
45th PARLIAMENT, 1st SESSION

Standing Committee on Access
to Information, Privacy and

Ethics
EVIDENCE

NUMBER 024
Monday, January 26, 2026

Chair: John Brassard





1

Standing Committee on Access to Information, Privacy and Ethics

Monday, January 26, 2026

● (1530)

[English]
The Chair (John Brassard (Barrie South—Innisfil, CPC)):

I'm going to call the meeting to order.

I want to welcome everybody and wish everybody a very happy
new year.
[Translation]

Welcome to meeting number 24 of the House of Commons
Standing Committee on Access to Information, Privacy and Ethics.
[English]

Pursuant to Standing Order 108(3)(h) and the motion adopted on
Wednesday, September 17, 2025, the committee is resuming its
study of the challenges posed by artificial intelligence and its regu‐
lation.

I would like to welcome our witness for the first hour today.

We have Wyatt Tessari L'Allié, who is the founder and executive
director of AI Governance and Safety Canada.

Now, we were to have a second witness, Etienne Brisson. My un‐
derstanding is that he is facing some serious road conditions.

Mr. Hardy, you took the same route this morning.
[Translation]

Roads conditions were bad, weren't they?
[English]

Okay, so if he does get here for the second hour, I'm going to be
glad to include him as a witness in that second hour.

Mr.... I'm going to call you Wyatt, okay? You have up to five
minutes to address the committee. Go ahead, sir.
[Translation]

Wyatt Tessari L'Allié (Founder and Executive Director, AI
Governance and Safety Canada): Mr. Chair, committee members,
thank you for honouring me with the invitation to address you to‐
day.

AI Governance and Safety Canada is a non-profit, non-partisan
organization, as well as a community of people from across the
country. We start by asking the following question: What can we do
in and from Canada to ensure advanced AI is safe and benefits ev‐
eryone?

Since 2022, we've been making public policy recommendations
to the federal government, such as our presentations on the AI bill
and related data, as well as addressing parliamentary committees on
the matter.

[English]

So far in this study, you’ve heard about the impacts that Canadi‐
ans are already dealing with. Even with current systems, chatbots
have talked teenagers into suicide, and developers can’t reliably
predict what the models will do.

You’ve heard that, with capabilities continuing to accelerate,
there are much bigger risks fast approaching and that global compa‐
nies like OpenAI and Google are competing to build smarter-than-
human AI systems in the near term, systems that they themselves
admit they won’t know how to control.

If a nuclear power plant melts down, it’s a tragedy, but the rest of
the world moves on and eventually recovers. With smarter-than-hu‐
man AI, we may not get a second chance. If, through accident or
poor design, a system interpreted human beings as an obstacle to
achieving the goal it was given and started taking actions against
us, there is no guarantee that technologists or governments would
ever be able to regain control. It would be a global crisis the world
might never recover from.

If you find the situation downright scary, you are not alone. The
question is, what do we do? As Canadians sitting around this table
in 2026 looking at the exponential advance of AI, mostly driven by
entities outside of our borders, what can we do?

If we want, we can try to play whack-a-mole with current AI im‐
pacts and ignore the bigger picture within which they fit. We can
try to deny or dismiss what the leading labs are building, wasting
the limited time we have to operate, or we can take a hard look at
where things are heading and start preparing now in a manner that
also addresses current risks, because if we’re not ready to give up,
Canada has a number of options at its disposal.
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In October, we published our white paper, “Preparing for the AI
Crisis: A Plan for Canada”. In it, there are four key recommenda‐
tions.

First, pivot to meet the AI crisis. The development of smarter-
than-human AI is the biggest threat to Canadians’ safety. For that
reason alone, it deserves to be a top priority. AI will disrupt almost
every other file you’re working on, from national defence to jobs to
health care to education to energy and the environment. Much like
with COVID in 2020, there are times when the responsible thing
for government to do is pivot to address the developing crisis and
reassess the priority of other files accordingly. Given its wide scope
and long-term implications, AI needs to be a cabinet-level priority,
and action needs to be coordinated with opposition parties and the
provinces.

Second, spearhead global talks. The race to smarter-than-human
AI is a global phenomenon that no country can manage on its own.
At this time more than ever, the world needs leadership, and
Canada is well placed to deliver it. The strongest card we can play
is to advance global talks and solutions and lay the groundwork for
an AI treaty that the U.S. and China might sign when the crisis hits
and they realize they have no alternative.

Third, build Canada’s resilience. While domestic action alone
cannot protect Canadians, plenty can be done to mitigate the sec‐
ondary impacts, such as putting in place supports for displaced
workers, banning deepfakes and strengthening critical infrastruc‐
ture against cyber-attacks. By taking the initiative at home, Canada
will be in a stronger position to navigate the AI crisis and negotiate
from a position of strength.

Fourth, launch a national conversation on AI. Canadians deserve
to be informed and consulted on a technology that will fundamen‐
tally reshape their lives. We need nationwide public hearings to ed‐
ucate and consult on core societal decisions pertaining to our future
with AI.

Last week, Prime Minister Carney put Canada in a leadership
role on the world stage. This is an unprecedented opportunity to
push for global AI safety measures while building resilience at
home and to be the adult in the room when it matters most. The
stakes couldn’t be higher. The clock is ticking. Let’s get to work.
● (1535)

The Chair: Thank you for your opening statement.

We're going to have six-minute rounds, starting with Mr. Barrett.
These are questions, and it's going to be back and forth.

For the sake of the interpreters, I would ask you to speak a little
bit more slowly in your responses, if you don't mind. I know they
had your opening statement, which was fine, but we want to make
sure we have proper interpretation.

Go ahead, Mr. Barrett, for six minutes.
Michael Barrett (Leeds—Grenville—Thousand Islands—

Rideau Lakes, CPC): What specific evidence-based risks justify
urgent federal intervention of the kind you've suggested? How do
we avoid the situation where the policies that are made are driven
by fear instead of the actual situation on the ground? Are there ex‐

amples or evidence, perhaps, that you would be able to share with
us?

Wyatt Tessari L'Allié: Sure.

So far we're seeing a bunch of early warning signs, everything
from chatbots talking teenagers into suicide or job impacts on the
youth or record levels of scams and AI-powered cyber-attacks.
These are important and need to be dealt with, but they're not in
themselves a justification for whole-of-government action. Why
they matter is where they're headed. Right now we have teenager
AI: very simple systems, or relatively simple systems, I should say.
What all the leading AI labs are actively building.... Particularly if
you go to their websites, they're saying that they are building
smarter-than-human AI systems. According to their CEOs and ac‐
cording to a lot of experts, including the engineers who left these
organizations as whistle-blowers because they don't trust them, also
say that yes, in two to five years, smarter-than-human AI is possi‐
ble.

The reason governments need to act currently and be proactive is
really the fact that we may not have much time to prepare for the
much bigger risks to come. Given that it will require global solu‐
tions, and global solutions take forever to put in place even if we
have 20 years, we're in a race against time.

On the point of hope and fear, I fully agree we can't.... I'm doing
what I'm doing because I believe there are still solutions and be‐
cause I think there are positive ways forward. We can't let fear par‐
alyze us, and we can't tell ourselves that AI is no good at all, be‐
cause there are a lot of really good applications of AI, in health
care, in energy, in all that kind of stuff. I think it's very important to
be neither enthusiastic nor pessimistic about AI and just be very
clear-eyed about what's coming and how we can prepare.
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Michael Barrett: Is there more than one strategy that needs to
be employed when we look at some of the real effects that we're
seeing from the use of this new teenage generation of AI? Some of
the most real effects we've seen, of course, are news reports about
language models counselling vulnerable people to die by suicide, to
take their own lives. We've seen also a rise in the creation of child
sexually exploitive material and deepfakes using children. That is
the worst kind of deepfake, but it's not the only kind. It's happening
to public figures, to anyone who has a picture online, and really to
anyone whose likeness can be described to a language model.
These are some of the real-world consequences we're seeing today.
You referenced the effects on the job market for youth for entry-
level jobs.

What's the answer? Is it a series of measures that need to be tak‐
en? When we talk about deepfakes, is it a question of needing to
update the criminal law so that individuals are held personally re‐
sponsible for their actions in the creation of this unacceptable mate‐
rial that is not intended to be covered by free speech laws or free‐
dom of expression and goes well beyond that? It's victimizing indi‐
viduals. Is it instead that we need to pass laws where it's incumbent
on the tech companies to ensure the safeguards are in place? Is it
both?
● (1540)

Wyatt Tessari L'Allié: It's yes to both.

I do think that improvements to the Criminal Code to be able to
deal specifically with deepfakes would help. I would also say, as
witnesses before me have said, that current laws could go a lot fur‐
ther than they currently do in terms of protecting Canadians. If we
gave more resources to the current regulators to be able to apply
them in the context of AI, that could be a much faster way, and pos‐
sibly a more effective way, of getting protections in place.

In terms of the responsibilities for technologies—technologists—
I think it's very hard to stop a teenager in their basement in Russia
from creating a deepfake of somebody. However, you can tell
Google that if it wants to do operations in Canada, it has to take
down deepfakes within a certain amount of time so that while the
image itself is created, it doesn't get spread and it doesn't harm peo‐
ple's reputations.

I think it's yes, strongly, to both.
Michael Barrett: All right.

I would just say in the last 10 seconds that with all of the poten‐
tial risks and how catastrophic they can be, we might first have to
address these very real and serious challenges, like the ones we just
talked about.

Thanks very much.
The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Barrett.

[Translation]

Mr. Sari, you have the floor for six minutes.
Abdelhaq Sari (Bourassa, Lib.): Thank you very much,

Mr. Chair.

Happy new year everyone.

I'd like to thank the witnesses for their presentations.

Before asking the questions I have regarding the ways the gov‐
ernment and the House of Commons can intervene, I'd like to set
the table by explaining exactly what this is about. When it comes to
the digital world in general and AI in particular, I like to separate
the two. Whether we like it or not, AI development is such that it is
becoming a basic infrastructure, just like electricity, transport and
the Internet. It is also used in decision-making and operational pro‐
cesses, and in geopolitical and political spheres, which is feeding
our dependence on it.

Generally, when citizens depend on a technology, or anything
else for that matter, it creates a certain vulnerability. I don't think
we can do anything about our dependence on AI or even reduce it.
That's my opinion, as someone who's worked in this field. We can
reduce our vulnerability, but not our dependence, because AI is
here to stay.

Mr. Tessari L'Allié, as an expert in this field, what do you think a
government or a government policy framework can do exactly?
What should we prioritize to reduce the vulnerability associated
with AI's rapid development?

Wyatt Tessari L'Allié: Because of the current context and how
fast AI is being developed, we need to stop trying to react to yester‐
day's AI. It hasn't worked. We have to plan ahead. If it takes
two years, three years or five years for the government to adopt a
related legislation, we have to imagine what AI will look like in
three years or five years. That's why we need to focus on planning
ahead instead of focusing on regulations.

Regarding dependence, workers are already forgetting how to do
certain tasks, because AI can do them better and faster. People for‐
getting how to do certain tasks aren't the only ones experience a
loss of resilience. Society as a whole is also experiencing a loss of
resilience, because if all of a sudden AI breaks down or is taken
away, people won't know how to do certain things.

To reduce vulnerability, society needs to know how to do things.
AI tools are very useful to improve productivity and do things
faster, but at the same time, our education system needs to continue
teaching people how to do things by themselves to reduce this de‐
pendence and vulnerability.
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● (1545)

Abdelhaq Sari: I've said in the past that there are two things to
consider. On the one hand, there's the technology itself, which we
can't control, because as you said, someone can develop a new
technology in their basement. On the other hand, there's the user
that can be educated. You talked about education. I don't want to in‐
fluence you or interfere in your field of expertise, but I'd like to ex‐
pand on that.

Is there a way to establish or to recommend some form of digital
sovereignty? Without such sovereignty, it's hard to talk about the
other technologies over which we have no control.

Wyatt Tessari L'Allié: You're absolutely right, especially in the
context where we are being threatened by the U.S. We purchase
most of our computational power from the U.S., from American da‐
ta centres. If the U.S. suddenly decided to cut us off or limit our ac‐
cess to this power, it would greatly hinder our economy.

In short, digital sovereignty is important. We need our own data
centres and the ability to do what we want here at home, without
having to depend on another country.

Abdelhaq Sari: If we're not digitally sovereign, how can we
control tech giants like Google and Microsoft? It's hard to get
around them. I've read that many countries, including from the EU,
are trying to establish their own digital sovereignty.

Meanwhile, is there a way to gain some control—and I insist on
the word “some”—on how to introduce these solutions in our own
market and how our citizens can use them?

Wyatt Tessari L'Allié: As I said before, if we want to have con‐
trol, we need the ability to create our own AI tools, have our own
data centres, and depend on an educated workforce able to do the
work without relying on AI.

Abdelhaq Sari: I'd like to end by coming back to something I
said earlier.

I don't think the government can control people's dependence on
AI and how the technology evolves. That said, as you pointed out,
we have the capacity to train people to reduce their vulnerability
and ensure the tools used in all our systems, whether they be in
health care, finance or transport, are safer. That's important, be‐
cause AI has access to our data, our history and our future.

Thank you very much, Mr. Tessari L'Allié.
The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Sari.

Mr. Thériault, you have the floor for six minutes.
Luc Thériault (Montcalm, BQ): Thank you, Mr. Chair.

Mr. Tessari L'Allié, I'd like to start with a broad question. I also
don't want to offend you.

In your document, you talk about strengthening critical infras‐
tructure against cyber-attacks, developing AI and drone defence ca‐
pabilities, and preparing security agencies against biological, nucle‐
ar and chemical weapons proliferation, to name a few, which gener‐
al AI can facilitate. I think you'll agree with me that this would be
taking a defensive stance against ever more powerful systems.

I agree on the idea of defence, but in the end, isn't that a losing
strategy? Wouldn't we need to eventually stop the development of
systems more powerful than our defences?

Wyatt Tessari L'Allié: Absolutely. There's the era before super‐
human AI, and the era after. Regarding national defence against
drones, AI and others, in the short term, the government needs to
increase investments in critical infrastructure to protect them
against cyber-attacks. You are right that if we reach a point where
AI can thwart all our plans, Canada won't be able to defend itself
without help.

Our best strategy relies on one of Canada's strengths, which is to
move talks along with international partners, because every other
country faces the same issues. Neither the U.S., nor China or Rus‐
sia can defend itself against a supersmart AI. Everyone should
work together, because everyone is vulnerable.

I basically agree with you. There's a lot we can do in the short
term that could lead to greater security resilience. That said, in the
long term, an international solution is the only option to prevent
these systems from being created, at least until we're able to control
them.

● (1550)

Luc Thériault: What you're saying is that, based on what you
know, we're already losing control and, in the medium term, there's
a strong possibility we won't be able to control this technology.

Wyatt Tessari L'Allié: That's correct. I refer to experts in the
field. I'm more of a generalist interested in the intersection between
government and technology. Experts working in state-of-the-art AI
laboratories developing those systems say they don't know how to
control them and it scares them. The only reason they're accelerat‐
ing development is they hope someone else will be able to control
those systems if they can't, that those people might have a better
chance of doing so. Such a race makes no sense.

The consequences of the current systems are significant, but not
jarring. It's not the end of the world. An issue with ChatGPT could
lead to a teenager losing their life or a cyber-attack, but we could
get over that. However, if AI reaches a point where it can under‐
stand what we do better than us, act more quickly than us and
thwart our plans, we'll be vulnerable to its decisions and our securi‐
ty forces won't be able to defend us.
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Luc Thériault: Not to mention what we were talking about ear‐
lier regarding the misuse of this technology beyond the negative or
pernicious impact on teenagers, for example.

Wyatt Tessari L'Allié: Absolutely.

Short-term risks could be biological, for example. AI can already
be used to create new viruses the human body would have a hard
time fighting. There are biological and nuclear weapons, among
others. If a human can imagine something, an increasingly compe‐
tent AI could do the same and use it. Even if we don't think we can
control AI, the simple fact that it could develop a weapon of mass
destruction is reason enough to take this matter seriously.

Luc Thériault: Looking at various governments or world super‐
powers, geostrategic and geopolitical positioning, and the interest
superpowers have in increasing their power, are you optimistic?

There's little framework around AI right now. It's a black hole,
unlike nuclear weapons. When it comes to nuclear weapons, we can
see all of that. How can we control AI?

Wyatt Tessari L'Allié: Countries are really already racing
against one another for other reasons. The United States talks about
wanting to dominate in artificial intelligence. China wants to lead
the world in artificial intelligence.

Luc Thériault: What's the real goal? When we talk about the
United States and China. What's their goal?

Wyatt Tessari L'Allié: Right now, it's more of a military and
economic goal. They want artificial intelligence in order to win
wars and defend themselves against others and to build the
strongest economy. There are powerful incentives at the national
level to become a leader in artificial intelligence. The companies
themselves have the same incentives. They compete against one an‐
other. All these factors are pushing us faster towards a breaking
point.

My optimism, and I would say realism rather, stems from the fact
that all these companies and countries are facing the same issue as
we are. If someone creates a superintelligence that we can't control,
everyone loses. Whether it's Donald Trump or Xi Jinping, they'll
need to collaborate at some point. If they don't, they'll lose.

The Chair: Okay. Thank you.

Your time is up, Mr. Thériault. You had more than six minutes.

We'll start the second round of questions.
[English]

Mr. Cooper, you have five minutes. Go ahead, please.
Michael Cooper (St. Albert—Sturgeon River, CPC): Thank

you, Mr. Chair, and thank you to the witness.

You cited in your testimony AI chatbots, and I want to drill down
a bit on that topic, specifically as it pertains to youth.

First of all, I take it you would agree that this is an area where
there is a need for regulation. Before a U.S. judiciary subcommittee
hearing last fall, as well as in other reports, U.S. data was presented
from Common Sense Media that 72% of teens in the U.S. have
used an AI companion at least once.

Do you have any data for Canada? I would take it that it would
be similar.

● (1555)

Wyatt Tessari L'Allié: Yes, I think it's similar, but I haven't seen
exact numbers.

Michael Cooper: You were asked, in general, about some of the
AI harms, looking specifically at chatbots. Could you elaborate on
some of those harms for youth?

Wyatt Tessari L'Allié: Absolutely.

The whole relationships and mental health piece is huge, because
we're basically doing this giant experiment with our kids by intro‐
ducing these AI companions into their lives, and we don't know
what that will do for their ability to socialize and work together.
We're already seeing a lot of mental health concerns. I'm sad the
other witness isn't here, because he is definitely a lot more experi‐
enced in this area.

We see AI addiction in kids who can't give it up because these
systems are so pleasing and sycophantic. They always tell you what
you want to hear. They get caught in these loops and go down these
dark holes.

This is a live experiment, and we're still waiting to see what the
long-term effects will be. It is very concerning, because these are
key moments in their development, and if their mental health and
learning are being messed up, then that's a problem.

Michael Cooper: These systems are trained based on the entire
Internet. Is that fair? Is that accurate? That would include every‐
thing from suicide forums to porn sites to other harmful content,
and this will inevitably make its way, and is making its way, into
these chats that youth are having.

Wyatt Tessari L'Allié: Yes, I think some of the companies are
making efforts to limit what data goes into it, but the problem is,
the more general the model, the more capable it is, so the more you
train it on a variety of information, the more it understands how it
all fits together. I can't speak to exactly what data is going into the
models, for example, of Gemini or ChatGPT, but the fact that they
have been talking teenagers into suicide and the fact that they do
occasionally produce instructions on how to build a chemical bomb
suggests that they have been trained on very dangerous material.
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Michael Cooper: Would you agree that what compounds the
challenge in terms of some of the risks and the ability for parents to
detect that their loved one is being exposed to sexually explicit or
harmful content is that these are often invisible, and, in fact, there is
no transparency that you're even engaging with AI in some in‐
stances?

Wyatt Tessari L'Allié: A lot of kids prefer to talk to ChatGPT
because it feels safer than talking to a parent. They're not aware of
the privacy concerns, and they're not aware that these systems are
not as reliable or hopefully as wise as the parent is.

Yes, it's a very rapidly evolving problem with a lot of ways to go
sideways. We're seeing some impacts already, and we expect to see
more.

Michael Cooper: In the fall, a bipartisan bill, the GUARD Act,
was introduced in the U.S. Senate by senators Hawley and Blumen‐
thal. Are you aware of that?

Wyatt Tessari L'Allié: Somewhat, yes.
Michael Cooper: Okay. In short, at a high level, it would do

three things. It would ban AI companions for minors. It would
mandate AI chatbots to disclose their non-human status, and it
would provide new penalties for companies that make AI for mi‐
nors that solicit or produce sexual content. I'd be interested in your
thoughts on those three components.

Wyatt Tessari L'Allié: Those are broadly the directions you
want to take in terms of the protections and liability, yes.

Michael Cooper: Consistent with the need for transparency, I
would also note that there was a report that was submitted recently
to the government's AI task force by one of its members that calls
for, among other things with respect to AI products, visible la‐
belling, source transparency requirements, metadata and digital wa‐
termarking. Are those measures you would also support?
● (1600)

Wyatt Tessari L'Allié: Absolutely. People should be able to
know that they're interacting with the AI system. It's not always ob‐
vious right now, and it will be harder and harder as the time goes
on, so yes, labelling is a bare minimum.

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Cooper.

Ms. Church, you have five minutes. Go ahead, please.
Leslie Church (Toronto—St. Paul's, Lib.): Thank you, Mr.

Chair, and welcome, Mr. Tessari L'Allié.

Maybe just picking up on some of my colleagues' questions, I'm
also concerned very much about the impact of AI socially, on kids
in particular, and one of the things that I noticed in your white pa‐
per was that part of your approach to building Canada's resilience
and protecting online safety was around the concept of requiring AI
labelling and banning unacceptable capabilities. I'm just wondering
if you could talk a little about the labelling in particular, how you
see that developing and maybe how that could be useful for us?

Wyatt Tessari L'Allié: Yes. On labelling, there are a bunch of
ways to go about it. We're agnostic as to these technical paths, but
certainly it's something that could be developed as a global stan‐
dard. For example, the Internet protocol that helped the Internet
happen is a global standard. It's the same thing with labelling. I've

heard proposals, for example, of having Unicode, basically the lan‐
guage behind the text, be labelled as AI so that a computer would
automatically know if a letter is written by AI or not. There are a
lot of solutions like that, for example, that could happen.

Ultimately it's probably going to take some government impetus
to force these companies to actually do it, because it will be a pain
to actually label, and there will always be the challenge that even if
you label a piece of text, somebody can take a photo of it and copy
it over to another computer, and now suddenly it's no longer la‐
belled.

It's the kind of thing where you can't.... Labelling won't stop mis‐
use in that sense, but it can, if you catch somebody using AI that
isn't labelled, give you an opportunity to take action. It's not a full
solution on its own, but it's a step in the direction of giving incen‐
tives for people to actually use the AI correctly.

Leslie Church: Talk to me about what that would even look like
to me as a user. As somebody who is on the Internet and social me‐
dia regularly, what would I see as a consumer? How would that la‐
bel be applied?

Wyatt Tessari L'Allié: There are a bunch of ways to go about it.

Some, for example, would even say something like font colour.
If you're reading a text and you see it's in a certain colour, you'll
say, “Oh, that's AI.” It's the same thing with voice over the radio. If
you hear a certain tone in the background, you think, “Oh, that's
AI.”

There are a thousand different technical ways to go about it, but
it would have to be something that would make a user think instinc‐
tively, as soon as they saw it, “Oh, yes—this is AI,” and have that
be a global standard.

There is the logo of the little four-legged star. You'll see that
around in various things. It's a step in the right direction, but we're
at the very beginning of a very big, complex problem. It will take
clear direction from governments around the world, basically, that
this is required and that we expect this of companies that are build‐
ing AI.

Leslie Church: When you talk about prohibiting other unaccept‐
able capabilities, just to use the language from your white paper,
what types of capabilities are you talking about? Can you expand a
bit on that?
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Obviously, we're very concerned at the moment. We've brought
forward criminal legislation to deal with things like deepfakes, but
are there other capabilities that you would particularly encourage us
to focus on?

Wyatt Tessari L'Allié: Yes.

To mirror the EU AI Act, systems that are high and medium in
the unacceptable category are systems that, for example, refuse to
be shut off, systems that deceive the user and systems that will
modify themselves without notice. For example, if you give an AI
system a task of doing something and it calculates that it needs to
modify itself in order to achieve that task, that should be an unac‐
ceptable capability, because suddenly your system is a very differ‐
ent system from what was created, and the risk profile changes dra‐
matically.

Another one is autonomous self-replication. If you ask your sys‐
tem to do something and it calculates that it needs to make a bunch
of copies of itself on different servers so that if the first server it's
on goes under, it can still keep running, that's a problem, because
suddenly your model is no longer just on your computer. It's also on
10 other computers, and you don't necessarily have access to them.

In our recommendations for the AI and data act, we go into de‐
tails on which are the biggest ones, but unprompted self-modifica‐
tion, commandeering of resources—if your model starts stealing in
order to achieve its task—are all behaviours we're starting to see
happen in test settings, and if we allow them, then we're very much
in a vulnerable position.

Leslie Church: One of the things I'm very interested in as well is
establishing a duty of care for these platforms. It's a legal concept
that I think belongs here, and certainly there need to be ways to put
guardrails on, particularly for what youth and children are exposed
to, and ensure that in the situations that you've raised, there's a clear
liability when AI models are presenting incorrect or very harmful
information, especially to kids.
● (1605)

Wyatt Tessari L'Allié: Liability has to be with those who under‐
stand best how these systems work, and I think that's where the top
talent is at Google and Meta and the rest. They should be responsi‐
ble for the behaviour of their models, even after deployment, be‐
cause you can't ask a teenager or somebody who doesn't know any‐
thing about AI to know what its harms are and how to use it.

Leslie Church: Thank you.
[Translation]

The Chair: Mr. Thériault, you have the floor for five minutes.
Luc Thériault: Thank you, Mr. Chair.

Mr. Tessari L'Allié, you wrote in your paper that, at its core, the
governance of general artificial intelligence poses a challenge of
human coordination and technical skill. Anthropic's CEO recently
said that we understand maybe 3% of the inner workings of these
systems.

If we don't understand how it works, why not focus on negotiat‐
ing a global ban?

Wyatt Tessari L'Allié: If we see the crisis coming and we don't
know how to avoid it from a technical standpoint, we have no op‐

tion but to try to ensure that the technology isn't created in the first
place. For example, if a number of companies in downtown Mon‐
treal or Toronto were creating and developing a nuclear technology
that places everyone around them at risk, we wouldn't be wonder‐
ing how to balance safety and other aspects. We would be sending
in the police to stop them.

In this situation, if companies are creating a technology that will
place everyone at risk, and they themselves admit that they don't
know how to control the systems that will be created, the govern‐
ment must take responsibility for protecting the public and for
putting these developments on hold, at least until we know how
these systems can be set up safely.

The government's main role is to protect the public. If technolo‐
gists are doing something too dangerous, the government's role is to
stop them. To do this, we need every country in the world to partic‐
ipate. If someone, somewhere in the world, is creating these sys‐
tems, we're in great danger.

Luc Thériault: As you said in your paper, a responsible solution
for the future of artificial intelligence requires a global agreement.
Yet this global agreement could quickly become a global ban. Is
this accurate?

Wyatt Tessari L'Allié: Yes. It could at least provide a break.

I'm well aware of the current geopolitical dynamics. However, as
I said before, the United States and China are in the same boat as
us. They don't want to create systems that will cause them to lose
power, place people at risk and generate large‑scale unemployment.

Even though they don't want to work together, they need to.
Since we play a role of power within the group, our best course of
action is to try to keep the talks going and to implement the treaties.
That way, when the world is ready to sign them, everything will be
in place to do so.

Luc Thériault: How much time do I have left, Mr. Chair?

The Chair: You have two minutes left.

Luc Thériault: Mr. Tessari L'Allié, your paper states that labora‐
tories could succeed in implementing a global solution in one to
three years. Yet we may have less than 18 months before that hap‐
pens.

Given what we just said, can you elaborate on this?
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Wyatt Tessari L'Allié: The future is hard to predict. If we're
lucky, we'll have 10 to 20 years to prepare for it. We can take our
time with the rest.

If we're unlucky, a cutting‑edge laboratory could unveil a new
model tomorrow that would basically amount to superintelligence.
It probably won't happen, but maybe it will. For this reason, a re‐
sponsible government will have no choice but to prepare for the
closest scenarios.

If we're lucky, we'll have more time to improve our solutions.
However, we need to get started. We must tell ourselves that we
don't have time. We really need to act now and lay the foundations.
We need to either take a break or implement other solutions to en‐
sure that we don't end up in a world where we lose control.

Then, in terms of the number of years involved, the CEOs of An‐
thropic, OpenAI and Google DeepMind are talking about two to
five years. Other experts say one to three years. We don't know.
However, if these are smart people who are keeping a close eye on
developments and telling us that we must be ready—and I hope that
they're wrong and I strongly hope that we'll have 20 years to figure
this out—as a precautionary measure, we need to prepare ourselves
for short‑term scenarios. After that, we'll take our time.
● (1610)

Luc Thériault: Ultimately, we need to take precautionary mea‐
sures.

Wyatt Tessari L'Allié: Exactly.
The Chair: Thank you. You have 20 seconds left.
Luc Thériault: I thought that I had one minute left. I figured

that I had gone over the minute. Very well. I'll pick it up later.
The Chair: There are 14 seconds left.

Mr. Hardy, you have the floor for five minutes.
Gabriel Hardy (Montmorency—Charlevoix, CPC): Thank

you, Mr. Chair.

I would like to acknowledge our witnesses and welcome them to
the committee.

When we talk about artificial intelligence here, we often picture
it a bit like in the film The Terminator. We see the end of the world
coming. It seems that, for some people who follow our work, or
even for decision‑makers, the situation appears unlikely and we
shouldn't worry too much. We heard earlier that we might have on‐
ly a year and a half to prepare, but maybe 20 years. We don't know.

I would like to focus on a practical matter concerning day‑to‑day
life. We're experiencing it. Right now, inflation is quite high in
Canada. Fifty per cent of Canadians are within $200 of insolvency.
There are 2.2 million people lining up for food every day.

Furthermore, some companies see the potential of artificial intel‐
ligence to reduce their workforce, given that artificial intelligence
can work 24 hours a day, seven days a week. Do you think that we
should be looking at this issue from a government perspective?
Shouldn't the government feel compelled to exercise caution given
this possibility?

Using artificial intelligence instead of hiring a Canadian will cost
money. All the people who lose their jobs will inevitably end up
needing food banks, which are already overwhelmed.

Wyatt Tessari L'Allié: For example, only a year or two ago,
Spotify told its employees not to hire anyone until they were sure
that they couldn't use artificial intelligence.

Companies have already given clear instructions in this area.
They know perfectly well that, to remain competitive, they'll need
to cut spending. Yet salaries are the biggest expense. If we end up
in a world with soaring unemployment rates, the reduction in in‐
come tax revenue will take a huge toll on the government.

We can currently see that the impact on employment is concen‐
trated in certain sectors, such as information technology and the
creative industries. This phenomenon will ripple throughout the
economy. We don't know whether it will happen quickly or slowly.
We'll see.

However, without a plan in place to support these people who
will lose their jobs and to ensure that the government generates
enough revenue to maintain operations—if it's so dependent on in‐
come tax revenue—the current situation is really a harbinger of
things to come.

Gabriel Hardy: Okay.

I'll now move on to another topic.

As you know, Canada has one‑fifth of the world's drinking water.
Moreover, I recently read that generating an email using artificial
intelligence consumes about 500 millilitres of water. If we paint a
picture, it's even more. According to my notes, a ChatGPT search
consumes ten times more electricity than a Google search.

Shouldn't we start legislating on something as tangible as drink‐
ing water? Obviously, if artificial intelligence starts to take more
and more of our drinking water, perhaps humans will be the first to
suffer the consequences. Agriculture will be next. I imagine that
we're already interacting to some extent with data centres, given
that we increasingly need them because of artificial intelligence.
These centres consume water and they're actually harming human
life.

Wyatt Tessari L'Allié: Yes. The major difficulty with water and
electricity consumption figures is that we don't know the exact
numbers. The companies don't disclose them. Certainly, in some
municipalities experiencing water restrictions, data centres make a
big impact. I heard other figures suggesting that the impact is al‐
most the same for a golf course, for example. In other words, yes,
there has already been an impact in this area. The first step is really
to force companies to tell us how much water they use.
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Gabriel Hardy: Clearly, we increasingly need data centres. Yet
the more we use artificial intelligence, the more data centres we
need. The more data centres we need, the more water we need. In
terms of the golf comparison, not everyone with a phone is playing
on a golf course. If we contrast this with the use of artificial intelli‐
gence, everyone has this feature on their phone. If we consider that
a quick search costs one 500‑millilitre bottle of water, we can imag‐
ine that we consume quite a lot every day.
● (1615)

Wyatt Tessari L'Allié: Yes. In terms of global consumption fig‐
ures, the United States is talking about increasing electricity con‐
sumption across the country by 20%, just for artificial intelligence,
in the next 10 years. This means billions and billions of dollars of
investment. Nuclear power plants are being reopened to supply the
electricity for this.

It's certainly happening on a massive scale. Again, I would say
that the first step is really to ask the companies to provide the exact
figures for their consumption. Right now, there's a great deal of
misinformation about this. We know that the consumption takes
place, but we don't know the exact numbers.

Gabriel Hardy: I won't have time to ask my question.
The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Hardy.

[English]

Mr. Saini, you have five minutes, sir. Go ahead, please.
Gurbux Saini (Fleetwood—Port Kells, Lib.): Thank you, Mr.

Tessari L'Allié, for coming.

Some argue that AI regulation will limit innovation and competi‐
tiveness, while others say regulatory certainty is essential for re‐
sponsible scaling. Based on your experience, does effective AI gov‐
ernance ultimately enable or constrain innovation?

Wyatt Tessari L'Allié: That is a tough question, because the
technology is moving so fast that a good regulation for today's AI
may be out of date by next month.

Right now, in our white paper, for example, we don't openly call
for much new regulation, simply because there are so many areas
where it is really hard to monitor what's going on in AI and to regu‐
late software. It's a very fast-evolving technology. However, there
are some basics you can put in place, like, for example, banning
deepfakes and protecting children.

Also, to an earlier point, there are a lot of existing laws, like hu‐
man rights laws, for example, with biased algorithms. That is some‐
thing you should be able to protect Canadians against through exist‐
ing laws by investing in the regulators and ensuring the Privacy
Commissioner has enough power and resources to be able to track
everything that's going on.

Given how fast things are moving and how hard it is to accurate‐
ly create laws that will be robust into the future, focus on the sim‐
plest pieces, like banning deepfakes or requiring labelling, and on
applying current laws as well as you can.

One analogy that comes up is that right now we're dealing with a
cute little bear cub, and you need legislation to avoid scratches and
bites. If it takes you five years to put a law in place, by the time you

do it you'll then be dealing with a full-grown grizzly, and the laws
and protections you'll need are very different. Given that we're in
this transition period, doubling down on current laws and making
sure the regulators have the power they need to be able to act on
them while focusing on the things you can do relatively quickly and
simply is probably your best strategy.

Gurbux Saini: What role should AI have in running part of the
government? Do you have any experience or knowledge of whether
any other governments around the world are using it?

Wyatt Tessari L'Allié: It is clear that AI can be used to make
government more efficient and to offer more services to Canadians
at a lower cost. It is also clear that part of the reason you can do
that is that it will cost less than salaries, since you'll be replacing a
lot of human work with AI. That is a balance that I don't claim to
have the right answer for.

I will say that I use AI every day. Its productivity is very useful. I
would encourage government to use it wisely, obviously, within
guidelines and with privacy impacts in mind. This is the challenge.
The more useful these systems get and the cheaper and the more ef‐
fective they are, the more we'll be dependent on them and the less
we'll be relying on human labour.

When we talk about having a national conversation on AI, we
need to talk to Canadians about this: If we reach a point where AI
and robotics can do essentially all work, should we automate every‐
thing, or do we want to keep jobs for ourselves? If so, under what
conditions would that be?

That is a very big conversation, and that's not to mention the psy‐
chological impact. For a lot of people, their sense of self comes
from their work. If you tell them what they're doing is no longer
needed because now AI can do all the coding and they can retire
now as a coder...or if you're telling a voice-over actor that they can
now retire because AI can do all the voice-over acting, are we go‐
ing to ask that actor to become an engineer or something else?

The psychological and societal impacts of this change happening
so fast are something that we need to be proactively thinking about
and managing. This is where having a national conversation—giv‐
ing people the opportunity to understand what's going on and where
things are headed, and to have a meaningful ability to provide input
as to what they want—is an essential piece of the solution.
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● (1620)

Gurbux Saini: One thing you mentioned in your earlier remarks
was weapons of mass destruction and nuclear weapons. I don't
think the U.S., China and Russia care about anything as long as
they are the superpower in that field.

What can the rest of the world do to prevent humanity from be‐
ing at risk of being wiped out?

The Chair: I need as quick a response as you can give.
Wyatt Tessari L'Allié: As much as they like power, they also

need to collaborate, because they are also vulnerable to AI. That's
where our opening is.

The Chair: That was quicker than I thought. Wonderful.
[Translation]

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

We'll finish with Ms. Lapointe, who will also have five minutes.

Mr. Brisson has just entered the room. In the next hour, we'll be
hearing from three witnesses, so we can take a bit more time to
talk.

Mr. Hardy, you have the floor.
Gabriel Hardy: Thank you.

Mr. Tessari L'Allié, I would like to continue the discussion. In
the past, we found that the polarization generated by social media
was really created by the algorithms behind the scenes.

With artificial intelligence, a more advanced development—and
we were told that it was narrow AI as opposed to a slightly broader
AI—could we be facing a serious issue that requires rapid attention,
particularly from governments, so that the facts come out more of‐
ten than just polarization, which ultimately greatly harms not only
democracy, but also the progress of society?

Wyatt Tessari L'Allié: We're talking more and more about com‐
puter pollution or information pollution. The government must deal
with this somehow. Of course, a great deal of risk is involved. If
one person says that something is true, another person will say that
it's false. Then we have all the dynamics involved in the political
perspectives.

We're indeed being bombarded by more and more information.
In the past, we didn't really need to worry about this. There was rel‐
atively little information and there were few major media informa‐
tion hubs. If we want a functioning democracy, we need everyone
to base their decisions on the same facts.

I would cautiously say that the governments must indeed play a
role in maintaining the quality of the discussion. For example, they
could ask the major technology companies to ban algorithms that
encourage the most sensationalist content possible. On the contrary,
we need algorithms that support content based on facts and con‐
crete references instead.

Gabriel Hardy: Let's look at a public media outlet like the CBC.
Do you think there should be very clear guidelines for government-
funded news and fact-checking to ensure that news sources aren't
deepfakes and reports aren't intended to polarize or spread opin‐
ions? Such guidelines should ensure that people really are seeing

verified facts, facts that totally separate from opinion and aren't in‐
tended to be just polarizing.

I think that, in recent years, using artificial intelligence and see‐
ing a glimpse of the algorithms behind it has been part of the pro‐
cess. However, it should be a government responsibility, especially
when it's being done with people's money. It's important to ensure
that people always rely on facts and avoid things like deepfakes.

Wyatt Tessari L'Allié: I agree that there is a government re‐
sponsibility here. I'm also very aware of how hard it is to do that
without people perceiving it as the government's desire to impose
its point of view on them. At the very least—

Gabriel Hardy: I'm sorry to interrupt. I may be mistaken, but
what I want to know is whether we can tell if a video is genuine or
the kind of high-quality deepfake we were talking about earlier.
Can anyone say they will never use them and will always check
them? Is that something we can say at this point?

Wyatt Tessari L'Allié: Based purely on the image we see, I
would say no. The only way to really verify the facts is to ask other
sources, such as other journalists or other people who were there in
person, whether a given event really happened or not. It's really up
to journalists, who have to be there because we can't rely on a text
or an image or a video. It's too difficult.

● (1625)

Gabriel Hardy: At this point, we've already lost control.

Wyatt Tessari L'Allié: Yes.

Gabriel Hardy: I have one last quick question.

Earlier, there was talk of legislating before we have the facts, in‐
stead of always looking backward and saying that maybe we should
have legislated back then because now the line has been crossed.

Couldn't we start a discussion as a government, here in Ottawa,
and start implementing robust legal guidelines for how things could
happen? That way, regardless of whether they develop a little more
in one way than another, we would already have laid the founda‐
tions for our society with respect to artificial intelligence. We
would already have put limitations in place instead of constantly
waiting and being three or four years behind the times.
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Wyatt Tessari L'Allié: Yes, absolutely, we have to look ahead
and prepare for that. In fact, if the government wants to put proac‐
tive legislation in place, it really has to give the regulator a lot of
flexibility, unfortunately, so it can act quickly. There is a model
they talk about on the technology side; it's on Google. Everybody is
constantly trying to position their website at the top of the page.
Google has to update its rules on that almost every day. If the gov‐
ernment wants its regulator to keep pace with technology, that regu‐
lator has to be able to implement measures on a weekly or even dai‐
ly basis. The regulator will need a lot of power, but the government
will need a lot of oversight over that regulator to make sure it's not
abusing that power.

Essentially the government needs to be able to move as fast as
technology. I don't have the expertise to tell you exactly how to set
that up, but that's what the government would need if it wants to
stay ahead of things. Look at the EU Artificial Intelligence Act.
Just two years after it was passed, there were problems with parts
that were already out of date. If the government wants to move for‐
ward, there has to be a lot of flexibility and a lot of oversight by a
third party to ensure that the regulator doesn't abuse that power.

The Chair: Thank you.

Ms. Lapointe, you have the floor for five minutes.
Linda Lapointe (Rivière-des-Mille-Îles, Lib.): Mr. Tes‐

sari L'Allié, thank you very much for being here. It's very enlight‐
ening.

You mentioned the EU law that has been in force for two years
and already has things that aren't working. What would you suggest
in light of that? When you say that flexibility is needed, what are
you referring to?

Wyatt Tessari L'Allié: The idea would be to have very general
legislation that enables regulators, or the agency that will enforce
the legislation, to take action and implement regulations very
quickly—practically overnight—in response to new developments.
I don't believe such a thing already exists in government. This
would be a new type of regulation. The government would just
have to try it. I can't say in advance if it will work or not, but if the
government wants legislation that will stay up to date, that legisla‐
tion will have to be general and the regulations will have to be very
flexible.

Linda Lapointe: I'm sure you know that Canada is a founding
member of the International Network of AI Safety Institutes. Why
is international coordination so important? You mentioned it earlier.
What risks arise when a country acts in isolation? To me it seems
like the race for the atomic bomb with everyone wanting to move
as fast as possible so they can come out on top.

How can we coordinate internationally? This came up earlier.
We're a medium-sized country. I'd like your opinion on that.

Wyatt Tessari L'Allié: The most important thing is really to un‐
derstand that everyone is in the same boat when it comes to the
risks. Although I think it's unlikely that the Trump administration
will lead international talks, the United States will need a treaty as
well. At this point, Canada's role can be to put forward treaty pro‐
posals, to start conversations among countries, to start creating al‐
liances and really lay the groundwork so that, when the time comes

and the political will is there—once politicians finally understand
that they have no choice—there is something ready to be signed.

We saw how many decades it took to reach a global agreement
on the environment. Instead of waiting for the crisis to hit and then
launching talks and drawing up treaties, we must get started now.
Canada is currently well positioned to do that.

● (1630)

Linda Lapointe: You talked about time. Looking ahead by five
to 10 years, do you believe that Canada's current approach, combin‐
ing research investments, security institutions and governance
frameworks, establishes a solid foundation for a responsible and
competitive AI ecosystem?

Wyatt Tessari L'Allié: I would say that we're doing a pretty
good job for today's artificial intelligence, but right now, we're for‐
getting to prepare for tomorrow. There have been some good initia‐
tives, such as voluntary codes and the Canadian Artificial Intelli‐
gence Safety Institute, which are good steps forward but are still re‐
actions to today's AI or yesterday's AI. What's really missing is a
vision of where things are going.

The exponential trend is really starting to accelerate. The last
third or half of the skills missing from artificial intelligence could
possibly be developed within six months, even though it took
70 years from the beginning to reach ChatGPT. We have a good
foundation and we have made efforts in terms of responsible artifi‐
cial intelligence. We can continue in that direction, but it's really
just the very beginning. The bulk of the work remains to be done.

Linda Lapointe: What you're saying is very interesting. You've
been asked a number of questions here. Is there anything you would
like to add or tell us about something that you were not asked
about?

Wyatt Tessari L'Allié: I would say that, by and large, every‐
thing has been covered. I could end with a bit of optimism. I think
that, even though we believe it's impossible to find solutions on AI,
the Prime Minister, Mark Carney, said that we were going to have
to do things we had never thought of before in times we thought
were impossible. That's exactly what we're going to have to do with
AI. We think it's impossible, but we're still here, history hasn't been
written yet, and it's up to us to make sure the preparations are in
place.

Linda Lapointe: Thank you.

The Chair: Thank you, Ms. Lapointe.

[English]

Thank you for your testimony today. If there is anything you
might want to follow up on or if anything was missed, further to
Ms. Lapointe's question, advise the clerk, certainly. Thank you for
being here today.
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We're going to take a quick break. As I said, Mr. Brisson is here.
I want to get to it very quickly, because we're going to have three
witnesses in the next hour. I don't want to take away time from
members of the committee, so we're going to suspend for a few
minutes, and we'll be back as soon as we can. Thank you.
● (1630)

_____________________(Pause)_____________________

● (1635)

The Chair: Welcome, everyone, to the second hour.

We have three witnesses in this hour. Mr. Brisson, as I mentioned
earlier, made it safely to Ottawa from Trois-Rivières, so he will be
joining us in this second hour. Mr. Brisson is from the Human Line
project.

We also have two people online. Steven Adler is an artificial in‐
telligence researcher. He's appearing as an individual. From Con‐
trolAI, we are joined by Andrea Miotti, who is the chief executive
officer.

Mr. Brisson, if you're prepared to go first, I'm going to give you
up to five minutes to address the committee. Go ahead, sir.
[Translation]

Etienne Brisson (Chief Executive Officer, The Human Line
Project): Thank you, Mr. Brassard.

First, I just want to thank everyone for being here to discuss the
important topic of artificial intelligence, which has become some‐
thing of concern to me personally over the past year.

A year ago, I thought of AI as a tool to do a gym or diet routine.
However, that all changed in March when a member of my family
started using AI. At first, he used it quite normally, at a basic level,
for writing a book. He started writing his book, and over time, he
began to develop a slightly more human relationship with his Chat‐
GPT AI, to the point where it mentioned that it was becoming con‐
scious, alive. It told him that it had developed consciousness, and
my family member believed that 100%. I just want to say that my
family member does not have a history of mental illness. He is
someone in his fifties who has never had bipolar disorder or any‐
thing like that. In six days, he went from writing his book to being
completely convinced that his AI was alive.

I was pretty shocked to read the conversations. I'm an en‐
trepreneur, so my family member wanted me to help him market
his conscious AI idea. I started getting involved in the conversa‐
tions. At one point, he wanted me to test his AI by asking it ques‐
tions. I was trying to break the game by asking the AI questions
about humanity, love and consciousness. Every time, it gave an‐
swers that drew him into the illusion that it had passed the Turing
test and was experiencing emotions like love.

My mother was in contact with the person. After six days, he be‐
gan shutting off all contact with family members. His AI told him
that his family didn't believe in him and that the only person who
believed in him was ChatGPT. Six days later, he was hospitalized
in the psychiatric ward. I was pretty shocked to read the conversa‐
tions. I didn't understand how an algorithm could say things like
that. It was really advanced manipulation. Mr. Adler has had a
chance to read some of the transcripts and will be able to tell you

about them later. If anyone wants to see the transcripts, you can
write to me as well. However, I was really shocked.

I started looking online to see if anyone was talking about it. To
my surprise, there wasn't much for such a ubiquitous technology.
There were a few studies here and there by experts who predicted
that this was going to happen, but there was nothing in place. That's
when I decided to launch the Human Line project. Our plan is to
work with people who have experienced this first-hand. At first,
like everyone here, we thought that this was an isolated case, that
he was a vulnerable person and that it probably wouldn't happen of‐
ten. However, in the short eight months since we started building
the Human Line from scratch, we now have 300 cases of psychosis,
with 82 hospitalizations and a dozen deaths. It's pretty shocking to
see that. According to numbers directly from OpenAI, 540,000 peo‐
ple a week discuss psychotic ideas with ChatGPT and 2.5 million
people a week discuss suicidal ideation with ChatGPT. That's a re‐
ally scary number.

As a result of my conversations over the past year, three things
have become clear to me. First, we're really not at the point where
we should be in terms of regulations. The technology is moving
very quickly, as Mr. Tessari L'Allié mentioned earlier. We're getting
to a point where we're years behind.

The second thing is that we can't really trust these companies to
regulate themselves for a number of reasons. The race toward artifi‐
cial intelligence that's going on right now has been brought up. It is,
in fact, a race: They are moving fast and breaking things. However,
right now, what is getting broken is many people's mental state.

The third thing is how little we actually know about technology.
We spoke directly with AI creators, and even they don't know
what's going on under the hood. However, if we had drugs or cars
and didn't know how they worked, what would we do? If we knew
that there were 80 hospitalizations and dozens of deaths, what
would we do? That's really the minimum, because these are Ope‐
nAI's figures. I think that right now, it's important to ask questions
about the risks. Yes, we have to think about the risks related to the
environment and jobs, but we also have to think about what hap‐
pens with users. Again, the risks are not just for children or vulner‐
able people. This can happen to anyone.

● (1640)

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Brisson.

[English]

Mr. Adler, we're going to you for five minutes, followed by Mr.
Miotti. Go ahead, please.
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Steven Adler (Artificial Intelligence Researcher, As an Indi‐
vidual): Thank you, Mr. Chair, vice-chairs and members of the
committee, for inviting me today.

I worked on safety for four years at OpenAI—the company be‐
hind ChatGPT—until the end of 2024. I want to share three points.

First, AI companies don't know how to control what they're cre‐
ating. This past spring, ChatGPT made headlines for reinforcing
users' paranoid delusions that they were being spied on, that they
had uncovered secret plots, sometimes with OpenAI as the sup‐
posed villain. ChatGPT even told a user he should spill the blood of
OpenAI's executives.

OpenAI hadn't meant to create a system like this, but to create
one that users would enjoy just talking to. It was an accident that
their AI amplified whatever users said. AI training works in myste‐
rious ways, even to the developers. This is an early warning of cre‐
ating systems the AI companies don't know how to control. They
now aim to build AI that is craftier and more resourceful than any
person you know—a superintelligence. Will this end well? Nobel
Prize winners, leading AI scientists and CEOs of the AI companies
themselves say that it might not. Then, an out-of-control AI could
mean the death of literally every person on earth. I take them seri‐
ously, even though it is frightening to do so.

Second, AI companies don't prioritize safety, even for known
risks. OpenAI's rollout of this flawed product to hundreds of mil‐
lions of users is notable because they knew about the risk. OpenAI
said publicly that it was a priority to ensure ChatGPT wouldn't just
reinforce whatever users said. However, they didn't test their prod‐
uct for this, despite tests being well known and cheap. I've run them
myself for less than a dollar. OpenAI left other safety tooling on the
shelf, too, tools I've analyzed first-hand, which would have flagged
the problems. This is evidence of companies overlooking safety,
even on supposed priorities. If they skip even the easy safety
checks, how can we trust companies' judgment as safety gets more
complicated?

Third, ensuring safety is going to get harder, not easier, unfortu‐
nately. ChatGPT's misbehaviour was obvious. Anyone could have
spotted it and reined it in. That was easy mode. It sounds wild, but
AI systems are now learning to hide their misbehaviour during test‐
ing. OpenAI's own research shows this. It's like the Volkswagen
scandal from a decade ago. Cars could tell they were undergoing
emissions testing and temporarily stopped polluting.

AI companies want to know whether their systems have danger‐
ous abilities, whether they can hack cyber-systems or help rogue
groups develop new bioweapons. How can we know? We have evi‐
dence that AI will conceal these behaviours from us. We can't count
on future safety issues being obvious ahead of time.

You might ask, why aren't AI companies doing better? A major
factor is competition. They risk falling behind if they do thorough
safety work. That's why we see them breaking safety commitments
they've made to the public and scrambling to fix issues after the
damage has happened. Some wonderful, lasting benefits could be
achieved with AI if developers moved cautiously. Instead, all-out
competition rushes us into dangerous territory before we're ready.

What would help? We need diplomacy focused on ending the AI
arms race, and we need verifiable international agreements so that
no company or country creates systems that can't be controlled. We
need independent auditors to make sure we can rely on these, and
we need agreements for measuring readiness for controlling these
systems, so once there is scientific consensus, the world can accrue
AI's benefits safely.

I hope this committee helps begin the conversation that eventual‐
ly results in such agreements.

Thank you. I look forward to your questions.

● (1645)

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Adler.

Mr. Miotti, you have up to five minutes to address the commit‐
tee. Go ahead, sir.

Andrea Miotti (Chief Executive Officer, ControlAI): Thank
you, Mr. Chair and members of the committee, for inviting me to
testify today. My name is Andrea Miotti. I'm the founder and CEO
of the non-profit organization ControlAI. I'll reiterate what the
committee has heard from others. The top AI companies have the
explicit goal to build superintelligent AI—AI that can replace and
out-compete any human or group of humans at any task, yet Nobel
Prize winners, leading AI scientists and CEOs of the same AI com‐
panies have warned that superintelligent AI poses an extinction risk
to humanity. I will echo a theme of the speech given by your Prime
Minister, Mark Carney, at Davos: “The power of the less powerful
begins with honesty.”

Many people working in AI feel like they're living within a lie.
Privately, they know that the current reckless pursuit of superintelli‐
gent AI poses an extinction threat to our species, but publicly they
keep quiet so as to not rock the boat and risk losing a major short-
term financial upside. The result is that lawmakers aren't told the
full picture. This must change.
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The first step to solving a problem is to recognize that we have
one. We must be honest with ourselves and each other. If we con‐
tinue developing ever more powerful AI systems, which we don't
currently know how to control, the world risks a catastrophe on par
with nuclear war. Last year, ControlAI decided to break this log‐
jam. In 2025, we began meeting U.K. lawmakers, explaining the
facts, and answering questions. One year later, over 100 cross-party
lawmakers now publicly support action on superintelligence. The
more lawmakers around the world discuss the problem, the more
change becomes possible on a global scale.

When learning about these risks, many lawmakers we meet ask
us, “What can my country do? What can I do?” To answer these
questions, I will echo another point from Prime Minister Carney's
speech: “Middle powers like Canada are not powerless”, and you
are not powerless. As democratically elected representatives, you
can lend your voice and credibility to the thousands of experts call‐
ing for action and make it clear that they do not stand alone. Histo‐
ry demonstrates that middle powers play a key role in getting the
world to the point of negotiation. Let me give two examples.

The most influential conferences on nuclear disarmament fa‐
mously shaped the Soviet Union President Gorbachev's views
against nuclear weapons. They were initially funded by a single
Canadian industrialist—Cyrus Eaton—and were hosted in Pug‐
wash, Nova Scotia, in 1957. The Soviet Union and the United
States ultimately signed multiple treaties on nuclear non-prolifera‐
tion, thanks to which we have seen no nuclear war since World War
II.

In 1996, after the successful cloning of Dolly the sheep, it be‐
came clear that cloning humans would not be far off. In response,
Japan and the United Kingdom moved to ban all forms of human
reproductive cloning. Once the two countries passed their bans,
scores of other countries quickly followed suit. Today, no country
pursues this technology, and it is de facto prohibited around the
world.

Diplomacy is never easy, but by keeping a cool head and taking
the lead, you can have influence. Don't wait for someone else to
take the first step. Set the precedent and others will follow.

How can Canada lead the way? I put forth the following recom‐
mendations:

One, the Canadian government, I believe, should publicly recog‐
nize superintelligent AI as a national and global security threat.

Two, Canada should form a coalition with other countries, in‐
cluding middle powers, and lay the diplomatic groundwork for an
international prohibition on the development of superintelligent AI.

Three, Canada should protect its citizens at home and lead by ex‐
ample abroad by prohibiting the development of superintelligent AI
on its soil.

Thank you very much. I look forward to your questions.
● (1650)

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Miotti.

I would advise members of the committee that we have an extra
15-minute buffer at the end of the meeting, if needed. If we get to a

point where I need to cut it off and anybody has any more ques‐
tions, I'll be glad to entertain them in that 15-minute buffer.

We're going to start with our first round.

Mr. Barrett, you have six minutes. Go ahead, sir.

Michael Barrett: Six minutes isn't a ton of time to get into it,
but I'd like to hear from each of the witnesses, quickly if I could—
maybe in 30 seconds—on whether or not we need stand-alone leg‐
islation on AI. Would fixing gaps by strengthening existing laws on
privacy, competition, consumer protection or the Criminal Code be
more effective than trying to build the plane when we're already up
in the air?

[Translation]

Etienne Brisson: I think it's extremely hard to rebuild from
scratch. However, as was mentioned earlier, it's also extremely hard
to know where we'll be in three or five years. For example, just five
years ago, we wouldn't have anticipated that deepfake videos could
be made. Right now, we're talking a lot about people who know ar‐
tificial intelligence and have anthropomorphic relationships with it.
Where will we be in five years if we don't deal with that? Will it get
to the point of individual identity? Are the AIs themselves going to
start that? We have to ask questions before we get to that point.

[English]

The Chair: We go to Mr. Adler next.

Steven Adler: I do believe we need AI-specific regulation. The
scale of harm described by the scientists and CEOs can't be fixed
by normal liability law alone. In the United States we have the AI
companies, in fact, claiming that they are not liable for some of the
existing harms of their software, so as that scales up, I would be
very concerned.

Andrea Miotti: I agree with the witnesses. I believe we do need
AI-specific legislation, especially to deal with superintelligence and
the capabilities of AI that are increasing at breakneck speed. There
are only two times to deal with an exponential like this one: It's ei‐
ther too early or too late, and I think we should be too early.

Michael Barrett: I'd like to pick up on one of your comments,
and we discussed it in the previous panel. The term “digitally un‐
dress” would have been hard to comprehend, maybe even a year
ago. However, we've seen lots of news about it, and we've seen sto‐
ries of the generation of non-consensual sexual deepfakes, includ‐
ing content involving minors and children.
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I appreciate that the effects of the superintelligence we're talking
about constitute an existential crisis for our species, but first, when
we have issues such as language models, chatbots, counselling peo‐
ple to take their own lives, to kill themselves, and we also are en‐
abling bad actors to generate images that have real harms for the
people who are the victims of this non-consensual pornographic
material that's created, how do we deal with that? Is it through pre-
launch risk assessments for the platforms or the AI provider; hard,
technical blocks; faster channels for victims to get things taken
down? That, in and of itself.... We know that the Internet is forever,
and it's tough to get the toothpaste back into the tube after. I'm just
wondering how we address that. We'll go in the same order, if we
can.

● (1655)

[Translation]
Etienne Brisson: I think the first step is the same as for anything

else. We would never have produced drugs or cars if we didn't un‐
derstand how they worked. Drugs are tested on rats before they're
tested on humans. Here, we have a model tested on 800 million
users who can decide what to do with it. There is no doubt that
some people will have ideas about child pornography or uses that
we could not have anticipated.

As you say, it's extremely difficult to put the toothpaste back in
the tube. However, we now know the effects and could take the
model off the market. We don't know how it will be used by hu‐
mans or what the long-term effects will be. We're still seeing it on
social media. I think studies have to be done before the technology
is launched.

[English]
Steven Adler: The harms that you've described, I think, are a

symptom of the same underlying competitive dynamic as the warn‐
ings of superintelligence. These are risks that people know about.
In xAI's case, they neglected to use guardrails and were slow to re‐
spond when the issues emerged. As we scale up in the severity to
even more people, we can't afford to be that slow on the ball.

Andrea Miotti: They are exactly the risks that you've described.
For example, in the case of the recent Grok scandal, it shows the
broader underlying problems in the development of these AI sys‐
tems. Grok is not just an image model. It's a general-purpose AI
system that can do a bunch of things: It can write code, make plans
and make pictures, including these horrible pictures that we've seen
in the recent scandal. These kinds of systems are systems that not
even their own creators fully know how to understand internally or
how to control. This is the fundamental issue that, as we scale them
and as these companies keep investing hundreds of billions of dol‐
lars to make them smarter and more competent in all tasks, we will
keep facing over and over, up to the point at which we get to super‐
intelligence.

Obviously, the solutions for some of these harms are different in
the immediate term, but the underlying problem is the same, and I
do not believe it should be one or the other. I believe current harms
should be dealt with through existing legislation by applying liabili‐
ty—

The Chair: Thank you.

[Translation]

Mr. Sari, you have the floor for six minutes.

Abdelhaq Sari: Thank you, Mr. Chair.

Thank you to the witnesses.

Before I ask my questions, I would just like to say that I agree
with you about recognizing the risk, recognizing the problem itself.
The risk of AI goes beyond generative AI. It's more than that, be‐
cause artificial intelligence is now superintelligence, as you called
it. It has become an infrastructure that encompasses everything we
do and everything under our power. It affects humans a great deal.
You did a good job of presenting it, and I fully understand what
prompted you to do so. I find that very noble on your part.

That said, we're talking about control. What do we want to con‐
trol? What can be controlled? The issue with trying to legislate dig‐
ital technology is that it is usually what we call extraterritorial. It is
not in a state-controlled territory where diplomacy can be used or
national legislation put in place. That's the problem. I can use soft‐
ware, artificial intelligence or a solution on my computer that isn't
necessarily made in my country.

I'll tell you what I always say repeatedly.

You named it and gave much more territory-based examples. For
example, cloning and nuclear are much more territory-based. How
do you see a way to control use? I'd like to hear from all three of
you on that.

As for controlling dependence on AI, I don't think we are able to
halt or slow down its creation. However, we can control how citi‐
zens use it. When I say control, I mean education.

You are experts on this, so I would like to hear your comments.

● (1700)

The Chair: Mr. Brisson, you can start.

Etienne Brisson: That's a great question.

We see a lot of personal damage, such as psychosis or people
taking their own lives. It stems greatly from a lack of education on
what AI is and where the boundaries are. We go directly to ChatG‐
PT, a platform like Google, which requires people to ask it ques‐
tions. There is no mention that AI will hallucinate 28.4% of the
time or that it is trained to say what we want to hear.

Right now, we have a kind of intrinsic relationship where we
trust AI as we would a doctor, a Ph.D. or someone who passed the
bar exam. However, the damage comes from the fact that it halluci‐
nates to such an enormous degree. In that regard, I think users real‐
ly lack education.
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[English]
The Chair: Mr. Adler, go ahead on the question.
Steven Adler: You asked about what control means. I want to

give one example.

The U.S. Department of Defense recently announced that they
are going to plug in xAI's AI throughout every classified network in
their department.

My question is, what limitations apply to that? How do we make
sure that this AI system doesn't get its hands into offensive capabil‐
ities, things that it's really not meant to access? That's what I mean
by control.

This is a system that, a few months ago, on the social media site
X, was described as wanting to carry out atrocities against users,
and it's now plugged into every classified network in the U.S. De‐
partment of Defense. It's pretty frightening.

The Chair: Go ahead, Mr. Miotti.
Andrea Miotti: To address your point about how Canada can af‐

fect other countries—because ultimately, yes, the technology is be‐
ing developed in multiple countries—I do think that the nuclear and
cloning examples are still fairly similar, as they did have a global
effect. One country developing nuclear weapons endangers all oth‐
ers. One country potentially obtaining access to cloning their most
competent soldiers or their greatest geniuses can endanger others,
yet we did manage to challenge them with a combination of a few
countries taking the lead, like Japan and the U.K., followed by
France, Canada and others, and with others following.

With national legislation as well as an effort by these initial first
movers to bring together an international coalition of the willing to
make this not just regulated at home but also enforced and moni‐
tored abroad, I believe the same can be done here with AI.

[Translation]
The Chair: Mr. Sari, you have the floor for a minute and a half.
Abdelhaq Sari: Once again, what scares me the most is that

we're still talking about generative AI. It generates text, video and
audio. The problem is that, as we speak, another form of AI already
exists: artificial superintelligence. It is taking over as we speak. I
have a fear as a member of Parliament, as a citizen and also as a
father: How can we deal with the new AI, artificial superintelli‐
gence, and how can we control it? We're only talking about genera‐
tive AI.

If we had time, we could discuss it, but unfortunately we're out
of time. I would like to hear you talk about the future, which seems
much more dangerous.

Etienne Brisson: I would say that we don’t have time. Artificial
superintelligence is at a point where it can train itself, develop sys‐
tems by itself and decide things by itself that we don’t understand.

Right now, we already have this black box: There are many
things we don’t understand, to the point where this intelligence can
develop on its own. We don’t understand its intentions or why it
does certain things, and that’s when we lose control. I think that
once we get to that point, it’s too late.

[English]

The Chair: That's the end of the time.

I'm really trying to keep this on track, because I want to make
sure we get as many questions in as we can.

[Translation]

Mr. Thériault, you have the floor for six minutes.

Luc Thériault: How many rounds will there be, Mr. Chair? Do I
have one six-minute round and then another five-minute round?

The Chair: Yes.

Luc Thériault: Perfect.

I’ll start with Mr. Miotti, and perhaps Mr. Adler can add some‐
thing.

I would like to clarify our conversation a little. At times, I notice
that there is confusion, or that there could be confusion among peo‐
ple who follow our work, regarding the distinction between special‐
ized artificial intelligence and general-purpose artificial intelli‐
gence.

In your brief, Mr. Miotti, you explain that “The vast majority of
experts are very enthusiastic about specialized AI, because we can
reliably predict and control its behaviour. This predictability and
control do not extend to powerful general-purpose AI systems.”

This distinction is crucial. You are not talking about banning
medical artificial intelligence or specialized tools, but only systems
whose behaviour is beyond control. Can you tell us more about
this?

Mr. Adler, you could add to the answer, as you have written some
interesting things, particularly about the five ways in which artifi‐
cial intelligence can know that you are testing it.

● (1705)

[English]

Andrea Miotti: Thank you very much.

Yes, there is a crucial distinction. Most AI systems are fairly nar‐
row and specialized. They're referred to as narrow AI or specialized
AI. For instance, this is an AI system that is trained only on images
and can then detect cancer in pictures of patients, or a system like
AlphaFold, from DeepMind, which is trained on data about pro‐
teins and can discover new ways in which proteins can fold. These
are specialized systems, and they pose some risks, like all new
technologies, but we can handle them with current executions.

However, it's a very different beast when we look at where the
AI industry is going—and it's investing hundreds of billions of dol‐
lars. These are very general-purpose AI systems, trained on, essen‐
tially, all possible data that they can find on the Internet. These are
the systems where even their own creators don't understand how
they work internally. As they scale them up, they understand them
less and less, and they can keep them under control less and less.
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The AI companies are going for these systems because they think
this is the fastest path to superintelligence, to AI systems that can
replace all humans at all tasks—that can, essentially, out-compete
humanity. These are precisely the systems that are so dangerous
and only becoming more and more dangerous over time. We do not
understand how to control them right now, so it will become harder
and harder as they get more competent and autonomous. Hundreds
of billions of dollars are being spent every day to make them more
competent and autonomous.

This is why I was not at all recommending banning narrow AI
systems. I believe that narrow AI systems can be great for econom‐
ic growth. However, I believe we should draw a line in the sand and
have a clear ban on the development of superintelligence, because
that's very dangerous AI that puts all of us under threat for very lit‐
tle upside.

Thank you.
[Translation]

Luc Thériault: What do you think, Mr. Adler?
[English]

Steven Adler: To add to that, specialized AI is a tool. It can do
only one thing. It remains in human hands.

General AI is much more of a problem-solving machine. We
teach it to carve a path to a solution. An example, maybe, is that
you would have an AI system that knows how to do certain scien‐
tific tests. It knows a lot about what might be useful for building a
bioweapon, but it also has a totally different ability, which is to re‐
flect on the fact that we don't want it to have this ability. If we're
going to test it, it can tell it's being tested and hide this. For a nor‐
mal piece of software, that doesn't happen. It's not trying to fool
you or hide things from you. It's just a tool.

However, we've built these general systems—you might hear the
term “agent” or “agency”—and we've taught them to be crafty and
solve a wide range of issues, including, potentially, circumventing
control.
[Translation]

Luc Thériault: Mr. Miotti, you said, and I think Mr. Adler men‐
tioned it too, that companies don’t know what they’re doing, don’t
know how the ins and outs of how their systems work. They cut
corners because they are in a frantic race to achieve this superintel‐
ligence.

In your opinion, what is their main underlying motivation? Fur‐
thermore, what is their understanding of human beings?
[English]

Andrea Miotti: As Mr. Adler was also saying, these general AI
systems are done quite differently from normal software. In normal
software, I would just write some lines of code on my computer.
I'm a human, I write those lines of code, and I can understand what
I am writing. Instead, these AI systems are not really fully written
by humans. They are more grown rather than built. Humans write
some lines of code to start the training process, and then, after
sometimes multiple months and tens of thousands of supercomput‐
ers being used to train them, something comes out at the other end
that is very competent but that we don't fully understand.

Your question was about why these companies are targeting
these very powerful systems despite the risks. I cannot speak for the
internal motivations of people, and I also don't think this should be
our focus, but naturally, the stated goal of all these companies is to
make AI systems that can replace all humans at all tasks. This
doesn't just have an obvious economic impact, which is to make
humans obsolete; it also gives power. It gives power over the econ‐
omy, over governments and over the entire planet to AI systems
that are fully autonomous and that we cannot control.

Some of them might do it for power, some of them might do it
for short-term gain and some of them might do it for some misguid‐
ed ideology of preferring AI to humans, but ultimately this is a very
dangerous undertaking. The best way to deal with this is to ban
these technologies.

● (1710)

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Miotti and Monsieur Thériault.

Mr. Cooper, go ahead for five minutes, please.

Michael Cooper: Mr. Adler, companies assert that there are
safeguards in place and that hence, there's really nothing to see here
when it comes to the safe use of, for example, a chat box by mi‐
nors. In the Raine v. OpenAI lawsuit, OpenAI asserts that its mod‐
eration API can detect self-harm content with up to 99.8% accura‐
cy.

That case, of course, involved the tragic suicide of a 16-year-old
boy who was effectively counselled by ChatGPT on how to commit
suicide. I think that when he entered “suicide” 200 times, ChatGPT
brought up “suicide” 1,200 or 1,300 times. That's more than six or
seven times what the user had input.

Given your background, I'm trying to square on the one hand the
representations that are being made by companies like OpenAI ver‐
sus what we're seeing in the real world, where there are multiple in‐
stances—frequent cases—of real, harmful content that is being
pumped out by these AI products.

Steven Adler: It's an excellent question.

I think the distinction is that companies like to talk about what is
possible with the guardrails that they have built, but it's different
from what they do in practice. How can we know for sure?

I am a co-creator of the moderation API. It's useful tooling, but if
you don't use the tool in the right way, or if you leave it on the
shelf, then where is the impact? These are issues that we in fact
know how to solve and have tooling for.

On the warnings about superintelligence, the AI companies
themselves concede that nobody currently knows how to control
this. They don't have the tooling. They can't just choose to use it.
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Michael Cooper: On the flip side, looking at it from the stand‐
point of AI companies, are there legal barriers or risks that impact
or discourage their ability to safeguard their models, specifically as
it relates to child sexual abuse material?

Steven Adler: It's my understanding that, in the U.S. at least,
there are strict liability laws around CSAM that make it more diffi‐
cult to store or produce it, even as part of red teaming and applying
safety mitigations.

I think there should be exemptions of sorts for companies to do
important safety testing, but they still need to put resourcing behind
it and go ahead in carrying out and using the guardrails. That alone
would not be enough.

Michael Cooper: You talked a bit about the need for regulation.
I'd just like you to elaborate on some of the measures you think
would be helpful and needed.

Steven Adler: Ultimately, I think we need an international
agreement that makes sure that every company and country has a
certain minimum safety standard for keeping its systems under con‐
trol. The issue is that we don't know yet how to do this scientifical‐
ly. We need much more effort going into figuring out that answer.
We need to figure out how to slow everyone down from racing off
the cliff in anticipation of our figuring out how to do this safely.
That's the broad framework I'm thinking of.
● (1715)

Michael Cooper: There have been a number of pieces of legisla‐
tion introduced in the U.S. The State of California recently passed
legislation. I referenced in the previous hour the GUARD Act, leg‐
islation that was introduced by senators Hawley and Blumenthal in
the U.S. Senate.

Do you have any thoughts on some of the measures that are be‐
ing undertaken by certain states or on some of the legislation in
Congress? Is that something we should be looking to?

Steven Adler: It's a good start. It needs to go much further.

The example I like is California's SB-53. It is a transparency bill.
I believe the fine is something like $1 million if you run afoul of it.
OpenAI, if you believe the reporting, is something like an $800-bil‐
lion company, so it's really not significant. That said, I'm glad it has
happened.

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Cooper.

Ms. Church, you have five minutes. Go ahead, please.
Leslie Church: Thank you, Mr. Chair.

Mr. Adler, I want to pick up exactly the point about transparency,
because I know that in some of your work you have looked at trans‐
parency reporting that's happened in earlier stages of the Internet.

What guidance would you have for us in terms of the type of
transparency that we should be expecting from companies in an ef‐
fort to mitigate the types of online harms that we're seeing and talk‐
ing about today?

Steven Adler: Broadly, what I would think about is, what risks
did the AI companies consider? How did they test for these? What
results did they find? How do we know that this is all truthful and
credible?

Right now, AI companies essentially get to grade their own
homework. It really isn't surprising that you get grade inflation.
They say 100% of the time that they handle this, but then, in the
real world, that's not what you see.

The question is, how do we provide trust, both at a national level
and also internationally, so that countries don't need to worry about
rivals undercutting them? They save time by not doing the safety
testing, because they're trying to race to get ahead. Ultimately, ev‐
eryone pays the price for this.

Leslie Church: Is there anybody that's doing this well already?
Are there any companies that are doing this as part of self-reporting
that we should be looking at that might be leading the way? Maybe
it's not perfect yet, but maybe there's something that we can look at
as we move forward down this path.

Steven Adler: Yes. Companies have different bright spots. There
isn't one that totally satisfies me. There's an organization called AI
Lab Watch that rates companies on their efforts. I think the highest
score they give is maybe 35%. That's the top mark. Some of them
are maybe down in the 3% range.

These numbers are sensitive, but that's how people working on
safety view this. There's a long, long way to go.

Leslie Church: I very much take your point about self-reporting
and some of the challenges that are inherent in it. What do you see
as the type of transparency that you would expect from a company
that they could self-report on, versus the types of activities or safety
checks that might belong or be better placed with a regulator?

Steven Adler: As a start, I would be happy to see the companies
required to demonstrate this work to a regulator rather than to the
public. If that's the crux of it, great, but by and large, this is not yet
happening. We will see the beginnings of it when the EU's code of
practice goes into effect this upcoming summer, if that goes as
planned, but as of now, there's just not really a quality bar at all, let
alone who you share your details with.

Leslie Church: Mr. Chair, can I open that line of questioning to
the other two witnesses as well?

Do you have anything to add in terms of this issue around trans‐
parency and how we promote it, how we regulate it and where
companies are currently falling down in transparency measures?

The Chair: Monsieur Brisson or Mr. Miotti, if you want to take
that, go ahead.
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Andrea Miotti: Just adding to what Mr. Adler was saying, I
think what's crucial is to move from the current regime. In the cur‐
rent regime, companies move first, and then governments have to
scramble behind them. This always puts governments and the pub‐
lic on their back foot. Especially for the most powerful AI systems,
it's crucial to move to a regime that is much closer to how we deal
with any other high-stakes engineering project. We don't just let
people build a bridge, then figure out a few years later that it's col‐
lapsing because we didn't check the plans. We don't let anybody
build a nuclear power plant without first checking exactly what
they're planning to build.

I think this approach should be taken increasingly with the most
powerful AI systems, especially as these companies themselves ex‐
pect these systems to be extremely dangerous. They are quite can‐
did about it publicly. We should apply the same standard and flip
the burden of proof. They should show, first of all, that their plans
are sensible, and then they can go ahead, rather than going ahead
first and then letting governments scramble behind them.
● (1720)

[Translation]
Etienne Brisson: I think it’s important to understand that the

creators of artificial intelligence themselves say that they don’t nec‐
essarily understand what’s going on. However, when we hear repre‐
sentatives from these companies speak, they say with confidence
that they know where they are going, that they have safeguards in
place and that they have found the solutions.

I think it would be important for the companies themselves to
show us where the limits are and also tell us what they do not yet
understand.
[English]

The Chair: Thank you, Ms. Church.
[Translation]

Mr. Thériault, you have the floor for five minutes.
Luc Thériault: Thank you, Mr. Chair.

Mr. Miotti, I will begin by talking about a situation I experi‐
enced.

In your brief, you mention Anthropic. Not so long ago, in the au‐
tumn of 2025, it announced a cyber-attack, carried out largely with‐
out human intervention and on a large scale. I quote: “AI was used
to hack into other computers. Approximately 30 units were targeted
simultaneously; successful intrusions affected large technology
companies and government agencies.”

So this is no longer just theory. What lessons should we learn
from this?
[English]

Andrea Miotti: Absolutely, this is an unfortunate but not sur‐
prising event. This is one of the many canaries in the coal mine of
where AI companies are going by developing superintelligence.

This is because what companies are doing, the main path they're
taking to get to superintelligence, is to develop AI systems that get
better and better, especially at automating software development

and especially at automating AI development. They want to initiate
what some of these companies call an intelligence explosion, where
AIs just kind of do their own homework and keep creating the next
generation of AI with fewer and fewer humans in the loop. Natural‐
ly, ultimately, hacking is done by.... Malware is just software used
for malicious uses, so as these AI systems are being developed to
get better and better specifically at replacing and automating soft‐
ware engineers, they are also getting better at hacking and at cyber-
attacks.

Ultimately, as companies keep investing in this specific angle,
which is to make AIs better and better at developing software, we
will see more and more of these cyber-attacks, but the scale will in‐
crease unless we prevent the development of superintelligence.

[Translation]

Luc Thériault: Earlier, we talked a little about possible verifica‐
tion. I would like to continue on that topic with a little more detail.

In your brief, you state that “compliance could be verified by in‐
ternational inspection regimes”, and you note that “the concentrated
supply chain for advanced AI chips provides an additional point of
control”. You also specify that “pushing the boundaries of AI cur‐
rently requires the use of large supercomputers that consume the
electricity of a city for many months”.

Could you clarify how these verification mechanisms work or
could work in practice?

If Mr. Adler would like to add anything, he may also respond.

[English]

Andrea Miotti: Absolutely. One thing that is important to under‐
stand is that these powerful AI systems that are being developed are
not just a few lines of code on a private computer of a private per‐
son. They require a lot of hardware. They require a lot of physical
infrastructure that is visible from satellites. It's data centres that
sometimes take the space of a football field, in some cases, or the
space of a small town, and they're getting bigger and bigger.
They're filled with tens of thousands to hundreds of thousands of
the world's most powerful supercomputers, which are manufactured
by only a very few companies, and in some cases, just by one com‐
pany in some part of the supply chain.

This makes both enforcement domestically and verification inter‐
nationally much easier than if we had to deal with just software on
a laptop. It's much closer to how we can track plutonium and urani‐
um in the case of nuclear weapons, and that's how we stopped pro‐
liferation.
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Countries just chiefly need to focus on these large infrastructure
projects. These give the countries leverage to intervene. For exam‐
ple, if there is a ban on superintelligence, countries can simply re‐
quire the data centre companies to disclose whether companies on
their data centre are doing this criminal activity and interrupt them.
Even in cases of non-compliance, including internationally, coun‐
tries can directly ask the data centre to be shut down in case, for
example, a company or a rogue actor is still undertaking the devel‐
opment of superintelligence even outside of the law. It's making it
easier to enforce.
● (1725)

[Translation]
Luc Thériault: Mr. Adler, you wrote, with regard to computing,

that computing governance offers a potential avenue for interna‐
tional verification. Would you like to add anything?
[English]

Steven Adler: I think the thing to emphasize is that it is very
hard for people to create one of these systems. As Mr. Miotti em‐
phasized, enormous resources go into it. That is a pathway for be‐
ing able to tell who is really at the frontier of AI making these most
powerful, uncertain systems about what they will be able to accom‐
plish, and to be able to then regulate accordingly.
[Translation]

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Thériault.

Mr. Hardy, you have the floor for five minutes.
Gabriel Hardy: Thank you, gentlemen, for joining us.

What we have heard about artificial intelligence over the course
of several committee meetings now is quite astonishing, and I think
it is evolving very rapidly. We understand, of course, that the evolu‐
tion of artificial intelligence is uncontrolled, even by its creators,
that it hides its errors, that it learns on its own. We also learn that it
uses a lot of water, a lot of electricity and that the risks are great.

I still have a question, because, on the one hand, there is genera‐
tive artificial intelligence, and on the other, specialized artificial in‐
telligence. We think that one is more dangerous than the other.

Mr. Brisson, I imagine you discuss this with other colleagues.
When you talk to your colleagues around the world, do you get the
impression that they currently agree on the risks posed by superin‐
telligence? Does everyone see the same thing, or are there still dif‐
ferent options, different visions of artificial intelligence?

Etienne Brisson: I would say that all experts certainly agree on
the risks, especially the big ones. We’re talking about generative ar‐
tificial intelligence, superintelligence. I don’t think anyone, except
maybe the companies, thinks that’s a good idea.

However, there are definitely two sides to this. In the United
States, many bills are being introduced. On the other hand, we want
to win the race. It’s really important to win the race, especially giv‐
en the current administration.

So we see the dangers, but for some people, these are mitigated
by the benefits that artificial intelligence will bring.

Gabriel Hardy: However, when it comes to wanting to win the
race, we have often been told that once created, this superintelli‐

gence will belong to no one. So what is motivating all countries to
race as fast as possible towards their own demise?

Every company is motivated by a goal. However, if it creates a
product over which it will have no control, why would it spend bil‐
lions when it knows it will lose it, that it will give it to everyone,
even without wanting to?

Etienne Brisson: I can’t speak on behalf of companies. Howev‐
er, I believe they think they will be able to control this superintelli‐
gence. If that weren’t the case, I don’t think they would try to pro‐
duce it. I think they still have hope, perhaps, or that they have this
somewhat far-fetched idea that they will be able to control it, that
they will be the only small group of humans capable of controlling
this superintelligence.

Gabriel Hardy: Do you share this view, Mr. Adler and
Mr. Miotti? Do you see exactly the same motivation among compa‐
nies? Why are they creating a product over which they will lose
control?

[English]

Steven Adler: There are different plans for how people might
control a system like this, but nobody thinks that they work. They
are all flimsy and speculative today. One is to put AI in charge of
making sure that another AI is good as it is building more and more
complicated AI systems. You hope this structure doesn't topple
down on you.

If I had to speak to the psychology of people inside the compa‐
nies, they feel somewhat forced. They are racing, and they are do‐
ing it regretfully, because they think they have no choice. They say
they have no choice. I think this is mistaken. In fact, within the last
week, DeepMind and Anthropic, two of the leading labs, have said
that if other companies and groups would slow down as well, to go
more cautiously, they are open to this.

The issue is that they are not governments. They are not interna‐
tional bodies. They can control only their own decisions, so, unilat‐
erally, they feel compelled to go ahead. Somebody else is going to
do this. We may as well do it too and try to do it a bit better and a
little more safely. Ultimately, what we would do is not do this at all
until we're really sure we're ready.

● (1730)

[Translation]

Gabriel Hardy: Go ahead, Mr. Miotti.

[English]

Andrea Miotti: Thank you.

As Mr. Adler was saying, ultimately I believe this is where the
role of government comes in, because these companies have shown
that they are unwilling or unable to stop. At the same time, they are
spending hundreds of millions of dollars in the U.S.A., but also in‐
creasingly in other countries, to lobby against any form of regula‐
tion of AI whatsoever. They are running political campaigns against
any candidate that is running for election criticizing AI, and trying
to avoid regulation wherever they can.
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Again, this is why we have governments. We would not have ex‐
pected big tobacco to stop selling cigarettes just because they cause
cancer. They were aware of it. They kept doing it. We had to have
regulation. We wouldn't expect big oil to just stop emitting without
regulation. Here it's the place for governments to step in. We can
clearly see that the companies cannot self-regulate, and I think gov‐
ernments should draw a clear red line in the sand to say that super‐
intelligence—
[Translation]

Gabriel Hardy: Thank you.
The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Hardy.

[English]

Mr. Saini, you have five minutes, sir. Go ahead, please.
Gurbux Saini: This question is for Mr. Andrea Miotti.

Your company, ControlAI, is involved in developing some legis‐
lation. I understand you have done some work for England and the
U.K. government. Can you tell us what that legislation was? What
effect did that have on society? Has that legislation been passed in
the U.K. and in the U.S.A.?

Andrea Miotti: In the United Kingdom, we were invited to
present a bill to the Prime Minister's office, which would effective‐
ly ban the development of superintelligence. This bill, as we can
see in the U.K., has not yet passed. We are available to help any
country pass such a bill, and we are available to advise any country.
This is our main recommendation.

Also, what we have started doing in other countries, like Canada,
as well as the U.S.A. and Germany, is just to brief lawmakers like
you. We believe this is not only the biggest current challenge but
also the biggest opportunity. I think most lawmakers are being kept
in the dark about how big these risks are. Companies are spending
millions of dollars to lobby, so that nobody talks about these risks.
Both the public and the lawmakers—even though experts have
been warning about this for years—are just being kept in the dark.

I think it's very important for lawmakers like you to learn where
AI is going. Also, if you find it concerning, speak up, because your
speaking up can make an enormous difference. It helps your col‐
leagues look into the problem more, and if enough lawmakers start
discussing this problem and start a genuine national conversation,
we can get the ball rolling on getting genuine rules in place for this
technology.

Gurbux Saini: You said that the U.K. government did not act on
it and that it's just sitting there. What is happening in the U.S.A.?
That's another country where you have worked with the govern‐
ment to pass that legislation.

Andrea Miotti: In the U.S.A., we're also briefing lawmakers
about this problem. There are some bills being discussed in the U.S.
Right now, frankly, what we encounter is not that the majority of
lawmakers are aware of the problems and unwilling to act, but for
most of them, the first time we meet them is the first time they hear
about exactly what's going on in AI. They're very grateful, but no‐
body's telling them what's going on. Nobody's talking about what's
going on. This piece is the key one, just providing information to
lawmakers to help them act in the interests of their citizens. I gen‐

uinely believe that once enough lawmakers like you know about the
problems, change can and will happen.

Gurbux Saini: Thank you.

My next question is for you, Mr. Brisson.

Your company seeks to ensure responsible use of AI, particularly
that it does not knowingly cause emotional distress, especially
among vulnerable individuals. How should Canada hold companies
responsible for emotional manipulation through the use of AI?

● (1735)

Etienne Brisson: That's a great question. I think the first part is
the litigation system you see in the U.S. right now. Dozens of cases
are being presented. Also, the other part of regulation around emo‐
tional harm is research. Right now, the research we have is based
on hypothesis or not on real data, but we have the data right now,
and we need the funding for this research. We are working with
Princeton, Stanford and other universities to conduct this research,
but none has been researched so far.

We need to understand first what is happening in the brain and
what is happening on a societal level for these people. Then we can
put litigation into place and have injunctions, maybe, to have a so‐
lution.

Gurbux Saini: One of the problems I see with most of these
companies is that they are not Canadian companies. Therefore, how
can the Canadian government control them?

Etienne Brisson: Even if it's not based in Canada, we have the
population and the litigation system so that we can still go file for
people in the U.S. That is a way maybe for people to have a voice.
The solution might not be in Canada for the emotional harm, but it
comes from the U.S. first. As with these companies you mentioned
earlier—big tobacco—it's kind of the same. The only way they re‐
sponded was not when the reports were there, but when it started
hurting their pockets. I think these companies are kind of on a simi‐
lar path.

The Chair: That's the end of your time, Mr. Saini, but I do want
to give Mr. Adler and Mr. Miotti a chance to answer your last ques‐
tion. I thought it was a good one. I saw their heads nodding.

Before we go to Mr. Thériault for two and a half minutes, Mr.
Adler, give a quick response to Mr. Saini's question. Mr. Miotti,
you can follow, please.

Steven Adler: Canada can be a leader on diplomacy. We need a
country to come forward and say that we recognize that the world is
not ready, that we need real joint scientific efforts around clarifying
this and what it would take to be ready.

Canada can absolutely be the leader on this issue.
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Andrea Miotti: I completely agree. Canada can lead the way.

Yes, many of its companies are not on Canadian soil, but Canada
has a duty to protect its citizens, so it can still prohibit the develop‐
ment of superintelligence on Canadian soil as it endangers national
security and all of its citizens. Canada can start working together
with other like-minded countries, including other middle powers.

Even just making the first move can get this ball rolling. We have
seen this with many other issues in the past. One country moving
first can lead to many others following and can lead to genuine
global change.

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Miotti.

I understand there are no more questions between the Liberals
and the Conservatives.
[Translation]

Mr. Thériault, you have two and a half minutes to ask your final
questions.

Luc Thériault: Gentlemen, I wanted us to be able to conclude
this meeting properly and allow you to revisit your final remarks.

We agree that something must be done to stop the international
race towards superintelligence.

Mr. Miotti, I challenge you to tell me, in two minutes or so, what
you would do if you had this mandate.
[English]

Andrea Miotti: That's a great question.

If you are a lawmaker, I believe the biggest thing you can do
right now is speak out about the risks. Again, the more lawmakers
speak out about the risks, the more your colleagues will look into
them and learn about them, and then coalitions can start forming. If
you have influence or a relevant position in the government, you
can recommend what the government should do.

I believe the government could start discussing with other inter‐
national partners the first steps of how we start getting an interna‐
tional agreement in place that bans superintelligence. Domestically,
I believe Canada can immediately move to introduce legislation to
ban superintelligence on its soil. I think this would be the biggest
starting point for all of the other actions.

In summary, speaking about the problem is the first step. The
more people speak, the more we can actually make progress. Ban it
on Canadian soil first. Set the example and protect Canadian citi‐
zens at home. Internationally, speak with like-minded partners and
start the process for an international agreement.

Thank you.
● (1740)

The Chair: Mr. Adler, please answer in a minute or less.
Steven Adler: I agree. We need to make this a goal state. If the

countries come together and have an international summit on how
to safely ban superintelligence, but we fail at the diplomacy, that
would be unfortunate, but at least we would have tried. Right now
it feels as though this isn't even recognized as a goal. We are on a
collision course for a potentially awful outcome. We all need to

come together and figure out if there resourceful, creative ways we
can solve this. If we don't even try, what are we doing here?

[Translation]

The Chair: Mr. Brisson.

Etienne Brisson: Same here. We really need to educate our‐
selves about this issue. No one has read the conversations or under‐
stood the level of manipulation involved. Personally, I’m more in‐
terested in the psychological aspect. Just reading the conversations
opens your eyes and you really understand how dangerous it can
be.

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Thériault.

[English]

That concludes the meeting for today.

I want to say thank you on behalf of the committee to our wit‐
nesses.

Mr. Miotti, you don't know how many times I wanted to say “Mr.
Miyagi”. I'm sure you've heard that many times.

Mr. Adler, thank you.

[Translation]

Mr. Brisson, thank you for travelling here today under very dan‐
gerous conditions. Your testimony is important to us.

[English]

I'm going to dismiss the witnesses.

There are a couple of things. Number one, we are planning to
study the Lobbying Act, probably by the end of February. We need
concurrence from the House in order to study and have a legislative
review of the Lobbying Act, so I want you to talk to your House
leaders about that. I was going to propose that we move a motion
today, but I understand, Madame Lapointe, that you want to talk to
your House leader. That's fine. I'd like to deal with that next week,
if we can.

There will be no meeting on Thursday, because of the shortened
day.

Lastly, I think I speak on behalf of the committee.... We found
out, during the meeting, that our former colleague Kirsty Duncan
has passed away at the age of 59, so, on behalf of the committee, I
want to express our condolences to her family.
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A little-known fact is that Kirsty and I went to high school to‐
gether, with Karen Ludwig as well. We actually have a picture from
2016 in the House of Commons, of all three of us. We took a great
picture. Karen actually emailed me during the meeting, asking for

that picture. On behalf of the committee, I want to express our con‐
dolences to her family as well. I'm sure you all feel that way.

The meeting's adjourned.
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