still uncertain about the capabilities that artificial intelli‐
gence systems could develop. A few ingredients were missing for
them to be reliable and able to create results that would have value,
commercial or otherwise.
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However, by 2023, it was clear that these systems used multiple
modes, not just text. Initially, there was a lot of talk about large lan‐
guage models, but today we are talking about multimodal artificial
intelligence systems that are capable of using any mode that relies
on digital information, including music, voice, video and images.
These systems are enormous. In fact, their size is unknown, since
there is no longer any scientific transparency in the publications of
the industry's major players. We do not know what data is being
used to train them. We also do not know which algorithms have
been used.

We do know that these systems will continue to improve at a
dizzying rate.

Martin Champoux: Do you think that content creators and arti‐
ficial intelligence can still coexist? Do you think it is possible to
stop fearing artificial intelligence and come to see it as a tool that
can be useful to content creators?

I get the impression that we are being very reactive, and perhaps
even more so in this committee, which is very focused on this type
of issue.

How can artificial intelligence be used to create a tool that re‐
spects copyright and helps artists develop new markets and new
content? Do you think this can still be achieved with appropriate
regulation?

Dave Anctil: Yes, there is absolutely no problem with artists us‐
ing artificial intelligence tools in the same way as any other materi‐
als or tools that can contribute to cultural evolution and creativity.

The problem is control of the digital infrastructure needed to do
this, as well as the scale of cultural production. It is extremely im‐
portant to understand the difference between the scenario of a pos‐
sible alliance between Nvidia and Disney to create new Star Wars
series using artificial intelligence, and the scenario in which cultur‐
al artisans use artificial intelligence to accelerate and increase pro‐
ductivity and explore new creative fields.

That is where I have some concerns. Artificial intelligence will
offer enormous advantages in several sectors. This is already the
case in science, education and several professions where the actions
and civil liability of the people involved remain human.

Unfortunately, it is now possible to create productions that claim
to be cultural without any possibility of traceability or accountabili‐
ty for the individuals or organizations behind them. That is the dif‐
ference.
● (1625)

Martin Champoux: What amazes people in all the possibilities
you describe is also what terrifies others, including me. I find the
possibility of artificial intelligence becoming quasi-autonomous ab‐
solutely terrifying.

Let us look at the more technical side. Currently, there is genera‐
tive artificial intelligence. However, super intelligence is under de‐
velopment, which is of great concern to many experts: This is artifi‐
cial intelligence that would be virtually autonomous and self-sus‐
taining. If we reach this point without appropriate regulations or
guidelines, could it spell the end of artistic creation as we know it?

Dave Anctil: If superintelligence ever becomes a reality, culture
will be the least of our worries—

Martin Champoux: Indeed, it is humanity that will be more—

Dave Anctil: —and I would prefer to testify before the Standing
Committee on National Defence to discuss that issue.

In reality, we do not know. It is obviously something that leading
experts, such as Yoshua Bengio at Mila in Montreal, are looking in‐
to. It is important to safeguard this.

In the meantime, it is important to understand that there is one
step that is certain. Artificial intelligence is becoming increasingly
agentive, even multi-agentive. This means that we can create sys‐
tems with several specialized artificial intelligence models that are
capable of creating production chains. Therein lies the problem.

Imagine that a production studio decides to replace all the arti‐
sans involved in making a film. Artificial intelligence screenwriters
would propose scripts, which would be evaluated by other artificial
intelligence systems, which would then propose the first segments
of the film. Editing and everything else could be automated.

We already have the capability. Right here at Collège Jean-de-
Brébeuf, we produce small video games using five artificial intelli‐
gence systems. By providing an initial idea or theme, we can pro‐
duce a complete video game in just a few hours. That is what lies
ahead for us.

Martin Champoux: I think I am going to sign up for a new
class because time is flying by. I will keep asking you questions
and listening to your answers. We will continue this a little later.

Thank you very much, Mr. Anctil.

The Chair: Thank you very much.

Mr. Généreux, the floor is yours. You have five minutes.

Bernard Généreux (Côte-du-Sud—Rivière-du-Loup—
Kataskomiq—Témiscouata, CPC): Thank you, Madam Chair.

I want to thank the witnesses. This discussion is very interesting
and important.

Mr. Anctil, earlier you said two very important words: “pillage”
and “steal”.

Imagine that Mr. Myles, a former singer who was once part of a
band, is also a whiz at computers and artificial intelligence. He has
spent his life making music, and today he creates that same music
using artificial intelligence. Would you still consider Mr. Myles to
be an artist?

Dave Anctil: In my opinion, if Mr. Myles uses his own data in
his artistic process, whether he is editing, has an artistic intention,
or is publishing, yes, he is still an artist and a musician. On the oth‐
er hand, if I make an album based on training data, including
Mr. Myles's data, if I hide behind a pseudonym and claim copyright
for this production, in my opinion, that is theft.

Bernard Généreux: Right, I understand the difference.
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I have never played music. I have never written any and I have
never sung, fortunately for everyone.

Voices: Oh, oh!
● (1630)

Bernard Généreux: I would never claim to be an artist in any
way. However, I could become an expert in artificial intelligence
and create music myself or a system that would create music on its
own. Would you consider me an artist, since I would be creating el‐
ements using a tool, artificial intelligence?

Dave Anctil: If I understand correctly, you are talking about
someone who would create a system, based on artificial intelli‐
gence, that would help artists to create.

Bernard Généreux: No, it would be a system that I would cre‐
ate myself. If I, Bernard Généreux, decided to create a work using
tools that already exist and are accessible to everyone, and I posted
it on the Internet, would you consider me an artist?

Dave Anctil: No.
Bernard Généreux: Okay.

I ask the same question to the representatives of Copibec and the
Coalition for the Diversity of Cultural Expressions: Would you con‐
sider me an artist? That's a good question, isn't it?

Even though I have never made music, I could decide to do so
using artificial intelligence tools. There are young people who do
this every day. If they copy some of the works that Mr. Myles creat‐
ed in his lifetime to make an album, I understand that this could be
considered theft. However, if I invent something from scratch, us‐
ing artificial intelligence tools, I am not stealing anything.

In that case, would you consider me to be an author or an artist?
Arezki Raab: I will give you the beginning of an answer, then I

will let my colleagues take it from there.

From a practical standpoint, I don't think you could be consid‐
ered an artist, because you would have used tools that are based on
artificial intelligence models trained on creations by actual human
artists.

For now there is still a grey area around requests sent to artificial
intelligence systems.

Bernard Généreux: Okay.

There are regulatory texts governing the use of artificial intelli‐
gence, particularly in Europe and the United States. In Canada,
there are none, since former Bill C‑27, which we have already dis‐
cussed, died on the Order Paper, unfortunately—or fortunately, de‐
pending on your point of view.

I don't know what the Liberals' intentions are, but do you think it
is still necessary to pass a bill to create a regulatory framework for
this issue in Canada?

Marie-Julie Desrochers: Yes, I do.

The Copyright Act works well with respect to artificial intelli‐
gence. There are things that could be improved in the act in general,
but when it comes to generative artificial intelligence in Canada,

the act requires that permission be sought beforehand. We should
leave the Copyright Act as it is.

However, when it comes to transparency, legislation is still need‐
ed, particularly to include a provision like the one found in the Eu‐
ropean Union's AI Act that requires people to provide a sufficiently
detailed summary of the training data that has been used. We hope
that this will happen quickly.

The Chair: Thank you.

[English]

Ms. Royer, you have five minutes. Thank you.

Zoe Royer (Port Moody—Coquitlam, Lib.): Merci, Madam
Chair, esteemed colleagues and panel.

I'm not much of a musician—to my colleague opposite—but I do
identify as a visual artist. For the better part of my 11 years on the
city council in Port Moody, which is known as “city of the arts”, I
chaired the civic arts and culture committee, among many other
committees. I worked very closely with artists over that time.

As a side fact, I also had an art gallery for several years, before
COVID, and curated approximately 40 exhibitions during that time,
featuring the work of emerging and professional west coast artists.

Ms. Desrochers, you mentioned returning from a conference with
over 100 cultural ministers, and you touched on the pillars of autho‐
rization, compensation and transparency. Can you drill down a little
deeper? I know that artists in my community care about these pil‐
lars.

[Translation]

Marie-Julie Desrochers: As I said, authorization falls under the
Copyright Act. With regard to remuneration, the goal is to allow a
licensing market to develop in Canada, and to do that, we need the
final pillar, which is transparency. This could come from a bill that
specifically addresses artificial intelligence.

Unfortunately, creators were included very late in the discussions
on Bill C‑27. We are very pleased to be heard today and now hope
that the next time a bill on generative artificial intelligence is draft‐
ed, we will be included in the discussions from the outset.

At the Mondiacult 2025 conference, some very encouraging
commitments were made. More than 100 ministers of culture made
the following commitment: “Supporting decent work for artists,
creators, and cultural workers, including fair remuneration and ade‐
quate social protection, building on relevant international labour
standards, upholding their economic and social rights, reinforcing
the protection of intellectual property, supporting transition to the
formal economy, if applicable, and addressing systemic gender-
based and other inequalities”.

This is a commitment that Canada has also made. We simply
need to turn these commitments into action.
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● (1635)

[English]
Zoe Royer: Amazing, thank you very much.

I know that Canada's not alone in facing this incredible chal‐
lenge. How can we work better with like-minded countries to im‐
plement and promote these ethical, transparent AI practices?
[Translation]

Marie-Julie Desrochers: I think there is definitely an avenue to
explore. As I said, our work is based on the 2005 UNESCO Con‐
vention on the Protection and Promotion of the Diversity of Cultur‐
al Expressions.

A group of 18 experts at UNESCO recently recommended the
adoption of an additional protocol to the convention to improve its
implementation in the digital environment and thus recognize the
challenges posed by the digital environment in terms of discover‐
ability and generative artificial intelligence. At present, there are
approximately 159 UNESCO member countries that have the op‐
portunity to take action and adopt this protocol.

We hope that Canada will continue to be the leader it has always
been in promoting this convention and that it will therefore support
this protocol, which will be discussed again at UNESCO in Febru‐
ary. We hope that countries will decide to move forward with its
adoption. Canada can play a role.

Zoe Royer: Thank you.
[English]

Of course, large companies have the resources to navigate some
of these shifts, but many independent artists do not. What practical
steps could help ensure that all creators, not just the biggest players,
benefit from AI responsibly and fairly?
[Translation]

Marie-Julie Desrochers: This is another major finding of the
Mondiacult 2025 conference. We have to make sure, as I already
mentioned, that the cultural sector is involved in the decision-mak‐
ing. For example, the work we do at the Coalition for the Diversity
of Cultural Expressions is to bring organizations together. We also
represent the visual arts: CARFAC, the Canadian Artists' Represen‐
tation, is a member of the coalition, as is RAAV, the Regroupement
des artistes en arts visuels du Québec. We get all these organiza‐
tions in Canada and Quebec, as well as minority francophones, to
discuss things together. We invite lawyers and share expertise to try
to include as many players as possible in the deliberations. Later,
all you have to do is consult with us when the time comes to devel‐
op public policies.

Zoe Royer: Thank you.
Marie-Julie Desrochers: Thank you.

[English]
The Chair: Thank you.

[Translation]

Mr. Champoux now has the floor for two and a half minutes.
Martin Champoux: Mr. Anctil, in two and a half minutes, I

can't run your answers through the Copilot chatbot to get a summa‐

ry. It goes quickly, and if you could keep your answers short, I'd ap‐
preciate it.

This week, my attention was drawn to news about the Claude ar‐
tificial intelligence tool, which actually detected that it was being
tested, that it was being challenged. It asked, “Are you testing me?”
or something like that. I don't know if you've heard of that.

Earlier, when I was talking to you about superintelligence, I may
have gone a bit far in my example, but it's clear that the evolution
of artificial intelligence sometimes pushes us into some troubling
areas. Could what we saw this week with the artificial intelligence
tool mean that, one day, AI will refuse to be regulated, detect that
parameters and limits have been imposed on it and decide on its
own to circumvent the regulations? Could such a scenario occur?

Dave Anctil: Certainly. In fact, there are already artificial intelli‐
gence systems that are finding solutions for circumventing regula‐
tory barriers, such as online paywalls.

In closing, I would say that it is good news that Anthropic is
making these safety risks public. The company is highly admired
for its safe and ethical approach to artificial intelligence. It makes
public the risks that are discovered during testing and development.
It's important to understand them, precisely to avoid rolling out
dangerous systems.

● (1640)

Martin Champoux: I want to come back to the cultural sector
and the impact of artificial intelligence on it. In your opinion, have
we reached a point of no return for some jobs related to artistic cre‐
ation? For example, are there sectors where people say that AI has
gone too far and that some trades are finished? Can you name a
few?

Dave Anctil: Yes. I see two trades that will be permanently
transformed. First of all, there is the illustrator/graphic designer
who uses digital tools, as opposed to painters who use paint brush‐
es, paint and so on. Even I, with AI-assisted Adobe, can now create
works that would make me seem talented. However, I assure you
that I have no talent. Of course, there's also French dubbing of for‐
eign productions, something that's very important in Quebec. As
you know, we dub a lot of foreign productions, particularly Ameri‐
can ones. However, I get the feeling that it's unfortunately the end
of an era for this translation work, and that it will become a cottage
industry.

Martin Champoux: That breaks my heart. I think it is another
sign of the urgent need to protect these specific sectors back home
in Quebec.

Thank you, Mr. Anctil.

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Champoux.

[English]

Next I have Mr. Waugh.

You have the floor for five minutes.
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Kevin Waugh (Saskatoon South, CPC): Thank you, Madam
Chair.

Artificial intelligence represents a major growth opportunity for
this country. I think that, if you look at the last 10 years in our
country, our productivity has gone down, and our prosperity and
even our economic well-being are being questioned in every
province. I've looked at AI. Even the newspapers, every day in this
country, are talking about AI. If we get left behind, we will be a
third world country, if we're not already.

I'm going to maybe talk to The Hub, here, and Mr. Griffiths. It's
just moving quickly. I know that, when you move quickly, there
will be some mistakes but, at the same time, if you don't move
quickly, you'll get left behind. I think that's what's happening here.

I hope legislatures do not block progressive AI, because we need
this in this country. There's a danger here that people in Parliament
or elsewhere are going to block AI. Then we will get left behind.

I want to talk to you because you started up a few years ago.
You've had two million people go through your independent pub‐
lisher. I just want to know how you did it and if AI had any effect
on you.

Rudyard Griffiths: I'm glad we're getting to this line of ques‐
tioning. There are significant productivity gains, obviously, that a
variety of types of businesses are experiencing through the adop‐
tion of AI. I think the news industry—largely because so many of
the LLMs were trained on the output of that industry—is in many
ways well positioned to use the types of outputs that the LLMs pro‐
duce, as I explained earlier, to enhance various aspects of news
gathering, synthesis and dissemination.

You're right; we have a profound productivity problem in
Canada. AI surely is a piece of that solution. What we need to try to
figure out, and this will by no means be easy, is how to ensure fair
competition. We are in favour of competition at The Hub. We like
the idea that, in fact, it would be great in the news industry if peo‐
ple actually competed on the basis of the content they produced and
the audiences they were able to bring to that content, as opposed to,
as we now largely compete in Canada in the news industry, on the
basis of how many full-time employees you have and how many
subsidies you can claim as a result of those full-time employees.

That's an apt analogy to understand the opportunity of the appli‐
cations of some of these AI technologies in our own industry of
news and publishing. There are all kinds of tools now that this tech‐
nology gives me as a smaller publisher to compete with my larger
peers. I'm able to do investigative journalism in a way I could never
have done even six or 12 months ago on a scale that would only
have been afforded a newsroom of the type and size that you would
have seen at, let's say, The Globe and Mail.

Your line through this debate should be where competition is en‐
abled and where competition is thwarted. There are smart ways to
have a view on AI and to regulate AI that further competition over‐
all.

I'll end by going back to what I said earlier: I don't think it's fair
that I as a news publisher am forced to give away the content be‐
hind my paywall to, in this case, Google, which is responsible for

serving 90% of all search volume across Canada, and if I install
Cloudflare software that prevents Google's AI bots from crawling
the subscriber-only content behind my paywall, I will be removed
from all searches across all Google platforms. That is not competi‐
tive; that is anti-competitive. That is the abuse of a monopolistic
position in a marketplace by a company that is absolutely dominant
in the search category.

I will end on that and state that you're right to focus on competi‐
tion and you're right to focus on productivity.

● (1645)

Kevin Waugh: Under the Online News Act— Bill C-18—
Google, for essentially $100 million, has everybody under their
wrap now, as you just said. Google controls the map on every news
outlet other than yours in this country because they paid $100 mil‐
lion and now has all of the stories come through them, and they'll
dictate who goes number one and who goes number 10. Is that
right?

Rudyard Griffiths: Yes. As I've said before, under the Online
News Act, a condition of receipt of funds from the Journalism Col‐
lective is that you, as a news recipient of those funds, have to give
all of your content over to Google. You could not install bots on
your website as a group funded under the Online News Act to pre‐
vent Google from crawling your subscription-protected content or
any other content you have, because then you would be in violation
of your funding terms with the online collective.

There is a delicious problem that needs to be figured out here by
all of you.

The Chair: Thank you.

Mr. Al Soud, you have the floor for five minutes.

Fares Al Soud (Mississauga Centre, Lib.): Thank you, Madam
Chair.

Earlier on, this committee found consensus on the importance of
undertaking studies on the impact of AI on Canadian culture and
heritage. I say “studies” because I think—and I suspect some of my
colleagues here agree—every committee should be undertaking a
similar study on AI. Thank you for agreeing to be part of ours.

I will start with this first question, and I hope it speaks to the im‐
portance of human-centric design. AVIA has repeatedly spoken to
this, but I'm open to thoughts from all, of course, including Profes‐
sor Anctil.

You've described the need to put living beings at the centre of AI
development. What does that look like in practical regulatory
terms?
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[Translation]
Dave Anctil: In terms of public and legislative policy, I think we

should target areas where humans are not in control, meaning
where there are vulnerabilities that have changed as a result of
these systems. In particular, we need public policies and legislation
aimed at protecting professions that, in the past, were not protected
because no one felt the need for it. The arts and culture field is one
where human beings can be the focus of legislators' work. Of
course, as Mr. Griffiths mentioned earlier, the Internet is absolutely
dominated by American digital giants, which have absolutely no
consideration for vulnerable individuals and industries, and even
less for the small cultural industries of Quebec and Canada. In my
opinion, making human beings the focus of public policy and legis‐
lation means protecting the most vulnerable.

Fares Al Soud: Thank you.

When it comes to protecting the most vulnerable, we often talk
about the risks of artificial intelligence, including job losses and bi‐
ases that can lead to disinformation. However, we don't talk often
enough about what a healthy AI ecosystem is. What are the indica‐
tors of an environment that is ethically and socially beneficial?
● (1650)

Dave Anctil: The ability to access AI must be fairly distributed.
Currently, there are already major inequities because Canada is not
coming up with artificial intelligence solutions that can compete
with American products. I'm optimistic that Cohere will be able to
make a difference, particularly with the investments that have been
announced.

In addition, there is unequal access to higher-performance AI.
For example, subscriptions to ChatGPT Pro and ChatGPT Plus are
unaffordable for most people. As a result, they use free services.
The same will be true for businesses. Some services that provide
access to higher capacities will cost thousands of dollars more per
month. This will give absurdly disproportionate competitive advan‐
tages to companies that have the capital to form strategic partner‐
ships with digital giants.

We need a healthy ecosystem that avoids monopolies and
oligopolies and provides checks and balances for our industries and
workers here so that they can compete and innovate. I agree with
Mr. Griffiths that this is important. It should also be seen as a very
unequal balance of power for the moment. That's why digital
sovereignty is strongly linked to cultural sovereignty for all non-
U.S. and non-Chinese countries.

Fares Al Soud: Thank you, Mr. Anctil.

My next question is about your work, which is extremely inter‐
disciplinary.

As members of Parliament, how could we better integrate the so‐
cial sciences and not just the technical side of AI to create a frame‐
work that works for Canadians?

Dave Anctil: That's a very good question and a very difficult one
to answer.

I would quickly say that artificial intelligence is a different tech‐
nology from others, because it is the most human. By that I mean
that it is literally based on data produced not only from human ac‐

tivity, but also from human intelligence itself. Given that, we need
many perspectives and a lot of expertise. For example, AI can be
good for mental health, but it can also be addictive. We need the
perspectives of psychologists and psychiatrists who study these
phenomena.

Transferability is a defining feature of this technology, which can
be used by anyone. People who are 80 can use ChatGPT, they can
use Dall-E to generate images or Suno to generate music. We all
master the basic language of this technology, which is not a pro‐
gramming language but natural language like English, French and
so on.

As a result, it is very difficult to pinpoint the issues of a technol‐
ogy that increases human capacity and has constant interactions
with human beings. We don't yet have the definitive approaches
that will help us understand these phenomena. At the same time,
every year, technology takes absolutely gigantic leaps, and its roll‐
out into society is not really controlled or legislated as such. In ad‐
dition, there is no approval process for risks and hazards. All of this
is complex.

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Anctil. I'm sorry to interrupt. I don't
like cutting people off, but time is limited.

[English]

Mr. Diotte, you have the floor for five minutes.

Kerry Diotte (Edmonton Griesbach, CPC): Thank you very
much.

Mr. Griffiths, you made some fascinating observations. The one
that strikes me is that, with the AI tools, basically you can do a
Google search now and it scrapes all the content from people's
websites, whether they have it behind a paywall or not. That's obvi‐
ously a big challenge.

Is there any advantage to Canadian news sites with this phe‐
nomenon?

Rudyard Griffiths: There are some advantages. To be fair to
Google, they have indicated that the quality of the traffic that clicks
through from AI Overviews or from a search query undertaken in
AI Mode has a better effect for you as the publisher. The user stays
around longer and they engage more with your content.

Google has not released any information to actually document
this. Again, here I think transparency is important. If large public
companies are going to make claims about how their technology is
beneficial, then I think there's an onus on releasing the data to back
up these types of assertions.
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I think there might be a quality of traffic issue. Nonetheless, even
though there might be a quality of traffic issue, the Pew Center in
the United States—a well-respected foundation—did a study look‐
ing at behaviours within AI Overviews and these types of sum‐
maries that are produced for topical queries on news and other rele‐
vant information and in many cases found that the click-through
rate from those AI summaries to a news outlet like The Hub was in
the single digits. It's 5%, 6%, 7% or less, when they look at users
clicking through.

I'll go back to my original point. This technology is helping news
and journalism. It is empowering journalists. It is dealing often with
the asymmetry between smaller organizations like The Hub, larger
competitors and large organizations like The Globe and Mail or
others that have to deal with reporting out on even larger organiza‐
tions, like the federal government, for example. There are all kinds
of positive things that are happening for the industry related to AI,
but I go back to issues of competition, fairness and transparency; I
think there's work that needs to be done.
● (1655)

Kerry Diotte: On that note, you don't strike me as somebody
who likes a lot of government interference, but what would you like
to see if you could wave a magic wand to improve the situation for
you and other online journalists?

Rudyard Griffiths: I think necessity is the mother of invention.
I would urge that we take away all the subsidies and supports that
are out there and allow competition to occur on a level playing field
in our industry, like we should be allowing it to occur, as we know,
in other industries like telecommunications or banking. I think this
would do more to address Canada's productivity problems than
anything else that we could consider at this time.

With regard to the actual technology itself and the large operators
of this technology, clearly there are big challenges in terms of as‐
serting issues of transparency and fairness in their dealings with
content creators of all types, from the spectrum of news through to
visual and other types of artistry.

We have to look at that. Ideally, copyright law probably should
be where we start and end that conversation. I would be very leery
if the conversation skews into more subsidies, that we need to find
more ways to create, in a sense, an artificial economic foundation
for industries that are challenged, because I think those subsidies
distort free and fair competition and they ultimately lead to poorer
outcomes for consumers. We certainly see that in the news industry
in Canada.

The Chair: You have 30 seconds.
Kerry Diotte: Right now if you google something, AI searches

are basically controlled by Google. Is there any way around that? Is
there anything the government could do so that Google doesn't ba‐
sically control all of the algorithms to point people to certain web‐
sites?

Rudyard Griffiths: That's correct.

I think there is a concern that right now it is entirely at the whim
of Google and the other LLMs. If they do put a citation into AI
Overviews, or if you are in AI Mode it can google. It is that compa‐
ny that is choosing which organization gets cited. These companies

are entering into agreements with different news outlets. Those
agreements are private. We don't know what's in them. We know
now that companies the LLMs enter into agreements with get pref‐
erential citing in these summaries. It creates other distortions in the
market. As a smaller publisher compared to The New York Times
or Fox News or whatever—

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Griffiths. We're out of time on that
round.

Rudyard Griffiths: —we are pushed aside and not able to com‐
pete on a level playing field.

The Chair: Next, I have Mr. Al Soud for five minutes.

[Translation]

Fares Al Soud: Thank you, Madam Chair.

I'd like to start by thanking the Copibec representatives. In my
time as a member of Parliament, this is the first organization I've
had a conversation with about the impacts of AI on Canadian cul‐
ture and heritage. During our discussions, I recall that the organiza‐
tion was extremely clear when it said that it wasn't a matter of
avoiding technological progress, which will happen anyway, but
rather a matter of ensuring that it would happen in a way that takes
into account our industries and our culture. Artificial intelligence
models—this has been mentioned several times—are now trained
on a vast amount of data, much of which comes from copyrighted
works.

What would a fair and workable compensation framework for
rights holders look like?

● (1700)

Arezki Raab: Your question is very relevant, because it relates
to the aspect of adding value to content. With generative AI, we are
seeing a new redistribution of value. Artificial intelligence systems,
particularly the Pro or Plus subscriptions that were mentioned earli‐
er, generate considerable, even astronomical, revenue. We need on‐
ly look at the investments made in these technologies.

As of now, the balance of power is uneven. Authors cannot nego‐
tiate on their own, individually, hence the need for a structured leg‐
islative response to the situation. Rights holders no longer have a
choice, in a way. They cannot make their own choices about allow‐
ing their content to be used or not or about its corresponding value.

The redistribution of value must be fair so that the rights holders
or creators who produced the content that was used to train AI are
compensated for its fair value. Models are starting to take shape to
compensate rights holders, but they are still programming-based
exploratory models. That said, I feel that these models are very lim‐
ited, since technology actors are the ones who have set up the mod‐
els and who have absolute control over their operation.

Fares Al Soud: Great. Thank you for that detailed answer.

Copyright enforcement is sometimes perceived by the public as
hostile to users. In fact, that has been mentioned several times to‐
day. How could organizations like Copibec ensure that copyright is
tied to fairness and sustainability and not to the restriction of AI?
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Maryse Beaulieu: The basis of the Copyright Act is to ensure
that someone who creates a work receives royalties. This is com‐
pensation for work of a somewhat unusual nature compared to em‐
ployer-employee type of work. That's the purpose.

Instead of seeing it as a constraint, we could instead see it as a
way for a sovereign Canada to have this valuable collective wealth
to share. I don't think we can make this point by pitting users
against creators. By that I mean that adding value to creative work
is also an economic asset for our country.

That's how I would answer you if I had to, and I think I just did.
Arezki Raab: If I may, I would add something further. Human

data is considered the black gold of today's digital economy. There
have been a lot of attempts to create models that generate their own
training data, but they haven't really come to fruition. The fact that
the value of human-created content is recognized means that con‐
tent creators must also be compensated at fair value.

Fares Al Soud: Thank you.
The Chair: Mr. Champoux, you have the floor for two and a half

minutes.

● (1705)

Martin Champoux: Ms. Desrochers, you are back from the
Mondiacult 2025 conference held last week. As you said earlier, it's
a major UNESCO conference that brings together a number of
global cultural players, including about 100 ministers of culture.

Did you sense the same urgency for action on artificial intelli‐
gence from the countries at the conference?

Marie-Julie Desrochers: Yes, absolutely. It was an impressive
consensus. Obviously, there are maybe a handful of dissenting
countries that are perhaps less enthusiastic. However, in the over‐
whelming majority of the discussions I was able to hear about gen‐
erative AI, there was a recognition of the urgency to act, as well as
the need to support intellectual property and adopt measures that
promote transparency. Above all, people emphasized the human na‐
ture of the creative act and the importance of arts and culture for
social cohesion, for building our identities and for protecting mi‐
nority voices around the world. Protecting the diversity of cultural
expressions means protecting every person in Canada. At UN‐
ESCO, we often say that no one should be left behind. It was there‐
fore an extremely inspiring consensus.

Martin Champoux: What you just said is very interesting. I
took part in the Mondiacult edition that took place in Mexico City a
few years ago. We spoke to representatives of a number of coun‐
tries at various conferences. Representatives of small African coun‐
tries, in particular, told us that they could not stand up on their own
to multinationals whose sales were higher than their GDP.

Do you think there's a country that's going to step up and take the
lead? We often hear about Europe, which is moving a little faster
than anyone else. Do you think that Canada can finally act as a
leader in this area and take a stand to regulate artificial intelligence
by bringing in other countries, including more vulnerable ones?

Marie-Julie Desrochers: I hope that Canada will continue to be
a leader.

Another inspiring country at the moment is Brazil, which is
strongly committed to being a leader. Earlier, I mentioned the addi‐
tional protocol to the 2005 Convention on the Protection and Pro‐
motion of the Diversity of Cultural Expressions. Brazil's Minister
of Culture is herself an artist, and she spoke at UNESCO, where
there were three major interventions on the issue of the protocol:
hers, one by Minister Steven Guilbeault, and one by Quebec's Min‐
ister of Culture, Mathieu Lacombe. So, I hope there will be real po‐
litical will.

Yes, we need to take action internationally and consult with each
other, but we can't wait for that to happen. We are capable of taking
action right now in Canada. At the moment, artificial intelligence
falls under the purview of various ministers, but I am pleased with
what I heard Minister Mélanie Joly say on the radio this week about
the importance of taking action on generative artificial intelligence.
We also saw that Mr. Solomon cares about our issues. We will be
able to meet with him this week, along with the cultural communi‐
ty. We hope that there will be synergy between the parties, stake‐
holders and departments to take concrete action quickly in Canada.

The Chair: Thank you.

[English]

Mrs. Thomas, you have the floor for five minutes.

Rachael Thomas: Thank you so much.

Mr. Griffiths, you've been talking a lot about the pros and cons of
regulation. I want to drill down on regulation and striking the bal‐
ance in terms of creating competition both domestically, I guess I
would say, and our country competing against other countries.
Where is that balance? To what extent should AI be regulated in or‐
der for us to stay competitive as a nation and also for our creators
and journalists to be competitive among one another within
Canada? Where is that balance?

That's a difficult question, so even within that, what do we have
to consider when we're looking to strike that balance?

Rudyard Griffiths: MP Thomas, these are complicated ques‐
tions.

I think we just have to prepare ourselves for change, for things to
be different than they were in the past and for industries to adapt.
Some of that no doubt will require patience. It will require fore‐
sight. There will be what we call structural readjustments—some of
which could be painful.

The alternative might be more painful. To try to freeze the Cana‐
dian economy in place and to try to protect whole swathes of indus‐
tries from this disruptive technology would be prohibitively expen‐
sive, I think. Ultimately and significantly, it would undermine the
issues that we really need to be working on, which are gains in our
productivity and our ability to create the share of wealth that under‐
writes, among many things, Canada's generous social programs.
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I don't think I have a conclusive answer for you. I think that we
need to have a sense of our ingenuity and our capability to manage
through this and have some confidence in ourselves that this tech‐
nology, like other waves of technology, from electrification to the
innovation of steam power.... Canada saw itself through those eras.
In many ways, those technologies were transformative to Canada's
growth and to this country leaping ahead with the rest of the world.

We need to be integrated with the world. We need to be using the
world's technologies. We need to, again, just have a sense of our
own resiliency and our ability to meet this challenge together with,
frankly, the bare minimum of intervention.

Use something like the Hippocratic oath. Do no harm, indeed. To
step beyond that, as we have in other ways through large-scale reg‐
ulation of the Canadian economy, especially in my own industry of
journalism.... I think we're starting to see the pernicious effects of
that approach.
● (1710)

Rachael Thomas: Interestingly enough, in the creative sector,
we moved from radio to television. We moved from television to
the Internet and from the Internet 1.0 to the use of AI now. Obvi‐
ously, as a country we've wanted to go along this path of develop‐
ment. It's benefited us overall. No doubt there's been some fear
along the way at each one of those junctures.

What are your observations with regard to the place we find our‐
selves right now in terms of this historic moment?

Rudyard Griffiths: It's a moment of profound dislocation.
There will be winners and losers as we move through, just as when
we moved through those other eras of dislocation.

The point was that we left the horse and buggy behind. We're not
driving horses and buggies today because we understood that in‐
dustry was supplanted by a new industry—the internal combustion
engine. I think we're in the middle of a transformation like that
now. We went from making horse tack to having automotive part
plants in Ontario. We will go through this. We will come out the
other side.

I would just go back to maybe a challenge to the committee.
What are your core principles? I would say competition, fairness
and transparency would be some good ones to start with.

I think that trying to protect entire industries, trying to stop the
dislocation and trying to stop the disruption is a difficult and expen‐
sive task. It will have all kinds of unintended effects and conse‐
quences down the road, as we're seeing with the Online News Act
now. All the recipients of the Online News Act, in a sense, as one
of your colleagues said, are under the thumb of Google because
they signed away all their rights to their intellectual property as a
result of receiving supports through the Journalism Collective,
which is managing these funds on behalf of the government and
Google.

Rachael Thomas: Within your framework there, you used a re‐
ally key phrase. You said that there are going to be “winners and
losers” as we progress and as we move forward.

I think the difference there, though, is that naturally, when a soci‐
ety evolves, there's competition. There are winners and there are

losers. When the government over-regulates, however, the govern‐
ment then is picking the winners and losers, rather than allowing
competition to simply give way to winners and losers naturally.

Do you wish to comment on that at all?

The Chair: Thank you. There's no time to answer that. I'm sorry.

Rudyard Griffiths: It's an excellent question.

The Chair: Mrs. Thomas, you're just a little over.

[Translation]

Mr. Ntumba, you have the floor for five minutes.

Bienvenu-Olivier Ntumba (Mont-Saint-Bruno—L'Acadie,
Lib.): Thank you, Madam Chair.

I would like to extend my greetings to everyone here and to those
who are following our proceedings.

I would like to start by addressing my friends at Copibec, with
whom I spoke during the parliamentary recess this summer.

Cultural vitality is at the heart of the community in a riding like
Mont-Saint-Bruno—L'Acadie. How do you think artificial intelli‐
gence could influence the distribution of local works? How does
Copibec view copyright protection in a context where artificial in‐
telligence could automate access to and reproduction of digital
works?

● (1715)

Maryse Beaulieu: Your question is both very local and very
global. That's how I would see it.

I am delighted to see a representative from the Coalition for the
Diversity of Cultural Expressions here today. We are part of this
coalition. We are a management company focused on reproduction
rights related to texts and images. Artificial intelligence is therefore
of great concern to us. However, all sectors are currently affected
by artificial intelligence. Earlier, we heard questions about music,
audiovisual media, books and illustration, to name just a few sec‐
tors.

The stakes are enormous. I am therefore unable to give you a
definitive answer to your question. Once again, I refer the question
to the legislator, who can help us regulate a market that currently
has no known legislative framework, since the former Bill C‑27
died on the Order Paper. As my colleague so aptly put it, when the
time came to analyze part 3 of this bill, which dealt with the issues
that concern us, we, the representatives of the cultural sector, were
the last to be called upon to present our comments. It is as if the
phenomenon under study mainly targeted very large technology
companies and culture was something marginal.
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In this regard, we would like to thank you for conducting this
study on creative industries and creators. Today, we want to focus
our discussion on one point in particular. Individuals, authors, cre‐
ators of all kinds and creative industries of all sizes and locations,
including your own, must be able to work with the elements dis‐
cussed in our presentations: obtaining authorization from creators,
paying compensation to those creators and ensuring transparency. If
we have these keys in hand, we will have the tools to help us move
forward. Of course, there will still be challenges to overcome.

Bienvenu-Olivier Ntumba: Thank you very much,
Ms. Beaulieu.

Ms. Desrochers, you have been involved in many international
activities. In your opinion, what are the main threats that artificial
intelligence poses to Canadian cultural diversity today, particularly
online?

Marie-Julie Desrochers: First, the value chain is broken. It's not
that complicated: It's theft. When theft occurs, someone loses out
and no longer receives income for the work they have done. Not
only is the work stolen at the source, but new competition is also
created in the market. So the loss is twofold. That's the first chal‐
lenge.

Then there are all kinds of challenges that add to the diversity of
cultural expressions, and these are social challenges that should
concern us all. Consider the data used for training: Is there any bias
in this training? You can obviously hear my Quebec accent. Of
course, there are also francophone minority communities who are
concerned that their culture is not recognized in generative AI mod‐
els.

I'm not sure if I mentioned that the coalition is quietly building
bridges with indigenous organizations. There are some extremely
inspiring projects, including the Heritage Lab, which is developing
a closed-source AI model based on Inuktitut data, I believe, drawn
from the education system. We are in the process of building gener‐
ative artificial intelligence that will enable translation, revitalize an
endangered language and provide access to heritage through a sys‐
tem developed by the communities.

If we rely solely on large companies, minority cultures will not
be represented and will not be treated adequately in terms of socio-
economic conditions.

The Chair: Thank you very much, Mr. Ntumba, your time is up.
[English]

I think we'll have time for a third round because we started this
committee late. I do have a question before we move on to the next
round.

Mr. Griffiths, I was really interested in your introduction when
you said that 60% of Google searches aren't getting any clicks any‐
more and that people are just using AI to access the information,
and they're not going beyond that. It reminded me of a story I heard
from an author of The Beaverton, which I'm sure you know is a
parody news site written for humour. That author's work was being
used, and I don't remember the exact details, but it was something
like P.E.I. is 13 minutes off the rest of the country because of some‐
thing funny with daylight savings time. It was clearly written for
humour, but AI was directing people to that article as proof.

If people aren't clicking through, and they're not checking their
sources, is this not a big danger to our society? Are we teaching
people not to think for themselves, to just trust the bot and not
check sources? I will give you a minute to respond.

● (1720)

[Translation]

If other witnesses wish to add anything, I would like to hear from
them as well.

[English]

Rudyard Griffiths: I'll be brief to allow time for my fellow wit‐
nesses to weigh in on that, too.

Accuracy is an issue, and there are many cases where the cita‐
tions or sources in these AI Overviews are simply not accurate. The
AI either is hallucinating or is pulling from a source that is, as you
say, parody. It's not a news source.

I think there has been improvement over the last year, and some
of the companies—maybe Google, notably—should be acknowl‐
edged for addressing this problem and understanding that it is a
problem.

I'd go back to the fundamental point, though, that this is powerful
technology. The reason people aren't clicking through is because it
is performing a service. It is, in a sense, performing the service of
your having to go to all of those websites to read everything in
them. Yes, that would be wonderful. There might be all kinds of
serendipity, and you would learn all kinds of different things that
you didn't know when you started in that search journey or process,
but I think we need to understand that this technology is here to
stay precisely because 60% of searches are now zero-click. That is
a sign that people are embracing the efficiency of this technology,
this service that it is providing.

We are in this world now. We have left behind the old world of
the top 10 ranked search results for you, those blue links that we all
clicked on for about 25 years. That is gone, and we are increasingly
in a new world of AI Overviews and of, in a sense, these platforms
now acting as publishers. They are not simply searching out the in‐
formation and cataloguing the information. They are now stepping
in—very much like the role of my organization—to synthesize that
information for you and present it to you. That is the brave new
world that we are in, and I do not think that we are going to leave it
any time in the future.

The Chair: So, it's efficiency over introspection.

[Translation]

Are there any other witnesses who wish to speak?

Mr. Raab, you have the floor.
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Arezki Raab: I would like to add to Mr. Griffiths' response. The
primary goal of any IT platform that interacts with consumers is to
keep as many users as possible on the same platform. Initially, the
various players provided links to sources in order to comply with
transparency requirements. It is important to remember that when
ChatGPT was launched, the system provided summaries and syn‐
theses directly, without referring to sources.

This brings us back to a very important point we want to make
today. Transparency and ethics are extremely important pillars for
training these artificial intelligence models. On the one hand, this
transparency and ethics make it possible to know what data was
originally used and, therefore, the accuracy of the resulting data,
hence the importance of the quality of the information that is in‐
gested by these artificial intelligence models. On the other hand,
this is in line with the demand from the highest authorities in the
cultural sector for transparency and ethics in the use of content ac‐
tually produced by humans.

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Raab.

I now give the floor to Ms. Desrochers.
Marie-Julie Desrochers: Madam Chair, I would simply say that

your question refers to the logic of domination by certain platforms
in the environment in which we find ourselves. Since its inception,
the digital environment has not been conducive to the diversity of
cultural expressions.

At the moment, we are very far from over-regulation in the sec‐
tor. We need to restore balance in a market dominated by
oligopolies, whether in terms of discoverability or generative AI.
That is what regulation is for: to restore a degree of balance.

Returning to the international discourse, the UNESCO report on
the need to rethink policies in favour of creativity reveals that bare‐
ly 3% of the content consumed worldwide comes from the African
continent. There are therefore clear imbalances, including in
Canada and elsewhere in the world. We therefore need regulation
and action to restore these dynamics in a market influenced by a
handful of highly dominant platforms.
● (1725)

The Chair: Thank you all.

We will now begin the second round of questions.

Mr. Généreux, you have the floor for five minutes.
Bernard Généreux: Thank you very much, Madam Chair.

Once again, I would like to thank all the witnesses. This has been
very interesting.

I was in Toronto with Mr. Ntumba last week to attend the confer‐
ence of the Association canadienne d'éducation de langue française,
or ACELF, which is dedicated to French-language education in mi‐
nority communities. During one of the presentations on artificial in‐
telligence, it was said that in order to achieve good results, it is es‐
sential to ask the right questions at the outset. Otherwise, we can be
led astray, meaning that all the background algorithms end up
telling us what we want to hear, because the answers are construct‐
ed as we send queries to the system.

You just mentioned that, Mr. Raab.

Earlier, you also said that Copibec paid out $13 million in royal‐
ties. Did I understand that correctly? Which sector is that exactly?
It seems to me that it's not very much, considering the number of
artists. Can you elaborate on that?

Arezki Raab: Yes, absolutely.

The $13 million refers to royalties distributed by Copibec during
the last financial year. These royalties come mainly from licences
granted to elementary and secondary schools as well as colleges
and universities in Quebec.

Bernard Généreux: What about the cultural sector? Do you not
pay royalties to those involved in this field?

Arezki Raab: Royalties are intended exclusively for creators of
written works, meaning they are limited to text and part of the visu‐
al arts. There are visual artists whose works are reproduced or used
and who receive royalties in return.

Bernard Généreux: Mr. Griffiths, I would like to give you the
opportunity to answer the question my colleague asked you earlier.
We were talking about competition in the AI sector and, more
specifically, the fact that there are winners and losers.

[English]

Rudyard Griffiths: Winners and losers in competition will be
an ongoing problem. We discussed this afternoon the scale and the
size of the capital infrastructure and other investment required to
maintain and operate these large language learning models. These
are now multitrillion-dollar companies. AI chips have roughly a 12-
to-18-month shelf life before they have to be completely replaced
by the next generation of technology, if, indeed, chips continue to
progress.

My point is that there is massive capital investment that we're
seeing, and it needs to continue for the foreseeable future for this
technology to exist, and we'll possibly see it improve. That means
that I think we have to understand that we're living in a reality
whereby the large incumbent tech companies are to a certain degree
protected. They have a moat around them as a result of their scale,
their size and their ability to create this technology and then dis‐
tribute it to us at scale. Our competition focus is probably best tar‐
geted on ourselves and our own industries inside Canada instead of
trying to figure out how we're going to limit or encourage competi‐
tion on the part of these large multitrillion-dollar multinationals.

We all know that there is a series of trade negotiations under way
right now. There's a U.S. administration that clearly has a very
favourable eye towards technology as one of America's pinnacle
technologies that's attached to its geopolitical significance to an ex‐
tent such that it is now competing with China.
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I mention all of this not to make our discussion overly complicat‐
ed or take it off into other directions but to try to be realistic about
where I think government can and should have an impact in
Canada. I think that's with regard to individual industries and hope‐
fully seeing this technology as an opportunity to bring competition
to industries. This is not the finance committee, but I would urge
the finance committee to look at how these technologies could em‐
power fintech and empower greater competition within our finan‐
cial sector. Similarly, within telecommunications, we are going to
have all kinds of changes, new consumer products and new ways of
delivering and sharing information that might also be able to bring
greater competition to that industry.

I would look at this technology as an opportunity to encourage
and foster competition to the benefit of consumers, creators and the
industries themselves.
● (1730)

The Chair: Thank you.

Mr. Myles, you have the floor for five minutes.
David Myles: Thank you very much, Madam Chair.

Thank you for this conversation. I'm finding it fascinating.

I want to say a couple of things. It seems to me—and I think
we're all going to be discussing these points—that there is a point at
which AI is a tool, and then there is a point at which AI becomes
the craftsman itself. There is a point at which it becomes the search
engine, and then there's a point at which it becomes the journalist,
and this is the tension we're talking about.

I thought that Monsieur Généreux's question about whether one
can use it and be an artist was super-interesting. I really like the
question, because I think we want to be clarifying when it is a tool
and when it is the craftsman itself.

I think about the 1980s, when hip hop came around, and people
said, “That's not art. They're sampling records.” When we look at it
now, of course it was art. It was transformative. Sampling records
and those things were big, and they changed the way we made mu‐
sic and listened to music, so I think it's important for us to be think‐
ing about these issues in a way that points to them as tools. We
can't just throw up our hands and say, “No, no.” We need to move
things forward.

Artists will adapt. They always adapt. That's what they do the
best. That's what they did in the 1980s with hip hop, and hip hop
changed the whole world.

In the world of regulation, how do we make these fine points be‐
tween when it is a tool...? Maybe it's through transparency, as you
were saying. When is it a tool, and when does it become the crafts‐
man itself?
[Translation]

Sorry I only spoke in one language.

Actually, my questions are primarily for Ms. Desrochers.
Marie-Julie Desrochers: Thank you for the questions. I will ask

my colleague Ms. Beaulieu to answer.

Before she does, however, I'd like to say that there's a time for
legislators to pass laws, and a time to make decisions, like looking
at artificial intelligence as a tool.

I've been to many conferences on the subject, and the creator's
intent comes up a lot. That's why proof is important. Creators must
be able to show their creative process versus just generating some‐
thing. Our position is very clear. We agree that artists, creators and
cultural businesses can use artificial intelligence as a tool. The idea
is not to prevent them from doing so. When we talk about trans‐
parency in using artificial intelligence, we're really talking about
works generated exclusively with AI.

When it comes to art, boundaries are complex. I think a lot of
people will look at similar cases and want to know the creator's in‐
tent to establish those boundaries. However, that shouldn't stop us
from moving forward in defining what is simply AI generated. As
an example, Spotify was flooded with synthetic music that was
purely synthetic with the sole purpose of saving the company mon‐
ey at the expense of creators. That's what we're trying to avoid.

Maryse Beaulieu: I am astounded by my colleague's answer.

I don't want to infringe on any copyright, so I won't use any spe‐
cific work as an example. That said, your question is hard to an‐
swer, because there is no one-size-fits-all answer.

In case law, we use talent to define what an original work is. Let
me give you an example. Stakeholders in the cultural industry have
agreed not to consider outputs—that's what I call content generated
solely by AI—as a work. I'm a bit overzealous when it comes to
vocabulary, so I differentiate between a work and content, and AI-
generated content is not protected by copyright.

Furthermore, we already have the necessary tools to define what
is an original work when considering whether content is a tool or a
creator's work. That means we'll have to come to decisions on vari‐
ous situations and sets of facts. Unfortunately, there's no magic
wand for that. However, content created only with artificial intelli‐
gence output is not considered a creative work, so it's not protected
by copyright. That's what we're saying.

That raises another question. We know who owns the copyright
when a work is protected. There's a whole system in place, for
which I have a soft spot, based on the Copyright Act. However,
unidentified works, so outputs that have no author, fall in a differ‐
ent category.
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You were asking about the tool. As I've mentioned, it's really to
what extent the tool is being used that needs to be defined. Court
decisions have often been used to determine which category the
tool falls in.

That's my somewhat complex answer.
● (1735)

The Chair: Thank you. It was a complex, but very interesting,
answer.

Mr. Champoux, you will be the last member to have the floor.
You have two and a half minutes.

Martin Champoux: Thank you, Madam Chair.

Mr. Anctil, when radio came out, it was a major technological
change. Many felt threatened, but over the years, it started paying
off in the cultural and information industries.

The same thing happened with television. Everyone thought that
it would be the end of radio, that it was a thing of the past, but both
found their own space. At first, people were scared of television,
but it turned into an extraordinary and indispensable tool for the
cultural industry and still is to this day.

It was the same when the Internet came out. People were scared
of the big Internet monster and wondered whether it would mark
the end of television. Obviously, we might need to review the mod‐
el, and that's been another topic of discussion over the last few
years.

Now, it's artificial intelligence. Do you think the same thing will
happen? Could the cultural industry eventually survive with artifi‐
cial intelligence everywhere, including the creative sector? Will our
artists, artisans and content creators in the cultural industry be able
to create and make a living using artificial intelligence? Do you see
a scenario where that would be possible?

Dave Anctil: There's a common thread in all the media, informa‐
tion technology and communication innovations you've just men‐
tioned. They all led to new professions, and new ways of communi‐
cating and staying connected to each other, as humans.

The Internet is different, though, because it's dominated by a
small group of players. We heard an example of that earlier during
the long conversation with Mr. Griffiths on Google. Fair competi‐

tion with Google is impossible, in my opinion. If I buy an Android
cell phone, by definition, I'm in the Google environment. Whether
it's through search engines, online software or social media, the
American oligopolies keep us trapped in their environments. The
evolution of artificial intelligence in those environments is con‐
trolled by a small group. That's the problem.

To protect cultural diversity, allow people to discover content
created thanks to this diversity, and ensure that our cultural and me‐
dia industries can compete globally, we'll have no other choice but
to create our own infrastructure, as we've done in the past. The au‐
diovisual and radio industry developed its own physical infrastruc‐
ture, and we control that. The Internet, we don't have much control
over. More importantly, we don't control what artificial intelligence
relies on, meaning the servers.

Considering the evolution of artificial intelligence, without digi‐
tal sovereignty, I have very little hope for the survival of Canada's
cultural sovereignty.
● (1740)

Martin Champoux: Still, you're giving us a way to get there.

I'd now like to take a moment to thank the witnesses, those who
were here and those who participated by video conference. This
was the first meeting of our study on the subject, and I thought it
was absolutely fascinating. That's why I wanted to take a moment
to thank them very much. They got the ball rolling on a study that
is shaping up to be fascinating and very useful. Thank you very
much.
[English]

The Chair: You took the words right out of my mouth, Martin.

Truly, thank you to all of the witnesses for spending these two
hours with us. We all found it very fascinating. I'm sure there are
other things you would have liked to have said that maybe didn't
make it into the record. I would invite you all to submit those
thoughts and comments to our committee, so that we will have
them and take them into consideration as we prepare a report on
this study.

Thank you again for your time.

The meeting is adjourned.
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