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[English]
The Chair (Salma Zahid (Scarborough Centre—Don Valley

East, Lib.)): I call this meeting to order. Welcome to meeting four
of the Standing Committee on Science and Research.

Pursuant to the motion on June 18, the committee is meeting to
study the impact of the criteria for awarding federal funding on re-
search 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 help prevent audio and feedback incidents and to protect
the health and safety of all participants, including our amazing in-
terpreters. You will also 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 the 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, and please mute your-
self when you are not speaking. For those on Zoom, at the bottom
of your screen you can select the appropriate channel for interpreta-
tion: floor, English or French. For those in the room, you can use
the earpiece and select the desired channel. I remind you that all
comments should be addressed through the chair. For members in
the room, if you wish to speak, please raise your hand. For mem-
bers on Zoom, please use the “raise hand” function. The clerk and I
will manage the speaking order as best as we can, and we appreci-
ate your patience and understanding in this regard.

I would like to welcome our witnesses on this panel today. We
are joined by Dr. Wendy Cukier, professor of entrepreneurship and
strategy at Ted Rogers School of Management, and academic direc-
tor of the diversity institute; Christopher Dummitt, professor of
Canadian studies, Trent University, and he's joining by video con-
ference; and Yves Gingras, scientific director, observatory of sci-
ence and technology, Universit¢ du Québec a Montreal. We are
joined by Dr. Mahadeo Sukhai from IDEA-STEM Consulting In-
corporated. He is the chief operating officer and chief scientific of-
ficer.

I ask the members who will address the witnesses to identify
themselves first, please.

We start our panel today with Dr. Mahadeo Sukhai.

You have five minutes, Dr. Sukhai, for your opening remarks.
Please go ahead.

Mahadeo Sukhai (Chief Operating Officer and Chief Scien-
tific Officer, IDEA-STEM Consulting Inc.): Thank you very
much, Madam Chair.

Good morning, committee members. Thank you for the invita-
tion to speak with you.

Federal research funding plays a critical role in sustaining
Canada's science, technology, innovation and research enterprise, in
building our nation and in positioning Canada on the world stage.
Hopefully, we all agree that research funding is intended to be
awarded to research initiatives that have the greatest potential to ex-
pand human knowledge, increase our understanding of the world,
our society and the intersection between the two and/or have signif-
icant potential for benefit.

I am a scientist, a researcher, an accessibility and inclusion
strategist, and thought leader, with a perspective rooted in lived,
living and professional experience. I'm a geneticist, with expertise
in genomics, experimental therapeutics, diagnostics, population da-
ta science and public health research, and have led research on the
accessibility of higher education and employment, the accessibility
of STEM, research and research training, and organizational and
systemic cultures of accessibility and inclusion.

Today, I serve as chief operating and chief scientific officer of
IDEA-STEM, an organization dedicated to inclusion and participa-
tion of persons with disabilities in STEM and health care education,
research and careers.

I want to reframe the discourse on the importance of inclusion,
diversity, equity and accessibility in science and research.
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Imagine for a moment the life-saving medical device that isn't
certified safe for use by millions of Canadians because the scien-
tists developing it did not know enough to make a survey that was
accessible to persons with disabilities. Imagine a study with poten-
tial to greatly influence policy on aging in place, yet, because of its
structure, the community intended to benefit cannot participate.
Imagine a harmful genetic variant in a cancer patient that goes mis-
classified because we do not collect essential data about the patient,
or because the reference population dataset reflects the wrong eth-
nic or geographic segment of humanity. Imagine a study to assess
the impact of COVID-19 on employment experiences, but we can't
learn about disabled workers because nobody asked the disability
screening question.

These are not hypothetical scenarios, nor are they rare. Over the
course of my career, I have encountered each of them in some
form, and all could have been avoided.

A research grant application lays out the research questions, ra-
tionale, potential for benefit, hypotheses, approaches, methods and
anticipated outcomes. Thought is given to contingencies, limita-
tions, sources of bias and potential next steps. Each component is
itself a part of the research life cycle. Proposals involving human
research participants are reviewed by research award panels and re-
search ethics committees, which is a crucial step in the check and
balance of identifying excellence in research and in determining
which research avenues to fund.

But what if I told you that those real-life scenarios that I de-
scribed passed through ethics and funding review and were ap-
proved? That tells me there were failure modes at multiple points in
the research life cycle in those projects that were not identified by
researchers or ethics or funding panels. Likeliest is that all parties
did not know what they did not know and didn't think to ask any-
body who might be able to assist, or someone raised the possibility
of limitations in project scope because of these failure modes and
they were voted down.

Application of inclusion, diversity, equity and accessibility prin-
ciples throughout the research life cycle by way of asking rational,
reflective questions about these failure modes would have avoided
each of those scenarios that I described. Having diverse lived expe-
riences, perspectives and ways of thought on the team and an envi-
ronment where those voices are heard and cultivated would have
done that as well. Having diverse perspectives in funding panels
and ethics committees would have done that as well..

Perhaps, then, research excellence isn't just about novelty and in-
novation of the idea and approach. It's also about how well these
approaches are executed and how much they anticipate and counter
sources of bias, and about the complement of skills, characteristics
and perspectives brought to the table. Perhaps asking about equity,
diversity and inclusion plans in research proposals actually is not
effective, because this isn't about EDI. It's about how we do the
best, highest-quality and most rigorous research. Equity is central
to excellence, and inclusive science is simply better science.

® (1105)
Therefore, we need to mandate inclusive research design in re-

search endeavours, facilitating identification and minimization of
bias, and re-engineer our research evaluation frameworks to ensure

that we are adequately assessing for inclusive research design. We
need to embed ethical and societal impact training and inclusive re-
search training in our undergraduate and graduate curricula, invest
in intentional pathway programs to strengthen the research ecosys-
tem, and rigorously audit EDI initiatives to ensure that they are po-
sitioned to foster research excellence.

I emphasize again that equity and excellence are not in conflict;
they are mutually reinforcing. I urge this committee to strengthen,
not weaken EDI considerations in research funding criteria to en-
sure that Canadian science remains globally competitive, ethically
grounded and socially responsible.

IDEA-STEM stands ready to work together—

The Chair: Can you please wind up? Your time is up.

Mahadeo Sukhai: IDEA-STEM stands ready to work together
with you and the research ecosystem by contributing further evi-
dence, lived expertise and policy guidance.

Thank you.

The Chair: Thank you.

Now we will proceed to Mr. Christopher Dummitt, a professor of
Canadian studies at Trent University. He's joining us by video con-
ference.

Mr. Dummitt, you have five minutes. Please go ahead.

® (1110)

Christopher Dummitt (Professor, Canadian Studies, Trent
University, As an Individual): Thank you very much.

I'm very honoured to be here. I was happy to be here at the com-
mittee late last November, and I'm happy to be back.

I think I'm here to speak to a survey and report I did with a data
scientist, Zachary Patterson of Concordia University, last year,
where we surveyed the political opinions of professors across the
country and their attitudes toward academic freedom and diversity
issues. We did a report based on that survey.
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Our main finding was that the federal research and funding agen-
cies are ignoring the most important and most significant diversity
problem in higher education. That problem relates to viewpoint di-
versity. It might seem that this could be a partisan statement, but [
want to emphasize that this is just an accurate description based on
the data. Our survey found that when one looks at professors' vot-
ing patterns, based on the 2021 election, fully 76% of professors
voted for the NDP or the Liberal Party. Only 7.6% voted for the
Conservative Party. When we asked professors about their self-re-
ported political beliefs, fully 88% identified as being on the left.
This, of course, is significantly different from the wider population.
I want to suggest to the committee that if this result or this skew on
this kind of issue were similar for really any other metric of diversi-
ty, it would be considered a national crisis.

It might be tempting to dismiss this as an issue for only conser-
vative scholars. While I certainly think it's true that we found lots
of evidence of self-censorship on the part of scholars and concerns
for their careers, I want to emphasize that we also had evidence
from centrist and even progressive scholars who differed from col-
leagues on certain kinds of issues who also reported this as a major
problem. I also want to suggest to you that the problem of the lack
of viewpoint diversity in our universities damages the core mission
of universities themselves. It brings the mission of Canadian uni-
versities into disrepute.

How does this work in practice? It reduces the effectiveness of
peer review. Peer review depends on having the best experts ana-
lyze claims to truth and knowledge. If we are excluding a series of
viewpoints from the peer review, this is a significant problem.
Whether it's live policy debates on housing, addiction or crime, or
whether it's just questions about Canadian history and literature,
this is a major issue. I would ask committee members to think
about what they would think of research that came from a popula-
tion of scholars who all thought like those in, say, the Cato Insti-
tute, or a MAGA think tank like the America First Policy Institute.
Would you trust that research? I would say of course you wouldn't,
and nor should you.

For those in the political minority in universities, our report
found pretty significant problems. There was a high rate of self-
censorship—in other words, not speaking on issues, not researching
on issues and avoiding issues. Almost half of conservative scholars
reported that they were frightened of even having their colleagues
know that they were conservative. This is obviously a major issue.

We're also talking about the problem of group polarization. In
communities where people tend to all think alike, what tends to
happen in those kinds of groups, whether we're talking about juries
or in the university world, is that people tend to skew toward....
Even if they come in with more moderate viewpoints, the lack of
those who challenge those ideas tends to have the overall opinion
of the group skew towards one area in particular and become more
radicalized than any individual would have been when they came
in.

Finally, I think the issue is that current federal EDI policies in re-
search and in the Canada research chairs not only don't deal with
this issue but also probably make it worse. The demand for diversi-
ty statements is a classic example of a kind of systemic discrimina-
tion. It's a policy that intends to be neutral but actually embeds

within it, in practice, forms of political discrimination. That's most-
ly because, in practice, it tends to prioritize certain versions of EDI
and not others. This isn't about not allowing discrimination. It's
about essentially, in practice, discriminating against colour-blind
approaches to EDI.

What's more, often programs, research or otherwise, that are, say,
trying to target certain kinds of identity groups get paired with
much more politicized readings, which then skew the research
funding program towards certain political viewpoints, eliminating
others from the outset.

® (1115)

This is obviously a significant problem. We only have to look
south of the border right now to think about the lack of—

The Chair: I'm sorry for interrupting. If you can please wind up,
your time is up.

Christopher Dummitt: Absolutely.

Obviously, we only have to look south of the border to see what
the major problems are when higher education lacks the public trust
and to see exactly where this could go.

The Chair: I'm sorry. I will have to end you here.
We will now proceed to Dr. Wendy Cukier.

Dr. Cukier, you can go ahead. You will have five minutes for
your opening remarks.

Wendy Cukier (Professor, Entrepreneurship and Strategy,
Ted Rogers School of Management and Academic Director, Di-
versity Institute, As an Individual): Thanks very much. It's a
pleasure to be here today.

I'm a professor of entrepreneurship and strategy. I'm a former
vice-president of research and innovation. I've served on a number
of selection committees at various levels, and I have 30 years of ex-
perience as a researcher, peer reviewer and chair of many commit-
tees.

I really have three points today.

The first is that Canada is changing, and any research on the
Canadian population has to reflect these changes. It's also worth
noting that we recently did a survey with Environics of 5,000 Cana-
dians across the country. Fifty-six per cent believe that the current
focus on equity, diversity, inclusion and accessibility is a good
thing. Twenty-seven per cent were neutral, and only 16% thought it
was a bad thing. I think we need to make sure that we're not swayed
by a lot of the anti-EDI discourse that flows over the border.
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My second point is that—and this really confirms what Dr.
Sukhai said—excellence in research requires an equity, diversity
and inclusion lens in the design and implementation of research
projects or else we put Canadians' prosperity, lives and well-being
at risk.

Finally, great minds don't think alike, and homogeneity often
leads to groupthink. There are many ways of knowing, and differ-
ent research traditions, approaches and methods are needed to pro-
duce high-quality research. We also need disciplinary and demo-
graphic diversity.

I just have a few points to elaborate on that, and I will submit a
written brief after.

When I talk about shifts in the Canadian population, I mean that
one-third of the workforce is now racialized and that 27% identify
as having a disability. Women are now the majority of university
graduates. They own 20% of businesses, are joint owners in 17%
more, and their 20% of businesses contribute $90 billion to the
Canadian economy and account for about a million jobs. So, if you
ignore gender in economic development strategies, in entrepreneur-
ship and in innovation, you're losing out. We also know that, obvi-
ously, indigenous people have constitutional rights, and indigenous
youth are the fastest-growing segment of the population. So,
Canada is changing.

From our perspective—and I'm in a business school—we focus
on how equity, diversity and inclusion supports business goals and
objectives. Many of you know polling, for example. If survey re-
search is not disaggregated by gender, by region, by age and so on,
it doesn't tell us what's really going on. We know with health re-
search that not disaggregating data and bringing in a gender and di-
versity lens results in, for example, COVID vaccination strategies
that result in very high infection rates for certain segments of the
population. Some of you may be familiar with Kwame McKenzie's
research that showed that, in Toronto, the Black community had
nine times the infection rate of the white community. It was when
they brought an equity, diversity and inclusion lens to the public
health strategies that they were able to reduce that to comparable
levels. That is a perfect example of where bringing an equity, diver-
sity and inclusion lens to research resulted in saving lives.

There are a lot more examples, whether we look at genomics re-
search or whether we look at car safety systems. For example, it be-
came clear that women were more likely to be injured and killed
because car safety research used male crash test dummies.

Fundamentally, the kinds of things that the CIHR is building into
research design requirements are critical, in my view, to excellence.
My Ph.D. is in information systems. When we look at artificial in-
telligence, we see that if you don't bring a gender and diversity
lens, you embed bias and do more harm than good. There are a lot
of examples that I will bring to that when I'm answering questions.

As a result, we know that diverse perspectives are critically im-
portant to research. When you are trying to engage with diverse
populations, having teams that are also diverse strengthens not only
the innovation and multiple perspectives but also the ability to en-
gage with certain segments of the population.

We also know that disciplinary diversity is really important.

® (1120)

One of the big failures in Canada is the gap between our research
excellence and our innovation. I would argue that this comes from
an overemphasis on science, technology, engineering and math, and
a lack of emphasis—

The Chair: I'm sorry for interrupting. Please—

Wendy Cukier: —on innovation. I'm happy to talk more about
it.

My conclusions are very similar to Dr. Sukhai's.

Thank you.

The Chair: Thanks a lot.

We will proceed to Yves Gingras.

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

[Translation]

Yves Gingras (Scientific Director, Observatory of Science and
Technology, Université du Québec a Montréal, As an Individu-
al): Thank you.

I'm here to try to provide answers to questions arising from your
study on the impact of funding criteria on research excellence. I
will parse two key components of that: funding criteria and re-
search excellence.

I've worked for 40 years at the intersection—that's a buzzword—
of the sociology of science, the evaluation of research and the trans-
formation of universities. I have therefore systematically analyzed
how research works. It's not how I would like it to work, but it's
how it works in the real world. So, what is scientific research?

Then, if we look at the connection between funding criteria and
excellence, we have to ask ourselves what the current problem is.
What is the mission of the three granting agencies? As they them-
selves say on their websites, their mission is to fund graduate and
postgraduate scholarships. They also talk about funding “world-
class” “innovative” work leading to “scientific breakthroughs”.
These words can be found on the websites of all three granting
agencies. Another aspect is training researchers. That is their mis-
sion.
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The problem we have now has been well known in the field of
organizational theory since the 1960s. It is called goal displace-
ment. We've observed that the mission of the granting agencies un-
til the 1980s and 1990s was to subsidize researchers. Then they
were told, as we just heard, that they now have another mission re-
lated to a term that's never been defined: DEI, or “diversity, equity
and inclusion”. The term suggests social equality and social justice
issues. That's legitimate, but it's another mission.

To better illustrate the unintended consequences of merging mis-
sions, I'll give you a very simple example. Governments are made
up of a number of departments, such as a department of the envi-
ronment and a department of industry. If we ask the department of
industry to also function as the department of the environment, it
won't be able to do anything, because it will have to somehow rec-
oncile two contradictory missions. That's why the department of the
environment does one job, and the department of industry does an-
other. Then the government, in its wisdom, can decide to act on
studies by the department of the environment, for example. Howev-
er, if both missions are assigned to the same organization, it will
fail. That is well known.

So people rack their brains figuring out how to incorporate DEI.
What we just heard and what we've been hearing for three weeks
are what I call affirmations. People say DEI is good, but they don't
understand the methodology. Any academic researcher knows very
well that, if the methodology is biased—if a sample does not in-
clude women, say—the results will obviously be erroneous. That
wasn't invented in the 1990s. Researchers have been evaluating
methodology since the first federal grants were given out and the
National Research Council of Canada was created in 1916.

In short, any external funding criteria can only diminish what we
call excellence. Now, what is excellence? How do we achieve ex-
cellence? It is easy to demonstrate that excellence is a tautology. I
provided the committee with a document about that. Excellence is
what we deem to be excellent. At the Natural Sciences and Engi-
neering Research Council, NSERC, 70% of the researchers have a
grant and are excellent. At the Canadian Institutes of Health Re-
search, CIHR, only 15% of the researchers have a grant and are ex-
cellent. Universities don't hire mediocre professors, so all universi-
ty presidents think that their professors are excellent because they
are university professors.

We have to stop conflating these things and ask ourselves what
the granting agencies' mission should be. Their mission should be
to subsidize university researchers who are hired by universities. If
they're hired, they're probably excellent. Let's stop basing decisions
on abstract things and do empirical studies. For that, we need
NSERC and CIHR data on rates of success and failure, but that data
is not made available to us for privacy reasons. In contrast, the So-
cial Sciences and Humanities Research Council, SSHRC, has given
this data to a leading researcher, Julien Larregue, who will present
his findings to you an hour from now.

® (1125)

To sum up, if there must be funding criteria, those criteria have
to be based on financial need. If we want to encourage girls or in-
digenous people to become professors, we have to give them
schools and get them to college and university. It'll take 20 years

for them to become professors. There's no reason to believe that to-
day's faculty will represent the population.

[English]
The Chair: Can you please wind up?
[Translation]

Yves Gingras: Not everyone is in university. So we have to help
people who are at university, but we mustn't confuse current re-
search with what it should be in the future.

Let's get back to the concepts and what they mean.

Thank you.
[English]

The Chair: Thanks a lot to all the witnesses. We will now start
our first round of questioning with MP Baldinelli for six minutes.

Please go ahead.

Tony Baldinelli (Niagara Falls—Niagara-on-the-Lake, CPC):
Thank you, Madam Chair, and thank you to the witnesses for being
with us this morning.

I want to follow up on one comment that was made about the no-
tion of wanting to avoid embedding bias. Mr. Dummitt, I'm going
to follow up with you. You had talked about how critically impor-
tant the peer review system is.

You appeared on November 28, 2024, when you mentioned that
“federal funding agencies, federal research agencies and the
Canada research program are at the moment ignoring the single
biggest and most egregious diversity problem in higher education,
and that is viewpoint diversity.” Then you went on to say, “I think
the lack of viewpoint diversity significantly damages the purpose of
higher education, which I greatly support.”

How can viewpoint diversity advance research excellence in
Canada?

Christopher Dummitt: I suppose I said something similar to
what the first and third witnesses said, talking about how, at the
best point, peer review depends on a wide range of experts assess-
ing the material for what it is. If you don't have a diverse viewpoint,
then it's a significant problem. You're not getting an actual, com-
plete analysis of the material.

In reality right now, that's not happening in the university sector.
The Canada research chairs program and the federal funding agen-
cies are essentially ignoring the reality that there's an incredible
skew in who makes up the population of peer reviewers and univer-
sity researchers. It's not even, as far as I can tell, on the radar.

Secondly, as I was saying in the second half of my comments,
the current practices of EDI funding under programs are actually
making the political skew much worse.
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Tony Baldinelli: There was another quote from your previous
testimony, and I bring it up again because, unfortunately, during
that day of hearings, there were a lot of technical issues, so a lot of
testimony was missed at certain periods. [ wanted to follow up, be-
cause | found it quite interesting. During that time, you quoted John
Stuart Mill, who said, “He who knows only his...side of the case
knows...little”.

Is viewpoint diversity right now a funding criteria for the tri-
councils in federal research funding that you know of?

Christopher Dummitt: I don't believe it is. I don't see it there.
Maybe there's someone who could see it. It certainly doesn't come
up as a criteria in the training materials that I've seen. It doesn't
seem to be an issue when the panels are deciding who gets to assess
this material, and it's not a category that is being promoted by the
Canada research chairs program or federal funding agencies, de-
spite the fact that, as our research shows, the political skew in high-
er education is worse than almost any other category of identity that
the federal funding agencies are tracking.

Tony Baldinelli: During testimony on that day, Mr. Eric Kauf-
mann also appeared, and he proposed a solution. He said:
I would like to see the councils get ahead of this problem and move to a colour-
blind merit approach. Remove political criteria such as mandatory diversity
statements. These are not universal consensus values. They are partisan values,
and every survey will show a big partisan gap on these questions.

I want to get your thoughts on that.
® (1130)

Christopher Dummitt: I'd like to emphasize that I think it's a
false choice between accounting for diversity and the way it's cur-
rently being operated. Excellent research design—and here I'd
agree with my fellow witnesses—must account for the diversity of
the population and for different ways it will affect different parts of
the population. It's a false choice between having EDI and not hav-
ing EDI. Research design has to account for that, but the agencies
must be aware that the way in which current policies are framed in-
terprets, mandates and embeds a partisan interpretation of what EDI
means in practice.

Tony Baldinelli: You're correct in that.

Going back to the testimony of November 28, we also heard
from Dr. Jeremy Kerr, and he mentioned diversity of views or di-
verse backgrounds. That's not to say it's not important. He says,
“when I am looking for people to include in my research group, the
last thing I'm trying to do is make everybody...like me.”

That's critically important. In terms of viewpoint diversity, when
we look at these projects, would you not agree?

Christopher Dummitt: | think it absolutely should be on the
agenda. The problem is partly the pipeline. The problem is that the
population of professors is so skewed already that work should be
done up and down the system to make sure that there's a much
wider and more representative range of Canadians who are recruit-
ed and hired as experts and as professors in the higher education
system.

Tony Baldinelli: To that point, and as my last question, you had
mentioned in previous testimony that EDI policies often punish
small institutions and under-represented regions. Can you expand
on that?

Christopher Dummitt: I'm trying to remember what I said
there. I'm sorry if I can't recall exactly.

I think, in a sense, if you're at a university—like I am, Trent Uni-
versity—the CRC program, for example, wants the population of
our Canada research chairs to represent the Canadian population. If
you look around Peterborough—which is becoming more diverse—
it looks quite different from Toronto. The community is different
from what it would be somewhere else. I think, maybe, that the
kind of people who are willing to move here are slightly different.
If it's based on the national level, then it's skewing against the kinds
of communities that are just different from wider national trends.
Perhaps that's what I was referring to.

Tony Baldinelli: Thank you.

The Chair: We now proceed to MP Jaczek for six minutes.
Please go ahead.

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

Thank you to all the witnesses.

From what I've heard so far this morning, I detect that there is
agreement that EDI is useful in terms of the design of the study that
is being proposed. There are also some comments related to how
the team involved should perhaps reflect diversity of the Canadian
population.

You have all heard Professor Dummitt make comments related to
the political views of researchers, academics in general, and his de-
sire, in some way, to perhaps rebalance that particular point of view
with a more conservative point of view when EDI criteria are being
looked at.

Dr. Sukhai, how do you respond to that proposal?

Mahadeo Sukhai: First of all, how we think and talk about
viewpoints can encompass all sorts of things. It can encompass di-
versity in ways of thought, so we can bring in the conversation
around neurodivergent persons, for example. It includes diversity of
opinion, perspective and, yes, to Professor Dummitt's point, poli-
tics.

I think what we need to think about is cause and effect. Are we
in a world where someone who is more likely to vote left goes to
post-secondary institutions for an education, through graduate train-
ing and into academia, or are we in a world where actually going
into post-secondary education shapes some of our perspectives in
those spaces, and life experiences shape some of our perspectives
in those spaces? I think, if it's the former, then how we actually bal-
ance that conversation and perspective among all of the other per-
spectives that need to be balanced becomes a conversation we need
to have. If we're in a world where our life experiences shape our
viewpoints, then, as we would say in the sciences, that becomes
much more difficult, potentially, to control for. Is that not right?
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In any kind of work, I think the way that we control for this sort
of thing is by acknowledging that it is a point of diversity, capturing
that diversity in our documentation as we think about the work that
we do and factoring it in because it is entirely possible, as Professor
Dummitt said, that political viewpoint does lead to bias. It leads to
a perspective, and that perspective, in order to be addressed, does
need to be open and on the table.

I might answer the question by suggesting that what we need is
transparency of viewpoint and perspective, and we need to create a
world where that transparency is welcome and acceptable. That
brings us back to what we need to do to build an inclusive team.

® (1135)

Hon. Helena Jaczek: Thank you for using the term “transparen-
cy”, because what we've heard at this committee is that, on applica-
tions, apparently there is some use of buzzwords to satisfy EDI re-
quirements. There's a convention now that applicants feel that they
must address EDI issues.

Dr. Cukier, how do you see through potential buzzwords being
used as opposed to a genuine approach to acknowledging EDI?

Wendy Cukier: I might frame it slightly differently. I've re-
viewed enough applications to know that what we see are a lot of
performative exercises in writing proposals. As you said, someone
thinks, “Oh, this is going to be screened for EDI, so I'd better make
up some EDI stuff”’, as opposed to genuinely looking at the re-
search questions and asking whether the research has different im-
plications for women, people living in rural communities, racialized
people, indigenous people and so on.

We see it as well with GBA+ analysis within the government.
Some departments have really embraced it as a way to improve
their service to Canadians, and others treat it more as a check box. 1
think it's an issue that has to be addressed.

I want to add a couple of comments on the issue of diversity
within academia, because I'm in a business school, and my univer-
sity has a lot of professional schools. There's a big engineering
school and a big business school. I would argue that it skews very
differently, in terms of politics, compared to a smaller university
that has a liberal arts focus. It's really important to recognize that
there are certain disciplinary traditions that probably also relate to
some of the ideological perspectives that shape evidence.

However, I want to come back to my opening comments and
how the vast majority of Canadians believe that the focus on equity,
diversity and inclusion is appropriate, and a very small percentage
feels it isn't.

The Chair: The time is up. Thank you.

Mr. Dummitt, your hand is raised.

Christopher Dummitt: I just wanted to make a point of clarifi-
cation. Our research specifically—

The Chair: When you get the question, you can answer it.
We will now proceed to MP Blanchette-Joncas.

You have six minutes.

[Translation]

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

I would like to welcome the witnesses who are with us today as
part of this study.

My first questions will be for you, Professor Gingras.

You've shown that excellence is largely a rhetorical notion. How-
ever, the New Frontiers in Research Fund, the Canada Research
Chairs Program and the Canada First Research Excellence Fund all
have this basic criterion.

Isn't that the tautology, in that those who receive the most fund-
ing are said to be excellent because they received funding?

Yves Gingras: Essentially, yes. As I said, excellence is a tautolo-
gy. So, if there must be funding criteria, it's vital to remember the
demographic factors that affect researcher training. You have a lot
to say about Canada Research Chairs. I myself held a research chair
in the history and sociology of science for 14 years. Naturally, I
was excellent, but I would remind you that senior research chairs
are intended for exceptional world-renowned researchers who have
worked for 15 or 20 years. That is a specific demographic group.

This is an empirical issue, not an ideological one, so I will speak
in sociological terms. The probability that, in 2010, a senior re-
search chair— Once again, this is not an assistant professor posi-
tion. In certain fields, such as sociology, psychology, and anthro-
pology, gender parity was achieved in the 1990s for assistant pro-
fessors. However, it does take a 20-year career to be awarded a se-
nior research chair.

That is why I find your argument confusing and misleading. Are
we talking about an assistant professor position? If so, we're not
talking about the same demographic group as tenured professors,
people like me who have held a senior research chair, not a chair
for emerging researchers.

In short, it's a vicious circle, and the criteria are whatever the se-
lection committee decides they should be. For example, the com-
mittee can decide to award a research chair to an internationally
published researcher like me. That person is then deemed to be ex-
cellent, but those who did not get it may also be excellent. The
committee was simply different. Some sociological studies show
that the probability of receiving a grant is random and depends on
the committee. Change the committee, and the outcome will be dif-
ferent. We have 40 years of evidence for that in sociology.

® (1140)

Maxime Blanchette-Joncas: Professor Gingras, I'd like to un-
pack the confusion a bit more.

When Ottawa talks about inclusive excellence, isn't that an oxy-
moron that weakens scientific rigour by confusing scientific values
with ideological conformity?
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Yves Gingras: That's what I said at the beginning of my presen-
tation. The purpose of grant programs is to subsidize the best re-
searchers. Why the best? Because there isn't enough money for ev-
eryone.

The assumption is that all the professors who have been hired by
universities are pretty good. Each one was selected from among
30 applications. If we were to give money to all university re-
searchers, we would no longer be talking about excellence. We
have to admit that rhetoric exists. We have limited resources, so we
have committees, but we have to admit that it's arbitrary.

In Switzerland and Germany, study grants are allocated via lot-
tery. When you apply for a grant, you put in a name. For example,
Yves Gingras is number four. A number is drawn, and if number
five wins, that's it, that's all. It's fair because, from a probability
perspective, if a third of the applicants are women and recipients
are randomly selected, a third of the recipients will be women, not
half. The word “parity” is often confused with the word “equity”.

The only mathematical way to achieve equity is a random or
double-blind process. For example, if NSERC grant applications
are double-blinded, the committee will read the proposal without
knowing whether it's submitted by a woman, an indigenous person
or a Black person. The committee can determine if it's excellent
and rank it. Then the committee can look at whether the applicant is
a woman or a man. That way, the committee would not prejudge.
However, if they have the name in advance, they will prejudge.
Studies in sociology of the sciences have been telling us this for
40 years.

Maxime Blanchette-Joncas: Professor Gingras, Canada signed
the San Francisco Declaration on Research Assessment, or DORA,
to reduce the use of bibliometric indicators. However, committees
continue to evaluate proposals based on the number of publications,
citations and institutional prestige.

Doesn't this inconsistency discredit our funding agencies?

Yves Gingras: That is a rather complex argument. People in
favour of DORA will say that we have to choose world-renowned
people of excellence through the Canada First Research Excellence
Fund. How do they measure that? They won't say. However, the
people on the committee will say that if someone has published in
Nature, that's prestigious. Not wanting to apply criteria is therefore
a form of institutional hypocrisy.

I asked people to conduct an empirical test for two or three years
by randomly choosing applications, but they don't want to do it be-
cause they're afraid. They think their expensive committees pick
the best applicants, but instead of giving $5 million to a so-called
big university through Canada First, they could give a lot more
money to a lot more researchers who are much more diverse.

I'm in favour of a broader distribution, because, in terms of prob-
ability, giving grants to more different people instead of always to
the same people is more likely to result in different discoveries.

Maxime Blanchette-Joncas: You have demonstrated that biblio-
metric indicators measure visibility, not scientific value. What other
concrete recommendation do you have for assessing the quality of a
proposal?

Yves Gingras: ['ve sat on European research councils. I've sat on
every committee you can imagine, including the Canada Founda-
tion for Innovation. I've assessed a lot of Canada Research Chair
proposals. Decisions are made by committees, not the presidents of
NSERC or SSHRC. Committees are indeed diverse, if you want to
use the word that shows up left and right these days.

Committees do their work. When I get an application, I do what I
call spontaneous bibliometrics, which is what everyone does. If you
want to be a tenured professor, but you haven't written an article in
five years, you're not going to be a tenured professor. The universi-
ty's purpose is to advance knowledge, not to represent the popula-
tion. Its goal is to advance knowledge and train researchers for the
future. To the extent that that is its mission, I hire people based on
their CVs, but I use my judgment. For example, I take into account
the fact that someone who was sick for two years hasn't produced
the same output.

® (1145)
[English]

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

We will now proceed to our second round of questioning, starting
with MP Ho.

You have five minutes for your round of questioning. Please, go
ahead.

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

My questions are for Professor Dummitt.

Specifically, I want to talk about public trust. We know that,
among Canadians, a lack of public trust in our public institutions
has been increasing throughout the years. It's correlated with the
implementation of Liberal, top-down policies over the years. It's no
wonder that it has become worse.

I read a report the other day that said it's at an all-time high in
2025. The lack of public trust in our institutions is at an all-time
high among Canadians. I want you to expand on that, generally or
specifically, in the settings of universities and colleges and the
granting of federal funding.

Christopher Dummitt: Thanks.

Like a lot of my colleagues who are appearing as witnesses be-
fore you today, I want to live in a world where there's a high public
trust in higher education and universities to allow us to do our
work. We all know that public trust is eroding in a series of institu-
tions from media to.... There are various claims of expertise. The
point of the testimony that I'm offering to you today is that, while I
don't want there to be a lack of public trust, I can sympathize and
see why there is a lack of public trust, especially in, say, the 41% of
the population who voted for the Conservative Party in the last
election.
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As they listen to experts who show up in The Globe and Mail, on
the CBC or wherever and tell them there is a consensus on topic X
or topic Y—pick your topic—what they can know is that the exper-
tise is not made up of a diverse array of people who represent their
viewpoints. Just like a group of African Canadians might be skepti-
cal of a group of white experts telling them what the truth is on a
certain topic, it'd be crazy to think the same would not also be true
for these kinds of things. Obviously, we're living in a moment of a
crisis of institutions more generally. On this problem, I think there
are solutions that we can and should achieve.

Vincent Ho: You think that lack of public trust is caused by a
lack of viewpoints because, like you said, you have these so-called
pundits who are so-called reflective of Canadian viewpoints on a
wide variety of the spectrum, but they're not reflected. Canadians
feel like their viewpoints aren't represented in the public because of
these biased panels that have a certain political skew; that's the term
you used.

What's the effect of that? Does that create more polarization
amongst Canadians and amongst our academic researchers? Does it
also have the effect of radicalizing Canadians?

Christopher Dummitt: I think both things are true. It clearly is
a contributing factor toward polarization, and I think others would
agree with that. If you don't trust the institutions that are supposed
to be objective—and if not neutral, at least diverse—to rigorously
go through material to tell you what is true, that's going to lead to
polarization. It's going to lead people to look for alternative view-
points, some of which may be credible and many of which will not
be credible. Higher education institutions have a duty to deal with
this problem head-on and see it as a major concern.

Another witness mentioned that, say, in business schools or engi-
neering schools, the implication was that this wasn't a problem. Our
survey specifically looked at that, and we expected that to be the
case, but we found that it was not a significant difference. The po-
litical skew at universities might vary slightly depending on the dis-
cipline, but, as I said, 88% of a representative sample of professors
from across the country identifies on the left.

Vincent Ho: That's a lack of viewpoint diversity. It's really trou-
bling, because the point of EDI is that the “D” stands for diversity,
and you would expect a diversity of viewpoints coming into things
like business and social science. A diversity of viewpoints may en-
hance the research as you may catch things that you may not be
able to catch were it not for the diversity of viewpoints. It seems
quite hypocritical and quite ironic, to be fair.

Do you think that these EDI policies are potentially exclusionary
because of all the quotas they're setting and create self-censorship
and suppression of opposing views? Do you think it has that kind of
effect?

® (1150)

Christopher Dummitt: I think in practice it does. I want to em-
phasize I don't think the policies are intended to do that. In practice,
as | was saying in my testimony, it embeds a certain version of EDI
in the criteria so that scholars know that if they believe in a colour-
blind approach to dealing with discrimination, then just like an or-
chestra, you would put people behind a barrier, they would play

their instrument and people would acknowledge them for the skill
they have.

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

We will now proceed to MP Rana.

MP Rana, you will have five minutes for your round of question-
ing.

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

I'm also thankful to all the witnesses spending their beautiful
time with us, especially to discuss federal funding criteria and re-
search excellence in Canada.

Dr. Cukier, you mentioned in your earlier comments the beautiful
engineering program of your university. I also graduated from your
university in engineering. How do you see the future of EDI in the
next five to 10 years, especially in business and technology?

Wendy Cukier: As I said, from my point of view, having served
as the vice-president of research and innovation, a lot of what has
been discussed about the political bias I have no experience with or
have not seen broadly within the university. What I would say that I
have seen is that the traditional measures of excellence like cita-
tions, publications and research funding tend to be discipline-spe-
cific. I can give you a good example. When I came in as the vice-
president of research and innovation, the first thing I was presented
with was a report on the best researchers at TMU. I looked at the
best researchers at TMU and saw that they were all men and that
they were all in engineering. Why? It was because the measure of
excellence was the amount of research funding. As you would
know, faculty in engineering departments need a lot of funding to
do their research whereas someone in a business school, a philoso-
pher or history professor doesn't necessarily.

If you use research funding as the metric of excellence, you are
going to exclude a lot of people. We shifted it to say, “Okay, in en-
gineering, here are the metrics. In the arts and social sciences, here
are the metrics.” In business, we're concerned about publications
and top-tier journals, but we're also interested in impact. How do
we drive change? My personal bias, even though I've sat on a lot of
the traditional academic committees, is towards impact as part of
the way that we assess excellence. We know that Canada has a pro-
ductivity gap. We know that Canada has an innovation gap. I be-
lieve that research and evidence-based solutions can help solve
some of those big problems, but we can't just be thinking about
how many publications are coming out of a research grant. We have
to be thinking about how it is actually shaping policy, practice, and
people's attitudes and behaviour. That's where my bias comes in as
a more applied researcher.
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Aslam Rana: Are there any particular innovations or technologi-
cal interventions that you see as promising for improving inclu-
sion?

Wendy Cukier: It's interesting because one of the areas that I've
done a lot of work on over the years is technology adoption. Right
now, a lot of my research is on Al and the gap between Canada's
excellence in Al research and Canada's lagging in Al adoption, es-
pecially some of the ethical and other considerations.

I think that there are huge opportunities to improve the efficiency
of a lot of things that we do at post-secondary institutions with
technology. At the same time, we have to be mindful that not every-
thing that is important can be measured with numbers. Again, if
we're looking at impact, I think that some of the tools that are avail-
able for understanding what happens to the research after it's pub-
lished are really promising. We're seeing some new areas of focus
that include, for example, looking at knowledge mobilization more
seriously, looking at impact on certain communities and looking at
commercialization results. I'm really interested in that broader
range.

The only other thing I'll mention is that I was on an OECD com-
mittee looking at rural innovation. One of the things that we found
was that the traditional measures of innovation—patents, IP and
stuff like that—had no relevance in rural communities even though
in agriculture we see some of the most innovative practices in the
adoption of Al sensors and things like that. I think what's really im-
portant is the notion of excellence, and this, perhaps, is partly what
Professor Gingras was saying. One uniform measure of excellence
doesn't make any sense to me. We really have to respect fundamen-
tal research and what it's trying to accomplish. We also have to re-
spect applied research, some of the work that's done in community
colleges and everything in between.

® (1155)
The Chair: Thank you.

We will now proceed to MP Blanchette-Joncas.

Please go ahead. You will have two and a half minutes.
[Translation]

Maxime Blanchette-Joncas: Thank you, Madam Chair.

Professor Gingras, requests for official documents to obtain
grants for research projects now require diversity, equity and inclu-
sion plans.

Doesn't this approach turn scientific assessment into an exercise
in political compliance rather than judgment based on a proposal's
scientific value?

Yves Gingras: There's no question that it turns it into an ideolog-
ical imposition. In English, it's called a mandated speech. This goes
against the Charter of Rights and Freedoms and freedom of con-
science. The proof is that, in the United States, on the subject of di-
versity statements, a researcher went to court, and the universities
stopped demanding them. If I submit a research project on the his-
tory of science, no one can ask me if I'm for the poor and against
the rich; that's irrational. It's a question of whether my project is of
good quality, and there should be a prohibition on requiring that

kind of reporting. Someone has to go to a superior court one day to
tell the government that declarations on diversity are absurd.

Having sat on selection committees, I can tell you that, in some
Canada Research Chair applications, the declaration on diversity is
longer than the research project itself. As an evaluator, I threw it in
the garbage. I was thinking, “I'm subsidizing research, not some-
body who wants to change the world.” It's the government's respon-
sibility to make sure that poor people... We're talking about diversi-
ty, but we're not talking about social classes. However, it's people in
lower social classes who don't go to university. It's not because of
the colour of their skin, but because of their relative wealth.

In short, it is indeed an ideological imposition based on igno-
rance of what scientific research is. It should be evaluated based on
the quality of the project and in double blindness, that is to say
without knowing who produced the project. When I evaluate scien-
tific publications in Nature, it's double blind. I don't know if the ar-
ticle is written by a man or a woman. I assess it and then I tell them,
for example, that it's a very good article and that they should pub-
lish it.

Maxime Blanchette-Joncas: Professor Gingras, isn't there a risk
that Canadian research will be based on self-censorship and com-
pliance rather than on the pursuit of scientific truth?

Yves Gingras: In my humble opinion, this isn't a hypothesis but
is already the case.

As I said, I've been on a lot of committees to evaluate Canada
Research Chair applications, where people would write anything
about equity, diversity and inclusion. As a professor, for 40 years,
I've been fair to the students who come to my class. No one can say
that university isn't inclusive. Of course, we are also exclusive at
the university, since some people are refused. Is that a lack of inclu-
sion?

I repeat: My studies on the principles of equity, diversity and in-
clusion show that no one defines them because they correspond to
what is called effectiveness through ambiguity. If I don't define the
word “diversity”, everyone has their own understanding. Earlier,
we said “methodological diversity”—

[English]
The Chair: Please wind up.
[Translation]

Yves Gingras: Methodological diversity is therefore not sexual
diversity or racial diversity; it is total intellectual confusion.

[English]

The Chair: Thank you.



September 22, 2025

SRSR-04 11

With that, this panel comes to an end. I really want to thank all
the witnesses for appearing before the committee today. If you have
any information that you were not able to provide today because of
the lack of time, you can always send written submissions. Those
will be circulated to all the members. We will incorporate them
while drafting the report.

Again, thank you to all the witnesses for contributing today on
this important topic.

With that, the meeting is suspended for a few minutes to allow
the second panel to take its place.

® (1200 (Pause)

® (1205)
The Chair: I call the meeting back to order.

I would like to make a few comments for the benefit of the wit-
nesses on this new panel.

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. You have the choice of
floor, English or French. For those in the room, you can use the ear-
piece and select the desired channel.

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

We are joined by three witnesses for this panel. I would like to
welcome them.

We are joined by Dr. Geoff Horsman, associate professor of
chemistry and biochemistry at Wilfrid Laurier University; Patanjali
Kambhampati, professor at McGill University; and Julien Larregue,
associate professor at Université Laval.

Each of the witnesses will have five minutes for their opening re-
marks.

We will start with Dr. Horsman.

Please, go ahead.

Geoff Horsman (Associate Professor, Chemistry and Bio-
chemistry, Wilfrid Laurier University, As an Individual): Thank
you.

This year, my long-held NSERC discovery grant was not re-
newed—not for any scientific reason, but for a political one.
Specifically, I was unable to profess sufficiently enthusiastic sup-
port for the official state ideology of equity, diversity and inclusion,
or EDI, which one now must do to receive tri-council funding. Es-
sentially, scientists must say how they will recruit diverse people
and identify and address systemic barriers to inclusion.

I attempted to meet these requirements by arguing that, because
EDI requires racial discrimination and speech restrictions—policies
opposed by most Canadians—EDI is itself a barrier to inclusion. To
overcome this barrier, I proposed ensuring that EDI critics feel in-

cluded and that we prioritize a culture of free speech and viewpoint
diversity, without which science simply cannot flourish.

The NSERC evaluation committee obviously did not buy my in-
terpretation of EDI. Unhelpfully, my rejection was accompanied by
only the vague scolding that I did not, “describe an approach to re-
cruit a diverse HQP and provide an inclusive training environ-
ment.” While friendly enough, NSERC program officers couldn't
tell me what this meant. Luckily, a senior administrator at my uni-
versity, who speaks tri-council, could decipher this message. He re-
layed to me that, while I don't have to sincerely support EDI, I most
certainly must give the impression that I do. “Just say what needs to
be said and get your money.”

To attract a diverse array of candidates, for example, I was told
it's not enough to assume that those interested in my work will seek
me out with a simple email. Instead, I must boldly proclaim my
commitment to finding diversity at intersectional sanctuaries, like
the campus rainbow centre. This is puzzling advice, not least be-
cause, of those struggling to find people on the Internet, it seems
unlikely that foremost among them are members of the gay com-
munity.

Now, senior administrators are very attuned to the linguistic
practices surrounding the acquisition of public funds, so this advice
rings broadly true. The tri-council aims to tell us what to think and
what to say. For skeptics, let me quote from the EDI best practices
guide. It says that systemic barriers may be unseen to those who do
not experience them, but nonetheless “[a]ll individuals must recog-
nize that systemic barriers exist”.

It would be charitable to describe this as pseudo-science. Rep-
utable scientists require experimental results to be universally ob-
servable and replicable by people of other languages and cultures
centuries into the future. Claiming that knowledge is invisible to
some people—based on skin colour for example—is anti-science.
In other words, the government requires scientists to affirm the ex-
istence of phenomena that are not empirically verifiable. To invoke
Paul McCartney, it's beginning to feel like we're Back in the
US.S.R.

How has this nonsense so completely permeated Canada's re-
search ecosystem? Well, after a few cancellations, people fall in
line. Fear leads to self-censorship, and open, vigorous debate fiz-
zles out.



12 SRSR-04

September 22, 2025

I've tried to discuss EDI on campus a few times, with the follow-
ing results. First, I was told, by two different administrators on two
separate occasions, that EDI is not debatable. Second, I was kindly
advised to stop talking about EDI because I have a family. I should
think about my kids, I was told. It made me wonder, do I work for a
public university or Tony Soprano? To summarize, tri-council EDI
requirements are compelled political speech, and we find ourselves
here because many have allowed themselves to be silenced.

I will leave you with two broad recommendations that I believe
are critical for restoring the integrity of science. The first is correc-
tive; the second is preventative. As a corrective measure, depoliti-
cize science funding. This includes, among other things, removing
EDI requirements. As a preventative measure, entrench a culture of
free speech, which is the best defence against bad ideas.

All recent manias, from gender medicine to EDI, could have
been avoided had they been openly debated from the start. I pro-
pose an office of devil's advocacy to fund evidence-based argu-
ments against emerging scientific fads. This builds in viewpoint di-
versity and ensures that counterpoints are officially aired. Everyone
benefits as ideas are defended, sharpened and refined.

® (1210)

I'm happy to expand on any of these points during questions. I'm
grateful for the opportunity to be heard.

Thank you.
The Chair: Thanks you. You're right on time.

We will now proceed to Professor Patanjali Kambhampati from
McGill University.

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

Patanjali Kambhampati (Professor, McGill University, As an
Individual): Ms. Chair and members of the committee, thank you
for inviting me. My name is Patanjali Kambhampati. I'm a profes-
sor of chemistry at McGill University working in the field of ultra-
fast laser science.

Why is that important? It's important because the field in which I
work is characterized by excellence. Three Nobels have been
awarded. Hopefully, there will be more—hopefully, for people like
me or my colleagues—but that's not important. What matters is the
pursuit of excellence. That's my main focus.

The views I share here are only my own and do not represent the
university.

I was born in India to poor parents. My father, through determi-
nation, earned an engineering degree and gave me the chance to
pursue science abroad. I emigrated first to the United States and
then to Canada, which is now my scientific home. This background
makes me sensitive to ideas of privilege and resources. They matter
in life, but science cannot be reduced to social engineering. Its in-
tegrity rests on ability, discovery and results wherever they may
arise.

Science is not redistribution. The purpose of science is not to
spread jobs evenly or to promote identity-based rewards. Its pur-
pose is to drive human progress. Every great advance came from

enabling those with insight and skill to make discoveries, from
thermodynamics powering the Industrial Revolution to quantum
mechanics—both of which are my fields—giving rise to semicon-
ductors, lasers and quantum computing. When these discoveries
happened, all of humanity benefited. If we argue that science serves
equality, it is not by lowering standards but by raising the human
condition through knowledge and innovation.

Science is a beacon for merit, fairness and equality, or MFE. Not
every child will become a scientist, just like not every child will be-
come an athlete in the NBA. Giving out research positions and pro-
fessorships, promotions and funding based upon external character-
istics does not help the enterprise of science. As a path forward, I
propose that science should be administered based upon principles
of MFE. With regard to merit, science must reward those who pro-
duce discoveries and knowledge. With regard to fairness, evalua-
tions must be free from ideological filters, instead focusing on
rigour and originality. Finally, with regard to equality, everyone
should have a chance to compete, but success must depend upon re-
sults, not demographics. If we stay true to MFE, then even those
born far from privilege can rise, as did .

There are observed facts. Even 15 years ago, faculty positions
were sometimes restricted to women candidates or to those who
even self-identified as women. On more than a dozen hiring com-
mittees in chemistry and physics, I saw that the vast majority of ap-
plicants, often 90%, were men, with a large share being Asian men.
That reality in the applicant pool was not reflected in the policies
guiding hiring, promotion and awards in the course of my 20 years.

In the past, women who happened to be scientists, such as Marie
Curie, and women in my field, Ursula Keller in Switzerland and
Margaret Murnane in the U.S., succeeded because their work de-
manded recognition. Today, however, some faculty slots are created
explicitly for optics rather than for excellence, undermining trust
for both men and women. Young people see this clearly, even if
they cannot articulate it openly.
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The politicization of science is not unprecedented. My colleague
Anna Krylov at USC, a distinguished scientist, has written elo-
quently about the perils of politicizing science, drawing upon her
experience growing up in the Soviet Union. Her warning was sim-
ple: When ideology dictates who can enter science, discovery itself
is diminished. Canada should take that warning seriously.

Then there's the cost of misplaced criteria. The true cost of mis-
placed criteria is not merely extra paperwork. It is the slowing, halt-
ing or even reversal of scientific progress. The consequences for
Canada's economy, security and quality of life would be catastroph-
ic. History gives us a clear warning. Once again, in the Soviet
Union, ideology overruled biology under Trofim Lysenko. Genetics
was declared politically unacceptable. An entire generation of dis-
coveries was lost, farmers starved and Soviet science never re-
gained its standing.

® (1215)

When we politicize science, we risk repeating those mistakes.
We rob not only the scientist, but every young person—

The Chair: I'm sorry for interrupting. Can you please wind it
up?

Patanjali Kambhampati: —who might be inspired by their ex-
amples.

I want to end on a note of inspiration. I'll be brief. Feynman once
said, “Fall in love with some activity, and do it!” For me, that was
science, and I want the next generation to have the same chance to
fall in love with discovery and then carry it further than I could.
Canada can make that possible, but only if we remember that sci-
ence is not a social program; it is humanity's greatest engine of
progress. In these times of change, Canada should pursue this
mechanism of progress.

Thank you for your time.
® (1220)
The Chair: Thank you.

We will now proceed to Mr. Julien Larregue.

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

[Translation]

Julien Larregue (Associate Professor, Université Laval, As an
Individual): Thank you, committee members.

My name is Julien Larregue. I'm an associate professor of sociol-
ogy at Université Laval. I'm speaking on my own behalf, but really,
I'm speaking primarily as an expert in the scientific field. I've been
conducting research on evaluation on an international scale, not just
in Canada, for several years. Since 2023, I have been leading a re-
search project on the distribution of funding at the Social Sciences
and Humanities Research Council, or SSHRC. So today, I will fo-
cus on the results of that work. I would like to thank you for invit-
ing me to appear because this will allow me to highlight the impact
of my work in my next grant application.

I'll start by echoing my colleague Yves Gingras in saying that if
we believe that excellence is something that can be objectively es-
tablished, then it doesn't exist. There are no criteria that specifically

define what constitutes good or bad research. In every discipline,
there are always different views competing with each other as to
which current theory should be followed. We must therefore start
from the premise that there is no single criterion for deciding what
is excellent and what is not.

Determining who should receive money and why is a social and
political choice. We have to accept that basic fact. However, that
doesn't mean the policy should be shortsighted. Many of my aca-
demic colleagues have strong opinions on a lot of things. We've
heard it all morning, particularly on the subject of EDI, or equity,
diversity and inclusion. Policies can also be data-driven. That's
what I'm going to try to propose to you today.

How much money is being distributed, how it is being distribut-
ed, why and using which system, these are things that could be
done in a smarter and more informed way if, before starting, we
knew how the system works, how committees evaluate applica-
tions, what is required of them and what the consequences are for
the people who apply. Thanks to SSHRC's transparency and will-
ingness to move forward intelligently on this issue, my research
team and I have had full access since 2023 to all grant applications
that have been submitted to this council for about 20 years, whether
they were accepted or rejected. Through statistical analyses and in-
terviews with evaluation committee members, who are professors,
we were able to understand what factors influence the likelihood of
receiving funding.

To give you a general idea, there are two criteria that play a ma-
jor role. One is the number of grants that have been awarded in the
past. The second, which we discovered after testing the hypothesis
that it played a major role, was the prestige and size of the universi-
ties. A professor at McGill University, the University of Toronto or
the University of British Columbia is much more likely to receive
grants than, for example, a professor at the Université du Québec a
Trois-Rivieres or Wilfrid Laurier University. This is particularly
true in certain disciplines. For example, in economics or manage-
ment, the weight of university hierarchy and prestige is particularly
strong, whereas in other disciplines, such as history or anthropolo-
gy, these factors are less important. That doesn't mean they never
are, but they're not as central. I'm not giving you my opinions; these
are the results of published work that you can consult and that I re-
ferred to in the brief I submitted to you.

This example allows me to emphasize three things.
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First, we know very well that the concentration of funds isn't
beneficial to research systems; this has been empirically document-
ed. However, as I just told you, this concentration exists. It benefits
a small group of universities that claim to be excellent, but, as I al-
so told you, being excellent is a quality you claim after being desig-
nated as such.

Obviously, one of the current problems is that the evaluation of
grant applications isn't anonymous. When the committees receive
the files, their members know who submitted each application and
whether the applicants are from a particular university or not. How-
ever, it would be very easy to create an evaluation system in which
the evaluation of the project is separate from the evaluation of the
CV.

First, the project would be evaluated anonymously, without
knowing whether the applicant's home university is Toronto or
Trois-Riviéres. Second, the CV could be evaluated to ensure that
the applicant has the skills to carry out the project. This is an initial
proposal of experience that could move things forward and solve
the problems observed.

Next, it must be clearly understood that the general criteria
adopted by funding agencies, such as SSHRC, are not applied uni-
formly by committees. Much depends on the cultures of the disci-
plines. As a result, committees do not operate or interpret the rules
in the same way because their conception of excellence and quality
differ.

® (1225)
What's important to know is that it would be naive to think that
changing the rules at SSHRC or the Natural Sciences and Engineer-

ing Research Council, or NSERC, would change evaluation com-
mittees' practices. It's important to be aware of those practices.

[English]
The Chair: Please wind up.
[Translation]

Julien Larregue: As you can appreciate, my last point is that it
takes data to understand how the system works. It doesn't take
opinions; it takes empirical data. SSHRC shares that data. I ask that
the Canadian Institutes of Health Research and NSERC do the
same.

Thank you very much.
[English]

The Chair: Now we will proceed to the first round of question-
ing, and we will begin with MP Baldinelli for six minutes.

Please, go ahead.

Tony Baldinelli: Thank you, Madam Chair.

Thank you to the witnesses for being with us today.

Mr. Horsman, you authored a chapter in the book The War on
Science. Within that chapter, you wrote, "We need to re-normalize a
culture of liberal science on campus, especially with respect to radi-
cal new ideas, like equity, diversity, and inclusion." In the same
chapter, you also wrote, "Universities, the institutions that should

be at the very heart of liberal science, are increasingly ignoring
these rules."

In your testimony today, you talked about two of your recom-
mendations for how we can depoliticize science funding and en-
trench a culture of free speech. I think that touches upon diversity
viewpoints. Can you elaborate a little more on that?

Geoff Horsman: With respect to one of the problems with
renormalizing a culture of free exchange of ideas, I was referring to
Jonathan Rauch's rules for liberal science. The first rule is that
knowledge is provisional; no one has the final say. That's very im-
portant.

In his first book, he uses an example of estimates of the size of
the universe and how those have changed year by year and century
after century. At any time, can you be sure you have the right an-
swer? Of course not. Everything is open, everything is contestable.
Nothing is beyond question or debate.

As I mentioned, that rule is being broken, because people will
say that a given controversial topic is beyond debate.

The other rule is that no one has personal authority. No one can
use their personal or identity status to wall off knowledge from oth-
er people. It's universal. That means, as [ mentioned in my testimo-
ny today, if you do an experiment right, it should be replicable by
someone who speaks a different language on a different continent
centuries in the future. That too is being attacked in the academy
through things like the requirement to acknowledge lived experi-
ence of a particular person or group. It's inaccessible to others.
That's a defined universal principle of knowledge and of science.
You'll also hear about things like an ethnic way of knowing. That,
again, is a defined universal principle; knowledge is accessible to
everyone regardless of identity. It exists in the ether and it's univer-
sal.

Tony Baldinelli: In your opening statement, you mentioned a
colleague telling you that you should stop talking about EDI. Peo-
ple had been talking and they were worried about what you were
thinking. You mentioned one quote and you said that fear leads to
censorship.

Within your chapter in the book, you said a scientist at another
Canadian university told you, "I have made my peace with EDI. I
will lie about my most deeply held beliefs or convictions on paper
in order to get funding."

In a sense, you're almost having a bit of academic dishonesty
simply to avoid that notion of censorship to get the funding. I don't
think that serves the institution well.

Geoff Horsman: It doesn't serve anyone well. If we are now ad-
mitting openly, or in private at least, that many of us are just saying
what we know needs to be said even if it deeply offends our cher-
ished beliefs and values of things like openness and the universality
of knowledge, people are saying, "I'm going to just say things that
counter that in order to get funding so I can continue my research
program." This is very dangerous.
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We have to acknowledge what that might do to an individual per-
son who accepts that they've lied. It diminishes their soul, in a way.
They're now weaker and less able to stand up and resist further in-
cursions. When you start lying, when do you stop?

® (1230)

Tony Baldinelli: To your point, when you are honest and do ap-
plications....

Dr. Kambhampati, in that chapter of the book, you mentioned
having a grant application rejected because you talked about meri-
tocratic principles in hiring. Could you expand on that, Doctor?

Patanjali Kambhampati: It would be my pleasure.

An NFRF competition in 2019 was the first time I had to write a
DEI section. The concept of people not having all of the same re-
sources, or even experiencing racism and sexism, is not only not
distant to me, but I've experienced all of these things ad nauseam.
However, that means I don't want that idea to propagate in any way,
shape or form.

I'm not going to judge a woman, a man, a gay person, a Black
person or a straight person by anything other than whether or not
they can do quantum mechanics. I said, “Great. I welcome every-
one into my group. All you have to do is be geeky enough to want
to do the quantum mechanics and build lasers.” I have five women
in my group of 15 men, and they're all geeky women physicists.
They're just like the geeky men. We're all the same.

Tony Baldinelli: What happened? That application was rejected.

Patanjali Kambhampati: The application never made it to sci-
entific review because it was rejected purely on EDI grounds. I
simply said, “I've probably experienced more than you have.” Hav-
ing said that, it's why I believe in merit, fairness and equality.

Tony Baldinelli: Bravo. Thank you.
The Chair: Thank you. Your time is up.

We will now proceed to MP Rana for six minutes.

Please, go ahead.
Aslam Rana: Thank you, Madam Chair.

Thank you very much to all of the participants.

My question is for you, Dr. Horsman. I would love to mention
your recent article, “Woke Hermit Kingdom: Canada Doubles
Down on DEI”, which you also mentioned. You argue that many
EDI practices are ineffective or even harmful, but do you explore
under what conditions or designs EDI has succeeded?

Geoff Horsman: I think I need to explain something here. It's
important to talk about what's called the motte-and-bailey tactic.
With respect to EDI, we see a lot of this.

As I've experienced and demonstrated today, EDI generally in-
volves sweeping programs of racial discrimination, compelled
speech and censorship, but when people start to complain about it
and it comes under fire, the EDI advocates retreat to positions like,
“Well, it's just about making sure that we have good experimental
design so that seat belts are designed accounting for women.” That
has nothing to do with EDI. That has long been good experimental
practice, and that's why you have to have lots of rigour, review and

contestation of different ideas. It's so that you can seek out and find
error and remove it.

I don't know of any cases where EDI has been beneficial.

Aslam Rana: Over these past two committee meetings, we have
heard from various professionals and scholars about how beneficial
EDI has been to ensuring that all Canadians are on a fair playing
field. Throughout your time in academia, what possible negative
consequences of EDI have you witnessed?

Geoff Horsman: Negative consequences of EDI have been le-
gion. I expressed some of them just then, but I can provide more.

For example, my department was awarded what's called an inclu-
sive excellence program. Now, this is an Orwellian term that just
means we're going to restrict it to certain limited groups. It's not in-
cluding, it's excluding, and you're severely limiting the applicant
pool.

Here's what happened. Our university decided, in the wake of
2021, that it wanted to hire six Black scholars and six indigenous
scholars. Our department was awarded one of the positions for an
indigenous scholar. Upon hearing this, a colleague of mine from
outside the department related to me that they knew of a really
good post-doc in the United States who is Black, and it would be
really good to get this person to apply. Of course, I had to tell my
colleague that this person was excluded because they have the
wrong skin colour.

This is the in-and-out, daily experience of EDI policies. They are
discriminatory and exclusionary, and I see no good in them. They're
dark.

® (1235)

Aslam Rana: Thank you.

Mr. Larregue, have you noticed significant differences in how re-
search funding applications are evaluated across disciplines?

[Translation]

Julien Larregue: Yes. Grant applications are evaluated very dif-
ferently depending on the discipline. That's why I insisted that
changing the criteria at the funding agency level, whether at
SSHRC or NSERC, wouldn't have much impact. The committees
have sovereignty over how they apply the evaluation criteria.
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I'll give you a concrete example: In economics, what matters for
getting a grant is that you've published articles in certain journals
that are considered prestigious. If you haven't done so, your
chances of getting a grant are extremely slim. However, that isn't
the case when it comes to history. There isn't one specific history
journal that you have to have published in or else you have lower
chances of getting a grant. The definition of what constitutes quali-
ty work varies depending on the discipline.

I would add that obviously not everyone has the same opportuni-
ties to publish in certain prestigious journals, because that's very
much linked to people's contact networks, in particular.

That's why I propose keeping the authors of evaluated projects
anonymous at first, so the content of their project is being evaluat-
ed, and not their CV or their past grants.

[English]
Aslam Rana: Thank you.

What do you think drives these variations?
[Translation]

Julien Larregue: These differences are linked to the disciplines'
history and the ways that quality and excellence are defined from
one academic space to another. It's hard to attribute the differences
to specific factors, because the disparity in practices means that
each discipline defines what's important to that discipline. That's
the case not only for awarding grants, but also for hiring professors.
There are obviously still some disagreements within the disciplines
themselves, but there's often an overall consensus that emerges
about what makes a good CV.

I'd have to go through the history of every discipline to provide a
complete answer to the question, but we don't have the time. How-
ever, for example, the way that quality is defined in economics is
very much tied to American dominance. The good journals are of-
ten American journals, and if you haven't published in those jour-
nals, people think it's because your research isn't good enough.
There are a whole host of factors and dynamics that make it so that
different things are assessed and valued from one discipline to the
next.

[English]
Aslam Rana: Thank you very much.

The Chair: I'll proceed to MP Blanchette-Joncas for six min-
utes.

Please go ahead.
[Translation]

Maxime Blanchette-Joncas: Thank you, Madam Chair.

I'd like to welcome the witnesses who are with us for the second
hour of study.

Professor Larregue, your analysis of 56,000 applications to
SSHRC shows that the University of Toronto, McGill University
and the University of British Columbia have a 44% success rate,
compared with 32% for universities outside the U15 group.

Doesn't that prove that the excellence criteria mainly reward in-
stitutional prestige rather than a project's scientific value and that
they maintain a cyclical system?

Julien Larregue: Thank you for your question.

It's a bit complicated, because obviously the people at the Uni-
versity of Toronto and McGill University who receive those grants
will tell you that they're excellent, and that that's why they receive
more grants than the people at the Université du Québec a Trois-
Riviéres. However, since the current application evaluation process
doesn't divorce CV evaluation and the prestige factor from project
evaluations, it's quite difficult to know the causes of those people
having more grants.

It's quite unlikely that it's their excellence per se that causes those
differences, because if that were the case, that would be expected to
be the case across all disciplines. As I said, the prestige element is
decisive in some disciplines, but not in others. Unless the people at
the University of Toronto are great at economics but horribly bad at
history, the most likely explanation is that prestige plays a role in
certain disciplines because of their specific history and their partic-
ular evaluation criteria. That's why there's a concentration of fund-
ing.

® (1240)

Maxime Blanchette-Joncas: You found that researchers at three
universities—McGill, Toronto and British Columbia—received an
average of $20,000 more per grant than researchers at universities
that aren't part of the U15 group.

Doesn't that create a snowball effect that artificially reinforces
the prestige of major universities and disadvantages young re-
searchers who don't work at those major universities, and who are
therefore at a systemic disadvantage from the start of their career?

Julien Larregue: While that certainly creates cumulative disad-
vantages and advantages respectively, the amounts issue is quite pe-
culiar because the applicants are the ones asking for a given
amount. The most credible hypothesis is that people at the big uni-
versities believe they are excellent, so they tend to ask for more
money for their research projects. That's a rather negative effect of
the system: People in smaller universities ask for less money on av-
erage, so they're given less money as a result.

Again, there would be standardization measures that would be
fairly easy to put in place to prevent that.

Maxime Blanchette-Joncas: If resources are concentrated at
three major universities—McGill, Toronto and British Columbia—
aren't regional and francophone universities being deprived of their
ability to fulfill their local mission, to the benefit of the major an-
glophone universities that focus mainly on international prestige?
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Julien Larregue: I don't think the right dichotomy for analyzing
the matter is the opposition between francophone and anglophone
universities, because we see that anglophone universities that aren't
part of this group of prestigious universities are just as disadvan-
taged as francophone universities. In fact, major universities such
as the Université de Montréal perform very well in terms of the
number of grants they receive, if we want to consider the number of
grants obtained as a performance indicator.

However, there are certainly significant disparities between large
urban centres, where those universities are located, and rural cen-
tres. That has an impact both on professors' ability to get grants and
on the entire university ecosystem, because fewer grants means
fewer contracts for assistants, students, postdocs and so on.

Maxime Blanchette-Joncas: What I mean is that we know that
80% of the funding is concentrated in the 15 largest universities,
grouped together in the U15 network. However, 13 of those 15 uni-
versities are anglophone.

Mathematically, is it correct to say that the negative effects are
greater for francophone universities, which are less represented in
that group of universities?

Julien Larregue: No, that's not the case, because it's important
to clearly distinguish between the language of work at universities
and people's native languages. Some people can work in their disci-
pline in English or French. However, people in most disciplines
work in English, particularly in the natural sciences and physics. It
doesn't matter whether people are francophone, Portuguese or His-
panic. The language of work is English.

Analyzing the SSHRC data reveals that francophone universities,
in the institutional sense, aren't at a disadvantage compared with
anglophone universities. In fact, the U15 association isn't necessari-
ly the most relevant group when it comes to addressing this issue.
For example, the Université du Québec a Montréal is in a good po-
sition at SSHRC because it has a great tradition in the humanities
and social sciences, even though it's a public francophone universi-
ty that could be considered a far cry from a university like McGill.

While the most prestigious universities are definitely anglo-
phone, that doesn't mean that the dichotomy between francophone
and anglophone universities makes it possible to understand the
disparities that occur or that reoccur.

Maxime Blanchette-Joncas: You recommend that organizations
publish not only the list of funded projects, but also the list of those
that have been rejected, what you call the grey number. The agen-
cies in a number of European countries publish all the data, includ-
ing data on rejected projects.

Why is this transparency essential to understanding the structural
inequalities in the funding system?

Julien Larregue: That's an extremely important question, which
I expand on in the brief I submitted to you.

From a strictly statistical and scientific point of view, it's impos-
sible to know what factors influence funding probabilities without
knowing who applied. For example, to answer your questions, |
wouldn't be able to tell you whether the people at the University of
Toronto are more likely to receive grants than the people at UQAM.
I couldn't answer you because if I don't know who applied, I can't

tell you how the final list of grants came to be. If it's impossible to
compare the number of people from a university who originally ap-
plied for a grant with the number of people from the same universi-
ty who were eventually selected, I won't be able to tell you whether
they're benefitting from a prestige effect.

[English]

The Chair: I'm sorry for interrupting. The time is up. Maybe
you'll have an opportunity in the second round.

We will start our second round with MP DeRidder.

You have five minutes. Please go ahead.

Kelly DeRidder (Kitchener Centre, CPC): Thank you for be-
ing here today.

Dr. Horsman, you come from Laurier, right in my community.
I'm the MP for Kitchener Centre. Welcome. One of my questions
will be directed to you.

I'm going to start with a direct quote from a conversation be-
tween you and a colleague:

“You should stop talking about EDI,” my colleague suggested to me over lunch.
You've got a family, he said. Think about your kids, he implored.

I'll admit that my heart rate increased, because it sounded a lot like, “Nice family
you got there, would be a shame if you were no longer able to provide for them.”

I have to tell you that my heart is racing right now at the mere
thought of having to choose free speech over providing for my fam-
ily. That, coupled with DEI incentives, fosters an administrative
culture that prioritizes securing politically aligned funding over
protecting academic and open inquiry. You believe that science
thrives when scientists are guided by evidence and motivated by
curiosity.

Is the Canadian scientific community thriving right now with the
personal and political pressure to conform to these ideologies in-
stead of fostering true democratic free speech in academia?

® (1245)

Geoff Horsman: No, I don't think science is thriving in Canada.
It's not just EDI initiatives; it's politicization more broadly that is
hindering it.

As I said, if you're not free to speak, that has an impact. That em-
anates out into the culture of science so that people tend to be hesi-
tant. It makes you diminished. It makes you less experimental. You
don't take risks; you just sit back and become small and do some
derivative work so you don't make waves and hopefully you can
keep your head down and get through. That's increasingly the cul-
ture of science in Canada.

Kelly DeRidder: I agree. Thank you.

That's a great segue into a question for Professor Kambhampati.



18 SRSR-04

September 22, 2025

You're an award-winning Canadian scientist, and you've been re-
fused federal government grants on the grounds of a lack of diversi-
ty. Your work explores cutting-edge laser science, a field that spans
everything from telecom to medicine, and you believe Canada
could become a world leader in that field. Your application to the
Natural Sciences and Engineering Research Council, NSERC, was
turned down because the council said, “the Equity, Diversity and
Inclusion considerations in the application were deemed insuffi-
cient.”

When we're not focused on research itself—cutting-edge re-
search like you're working on in your facility—that Canada could
actually become a leader in and we focus instead on DEI, what's the
economic impact of that, especially in tech hubs in places like
Kitchener, where I'm from?

Patanjali Kambhampati: That is a wonderful question.

I'm thrilled you asked that, because there's often a misconception
that you fund science like you fund education, and it makes people
happy and nice and other good things, and everyone feels nice
about themselves like in kindergarten, but no.

Science is the driver of economic progress, first and foremost.
That's absolutely true. There is no economic progress without sci-
ence. Otherwise, we're just digging for gold or coal. That's why we
can have quantum computers. That's why we have encryption.
That's why we have MRI machines. It's because of science.

If we stop this progress by giving resources to people who are
less qualified, it is absolutely necessarily the case that when you
use DEI, you are discriminating. You're discriminating and follow-
ing in the footsteps of intellectual racism from Britain in the 1880s,
which was actually very popular in anthropology. Perhaps my col-
league would know. You could get tenure in racism. It was a thing.
“I just got tenure in racism; woo.” Now we have, “I just got tenure
in DEL” It's the same thing.

It's like in communism, where they politicize science to such an
extent that the Ukrainians starved and cannibalized each other be-
cause they didn't believe in capitalist genetics.

The opportunity cost is astronomical. Canada was a leader. One
of my heroes here is Dwayne Miller at the University of Toronto.
He was a leader. He's of retirement age, almost. He'll be angry if I
say that. I want to follow in his footsteps. He was my inspiration.
Do I care that he's from India or China? He's actually from Manito-
ba, but, you know, that's fine.

® (1250)
The Chair: Thank you.

Now we will proceed to MP Noormohamed for five minutes.

Please go ahead, MP Noormohamed.
Taleeb Noormohamed (Vancouver Granville, Lib.): Thank
you, Madam Chair.

This has been a very interesting conversation in many ways.

As somebody who has gone most of my life trying to make sure
that [ was selected for things and elected for things on the basis of
merit and not on the basis of where my parents were born, the

colour of my skin or the language I may speak at home, it's really
important that we frame the conversation in a way that actually re-
minds people that the initial thinking around EDI was that we
would ensure we were getting the best of the best. In that, we en-
sured that they were people who reflected the diversity of the coun-
try. It's not that you would hire people or put someone into a role
because they checked off a box.

I want to start with Professor Horsman. Do you think your col-
leagues who may be considered diversity hires produce less good
scholarship than you?

Geoff Horsman: I don't think so. I don't know that there would
be any diversity hires that I would know of at this point. We've
hired some, but in my department or my area, I am not aware of
any.

Taleeb Noormohamed: I want to make sure I don't put words in
your mouth. Would you say that the application of EDI policy has
led to less-qualified people hired, producing less good research?

Geoff Horsman: That would be a logical conclusion.
Taleeb Noormohamed: I asked you whether that's your view.

Geoff Horsman: Yes, if you're excluding, if you reduce the ap-
plicant pool, necessarily—

Taleeb Noormohamed: I'm asking you whether you have seen
diversity hires around you or in the world in which you operate
who have produced less good scholarship, and, if so, can you give
me an example.

Geoff Horsman: No. I don't know. I can't give you an example.

Taleeb Noormohamed: One thing I'm quite concerned about is
that we should not be putting ourselves in a situation in which any-
one should assume or think that less good research is being done
and that science is somehow diminished as a result of people being
hired who reflect diverse communities or populations. Would you
say that is happening?

Geoff Horsman: Yes, if you are hiring not for merit. Is that not
right? If you're hiring—

Taleeb Noormohamed: You've just told me, sir, that you have
not seen any examples where the quality of the work has been di-
minished as a result of EDI, so that's what I'm trying to understand.

Geoff Horsman: I'm sorry. Can you frame your question more
clearly?

Taleeb Noormohamed: You just said that—

The Chair: One person at a time, please.

Taleeb Noormohamed: —you have not seen examples where
the quality of research is poorer by so-called diversity hires, but

then you're saying that scholarship is diminished, so I guess I'm cu-
rious about how you square that circle.
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Geoff Horsman: Just as I mentioned, if you reduce the applicant
pool.... It's a statistical thing. if you have 100 applicants, and, in our
case, go down to less than one—we didn't have any applicants—is
it likely, probabilistically, to get better applicants from 100 or one?
It's a simple.... It's not hard.

Taleeb Noormohamed: I will go back to my original question,
then. Is the issue the principle of EDI or is it the application of EDI
in the current context?

Geoff Horsman: I mean, the principle....

Taleeb Noormohamed: The principle that we should broaden
the pool as much as possible to have the most qualified people ap-
ply is problematic.

Geoff Horsman: No. I like that, but that's not EDI.

Taleeb Noormohamed: That was the intention of EDI in its ex-
isting framework.

Geoff Horsman: I don't know if that's true.

Taleeb Noormohamed: There was a study done by Northwest-
ern University, which looked at 90 studies across a number of coun-
tries, that involved 174,000 applicants in academia to jobs and fac-
ulty in a number of western countries. When names of racialized
people, or criteria that were able to assess diversity were put into
the applications, applicants of colour had to apply to 50% more
jobs, on the basis of equal credentials, than non-diverse popula-
tions. When the names were altered, the field was also equalized in
terms of people of colour now seeing that they were being called
back at the same rate as people whose names were not racialized.
Do you think that's a concern that we should be looking at?

Geoff Horsman: Sure. I suppose. I haven't seen this study, but |
will say that—
® (1255)

Taleeb Noormohamed: I can share it with you.

Geoff Horsman: Sure, but I know that studies like this...there's a
very famous one with respect to applicants for a lab technician, in
which they used different names. I think it was more along the lines

of female versus male, and they showed or claimed to show that
women were discriminated against.

The Chair: Thank you. The time is up.

We now proceed to MP Blanchette-Joncas for two and a half
minutes. Please go ahead.
[Translation]

Maxime Blanchette-Joncas: Thank you, Madam Chair.

Professor Horsman, in an article you published on September 11,
you point out that 55% of research chair positions are now inacces-

sible to white men, while the federal target of 22% for racialized re-
searchers has already been exceeded, at 33%.

Why do we continue to use criteria outside of science to recruit
research chairs, which are prestigious and important positions in
our research system?

[English]

Geoff Horsman: Certainly, the CRC chairs program you're re-
ferring to has.... There are tables that have quotas based on race,

sex and a whole bunch of different factors, and there really seem to
be no brakes on this process.

I think, in that case that you mentioned, I believe the target, by
2029, is 22% racialized, which means non-white. That stands cur-
rently at 32%, I believe. A year or two ago it was maybe 29%. It
just keeps going up, and I still see positions that are exclusionary to
white men. Maybe you have an out if you claim some sexual differ-
ence or some queer identity, but, really, this discriminatory exclu-
sion continues.

[Translation]

Maxime Blanchette-Joncas: Thank you for confirming that.

Professor Kambhampati, your case received a lot of media atten-
tion. You were a victim of the equity, diversity and inclusion poli-
cies, which were supposed to improve inclusion and diversity. You
were denied funding because your research team wasn't diverse
enough.

Do you think the members of your team are less excellent be-
cause they don't meet diversity criteria well enough?

[English]

Patanjali Kambhampati: 1 am happy to answer this question;
thank you for asking it.

To the broad question, I can say with absolute certainty that the
practice of DEI ruins science. It doesn't make it a little bit worse; it
destroys competence and capability, and you take away positions
from the more competent and give them to the less competent or to
the incompetent.

In sports, you never give positions based upon DEI, because
you'll lose a game. The game we're trying to win here is the ad-
vancement of human civilization through science. It happens be-
cause of the best people who are absolutely committed.

My best Ph.D. student was a white woman who's Swiss, and
she's a mini-me. She's a Swiss woman, but it doesn't matter. She
was the best person, and now she's a professor in Germany. I've al-
so seen women being given positions for which no men are al-
lowed, and they're clearly less qualified. They have tenure and so
forth, when they're clearly less qualified.

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

Now we will have two minutes for the Conservatives and two
minutes for the Liberals. First, we will have Mr. Mahal for two
minutes.

Mr. Mahal, please go ahead.

Jagsharan Singh Mahal (Edmonton Southeast, CPC): Thank
you, Madam Chair.



20 SRSR-04

September 22, 2025

I want to start with Dr. Kambhampati. Since we are out of time, I
have to limit the question. You mentioned earlier in your testimony
that the politicization of science is diminishing research and discov-
eries. That was your gist. My question to you is this: Are we head-
ing toward being a socialistic regime under the mandatory require-
ments of EDI being pushed by the left's politics? What are the dan-
gers of that trend?

Patanjali Kambhampati: What you've said is absolutely true.
Your summary is 100% accurate. There has been institutional cap-
ture by leftist ideologues who represent maybe 10% of Canada, and
probably 90% disagree. Most people disagree, and not just Conser-
vatives but probably Liberals and centrists. Most scientists dis-
agree, like me or Geoff, but they don't want to say anything.
They're afraid to say anything for losing funding.

I'm not sure if I answered your question, but I would say to the
point that these programs fundamentally demoralize everyone.
Children say, “I can't go into science.” My sons say, “I can't go into
science because it's only for women.” They're McGill students.

® (1300)

Jagsharan Singh Mahal: We heard from across the panel that
ED], in principle, was meant to achieve different results. If EDI is
not achieving the results it was supposed to achieve, should we not
stop it, in your opinion?

Patanjali Kambhampati: Absolutely. As the great economist
Milton Friedman once said, you do not judge your policy based up-
on its intentions; you judge it based on its outcomes. Then you, the
politicians, are empowered to make changes. That's how democra-
cy works. That's how project management works. That's how sci-
ence works. We get input, and we change our minds.

The Chair: Thank you.
Now we will end our panel with MP McKelvie for two minutes.

MP McKelvie, please go ahead.
Jennifer McKelvie (Ajax, Lib.): Thank you, Madam Chair.

Dr. Horsman, if an institution recognizes the rich, diverse make-
up of the Canadian population and the contribution of these com-
munities to our history and the Canadian way of life, is that prob-
lematic?

Geoff Horsman: I don't really understand what that means: “to
acknowledge a rich....”

Jennifer McKelvie: If it is a value of the organization to em-
brace diversity, is that problematic?

Geoff Horsman: If we're talking about a university, I think it is.
A university should have a very clearly defined mandate. It's about
pursuing knowledge and pursuing truth. Why do you have to em-
brace political acknowledgements of different ethnic groups in your
country? I don't think that's a particularly important thing for a uni-
versity to do, and as we can see, it can move you off mission.

Jennifer McKelvie: Dr. Kambhampati, what are your thoughts
on that?

Patanjali Kambhampati: I actually have a prepared statement,
because I anticipated this. It's a wonderful question.

Point three, my final point, is to stop social engineering in sci-
ence. Science is not activism. Scientists are trained to test hypothe-
ses and to discover, not to redistribute privilege. Whether that
should even happen is another question. We're not communists, are
we? Burdening research and ideological mandates distracts from
discovery and erodes public trust. If science is left free, it benefits
all of humanity, and these benefits will naturally flow to all people.

Jennifer McKelvie: Would it surprise either of you that the Con-
servative Party's constitution recognizes the rich, diverse makeup of
the Canadian population and the contribution of these communities
to our history and the Canadian way of life as a statement?

Patanjali Kambhampati: Would it surprise me?

Not in the least, because in politics you can talk about diversity
and in teaching you can talk about diversity and maybe even in po-
lice services, because you interact with humans, but not in science.
Maybe some people interact with humans, but I don't. The people
in my field are all machine people. Even the women are machine
people. Everyone's a machine person. There's no person. We're just
there to do the work.

Jennifer McKelvie: In the social sciences, is there interaction
with humans?

The Chair: Your time is up.

I would like to thank the witnesses for appearing before the com-
mittee. If there is something you want to bring to the committee's
attention and were not able to do so today, you can do a written
submission.

Yes, Mr. Baldinelli, go ahead.

Tony Baldinelli: Thank you, Madam Chair.

I have a quick question to the clerk on the status of the invita-
tions to the tri-council. I understand they were invited during the
last Parliament and there were technical difficulties, so they didn't
have an opportunity to appear. I was wondering if the tri-council
members have agreed to appear and if we can schedule them in. In

fact, we have more witnesses and we could extend the hearings if
that were the will of the committee.

The Chair: They have been invited, and they have accepted for
October 1. They are scheduled for October 1.

With that, is it the will of the committee to adjourn the meeting?
Some hon. members: Agreed.

The Chair: The meeting is adjourned.
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