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[English]

The Chair (Salma Zahid (Scarborough Centre—Don Valley
East, Lib.)): I call the meeting to order.

Welcome to meeting number three of the Standing Committee on
Science and Research.

Pursuant to the House motion of June 18, 2025, the committee is
meeting to study the impact of the criteria for awarding federal
funding on research excellence in Canada.

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

Before we continue, I ask all in-person participants to consult the
guidelines written on the cards on the table. These measures are in
place to prevent audio feedback incidents and to protect the health
and safety of all participants, including the interpreters. You will al-
so notice a QR code on the card, which links to a short awareness
video.

I would like to make a few comments for the benefit of the wit-
nesses and members.

Please wait until I recognize you by name before speaking. For
those participating by video conference, click on the microphone
icon to activate your mic. Please mute yourself when you are not
speaking.

For those on Zoom, at the bottom of your screen you can select
the appropriate channel for interpretation: floor, English or French.
Those in the room can use the earpiece and select the desired chan-
nel.

As a reminder, all comments should be addressed through the
chair. For members in the room, if you wish to speak, please raise
your hand. For members on Zoom, please use the “raise hand”
function. The clerk and I will manage the speaking order as best we
can, and we appreciate your patience and understanding in this re-
gard.

I would now like to welcome our witnesses for the first panel.

We are joined by David Freeman, an associate professor from Si-
mon Fraser University, who is joining us by video conference. We
are also joined by Dr. Yuan Yi Zhu, assistant professor of interna-
tional relations and international law at Leiden University.

Thank you both for appearing before the committee.

All witnesses will have five minutes for their opening remarks,
and then we will proceed to the rounds of questioning.

Mr. Freeman, we will start with you. You have five minutes for
your opening remarks. Thank you.

David Freeman (Associate Professor, Simon Fraser Universi-
ty, As an Individual): Thank you, Madam Chair, for inviting me.

Let me start by introducing myself. I'm a professor of economics
at Simon Fraser University and I research behavioural and experi-
mental economics. I'm personally grateful to SSHRC for support
for my own work as an M.A. and Ph.D. student at UBC and now as
a faculty member at SFU.

As background, I served on four SSHRC insight development
grant adjudication committees for economics from 2020 to 2023.
Let me start with my experience there.

My experience was quite positive. Members were well qualified.
They took the task seriously and they were committed to funding
the best proposals according to the standards of economics. Criteria
are reasonably well specified to enable the committee to do that. I
actually liked working with these criteria better than, say, the NSF
criteria. The SSHRC criteria are just easier to interpret.

Disciplinary evaluation does what it is intended to do: It picks
the best proposals according to the standards of each discipline.
Academia is organized by discipline, so this is a sensible way of
adjudicating proposals. However, SSHRC lacks good criteria for al-
locating money across disciplines and programs. I don't have a per-
fect solution, but I want to point to three issues and offer some in-
cremental suggestions that might better align SSHRC funding with
the priorities of Canadians.

Number one, let's talk about the SSHRC talent program, which
funds fellowships and scholarships for graduate students and post-
docs. I think the distribution of that is out of line.
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Let's just pick a little example here. In 2024, the talent program
funded 140 scholarships and fellowships in sociology, 155 in histo-
ry, only 52 in business and 40 in economics. Now, at a typical uni-
versity, both business and economics are much larger departments
than history and sociology. It almost goes without saying that
there's much more demand for business and economics Ph.D.s as
well, so I think this allocation of funding is perverse. I don't mean
to pick on these disciplines in particular; it's to generate a more
general problem.

I recommend that SSHRC rethink how it allocates talent program
funding across disciplines. It could consider another metric—like
the number of students graduating in a year—for allocating funding
across disciplines and maybe make an adjustment for the market
demand for graduates.

The second point is that Canada is way behind other jurisdictions
in providing high-quality datasets to social science researchers, and
SSHRC should have funding to address this. There's just way more
influential work in economics using Swedish and American
datasets than using Canadian datasets, even if you adjust for
Canada being a smaller country than America.

The research we do have from Canada has generated important
insights into unique Canadian policies and institutions, but when
we don't have the data to do that research, we have to rely on im-
perfect lessons from elsewhere. I recommend that SSHRC set aside
funds for research that uses Canadian data and creates new Canadi-
an datasets.

The third point is a tricky one. I want to discuss activist research
in SSHRC disciplines. Some approaches to scholarship focus on
normative as opposed to positive questions. Some even reject the
distinction between pursuit of truth and pursuit of activism. This is
highly discipline-dependent, and it exists on a continuum in the dis-
ciplines where there are some of these approaches.

Here's the problem: Activist faculty are almost universally left to
far left in their politics, and advocacy-oriented scholarship methods
are prone to the influence of researcher biases, views and morals. In
my opinion, the lack of political balance among advocacy-oriented
researchers risks social buy-in for universities as institutions.

Is it legitimate for a broad spectrum of Canadian taxpayers to
fund left and far-left advocacy under the guise of research funding?
I think the answer is no, but this is an exceptionally tricky problem
to address in a principled way. I don't have a perfect solution, but
let me offer some ideas.

First, I suggest that funding envelopes prioritize core research
through the insight program.

Second, insight program criteria should not value normative and
activist research, nor should they value non-academic outputs as
knowledge mobilization.

Third, I suggest that SSHRC revamp any EDI policies to make
viewpoint diversity, especially political viewpoint diversity, the pri-
mary priority.

Finally, I suggest that the government get a politically balanced
and representative governing council for each of the tri-councils.
Researchers can seek connections and partnerships on their own,

and they can engage in political activism on their own dime and on
their own time.

To summarize, I recommend that SSHRC distribute graduate
scholarships by student numbers, fund Canadian data and rethink
funding for activist research.

Thank you, Madam Chair.

® (1635)

The Chair: Thanks a lot.

We will now proceed to our second witness for this panel, Dr. Yi
Zhu.

The floor is yours. You have five minutes for your opening re-
marks.

Yuan Yi Zhu (Assistant Professor of International Relations
and International Law, Leiden University, As an Individual):
Thank you, Madam Chair.

Thank you, members of the committee, for being here. It's a
pleasure to be back in Ottawa to testify in front of you today.

Every year, the federal Government of Canada spends billions of
dollars on research funding. Canadians rightly expect that this mon-
ey will be used by and allocated to the most deserving researchers,
based on excellence and excellence alone, in order for them to pur-
sue high-quality research that will benefit Canadians and humanity
in general. Sadly, this is no longer the case.

Today, federal research funding is often allocated on the basis of
race, sex, gender identity, ideological conformity and other criteria
that have nothing to do with the pursuit of truth and excellence.
Thus, today, we have federally funded Canada research chair posi-
tions that are available only to people of a certain race or a certain
sex, or a combination of both, even though none of these character-
istics have anything to do with the quality of somebody's research.
Indeed, universities may lose their funding under the Canada re-
search chairs program unless they meet diversity quotas in the re-
cruitment of professors.
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Today, we have federally funded research programs that expect
“applicants to clearly demonstrate their strong commitment to EDI
in their applications”, as well as to integrate EDI in their “research
practice and design”. With respect, the purpose of research design
is to enable research to be done; it is not to promote specific ideo-
logical objectives.

In addition, there are many informal obstacles to the pursuit of
excellence in the federal funding system for research. For example,
in the humanities and social sciences, where I'm from, it is well
known that research proposals that contain buzzwords and fashion-
able, progressive language have a much better chance of being
funded than proposals for more traditional subjects that adopt more
traditional approaches. This means that from the beginning of their
careers, young scholars are taught that the way to get ahead in
academia is to be a conformist and chase grant money using buz-
zwords, regardless of what they actually believe is intellectually
valuable and important.

Like Dr. Freeman, I speak to this committee as a former recipient
of money from SSHRC, money that enabled me to do my Ph.D. I'm
very grateful to the Canadian taxpayer, SSHRC and the federal
government for enabling me to have a career as an academic, which
I would not have been able to pursue otherwise.

Naturally, I'm a strong believer in the value of investing public
money in research. However, in these economically difficult times,
many Canadians question the value of giving money to academics
to study subjects that may sometimes seem irrelevant to their lives
and personal struggles. The heavy-handed imposition of EDI and
other ideological requirements in public research funding under-
mine public support for this funding and threaten the future of
Canadian higher education. That is something that I think needs to
be addressed, and urgently so.

Thank you very much.
® (1640)

The Chair: We will now proceed to our rounds of questioning.
We will begin the first round of six minutes with MP Baldinelli.

Go ahead. You have six minutes.

Tony Baldinelli (Niagara Falls—Niagara-on-the-Lake, CPC):
Thank you, Madam Chair.

Thank you to the witnesses for being here today.

Mr. Zhu, it's your second time appearing as a witness on this
study topic. You appeared at this committee in the previous Parlia-
ment on November 28, 2024. I believe it was during meeting 111.
Looking back at that evidence, it's quite clear there were some tech-
nical issues that prevented you from fully participating in that meet-
ing. These issues also disrupted the members' opportunity to en-
gage with you by asking questions and getting your testimony.

We're pleased that you're back here today. Thank you for doing
that.

During the meeting on November 28, the chair at the time invited
you to submit any further testimony by way of a brief. I want to
know if you were able to do so.

Yuan Yi Zhu: I was not able to do so last time, but I will do so
after this meeting today.

Tony Baldinelli: Thank you so much.

In your opening statement on November 28, 2024, you said:

Today, federal research funding is often allocated on the basis of race, sex, ideo-
logical conformity and other criteria that have nothing to do with the pursuit of truth
and excellence.

In your view, what risks and dangers to Canadian research excel-
lence are caused by this DEI approach?

Yuan Yi Zhu: Thank you for this question.

First, this is not hidden. If you go to the website of any of the
research councils, there are pages dedicated to EDI policies and
programs that are very specifically tailored to advance certain
viewpoints and to advance certain minority groups.

The truth is that.... Look, research is about, I believe, the pursuit
of truth and excellence. If you tell researchers beforehand that you
may give them money as long as they do research that checks these
boxes in EDI or that they get money if they are of a certain race or
whatever, that shrinks the pool of people who are eligible. People
who do not fit or who don't have these personal characteristics don't
get the money. People who want to do certain types of research that
are less fashionable and are less ideologically on board with EDI
don't get the money. The money goes to a smaller pool of people.
This very often encourages people to lie about what they actually
want to research. As a researcher, when I do a grant proposal, I
have to think that if this what I want to research, what do they want
to read in terms of the proposal? We are encouraged, actually, to be
dishonest.

Moreover, as I think Dr. Freeman also pointed out, a lot of the
money goes to a number of very ideological researchers. I'm not
saying that they should not get any money; I'm saying that they
should not get special treatment.

Tony Baldinelli: It's interesting. In effect, people are committing
academic dishonesty by having to lie on an application to ensure
that they can get a program funded on the basis of research excel-
lence. I think there's something wrong with that system when we're
creating a system like that.

Mr. Freeman, you recently wrote an article that was published in
The Hub. It was entitled “Canada’s universities have lost their way.
So why do we keep giving them public money with no strings at-
tached?” In the opening paragraph, you observed, “Something is
seriously wrong with universities.”

What are some of those issues that you observed and identified
that led you to this claim?
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David Freeman: Thanks very much for the question.

For me, as a Jewish faculty member, the kind of response after
October 7 really hit home. Seeing many faculty kind of celebrating
the Hamas massacre really hit home for me. I could talk more about
that, and then also the outwelling of support for that side following
that.

That really hit home, but I think that's just a symptom of a much
larger problem. Yuan and I talk about the other facets of it. I think
the ideological imbalance and the cancel culture that has been doc-
umented in various sources are really deep problems. If we want
universities to be places that promote truth, promote discourse
across diverse viewpoints and build knowledge that serves Canadi-
ans, that Canadians can trust.

Tony Baldinelli: I think you mentioned that notion, the notion of
the truth. You talked about, in your opening comments, “activist re-
search”. Instead of the pursuit of truth, the pursuit of activism kind
of slants the findings of the research that you're trying to do.

David Freeman: I think that's certainly true in some disciplines
and for some researchers. It's a continuum. It's very hard to draw a
hard line as to what's activist and what's not.

If you, let's say, believe that the truth is highly subjective and be-
lieve that what you say contributes to a discourse that contributes to
power relations, you might very well want to be selective in the ev-
idence you use in order to promote one side—perhaps to promote
whoever you think happens to be more oppressed—as sort of one
kind of ideology within the broad spectrum of the academic ideas
space.

I think what I'm calling more broadly “activist research” is very
well ingrained in parts of academia. I'm not saying we should get
rid of it—

Tony Baldinelli: If I may, Professor Freeman, I have only about
15 seconds left.

A previous witness who appeared on Monday said that there is
very little monitoring of the monies that go out in the research
funding that is being shared. Do you agree with that comment?

David Freeman: It's true, but as a researcher, it's really hard to
understand the useful direction that I should go in when I write a
grant application. If I'm writing a grant application honestly, it's for
research that I haven't actually done. Early in the research, I might
learn something and take a bit of a different direction, and so—

The Chair: I'm sorry for interrupting. Your time is up. Maybe
you will get an opportunity in the second round. Thank you.

With that, we will proceed to MP Rana.

MP Rana, you have six minutes for your round of questioning.
Please begin.

Aslam Rana (Hamilton Centre, Lib.): Thank you, Madam
Chair.

Thanks to the witnesses for spending their time with us this
Wednesday evening to discuss federal funding criteria and research
excellence in Canada.

My first question is for Dr. Zhu.

You have been vocal about the way academia is driving away po-
tential Nobel Prize winners. However, in Canada, we recently cele-
brated Dr. Geoffrey Hinton's landmark achievement in winning the
Nobel Prize in physics, which was a strong testament to Canadian
excellence and the merits of Canadian funding agencies. In fact, our
government is investing $734 million to support Canada's world-
leading research infrastructure and institutes and to help the next
generation of researchers discover new scientific breakthroughs.

Could you speak more to why it's important to fund researchers,
even if the research seems far-fetched and maybe even odd to those
outside the research community?

Yuan Yi Zhu: Thank you for your question. I didn't catch the
last bit of your question, but I think I got the gist of it.

Canada is a very lucky country, in that we have world-leading re-
searchers. Nobody's disputing that. We, frankly, punch above our
weight. We have lots of talent. As I said, I'm a supporter of the fed-
eral government in spending money on research. Not everybody is.
I think it's a good thing, broadly speaking. I think we can probably
afford it as a country.

The truth of the matter is that, especially for things like natural
sciences, it can be very hard for research councils to identify
promising research. Research funding is inherently unpredictable.
You give money to people, thinking that they show promise. Some-
times it works and sometimes it doesn't. It's hit and miss. The prob-
lem with research councils being a bit too narrow-minded is that
they think, “This is the next big thing. I'm going to give them lots
of money”, but sometimes the next big thing is not the next big
thing; it doesn't work out, or it's actually not a big thing. That is one
of the arguments in favour of being more open-minded and more
diverse in terms of what we fund, because you never know what's
going to be a world-changing project and what's going to be a bust.

There was a case last year of somebody in the U.S. who won a
Nobel Prize in medicine. For decades, she had no job in academia
because everybody said that her research didn't matter. She had no
money and she worked on her own until she got the Nobel Prize for
helping to develop the COVID vaccine. That is an example of what
happens very often in research: Promising ideas don't get funded
because funders—the bureaucrats who make these funding deci-
sions—have tunnel vision. They chase the next big thing, but some-
times it doesn't work out.

® (1650)
Aslam Rana: In an article published by UnHerd in 2023, you
stated, “The fact that the acceptance and rejection decisions are

usually made by other researchers in the same field only seems to
intensify the sense that the entire system is broken.”

Could you please expand on this argument?
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Yuan Yi Zhu: Sir, what is the article in question?

Aslam Rana: It was your article that refers to the fact that accep-
tance and rejection decisions are usually made by other researchers
in the same field.

Yuan Yi Zhu: Oh, yes. Thank you.

This is a bit of a tricky question because, on the one hand, when
you think about who is best placed to judge what's good research
and what's not, it's people in the same discipline, but the danger is
that people in the same discipline share orthodoxies and are unwill-
ing to fund research that breaks those orthodoxies. This is especial-
ly an issue in Canada, because we're not actually a very big country.
In any given discipline, there might be a few hundred researchers,
and the people who are on the grant panels tend to be the same sort
of senior people. If you say, “I want money to disprove what you
built a career on”, sometimes that person will say, “I don't actually
want you to disprove what I built my career on. I want to fund peo-
ple who actually have the same approach.”

That's another argument for why we should be much more open-
minded and have a broader basis of funding for research, because
senior people especially can sometimes be very wedded to their
legacies in a way that can be counterproductive.

Aslam Rana: Thank you.

Mr. Freeman, I will switch to you. I want to look into your time
at Simon Fraser University.

How can we safeguard research funding to remain independent
and resilient over the long term, particularly from political influ-
ence?

David Freeman: That's a super-tough question.

Everyone on the adjudication committee is going to bring their
own political biases to it. Giving a lot of independence to universi-
ties and to the adjudication committees is step one. Step two is also
just depoliticizing academia. There's no easy way to do that, and
this isn't entirely federal jurisdiction, but it's getting universities to
adopt [Technical difficulty—Editor] so that [Technical difficulty—
Editor] in these departments themselves aren't pushing a political
agenda. It's pushing for political diversity in universities so that at
least people have to engage with arguments from all sides.

I don't really care about the political orientation of a physicist,
but maybe in the interpretive social sciences and humanities this is
a little more important. I think pushing for political diversity in uni-
versities will help safeguard political independence, but that's very
tricky to do. How do you do that without basically discriminating
based on political beliefs, which I'm not super-comfortable with?
It's a tricky problem.

I'm happy to offer some other ideas and write them up.

Aslam Rana: Over the years, what changes have you seen to re-
search funding and academic freedom? Have you seen any
changes?

The Chair: I'm sorry, but your time is up, Mr. Rana.
Aslam Rana: Thank you. That's no problem. Next time.

The Chair: We will now proceed to Mr. Blanchette-Joncas.

You will have six minutes for your round of questions. Please be-
gin.

[Translation]

Maxime Blanchette-Joncas (Rimouski—La Matapédia, BQ):
Thank you, Madam Chair.

I want to thank the witnesses who are joining us for the first hour
of the meeting.

My question is for Professor Yuan Yi Zhu.

In your opinion, how much do personal characteristic criteria un-
related to scientific quality influence academic excellence?

Yuan Yi Zhu: I'll try to respond in French.

Personally, I don't think that personal characteristics have any-
thing to do with excellence. Excellence in research has nothing to
do with personal characteristics such as gender or race. I'm not a
better or worse researcher because I'm Chinese, male or heterosex-
ual. That has nothing to do with it. Frankly, it's a discriminatory and
racist idea that produces absurd results.

For example, last year, in 2024, the University of British
Columbia announced the federal government's establishment of a
Canada research chair in research on oral cancer, meaning cancer of
the mouth. Candidates had to be people with disabilities, Indige-
nous people, racialized people, women or people from sexual mi-
nority identity groups. I find it frankly absurd to say that a white
man can't conduct research on oral cancer. It's irrelevant. Moreover,
this type of thing undermines public confidence in research in
Canada.

® (1655)

Maxime Blanchette-Joncas: A number of witnesses pointed out
that the equity, diversity and inclusion, or EDI, forms required for
federal government funding applications can add to the paperwork.
Some researchers even use artificial intelligence to complete them.

In your opinion, how do these requirements affect scientific re-
search and the work of researchers?

Yuan Yi Zhu: In 2012, the Canadian Institutes of Health Re-
search, or CIHR, conducted a study that showed that researchers
spent an average of 22 days writing a single grant application to the
CIHR. I said “22 days,” not “22 hours.” They spend a month on the
process, which is a month of wasted time. This study was conduct-
ed in 2012, before the entry into force of the requirements to adhere
and commit to EDI values. We can only imagine how long the pro-
cess takes now.
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It's a waste of time for everyone. Researchers want to conduct re-
search, but they need to fill out the short form on equity, diversity
and inclusion. This hinders research and wastes the money of Cana-
dian taxpayers, who want researchers to conduct research rather
than spend their time filling out forms related to woke ideology.

Maxime Blanchette-Joncas: In the United States, the Supreme
Court recently ruled that certain admissions policies based on equi-
ty, diversity and inclusion were unlawful.

What lessons can be learned from this debate with regard to the
funding and organization of research in Canada?

Yuan Yi Zhu: The United States and Canada have two distinct
systems. In the United States, according to the Supreme Court, pos-
itive discrimination is illegal under the Bill of Rights. In Canada,
according to the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms, positive
discrimination for the purpose of improvement is legal. However,
legal doesn't necessarily mean good.

I think that most Canadians don't want a system that allocates
funding on this basis. In the United States, affirmative action for
university admissions has been banned. The world hasn't stopped
turning. American universities are still excellent and they still re-
cruit talent from around the world. It hasn't changed anything. In
fact, it has made American universities better.

I think that Canada should consider following the American ex-
ample. It's a good example to follow. Canadians aren't that different
from Americans. We're an open people. We want people judged
based on their merits, not their personal characteristics.

Maxime Blanchette-Joncas: In your opinion, do equity, diversi-
ty and inclusion policies affect researchers' academic freedom and
ability to explore certain topics independently?

Yuan Yi Zhu: Absolutely. | have many colleagues who self-cen-
sor or who don't talk about certain topics. If they do talk about cer-
tain topics, they must do so discreetly. I have colleagues who lost
their jobs because their political views were unpopular. Researchers
whose political or ideological views don't align with the majority
engage in self-censorship on a persistent and daily basis.

We live in a free country. When I publish an article, I shouldn't
have to worry about whether my colleagues will punish me or
whether my job will be affected. Yet that's the reality in Canada.
This absolutely undermines academic freedom in Canada.

Maxime Blanchette-Joncas: Given the global competition to at-
tract top talent, do these requirements strengthen or weaken
Canada's appeal to foreign researchers? Of course, I should point
out that I'm still talking about the criteria of equity, diversity and in-
clusion mandated by the federal government.

Yuan Yi Zhu: After completing my bachelor's degree, I pursued
my scientific career in Europe, in the United Kingdom and in the
Netherlands. I must say that Canada has unfortunately gained a rep-
utation for being an overly woke country. It isn't just my right-wing
colleagues who say this. Even my progressive colleagues some-
times tell me that Canada is a beautiful country, but that they don't
want to work there because its universities are a bit over the top.

I think that it absolutely has a negative impact on attracting tal-
ent. Researchers want to conduct research. They don't want to have
to comply with equity, diversity and inclusion policies, even if

they're progressive-minded. If they're told that they must meet these
criteria in Canada, they won't be attracted to the country.

® (1700)
[English]

The Chair: Thank you.

With that, the first round comes to an end. We will start our sec-
ond round of five minutes with Mr. Ho.

Mr. Ho, please begin. You have five minutes.

Vincent Ho (Richmond Hill South, CPC): Thank you, Madam
Chair.

My first questions are for Professor Freeman.

You mentioned a lack of diversity in political viewpoints in uni-
versities. I think there was a study showing that 88% of college fac-
ulty are left-leaning, versus the rest being right-leaning, and there's
a clear imbalance. I just want to get your perspective on how that
plays out in your world and in your experience as a faculty member
and as a student, and understand how the Liberal government has
let us get to this stage.

David Freeman: There are lots of different studies—not as
many on Canada, but lots on the U.S.—and it does vary based on
discipline. Luckily, I'm in economics, and yes, there's maybe a 4:1
liberal-to-conservative ratio, but lots of people are in the centre or
centre left, and people are pretty tolerant. I have good relations
within my own department.

How does it work at a university? Instead of just focusing on the
left-to-right ratio, think about the ratio of people who are on the far
left and would self-identify as such—and I'm not talking about a
liberal voter, but people who are on the far left—relative to people
who are on the right or centre right. There are far more people on
the far left than there are—

Vincent Ho: What are some examples of that far-left activism?

David Freeman: The buzzwords you'd hear are “Marxist schol-
arship” or “critical race theory”. People would use those as exam-
ples of activist forms of scholarship that tend to be associated with
far-left politics.

Vincent Ho: Wouldn't you agree that for the funding that comes
from the government, from tax dollars, you would expect a bal-
anced, apolitical view of things? It's just not happening at universi-
ty faculties. Would you agree that there's a total imbalance? You
would think there should be strings attached to the money too. Isn't
that right?
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David Freeman: I don't know about having strings attached. It's
really hard to predict the results of research in advance, so I don't
know how you want to think about strings attached. That's very
tricky. However, [ would say that, yes, there is a political imbalance
in faculty—that's almost beyond dispute—and it's most extreme in
disciplines that aren't positivist and are more subject to researcher
biases, in interpretive social sciences and humanities.

Vincent Ho: You mentioned October 7 and the anti-Semitism
that we've seen all across the country that Jewish faculty and stu-
dents have had to experience. Could you tell me a bit about your
experience?

David Freeman: Yes. I wrote a brief on that for the House jus-
tice committee study. Seeing people politicizing the university and
trying to pass an anti-Israel motion at my union was very disheart-
ening.

Vincent Ho: Tax dollars are funding this.

David Freeman: Also, seeing students speaking up for Palestine
and faculty aligning with them, joining groups like Faculty for
Palestine or Students for Justice in Palestine, which are in bed with
Samidoun and Hamas and are clearly linked.... Faculty from my
university were at the UBC anti-Israel encampment with members
from Samidoun.

Vincent Ho: Would you say that your voice is now suppressed,
that you feel less safe as a result of this and that maybe you can't
exercise your full academic freedom as a result of this?

David Freeman: Look, as people have tried to politicize the uni-
versity in various ways—to, let's say, push divestment from arms
manufacturers, which I definitely oppose—my views have come
out. You can't find my office location online. I lock my doors and
make sure people don't know where I live. It's a new reality. Jewish
people got used to this kind of thing over the generations; I just
have to get used to it.

® (1705)

Vincent Ho: Do you agree that the government should do some-
thing about this?

David Freeman: Yes.
Vincent Ho: What do you think they can do about it?

David Freeman: Remember that universities are primarily
provincial jurisdictions, so thinking about the allocation of SSHRC
funding across disciplines is number one. This kind of activism at
the university level is coming from somewhere, and it's coming
from these far-left activist movements.

Second, think about conditions attached to the indirect costs of
the indirect research funding. I'm not saying to withdraw people's
grants, but there's a big slush fund of money going to universities
that they're using to pay administrators and stuff like that. You
might consider some policies and making that conditional in some
policies.

Vincent Ho: Federal tax dollars go into it, so it is indirectly tied
to the federal government. Funding ultimately trickles down to the
faculty and the administrators and has essentially created a space
that has suppressed voices that are dissenting—even Jewish voices,
but also voices that are not—

The Chair: Mr. Ho, your time is up. Thank you.

I will remind everybody that the scope of this study is on the fed-
eral research funding criteria.

With that, now we will proceed to MP Jaczek.

MP Jaczek, you will have five minutes for your round of ques-
tioning. You can please begin.

Hon. Helena Jaczek (Markham—Stouffville, Lib.): Thank
you so much, Madam Chair.

Perhaps we could keep language in this committee non-partisan,
objective and directed to the purpose of this particular study.

With that, I would like to ask something of both Professor Free-
man and Dr. Yi Zhu.

Professor Freeman, I think your experience has been particularly
with SSHRC. Is that correct? You haven't been involved with
NSERC or CIHI or the other funding agencies that the federal gov-
ernment has in place. Is that correct?

David Freeman: That's correct. It's just SSHRC.
Hon. Helena Jaczek: Is that the case, Dr. Yi Zhu?
Yuan Yi Zhu: That's correct.

Hon. Helena Jaczek: In the course of the study, we have already
heard a number of suggestions, which I think might assist both of
you, about the concept of blinding the initial proposal application
made to one of the tri-agencies in terms of who the professor in-
volved is, the researcher, the number of papers published and any
identifying characteristics so that the proposal would be looked at
as objectively as possible, as well as the originality of the idea and
potentially the research capacity of the team.

Have you followed our deliberations in this committee?

I'll start with you, Professor Freeman. Does that merit-based re-
view, strictly looking at the proposal itself and not necessarily the
proponents, appeal to you?

David Freeman: I try to follow the committee a bit and I didn't
hear that one. That's new to me.

The idea of blinding the proposer's name is fine. It's probably a
good idea. In terms of blinding the number of papers published, at
least for SSHRC, we're looking at both the proposal itself for the
challenge criteria but also for the capability criteria. You're basical-
ly scoring their CV. What's their track record in publishing papers?
I don't know how you're supposed to do that unless you want to
separate those two parts out, which might be feasible. It adds a little
bit to the administration, but it's not a bad idea.

Hon. Helena Jaczek: The stepwise concept has been introduced
as well. Thank you for that.

Dr. Yi Zhu, have you followed any of our deliberations and heard
some of the suggestions that have been made? Do you have any
comments?
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Yuan Yi Zhu: I'm afraid I haven't followed this committee, but I
have heard of this idea.

There are two views on this. The first view is that your name or
your identity shouldn't factor into the decision. The second view is
that if somebody is successful already, why don't we give them
more money, because they have already been successful? The an-
swer is that maybe that person is really good at getting grant mon-
ey. Is there a link between getting grant money, for instance, and
success? Some people are just really good at doing grants. There's a
sort of magic to it.

I think there is a debate to be had here as to whether this would
make a difference. I suspect that it really depends on the level of
funding. Funding for Ph.D. candidates is not the same thing as
funding for mercenary researchers. If you are a Nobel Prize winner
and you have a big lab and you ask for money, that makes sense,
because you probably have a few dozen papers and we know who
you are. If you are only starting out, maybe that's different. I'm ag-
nostic, but I think it really depends on the level of funding we're
talking about, and perhaps also the subject field of research.

® (1710)
Hon. Helena Jaczek: Thank you.

Another idea that was thrown out in the previous Parliament to
this committee was to have a certain percentage of applications
subject to completely random funding. In other words, there would
literally be a lottery for, say, 10% of the applications, because often
in science, what may arise from particular research is completely
unexpected.

I will throw that out to you, Professor Freeman, to see if you
have heard of such a proposal and what you think of it.

David Freeman: Any time you're randomizing, it is going to be
an inefficient use of public funds. I do think that some sense of
merit, at least as defined by the academic discipline, can be based
on a proposal and what someone has published in the past.

The problem is that if an academic discipline is just getting it
wrong in deep ways, then there are benefits to stepping outside that.
An alternative to that, if I could suggest one, might be having an-
other stream that's easier to apply for but offers relatively low
amounts of money for low-cost research. SSHRC has tried to do
this, I think, with the lower stream of insight grants. Keep in mind
that I'm thinking about social sciences and humanities, where some
research has pretty low costs.

The Chair: Thank you.

We will now proceed to Mr. Blanchette-Joncas for two and a half
minutes.

Please go ahead.
[Translation]
Maxime Blanchette-Joncas: Thank you, Madam Chair.

I'll continue with Professor Zhu.

Is there strong evidence that equity, diversity and inclusion poli-
cies improve the quality of scientific research, or are these mea-
sures mainly symbolic?

[English]

The Chair: I'm sorry for interrupting. We will stop the clock.
There is no interpretation.

Okay, now we can hear it.

You can start from the top, please. Thank you.
[Translation]

Maxime Blanchette-Joncas: Thank you, Madam Chair.
I'm still speaking with Professor Zhu.

Is there strong evidence that equity, diversity and inclusion poli-
cies improve the quality of scientific research, or are these mea-
sures mainly symbolic?

Yuan Yi Zhu: I've never seen any research suggesting that these
policies improve outcomes. It may exist, but I've never seen it.

Maxime Blanchette-Joncas: If these equity, diversity and inclu-
sion policies continue or gain momentum, what lasting impact do
you anticipate for the future of research in Canada?

Yuan Yi Zhu: [ think that there would be a negative impact.
We're already seeing some of the effects after a decade of imple-
menting these policies. Many people will choose a different career
path instead of a career in research because they don't think that
they'll be treated fairly and equitably given their personal character-
istics.

Some of my friends left academia, while others were suspended
or fired from their university jobs as a result of their views on equi-
ty, diversity and inclusion policies. We're losing talented people
who could be conducting great research. They wonder what they're
doing there. They could have a job in a bank and earn more money,
instead of conducting research in environments that they consider
hostile to their ideas.

Maxime Blanchette-Joncas: Could you provide some tangible
and concrete recommendations on how to improve the situation in
order to avoid the type of issues that you just mentioned?

Yuan Yi Zhu: It's quite straightforward. Professor Dave Snow
from the University of Guelph wrote a report for the Macdon-
ald-Laurier Institute. He read all the web pages of the three research
councils and noted all references to equity, diversity and inclusion
policies.

It's actually quite simple. Remove all equity, diversity and inclu-
sion criteria from the regulations of the three research councils, be-
cause these criteria don't contribute to academic excellence. In fact,
they undermine it. Going back to a neutral system for assessing ap-
plications, without the equity, diversity and inclusion criteria,
would be quite easy and would be a great step forward for Canada's
academic community.

[English]
The Chair: Thank you.

We will now proceed to Mr. Holman for five minutes.

Please go ahead. You have five minutes for your round of ques-
tioning.
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Kurt Holman (London—Fanshawe, CPC): Thank you,
Madam Chair. Also, thank you to the witnesses for attending today.

I'd like to bring up the summary of evidence provided to the sci-
ence and research committee by the Library of Parliament on the
impact of the criteria for awarding federal funding on research ex-
cellence in Canada.

One item that stands out is that the research provided “found that
88% of the university professors surveyed in Canada identified po-
litically as left-leaning”, which is very alarming.

Also noted, with regard to DEI programs, was that a “series of
criticisms were made regarding the DEI measures, policies and pro-
grams implemented by universities and granting agencies.

“First, several witnesses believed that DEI funding criteria were
not ideologically neutral.” Second, witnesses “noted that they be-
lieved this risk leads some researchers to self-censor or include a
DEI statement even if they do not endorse it.” Third, witnesses
“suggested that researchers may even use artificial intelligence
tools to write DEI statements in their applications.” Fourth, several
witnesses “recommended that such diversity statements be removed
from funding applications.” Fifth, some testimony “suggested that
DEI measures are discriminatory.” Sixth, some witnesses “argued
that by focusing on gender and ethnicity, some DEI measures could
be discriminatory.” Seventh, the committee “was also told that DEI
policies are generally unpopular and may trigger negative reactions
against the groups they are meant to benefit, as well as undermine
the reputation of academia.” Eighth, other witnesses “reported that
DEI criteria complicate the funding application process and place a
burden on researchers.”

As Professor Steven Pinker mentioned on Monday, DEI is a
problem. Canada is seriously limiting its potential to be a leader in
science and research by prioritizing identity over merit. We should
be recruiting our best and brightest to advance progress in these
critical fields.

Now, my question is for Mr. Freeman.

You posted an article in The Hub entitled “Canada's universities
have lost their way. So why do we keep giving them public money
with no strings attached?” At the top of the article, you say, “There
is ample evidence that higher education in North America and
across the West is not adhering to the social contract implied by its
public funding.” You mentioned one of them being “the excesses of
DEI”. Could you please expand on that?

David Freeman: Yes.

Since we're talking about funding today, I should mention in par-
ticular that SSHRC didn't have EDI criteria when I submitted
grants or when I adjudicated. In terms of excesses of DEI, I've cer-
tainly heard examples from people who've submitted grants to
CIHR and to NSERC.

A mundane example is that SSHRC currently does allocate some
graduate scholarships by race. In terms of EDI, a mundane example
is that my own faculty, the faculty of arts and social sciences at my
university, has a bunch of different lists. It has a strategic research
plan. Other universities have similar ones. One of their three major

cross-cutting commitments is EDI. It seems extreme that it's one of
the three major cross-cutting commitments.

Hearing people talk about EDI, raising the pride flag, and having
it be such an inclusive environment, and then saying, “Oh well, my
next meeting is scheduled on Yom Kippur” just rings hollow to me.

When people argue for EDI and say that it's because they want to
include everyone and want to have a diversity of viewpoints, and
then there are almost no conservatives in academia.... To me, there
are potentially good cases for EDI, but if you take them really seri-
ously, you will see that EDI has been a failure in practice. This
problem of a lack of conservatives in academia has become much
worse in the EDI era of the last 10 years or so.

Kurt Holman: My next question is for you, Dr. Zhu.

You mentioned that scholars are taught that the way to get ahead
is to use buzzwords. What do you think is the impact of this pursuit
of trendy topics on research excellence?

Yuan Yi Zhu: Well, look, there are always going to be trends.
We are human beings. Human beings are social animals. We like to
do what other people are doing.

Again, I cannot recommend highly enough the report by Dr.
Snow for the Macdonald-Laurier Institute. It has a page where he
looks through all the abstracts submitted to SSHRC for funding in
the last five or 10 years. He looks at a number of words and their
incidence. You can see words like “equity” or “racism” just going
up like this. That really diminishes the questions we answer. It en-
courages group thinking at the expense of intellectual diversity.

® (1720)

The Chair: Thank you. We will proceed to MP Noormohamed.

MP Noormohamed, you will have five minutes. Please go ahead.

Taleeb Noormohamed (Vancouver Granville, Lib.): Thank
you very much.

I want to start by clarifying some things, because some things
were said earlier that I want to make sure were not personally at-
tributed to you.
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You made some comments about protests on campus. As some-
body who has spoken out on making sure that the Jewish communi-
ty is able to feel safe and secure in this country as often as I possi-
bly can, including speaking out to some fairly obnoxious anti-
Semitic protesters on the Hill the day before yesterday, I want to
make sure that what I didn't hear you say was that people who sup-
port the Palestinian cause are inextricably linked to terrorist organi-
zations. I just want to make sure that's not what you said, because
that's what I heard. I just want to make sure that's not what you
said.

David Freeman: No, I didn't say that.

Taleeb Noormohamed: Okay. | just want to make sure, because
these committees end up as clip factories. I want to make sure that's
not what you said.

David Freeman: It was a specific subset of some people who
are associated with that cause.

Taleeb Noormohamed: Okay.

You talked a lot about the importance of diversity of thought, and
I agree with you. I think it's really important for....

I think my colleague across the way thinks it's funny that I said
that, but I am somebody who actually had professors who were
conservatives. You might have heard of Robert George, a very fa-
mous conservative professor of mine—

The Chair: No crosstalk, please. Let's go one person at a time.

Taleeb Noormohamed: You know, some respect from the col-
leagues across would be appreciated, but I know that might be hard
for them.

The Chair: Can I stop the clock? Please, no crosstalk.

The time is for MP Noormohamed. He's not addressing you. This
is his round of questioning, and he should be allowed to do the
round of questioning. Let us have no crosstalk. All the questions
should be addressed through the chair, and I really want to have
decorum in the meeting. We are all adults in the room, so we
should....

Taleeb Noormohamed: Thank you.

Through you, Madam Chair, to Professor Freeman, when we talk
about the importance of a diversity of viewpoints, we shouldn't care
about the political proclivities of our physicists or our biologists or
our mathematicians, right? We're not saying that should be of con-
cern to us.

David Freeman: That's my take. It does have some kind of
knock-on effects later in terms of thinking about university gover-
nance, collegial governance, but that's of second order, and it's defi-
nitely of second order to what the committee is looking at.

Taleeb Noormohamed: To be clear, we shouldn't care if 97% of
the physicists at SFU happen to vote a particular way.

David Freeman: I think that's pretty fair.

Taleeb Noormohamed: We shouldn't care whether 97%, 98% or
92% of our mathematicians happen to be liberal or conservative.
That should not impact anything, correct?

David Freeman: That's pretty fair.

Taleeb Noormohamed: Just to be clear, then, some of the cul-
ture war language that we hear should not really be something that
we focus on. We should be focusing on the quality of academic
rigour, correct?

David Freeman: Yes, I think we should be focusing primarily
on academic rigour, but in disciplines where researcher biases do
come into play, we'd want to think carefully about representing the
diversity of moral reasoning, the diversity of political reasoning of
Canadians, and it's a tricky problem.

Taleeb Noormohamed: You've identified that there's potentially
a weighting towards one thing. You're not advocating affirmative
action for conservative professors, are you?

David Freeman: I think it's tricky. If you're going to do EDI, I
think that would be the number one target you'd have for your EDI.
Personally, I'd be pretty happy if we just got rid of EDI and adjudi-
cated things based on merit, but I think there's a pretty good argu-
ment for that, especially in fields where researcher biases do play a
role in what gets produced.

Taleeb Noormohamed: How would you make sure, then, that
you're not getting lower-quality research in that regard?

David Freeman: In fields where researcher bias can get in.... [
mean, it's inherently subjective. As we agreed, we're not talking
about physics, mathematics or whatever, where research quality is
like you're curing cancer.

Is there a tradeoft? I don't know, but evaluation is highly subjec-
tive in the subjective social sciences, so it's a tricky problem.

Taleeb Noormohamed: Have you found research by your col-
leagues who come from what I guess has been called “diversity-
seeking backgrounds” to be of lower quality than research by oth-
ers?

® (1725)

David Freeman: Let me confine that to economics, since that's
where I have the most expertise to do disciplinary evaluation.

1 don't think so. I haven't really thought about it, actually. I'd say
that no, we generally hire based on merit.

Taleeb Noormohamed: As you're saying, you're hiring based on
merit and you have not seen that the quality of the research has
been diminished because a more diverse group of professors or aca-
demics have been recruited. How do we handle this to make sure
that we continue to have academia that reflects the population but
doesn't diminish the quality of research?
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You're saying to me that, in your experience, it has not dimin-
ished the quality of the research, but at the same time we're saying
we need to be doing something different.

David Freeman: Keep in mind that economics is very much a
positivist discipline. We are very much committed to truth and us-
ing data to answer questions, so I think there's a lot less room for
researcher bias. However, if we had more conservatives, there
would probably be more research on things like productivity or the
negative effects of government bureaucracy.

The Chair: I'm sorry for interrupting.

The time is up for Mr. Noormohamed, and with that, our second
round of questioning comes to an end. We will end the panel here.

I really want to thank both witnesses for appearing before the
committee today.

We will suspend the meeting for a few minutes to allow the wit-
nesses for the next panel to check in.

Thank you once again.

I will suspend the meeting for a few minutes.

® (1725) (Pause)

® (1730)
The Chair: I call the meeting back to order.

I would like to make a few comments for the benefit of our new
witnesses.

Please wait until I recognize you by name before speaking. For
those participating by video conference, click on the microphone
icon to activate your mic. Please mute yourself when you are not
speaking. I don't think we have anyone on Zoom.

As a reminder, all comments should be addressed through the
chair.

With that, I would like to welcome our three witnesses for this
panel. We are joined by Dr. Malinda Smith, associate vice-president
of research in equity, diversity and inclusion at the University of
Calgary. We are also joined by Mr. Martin Normand, president and
chief executive officer of the Association des colléges et universités
de la francophonie canadienne. Our third witness for today is Ken
Doyle, executive director of Tech-Access Canada.

All witnesses will have five minutes for their opening remarks.

We will start with Dr. Smith. You have the floor for five minutes
for your opening remarks.

Malinda Smith (Associate Vice-President, Research (Equity,
Diversity and Inclusion), University of Calgary, As an Individu-
al): Hello, honourable chair and members. Thank you for the op-
portunity to appear before you to contribute to this important delib-
eration.

A recent theme in public and parliamentary debates is that equi-
ty, diversity, inclusion and accessibility in research funding com-
promise merit and academic freedom. The claim is mistaken and is
directly contradicted by a substantial body of empirical research.

The evidence shows the opposite. EDI in research funding
strengthen universities by expanding talent, mitigating biases, dis-
mantling barriers and reducing systemic inequities. These condi-
tions make academic freedom meaningful. Without EDIA, freedom
and excellence remain privileges for a few. With it, these become
the shared guarantee of the many, fuelling Canada's research capac-
ity and global competitiveness.

On merit, traditional measures like publication, citation counts
and institutional prestige are important benchmarks, yet they may
disproportionately reward those who already benefit from access to
elite institutions, funding and networks. They may privilege confor-
mity to established norms, incremental work rather than path-
breaking work, and reputational advantage over originality.

Frameworks such as the San Francisco Declaration on Research
Assessment, or DORA, call for a more holistic understanding of
merit through approaches that value interdisciplinarity, collabora-
tion, mentorship and societal impact. This does not lower stan-
dards; it better captures the full spectrum of leadership in research
and innovation.

Empirical evidence is clear: Diversity strengthens research and
innovation at every level, from individual scholars to the research
teams to the institutional ecosystem. Page and Hong demonstrate
mathematically and empirically that diverse groups outperform ho-
mogeneous ones, even when the latter consist of highly talented in-
dividuals, because they bring distinct heuristics and problem-solv-
ing strategies. Across climate modelling, biomedical research, Al
and SDGs, diversity generates insights that no single expert or like-
minded group could produce.

Hofstra and colleagues identified the “diversity-innovation para-
dox”. Women and racialized minorities produce more novel work,
yet are systematically under-recognized. Without EDIA measures,
our institutions may suppress the very breakthroughs that excel-
lence requires.

Rock and Grant show that diverse teams make better decisions
by avoiding groupthink. Forbes Insights links diverse leadership to
measurable gains in profitability and innovation.

In Canada, Momani and Stirk document a “diversity dividend”.
Institutions drawing on broad talent enjoy better performance, pro-
ductivity and adaptability.
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My recent research identifies an “excellence dividend”. Inclusion
is a precondition for originality, quality and global impact. By re-
moving barriers and valuing diverse epistemologies and ways of
knowing, we strengthen research capacity and societal benefits.

Governance matters. Governance structures are crucial to sus-
taining these gains. Universities embedding EDI into recruitment,
mentorship, funding and decision-making safeguard academic free-
dom. Transparent evaluation criteria and institutional autonomy
shield scholars from external interference and internal inequities
alike. At a time when distorted, anti-woke narratives are being im-
ported into Canada and are eroding public trust, it is essential for
Parliament to recognize that EDIA is not a political trend but a con-
stitutional, legal and evidence-based approach.

Academic freedom differs from free speech: Free speech protects
civic expression, while academic freedom is a professional right an-
chored in collective agreements, disciplinary standards and institu-
tional autonomy. Free speech protects nearly all lawful expression
in a democracy, however unfounded or unpopular. Academic free-
dom, by contrast, safeguards the freedom to teach, research, publish
and participate in public debate without fear of censorship or
reprisal. It is structured by disciplinary standards, scholarly exper-
tise and methodological rigour. It protects the conditions under
which evidence-based inquiry can advance knowledge, especially
on controversial issues.

However, academic freedom is not evenly distributed, as we
know. Marginalized scholars are more vulnerable. This chilling ef-
fect narrows inquiry and research agendas and silences debate, and
EDIA directly counteracts these pressures by protecting diverse
scholars and enhancing the diversity of the knowledge produced.

The policy implications are clear. EDI is not a dilution of stan-
dards; it's a strategic imperative. It ensures that Canada's knowl-
edge economy draws on the full range of talent, which strengthens
conditions for rigorous inquiry and positions Canada as a global
leader at a time when innovation draws on the diversity dividend
and the pluralism dividend.

® (1735)

Equity fuels freedom, diversity drives merit and inclusion un-
locks the excellence dividend. EDIA is the framework that makes
freedom and excellence real, durable and widely experienced.
Without it, Canada risks leaving talent untapped. With it, Canada
can lead globally.

Thank you for your attention. I welcome your questions.

The Chair: Thank you, Dr. Smith.

We will now proceed to Mr. Normand.

Mr. Normand, you will have five minutes for your opening re-
marks. Please go ahead.

[Translation]

Martin Normand (President and Chief Executive Officer, As-
sociation des colléges et universités de la francophonie canadi-
enne): Thank you, Madam Chair.

Research in French is one of the driving forces behind the Asso-
ciation des colléges et universités de la francophonie canadienne, or

ACUFC, and its 22 members located in eight provinces and one ter-
ritory. Several ACUFC initiatives, such as the Réseau national de
formation en justice, the Réseau de recherche sur la francophonie
canadienne, the Consortium national de formation en santé or, more
recently, the Observatoire de la formation en petite enfance, play a
pivotal role in the production and mobilization of knowledge in
French across Canada.

Federal investments in research definitely have a real impact on
priority sectors of the Canadian economy and lead to direct benefits
in francophone minority communities. Many researchers in our net-
work work on topics of national interest, such as education, health
and justice, but through a francophone lens.

However, the French-language science and research ecosystem
in francophone minority communities is facing complex challenges
that you've already heard about, such as precarious conditions,
structural inequities and an accentuated decline in French-language
publishing. Without concrete positive measures to reduce language
and institutional barriers, particularly in the assessment process, in
the exploitation of language data and in the discoverability of scien-
tific content, the current imbalance will only exacerbate persistent
inequities and undermine the vitality of francophone communities.
That's why we need to rethink how we evaluate, support and invest
in research in French in Canada.

The federal granting councils must assume their full responsibili-
ty by fully implementing their obligations under the Official Lan-
guages Act. Many studies have raised the anglicization of research,
the internationalization of research objects and the predominance of
publishing articles in English in Canada. These trends, which cast
doubt on the excellence of research in French, help standardize sci-
entific production rather than encourage research that meets local
data needs.

As the Government of Canada engages in major national projects
and building a more unified Canadian economy, it is important that
all segments of the population can benefit. That's why the research
excellence criteria must allow research in French and research on
francophone minority communities to fully participate in these ef-
forts.
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The granting councils must actively develop an organizational
culture that promotes and recognizes excellence in the production
and mobilization of knowledge in French. Despite trends, they must
adopt positive measures to ensure that research in French con-
tributes to the vitality of francophone communities. They are also
meeting emerging challenges and have increased data needs, which
the ACUFC members in the French-language research community
want to address. The research that answers these questions has
scope, relevance and concrete effects.

However, despite efforts, the assessment of excellence is not im-
mune to linguistic and institutional biases. ACUFC members come
from urban, rural and remote areas. They are small, medium or
large institutions. Awareness and training about unconscious bias in
research conducted in French and in the interest of francophone
communities are essential. The perpetuation of these biases in the
criteria and evaluation hinders the development of a culture of re-
search in French across the country. The federal granting councils
are required to aim for substantive equality between the linguistic
communities in the deployment of their programs.

We would also like to echo the testimony of Colleges and Insti-
tutes Canada as part of this study. Expanding college eligibility for
granting council funding is imperative. The colleges of the Canadi-
an francophonie are making a bold contribution to building a single
Canadian economy. The research they conduct is in partnership
with local francophone businesses and organizations and con-
tributes to the training of a highly sought-after francophone and
bilingual workforce. The granting councils must build on this new
strength of colleges in cutting-edge fields and recognize the re-
search excellence that emerges from it.

I will conclude my remarks with two recommendations.

First, I recommend that the granting councils adopt a real plan
for implementing their obligations under the Official Languages
Act, which includes positive measures aimed at recognizing re-
search excellence in French.

Second, I recommend that the granting councils undertake a
strategic review of their policies and programs with a view to re-
ducing linguistic and institutional biases that undermine scientific
production in French.

® (1740)
[English]

The Chair: Thank you.

We will now proceed to Mr. Doyle for five minutes.

Please go ahead. You have five minutes for your opening re-
marks. Thank you.

Ken Doyle (Executive Director, Tech-Access Canada): Thank
you for the invitation to appear today.

We know that Canada has world-class researchers, but we're los-
ing ground when it comes to turning ideas into market impacts, and
that's where Tech-Access Canada comes in.

Tech-Access Canada is the national network of technology ac-
cess centres. It's what some call the best-kept secret in Canadian R
and D. The model has been studied by the OECD and is uniquely

Canadian. Think of it as a public good like a lighthouse or a fire
department, but for the innovation economy.

Our model is simple. We're based at publicly supported Canadian
colleges and CEGEPs. We provide small companies with access to
specialized equipment and world-class facilities and the experts
who know how to use them. We help businesses commercialize
faster, innovate on the shop floor and become more productive.
Each centre focuses on sectors that matter most to their region.

Four things make us distinct. Together, they explain why 6,000
companies a year rely on us.

First is dedicated capacity. We employ 2,400 applied R and D
specialists, from scientists to technologists to welders, working
with 500 million dollars' worth of highly specialized equipment, all
housed within two million square feet of dedicated applied R and D
space at our 70 centres from coast to coast.

Second is industry-driven projects. Every project starts with a
company's challenge, whether that's refining a prototype, extending
food shelf life or integrating robotics into production. We solve
problems in days, weeks and months—not years. We move at the
speed of business.

Third is team-based innovation. Each project brings together a
multidisciplinary team of R and D experts as well as college and
university students, giving young people the chance to acquire
sought-after hands-on innovation skills before they graduate.

Fourth is non-dilutive support. Companies keep the intellectual
property. We take no equity stake, no royalties, and there are no
strings attached. We give the companies the flexibility to get to
market fast without scaring away potential funders.

This combination works. Each year, thousands of small and
medium-sized Canadian businesses trust us to be their fractional R
and D team accompanying them on their commercialization jour-
ney.

Let me take you back to 1993, when Canada was on top of the
sports world. The Toronto Blue Jays were back-to-back World Se-
ries champions, and Patrick Roy and the Montreal Canadiens hoist-
ed the Stanley Cup, defeating Wayne Gretzky. That wake-up call
forced teams south of the border to change how they played. They
shifted to using data analytics and deep benches of specialized role
players, while Canada has been waiting decades for another World
Series or Stanley Cup parade.
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Our research system is in the same position. In the 1990s,
Canada invested heavily in research excellence. By the measures of
the time—world-class labs, international benchmarking, talent at-
traction and retention, and peer-reviewed science—we succeeded,
but while we took a victory lap, other countries evolved their defi-
nition of excellence to include impact, inclusion and applied out-
comes. The game changed, and we're still playing by 1990s rules.

What's the result? Canada is world-class at turning money into
research but still struggles to turn research into money. Put another
way, we're excellent at producing research, but we haven't yet
cracked the code on consistently translating it into market impact.
The data don't lie: Last year, Canadians paid $17 billion to license
foreign IP, yet we took in only $8 billion from licensing made-in-
Canada IP outside our borders. That's a nine-billion-dollar trade
deficit. Over the last decade, that gap has added up to $80 billion.

Something has to change.

173

This isn't “either-or”. It's “and-and”. I strongly believe that basic
and applied research both matter, but as Einstein once said, if you
judge a fish by its ability to climb a tree, it will spend its whole life
believing it's stupid.

Voices: Oh, oh!

Ken Doyle: By current standards, collaborative applied R and D
doesn't always count, yet by global standards, it is excellence.
That's exactly what Canada's technology access centres deliver ev-
ery day, using specialized equipment and smart people to solve a
company's innovation challenge, scaling it up to commercialization
and helping Canadian firms win export markets, create good jobs
and grow wealth here at home—but our beautiful model doesn't fit
neatly into the 1990s-style funding programs.

Now, I'm not asking to open up the granting council programs to
allow colleges to participate or to revise the evaluation criteria to
benefit colleges and our distinct way of doing things, or even to
stack review committees with our people. I'm asking for a dedicat-
ed program within Industry Canada, outside the granting councils,
that recognizes applied excellence and adequately supports collabo-
rative industrial R and D at the speed of business.

This doesn't require more bureaucracy, just smarter plumbing:
fewer portals, shorter forms, faster decisions and basic outcome
tracking. We have a proven model with Canada's technology access
centres. What we need now, in light of our lagging productivity and
competitiveness while our global rivals are moving faster, is the
right support, and to scale it so that Canadian innovators can com-
pete and win.

Thank you. I look forward to your questions.
® (1745)
The Chair: Thank you.

We will now proceed to our first round of questions. Members
will have six minutes each.

MP DeRidder, we will start with you. Please go ahead.
Kelly DeRidder (Kitchener Centre, CPC): Thank you, Chair.

Thank you to everybody for coming today. Thank you for your
expertise.

I'm from Kitchener. We are home to world-class innovation. Our
innovation ecosystem is unmatched. What I see within our ecosys-
tem, though, is some cutting-edge technology not reaching moneti-
zation, number one, and number two, not staying within Canada
when it does. To that end, $62 billion of net investment left Canada
in the past five months.

Mr. Doyle, my questions will be for you today. One of your
SMART centres is located right in my community. Thank you for
coming with your expertise today.

First, how does the current spending support real technology
adoption through monetization, which is vital in tech hubs like
Kitchener?

® (1750)

Ken Doyle: The funding is there. It's just that demand so far out-
strips supply that it's quite frustrating for our centres and the com-
panies they support. It's more frustrating for the companies on wait-
lists. We surveyed the centres recently, and we're looking at 850
companies on the wait-list. The average wait is 11 weeks for a spot
to open up and then get that support, with 2,800 person-days of
support identified as being our service to these companies.

The demand is there. Canadian companies want to innovate, but
just like a hockey team on the ice, it can't be six against one. They
need help. We are those objective innovation intermediaries that
can help them advance their game-changing idea from something
scribbled on a napkin to a product hanging on store shelves. It's just
that the current way of funding things seems skewed a little bit
more towards basic and discovery research and not so much to-
wards the later ends of experimental development and commercial-
1zation.
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If you look at the granting councils, I believe you'll see that their
budget is in the neighbourhood of $3 billion a year, and it's focused
on incredible basic discovery research, as I said. Then you look at a
program like the National Research Council's industrial research
assistance program. It has “industrial research” in its name, and I
believe it's around $350 million a year. We have a 10-to-one imbal-
ance of inputs going in the basic side and then commercialization
coming out the other end.

Kelly DeRidder: You mentioned moving toward more commer-
cialization and economic development. In your opinion, what do
you think is the current return on taxpayer investment with our gov-
ernment programs today? Are the taxpayers of Canada and Kitch-
ener getting a positive return for their investment when it comes to
economic development?

Ken Doyle: I think it really depends on the criteria. If you look
at excellence after the....

The granting councils are great at funding people and projects,
but once that cheque is cut and the project's green-lit, there's very
little follow-up and follow-through on the impacts of it. Students
are developing into highly qualified people and we're publishing
and getting citations and patents, and that's all well and good, but
when you look at the balance of trade and the IP deficit that we
have, showing clearly that Canadian companies need to license in-
tellectual property from abroad and that the IP that we're producing
doesn't seem to be that attractive to our international friends, per-
haps we are creating things that are solving problems that Canadian
innovators and companies don't quite have. If that leads to blaming
the receptor capacity of industry for not being able to adopt and im-
plement these innovations, that's unfortunate. Our global friends
have developed models that do look more along the balancing of
applied and basic research that maybe we should look a bit closer
towards.

Kelly DeRidder: Thank you for that.

You mentioned the bureaucratic process. What I'm hearing from
our community right now is that to receive funding, to be a part of
funding, they have to get through a very bureaucratic process. In-
stead of going through the bureaucratic process, is there a way that
you think we should focus on being more industry-focused and
monetization-focused for tech sectors like Kitchener?

Ken Doyle: You have the innovators who want to get a bit of
help to get that rough prototype refined and ready for scale-up to
production, but at present, the one program that does support col-
leges in the applied research domain has a stream just for project
supports. The turnaround time from application to decision aver-
ages nine months. For a small Canadian company, they could have
been out of business six months ago by the time they get a decision,
and there's no guarantee it will be a “yes”, because the demand out-
strips supply so much.

As a taxpayer, | absolutely want to see the best projects funded,
but how “best” is determined leaves a bit to be desired, especially
with respect to industrial R and D. NRC IRAP does move a lot
quicker. They can turn around a similar-sized decision within 30
days. In our own flagship program at Tech-Access Canada, in the
interactive visits, we're averaging turnarounds in 48 hours and
moving projects from request to completion in 51 days, so it is pos-
sible. It just requires the will to do so, and maybe avoiding the risk

aversion that comes into ensuring that potentially bad things aren't
funded; there's just got to be a line.

® (1755)

Kelly DeRidder: Thank you very much, and I agree. I think we
need the will to do so.

I'm good with my questions today. I'll defer the rest of my time
to my colleague Jag when he goes ahead.

The Chair: You only had 10 seconds left, so it's almost done.
Thank you.

We will now proceed to MP McKelvie for six minutes. Please go
ahead. You have six minutes for your round of questioning.

Jennifer McKelvie (Ajax, Lib.): Thank you, Madam Chair. My
first set of questions is for Dr. Smith.

I am a former researcher; my post-doctoral work received an
award for women in science from L'Oréal and UNESCO. Part of it
was a requirement to give back and to support other women and en-
courage them to enter the field.

1 want to know this: In your opinion, how are women doing in
the fields of science and research across the different disciplines in
the university? Do we still have more work to do?

Malinda Smith: Thanks for the question.

Of course we have more work to do, and that's a great program
from L'Oréal and UNESCO.

In the tri-agencies, NSERC and CIHR are doing great with their
inclusion chairs and their women in science and engineering chairs.
I think SSHRC needs similar kinds of chairs.

In the STEM disciplines, we certainly need more women. As I
alluded to in my presentation, it's not because women aren't doing
well in high school or education or getting jobs. There are certain
enabling conditions to allow them to flourish once they're in the
academy that might not be there. It may be something like family-
friendly policies, for example. We've just recently had maternity
leave and parental leave added to post-docs. This allows the
pipeline to flourish.

The other thing I can say is that when women do get into the
academy and into the disciplines, they do flourish. We see this, and
it's evidence-based. I'm not talking about anecdotes or discriminato-
ry practices; these are evidence-based outcomes published in peer-
reviewed studies on a mass scale in Canada, the United States, the
U.K. and Europe.
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There are some blockages with moving from associate professor
to full professor. That's improving. There are pay gaps; the gender
wage gap continues to exist. For women in leadership, the block is
still 30% at the university president level. Interestingly, though,
most of the women who enter leadership are from the STEM disci-
plines, mostly engineering. I think that is fascinating.

The gender gap continues to exist, but some progress is being
made.

Jennifer McKelvie: Thank you.

There is the adage, “If you can see her, you can be her.” I know
that in many of the mentorship programs I participated in, that was
part of it.

One of the things I know NSERC has done is to allow for exten-
uating circumstances to be indicated on a proposal so that you
could indicate, for example, that you were on parental leave. When
you compare research excellence in terms of metrics straight up—
and this is one of my concerns with blinding—if we just look at to-
tal numbers, there are extenuating circumstances: somebody might
have been on parental leave, for example, or maybe on multiple
parental leaves.

Is it important that we continue to include those sorts of things in
applications, even if we proceed with a blinding type of approach?

Malinda Smith: One of the benefits of the Royal Commission
on Equality in Employment, as Justice Rosalie Silberman Abella
pointed out way back in 1984, is that we have to look not just at the
academy, for example, but at the wider society in terms of these
kinds of issues.

Yes, we do need to look at extenuating circumstances. We know,
for example, that women do more parental care, child care and fam-
ily care, and that care work is uncompensated. At the same time,
those who have less of that care work have the ability, obviously, to
do, say, more publication. There's a balancing act that we have to
deal with, which has nothing to do with excellence, knowledge or
capabilities. It is the circumstances.

The second thing I would say about the balancing of a parental
leave is that we now have parental leave, so spouses can take leave.
I'll give you an example from COVID-19. When you look at the
care work done by women and men, for example, and look at the
binary division, men were publishing more during the COVID pan-
demic. Women were taking care of children and taking care of their
parents. They were actually working online plus doing all these
things because kids were at home. How do you deal with the fallout
from that? If you take maternal leave, your salary is also then
frozen. What EDI policies do is help to mitigate some of this poten-
tial unevenness that is not about your excellence, your capabilities
or what you achieve, but about these other circumstances.

There's some work to do. Universities, colleges and CEGEPs are
going a long way to address these issues. I also think the tri-agen-
cies and their funding criteria are doing a lot to balance these things
for the graduate students now, for the post-docs and certainly for
new scholars as well as senior scholars.

® (1800)

Jennifer McKelvie: Is the work that has been done to come up
with those recommendations grounded in engagement with the sci-
entific community?

I once participated in a very large women in science summit that
produced recommendations. Has there been engagement from the
tri-councils on how they can improve? Is that an active conversa-
tion?

Malinda Smith: I'll give you three examples.

One is from 2012, when the CERCs, the Canada excellence re-
search chairs, were first launched. There were 19 men and no wom-
en. The Conservative federal government at the time led a study in-
to what was going on. It had two presidents, including Indira Sama-
rasekera, who was at the University of Alberta at the time. That
study led to a number of indicators of what gave rise to the gender
gap in research funding.

More recently, the Council of Canadian Academies produced a
report on EDI in the secondary research system—

The Chair: I'll ask you to quickly wind up. The time is up.

Malinda Smith: I'm sorry.
That's another study. Dimensions EDI also did an assessment.

There are a lot of studies that highlight what could be done, and
it comes back to the “will” question.

The Chair: Thank you.

We will now proceed to Mr. Blanchette-Joncas. Please go ahead.
You have six minutes for your round of questioning.

[Translation]

Maxime Blanchette-Joncas: Thank you, Madam Chair.
I'd like to thank the witnesses who are with us today.
My first question is for Mr. Normand.

Since Bill C-13 was passed, the federal government now has a
legal obligation, not just a moral one, to ensure the substantive
equality of French and English. I would remind you that Bill C-13
sought to modernize the Official Languages Act. However, re-
searchers who submit an application in French see their chances of
success reduced. In addition, the members of the evaluation com-
mittees aren't always truly bilingual. Peer review committees do
their own language assessment.

Are you prepared to explicitly include this obligation in the fund-
ing rules and to establish real parity committees and correction
mechanisms so that the scientific merit of francophone researchers
is judged fairly, without linguistic prejudice?
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Martin Normand: Obviously, I think all the granting councils
need to review their practices and policies when it comes to the ac-
tual assessment of applications submitted in French.

As we've seen, there have been a number of studies on the sub-
ject. We looked into the matter, and the Association francophone
pour le savoir also looked into it, as did a number of other people.

During the grant application evaluation process, language biases
are induced, particularly by a judgment on the purpose of the re-
search. This is the case, for example, when research focuses on
francophone communities. We were even told that research in
French was less objective because it corresponded to a political
choice; so we thought that the results would be coloured by that po-
litical choice. We've heard a lot of things.

Beyond that, it has been shown that the linguistic capacity of
evaluators has an impact on evaluating the excellence of grant ap-
plications. In the case of certain assessment applications, comments
from assessors showed that they certainly didn't know enough
French to understand the application they were assessing, even
though they had clearly stated that they knew French. As a result,
researchers received evaluation reports in which completely out-
landish suggestions were made, or made suggestions that were al-
ready in the grant applications. Clearly, the applications were mis-
understood.

There's a whole infrastructure that needs to be reviewed in terms
of how applications in French are assessed so that they are treated
fairly compared to those in English assessed by anglophone peer re-
viewers.

® (1805)

Maxime Blanchette-Joncas: Francophone researchers in Que-
bec, like those in the Canadian francophonie, often have to turn to
provincial funds—meaning from Quebec—community funds or
philanthropic funds to carry out excellent, scientifically meritorious
projects. In fact, excellence and merit cannot be limited to projects
funded by Ottawa.

Are you prepared to officially recognize these contributions in
the evaluation of excellence, so that scientific quality is judged on
its merit, and not on the source of funds?

Martin Normand: Absolutely. That would be a starting point.
Our institution network is one example where excellent research is
being conducted using funding from organizations other than the
granting councils because of, for example, all the language barriers
to federal funding access and the biases against research in French.
You devoted an entire study to French-language research in the pre-
vious Parliament. All of that should point you in the right direction.

The current situation is that our francophone researchers are
looking for other sources of funding. I personally know that some
of my francophone researcher colleagues from across the country
look for research funding in Quebec to be able to conduct research
outside Quebec, precisely because of these systemic barriers.

I'll give you an example. There are researchers in the health field
who have spent years trying to access funding from the Canadian
Institutes of Health Research, but there's still a barrier in the way.
Back home, we have a program from the Consortium national de

formation en santé that funds research scholarships. That enables us
to leverage and increase French-language scientific production in
the health sector, which otherwise wouldn't be produced.

Every year, the Association francophone pour le savoir, or Acfas,
presents research recognition awards. These awards are highly re-
garded in the public sector. Just last year, a researcher from our net-
work who regularly receives funding from our research programs
received an Acfas award. The excellence of French-language re-
search is being recognized, but there are still barriers that often pre-
vent those researchers from accessing regular funding programs.

Maxime Blanchette-Joncas: In terms of barriers, today we
know that 80% of federal research funding goes to the U15 univer-
sities, which include 15 universities located in major urban centres,
and 13 of those universities are anglophone. The smaller franco-
phone universities are often based in our regions and receive much
less than they should, despite the recognized scientific merit of
their researchers.

Would you support specific fixes, such as caps, earmarked fund-
ing, incentives or a reform of the research support fund, to ensure
that merit is recognized everywhere, not just in large English-
speaking urban centres?

Martin Normand: Absolutely. The measures you're suggesting
would be positive measures that would fall under the Official Lan-
guages Act.

For our part, we're calling on the granting councils to develop
positive measures that meet the needs of the francophone scientific
community and the needs of francophone communities as a whole.
The new Official Languages Act includes new obligations, and I
think public decision-makers and senior officials have to be made
aware of the scope of those obligations. The government has to de-
velop positive measures that embrace the asymmetry of the linguis-
tic communities. Since the Official Languages Act aims for sub-
stantive equality, those measures will directly ensure that research
funds are distributed equitably and that the appropriate funds reach
the institutions of French-speaking Canadians.

Maxime Blanchette-Joncas: Thank you.
[English]
The Chair: Thank you.

We will now start our second round.

MP Singh Mahal, please go ahead. You will have five minutes
for your round of questioning.

Jagsharan Singh Mahal (Edmonton Southeast, CPC): Thank
you, Madam Chair. Thanks for allowing me time to ask questions.

Thank you to all the witnesses who came up today.

I will start with Mr. Doyle.
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In your introduction, you advised the panel that you work with
colleges and applied research, and you have a network of more than
70 institutions nationwide. When it comes to federal funding, you
see an imbalance between what universities receive in research
funding and what colleges and applied research receive in federal
funding.

Can you elaborate on that? What is your advice? How can we
take care of those in the committee?

Ken Doyle: The college applied research is a relatively new phe-
nomenon. It's based on a very successful model from Quebec that
dates back to the 1980s, but the rest of Canada really only jumped
on board in the early 2000s, so it's understandable that there would
be an imbalance between university and college support.

What that looks like at present is that last year the federal gov-
ernment funded universities for R and D to the tune of $4.3 billion,
and the support for colleges was $135 million. That's about 97%
and 3%.

Also, there are 100 universities eligible for this support and 120
eligible colleges. It is imbalanced. I'm not sure why that is, but
that's just what the numbers show.

® (1810)

Jagsharan Singh Mahal: If the federal government allows more
funding to these colleges and these applied research centres, how
would they be more productive? How would they add to society?
How would they bring more value to that money?

Ken Doyle: Part of the root cause might be in the fact that 20
years ago, government took programs that were designed to enable
universities to do what they do so well and just took the word “uni-
versity” out of it and put “college” in its place.

We've always lived in the granting councils and have been seen
as a tool of academic R and D, but although we're huge supporters
of advancing knowledge and all that, that's not what we do. That's
not our DNA.

The way to modify the current situation would be with a support
program for college R and D in that model, seeing us as a tool of
industrial R and D and not as advancing academic knowledge. To
date, that does not exist and has not existed.

I probably would prefer to see something like that, rather than
torturing the poor granting councils into trying to conform them-
selves to accommodate the unique dynamic of college R and D.

Jagsharan Singh Mahal: Thank you.

Can you also shed some light on why applied research is so im-
portant and what types of results it yields, compared to other re-
search?

Today, it is now the world of Al, and we have heard heavily
about it. How do these colleges fit in to the world of Al, and how
do you take it forward?

Ken Doyle: That's a great question. Al is a very hot topic, and
three of our centres specialize in Al

As I mentioned, there are 70 centres across the country support-
ing the sector of importance to their region, and a lot of them sup-

port something vertically, such as an aerospace technology access
centre supporting the aerospace industry. Some other centres are
more of a platform technology, like digital integration systems and
centres, and their expertise is applicable across industry verticals.
Al is one of those.

We're seeing tremendous demand from companies, mainly from
analog industries—agriculture, forestry and fishing—that would
like to apply large language models and artificial intelligence to im-
prove their bottom line. Whether that's increasing their revenue or
decreasing their costs, they're ready, willing and able to adopt it.
They just need somebody who can be completely objective to shep-
herd them through it, and one thing we do, as part of that “public
good” role, is squash techno lust. When companies go to a trade
show and are seized with something very novel and innovative,
maybe they don't need the Lamborghini solution when something
much more modest, like a bicycle, would work for them and their
operating reality, and we can tell them what the right fit is for their
use case. Al is one of those things we're seeing tremendous growth
in, and we're fortunate to have the capability and capacity to assist
with that.

Jagsharan Singh Mahal: To sum up, since we are in a funding
committee, on a scale of one to 10, if you want to draw a balance
between university and funding for colleges, which apply practical
solutions, where do you want to see a balance, number-wise?

Ken Doyle: I'm rational, and I would never ask for anything that
our sector couldn't deliver on. The imbalance of the $4.3 billion
against $135 million is what it is, but given our current capability, I
think the right number is somewhere around $150 million a year,
maybe growing by 10% a year to meet the demand and really let
this model grow. Dumping billions of dollars into it to make it a
fifty-fifty split would be suboptimal for everybody.

The Chair: I'm sorry for interrupting. The time is up. Thank
you.

With that, we will proceed to MP Noormohamed.

MP Noormohamed, you have five minutes for your round of
questioning. Please start.

Taleeb Noormohamed: Thank you very much, Madam Chair.

Madam Chair, through you to Dr. Smith, it was interesting to me
to reflect on the Canada first research excellence fund that was set
up by Stephen Harper in 2014, which had tied to it some very inter-
esting criteria, particularly in respect to ensuring that diverse voices
and researchers were included.

Can you share with us the importance of that type of fund and
why those criteria are actually important in ensuring that we do get
the best quality, top-flight research in Canada?
® (1815)

Malinda Smith: I'll answer that question.
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I appreciate also the recognition that these research chairs—
CFREFs, CERCs and Canada 150s—have been non-partisan. Every
government has wanted to attract top talent to Canada.

I'd go back to your point: Universities are rational actors. We
want the best, and I think it's really important to acknowledge that
we got the best, so let's not be down on ourselves. The criteria
around equity, diversity and inclusion are quite compatible with ex-
cellence. As I said, they create the enabling conditions to attract top
talent.

We also know that we lost some talent because we haven't been
able to deal with something as simple as family, for example.
You're not going to get people from Oxford and Harvard, as some
of the early chairs were trying to do, if you can't recognize that you
have two academic families: It's not just the one you're trying to re-
cruit, but the spouse as well.

My sense is that these chairs, the granting agencies and the TIPS,
which manages them, have done a superb job. When we say “equi-
ty”, we're talking about fairness, and the important point to make is
that there are always more people qualified for these chairs than
there are chairs available. Let there be no doubt, even internal to
universities, that when you're recruiting externally or international-
ly, there are more people qualified, so we shouldn't have any illu-
sions about it.

Part of what I'm hearing in the institutional diversity argument in
Quebec or in colleges is that we actually don't need to be compet-
ing with each other. We need to be talking about differentiated
funding to ensure all of our institutions are flourishing. CFREF in-
cludes EDI, and we've had no problems recruiting top talent.

Taleeb Noormohamed: For avoidance of doubt, when you were
looking at research chairs, CFREF chairs or others, can you con-
firm that nobody is choosing people because of their ethnicity or
their diversity criteria who are less qualified or less capable of do-
ing the research?

Malinda Smith: Why would you do that?

Taleeb Noormohamed: Well, exactly: I think that's exactly the
point.

Malinda Smith: There are a couple of things.

One of the things people are referring to is that there are efforts
within EDI to say, “Let's ensure we mitigate biases against indige-
nous peoples, women and racialized people.” Where did that come
from? It came from the Royal Commission on Equality in Employ-
ment, headed by Justice Rosalie Silberman Abella. She looked at
Statistics Canada data, which said that they had the qualifications
but somehow there were barriers and biases that were impeding
their access into the labour economy or into the academy.

If you removed those barriers and biases, it didn't mean that you
were going to get a research chair or you were going to get into the
academy. What it meant was that you had equitable opportunity.
You had access.

My view is that Canada, internationally, is one of the most edu-
cated places. It has a lot of top talent. I also think we have a lot of
untapped talent, underutilized talent, like engineers or doctors driv-

ing taxicabs, for example. The way to deal with that from an equity
standpoint is to deal with credentials and credential recognition.

That's why EDI matters. It matters because we are trying to make
sure there is access for all of Canada's talent, regardless of identity
criteria. There's nobody being hired because of their skin colour.
There's nobody being hired because of their gender. That is outside
the law, for example—

Taleeb Noormohamed: I'm glad you clarified that, because
there's been a lot of culture war type of language that I think has
unfairly diminished in people's eyes the work being done by people
who do not deserve that type of criticism.

With the remaining time I have left, which I think is about 10
seconds, Mr. Doyle, commercialization of research is really impor-
tant. What more can we be doing to ensure we are commercializing
research coming out of our institutes and our universities?

The Chair: I'm sorry. Your time is up, Mr. Noormohamed.

If you don't get another opportunity, the witness can always send
in a written response to the question that has been raised by MP
Noormohamed.

My job is to keep track of the clock. We will proceed to Mr.
Blanchette-Joncas for two and a half minutes.

Please go ahead.
® (1820)
[Translation]

Maxime Blanchette-Joncas: Thank you, Madam Chair.

Allow me to move a motion related to the study at hand:

That the committee request the three funding councils—namely, the Social Sci-
ences and Humanities Research Council (SSHRC), the Natural Sciences and En-
gineering Research Council of Canada (NSERC), and the Canadian Institutes of
Health Research (CIHR)—to appear before the committee, during the study on
the impact of federal funding allocation criteria on the excellence of research in
Canada, to provide testimony on this matter. That the committee allocate one
hour for their testimony.

I've already discussed this with my colleagues. The people con-
cerned have already been invited, but they unfortunately don't seem
to prioritize their appearance before the committee. I find it un-
thinkable that people—

[English]
The Chair: I'm sorry for interrupting.

I just want to clarify something with all the committee members,
because this is the first time this is happening. I would like to have
the will of the committee on how we should be proceeding.
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I have seen in committees that if a motion is brought in, we stop
the clock and you have the time, if it is in order, to explain it, and [
have seen in many committees that if you continue for two and a
half minutes, you lose your time. How would the members like to
proceed in this committee? Do you have any suggestions or any-
thing?

Do you want to say something, MP Noormohamed?

Taleeb Noormohamed: Madam Chair, I don't speak to the mo-
tion, which I think is a very important discussion for us to have, but
I would submit that if someone's going to submit a motion during
the course of their time, then that should run their clock.

The Chair: Mr. Baldinelli, you wanted to say something.

Tony Baldinelli: Madam Chair, I've been a member of previous
committees where the time would stop, so I've had the other experi-
ence as well. In that case, my colleague would get his time again
following the introduction of the motion.

It's a very short motion as well. I think we can speak to it, vote
on it and move back into the committee hearing quickly.

The Chair: Are there any others?

Go ahead, Mr. Blanchette-Joncas.
[Translation]

Maxime Blanchette-Joncas: Madam Chair, with all due respect,
I'd like you to explain why you interrupted my turn to survey my
colleagues. I'd like you to explain why you didn't wait for me to
finish my argument.

I've been a parliamentarian for five and a half years, and this is
the first time I've experienced a situation like this. I admit that, at
the moment, I'm deeply uncomfortable with the way you're chairing
the committee. It isn't right to interrupt a parliamentarian while
they're debating a motion that they've just proposed in order to seek
out other colleagues' opinions before giving them the floor back to
continue their argument.

I'd like you to honestly explain to me why you did that.
[English]

The Chair: Thank you for raising that point. I've stopped the
clock, because this is the first time this has happened at committee.

I just wanted to see how we should be functioning. My job is to go
with the will of the committee members.

[Translation]
Maxime Blanchette-Joncas: Madam Chair, if I understand your

answer correctly, stopping the clock enables you to interrupt a par-
liamentarian while they're moving a motion.

[English]
The Chair: You read the motion completely, and then you were
going into an explanation. I wanted to clarify before you went into

an explanation, but I did not interrupt you during the tabling of the
motion. You read the complete motion.

[Translation]

Maxime Blanchette-Joncas: Madam Chair, I encourage you to
review your intervention. You clearly said that you were interrupt-
ing me to explain to our colleagues how you wanted this committee

to operate when it came to moving motions. With all due respect, I
would have liked for you to apologize, but I understand that that
won't happen today. I hope that, in the future, we'll be civil and
avoid interrupting parliamentarians to ask for colleagues' opinions.

[English]

The Chair: You can go ahead. We can discuss this during com-
mittee business for future purposes.

Please go ahead.
[Translation]

Maxime Blanchette-Joncas: Thank you very much.

In my opening remarks, I explained that I think this motion is
important because the people who administer the research funding
criteria in Canada are the granting agencies. Right now, we've al-
ready invited people from the granting agencies to come and testify.
Unfortunately, they aren't available to come and testify or haven't
made it a priority. I obviously think it's important that these people,
who are part of the scientific research ecosystem, be able to come
and testify before us.

® (1825)
[English]

The Chair: We have a motion, so the floor is open for debate.

Go ahead, Mr. Noormohamed.
[Translation]

Taleeb Noormohamed: Thank you, Madam Chair.

I think my colleague's motion is very interesting and very impor-
tant. If the people from these organizations have already been asked
to appear before the committee, we could use this motion to ensure
that they will testify. That's something we can support. However, I
wonder if this is the best way to achieve my colleague's goal.

[English]

I absolutely agree with what my colleague is trying to accom-
plish here and I have no problem with the motion, but I wonder if
it's the best way for us to get to the outcome he wants, which is for
these three organizations to show up and present testimony for an
hour. If we have to have a motion, so be it, but perhaps we can en-
sure that they show up, which I think is what my colleague would
like.

I have no problem with the motion. I'm just curious about how
we achieve the goal.
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Tony Baldinelli: Madam Chair and members of the committee, I
believe we have invited all three through the clerk. We've heard
from one. One has agreed, but I would rather have all three. That's
why 1 support the notion of a motion. I don't want just one of the
councils appearing, and not all three.

From this standpoint, I'm pleased to support my Bloc colleague's
motion. It sends a message to the three agencies that it's important
that all of them attend the committee. I'm prepared to vote, if my
colleagues are as well, and we can get this resolved and settled and
get back to the witnesses.

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Baldinelli.

So that everyone knows, a witness from the Social Sciences and
Humanities Research Council is already scheduled for Wednesday,
September 24. They are appearing in the second panel, from 5:30
p-m. to 6:30 p.m.

Tony Baldinelli: Let's see if we can get all three at the same
time.

The Chair: Seeing no further debate, we will take the vote on
the motion. If there is consensus, we can do it by a show of hands.

(Motion agreed to)

The Chair: MP Blanchette-Joncas, please go ahead with your
round of questioning.
[Translation]

Maxime Blanchette-Joncas:

Madam Chair.

Thank you very much,

I'll continue with my questions for Mr. Normand.

Federal government funding already helps to fund major research
infrastructures, but they're concentrated in a few large anglophone
universities. Quebecker and francophone researchers, especially in
the regions, don't have equitable access. Without infrastructure,
even the most deserving researcher can't reach their full potential.

Would you support implementing a sharing model that ensures
the presence of nodes in francophone universities so that scientific
merit can be fully expressed everywhere?

Martin Normand: I basically fully agree with the concept. Pool-
ing resources is the way to go.

However, since our network of institutions extends across the
country, access to research infrastructure could become more diffi-
cult. One example is Campus Saint-Jean at the University of Alber-
ta: It doesn't have an immediate neighbour with research infrastruc-
ture that operates in French and would meet the needs that aren't
currently being met.

If the government wants to move in that direction to ensure equi-
table access to these infrastructures, additional funding should be
provided to make it possible to travel between provinces and carry
out research projects in another province's labs. It should also be
ensured that the infrastructure and computer equipment are avail-
able in French so that some of those projects can be carried out.

I basically agree in principle, but I think there are other barriers
that have to be removed for this solution to be effective.

Maxime Blanchette-Joncas: In terms of barriers, it's important
to understand that data is needed to analyze situations. There has to
be transparency for the federal government to be accountable.

Would you be prepared to require the annual publication of suc-
cess rates, detailed by language, region and size of institution, and
officially recognize projects with high scientific merit that are fund-
ed by organizations other than the three granting councils?

Academic freedom demands that scientific value prevail over all
other external criteria.

® (1830)

Martin Normand: Yes. In any case, under the Official Lan-
guages Act, all the granting councils will be required to produce da-
ta to show how programs do or don't have a direct negative impact
on francophone communities. That data infrastructure will be es-
sential for all institutions, including the granting councils, to meet
their obligations under the act.

Maxime Blanchette-Joncas: In closing, do you have any other
concrete suggestions for changing the funding criteria to establish
real equity and ensure that scientific merit remains the only deter-
mining criterion?

Martin Normand: It's important to tackle the linguistic and in-
stitutional biases in evaluation and prevent a negative perception
that scientific publication in French has political content or is less
objective than scientific publication in English. From there, the
evaluation criteria will be able to take us much further and enable
us to move toward fairer treatment of applications submitted in
French.

[English]
The Chair: Thank you.

With that, this panel will come to an end.

Tony Baldinelli: Madam Chair, I apologize, but I have just a
quick question. I just want to follow up on the words of my col-
league, Mr. Noormohamed.

He had asked Mr. Doyle a question—
The Chair: Are you trying to ask some questions?

Tony Baldinelli: I'm not asking a question, but Mr. Noormo-
hamed just asked Mr. Doyle if he could present a brief, I believe, on
ways that the Government of Canada can best commercialize its re-
search—

The Chair: I'm coming to that.

With that, I really want to thank all three witnesses for appearing
before the committee. If you were not able to answer any questions,
please make a written submission to the clerk of the committee, and
that will be circulated to all the members of the committee.

Go ahead, Mr. Singh.
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Jagsharan Singh Mabhal: I just want to clarify that your com- submissions. Those will be circulated to the members of the com-
ment, Madam Chair, was only in reference to the questions that mittee and will be considered while drafting the reports.

were not answered, not otherwise.

. . . o
The Chair: It's otherwise also. If they were not able to answer Do Thave the will of the commitiee to adjourn the meeting?

any questions because of time, they can make a written submission,
or if there is anything else that they were not able to bring to the
attention of the committee because of time, they can make written The Chair: Okay, thank you. The meeting is adjourned.

Some hon. members: Yes.













Published under the authority of the Speaker of
the House of Commons

SPEAKER’S PERMISSION

Publié en conformité de I’autorité
du Président de la Chambre des communes

PERMISSION DU PRESIDENT

The proceedings of the House of Commons and its commit-
tees are hereby made available to provide greater public ac-
cess. The parliamentary privilege of the House of Commons
to control the publication and broadcast of the proceedings of
the House of Commons and its committees is nonetheless re-
served. All copyrights therein are also reserved.

Reproduction of the proceedings of the House of Commons
and its committees, in whole or in part and in any medium,
is hereby permitted provided that the reproduction is accu-
rate and is not presented as official. This permission does not
extend to reproduction, distribution or use for commercial
purpose of financial gain. Reproduction or use outside this
permission or without authorization may be treated as copy-
right infringement in accordance with the Copyright Act. Au-
thorization may be obtained on written application to the Of-
fice of the Speaker of the House of Commons.

Reproduction in accordance with this permission does not
constitute publication under the authority of the House of
Commons. The absolute privilege that applies to the proceed-
ings of the House of Commons does not extend to these per-
mitted reproductions. Where a reproduction includes briefs
to a committee of the House of Commons, authorization for
reproduction may be required from the authors in accor-
dance with the Copyright Act.

Nothing in this permission abrogates or derogates from the
privileges, powers, immunities and rights of the House of
Commons and its committees. For greater certainty, this per-
mission does not affect the prohibition against impeaching or
questioning the proceedings of the House of Commons in
courts or otherwise. The House of Commons retains the right
and privilege to find users in contempt of Parliament if a re-
production or use is not in accordance with this permission.

Les délibérations de la Chambre des communes et de ses
comités sont mises a la disposition du public pour mieux le
renseigner. La Chambre conserve néanmoins son privilége
parlementaire de contréler la publication et la diffusion des
délibérations et elle posséde tous les droits d’auteur sur
celles-ci.

Il est permis de reproduire les délibérations de la Chambre
et de ses comités, en tout ou en partie, sur n’importe quel sup-
port, pourvu que la reproduction soit exacte et qu’elle ne soit
pas présentée comme version officielle. I1 n’est toutefois pas
permis de reproduire, de distribuer ou d’utiliser les délibéra-
tions a des fins commerciales visant la réalisation d'un profit
financier. Toute reproduction ou utilisation non permise ou
non formellement autorisée peut étre considérée comme une
violation du droit d’auteur aux termes de la Loi sur le droit
d’auteur. Une autorisation formelle peut étre obtenue sur
présentation d’une demande écrite au Bureau du Président
de la Chambre des communes.

La reproduction conforme a la présente permission ne con-
stitue pas une publication sous I’autorité de la Chambre. Le
privilége absolu qui s’applique aux délibérations de la Cham-
bre ne s’étend pas aux reproductions permises. Lorsqu’une
reproduction comprend des mémoires présentés a2 un comité
de la Chambre, il peut étre nécessaire d’obtenir de leurs au-
teurs autorisation de les reproduire, conformément a la Loi
sur le droit d’auteur.

La présente permission ne porte pas atteinte aux priviléges,
pouvoirs, immunités et droits de la Chambre et de ses
comités. Il est entendu que cette permission ne touche pas
Pinterdiction de contester ou de mettre en cause les délibéra-
tions de la Chambre devant les tribunaux ou autrement. La
Chambre conserve le droit et le privilége de déclarer I’utilisa-
teur coupable d’outrage au Parlement lorsque la reproduc-
tion ou I’utilisation n’est pas conforme a la présente permis-
sion.

Also available on the House of Commons website at the
following address: https://www.ourcommons.ca

Aussi disponible sur le site Web de la Chambre des
communes a I’adresse suivante :
https://www.noscommunes.ca



