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ORDERS OF REFERENCE

Extract from the Minutes of the Proceedings of the Senate, Tuesday, Sep-
tember 17th, 1968:

“The Honourable Senator Lamontagne, P.C., moved, seconded by the
Honourable Senator Benidickson, P.C.:

That a Special Committee of the Senate be appointed to consider and
report on the science policy of the Federal Government with the object of
appraising its priorities, its budget and its efficiency in the light of the
experience of other industrialized countries and of the requirements of
the new scientific age and, without restricting the generality of the fore-
going, to inquire into and report upon the following:

(a) recent trends in research and development expenditures in

Canada as compared with those in other industrialized countries;

(b) research and development activities carried out by the Fed-
eral Government in the fields of physical, life and human sciences;

(c) federal assistance to research and development activities
carried out by individuals, universities, industry and other groups in
the three scientific fields mentioned above; and

(d) the broad principles, the long-term financial requirements
and the structural organization of a dynamic and efficient science
policy for Canada.

That the Committee have power to engage the services of such
counsel, staff and technical advisers as may be necessary for the purpose
of the inquiry;

That the Committee have power to send for persons, papers and
records, to examine witnesses, to report from time to time, to print such
papers and evidence from day to day as may be ordered by the Com-
mittee, to sit during sittings and adjournments of the Senate, and to
adjourn from place to place;

That the papers and evidence received and taken on the subject in the
preceding session be referred to the Committee; and

That the Committee be composed of the Honourable Senators Aird,
Argue, Bélisle, Bourget, Cameron, Desruisseaux, Grosart, Hays, Kinnear,
Lamontagne, Lang, Leonard, MacKenzie, O’Leary (Carleton), Phillips
(Prince), Sullivan, Thompson and Yuzyk.

After debate, and—
The question being put on the motion, it was—
Resolved in the affirmative.”

Extract from the Minutes of the Proceedings of the Senate, Thursday,
September 19th, 1968:

“With leave of the Senate,

The Honourable Senator Lamontagne, P.C., moved, seconded by the
Honourable Senator Benidickson, P.C.:
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That the name of the Honourable Senator Robichaud be substituted
for that of the Honourable Senator Argue on the list of Senators serving
on the Special Committee on Science Policy.

The question being put on the motion, it was—
Resolved in the affirmative.”

Extract from the Minutes of the Proceedings of the Senate, Wednesday,
February 5th, 1969:

With leave of the Senate,

The Honourable Senator McDonald moved, seconded by the Honour-
able Senator Macdonald (Cape Breton):

That the names of the Honourable Senators Blois, Carter, Giguére,
Haig, McGrand and Nichol be added to the list of Senators serving on
the Special Committee on Science Policy.

The question being put on the motion, it was—

Resolved in the affirmative.
ROBERT FORTIER,

Clerk of the Senate.
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MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS

THURSDAY, April 24, 1969.

Pursuant to adjournment and notice the Special Committee on Science
Policy met this day at 10:00 a.m.

Present: The Honourable Senators Lamontagne (Chairman), Aird, Blois,
Cameron, Carter, Giguére, Grosart, Haig, Kinnear, Lang, Leonard, McGrand,
Phillips (Prince), Robichaud, Sullivan and Yuzyk—/(16).

The following witnesses were heard:

CANADA COUNCIL:

Me Jean Martineau, Q.C., Chairman;

Dr. David W. Slater, member and Dean, School of Graduate Studies,
Queen’s University;

Jean Boucher, Director; and

Frank A. Milligan, Assistant-Director and Head, Social Sciences and
Humanities Division.

(A curriculum vitae of each witness follows these Minutes)

The following are printed as Appendices:

No. 49—Brief submitted by Canada Council.

No. 50—Brief submitted by the National Film Board.
No. 51—Brief submitted by the Canadian Wheat Board.
No. 52—Brief submitted by Farm Credit Corporation.

At 1:00 p.m. the Committee adjourned to the call of the Chairman.
ATTEST:

Patrick J. Savoie,
Clerk of the Committee.
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CURRICULUM VITAE

Martineau, Jean, Q.C. (Montreal): Chairman of the Canada Council. Born
in Montreal, 1895; son of the late Hon. P. G. Martineau. Education: St. Hya-
cinthe Seminary, St. Jean College and St. Laurent College; LL.L. University
of Montreal; Hon. LL.D. Faculty of Law of the University of Montreal. Hon.
LL.D. Faculty of Law of Laval University. Called to the Bar of the Province
of Quebec in July 1919; Queen’s Counsel in October, 1929. Batonnier of the
Bar of Montreal and the Bar of the Province of Quebec, 1953-54. Senior
partner in the law firm of Martineau, Walker, Allison, Beaulieu, Tetley and
Phelan. Director of the Royal Trust Company, Monsanto Canada Limited,
Chateau-Gai Wines Limited and a director of the Montreal Museum of Fine
Arts. Appointed Chairman of the Canada Council in 1964.

Dr. John Francis Leddy (Windsor): Vice-Chairman of the Canada Council.
President and Vice-Chancellor of the University of Windsor. Born in 1911 in
Ottawa, but moved to Saskatoon at an early age. B.A. and M.A., University
of Saskatchewan, post-graduate studies in classics at the University of Chicago,
Rhodes Scholar at Exeter College, Oxford, (B. Litt. and D. Phil.). Joined
the Department of Classies, University of Saskatchewan, in 1936, became
head of the Department in 1946, dean of Arts and Science in 1949, and vice-
president (academic) in 1961. Appointed president of the University of Windsor
in 1964. Has held positions of leadership in a wide variety of public and
educational societies in Canada, including chairmanship of the Educational
Council of Saskatchewan, the Humanities Research Council of Canada, the
Canadian Catholic Historical Association, the Canadian National Commission
for UNESCO, Canadian University Service Overseas, World University Ser-
vice of Canada. Is currently international vice-president of World University
Service. Has travelled widely around the world and has been delegated to
many international conferences and meetings. Author of a large number of
special articles in the fields of university education, the ancient classics, and
the history of ideas. Has received many honors, including honorary degrees
from several universities, the Human Relations Award of the Canadian Council
of Christians and Jews; the Cardinal Newman Award of the Canadian Federa-
tion of Newman Clubs, and several papal awards.

Slater, David W. (Kingston): Professor of Economics and Dean of the
School of Graduate Studies, Queen’s University. Born in Winnipeg in 1921.
Educated at the University of Manitoba (B. Comm.), Queen’s University (B.A.,
Honours in Economics) and the University of Chicago (M.A. and Ph.D.).
Served in the Canadian Army in World War II. After lecturing at Queen’s
University and Stanford University, joined the staff of Queen’s University in
1952 and was promoted to professor of economics in 1962. Has been Dean of
the School of Graduate Studies since June 1968. Served on the staff of the
Royal Commission on Canada’s Economic Prospects (Gordon Commission), in
1955-56. Has published many articles on economics and has served on com-
mittees studying education, economics, university affairs and the social sciences.
Is currently a member of the Committee of University Affairs and editor of
the Canadian Banker’s Magazine.
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Boucher, Jean (Ottawa): Director of the Canada Council. Born in Quebec
City in 1919. Educated at Garnier College, Quebec, Laval University (LL.L.
and L.Soc.). Post-graduate studies in public administration at Chicago Univer-
sity as a fellow of the Department of Political Science. Lectured in political
science at Laval University from 1946 to 1950. Joined the Department of
Citizenship and Immigration, Ottawa, in 1950 as assistant to the Deputy
Minister and Director of Administrative Services, and was appointed Director
of Citizenship in 1957. Commissioner of the Civil Service Commission of Canada
in 1963. Appointed Director of the Canada Council in April 1965. Has been
head or alternate head of Canadian delegations to several international con-
ferences, and was a member of the Council of the North West Territories from
1953 to 1957. Is a charter member of the Institut Canadien des Affaires Publi-
ques and has served on the boards of various scientific and educational organi-
zations including the Canadian Social Science Research Council, the Institut
Canadien d’Education des Adultes, the Canadian Institute of Public Affairs,
and the Overseas Institute.

Milligan, Frank A. (Ottawa): Assistant-director of the Canada Council and
head of its Social Sciences and Humanities division. Born in Halifax in 1921.
Educated at the University of Manitoba (M.A. in history and political science).
After serving in the Canadian Army during World War II, lectured in political
science at the University of Manitoba (1947-49), then studied for two years
at the London School of Economics under a Beaver Club scholarship. Associate
professor of political science at the University of New Brunswick (1951-54).
Joined the office of the deputy minister of Defence Production, Ottawa, in
1954, and two years later became his executive assistant. Appointed research
director of the Royal Commission on Government Organization in 1960, and
assistant secretary to the Cabinet in 1963. Joined the Canada Council as as-
sistant-director in December 1966. In the course of his career, has served on
a number of Canadian delegations to international conferences. Has published
several historical papers on the Government of Manitoba and has written on
the British nationalized industries and on the financing of the Canadian Crown
corporations. Played an important role in the drafting of the Glassco Com-
mission Report on Government Organization.
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THE SENATE
SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON SCIENCE POLICY
EVIDENCE

Ottawa, Thursday, April 24, 1969

The Special Committee on Science Policy
met this day at 10.00 am.

Senator Maurice Lamontagne (Chairman) in
the Chair.

The Chairman: Honourable senators, I am
sure you are all very pleased to welcome
again the representatives of the Canada
Council. You will remember that when we
began our public hearings the Canada Council
was the first agency interested in research
and, in their case, mainly in research in the
Social Sciences, to appear before us.

As a result of the continuation of our hear-
ings, they felt that it might be desirable for
them to add to their first presentation, so we
are very pleased to have them with us again
this morning.

You will also remember that when the
Canada Council appeared before us for the
first time, the Chairman, Monsieur Jean Mar-
tineau, was not able to be with us. We are
very glad to have him here this morning, and
I would like to mention that this is perhaps
one of the last appearances of Mr. Martineau
in his capacity as Chairman of the Council,
since he has chosen not to seek reappoint-
ment.

I want to say that Mr. Martineau is an old
friend of mine. I have admired what he has
done all his life. He has been, really in the
fullest sense of that expression, a great
Canadian, always devoted to the public
interest. So, we are very pleased to have you,
sir, with us this morning along with your
colleagues.

On my left is Dean David Slater, who is a
member of the Council and the Dean of the
School of Graduate Studies, Queen’s Univer-
sity. On my extreme right is Monsieur Jean
Boucher, who is the Director of the Council;
and on my extreme left, Mr. Frank Milligan,
who is Assistant Director of the Council, his
main responsibility, as I understand, being in

the field of the Social Sciences and the
Humanities.

So, without any further introduction, I
would ask the Chairman, Mr. Martineau, to
make a few introductory remarks.

Mr. Jean Martineau, Q.C., Chairman, Cana-
da Council: Mr. Chairman, thank you for
your kind words, which were no doubt in-
spired more by your friendship than anything
else, but they were very pleasant to hear
anyway.

The way this room is arranged, this is the
first opportunity, and probably the last, I
have of talking down to such an august body
as this committee of the Senate, and we will
try to make the most of it. We are happy to
be here for the second time. On the first
occasion I could not attend because I was
then before the Supreme Court, in the middle
of a case, and it was impossible for me to
obtain permission to leave it to appear before
you; but this time I would not have missed it
for anything.

We are glad to be here and to give you any
information you might desire, because we
realize the importance of the work you are
doing, and we think that potentially this work
can be of great assistance to all science in
Canada, to give it, if not a direction, anyway
to lead it and to help it develop as it should.

We of the Canada Council have done, I
think, our best, but we are always willing to
listen and to follow when the leadership is
good. So, we are here ready to answer any
questions that you might put to us on the
additional brief we submitted to you a few
days ago.

The Chairman: Merci beaucoup, M. Mar-
tineau. We shall now proceed to the question
period, and I will ask Senator Cameron to
initiate the discussion.

Senator Cameron: Mr. Chairman, I am glad
to know that I was in distinguished company
by being absent from the previous meeting
with the Canada Council. It was a matter of
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deep regret to me that I had to be in the west
at that time.

I would like to preface my questioning by
saying that I am sure all thinking Canadians
appreciate the tremendous role the Canada
Council has played since its inception in 1957.
It has probably been the most significant sin-
gle contribution to the arts in Canada.

Having regard to the numbers of people
who have received scholarships and study
grants, the results of whose work has been
injected into the Canadian cultural stream,
then it is true to say, I think, that there has
been no comparable national investment of
the same scale or the same impact. So, we
start from that very favourable benchmark.

The Chairman: We are all anxious to hear
the “but”.

Senator Cameron: The Council’s rapid
growth, particularly in the last three years,
when spending on social science programs has
increased tenfold from $1.3 million to $11.3
million, is very significant because it is in this
area of our society that there has been the
greatest lag. In other words, there has been a
tremendous need to catch up with the
advances in the technical or natural sciences,
and this is another significant step forward.

I think it is fair to say that the members of
the Senate committee have been impressed by
the fact that in the submissions that have
come before it so far relatively little has been
said about research programs in the humani-
ties, although I am aware that we will proba-
bly get more of this when the universities
come before us—at least, we hope so.

Because the Canada Council has become
big business, and people are working under
pressure, it is natural that from time to time
mistakes will be made. Sometimes some of
the mistakes may be blown out of perspective
and cause a great deal of unfavourable pub-
licity. I am going to refer to only some of
these items. As a person who is in contact
with a wide cross-section of the public I do
know there has been a good deal of question-
ing of some of the minor decisions—and I
want to empahsize the fact that they are
minor, but in terms of public relations they
do have an effect—and I am only going to
mention these in passing.

One that caused a good deal of unfavoura-
ble comment, and which raised some eye-
prows, was the small grant given to the piano
smasher who came from New York to Van-

Special Commitiee

couver. The question is: How can that sort of
thing happen?

The Chairman: It is just a publicity stunt.

Senator Cameron: It may be a publicity
stunt on the part of the individual, or on the
part of those who sponsored him, but it does
reflect unfairly on the Council and the good
work it has done.

Then there was the grant to the town fool
in Vancouver. I do not know why Vancouver
should be the centre of these peculiar aberra-
tions, but it is a fact. This fellow has recently
been convicted of some kind of offence, and,
again, it has an unfavourable effect.

Then, there is the present controversy, and
I think there is some room for discussion
here. I believe that a scholarship grant has
been made to a certain member of the faculty
of McGill, one Gray by name. This man
might qualify on the grounds of scholarship
or potential scholarship, but it seems to me
that in using public funds as a weapon, if you
like, for social progress that we must look at
more than just the question of a man’s schol-
arship. I realize that a man must not be
judged on the basis of his political views or
the colour and length of his hair, but this
again is a situation where a man takes a
stand which, at least according to some judg-
ments is anti-social.

It is sometimes pretty hard to justify this
kin(_i of grant. I do not question it on the
basis of pure scholarship because you ecan
make a case for it, but the fact that a chap
hk.e that can be given an award of this kind
raises the question as to what checking is
done on these people, and it also brings into
guestlon, by implication, the criteria for mak-
ing such an award. I would like to hear some-
thing about that.

’Ifhls is all by way of preface. Some people
believe that the imbalance in the develop-
ment of our society is caused by the lag
betwee.n. the application of science to the
humanities as against the physical sciences.
Has the Canada Council a specific policy for
future action-oriented projects.

: Again, .taking some of your own statements
in the brief where you say that research can
be used as a tool of government, have you a
program involving long-range planning and
involving specific kinds of social action by

governments, by private organizati
other agencies? ganizations, or

Mr. Martineau:

May I answer th
of your question, i g

Senator, by starting with



Science Policy

Gray. The Gray case, we realize, raised some
very serious questions. We realized this so
much that the full Council discussed it for
about two hours. During that time every
member spoke freely and expressed his own
views. Everyone was in agreement—those
who had judged him at first, and then the
Academic Panel. The Academic Committee
had been in favour of giving him the grant
because of his high scholastic attainments.
Then it came to us, and we discussed the
very things you mentioned a moment ago. I
wish you had been there because you would
have seen how seriously we discussed that
matter. After two hours I took the vote, one
by one, and on division it was granted. But, it
was given full consideration by everybody.
We realized that this decision would not be
popular, but the opinions on his scholastic
attainments were such that these prevailed.
This was the majority opinion, and it was
followed.

So far as the piano smasher is concerned,
well, we were just taken in. It was an official
who handled the request, and he telephoned
three persons whom he knew in Vancouver
who all said this man was wonderful, and
because of that we gave him $284 to go there
and smash a piano. They covered themselves
with blood, and we were as surprised as
every other Canadian was.

But, the Gray case involves certain very
important questions. Perhaps the majority has
made a mistake, but if so it was not for lack
of thought. I think only the future will say
whether it was right or wrong.

As to our program, perhaps Mr. Boucher
can answer your question on that. I could,
but I think he can do it better.

Mr. Jean Boucher, Direcior, Canada Coun-
cil: As you have seen, perhaps, from our
brief, we try to define our role as precisely
that of an agency which is responsible for
supporting that kind of research which is not
the research immediately required in the pur-
suit of broad government objectives. The
research required in the pursuit of the politi-
cal objectives, or the broad social goals en-
dorsed by the Government has to be staged,
planned, financed, and programmed by gov-
ernment and by the government agencies that
have distinct missions in these areas.

The Canada Council is a corporation that
has been set up to subsidize and support the
other kind of research, mostly the kind of
research that is freely initiated by scholars
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and scientists operating outside the govern-
ment circle. This does not mean we do not
respond more readily to certain types of
applications. We are also sensitive to the
social significance of the research done, but
we must be sensitive first to the scientific
significance of the research done. We wel-
come research that has as well immediate
social significance, and a great deal of what
we support has this kind of significance. On
the other hand, we are not in a position to set
practical objectives of social usefulness for
the public that turns to us with all kinds of
requests.

If you look at the table we have produced
on page 46 of the brief, which has now been
amended by a list of corrections that has been
circulated, where totals are shown, you will
see that the weight of support goes in certain
directions and that this is very largely the
result of the demand. It is certainly not the
result of our own intervention. It turns out
that the discipline with the largest support is
history, followed by English literature, fol-
lowed in quick succession by the three major
social sciences—political science, sociology
and economics—but right on their heels
comes philosophy.

The only thing we can say about that is
that this is what Canadian scholars are doing
at the moment. We do not as yet have trends;
we have not had these kinds of statistics
analyzed over a period of years. It may well
be that the year for which we did this com-
putation is unusual; we are not yet in a posi-
tion to say, so it will be a little while before
we really know what is the pattern of initia-
tive on the part of scholars.

The Chairman: I think we talked about this
the first time we met, but basically your poli-
cy is to wait for applications and make
awards on the basis of, as much as possible,
scientific merit?

Mr. Boucher: Yes. I would like to add one
thing. Senators should perhaps realize that
the Canada Council program of support for
research in the social sciences and humanities
is not 12 years old; it is really only three or
four years old. Before that there was not in
this country any noticeable program of sup-
port, so it is very early in the game at the
moment, and we thought that our prime re-
sponsibility was to offer a broad spectrum of
support to draw out the competent scholars
who had not been able up to then to give the
measure of their talent, and that for a while
the wisest thing for us to do was not to try to
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prejudge the direction the research would
take. We had to open up shop first.

The Chairman: I think Dean Slater has
something to add to this.

Dr. David W. Slater, Member of the Coun-
cil and Dean of the School of Graduate Stud-
jes, Queen’s University: Mr. Chairman, I
think it is extremely important to put the
activities of the Canada Council in relation to
the humanities and social sciences into the
context of developments in these fields in
Canada in the last ten years. I would espe-
cially emphasize the early stage of develop-
ment. I do not think it unfair to say that in
the social sciences and humanities in Canada,
in the last decade for the first time in our
history we have had a chance, for a number
of reasons, to accomplish something very sig-
nificant for our people. The central mission, if
you like, is the mission of building up the
capacity, the scholarly effort, the educational
effort and the number of educated people in
these fields.

If you go back ten years in this country, it
was a very rare exception to find an
advanced program of study and research in
the humanities and social sciences in Canada.
We were living off the rest of the world. A
conjuncture of forces and events has given us
a new opportunity. The most important ele-
ment in that new opportunity is our own
demography. We have at this stage the most
rapidly growing young adult population,
which is well educated up to a certain level
and is seeking opportunities. We therefore
have the greatest opportunity of any devel-
oped country in the world to now serve a
young adult population. This has meant that
the scale of activities in our universities and
colleges is of a completely different order
than it used to be. This very fact of a new
scale has posed very great difficulties for us,
not least of which is that we have as a society
to invest enormous amounts in research, now
and in the next decade, and invest them, as it
were, in ourselves, in our young people and
in the people who are working in educating
them, with the pay-offs coming—when? Not
tomorrow but five years from now, ten years
from now, 20 years from now. That is the
kind of investment process we are engaged
in.

The fundamental point of it all is that the
scale of our activity, while posing enormous
burdens, allows us to aspire to a high quality
and a broad range of work the like of which

Special Committee

we never had before. This, of course, has
directly generated an enormous need for
teachers, for researchers, for performers, for
administrators who are knowledgeable and
talented, and this in turn has meant an enor-
mous demand on and opportunity for the
Canadian universities and colleges.

I think, too, this country cannot live on the
backs of the British and the Americans for
the advanced training of their people as much
in the future as it historically did. What we
have done in the last decade is make a begin-
ning, especially in the humanities and social
sciences. The humanities and social sciences
in this country have come along in a sense at
least a decade, maybe two decades, maybe
two and a half decades, after a comparable
kind of development took place in our natural
sciences in this country. What I think this
means is that we have an enormous scale of
responsibility, an enormous scale of improve-
ment in our opportunities, a tremendous need
for highly trained and educated people of all
kinds. We cannot and should not live on the
rest of the world in anything like the way we
did before.

The central mission, if you like, associated
with education and higher education, is in
fact responding to that challenge. In the
social sciences and humanities there have
been two or three other things that have
given new opportunity. The development of
computing for example is an extraordinarily
important thing in the social sciences and
humanities because what that has meant is
that we, for the first time in the history of
the state of these subjects, are able to work
with masses of data, and analyse masses of
data, build really comprehensive and sys-
tematic models to inject indeed a very sub-

stantial element of science in the social
sciences.

It is not only the social sciences it is the
humanities too, because the thing that is
especially interesting now is that a very
strong drive exists in things like non-numeric
comp_utlng in the humanities. In a subject like
English you find the change, if you like the
technology part of this new opportunity that
we have. I believe therefore that what we
have done in Canada by our universities
dfevelopment program and the Canada Coun-
cil program are not identical, but closely
interrelated.

In the l'lumanities and social sciences for
thg first time we have begun to respond to
this opportunity. I believe I could cite case
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after case or example after example of indi-
cations where the program is producing
success. It is producing payoffs and we are
drawing into these subjects first class people
who are working very hard. I think we are
going to be developing a quality of teacher
and researcher that is going to serve this
country extremely well.

The Chairman: Would you give us a few
examples? I have not visited universities for
a long time.

Dr. Slater: Yes, I think in my field, which
is economics, we are training an extraor-
dinarily well educated and well trained young
group of quantitative economists. These peo-
ple are going to play a major role in the
analysis of economic events, in sorting out
economic policies and in the development of
econometric models and the application of
econometric models in government and in
business. It is not an accident at all and it is
not purely a matter of the Bank of Canada’s
initiative. It is not an accident that we have
an active group of young econometrics and
some of the best in the world. We could not
say that 10 years ago. We did not have any-
thing like this kind of resource. The business
community is wanting these people and the
Government is also wanting them. They are
playing a role in modelling in quantitative
approaches to all kinds of problems. The
Canada Council has definitely made a
contribution.

I will take another example which is espe-
cially exciting. One of the rather unique
Canadian opportunities is in the field of non-
numeric computing, especially relating to
information storage and retrieval. One of the
areas which may be surprising to you, but
which is of great interest is in law computing.
The Canadian opportunity here has gotten
some extraordinarily interesting features.
Firstly, we have more than one legal system,
therefore this is a problem and we have a
sort of unique problem of fitting them togeth-
er. We have the aspect of more than one
language that is official. We have this prob-
lem because law is something which is pre-
cise in its use of language and therefore
amenable to experimentation in information
storage and retrieval and it presents an
extraordinarily attractive opportunity for
experimentation in this domain.

The developments in this field are things
which have enormous impact in areas other
than law computing. In other words, you are
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dealing with a particular set of problems, but
they have general implications for informa-
tion storage and retrieval. Out of this we may
get a unique development, a lead in informa-
tion storage and retrieval. Not only is this a
matter of importance from a scholastic point
of view and a practitioner’s point of view, it
is very important in relation to Canadian
development. We are never going to make a
living out of trying to build fourth generation
big scale digital computers, but we do have a
great opportunity in developing peripheral
software systems, et cetera, that are related
to this type of non-numeric computing
development.

The Canada Council is supporting non-
numeric computing. Within a framework of
this broad mission there are many opportuni-
ties which are being developed through the
Canadian Economic Council. As for the Cana-
da Council itself, I think that its problems are
problems of self-analysis, such as seeing what
it is doing in regard to success and failures.
My feeling is that the fundamental point
regarding the Council, in the scaling up of
this program, has been right for the time, in
the most general, important and fundamental
mission sense in this country. That is what I
think we have got to keep our eye on, not the
little mistakes as you yourself acknowledge,
Senator Cameron. There is this non-numeric
computing, for example, and this develop-
ment of econometrics.

In this country one of the great disappoint-
ments has been the ineffectiveness of geo-
graphical analysis, space analysis, location of
industry, and all that sort of thing, as well as
urban analysis. I worked in this field for a
time and I know a little bit about it. The
problem, Senator Cameron, was that up until
about 15 years ago you could have, on the one
extreme, some nice, simple abstract geo-
graphical models, and on the other extreme
you could have some extraordinary Ilow
empirical material. We were simply not able
to bridge the gap between the abstract models
and the data, because we did not have the
data gathering manipulation analysis capacity.

We are getting it now. Geography in this
country is just going through a revolutionary
development, and the Canada Council is sup-
porting projects which are part of that
revolution.

This just perhaps illustrates the point, Mr.
Chairman.

Mr. Martineau: May I try to answer direct-
1y? So far, the Canada Council has not initiat-
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ed any research. It believes that the pool of
scientists is not such now that it can do that.
We are rather working on extending that pool
and, when it is ready, the Canada Council
should do that at some future date.

Senator Cameron: I appreciate all that has
been said, but the point I am getting at is
this. I am looking at the expenditures through
the Canada Council as a tool of social policy
in Canada. I think you have done a good job,
I have said that in the beginning, and again,
looking to the future, I know you have some
arrangements for an interchange of member-
ship between the Economic Council and the
Canada Council and the Research Council,
and I think this is all to the good.

I am wondering, however, because of the
speed with which we are moving in social
change, whether we can risk leaving it entire-
ly to the academics. I am speaking as one
who has been a member of a joint faculty
council all my life and I know the kind of
things that come up from time to time in
requests for grants—such as in the role of the
comma in literature, and things like that. I
am wondering whether you are satisfied with
the machinery we have today in the Canada
Council, looking to the future, the integration
of scholars, engineers, businessmen, and so
on, in planning and anticipating the future.

Mr. Martineau: This is exactly what we
have in the Canada Council. I myself, with all
due respect to you, Dr. Salter, would not
leave it all to the academics. The Council is
not made up only of them. Far from it. It is
composed of businessmen and practically
every kind—

The Chairman: Even lawyers.

Mr. Martineau: Yes. Even though the
academics are well represented on it, they are
not a majority on it. I think we have a cross-
cut of everything. This is excellent from th.e
point of view of the businessman, the engi-
neer, the lawyer, together with the academics.
This is safer than if it were limited to one
group. For instance, if the law were given
exclusively to the Bar, the Bar would see it
from the inside and might miss seeing it from
the outside, and that would not be good.

Senator Cameron: This is in no sense criti-
cism. I simply ask, do we need to go a step
further in the machinery we have created, in
providing a means of involving non-govern-
mental organizations and organizations to a
greater extent than we have so far. Certainly
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you have lawyers, engineers and businessmen
on the Canada Council now, but they do not
or may not—they bring the point of view of
the industry or profession they represent,
that is true, but how far do they go in involv-
ing the organizations in their communities in
developing action projects for the future. This
is what I am wondering. Is there any
machinery?

Mr. Boucher: We would have to say that
this does not go very far. It does not go much
further than the initiatives taken by universi-
ties to pursue the same objective that you are
raising. I do not know that it would really
satisfy you as an answer, but it might be
useful for senators to know the kind of ques-
tions which come up in actual fact in the
management of the Council.

Over recent years, we have had our funds
growing at a very substantial pace. The figure
you quoted of $11 million is a figure which is
already two years old now. The figure now is
$19.4 million, so it has risen from $1.3 million
to $19.4 million in something like five years.
What has happened is that we have viewed
the problem very largely as an operation of
recovery, to bridge the gap between the kind
of support provided for the social sciences
and humanities and the kind of support that
has been traditionally provided over decades
for the natural sciences.

At the moment, we are spending—and this
will surprise people, I do not think it is gen-
erally known—we are spending as much
money on the social sciences and humanities
as the NRC and MRC were spending six
years ago. So we are where they were six
years ago. But they had been at it for five
decades and we have been at it for barely a
decade. We are still able to support only a
much smaller proportion of our researchers in
training, that is, the doctoral students, and of
our career researchers, through research
grants. We have been working at reaching

what we would regard as adequate levels of
support.

At the same time, for the past couple of
years, we have been asking the Govern-
ment—apd, we will have to admit, at the
wrong time—for additional funds to provide
dev'elopment grants, to provide a new type of
assistance which would be directed at
streng'ghening certain specific areas of activi-
ty. This is not the moment to get this kind of
deal from the Government. But the NRC had
Stal:ted this approach just before the austerity
period. They have been building, they now
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have three or four years of experience in this
field. We still have not embarked upon it yet.
We have not got the funds to do it. It is not
that we are not asking ourselves these ques-
tions, but it is that, while our funds have
grown tremendously, they have not quite
allowed us to earmark special funds for the
kind of special programs that you have in
mind.

Mr.
them.

Mr. Boucher: We have asked for them and
we are reasonably confident that this is the
kind of development the Government would
be prepared to support as soon as the finan-
cial situation has eased up somewhat.

Mariineau: But we have asked for

The Chairman: In other words, would you
say that up to now and perhaps for some time
in the future, the main function or the main
mission of the Canada Council has been to
build or try to build a capability for research
within the university community?

Mr. Boucher: That is right.

Senator Cameron: I would like to go back
to Dean Slater’s point. On the radio this
morning there was a comment by Dr. Steele
of Carleton University, in which he says that
80 per cent of the professors in the social
sciences are non-Canadians—he did not say
they were Americans.

I know this has been true up until a few
years ago, but I was rather shocked if that
percentage is accurate today.

Mr. Martineau: It is not. Mr. Milligan can
show you.

Mr. Frank A. Milligan, Assistant Director
of Canada Council: I think the truth is that at
the moment no one has enough statistics to
say what the percentage rates have been.
There are some things we do know. We know
that, with the extremely rapid growth of uni-
versities in the last ten years that Dean Slater
has talked about, it would simply not have
been possible to staff them with Canadians,
simply because of the historic situation he
described, where we have had a very anemic
progress in advanced studies in this country
and relatively few Canadians were going
abroad to take advanced studies in Britain or
the United States or France.

The only way that the universities could
respond to the enormous demographic pres-
sure was by hiring outside the country and,
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as it happened, there was at the same time a
loosening up of the supply in the United
States.

I think there is a combination of reasons
why American scholars suddenly began to
find employment in Canada attractive. There
is room here for investigation as to why
American scholars were so willing to come
here. It may be partly a matter of the politi-
cal climate. It may be the Viet Nam situation
in some cases. It may be partly that for the
first time they began to find that salaries and
working conditions and research support in
this country were becoming competitive with
the American universities. There may be a
number of factors, but the fact is that they
came, and came in large numbers.

As this happened, the incidence of its
impact was uneven. In a large established
institution like the University of Toronto
there was a solid base of established scholars
who were largely Canadians and the absorp-
tion of the newcomers was not too great a
problem. But a new iniversity like Waterloo
or Simon Fraser, or a rapidly-growing but
relatively young one like Carleton, felt the
effect of this uneven factor in the staffing of
its faculties, even to the point where in some
departments a majority of staff are non-
Canadian—and, specifically, American.

This does create problems. It creates the
problem of curriculum as these people bring
their own academic interests with them. We
have complaints that a department of English
will offer six courses in the American novel
and one course every second year in the
Canadian novel. It is a reflection of the char-
acter of the particular departments. There is
another problem, namely, that the hiring of
staff in Canadian universities is very largely
in the hands of the departments themselves.
As a department becomes solidly or very
largely American there is a tendency for it to
hire through its own “old boy” network in the
States. This is a problem that the universities
have to face.

So in some of these institutions there are
quite critical problems which they must cope
with, but I am still convinced that it is a
passing phase. I think part of the reason that
it is a passing phase is reflected in the statis-
tics which we are now able to put out about
enrolment of Canadians in graduate schools
both in Canada and abroad.

There has been an enormous growth of
graduate schools, particularly in the humani-
ties and the social sciences in this country.
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For example, this year, in our own doctoral
competition, for the first time over 50 per
cent of those receiving first awards are
intending to enter Canadian graduate schools.
Three years ago it was less than 25 per cent.
This is the kind of growth that is developing.

I would see that within three to five years
we will be reaching the point—in fact in
some disciplines like English literature and
history it may well be before that—where the
Canadian supply is fully equal to and perhaps
even in excess of the needs of Canadian uni-
versities. It will not be in excess of the needs
of this country, because I do not think there
is any limit to the needs of the country for
people with these kinds of qualifications in
the humanities and social sciences.

As this happens there will be a readjust-
ment in the balance of Canadian and non-
Canadian scholars. Some of the people who
have come from other countries will go back;
some will Canadianize themselves. In fact,
some are doing so now. It is reflected in the
applications we get from them, where they
indicate that they are shifting their research
interests to Canadian matters. They have a
learning process to go through and sometimes
it is difficult for them, but some of them do it
and do it very successfully

Some of our best scholars in this country
now concerned with Canadian problems and
Canadian development are people who have
come to us from other countries.

As I say, there are very real current prob-
lems and I would not want to minimize them,
pbut I think they are only current problems.

Senator Cameron: I would hate to think,
Mr. Chairman, that our appointments would
be made on a nationalistic basis. I think the
criterion should be to get the best man
regardless of where he comes from. I appreci-
ate all the points you have made about the
fact that we did not have a pool to draw on.
We will have it within three to five years.
This will make a change. But I think it is not
good to have this kind of statement being
made, unless the criteria on which it is made
are also put forward.

The Chairman: It was without the use of
computers.

Senator Cameron: Yes. Now, Dean Slater
spoke about the fine work the economists are
doing and I think this is correct. I think they
have a big job to do yet to get our economy
back on the rails. But in mentioning the econ-
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omists, is there any significance in the fact
that he did not mention the sociologists? Be-
cause these are the people who seem to be
causing a lot of trouble, particularly in our
new or instant universities.

This is an area in which there is a great
lack in this country, a lack in the sense that
we have done very little in using the sociolog-
ical tool, but we seem to have been rather
unfortunate again in some of our instant uni-
versities in the kinds of people who come in
from outside, who do not know our conditions
and who have been involved in actually pro-
moting student unrest. I am sure this does not
come from their scholarship. Have you any
comments on that?

The Chairman: Do you mean that we are
about to have to import wuniversity
presidents?

Dr. Slater: Maybe we are going to have to
have a new graduate school to produce new
university presidents.

Seriously, I think we recognize that there
are some problems. They are part of the fab-
ric that Mr. Milligan has put to you, Senator
Cameron. They are accentuated in the case of
sociology by the newness and the difficulty of
the subject itself and by our special back-
wardness in the development of sociology. So,
in addition to every problem that Mr. Milli-
gan pointed to, which are general problems,
you have as well in sociology two additional
problems. My belief, sir, is that sociologists
are tackling very serious and difficult prob-
lems. Among the people they are attracting to
the subject are some bright people, devoted
people, people of very considerable skills, and
my expectation is that some of the problems
of sociology and some of the other problems
we associate with sociology in some of our
new universities are in themselves passing
phases. But I am an optimist in this respect,
sir.

Mr. Boucher: May I add, Mr. Chairman,
that it is rather ironical that the one debate
that is going on at this precise moment with
regarq to a divided approach in a department
of sociology is happening at the University of
Montreal, where the facts are exactly the
reverse. There the contention of the young
Canadian sociologists is that the imported
sociologists are tamer than they are and are
not as radical as they are. So it is by no
means the general situation that it is the
foreign-born sociologist who has been in
Canada the source of worry or the source of
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social disturbance. It is a fact, however, that
this is a discipline which our society has not
yet been able to use in a way which would
dispel a good deal of the frustrations that its
members feel.

Sociologists by definition are critics of soci-
ety. That is their profession. And our society
has not itself found ways of using them in a
fashion which would put their talent to best
use so that this frustration tends to take some
exacerbated character at times. Our society
has not found ways of using all our scientific
talents. I am not sure that it uses chemists
very well, or other people in the natural
sciences. Certainly it has not yet found ways
of using botanists or astronomers unless they
are employed by government. We know that
there are disciplines where the eventual use
by society of the knowledge acquired is still
very much a substantial problem, and we
hope with the passing of time to find a solu-
tion but this will not be easy.

The Chairman: Could I ask a supplemen-
tary question on this. We are not just discuss-
ing the Canada Council here; we are discuss-
ing a very important problem. Have you
made any studies about the way we are pre-
paring sociologists in Canada, and not only in
Canada but throughout the world because it
seems to me that this is a world situation. I
would think that it is quite difficult at the
moment for a sociologist to interpret our soci-
ety or to try to arrive at laws which describe
the functioning of society without any kind of
knowledge of economics and the infrastruc-
ture or the workings of the infrastructure of a
society. The result is that not having good
enough principles to interpret the behaviour
of our society they tend to become more
action-oriented because of the weakness of
their scientific base.

Dr. Slater: I think there is something in
that, although sociology is very much a mixed
bag. I spoke earlier about having time to
study urban problems. A decade ago much
the best urban demographic work was being
done by sociology. It was much the best by
any test. If you take another example, it is
not at all accidental that some of the strength
of the Yale law school nowadays is because
of its strength in criminology and the socio-
logical relationships which exist and which
people have studied very carefully using all
sorts of methods. To take another example,
and this of course is going to be one of the
most fundamental things that will be the sal-
vation of sociology, we find that it is being
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infused very much by quantitative methods
and computer technology to the point that
instead of running three spurious correlations
in three hours you can now with a computer
run 3,000 and you can run them on the most
grandiose scale. Of course there may be people
who want to correlate everything with every-
thing else and thus arrive at sociological
laws. In these cases without the use of scien-
tific standards they will probably get clob-
bered.

The Chairman: Going back to the machine,
that may be one way to opt out of our society.

Dr. Slater: I would not think so. The stand-
ards of evidence abstraction and confronting
the ideas with evidence and trying to estab-
lish truths that are something more than
spurious correlations—those forces will take
hold and I think they will build very strong-
ly, if you like, and they are going to purify
sociology and I believe that is going to be a
major force in the development of what we
might call the scientific core of the discipline.
I do not believe, Mr. Chairman, that action
can be undertaken sensibly or effectively
from a long-term point of view without a
solid base of knowledge in which you have
confidence, so that you can persuade the com-
munity that you know what you are talking
about, that you have a base of evidence and
thought and that it is not a superficial sort of
approach. I do not believe therefore that soci-
ology will be effective in action unless it has
this solid core based on scientific and scholar-
ly work to meet the very best standards.
Again you can see I am an optimist in these
things and I think there is some basis for
optimism.

Senator Cameron: The pertinence of this
discussion to this whole area may be that in
awarding grants some more careful scrutiny,
if I may put it that way although it is proba-
bly not the best way to put it, might be given,
although I am sure this is already being done,
to see what kind of people and what kind of
projects are being supported. Perhaps the
best way of putting it is to suggest that this
might be given even closer scrutiny. How-
ever, I am going to ask one more question and
then pass the questioning on to my colleagues.

Mr. Martineau: Before you do that, Senator
Cameron, may I say that it is being given
much more scrutiny than one might think—
even from mere lawyers. We look at the proj-
ect and say “should this not have it rather
than that?” and “would this not be more
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important for the country than that?”. Proba-
bly we could do more of this.

Senator Cameron: I have one more ques-
tion. On page 13 you discuss a problem which
is of real concern to this committee and that
is the question as to whether or not there
should be a minister of science. I notice you
say:

On the other hand, with the growing
acceptance of interdisciplinary approaches
and the growing need for common
services, a good case could be made,
although it has not been made yet, for a
single Minister (not called a Minister of
Science either) having responsibility for
all programmes of aid in support of uni-
versity research, including the national
information services of the National
Library and the Dominion Bureau of
Statisties.

Have you anything further to say on that
particular problem because it is something
that this committee has to face.

Senator Grosari: May I add a supplemen-
tary, Mr. Chairman? Would you include the
Canada Council under that Minister?

The Chairman: Of course.

Mr. Boucher: I would not say that this is a
suggestion because it is simply an idea
thrown into the arena for discussion and it
stems, of course, not from the general con-
cern that has inspired people to suggest that
there should perhaps be a minister of science.
What we are saying at the moment is that the
various governmental programs that are all
directed in one way or another to support
research development outside the govern-
ment, in the universities mostly and in other
private institutes or among consultant firms
and similar bodies, have to come closer and
closer together. Basically, they have to come
closer and closer together for two reasons.
The first is because more and more research
cannot be nicely fitted into either the natural
sciences or the social sciences or the humani-
ties. More and more projects are interdisci-
plinary, and more and more should be inter-
disciplinary; and this trend must be encour-
aged by all means. No big issue or problem
can be tackled unless persons with a great
many different skills are brought together to
tackle it. So, this is one reason why, at the mo-
ment, we find ourselves in constant consulta-
tion with NRC and other agencies—“What can
you do with this?” We might be prepared to do
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that much”, “Will you pick this up, or shall
we?” There are a number of disciplines which
are frontier disciplines—psychology, geogra-
phy, archeology, anthropology. All are partly
accepted as the responsibility of NRC, and
partly by us, so these problems are more and
more common and their importance will grow.

The second problem is the development of
common services. There is a report that has
just recently come out, last week, the Tyas
Report, on the establishment of a scientific
information system. This report does not
exclude the possibility that social research
would be included under the system, but it is
quite obvious that the report was not intend-
ed primarily to serve that purpose, and that a
system like the one proposed might well not
include the social sciences. It is obvicus that
if we were to make any such mistake we
would very soon regret it, and bitterly.

This is why the very difficult problem that
we have now—which we think may well be
the major national problem in research,
namely the development of national informa-
tion services—is one which must almost from
the outset include all the research, and it
must be set up, perhaps not as suggested by
the Tyas Report, primarily to serve the small
manufacturer or the vast majority of manu-
facturers, but to serve the scientists, the engi-
neers and the people who can read the infor-
mation. These people are very largely the
professional researchers. They could be in the
employ of government; they could be in the
employ of businesses; and a great many of
them are in the employ of universities. So, if
we are going to have any such system, it
must be beamed at a very broad public.

This kind of thing could very well be under
a minister who would see his responsibility as
the support of research throughout the
nation, of work done mostly by scientists, not
necessarily limited to its industrial use and
not limited either to its governmental use.

Senator Aird: A supplementary question,
Mr. Chairman, was the Tyas Report a one-
man report?

The Chairman: No.

; Senator Aird: Was there a social science
input into the report?

Mr. Boucher: It may be somewhat difficult
for us to comment on the Tyas Report too
much, but it is a fact it was written by a
public servant, originally at the request of a
minister. It is a report of a special nature; it
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is not of the same kind as other studies. In-
cluded in the team of consultants were people
coming from various fields, but mostly infor-
mation experts.

Senator Grosart: I did not get an answer to
my question, Mr. Chairman.

The Chairman: We have embarked on a
broad but important subject.

Senator Yuzyk: Perhaps it could come up
after my question.

Senator Grosart: But, Mr. Chairman—

The Chairman: Just a moment, please. I
want to explain the procedure. Mr. Boucher
has commented on a Minister of Science, and
I understand that Mr. Milligan and Dean
Slater would like to add comments; but I am
in the hands of the committee.

Senator Grosart: I would very much like an
answer. In fact, I would like to see more
answers here and less lectures on the ques-
tions asked.

The question is a simple one: In the sugges-
tion that a good case can be made out for a
single minister whose responsibility in a cer-
tain area would include the National Library
and the Dominion Bureau of Statistics, would
the Council include the Canada Council under
that minister?

The Chairman: I thought you received an
answer to this.

Senator Cameron: Yes, he said, “Yes.”

Senator Grosari: If he did, I am sorry,
because I did not hear the answer.

Mr. Boucher: I am sorry senator, but it was
quite clear in our minds. If you refer to the
last sentence of that paragraph you will see
that the minister we thought was as close as
could be to that minister at the moment was
the one already responsible for the Canada
Council and the National Library.

Mr. Martineau: And the answer is, “Yes,”
senator.

Senator Grosari: That is all I wanted to
know.

Senator Yuzyk: My question is along the
same lines. On page 15 of the brief reference
is made to a parallel Social Science Council of
Canada, after mentioning the mandate of the
Science Council of Canada.
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Is the Canada Council prepared to recom-
mend the establishment of a Social Science
Council of Canada as a parallel step, shall we
say, to a Minister of Science?

Mr. Boucher: I do not know whether I can
speak for the whole Council on this, but I
would say that the Council is probably not
prepared to recommend this at the moment,
because the Council does not yet know. how
the Science Council will perform for the natu-
ral sciences.

Senator Yuzyk: We have some evidence
now, because this has come up before our
committee, on the work of the Science Coun-
cil of Canada.

Mr. Martineau: We have no kingdom fto
defend, take my word. We are doing our best,
and I think we have done pretty well so far
with what we have had. If someone shows us
that we could have done better than we have
and that somebody else could do better with
the same, then we have no objéction; but
before saying, “Yes,” we have to be shown
that we are not doing the job and that some-
body else could do the job better with the
same kind of money. Otherwise we say that
everything is set up, we are doing it, and
why duplicate?

Senator Yuzyk: In other words, you consid-
er the Canada Council actually is doing the
work of a proposed Social Science Council? I
say that, because it has been proposed, on the
part of some people, that a Social Science
Council be formed.

The Chairman: I do not think the Canada
Council would pretend that, because it has no
responsibility to advise the Government on
policy.

Senator Yuzyk: That is why I am asking
the question here.

Mr. Martineau: Not on that. We do not do
that, but so far as helping the social sciences
to develop is concerned, I think everybody
has been satisfied so far. If anyone else can
do it better, then, all right, take it away from
us, but until then. ..

Senator Yuzyk: At page 16 mention is made
of a national social science institute. I would
gather this is a more definite recommendation
than the mention of a social science council.

Mr. Boucher: I would say that this is a
reference to a proposal that has been bandied
around, and one that has been mentioned by
the chairman of this committee at times...
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The Chairman: Am I on trial now?

Mr. Boucher: This is a comment by the
Council on what the Council thought was a
proposal on which this comment might be
welcome. The comment that we are making
on this is that it would be a useful develop-
ment especially if it pursued certain objec-
tives rather than others, if it were primarily
intended to provide a free opportunity for
social scientists to spend some time away
from teaching duties. If an institute like that
were primarily established as is perhaps
being suggested at the moment—and I do not
think this was the original view of the chair-
man of this committee—as a sort of perma-
nent substitute for royal commissions, or as a
much more efficient research entity to do the
research in the social sciences now being
done within departments, the in-house
research, then we are not quite sure that this
would be the answer. First of all, we think
that if the social sciences research done in
government departments is deficient at the
moment, then the problem would not be
resolved by creating a single institute with a
universal responsibility before the Govern-
ment has tried to secure improvement in the
performance of the existing research divisions
of departments, quite possibly by changing
the expectations placed upon them.

Senator Yuzyk: There is the National
Research Council, and this would appear to
be a sort of a parallel in the social sciences.

Mr. Boucher: Yes. I think that in that
sense. . .

The Chairman: I think I should try to clari-
fy this situation. I understand that there are
more or less three possible functions to be
envisaged. First, the providing of assistance
to the social sciences by an agency supported
directly or indirectly by the Government, and
supporting research in universities and, possi-
bly, in industry. Secondly, as Dr. Solandt has
proposed, there should be perhaps a parallel
council to the Science Council to advise the
Government on science policy with respect to
the social sciences, but this will be a very
restricted function parallel to that of the
Science Council.

Then there is the third thing which has
been proposed by a few, the creation of a
kind of research council within the Govern-
ment which would conduct actual research
itself. So, there are really three things which
are quite different.
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Senator Yuzyk: Yes, but we still have par-
allel developments in these two broad fields,
the social sciences and the natural sciences. I
am just wondering whether the Canada Coun-
cil has been giving thought to this progres-
sion, shall we say, towards a ministry.

The Chairman: I understand from the brief
that the Canada Council is satisfied with the
status quo.

Senator Yuzyk: I have just one more ques-
tion, Mr. Chairman. On page 22 of the brief
you say:

Means are now being developed of
involving academic advisers more closely
in assessing the results of Council-sup-
ported activity.

And then further down the page you say:
The Council expects to undertake pilot
projects of this kind during the current
year.

Now, has such a pilot project been com-
menced at this stage?

The Chairman: I understand that Mr. Milli-
gan is prepared to answer that question.

Mr. Milligan: Our problem in this area of
evaluation is that the Council as an adminis-
trative organization is no better equipped to
evaluate the results of its support than it is to
evaluate the proposals that are made to it. We
do not pretend to be specialists in economics,
in history, or in English. Certainly, we cannot
rival the expertise of the people who are
applying to us and the people who are hold-
ing our grants. If there is to be evaluation it
can only be done by enlisting the support and
assistance of people who have that particular
type of expertise.

In the past three or four years, as the pro-
gram has developed, we have almost by act
of faith been simply doing the best possible
job we could in assessing proposals, and mak-
ing the grants where the assessment support-
ed the proposals and then, in effect, by an act
of faith, assuming that the results would be
worthwhile—not that there will always be
success because failure is an inescapable part
of any research activity. But now we do have
to look at results, and I think we have to look
at them at a number of different levels.

There is the analysis of the general direc-
tion and balance of the work that is being
done with our support, and this is largely a
statistical or global analysis type of thing. We
have to draw on our records and again enlist



Science Policy

the aid of the scholars, to get the economists,
for example, drawn into the process.

Senator Yuzyk: Would you get the D.B.S.
involved also?

Mr. Milligan: The D.B.S. at the moment do
not have any means of assembling this infor-
mation, but if we can get the Canadian Eco-
nomic Association. .

The Chairman: But they are looking at this.

Mr. Milligan: Yes. If we can enlist the
Canadian Economic Association to look at the
pattern of our grants to economists and ana-
lyze what has been done in the context of the
total amount of activity by Canadian econ-
omists, they can see what impact we are
making, and what sort of balance of activity
there is among their own people, the econ-
omists of the country. They are in the best
position to suggest where there are weak-
nesses and where special efforts need to be
made to improve the balance of activity. This
is one type of analysis that has to be done.

We did this on a very modest scale a year
ago when we gave to the various learned
societies lists of all the work we had support-
ed, and asked for their comments and evalua-
tions of it. In the future we will do this more
systematically.

The other thing we must do is look at the
individual projects we are supporting. Here
again we will have to vary our methods
according to circumstances, but in every case
we shall have to enlist the help of the
academics themselves.

For very large projects which we are sup-
porting over periods of three or four years to
the tune of $40,000 to $60,000 a year, it is
clearly justifiable for us to assemble a small
team which will go out to see what is being
done and what is being accomplished. This is
not to police the work, because the kind of
people we would put on that team would be
the kind of people who could make sugges-
tions for the improvement of the work.

Senator Yuzyk: Do I understand that you
have such teams at work this year?

Mr. Milligan: We will this year initiate the
use of such teams on our projects. For small-
er projects we will have to do it on a smaller
scale, otherwise the cost of the evaluation
will outrun the cost of the project itself.

This is the type of work that is being devel-
oped at the moment.
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Senator Grosari: On that subject, what is
the present procedure in respect of account-
ing by individual recipients for the expendi-
tures of the money you grant?

Mr. Milligan:  We require financial state-
ments. Where the grants involve any use of
university facilities, which a large grant
includes, they are administered through the
university and we get reports from the uni-
versity. A considerable number of scholars
have grants for travel to, for example, the
British Museum or the Bibliothéque Nationale
in Paris for a summer’s work, and these
smaller grants are made directly to the schol-
ars, who must account on their own behalf.
At the same time, we get reports on what
has been achieved with the grants.

Senator Grosart: From whom?

Mr. Milligan: From the scholars. There is
no way, except at prohibitive cost, of policing
it. There must be an assumption that these
scholars are honest and conscientious people.
We get indications from time to time from
some academics that a colleague has been
abusing his grant. That is very rare. I think it
fair to say that there is no way of having a
cast-iron guarantee that the money will be
used precisely for the purpose for which it
was given. Normally it will result in some
evidence of the work having been done, in
the form of a publication or something of that
sort.

Senator Grosari: We are dealing here with
public funds, and accountability has always
been an essential principle in the spending of
public funds. I ask this question because
within the last three days two grantees of the
Canada Council have been interviewed on the
radio. The answer of the first when asked
“Where are you going?” was, “I am not sure,
but I think I'll go to Moscow”, which was
understandable, because it was a ballet danc-
er. Asked where she was going from there
she said she did not know. When asked what
course of study she was undertaking her
reply was, “I am not sure I am going to
undertake any. I want to see Europe.” I have
discussed this matter with other grantees and
I get the impression that by and large there
has not been in the past a pre- and post-audit
of expenditure of these funds. If this were the
Rockefeller Foundation the grantee might be
told, “I think we would like to see you go to
Europe.” Here we are dealing with public
funds. I would emphasize that we are dealing
with people of normally not high income, and
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I'get the impression that the Canada Council
seems to forget this at times.

Mr. Martineau: We have often had discus-
sions on this and are very conscious of that
problem. We have tried to find means of
doing what you suggest. As a matter of fact, I
have often proposed that spot checks be made,
but that would be costly. Before granting this
money we always get the best references, and
only in the exceptional case is it abused. Even
spot checks might not show it. We would
have to make a check more than once during
a year and it might be too costly. If you could
find a way in which we could do it we would
be very happy to hear of it.

Senator Grosari: Everybody spending pub-
lic funds has eventually to find a way. This is
an essential reguirement; it is part of the
trust and responsibility of anybody who has
the granting of publie funds.

The Chairman: I think two of our other
guests wish to add to this.

. Senator Grosart: I should like to define my
question, because I am not particularly con-
cerned with the system of policing or check-
ing. I am relating my question to pre-audit
and post-audit. In other words, how specific
are the requirements so that the intention of
the prospective grantee are laid down before
the Council; and is there an audit, even from
the reports of that person? I am not suggest-
ing having police running around.

. Mr. Martineau:
individuals?

You are speaking of

Senator Grosart: Yes.

Mr. Martineau: With bigger grants we do
check. We have considerable checks for the
big ones.

Senator Grosart: I can understand that. I
think it is well known that I have been in the
public relations business all my life, and, if I
may gay <o, some of your worst enemies are
your grantees, who understandably exagger-
ate. I see a good many of them in my office
and have heard them say, “I have got a
Canada Council grant. I am going to Europe.
I am going to have a hell of a good time.” I
have asked, “Is it that easy?” and they say it
is.

Mr. Boucher: I think there are a certain
number of things to say on this. First of all, a
distinction must be made at least between
support given to artists and support given to
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scholars. I do not know whether the senator
has in mind artists who have been sent
abroad under the arts program of the Canada
Council, or whether he has in mind scholars
who have been sent abroad under Canada
Council research grants. If they are artists, it
is all a question of knowing whether they are
going into a structured program or not. If you
send a young writer abroad you do not send
him to be registered in a definite program. He
is going to live abroad and see the world, and
this is very largely what the money is for; he
is going to meet other writers. If he is a
young musician he may well go into a struc-
tured program; he may well go to a conserva-
tory, and so we will know whether he is
registered in the conservatory. The same will
apply with a young dancer.

I assume the object of the discussion here
this morning is scholars. Here a distinction
has to be made between the support of doc-
toral students and the support of researchers.
Doctoral fellowships are not paid until we
have evidence that there has been registration
in an institution. When the award is made. it
may well be that the student has not yet
completed his arrangements with an institu-
tion, but he will not get the money until this
has been done. With research grants for
Canadian scholars the system is very com-
plex. Inasmuch as there would be expendi-
tures in the nature of payments for services
of others, such as the hiring of student assis-
tants, the hiring of secretaries, the purchase
of equipment or anything like that, the
payments are all made through the adminis-
tration of the university. We get periodical
reports, and instalment payments are made
only when the money is required. In that case
we have evidence from the university that
indeed student X and student Y were hired
on such a date and have been working for so
many months; that this or that equipment
has been purchased or rented, or that the
team is off to the Northwest Territories. This
is all verified by the universities. We do not
make a double check of university account-
ing. We will grant that we take this as being
satisfactory evidence that the money is indeed
well spent. This leaves out the possibility that
when there are no such expenditures
involved the only expenditures are the per-
sonal expenditures of the individual.

The scholar may want to spend two months
at Harvard in the law library. He wants to
have the travel money and some per diem
while he is there. He will be given a cheque
payable to him of a certain amount. If it is
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small it probably will be in a single payment
and will not be by instalment. If he goes for
two months, we put the money in his hands
when he is about to leave. We get a report
from him when this is over. Every scholar is
required to make a report and say what he
has done. Of course there may be people who
lie to us, but this can only be a small segment
of our public. It is difficult for a scholar to
keep coming back to us claiming to have done
what we gave him money for if indeed he did
not do it.

Mr. Milligan: I think there is one other part
of Senator Grosart’s question and that is the
question of pre-audit. Every application for a
research grant must carry with it an itemized
budget and that budget is scrutinized. The
people to whom it is sent for assessment are
asked to comment on whether it is reasonable
or not. These are people who have experience
in field research and know what sort of costs
are involved. It is also subject to certain limi-
tations the Council, itself, imposes on its
grants. The limitation is to the extent of the
per diem allowed for subsistence as well as to
the type of travel that may be used. They can
only get an economy air fare for example. We
would not pay them a first class steamship
ticket or something of that sort. There is this
type of budgetary control imposed from the
moment the application comes to us.

Senator Grosart: Is there a post-audit of
the pre-audit?

Mr. Milligan: There is a post-audit in the
sense that the department of the treasurer of
the council checks the expenditures which the
applicant must submit on completion of his
work against the budget which was approved
in the first place.

Senator Grosart: Is there a further general
audit of the validity of grants?

Mr. Milligan: I am not quite sure that I
understand what you mean.

Senator Grosari: I will phrase it another
way. The bank lends me money and they
wish to know, first of all, what I am going to
do with the money. Before I receive any more
money they are going to want me to show
them that I did what I anticipated I would do
with that money. Now, the bank takes this
over all its lending activities. This is all right.
We are not going to lend this group any more
money, however, we will lend this group, et
cetera. Do you do this?
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The Chairman: You are really now going a
little bit further than the mere financial audit.
You want also to ask whether there is a kind
of qualitative post-audit.

Senator Grosart: My text, Mr. Chairman, is
what I consider the best statement in the
whole brief and, not strangely, it is the short-
est, page 6 at the beginning of paragraph 11,
“A science policy requires criteria.”

Mr. Milligan: The criteria are the same as
are required in the judgment of an applica-
tion. It is scholarly merit and the competence
of the man to do it. When we have a continu-
ing project and successive requests for grants
one of the things that is done is to get a
report on what has been accomplished and
this material, along with the application, is
submitted or it may be, in many cases, resub-
mitted to assessors. The renewal is not auto-
matic. There must be an assurance to the
council from our assessment procedure that in
the actual performance to date the original
judgment still stands that the project was
worthwhile and the man that was supported
was competent.

Senator Grosart: Thank you very much. I
must say that I am very satisfied with the
answers given.

Dr. Slater: There are two or three points to
be added which may satisfy my old friend,
Senator Grosart, a little more. Research
applications have to bear the signature of a
responsible university officer. I am going to
answer your questions from the point of view
of a person who has the responsibility for
signing the research application for the uni-
versity such as NRC, Canada Council or any
of them. They have to have a signature of a
responsible officer of the university. This is
very important. Secondly, the budget that is
put into the Canada Council is a full disclo-
sure budget, not just about the grant. It is the
whole project and the various elements of
financing that would be entered, including the
Canada Council. The Canada Council, because
of its full disclosure approach, gets the whole
picture. Thirdly, in most universities the
detailed accounting budget that is set up in
the university administration indeed has to
correspond to the budget. In most universities
there is a research accounting operation that
is carried out. If a person wishes to make any
major change in his budget he must go to the
Council and seek approval. A certain amount
of changes may be made with consent, but
the grantee on a large grant is not in a posi-
tion to be a free wheeler and just simply
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moving his money around. I think these
things are very important and I think in sign-
ing research applications on behalf of a uni-
versity and in assessing research applications,
as a reviewer and looking at them and as a
member of an academic panel, you are very
conscious of the question as to how this fel-
low performs in this or that thing. That is one
of the questions that comes up over and over
again. It is a very general point of view in
these things.

Give a man a little bit of money and take a
chance. For the new man the small thing and
so on, but let him show his wares and let him
earn his way and only earn his way into
larger grants. I think there is a hard-nosed
approach to this thing inside universities and
outside the universities that I believe you
would find impressive, sir.

Senator Grosart: I was sold before, Dave,
and not in danger of being oversold.

The Chairman: I am beginning to be afraid
of bureaucracy—Too many questions. ..

Senator Grosart: If I could follow with one
question coming out of that. The term free
research is used quite frequently throughout
the brief. Would somebody define free
research as contrasted with unfree research?

Mr. Boucher: The term is short for “freely
initiated research”. That is what it means as
against contract or commission.

Senator Aird: I would like to refer back to
Dr. Slater’s remark about freewheeling and to
the appendices on page 40 and page 41. I
noted with interest the different procedure
that is involved inasmuch as the ultimate
decision-making authority, is concerned as I
understand it. On Appendix C, chart 1 lists
the Canada Council, as contrasted to Appen-
dix C chart 2, where the ultimate decision-
making process lies with an academic panel
of 18 members. It seems to me, on the remark
made by Dr. Slater as to the content of
approval, and perhaps not so much on the
accounting side, that it is anomalous, that this
division is contrary to the concept of it.

What I would like to ask, Mr. Chairman
and Dr. Slater, is why there is this difference
in handling applicants? It seems to me that
the ultimate decision-making authority might
very well lie the other way around. As a
lawyer, Mr. Martineau, this is perhaps a
mechanical question and it is one of policy,
but it seems to me that when we are dealing
with funds of this nature and when we are
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dealing with important grants, the decision-
making process might very well lie with the
Canada Council on the more important ones.

Mr. Martineau: But it does, senator.

Dr. Slater: I might reconcile this more
quickly, because I have been a member of
every one of those levels. The Council has the
final authority on everything and takes final
responsibility on everything. With respect to
the adjudication process, the Council sets and
agrees to the terms of reference of the doctor-
al fellowship program, the general criteria,
ete, and takes responsibility for that. It does
not as a council make a decision and a review
of three thousand individual applications. It
does not adjudicate three thousand individu-
al applications as a council. The adjudication
process itself, the terms of reference and
composition, in the first place, are those
things determined by the Council, and within
that framework there is an adjudication, to
select the particular candidates within those
terms of reference. Thus, the terminal ele-
ment is the Academic Panel.

Mr. Martineau: To make sure that there is
no misunderstanding, may I say I have taken
that long list, and there are thousands on it,
and I have gone over it. I have put dozens
and scores of questions as to why we had this
project and why not that project, and so on.
It is after this discussion that the list is
approved generally. For the big grants, we go
into it even more thoroughly.

Mr. Milligan: Every research grant over
$10,000 automatically goes to the Council for
a decision. Every grant between $5,000 and
$10,000 may be awarded by the Academic
Panel. If there are any doubts in policy
issues, the panel can refer this to the Council;
or the efficers can propose to the Panel that it
be referred to the Council.

Senator Aird: Then with respect I would
suggest that you might amend the wording on
Appendix C, Chart 2, because this says that
these decisions are reported to the Council.

_ Mr. Boucher: This is correct, because this
is the program of doctoral fellowships.

Dr. Slater: What is needed is, I think, a
statement that the Council sets the regula-

tions and the Council tests the credibility of
the performance.

Senator Aird: Yes.

Mr. Martineau: That is what we do.
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Mr. Boucher: The answer really is that
physically the Council, meeting as it does for
the length of time it meets and at the fre-
quency it meets, cannot clear all the thou-
sands of awards that are made. So there is a
system of delegated authority in the Council
up to certain levels, of expenditure which are
away below the levels of delegated authority
in any Government department and in the
Treasury Board. The review by the full
Council is a great deal more demanding than
prevails in any public agency in Ottawa.

Mr. Martineau: We would like to make the
senator certain that I for one, and all the
others, do look at this list, even if they have
been granted, and we discuss them to see if
the decision was good or not good. They come
eventually before us. I am talking now only
of the smaller ones.

Senator Aird: I thank you for the clarifica-
tion and I would ask a question of which
perhaps I should give notice, because I think
it makes your case and your explanation or
clarification much more precise. What per-
centage of applications do you turn down—in
page 40, Appendix C, Chart 1, under the
heading “Canada Council makes final deci-
sion”. You might need notice of that, but
you have told me that you look at thousands.
I would be interested in knowing what is the
percentage turned down.

Mr. Milligan: Mr. Chairman, what goes to
the Council in the first place is the actual
submission for a grant involving over $10,000
or over $10,000 in any one year. In this case,
there is no decision until the Council has
considered the submission.

In the second place, they get a report on
actual grants under $10,000 which have been
approved, which have been awarded by the
Academic Panel—or by the officers, if they
are under $5,000. They may question these but
in fact the award has been made. They do ask
questions about individual instances, about
individual grants that have been made.

As has been said, there are always in the
lists a certain number of awards that do raise
questions in the minds of individual members
of the Council and there is an opportunity to
discuss them.

In addition, what goes to the Council is all
proposals for rejection of applications. There
is no rejection but by the Council—except in
a competition like the fellowship competition
where the making of an award involves
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automatically the rejection of other applica-
tions. If we have 3,600 doctoral fellowship
applications and if the academic panel
approves 2,200 the other 1,400 are rejected by
implication. In the case of a research grant,
where there is no competition, that rejection
is made only by Council.

To complete the answer, the failure rate
varies among programs. In the competitions,
there is provided, at the outset, a total
amount of money or a total number of awards
to be made. The failure rate will depend on
the ratio of these to what turns out to be the
actual number of applications received. In the
case of the doctoral fellowship competition,
the success rate this year was about 43 per
cent so the failure rate was 57 per cent. In
the leave fellowship competition, the success
rate this year was 60 per cent, so the failure
rate was about 40 per cent. These are in a
competition. This does not necessarily mean
that everybody who fails is lacking in merit;
it is simply that there are only so many
awards and this is the way they are
distributed.

Each research grant application is looked at
on its own merits. If it is found to have
merit, an award is made. It is an open-ended
program. The failure rate on this program is
running at about 20 per cent. It is higher than
that for the large grants. There is relatively a
low failure rate for the small grants. I have
not the precise figures, but I would expect
the success rate to be between 85 and 90 per
cent. For large grants it is between 70 and 75
per cent.

Senator Yuzyk:
large grants?

Mr. Milligan: Over $10,000.

What do you mean by

Senator Aird: Mr. Chairman, I think the
ultimate decision-making process is impor-
tant, and, in my mind, it lies with the Canada
Council itself, regardless of all these input
factors and how it gets there. Could you give
me a percentage of the acceptance and fail-
ures at that level, the top level?

Mr. Boucher: You are really asking how
many applications reach the Council with a
recommendation with which the Council
disagrees.

Senator Aird: Yes, sir.

Mr. Boucher: The answer to that is really
very few, but the system is extremely
demanding. When an application reaches the



5166

Council it has gone through a much more
elaborate system of checks and double checks
than any other program run by a public agen-
cy in Ottawa. We do not want to make invidi-
ous comparisons, but our system is a great
deal more demandng than that of any other
agency. There are much fewer applications in
any program which reach Council with a
recommendation than in any other agency.
Therefore, the Council generally agrees with
the recommendations, but all the negative
recommendations are presented to the Coun-
cil and the decision is made by the Council.
All the decisions on recommendations not to
make awards are made by the Council, and
the Council is kept aware of all the work
done under delegated authority.

I am not sure that that is an entirely reas-
suring statement.

Mr. Martineau: Let me explain. This is
where we start. The demand is made in one
discipline; it is sent to from two to eight
judges, experts in that particular discipline,
and then they make the report. Their report
and the requests then are sent to the Aca-
demic Panel composed of 15 men of the high-
est calibre. After that it goes through our own
Academic Committee. Therefore, before it
comes to the Council, it has gone through
these three stages at the hands of experts,
but, in spite of that, we do object and even
those which have been recommended for
rejection are submitted to us in case we
should say that they should be granted. There
are some very serious discussions on some
applications which could have been refused
which we think should be granted.

I admit that it is seldom that the Council as
a whole will agree. Some are more critical
than others, and, being a lawyer, I am usual-
ly quite critical, but the discussion takes
place and no doubt the officers and the others
all remember all these things and take them
into consideration for the next batch of
demands.

I am satisfied, as Chairman, that every-
thing has been done to get the best. All we
regret is that we are unable to give more to
deserving ones because we have not got the
money. But I have doubted some small ones;
yes, I have, but they were the small ones.
The others—no.

Dr. Slater: May I supplement Chairman
Martineau’s remarks by two small points:
First, there are two members of the Council
who are members of the Academic Panel.
They play a role as a bridge and as trustees
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of the Council. Those two members are
members of the Academic Committee which
is a subsection of the Council itself. The Aca-
demic Committee, in other words, the subsec-
tion of the Council, does screen so that the
Council has an involvement. It is not just at a
plenary meeting, but Council has an involve-
ment directly in the Academic Panel, and it is
the Academic Committee. There are screen-
ings and there are demands that are recom-
mended for rejection at both of those levels,
and the Council people, from my experience,
and I happen to be one of the two at the
moment, are mindful of this and participate
in this process of screening and there is real
action at that point.

Senator Yuzyk: Who selects these experts,
these adjudicators? Does the Council select
thern before it goes to the academic
committee?

Mr. Martineau: We do.

Mr. Milligan: I should clarify that. This is
in the research grants program. We work
under two different systems. In the research
grants program each application is dealt with
on its own merits and on the basis of its own
substance so that it is analysed by the officers
when it comes in and we then find the best
qualified people to look at that particular
application. The applicant himself is asked to
suggest two people who are familiar with his
work or whom he regards as being experts in
this particular subject matter. It is not just a
matter of being a sociologist. It must be some-
one who has worked and established a repu-
tation for himself in that particular branch of
sociology, in that particular area of inquiry.

The fact of the matter is that we are using
somewhere between two and three times as
many assessors as the number of applications
we receive. These are drawn from all over
the world, they are not committees of Cana-
dian scholars. Half of our assessors are
abroad. They are top American, British,
French, German, Italian scholars. We are
applying, in effect, international standards of
scholarship to every research grant applica-
tion we get.

The number of assessors we use will
depend on the size and complexity of the
request. There is no point in using a sledge
hammer to crack a very small nut, but for
major applications we get we may go as high
as eight or nine assessors, or even more, if
necessary. There is no limit imposed.
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Senator Yuzyk: Is there a time limit for
submitting these adjudications?

Mr. Milligan: No, it is an open-ended pro-
gram and we will accept them at any time
during the year.

Senator Yuzyk: But is there any time limit
for submitting the assessment?

Mr. Milligan: We cannot enforce a time
limit. We ask them for a report within nor-
mally a matter of two weeks. I might say, too,
that we are one of the few grant-giving agen-
cies in the world that pay for assessments.
We do so because we ask these people to
provide us with a service. Perhaps this has
some effect in getting a quicker and perhaps
more judicious response, one that is more
carefully considered.

In the competitions the system is different,
because here applications are accepted in bat-
ches with deadlines and they are weighed
against one another. Some here we have to
work in committees. In this instance the
adjudication is on a somewhat broader basis.
In the doctoral fellowship competition, for
example, we will have a committee that is
dealing with sociology and it will be com-
posed of five Canadian sociologists who will
look at all applications in sociology and rank
them against one another and then give us a
recommendation as to which ones should
succeed.

Senator Robichaud: Mr. Chairman, first I
would like to know if there is a public list
available of the individual recipients of
awards or grants.

Mr. Boucher: They are all listed in the
annual reports from year to year.

Senator Robichaud: Individually?

Mr. Boucher: They are not listed in any
interim publication but, each year, all of
them appear in the annual report with the
amounts granted and the disciplines involved.

Senator Robichaud: Mr. Chairman, much
has been said about the criteria used by the
Council to come to a decision in making
rewards or grants to individuals, and refer-
ence has been made to what might be consid-
ered an extreme case, the case of Stanley
Gray. Unfortunately, I think we have many
reasons to believe that this is not a one-of-a-
kind case. I may say in passing that it is
definitely having an adverse effect on the
reputation of the Council, particularly among
students.
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Personally I have had occasion to listen to
students discussing the different awards, and
there is certainly a lot of misconceptions
about the activities of the Council. Reference
has been made to the criteria involved. It is
true that a student or an applicant could be
one of the leaders of his class and an
extremely bright student. However, at the
same time the same individual could be one
of the main instigators of trouble, sit-down
strikes or demonstrations such as we are hav-
ing at some universities; he could also be
publicly known to be distributing pamphlets
at the university advocating disrespect for
lawful authority. But at the same time appar-
ently he could qualify for a Canada Council
grant.

I listened a few weeks ago to a group of
students discussing an individual case which
happened in Ottawa and those students were
talking amongst themselves about what they
should do next year—whether they should do
something sensational to attract attention so
that they could then apply for a grant. Now I
would like to find out more about the criteria
and what steps are taken and what efforts are
being made by the Council to get more infor-
mation about individual applicants for awards
or grants.

Mr. Boucher: Well, senator, I don’t know
what I could add to what Mr. Martineau said

earlier. Perhaps there may be a few points I
could make.

The Canada Council of course has not
created the situation. That is the first thing
that must be considered. These people before
ever getting a Canada Council grant or award
are being allowed to register at Canadian uni-
versities and before that in many cases they
get provincial scholarships, so you see that
the Canada Council is not the only institution
in Canada which enters into the picture.

Secondly, the Canada Council up to now
has not been faced with a situation where it
has had to look into other criteria than schol-
arly criteria. On scholarly grounds there was
never any doubt in anyone’s mind that Mr.
Gray was fully qualified. Then came the
recent events which were widely broadcast
and which became public knowledge. Knowl-
edge of them had not been gathered through
any special investigation on the part of the
Canada Council; these events were in the
pblic domain and of course the Canada
Council could not ignore them. We realized
they could raise questions as to the scholarly
merit of Mr. Gray. The Council looked into
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that situation and we asked ourselves if these
activities were of such intensity and frequen-
cy that they interfered with the performance
of his scholarly duties. A somewhat similar
situation would be if Red Kelly were to ask
us for a doctoral fellowship and we in turn
asked him “Do you intend to do doctoral
work or do you intend to play hockey?” Also,
there was the question of the nature of Mr.
Gray’s activities, whether his activities were
of such a nature that the Council felt that
they reflected on his scholarly objectivity or
competence. The Council voted on that and
the Council also voted on the question of cer-
tain criteria which might not be related to
scholarship but which would be related to
character and civic behaviour. The Council
considered whether these criteria, or more
precisely the evidence which the Council had
borrowed from the public domain, were such
as to lead the Council to conclude that the
award should be withheld. As I say, the
Council voted on all these things. It is
impossible for anyone on the Council or any-
one who observed the procedures to say why
Mr. X voted yes or why Mrs. Z voted no. This
was a collective decision and the only thing
that can be said is that a majority voted,
after prolonged discussion where every single
member of the Council—for the first time, in
my limited experience—participated in the
discussion and came to the conclusion that the
award should not be withheld.

There were other considerations involved,
of course. Were the members dealing only
with this instance? Were some of them con-
cerned about how we could cope with future
similar cases? It is not possible to say. But it
is a fact that a vote was taken by a widely
representative body of well established
Canadian citizens who considered all aspects
of the case and this is a very important ele-
ment. It is not correct to think that the Cana-
da Council simply ignored these problems.
The Council in plenary did not discuss any-
thing but precisely these issues and after
lengthy discussion came to the conclusion that
the award should not be withheld.

I do not think it is possible to go beyond
that in this case.

Senator Robichaud: Thank you. I have
other cases in mind also, but rather than dis-
cussing them publicly T would like to discuss
them privately with members of the Council.

Senator Carter: Mr. Chairman, I would like
to carry on with the points raised by Senator
Robichaud in his questions. I would like to
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take them one step further. One of the wit-
nesses spoke about the assessment of candi-
dates or applicants. When you make this
assessment, do you do so on the basis of the
usefulness of this man to society or to his
country or is it simply related to his scholarly
ability? It may well be that his scholarly abil-
ity is an asset in one direction, but it may be
negated in other ways. In fact he may just be
a clever rogue if his attitudes towards society
are wrong.

The Chairman: But, Senator Carter, what
is right and what is wrong?

Senator Carter: Well, take the person who
has an adverse attitude towards law and
order. I would say that he is wrong. For
example a person trying to undermine the
basis of our society is wrong. Is his scholarly
ability weighted so much that it overcomes
all these other factors?

Mr. Martineau: That is exactly what some
of us said, senator. That is why it was on
division.

Senator Carter: Yes, it was on division, but
every person apparently has his own scale of

values in this. Apparently there is no scale of
values set down by the Canada Council.

The Chairman: That is why we have a
democracy.

Senator Yuzyk: But we can always lose our
democracy.

Senator Grosari: And a democracy must
have certain criteria. That brings me to the
quesuion I was going to ask. What are the
criteria that are laid down? We have heard a
great deal about scholarship, and I am the
last one in the world to regard the criteria of
scholarship as being unimportant, but there
are other criteria. Is there any consideration
given to the will of the public who provide
the money for these grants and awards? I am
not saying that that is an overriding consider-
ation, but as has been mentioned, we are
living in a democracy. Has any consideration
been given to the questions of rightness or
wrongness? It is all very well to say that it is
difficult to decide what is right and what is
wrong, but all our lives we are trying to
decide that question. I feel we are entitled to
ask the Council to undertake this same exer-
cise. It is simply not a justification of this
decision to say “we discussed it and we took
a vote on it”. It would be a wonderful thing,
and I am sure the Cabinet would love it, if
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all they had to say was, “We have discussed
this very seriously. We are all good Canadi-
ans. We have reached this decision, and we
do not want to hear any more about it.” What
are the criteria? Is there a list of them? This
comes into this whole question of research
and science policy.

I am asking: Has the Canada Council done
any research on its own judgments? I do not
mean, have you sat around and Kkicked
around opinions. Have you hired a group to
say, “Let us look at our decision-making
process”? This is the research. Have you done
it—yes or no?

Mr. Martineau: I am not going to answer
yes or no. You are just asking me if I have
stopped beating my wife.

Senator Grosari: The reason I said that—
and I am sure the Chairman would like me to
say so—is that we are all impressed with the
all-star team the Council has brought, but
some of us pitchers down here are finding it
very difficult to pitch to three batters at the
same time.

Mr. Martineau: I have been there five years
now, and it is the first time that a case like
this has come up, but we had only to judge
by the academic excellence of the candidates,
and also the value of their project when it
was in research. So, we look at the subject
and the man, if he is capable of doing it, and
if he were tops we would say, “Yes.” We
have never had the R.C.M.P. after them, to
see whether they were faithful to their wives,
or were married, or to investigate their mor-
als. We did not look into that. But this time
the Gray matter came up and it raised new
questions which were discussed, but we have
not up to now decided on any criteria. Maybe
the Council will have to, but up to now this is
the first time we have thrashed it out. If it
happens again some criteria will emerge.

Senator Lang: Did the Canada Council
deliberations on Gray’s application precede or
ante-date the recent tensions at McGill and
the march on the campus?

Mr. Boucher: They followed. The march
was on the Friday, and the Council met on
the Monday.

The Chairman: And Tuesday.
Mr. Boucher: His timing was beautiful.

Senator Carier: One of the witnesses said
this morning that you perhaps have 3,000 or
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4,000 applications for doctoral fellowships,
and only 2,500 available, or something like
that. How do you allocate them in such a
situation? What is the basis of your allocation
of the various scholarships in the wvarious
subjects? How come you have only a certain
number one year? How do you decide you are
going to have “X” doctoral fellowships and
“Y” something else?

Mr. Martineau: We make up our budget,
and we have so much money which we have
to divide, and we divide it between arts and
sciences, let us say, 19 and 11, and when we
come to social sciences we divide it again,
according to the advice we get, between
grants to students and research. Then, after
this division, if we have, let us say, $3 million
to give to doctoral students, it means if it is
$5,500 per man, that there will be only so
many fellowships. So if we have 1,000
demands for them, we have only, maybe, 500
to give out of this money, because we have to
keep within our budget.

Senator Carier: You make an arbitrary
decision, first, between the humanities and
science?

Mr. Martineau: No, I would not say it is
arbitrary. As with all budgets, we try to
divide according to needs the money we have.
It is the same in the arts: you have musie,
theatre, dance, and this and that. So we are
trying to make a fair division according to
needs, but no one and no discipline is entirely
satisfied.

Mr. Boucher: In the case of doctoral fellow-
ships, the amount earmarked for them has
been arrived at based on the estimated
requirements. We have been going to the
Government for the past few years asking for
a certain amount of money, predicated on the
flow of demands we anticipated and the rate
of awards we regarded as adequate. So, when
the Government decides that we can proceed
with this kind of estimate there is already an
allotment for doctoral fellowships set at a cer-
tain figure based on our anticipation of what
the next competition is going to yield. If the
number of applicants is greater than we had
budgeted for, there will be fewer awards to
applicants in that competition because by that
time we do not change the budget, as the rest
of the money is earmarked for other
purposes.

Mr. Martineau: If we do not—as we did not
this year—get the money we were expecting,
it throws our budget off.
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Mr. Boucher: We cut everything.

Mr. Milligan: Senator Carter also asked
about the allocation by discipline. In fact, in
the doctoral competition we do not distin-
guish between the humanities and the social
Sciences, and we take it discipline by
discipline.

What happens is that in each discipline
there is a selection committee, or in the case
of the very small ones two or three may be
lumped together under a single committee.
The applications related to that discipline are
allocated to that committee. At the same time
they are given a quota. That quota will be a
uniform percentage quota for each committee.
If the committee finds that the general calibre
of applications is very high they may say
they would like to have more and, in some
cases, we may increase it slightly. In some
instances the committee may say that the
quota is excessive in terms of the standards
they are applying and that they do not need
all the places. But the quota allocated, in each
case, is a uniform percentage quota for each
committee.

Dr. Slater: I think it is important to keep in
mind where this fits into the total picture.
The Canada Council doctoral fellowship pro-
gram is the tip of the iceberg in support of
graduate students, the good graduate students.
This is the major national prestige award
program. Therefore, for Canadian citizens
and landed immigrants, in every field of
study, it is going to be the better group that
comes up. We are starting from the better
group. We do not even put in from our uni-
versity a certain range of the middle cut of
students. They are good students and should
be there, and I defend them, but they are not
candidates for Canada Council support.

There is considerable consciousness among
the Academic Panel and Committee, etcetera,
as to what is the quality of people getting
awards in this field versus that field. There is
a feed-back process, therefore, and if it turns
out that people who are absolutely first-class
are not getting awards in one field, and peo-
ple who are good but are not absolutely first-
class are getting them in another field, then
you ask questions. So, there is a feed-back
process, and this is the sort of thing one
hopes will work out with a good feed-back
process to produce a good result over a run,
let us say, of two, three or four years, recog-
nizing that you can never get the thing quite
perfect in any year.
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Senator Lang: Mr. Chairman, I want to go
back for a moment, if I may, to the evidence
given by Mr. Boucher. First, he emphasized
the extent of the support given by the Canada
Council to the social sciences, and the rapid
increase in that support over the last four or
five years. Secondly, he acknowledged the
fact that it was amongst the social science
postgraduates and, I guess, the undergradu-
ates that we detect what we might call the
largest degree of behavioural aberrations in
activities at the university. If I interpreted
his remarks correctly, he also suggested that
the reason this is so is because the social
scientist does not find a constructive outlet
for his expertise in our society—in fact, he
may not be able to utilize his talents to the
extent that are desirable in our society today.

I may be wrong in my premise there, and I
stand to be corrected, but if that is the case
do I not detect in that evidence the sugges-
tion that we may be putting too much support
behind the social sciences today in view of
the present development of our society and
the ability or willingness of our society at this
stage of our development to absorb these tal-
ents adequately.

If you concur in my conclusion, how then
can the Canada Council justify the rapid
increase in expenditure for support in this
particular area?

Mr. Martineau: We discussed that very
question last night, so answer him, Mr.
Boucher.

Mr. Boucher: I think I would have to start
by saying that what the Canada Council does
at the moment in supporting students who are
already engaged in doctoral work in the
social sciences and the humanities does not
quite support 40 per cent of them. It by no
means gives full backing. It is not in a posi-
tion to give full backing to those who are
training themselves for future careers in
these fields.

In the field of support of teachers who are
engaged in research, we barely support ten
per cent of those who are already engaged in
a career.

So, the Canada Council is still a long way
from the point where it would start asking
itself very seriously whether it has got too
much money. What we can do with the limit-
ed funds that we have, in view of the seg-
ment of our parish that we can service, is
that we can insist on quality, and we do insist
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on quality. We try to help the best within this
universe.

How will society eventually make full use
of these people is very difficult to say, but
perhaps I could say one or two things. If you
look at the natural sciences the thing you
notice almost immediately is that while peo-
ple are being trained in abstract disciplines
such as chemistry and physics, there are also
people at the same time who are being
trained in engineering, so that for a long time
now the people who have gone into the physi-
cal sciences have been able to make a choice
between getting a degree, and even a higher
degree, in pure science or in applied science
leading to certain recognized professions in
society. But society, as I said earlier, has not
quite sorted out what use it can make profes-
sionally of the people who are trained in the
pure disciplines.

The N.R.C. is talking now of producing a
report whereby it may be shown that it is
worried about the use that will be made in
four or five years time of certain persons
trained in the physical sciences. This to me
sounds a bit like what was being said in the
early thirties. Any of us who would have
been asked then: “How many social workers
can we afford?” would have come to the con-
clusion that we could afford none. We would
never have justified setting up our schools of
social work, because you cannot project
employment from an almost non-existent
demand.

For a good while the social sciences, very
largely because they were terribly sensitive
about their scientific capacity to compete with
the natural sciences, shied away from the
development of applied courses. Industrial
relations started developing, and social work,
but the social science people were trying to
make a point of not developing anything
which would resemble social engineering, so
we are still very largely living with this
problem.

If you try to understand why young people
join a faculty of social science you will see
that very few of them are scholarly minded.
They are all reform minded. They all go
there to change society. They are the people
who are socially motivated, and they are
action-oriented people. What the universities
do with them very often is inhibit them so
much that they are no longer good action
people and, if they did not have it in them,
neither are they very good scholars. So, this
field of development is going through a very
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difficult phase, but personally I would cer-
tainly hesitate to express concern at the
moment about our over-production of good
people trained in these disciplines.

I think very severe difficulties for these
people will have to be met in finding their
proper role and their proper acceptance by
society so as to allow them to perform effec-
tively. There will be an amount of waste for a
while, but this is a bit like running an immi-
gration program. You bring in immigrants to
this country, and for a while some of them
will have difficulty in performing to their full
capacity. There will be some adjustments.
There will be some hardship, but you have to
have faith that our society will eventually be
able to develop ways of using all of these
people to the best of their capabilities.

The Chairman: Before we go on I would
like to point out that it is now 12.30, and I
have the impression that you still have a
number of questions to ask. Would you like to
adjourn now, and return this afternoon—and
I understand our guests are willing to do
that—or would you prefer to go on until one
o’clock and complete the business for today?

Senator Haig: Let us adjourn and come
back this afternoon.

Senator Lang: I have just one more ques-
tion, Mr. Chairman.

The Chairman: I will allow you your ques-
tion, but what are the views of the other
members of the committee?

Senator Grosart: Depending on the time
relationship between the pitcher and the bat,
I hope we can get through and finish up at
one o’clock, Two short answers would help.

Senator Lang: I am rather a sanguine pers-
on in asking this question. I for one am very
sorry to learn that Mr. Martineau will not be
seeking reappointment as Chairman of the
Canada Council, because I think he is the
kind of person in whom we all take pride in
having as chairman of this body.

Mr. Martineau: Thank you, senator.

Senator Lang: That being the case, I think
he probably has attained a degree of objectiv-
ity already, even before his time has expired,
and I would like to ask him, if I may be so
bold, whether he would try to give us his
objective assessment, as a layman and a law-
yer and not as a chairman of the Canada
Council, of that body’s relative strengths and
weaknesses today.
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Mr. Martineau: Yes, I will, senator. The
trouble is, I just love these dangerous ques-
tions! The Council is as strong as its members
are and as strong as its officers are. I will
start with the officers. We have officers like
no other institution in Canada, and I say that
not because they are here but because it is
true. We have extraordinarily good officers in
every field; they are outstanding.

The Council is only as good as its members.
Its members must be chosen with extreme
care. The chairman of this Committee had to
choose them at times, and, if I may say
so, once a member was chosen whom
later we would rather not have had, who
added nothing to the Council.

The Chairman: I will remember that.

Mr. Martineau: You have asked me the
question, senators.

The Chairman: You give me the name and
I will give you the background.

Mr. Martineau: I know the background.
Generally speaking, by far the majority of
the members have been excellent. The level
of discussion and the disinterestedness of
every member, except for the one to whom I
have just referred, who did not last long, is
absolutely admirable. The fact that we all
come from law, or this or that, makes it, I
think, a perfect blend. Mind you, at times the
discussions are very tough, as they should be,
but we wusually come to some conclusion,
because we are all open minded. It has
worked wonderfully. When I think of what
Canada was before the creation of the Council
and before your chairman gave us the first
$10 million, I see now another Canada,
thanks to the Council. I think that what you
must do is try to give it more money, and for
the ministers always to appoint good mem-
bers, then this magnificent work will continue.
This is what I believe, and I would be very
sad if I saw the Council doing less than it is
doing today, because what it does it does
magnificently, even though, of course, it is
human, like every other institution.

Senator Grosari: I have two questions
which would seem to relate very closely to
the work of this committee. They arise on
pages 7 and 23 of the brief. On page 7 there
seems to be a feeling on the part of the Coun-
cil that there is something wrong with
research contracts. The words used are
“tempted” and “blandishments of research
contracts”. There is a contrasting statement
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that departments should buy the research
they want and not set themselves up as spon-
sors of research. We are often told the mod-
ern trend is that governments, of which
departments are components, are the new
Meédici. First of all I would like to know the
Council’s objection to the funding of research
by contracts, particularly in view of the fact
that we are continually told that the Ameri-
can pre-eminence in the research field is due
largely to funding by research contracts.

Mr. Boucher: The answer to that is simply
that we are very sorry the text is obscure in

that respect. We have nothing against
research contracts.

Senator  Grosart: They are called
blandishments.

Mr. Boucher: We have nothing against

research contracts except in thé sense that
they are more attractive, and at times possi-
bly unnecessarily more attractive, than
research grants. They provide the kind of
support that research grants cannot provide,
namely stipends. If you want to do something
and turn to the Canada Council or to the NRC
for support, these agencies will be able to
pick up the expenses but will not increase
your income. If instead you go to a depart-
ment, and if instead of getting a grant for the
department you can convince them to give
you a contract, you will not only get your
expenses paid but you will get paid for doing
it.

Senator Grosari: Is there something wrong
with this?

Mr. Boucher: There is nothing wrong with
Government using contracts. We have no
objection to that. The meaning of this is that
we feel the Government should contract; that
is what we mean when we say it should buy
it. It should buy it through contracts.

Senator Grosari: I do not want to labour
tpe point, but there seems to be a contradic-
tion in the two statements.

Mr, Milligan: There are two additional
points I might add. One is that in some cases
what purport to be contracts and carry with
them a stipend are in fact only grants.

Mr. Boucher: That is right.

Mr. Milligan: It is, if you like, a form of
unfair competition.

Senator Grosari: Unfair competition with
whom?
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Mr. Milligan: With granting agencies like
the Canada Council. It puts us at a
disadvantage.

Senator Grosart: Not unfair competition
with people seeking help?

Mr. Milligan: Not with people seeking help.
The other point is that when the government
departments enter into the grant-giving busi-
ness they do so on a much smaller scale than
we do, and certainly on a very much smaller
scale than the National Research Council.
They are not bodies that are particularly
devoted to this particular function of support-
ing research. They do not have the same kind
of procedures, the same kind of expertise if
you like, that we have. Quite frankly, we feel
they do not do the job of giving grants as
well as we can do it.

Senator Grosart: This is not what they have
told us. They have told us that they have the
expertise; that they examine these things and
they know what they are doing.

Mr. Milligan: They tend to rely very heavi-
ly on their own internal expertise, which is
vastly inferior to the kind of expertise we are
getting from all round the world in making
assessments.

Senator Grosart: It is a very surprising
statement that shocks me in view of the mil-
lions and millions of dollars now granted for
the funding of research on the basis that you
now criticize.

The Chairman: Not money in the field of
social sciences.

Senator Grosart: I am not merely speaking
of social sciences. It is a very serious criti-
cism that has just been made of the funding
of research by departments of government.
We are told it is not as well done as by the
Canada Council. We are told they have not
the expertise. It is a fantastic eriticism.

Dr. Slater: Time is getting on and it would
take me far longer than we have left to reply.
I could not provide Senator Grosart with a
short answer. However, from experience of
having been a grant holder and a contract
holder in Canada and the United States, and
now signing for research contracts, signing all
grant contracts and trying to make the things
fit together, I think I could provide some sort
of useful background. I will undertake to fur-
nish a supplementary statement on this, as a
pPersonal matter, not as a Canada Council
matter.
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Let me say, in short, you cannot run a
really good research and teaching establish-
ment unless you have got a reasonably secure
central operation which has an ongoing basis
and is funded in terms of general objectives
and does not have too many strings attached.
You can attach to this a lot of contract things
on quite an effective basis. There are prob-
lems of fitting them together. You have got to
simply realize that there are the problems of
fitting them together and coping with them.
We know something about how to put them
together. I do not think it is right to say that
we have done all that well in this country yet
in fitting these things together. I think there
are probably far more weaknesses in the con-
tractual side of research support in this coun-
try at this stage than there are in the grant-
ing side. There are a lot of abuses. We think
we know something about these, and I
believe we know something about working
them out. Perhaps to some extent this relates
to another matter again, and I will try to
make a personal statement as distinet from a
council statement.

Senator Grosart asked a question about a
ministry of science, and so on. I am going to
argue very strongly in a separate statement,
and I will file it 'with you, for approaches of
co-ordination and relating things. That does
not mean to say that it is a monolithic struc-
ture. That really itself would be very, very
wrong. I am going to argue this from what
may be a unique experience in Canada. I am
a member of the principal granting body sup-
porting, not only universities, but art galler-
ies, museums, et cetera, in Ontario, and
therefore have to see that side of the thing. I
am also concerned now with certain aspects
of the federal side and one of the few people
that happens to be, in a sense, in a position to
be actively involved in both of these things
and not just in advice, in making decisions
and spending money and taking responsibility
for it. I am convinced that we are desperately
short of effective communication and integra-
tion as well as co-ordination of many of our
programs. The Canada Council has had
difficulty in understanding what the provin-
cial thrusts are and the provincial activities
are differet from the mnational activities.
There have been enormous efforts to relate
these. Improvement is needed and fitting
together. In this connection it is similar to the
kind of issues that arise in relating contract
activity and grant activity.

Senator Grosart: There have been some
very thorough-going studies of this made in
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the United States. It is not a new subject.
This brings me to my second question which
relates completely to this. On page 23 there is
a reference to the Macdonald study. I gather
that the Canada Council is a bit disappointed
in that study. In section 41 I read that the
council is now faced with a need for invento-
ry of research in the social sciences. I think
this committee has been much engaged in the
problem of activity inventory which is the
main reason, I suppose, for the back of co-
operation and co-ordination that Professor
Slater speaks about. What is the particular
deficiency in this respect of the Macdonald
report?

Mr. Boucher: A few months before the
Macdonald report study was launched the
Canada Council was deeply engaged in dis-
cussions with CAUT and AUCC to stage a
survey of sources of financing of research for
our area of jurisdiction, the social sciences
and the humanities, What we wanted to know
was what were we competing with? What
was our role in the total picture? In order to
define our role and especially for the future,
we had to know how much money was pour-
ing into the research community from foreign
funds and Canadian funds, from contractual
sources as well as from free sources of sup-
port and what all of these various forms of
support covered and what restrictions were
applicable. This is a field on which no one has
full information. We were discussing this and
were about to come to the conclusion that it
would be difficult to do the survey unless we
could also persuade the natural sciences to
come in with us.

We then learned that the Science Council
was staging the Macdonald survey and that
Dr. Macdonald found it difficult not to go
over into the social sciences. We came into
the picture as partners with the Science
Council to support the Macdonald survey in
the hope, if not on the understanding that
what we were after would be gathered by the
Macdonald team. Well, it turns out that it has
not been gathered. The Macdonald report will
not tell us more than we knew three years
ago about that and we are still asking our-
selves what is the role of free grant or grants
to freely initiated research in the total pic-
ture. How much income do researchers make
through contracts and through -consultant
fees, and so forth?

Senator Grosart: Is this largely in the social
sciences and humanities?

Special Committee

Mr. Boucher: I do not think the humanities
have much of a problem, but what we think
is a real problem—that is why we are con-
cerned about certain forms of contracts and
grants—is that of certain disciplines, let us
say economics, to take one. The market situa-
tion for putting an economist on tap and get-
ting him to work for you is such that an
economist may well go on through his career
responding only to contractual offers and
quite possibly never undertaking what he
himself would very much like to do, provided
he had the same kind of financial support
from some free source. We are somewhat con-
cerned with the approach of government
departments to financing research. We believe
that when departments have -identified a
research gap that they need to have filled in
order to meet their political requirements
they should buy through contracts the ser-
vices of researchers. This is perfectly accepta-
ble and it should be encouraged. We feel on
the other hand that when researchers want to
do what they wish, when they have the possi-
bility to turn to a department and say, “Well,
now, do you like what I want to do and are
you prepared to give me for that the same
kind of support you would give to somebody
you hired yourself of your own initiative?”
This kind of possibility is somewhat disturb-
ing, because in this way there is a tendency
to distort the natural direction that would be
taken by career scientists and especially for
these special disciplines which at the moment
are subjected to a great deal of solicitation.
There is also the fact that in the United
States grants given by foundations, even
given by the National Science Foundation, are
grants which carry a stipend with them. This
means that while there is no doubt at the
moment that a philosopher is not the object
of multiple offers, certain very important
people in our research community are sub-
jected to this kind of solicitation.

Senator Grosart: Excuse me, is it your feel-
ing that there should be a single agency
responsible for the control or co-ordination of
all grants for free research?

Mr. Boucher: I am not sure that we would
put it in black and white, but I think the rule
should be in departments that research would
be either in house or under contract; that
when a department requires it, it would con-
tract; and research by grants would generally
be supported by a research council, that
grants would be the means which would char-
acterize the research councils,
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Senator Grosari: But is there not a very
close relationship? We find over and over
again that innovation or technological
research projects feed back to the need for
some basic research.

Mr. Boucher: Yes.

Senator Grosart: Are you suggesting that if
this happened, departments should be denied
the opportunity to say they need some basic
research?

Mr. Boucher: Not at all. Of course, we have
to be juite clear that our major concern
stems from something that is very largely
peculiar to the social sciences, and very
largely peculiar to only some of them—
primarily things like economics. We have a
feeling at the moment that one of our respon-
sibilites may well be to make grants for freely
initiated research reasonably competitive with
research contracts—reasonably competitive.
We would like the first class economist to be
able to state what he wants to stage and get
the kind of support for that which would be
equivalent to what he might get if he simply
looked around to get a contract—he does not
have to look very far.

Senator Grosari: Do you see any hope on
the horizon for a complete inventory of fund-
ed research in Canada? Does anybody see it?

Mr. Milligan: Not on the immediate hori-
zon, but I think it is going to be essential
within, say, five years.

Senator Grosart: Do you not think it essen-
tial now?

Mr. Milligan: It is essential now, but the
means do not exist. There has to be a coding
system if it is to be machine-readable. There
is no coding system available which would
serve a bilingual country. Not only that, it
must be compatible with international sys-
tems, because this is part of the international
activity. What is desperately needed is an in-
ternational coding system which is immune to
language, which is immune to the labels given
to disciplines, which is concerned with the
actual substance of research—so that any man
working on research can find out where in
the world—not just in this country—there is
research being done on this project, where
and by whom.

Senator Grosari: This is a different type of
inventory to that which I had in mind. I had
intended to speak only of a Canadian funding.
If there are 20,000 of them. ..
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Mr. Milligan: I think the basic need is the
other one. The kind of information you are
seeking can be a very simple by-product,
once the basic end is achieved.

Senator Grosart: Surely someone can make
up one for these 20,000? Evidence we have
had from departments is that when they sit
down to decide they will give a grant to
university X for project Y they have not the
faintest idea what is in the estimates of any
other department. I know we have had that
evidence over and over again. That is the
kind of inventory I speak of. It is a paper
inventory.

The Chairman: Only within the Govern-
ment?

Senator Grosari: Start with the Govern-
ment, but a natural corollary would be the
funding by industry and the Canada Council.

The Chairman: You will remember, Sena-
tor Grosart, that we had a long discussion
about this with the Dominion Bureau of Sta-
tistics and they.are supposed to work on this.
I remember that we were expressing at that
time the fear that they could not co-ordinate,
even in that field, their activities with other
government agencies. If we cannot co-ordi-
nate in the gathering of figures, I do not
think we will be able to co-ordinate very
much when we come to the formulation of
policy.

Senator Grosari: A very profound state-
ment, Mr. Chairman, and I entirely agree.

The Chairman: In any case, I would hope
that the Canada Council, when it embarks on
this—and it is a very desirable objective—
would be prepared to co-operate at least with
the DBS.

Mr. Boucher: Certainly.

Senator Grosart: I have one final comment.
The Canada Council seems to show some con-
cern in people worrying about the role of the
Treasury Board in science policy decision-
making. May I assure them that there are
very few subjects which have concerned us
less than the Treasury Board, beccause if we
find anybody in trouble in questioning by this
committee, they almost always say that it is
the Treasury Board which makes the
decision.

Mr. Boucher: The point we were trying to
make is not so much that. We are aware of
course that the Senate committee has had two
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sittings with the Treasury Board, but abroad
in the country there has not been too much
discussion of the kind of problems that come
up with a following through of the PPB exer-
cise. This is what we feel we will have to
come to at some stage. The question that has
to be asked is not how much money we can
afford to spend on research, but how much
money we can afford to spend on research
compared to what we have for other pur-
poses, and how much we can afford to spend
on other objectives. It raises very much the
whole question of broad priorities that that
exercise could help us resolve. To some
extent the Treasury Board has given a good
deal of thought to using the method as a tool
to analyze priorities within programs or with-
in a single department, but not in any inter-
related fashion across the whole spectrum of
federal expenditures.

Senator Grosart: So that the problem now
is not merely annual decisions but five-year
projections which can throw the whole thing

Special Committee

out of kilter, far more than it is out of kilter
now, if that is the position.

The Chairman: As there are no other ques-
tions, I wish on behalf of the committee to
say I am very pleased indeed to thank the
chairman and his associates for spending all
that time with us this morning. I hope that
we will have other opportunities, when he
has retired from his present responsibility, to
hear Mr. Martineau and to profit from his
great wisdom.

Mr. Martineau: Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
In the name of every member of the Council
and the officers of the Council who are here
this morning, thank you for your courtesy.
Let me assure you that the questions which
you put to us will not be forgotten. We will
certainly be thinking of them and we will try
to satisfy your just doubts, and that is all we
can promise. Thank you again.

The committee adjourned.
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BRIEF
PRESENTED BY
THE CANADA COUNCIL
TO THE SENATE COMMITTEE OW SCLENCE POLICY

PART I: GENERAL COMMENTS

Scope of the Council's Brief

1. The Council had the privilege in March of last year of being
the first witness before the Committee. Now that many views have been
presented, the Council can put before the Committee more useful observa-
tions than those offered at the first sitting. This it wishes to do in

Part I of the present brief. Part II will answer the questionnaire distri-
buted by the Committee last September to thé extent that it bears on grant-
giving programmes .

2. The attention of the Senate Committec has been and will
continue to be drawn mostly to the natural sciences, to R & D in government
and industry, and very much to development and innovation. Because of its
mandate, the Canada Council must try and direct its remarks to research--

to research in the social sciences and humanities and to research in the
universities. Reference will therefore be made to the broader issues only

to bring out more clearly the point of view of university research and of

the social sciences and humanities.

3. A national science policy must embrace policies adopted and
administered by non-governmental institutions such as universities, hospitals
and industry. However, for the sake of brevity, this brief will treat science

policy only in so far as it is a respounsibility of government.
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" The Broader Context

4. Why do governments these days feel that they should have a
science policy? 1Is it because they do not have one or because the one they
have lacks coherence or is inadequate? 1Is the present policy inadequate
because it is too timid and restrictive or because it is too unconscious

and uncontrolled? Is it felt that science expenditures in Canada are too
timid because they underuse Canadian talent, because they leave too many
problem areas (mostly social) unresearched, because well before the year 2000
they will have pulled usy out of international competition, or simply because
they do not add up to 3% of the GNP? Is it felt that they are out of control
because the pattern of governmental research does not reflect the balance

of political priorities, because it shows wasteful overlaps and gaping holes,
or simply because Cabinet has had to discontinue two or three of the more
expensive projects? Is the government sharing the new suspicion that science
could be easily as harmful as beneficial to society, that it should be kept
in tighter check, or does the government believe that the non-use of science
could be as harmful as its misuse, that the challenge lies not in slowing
down the germination of new ideas but in taking more systematic and responsible
advantage of them?

54 Asking ourselves, as a nation, not how we can best use new
knowledge, but whether we can afford more research is not unlike asking
ourselves whether we can afford to go on thinking, since research is only.
the systematic application of the mind to the solution of problems. Of course,
we may well ask ourselves whether we can afford to let scientists have their

own way at public expense, but then we must be prepared to ask ourselves
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as well whether we can afford not to. In the end, the only valid questions
in the research sector of science policy may well be how to achieve quality
and weed out mediocrity, and how to husband, in and out of Government service,
scarce and precious resources essential to national advancement.

Government as a User, Maker and Supporter of Science

6. A satisfactory science policy cannot be achieved unless dis-
tinctions are made between the different roles performed by Government in
its association with science. This is required to reveal the different
motives which will guide Government in its attitudes and choices. It is
often said, for example, that there is a difference between a science policy
and a policy for science, or between a policy for the use of science and a
policy for the advancement of science. But the practical implications of
such a distinction for policy-making are seldom pursued. Actually, a govern-
ment may be interested in science either as an instrument--as a tool for the
achievement of broader social goals--, or as a national activity of intrinsic
value. 1In the first instance, the government is a user of science or acts
on behalf of the nation as a usef of science. In the second instance, the
government may be involved in science either as a public entreprenecur or

as a supporter.

7. A good deal of the growing interest in a science policy can
be traced to various attempts to have governments make more conscious use

of the sciences in the pursuit of their political objectives or in their
support of the broad objectives of the nation. This concern is widely
shared by all those who feel the need for more effective action by govern-

ments or by publicly assistad institutions to resolve problems of growing
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complexity and generally to achieve greater prosperity and welfare. Such

a policy is directed at making national institutions ever more scientific
in the discharge of whatever responsibilities they have assumed, and more
particularly at making them ever more innovative. The emphasis here lies
much more on development and innovation than on research. It is also very
important to recognize that in so far as the government is a consumer, not
a producer of science, its science priorities must be equated with its
political priorities.

8. There are two other ways in which governments may be involved
with science, this time not for its instrumental but for its intrinsic
significance. Science is quickly becoming a major component of the total
national activity. Along with other creative endeavours it will occupy a
more and more important place in a post-industrjal society. Provided that
society is geared to using its findings well, it will be capable of achieve-
ments of which we would not have dreamed before. More simply, it will
occupy an ever-growing segment of the service side of the national economy.
The leisure society will also be the scientific society. Leisure will
largely be the privilege of the "working class" of to-day and a large share
of the work will be done by the intellecﬁually trained, who will make up a
growing segment of the economically active population. Two consequences
have begun to flow from this trend, one involving the State as an entrepreneur
of science and the other, the State as a supporter of science.

9. As an entrepreneur, the State is led to undertake scientific
activities not so much because they will assist in the discharge of its

other responsibilities (although they may), but because certain scientific
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undertakings are of such magnitude or character as to require governmental
initiative, somewhat as is the case for public utilities. Science in this
sense becomes another national service, a "mission" in itself on the govern-
ment agenda. It can be concerned with research as well as development.
Policy formulation is specially required here both to bring about more
determined action in areas where continued neglect could soon spell disaster
(such as greatly expanded scientific information services by DBS and the
National Library), and to ensure the gradual decentralization of long-
standing programmes (astronomy, nuclear physics, econometrics) when condi-
tions which brought about government action in the first place have changed
sufficiently.

10. The second consequence that flows from the growing significance

of science in our lives is that governments are now led to support university

‘research no longer through sheer benevolence but through a sense of public

responsibility for the health of a vital sector of the nation. Science is

no longer a luxury consumer good but a fundamental prerequisite of contemporary
society, and support of rescarch as a national activity must be regarded as

an investment in the building up of the social infra-structure. It also
constitutes a mission in itself. Although it does not carry the same vote
appeal as education, it is the most meaningful implication of a policy of
universal education aimed at producing citizens who can not only assimilate
knowledge and imitate foreign innovations, but advance knowledge and innovate
themselves, especially in the social areas, where imports are not as easily

assimilable. The work of scientists and scholars is then supported not so

. much for the immediate or remote contribution that as a group they will
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inevitably make to the growth of the GNP but because they already exercise
in the nation a service occupation of the highest social significance.
Whether or not governments can find in this enough of a political justifica-
tion for public expenditures, they can always invoke more pragmatic grounds
such as the need for strengthening universities, for training scientific
workers required by them and by business, or for providing democratic safe-
guards against their own monopoly of knowledge.

Social and Scientific Priorities

) B A science policy requires criteria. Can these be the same

for a user's policy, an entrepreneur's policy and a supporter's policy? The
Science Council has suggested that certain objectives identified by the
Economic Council as social priorities might be taken as the objectives that
would justify special government association with the work of scientists in
these areas. But the Science Council does not say when scientific priorities
can be equated with social priorities, and when they cannot. Of course,
governments will not arrive at a satisfactory policy as users of science
unless they can.define their own and the nation's broad social objectives.
But these national goals will not help them define their roles as entrepreneurs
of science or as supporters of science. The reason is that these roles must
find their justification in their acceptance as social objectives in them-
selves. Unless governments are careful to make this distinction, their
interest in science could become ambiguous. It might come to lie merely in
the buying of time while a political consensus develops, rather than in the
need for expert advice. What science, or at least the natural sciences,

could contribute further to the understanding of pollution may well not be
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what governments require to take action. While the research done on behalf
of recent royal commissions and task forces has probably been of high scholarly
significance, it can hardly be claimed that it was all required to provide
assistance in the decision-making process. Governments themselves may begin
to worry about the possibility that royal commissions will come to mistake
scholarly inquiry for public enquiry. Scholars may begin to worry about

the unpredictability of this source of government support.

12. Governments are already too often tempted to mobilize, through
the blandishments of research contracts, as large a sector of the research
community as they require for investigations which are politically imperative.
In the process, insufficient use is made of the best scientific talent and
free research itself may be stifled. Governments are not unaware of this
danger but quite naturally find it difficult to ignore political requirements
simply to protect an academic freedom which by itself offers little guarantee
of great scholarly activity. The fact is that academic freedom is merely

a pre-condition of scholarly achievement; it remains largely a fiction as
long as the means to engage in effective free research are not provided.

Free scholarly activity in the social sciences is at a eritical juncture

at the moment. The community of scholars is only now beginning to seek
Canadian grants instead of American grants and Canadian contracts, but it

is still hesitant to undertake large projects. Government departments would
be ill-advised to discourage this emancipation process from which they can
only benefit eventually. It is a good thing for scholars to have access to
multiple sources of support but departments which need research should buy

it and not set themselves up as patrons. It is doubtful that they need offer



Science Policy

special fellowships in the social sciences beyond those offered by the

Canada Council, or that they need offer special research grants beyond their
own research contracts and the Canada Council grants. It is even more doubt-
ful that they should offer contracts in lieu of grants. This practice is
particularly open to question since the provision made in research contracts
for stipends, which the Canada Council cannot provide, only aggravates the
non-competitive situation of the Council in making grants for freely initiated
research. Even the mission-oriented nature of a research project is not
sufficient to make it exclusively a departmental responsibility as this would
have the undesirable effect of limiting Canada Council support to purely
theoretical research. If the granting of funds to government departments

for the assumption of a purely supportive role warrants review in mission-
oriented research, it does the more so in areas where departments have assumed
a protective responsibility for whole scientific disciplines such as geography,
labour economics or mental health.

Framework of a Supporter's Policy

13. It is the Council's conviction that a programme of aid to

free research should not and, in practice, will not concern itself with dis-
tinctions between '"right" and '"wrong'" areas of inquiry. There is just no
evidence that the problem is that too much money is being spent on the wrong
kind of research. We have even less assurance that the wrong kind of research
in terms of immediate social utility would be the wrong kind of research in
terms of scientific significance or even of eventual social utility. Such

a programme of aid must concern itself, however, with distinctions as to the

quality of research. We may quite rightly fear that too much money will end up
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being spent on mediocre scholars. We must accept to support a fair number
of researchers of ordinary competence if we are to attract the exceptional
ones, but there is no justification for supporting applicants who appear
mediocre at the outset. We must work, then, at tightening the screening
procedures, developing an even more demanding system of pre-assessment and
of progress audit and post-audit. From a purely managerial point of view,
it is both necessary and not unduly expensive to have a sound pre-audit system
of universal coverage, but the coverage of a review system must necessarily
be limited to sample checks. It can only guide the granting agency in its
future decisions and then only in general terms. Also an audit system
should not be expected to exclude from future aid all applicants who have
failed to reach their stated objectives, unless it reveals mediocrity that
had escaped earlier scrutiny. The possibility of failure is inherent in
all original research. As to cost-benefit analysis, whatever progress can
be made in this respect will definitely be useful. However, university
research must include the scientific as well as the social benefits, however
more difficult the former are to quantify. In any instance, most progress
made in this field will come ex post facto from specially trained observers
rather than from individual scholars applying for support.

14, Over the past decade, the science expenditures of the indus-
trialized nations *have been growing at a considerably faster pace than the
Gross National Product. The time was bound to come when governments would
be asking themselves how long the trend could last. If governments to-day
are having second thoughts about the pace at which scientific programmes

can be allowed to grow, it is to a large extent due to the return of econcmic
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uncertainty and to the abrupt accumulation of unmet social claims, old and
new. The question, then, is how much will the merits of science expenditures
weigh against those of social claims; the question also is how will govern-
ments choose between the cost-benefits of enabling measures and those of
protective and remedial measures. To assess the social significance of
science, we must ask ourselves why we have recently been letting science
support grow by leaps and bounds. What were we trying to achieve? A simple
and reasonably accurate answer would probably be that we were trying to
bring the volume of scientific activity in the life of the nation to some-
thing like a critical mass, and that we regarded this expenditure as an
eminently well-timed social investment. If this was so, how far are we still
from the target and, in the case at least of the social sciences, how quickly
must the target be reached if we are not to jeopardize the fulfilment of
other social objectives?

15: For the last five years, the Canada Council has been trying
to formulate, in its budgetary forecasts, targets related to what could be
considered a basic level of support for the social sciences and the humani-
ties. While the Government's response has been quite encouraging and has
now brought the Council's budget up to the level where the NRC-MRC budget
stood only six years ago, it has at the same time improved the position of
natural scientists considerably; whereas the Canada Council can now support
almost 10% of its universe of career scholars, nearly two out of three
natural scientists are being supported. The Council's submissions to
Treasury Board have been expressed in terms of requirements to assist,

through research grants, & reasonable segment of the research community and,
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through doctoral fellowships, a reasonable segment of the career researchers
in training. To this, allowances have been added for the launching of a
scientific information and communication system, for the rapid build-up of
essential research collections, and for a programme of key institutionmal
development grants. It must be realized that something like an annual 20%
increase is required just to keep pace with the population growth on Canadian
campuses and with cost increases. The Council remains of the view that while
its position has been quite remarkably improved over the last five years,

the recovery operation, by which the gap between the natural and the social
sciences would be gradually reduced, has made very little progress. Unless
its budget is doubled once more over the next two or three years, there is

a grave risk that the expectations of its research community will be dashed
again,

16. The Council believes that the search for an adequate science
policy, if it is not to remain in the abstract, must be linked with the
overall review of government expenditures which is now the object of the
Planning-Programming-Budgeting scrutiny in the Treasury Board. It is dis-
quieting that so little of the discussion that has taken place to date on
the issue of a science policy has dealt with the Treasury Board and with

its work on PPB. If Canadians want to know how much they should spend on
science, they must be prepared to take an entirely fresh look at the way
they have been spending money in the discharge of other governmental functions
for the past several decades. It would be unfair and premature to comment

in detail on the new experiment that Treasury Board is conducting. Still

it must be said that PPB skould offer choices not only within programmes
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but also between programmes. Only a thorough questioning of all traditional
patterns of expenditures will make it possible to see in proper perspective
the significance (economic and otherwise) of the various roles that the
Government of Canada will be called upon to perfom in the years ahead, and
more particularly how, to meet the new challenges, it will be able to recover
enough freedom of movement from the very restricted position where tradition
has cornered it. There is already ample evidence that it would be suicidal
to take the traditional patterns for granted and let the new programmes

bear the brunt of financial pressure. If the PPB analysis were allowed to
run its full course, it would tell which government functions are preventive
or protective, which are remedial and which are of an enabling nature. This
would enable the Government to see that a programme of assistance to science
is of the same nature as a programme of assistance to industrial development,
that it is an enabling form of investment, intended to foster growth and to
release creative talents of the best quality. Of course, it will never be
politically easy for the government to make abrupt and radical changes in
its pattern of expenditures.® But it sh;uld be able to make the most enlight-
ened choices as to how to spend whatever little additional revenue it can
scrape in the immediate future, whether in remedying social defects, in
protecting us further from undesirable occurrences or in bringing about
conditions that will gradually enable Canada to use a larger measure of its
underused creative skills.

Science and Government Organization

17, The question of whether there should be a Minister of Science

depends on whether one wants a Minister of Science to supervise a user's

20104—41
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policy, an entrepreneur's policy or a supporter's policy. If the sciences
and especially the social sciences are to become, as they should, widely
used instruments in the pursuit of broad national goals, it is difficult

to see how a single Minister could discharge a promotional and co-ordinative
role which must engage the attention of the whole Cabinet and Treasury Board.
It is equally difficult to see how a Minister responsible only for the
industrial use of science, but not for the wider field of social innovation,
could properly be called a Minister of Science. On the other hand, with the
growing acceptance of interdisciplinary approaches and the growing need for
common services, a good case could be made, although it has not been made
yet, for a single Minister (not called a Minister of Science either) having
responsibility for all programmes of aid in support of university research,
including the national information services of the National Library and the
Dominion Bureau of Statistics. 1In Cabinet, he would speak on behalf of the
university research and would assist his colleagues in ensuring a balanced
distribution of departmental research contracts. It is generally understood
that the President of the Treasury Bo;rd will, in time, relinquish his share
of duties in this field, as in his new position he cannot indefinitely bear
the responsibility for a particular area of expenditure. On the other hand,
the Secretary of State is already responsible for the Cenada Council, the
National Library, and the administration of the programme of assistance to
universities through fiscal transfers.

18. 0f course, a programme of incentives for industrial research
must rest with the Department of Industry as similar programmes in the primary

industries must rest with the functional departments. But that does not
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settle the guestion of free university research. While there is a case
for the Secretary of State assuming responsibility for all university
support, there is no particular logic in bringing the NRC laboratories
under him. Yet neither is there any particular incompatibility. It is
true that the proposal would appear to place the aid-to-science programmes
further away from industrial application. But here one should remark that
the recent literature has provided us with a very incomplete picture of
the applications of science. It is by no means industry alone that must
develop a sense for using the fruits of science. More and more it is
other national institutions, such as the large service institutions,
universities, hospitals, mass media, etc. It is true that these institu-
tions use the fruits of science mostly in the form of industrial products,
but it is quite possible that there would be even greater industrial
innovation if science were more responsive to the needs of all service
institutions than if it were directly associated with industry alone.
There most probably would be greater social innovation. The same must be
said of technology. There is a tendency to think of technology as if it
resulted exclusively from research done in the natural sciences when a
good deal results from research done in the social sciences. It is very
difficult to-day to distinguish between the technological progress made,
say, in the communications media thanks to the work of physicists and
engineers and the progress made thanks to the work of behavioural scientists.
Besides, most technological lags, even in industry, have a primarily social
explanation. Shortage of innovators in industry is a social problem.

Actually, Canada's scientific contribution to the world of to-morrow might
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well prove more original and significant in the field of social innovation
than in the field of physical innovation.

19. Whether or not all aid to university research comes under a
single Minister, the various agencies of the Government that share this
responsibility will have to develop closer and closer liaison in order to
ensure complementarity between services and consistency between programmes
and in order to foster interdisciplinary undertakings. It might be premature
and, by Canadian standards, ambitious to envisage the integration of all
research aid programmes in a single foundation for the sciences and the arts.
Still greater use must be made of the social sciences by all governmental
bodies engaged in the study of problems of science policy. Not only is the
question of the social usefulness of work done in the natural sciences a
socio-economic prcblem, so is the question of planning, costing and staging
programmes either of scientific initiative or of research aid. How the
Science Council will gradually resolve this problem remains to be seen,
although the presence of a few social scientists on the Council must have
already proven helpful. In any instance, before the mandate of the Science
Council is expanded to embrace concern for the direction taken by the social
sciences, or before a parallel Social Science Council is established, it might
be wise to wait and see what the present Science Council can do for the
natural sciences. The courtship has barely started between two scholarly
communities equally richly endowed with prejudices. It should be neither
interrupted nor rushed. They still can make more progress in common under-
takings than in policy discussions. When the recovery operation undertaken

by the Canada Council is well advanced, and when the gap between the support
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granted to the natural and to the sccial sciences has been substantially
reduced, various forms of government organization may well be re-examined
with a view to effecting greater integration of parallel policies and to
bringing all the sciences together in fuller partnership.

20. A decision on the advisability of establishing, along with
the natural sciencg laboratories of the federal government, a national
social science instifute would have to take into consideration the limited

availability of top quality Canadian scholars in this field and, more parti-

cularly, the effect that this would have on the present programmes-and plans -

of Canadian universities. The government would have‘to ask itself whether
it is considering such an initiative as a user of science, as a science
entrepreneur or as a supporter of science. The most promising solution
would lie in the possibility that the government would be moved primarily
by the third motive and that it would think of establishing an Institute
not so much to have betﬁer research done on behalf of the government but

in order to provide exceptional facilities where the best researchers might
spend, on leave from teaching duties, various periods of time engaged in

free research, a good deal of which could be of an interdisciplinary nature.

April 1969.
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PART II: DATA REQUESTED BY THE SENATE COMMITTEE

Structure of the Canada Council

21. The Governor-in-Council appoints a Council of 21 members,
including a .Chairman and Vice-Chairman, and a permanent chief executive,

the Director with an Associate Director. The Chairman and Vice-Chairman
serve for terms not exceeding five years; other members for terms of three
years; all may be re-appointed for a second term. The Council meets at
least five times a year. (Appendix A gives the names and biographical
sketches of members).

22. A key unit in the Council's programme of aid to research is the
Academic Panel, made up of fifteen special?sts broadly representative of
all the social sciences and humanities. Outstanding scholars from universities
in the different regions of Canada are chosen by the Council for membership
on the Panel. Because membership of the Panel is rotating, the Council's
programmes are reviewed critically by a somewhat different set of scholars
each year. (Appendix B lists the names and university affiliation of
members of the Academic Panel).

23, The Council's channeling of aid to research, is coordinated by
the Social Sciences and Humanities Division. Headed by an Assistant
Director, the Division is made up of 11 project officers and 16 supporting
staff, Additional support is given by the Awards Service (6 officers,

9 supporting staff), which administers the annual competitions for Doctoral,
Post-doctoral and Leave Fellowships, and the Finance Division, (6 officers,
12 supporting staff), which is responsible for the normal financial operations
of the Council and provides data and analysis for programme planning and

evaluation.
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Adjudication Procedures

24, In the process of adjudication the Social Sciences and Humanities
Division relies on the advice of many scholars, both as individual specialists
and as members of a number of specially created panels, In the case of
Research Grants, for example, there are almost three times as many

scholarly assessors as applicants. Leading scholars abroad are sought for
advice almost as much as experts at home, to help keep the Council's
programme of assistance in line with international standards of scholarship.
(The two charts of Appendix C show how these components work together in
the adjudication of Research Grants and Fellowships.)

25, In addition the Social Sciences and Humanities Division, backed
by the Awards Service, is responsible for the academic sector of a
relatively modest programme of cultural exchanges with European countries,
which the Council administers on behalf of the Department of External
Affairs. Countries affected are Belgium, France, Germany, Italy, the
Netherlands and Switzerland. Under this programme Canadian universities
are offered grants to bring in outstanding visiting scholars from abroad
and scholarships and fellowships are offered by competition to enable
foreign scholars to undertake graduate studies or research in this country.
Various committees here and abroad assist in the adjudication of candidates.
(Appendix D shows how grants are adjudicated in this programme).

Ties with Parliament and Government Bodies

26, Created in 1957 by the Government of Canada as an independent
body, the Canada Council reports annually to Parliament through the
Secretary of State. The Council, which used to appear regularly only before
the Public Accounts Committee of Parliament, is now also called before the

Standing Committee on Broadcasting; Films and Assistance to the Arts. It



5198

Special Committee

should be noted, however, that the Council spends nearly twice as much on
aid to research as on the arts. The Council is a member of all consulting
bodies brought together by the Department of External Affairs for periodic
reviews of cultural and technical exchanges with other countries, including
the Cultural Exchange Programme with European Countries mentioned above.
7. At a time when the boundaries between certain academic disciplines
are blurring and when there is growing interest in interdisciplinary
research, the Council's relationship with the N,R.C. becomes increasingly
important. Informal consultation between the two Councils has enabled
them generally to concert their activities in those disciplines that lie
between their mandates -- such as psychology, archaeology, anthropology,
geography. A formal tie is that the Director of the Canada Council is an
Associate of the National Research Council.

28, The Council maintains ties with the National Museums of Canada
and the National Arts Centre through membership of its Director on their
respective boards. The Canada Council is also present at all discussions
which bring together the cultural organizations which report through the
Secretary of State.

Programme Development

29, The Canada Council is the national agency for the development

of freely initiated research in the social sciences and humanities. While
a good deal of research is conducted by social scientists under contract
to various government agencies, royal commissions and task forces, the
Council is responsible for assisting general development of research

in these disciplines. The Council now accounts for about 3/4 of the funds

expended by the Federal Government in the social sciences and humanities.
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However the amount applied by the Canada Council directly to research
grants is barely equal to that expended by the Federal Government for
mission-oriented university research in the social sciences. Statutory
basis for this programme is of course the Canada Council Act, sections 8 to
13 of which are attached as Appendix E.

30. Popular belief to the contrary. there are more Canadian scholars
in the social sciences and humanities than in the physical and life sciences
combined. In 1967-68 the totals were 9,180 as opposed to 7,012,

3, The growth of Canada Council assistance to the social sciences
and humanities in recent years can be viewed as a recovery operation. . As
recently as 1964-65, the Canada Council spent only $1.4 million on its
academic programme, a token amount in view of the expansion that had
already taken place in the social sciences and humanities. By 1968-69
Council assistance in this field had risen to $16.6 million, and this year
it is expected to amount to $19.4 million, but still support to the human
sciences in Canada lags far behind that given the physical and life
sciences. The Canada Council has now almost reached the level at which
N.R.C. and M.R.C, were six years ago. These two agencies reached a
combined level of $86 million in 1968-69. (Appendix F shows the levels

of Canada Council assistance over a six year period, with corresponding
totals for the NRC and MRC).

32, Social scientists and humanists, long starved for research funds,
are responding to the support offered by the Canada Council, as will be
seen below. In the vital field of research training (Doctoral Fellowships),
once the gap with the physical and life sciences has been closed, the
Council's support should rise evenly in relation to the growth in graduate

.enrolment,
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as. Most Canada Council suppert to the social sciences and humanities
goes to assist doctoral candidates through the final stages of their
training as researchers and to provide direct support to free research
by established scholars. The Council also assists research communication
through grants for the publication of journals and scholarly works, for
the holding of and attendance at scholarly conferences and for exchanges.
To a limited extent the Council helps build up research facilities through
grants for specialized library collections. All of these programmes are
designed to increase Canada's research potential in the human sciences
and, seen from another side, to create conditions whereby Canadian universities
will be able to attract and hold scholars of the first order.
34, Attached as appendices are tables answering some often-asked
questions about the distribution of Canada Council programmes of assistance.
They are:
Appendix G ~-- Amounts awarded in 1968-69 classified by academic discipline;
Appendix H --

Table 1.1 Doctoral Fellowships by province of permanent residence;

Table 1.2 Doctoral Fellowships by country of intended tenure and

by university of intended tenure in Canada;

Table 1.3 Doctoral Fellowships by discipline;

Table 2 Post-doctoral Fellowships by discipline;

Table 3.1 Leave Fellowships by university of affiliation;

Table 3.2 Leave Fellowships by discipline;

Table 4.1 Research Grants by university of affiliation;

Table 4.2 Research Grants by discipline;

Table 5 Library Research Collection Grants by university.
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Programme Review and Revision

35. Means are now being developed of involving academic advisers
more closely in assessing the results of Council-supported activity.

This should lead to the involvement of scholars and their learned societies
in field surveys of major research projects backed by the Council. They
should also be involved in assessing the overall pattern of Council-
supported activity in specific areas, identifying any weakness that may

be found and suggesting ways of redressing any imbalance. The Council
expects to undertake pilot projects of this kind during the current year.
36. The Council has also developed its internal system of administration
and record-keeping to keep pace with the rapid expansion of the academic
programme. A complete overhaul of administrative methods was begun two
years ago, with the assistance of the management-consultant firm Urwick-
Currie. One result of this is that it is now possible to make a more
analytical review of Council-supported activity, a necessary forerunner

to the programme assessment and evaluation process outlined above.

Developing Tools for More Effective Performance

37« Apart from the vexed question of financial resources, common

to all grant-giving bodies, the Council has had to face the problems
attendant on entering a vast, previously unknown area of public subsidy.

38. The Dominion Bureau of Statistics provides virtually no information
on research expenditures in the social sciences and humanities, which it

does for natural sciences, and there are many other gaps in the statistical
information provided by the Bureau on academic enrolment and facilities.

395 The Council cannot forecast its future needs until it has full
information on the support coming from other sources, public and private,

domestic and foreign, for both contractual and free research. At the moment
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there is no stipend for the principal investigator attached to grants for
free reseairch, while there are stipends in contractual research and in
grants from United States sources for free research. The Council must have
full information on such stipends and other factors. It must know what
its grants are competing with if it is to make free research attractive
to Canadian scholars. The Council, in partnership with the A,U.C.C,

and the C.A.U.T., was about to launch a survey on this question in 1966-67
when it joined forces with the Science Council of Canada in a broader
review of the funding of university research conducted under the direction
of Dr. Macdonald, former President of the University of British Columbia.
Since the survey, now completed, did not in fact provide the necessary
information the Council must now look for some other solution.

40. Along with the build-up of information needed to administer its
programmes, the Council has had to be increasingly concerned with its
retrieval. For example, the Council has always relied heavily on the
opinions of scholarly assessors for research grants, as will be seen
below. As more applications.come in and more assessors are added to an
already extensive list, matching the two becomes a more complex and time-
consuming process. The Council has undertaken a study of a computer
service to assist in this and other things. It will help in extending
the list of assessors and in matching them more exactly with projects
under consideration.

41. The Council is now faced with the need for an inventory of
research in the social sciences and humanities. For obvious reasons,

this must include all Canadian research activity in these disciplines,
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as well as that supported by the Council, and will require a computer
service. It is a necessary step in the process of programme review and
revision described above.

42, The Council recognizes the large role to be played by the

learned societies in the growth of research in the social sciences and
humanities. They have received and are receiving Council assistance to

help them perform more effectively, as described later in the brief

under "Research Communication". It will nonetheless be some time before
they can give the leadership expected from them, particularly in helping
assess the Council's programme of assistance.

Research Training

43, Well over half of Council support to the social sciences and
humanities goes to assist doctoral candidates through the final stage of
their training for a career of research and teaching. (Complete figures
are in Appendix F). In 1968-69, $9.3 million was spent to award 2,155
Doctoral Fellowships, and an estimated $11.2 million will be spent in

the current year for 2,640 awards. Aimed at Canadians and landed immigrants
to Canada enrolled in universities here and abroad, the programme of
Doctoral Fellowships has developed in response to both an increased
proportional demand from the doctoral candidates and an explosion in

their numbers. For example, in 1970-71 there are expected to be 6,480
students eligible for Canada Council assistance. The corresponding enrolment
figure in the physical and life sciences is expected to be 6,100. (Apvendix I shows
past and projected growth of the "universe" of doctoral candidates in

relation to Council assistance).
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44, The dramatic increase in Doctoral Fellowship applications shown

in Appendix I can be attributed in part to new rates of support adopted

in 1967-68; $3,500 as the basic grant, rising to $4,500 in the concluding
stages of doctoral studies and with an added $1,000 at each stage for those
who had given up the security of regular employment to re-enter graduate
studies. The higher rates and extended tenure make the Council's
Fellowships competitive with the more attractive foreign programmes, which
used to attract so many of the best Canadian students. The rates were
adopted to help correct a situation in which, at last count, only 38% of
social sciences and humanities teaching staff in Canadian universities

held doctoral degrees, compared to 57% in the natural sciences. (A factor
is that on the average it takes two years.longer for students in the former
disciplines to complete their doctoral programmes). As mentioned above,
provision is made in the rates to keep those who have completed residence
requirements working at their theses, and to bring back to their doctoral
work those who have set it aside for teaching or research posts. The
Council was a year ahead of American foundations in adopting this policy.
45, The Canada Council has always extended its Doctoral Fellowships
to Canadians who choose to complete their studies either abroad or in this
country. The theory that this would maintain their ties to this country
has been confirmed by a Council study (a summary is attached as Appendix J)
which shows an average repatriation rate of 80% for those who did in fact
choose to study at a foreign university. The fear that this policy of the
Council might slow down the growth of graduate studies in Canada has proven

groundless,
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46, There has also been a sharp upward turn in the numbers electing
to do. their doctoral work in Canada. Among those awarded Fellowships
this year, 1,006 intend to study in Canadian universities, 46.7% of the
total. Three years ago there were-329, or 29.8%. Among those receiving
a Fellowship for the first time this year (as opposed to a renewal), the
percentage choosing to study in Canada is 50.2%.

47, Behind these figures is the phenomenal growth of Canadian

graduate schools in- the social sciences and humanities, now training 16,000
full-time students, and expected to have an enrolment of 31,000 by 1973-74.
Research Work

48, Aid to established scholars is expected to rise from last year's
$4.2 million to an estimated $5.4 million during 1969-70. Three-quarters
of this amount will be given in Research Grants to support the investigations
of an estimated 1,030 social scientists and humanists; and 170 scholars
will be awarded Leave Fellowships to assist them to free themselves for a
year of research or study.

49 The number of career scholars who received Council assistance

in 1968-69 represented 9.5% of the 10,470 social scientists and humanists
on the faculties of Canadian universities, while requests for assistance
during the year came from 12.1% of the universe. This year requests

for assistance are expected from 13.5% of the universe, and awards should
reach 10%, pointing out the need for this programme to keep its momentum
in pace with the growing research activity in the social sciences and

humanities in Canada.
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50. Under the programme of Izaak Walton Killam Awards, administered
by the Council on behalf of the Killam Scholarship Committee, a total of
$680,000 is budgeted this year for awards to scholars of exceptional
ability engaged in research of far-reaching significance, either in the social
sciences or humanities. This programme is made possible by a $17 million
bequest of the late Dorothy J. Killam (Mrs. Izaak Walton Killam).

Si. With the growth of the research grants programme the Council has
shown more and more concern with the processes of adjudication, and
especially with the sources and quality of the informed opinion available.
Judgment rests upon not only a final review by an academic panel, broadly
representative of the social sciences and humanities, but also upon

prior detailed assessment by specialists. .(The process is shown in Chart 1

of Appendix C). Leading scholars abroad are sought for advice almost as

much as experts at home, to help keep the Council's programme of assistance

in line with the international standards of scholarship. A welcome by-product
of the system is that the comments of an assessor are often passed on to
the applicant and prove useful to him in organizing his research plan.

Research Communication

52. Canada Council support to research communication in the social
sciences and humanities goes to individual scholars, to universities and
to learned societies. Among present forms of aid are:

(e grants both for the large annual meetings of learned societies

and for ad hoc meetings of specialists in key research areas where
effective national or international coordination can be achieved;
oy, grants to assist Canadian universities to bring in outstanding

specialists as visiting scholars;
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-- grants to enable Canadian scholars to take part in international

learned conferences devoted to the discussion of current research;
- block grants to the Social Science and Humanities Research
Councils to assist publication of research works by Canadian scholars;
- grants to enable learned societies to launch and maintain
specialized journals of international caliber.
33 A recently completed study, backed by the Council, dealt with
the feasibility of a common secretariat for the learned societies. In
addition, discussions have been initiated with representatives of the
Social Science and Humanities Research Councils of Canada and of the
associations representing the various disciplines, to redefine their
relation to the development of research-in the light of the rapid growth
of the Canadian academic community.

Research Facilities

54, While the shortage of library resources is perhaps the most
urgent problem of Canadian researchers it is becoming evident that they
are also hampered by the inadequacy of other research tools and services
as well. Increasingly the Council is drawn towards the support of such
things as research inventories, data banking systems and survey research
facilities. First steps in this direction have been taken during the
past year through grants to the Social Science Research Council of Canada,
several learned societies and individual scholars for studies of the
research facilities available and the needs to be met.

58 The Council is very conscious of the need to build up library
research collections. A Council-supported survey conducted by the AUCC
recommends that present university collections be at least doubled. It
is estimated that this would cost $100 million for acquisitions alone,
over the current level of purchases. To house and staff these expanded

collections would require further expenditures of roughly $300 million.
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56. The Canada Council can play only a limited role in meeting this
total requirement. The level of our aid in 1967-68 and 1968-69 has been
limited to $1 million a year for purchases of library research resources
for the use of departments in the social sciences and humanities where
there is an active programme of advanced research, including graduate
studies. Although our budget for 1969-70 shows only $65,000 for this
programme, the Council will be able to maintain its level of aid at $1

million a year. This is made possible by a budget accounting procedure.
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APPENDIX A

MEMBERS 'OF THE CANADA COUNCIL

Mr. Jean Martineau, Q.C. (Montreal): Chairman of the Canada Council.

Born in Montreal, 1895; son of the late Hon. P.G. Martineau, Education:
St. Hyacinthe Seminary, St. Jean College and St. Laurent College; LL.L.
University of Montreal; Hon. LL.D. Faculty of Law of the University of
Montreal, Hon. LL.D, Faculty of Law of Laval University. Called to the
Bar of the Province of Quebec in July 1919; Queen's Counsel in October,
1929. BAtonnier of the Bar of Montreal and the Bar of the Province of
Quebec, 1953-54. Senior partner in the law firm of Martineau, Walker,
Allison, Beaulieu, Tetley and Phelan. Director of the Royal Trust Company,
Monsanto Canada Limited, Chateau-Gai Wines Limited and a director of the

Montreal Museum of Fine Arts. Appointed Chairman of the Canada Council
in 1964.

Dr, John Francis Leddy(Windsor): Vice-Chairman of the Canada Council.
President and Vice-Chancellor of the University of Windsor. Born in 1911

in Ottawa, but moved to Saskatoon at an early age. B.A. and M.A., University
of Saskatchewan, post-graduate studies in classics at the University of
Chicago, Rhodes Scholar at Exeter College, Oxford, (B.Litt. and D.Phil.).
Joined the Department of Classics, University of Saskatchewan, in 1936,
became head of the Department in 1946, dean of Arts and Science in 1949,

and vice-president (academic) in 1961. Appointed president of the University
of Windsor in 1964. Has held positions of leadership in a wide variety

of public and educational societies in Canada, including chairmanship of

the Educational Council of Saskatchewan, the Humanities Research Council

of Canada, the Canadian Catholic Historical Association, the Canadian
National Commission for UNESCO, Canadian University Service Overseas,

World University Service of Canada. Is currently international vice-
president of World University Service. Has travelled widely around the
world and has been delegated to many international conferences and

meetings. Author of a large number of special articles in the fields of
university education, the ancient classics, and the history of ideas.

Has received many honors, including honorary degrees from several universities,
the Human Relations Award of the Canadian Council of Christians and Jews;

the Cardinal Newman Award of the Canadian Federation of Newman Clubs, and

several papal awards.
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Professor Murray Adaskin (Saskatoon): Composer-in-Residence and Professor

of Music at the University of Saskatchewan. Born in Toronto in 1906.
Educated in Toronto, Studied violin in Toronto with Kathleen Parlow
and iﬁ Paris with the late Marcel Chaillay. Studied composition with
Canadian composer John Weinzweig, French composer Darius Milhaud and Charles
Jones. After working with the Canadian Broadcasting Corporation, was
appointed head of the Department of Music, Saskatoon Campus, in 1952,
In November 1966, relinquished this post to be appointed composer-in-
residence, one of the first appointments of its kind in a Canadian
University, Has been guest speaker on several occasions and has
adjudicated national composition contests.' Organized and directed the
first Composer-Exhibition Series in Saskatoon (1967). Is a charter
member of the Canadian League of Composers, a member of the Canadian
Association of Publishers, Authors, and Composers, and a member of the
Saskatoon Art Centre Board. Has composed over 30 major works. His
compositions have been performe@ and broadcast in many countries, and

several of them have been recorded commercially.

Rev. Jean Adrien Arsenault (Charlottetown): Assistant Professor of French

and fine arts at St. Dunstan's University, Charlottetown. Born June 23,
1925, at Mount Carmel, P.E.I, Attended public schools in P.E.I. and

later Le Petit Séminaire de Québec where, in 1947, he obtained a B.A.
(Laval). Studied theology at Holy Heart Seminary, Halifax, and philosophy
at the Sorbomne on a French government scholarship. M.A. in Drama,
Catholic University of America, Washington, D.C. Studied painting at

the School of Fine Arts, Quebec City. Active in dramatics as a director

and playwright.

Mr. Alex Colville (Sackville, N.B.): Artist. Born in Toroato in 1920.
Educated in Nova Scotia. Studied fine arts at Mount Allison University.
Taught at Mount Allison University from 1946 to 1960. An artist of

international repute, his work is represented in the majority of Canadian
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public collections, in the Museum of Modern Art, New York, and in many
private collections in Canada and in the United States. As official war
artist, he painted for the Army and Navy in the Mediterranean and in
northern Europe. He is the designer of the Wild Life Series of special

coins issued for the Centennial year.

Dr. J.A. Corry (Montreal): Political scientist, formerly principal of
Queen's University. Born in Millbank, Ontario, in 1899. Graduated in

law from the University of Saskatchewan and was a Rhodes Scholar from
Saskatchewan at Oxford University. He was called to the Bar of Saskatchewan
in 1930. Formerly a Professor of Law at Saskatchewan University and a
former Hardy Professor of Political Science at Queen's University. Was
vice-principal of Queen's University from 1951 to 1961, then principal

until 1968. 1Is now on the staff of the Law faculty of McGill University.

He is well known throughout the English-speaking world for his text-book
DEMOCRATIC GOVERNMENT AND POLITICS (1946), and is the author of several
other books: ELEMENTS OF DEMOCRATIC GOVERNMENT (1947); LAW AND POLICY (1959);
and THE CHANGING CONDITIONS OF POLITICS (1963). From time to time he has
been called upon to advise the federal government on Federal-Provincial
relations and he w#s a contributor to the Rowell-Sirois commission. He

has been member and chairman of the Social Science Research Council of
Canada, and member of the C.B.C. Board of Governors., In 1957, he was
mainly responsible for the launching of the Queen's Faculty of Law, and

he was its acting dean for the first year. Has received honorary degrees
from a number of universities and was named Companion to the Order of
Canada in 1968.

Miss Andrée Desautels (Montreal): Musicologist, professor at the Montreal
Conservatory. Studied piano, composition and music writing at the Quebec
Conservatory of Music and art history at the University of Montreal,

Was editor-in-chief of the Journal Musical Canadien for seven years and

is well-known as a music critic with Montreal newspapers and on the CBC,

Has beenvprofessor of music history and musicology at the Montreal

Conservatory since 1949. As Assistant Commissioner of the Man and Music
Pavilion at Expo '67, was responsible for much of the planning and organization
of its program in co-operation with Les Jeunesses Musicales. Author of

several publications on Canadian Music. Was founder and first chairman

of the Association of Conservatory Professors of Quebec.
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Mr. Louis A. Desrochers (Edmonton): Barrister. Born in Montreal in 1928,

moved to  Jasper, Alberta, at the age of 11. B.A. deéree from the University

of Ottawa. Received LL.B. from University of Alberta in 1953, and was

called to Alberta Bar in the same year. Since then, has been director of

CHRA radio station, Treasurer, Vice-President and President of the French
Canadian Association of Alberta, Director and President of the Edmonton

Family Service Bureau; member of the Board of Directors of Community Chest

of Edmonton; member of the Northwest Territories Council; co-trustee of the
Northwest Territories Flood Relief Fund; Member of the Advisory Board and
Vice-Chairman of the Governing Board of the Misericordia Hospital; Provincial
Treasurer of the Canadian Conference on Children. He is currently vice-chairman
of the Board of Governors of the University of Alberta and Director of L'Assurance-
Vie Desjardins.

Mrs. Miriam Barber Dorrance (Vancouver): . Born in West Templeton, P.Q., in 1894,

Graduated from the Faculty of Dentistry, University of Toronto, with the degree
of D.D.S. in 1921. Practiced dentistry in Lethbridge for 3% years and has
lived in British Columbia since 1929. A member of the Advisory Board of

the Women's Committee to the Vancovwer Symphony Society and Honorary

Treasurer and member of the Board of Shaughnessy Hospital Auxiliary, she

has been active for many years in the Community Chest, Canadian Girl Guides,
Canadian Red Cross, and the University Women's Club of Vancouver. She is

the wife of Dr. Wallace J. Dorrance.

Dr. Henry D. Hicks (Halifax): President of Dalhousie University, Born in
Bridgetown, N.S., 1915. Educated at Mount Allison University and Dalhousie

University. Rhodes Scholar to Oxford University, England. Called to the Bar
of Nova Scotia in 1941. Served in the Royal Canadian Artillery during World
War II, and in 1945, was elected to the Legislature of Nova Scotia. Appointed
Minister of Education in 1949, and later assumed the additional post of
Provincial Secretary. Became Premier of Nova Scotia in September, 1954.
Leader of the Opposition from 1956 until he resigned as Leader of the

Liberal Party in Nova Scotia in 1960. Dean of Arts and Science at Dalhousie
University in 1960. Vice-President of the university in 1961 and President
in 1963. Has received honorary degrees from several Canadian universities.
Appointed to Canada Council in 1963. Served as President of the Canadian
National Commission for Unesco (1963-1967), and lead the Canadian delegation
to the General Conference of Unesco in 1964 and 1966.
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Mr. Stuart Keate (Vancouver): Journalist, publisher of the Vancouver
Sun. Born in Vancouver in 1913. Began newspaper work on the Ubyssey,
campus newspaper at the University of British Columbia, and on graduation
in 1935 joined the staff of the Vancouver Daily Province as a sports

writer.

From 1935 to 1942, worked for the Province and the Toronto
Daily Star as a reporter, columnist and movie critic. In the fall of

1942, joined the RCNVR in the information department, and saw service
on ships in both the Atlantic and Pacific theatres, retiring with the

rank of lieutenant-commander.

At the end of the war, joined Time Inc. in New York as a writer
on Canadian affairs. From 1947 to 1950, served as Montreal bureau chief
for Time and Life, resigning in 1950 to return to the Pacific Coast as
publisher of the Victoria Daily Times.

In 1959, when the Max Bell papers joined with the Siftons to
form the FP Publications group, Mr. Keate was named a director of the

parent company.

In May, 1964, he was appointed publisher of the Vancouver Sun,
Canada's second largest daily, and named director of Sun Publishing Co.

Ltd. and Pacific Press Limited.

In the course of his career, he has served as president of the
Canadian Daily Newspaper Publishers Association, President of The Canadian
Press (1965-66) and as a member of the Senate and Board of Governors of
the University of British Columbia. He has contributed articles to
Maclean's, Saturday Night, the Reader's Digest, N.Y. Times Book review,
and many other national publications and has received the National Press
Club award for outstanding contributions to journalism. He has also been
active in the affairs of the International Press Institute and Inter-

American Press Association.
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Mr.Napoléon LeBlanc (Quebec City): Vice-rector of Laval University
since 1968, Was educated at Laval University, where he received the
degrees of Bachelor in Agrornomy and Master of Social Sciences, Tra-
velled in Canada and in the U.S. on a Carnegie fellowship in 1953 to
study the contribution of the universities to adult education. Pro-
fessor in the Faculty of Social Sciences.of Laval University, 1960,
dean of the Faculty in 1961, and vice-rector of the University in
1968. Has been active in the field of adult education and was for six
years co-director of the bilingual camp on adult education and inter-
cultural relations held “ahhually at Lzquemac. . Has written many papers
on adult and labour education., A former president of the National
University - Labour Education Commitee, the Commission on Public Ii-
braries of Quebec, L'Institut Canadien d'Education des Adultes, the
Catholic Commitee of the Quebec Superior Council on Education, World
University Service of Canada and L'Association Canadienne-Frangaise
pour l'Avancement des Sciences. - Currently president of the Canadian

Commission for Unesco.

Mr, Douglas V. LePan (Toronto): Principal of University College,
University of Toronto, since 1964, - Born in Toronto in 1914, Educa-
ted at the University of Toronto and Oxford. University. Served in the
Second World ¥ar and was education adviser to General A.G. McNaughton
in 1942-43. Has held a mumber of appointments in the Department of
External Affairs, including those of Minister Counsellor in Washington
(1951~55) and Assistant Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs
(1958-59). Was seconded in 1955-58 to serve as Secretary and Director
of Research of the Royal Commission on Canada's Zconomic prospect
(Cordon Comnission), From 1959 to 196k, was Professor of English Li-
terature at Queen's University., A well-known writer, he has twice
won a Governor General's Literary Award, in 1953 for poetry in ZEngslish
and in 1964 for fiction in English.

Dr.Léon Lortie (Montreal): Scientist and scholar, former secretary
general of the University of Montreal. Born in Montreal in 1902, Edu-
cated at the University of Montreal, University of Paris (Docteur &s scien-
ces physiques) and Cornell University. Professor of chemistry at the
University of Hontreal for many years, at the same time teaching chemis-

try, physics and scientific history in various ¥ontre.l colleges,
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Visiting lecturer for three years at McGill University. Appointed
director of extension courses at the Universits of Montreal in 1952,
assistant to the Rector and secretary general of the University in
1962, Was a pioneer in the popular teaching of science and wrote
many articles and papers on science subjects. Has also been active
in public affairs and was the first Chairman of thc Canadian Institu-
te of Public Affairs., Former President of the Chemical Institute of

Canada, the Association canadienne-frangaise pour 1l'Avarcement des
Sciences and of a number of other organiz«tions. Has been awarded
honorary degrees by several universities. Actively interested in
literature and the arts., President of the Greater Montreal Council
of the Arts since 1957.

Dr. C.J. Mackenzie (Ottawa): Former President of the Naticnal Research
Council and of Atomic Energy of Canada Ltd. Born in St. Stephen,K.B.,
in 1888, A graduate of Dalhousie University and Harvard. Overseas ser-
vice 1916~18 with C.E.F., awarded Military Cross. Returned to Univer-
sity of Saskatchewan in 1918 as Professor of Civil Engineering. In
1921, appointed D=an of the Ehgineering College at Saskatoon. Appoin-
ted to the Advisory Council of the National Research Council in 1935,
made Acting President in 1939 and President in 1944. Resigned in 1952
to become President of the newly formed Atomic Energy of Canada ILtd.
Retired in 1953. Has held many public offices and has received hono-
rary degrees from many universities. Is currently Chancellor of Car-
leton University and a member of the Advisory Coucil, National Research
Council. 1In May 1968, received the $50,000 Royal Bank Award for outs-
tanding contributions to "human welfare and common good". Often called

"the dean of Canada's &cientists",

Mr. G, Byron March (St. John's, Nfld.): Educator. Born in Old Perlican,
Nfld., in 1921, A graduate of Memorial University, Acadia, and Colum-
bia University, New York (M.A. in Educational administration). Vice-
Principal, then Principal of Curtis Academy in St. Johns, and later
Principal of Prince of Wales Collegiate. Since 1963, has been Director

of Education of St. John's United Church School Board. Has Been zati -

tive ¥n the educational life of Newfoundland, serving as an executive
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of the Newfoundland Teacher's Association and as a member of the Royal

Commission on Education and Youth.

Mrs. Pauline Fills McCGibbon ('l‘oxjonto): Born in Sarnia, Ontario, A
graduate of the University of Toronto. Married to Donald W. McGibbon.

Haes been active in community affairs, education and the arts, serving

on the executive boards of many organizations., Has been President of
the University of Toronto Alumni Association, President of the Dominion
Drama Festival, first President of the Children's Film Library of Canada
and Vice-President of the Canadian Association for Adult Fducation. Is
currently chairman of the Board of Governors of the National Theatre
School of Canada, first vice—pres&dent of the Canadian Conference of the
Arts, first vice-president of the board of governors of the Women's Col-
lege Hospital, Toronto, and a member on the Board of Governor of the
Elliott Lake Centre for Continuing Educat.ion.‘ Has received several ho-
nours including the Canadian Drama iward for Cutstanding Service$ to
Theatre (1957), the Medal of Service of the Crder of Canada (1967) and
an Honorary LL.D. frcm the University of Alberta (1967) in recognition

of the contribution of Canadian women to Canada in recenrt years,

Miss Kathleen M. Richardson (Winnipeg): Born in Winnipeg, Manitoba. Has

been actively associated with a number of cultural organizaticns in
Winripeg, both musical and theatriczl, and is widely known for her work
with the Royal Winnipeg Ballet, having served as its President for four
years. In recoginition of her services with this Organization, she has
heen named its honcrary president.

She has also been Secretary of the University Chamber Music
Society; Board Member of the Junior league of Winnipeg; Chairman of
the Royal Winnipeg Ballet School and has served on the Board of the
Winnipeg Symphony Orciiestra. She is a member of the Naticnal Executive
Council of Pan-American Games and a director of James Richardson and
Sons Ltd,
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Dr. Aileen D. Ross (Montreal): Sociologist, professor at McGill University.
Born in Montreal in 1902, Educated at the University of London (B.Sc.) and

at the University of Chicago (M.A. and Ph.D.). Curriculum advisor at
MacDonald College, P.Q., from 1940 to 1942. After serving for three years
as instructor in the Department of Economics and Political Science at the
University of Toronto, joined the staff of McGill University in 1945 and

is now full professor in the Department of Sociology and Anthropology.

Has held executive positions in such organizations as the Canadian Institute
of International Affairs and the Canadian Citizenship Council, and served

on the Canadian Delegation to the 1958 Unesco Conference. Has published
many articles and papers in learned journals and is the author of two

books: The Hindu Family in its Urban Setting, and Becoming a Nurse. She

is currently president of the Shastri-Indo-Canadian Institute,

Dr. David W. Slater (Kingston): Professor of Economics and Dean of the

School of Graduate Studies, Queen's University. Born in Winnipeg in

1921. Educated at the University of Manitoba (B. Comm.), Queen's University
(B.A., Honours in Economics) and the University of Chicago (M.A. and Ph.D.).
Served in the Canadian Army in World War II., After lecturing at Queen's
University and Stanford University, joined the staff of Queen's University
in 1952 and was promoted to professor of economics in 1962, Has been

Dean of the School of Graduate Studies since June 1968. Served on the
staff of the Royal Commission on Canada's Economic Prospects (Gordon
Commission), in 1955-56. Has published many articles on economics and

has served on committees studying education, economics, university affairs
and the social sciences. Is currently a member of the Committee of University

Affairs and editor of the Canadian Banker's Magazine.
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THE CANADA COUNCIL

MEMBERS OF ACADEMIC PANEL 1968-69

Dr. Edmund Berry,
Department of Classics,
University of Manitoba,
Winnipeg, Manitoba.

Professor David Braybrooke,
Department of Philosophy & Politics,
Dalhousie.University,

Halifax, Nova Scotia.

Dr. Jacques Brazeau,(Chairman)
Département de sociologie,
Université de Montréal,
Montréal, Québec.

Professeur Paul André Comeau,
Département des Sciences politiques,
Faculté des Sciences sociales,
Université d'Ottawa,

Ottawa 2, Oatario.

Professeur Vianney Décarie,
Département de philosophie,
Université de Montréal,
Montréal, Québec.

Professor E.J.H. Greene, (Vice Chairman)

Associate Dean of Arts,
University of Alberta,
Edmonton, Alberta. =

Professor J.E. Hodgetts,
Principal,

Victoria College,
Toronto 5, Ontario.

Professeur W.F. Mackey,
Département de linguistique,
Faculté des lettres,
Université Laval,

Québec 10e, Québec.

Révérend Pére Bernard Mailhiot, 0.P.,
Institut de psychologie,

Université de Montréal,

Montréal, Québec.

Professor A.M. Moore,
Department of Economics,
University of British Coluubia,
Vancouver 8, B.C.

Professor H. Blair Neatby,
12 Allan Place,
Ottawa 1, Ontario.

Dr. W.C. Desmond Pacey,
Dean of Graduate Studies,
University of New Brunswick,
Fredericton, N.B.

Professor A.E. Safarian,
Department of Political Economy,
University of Toronto,

Toronto 5, Ontario.

Monsieur Marcel Trudel,
Dépar tement d'histoire,
Université d'Ottawa,
Ottawa 2, Ontario.

Professor F.G, Vallee,
Chairman,

Department of Sociology,
Carleton University,
Ottawa, Ontario.



Appendix C, Chart 1 - Procedure for the awarding of research grants in the social sciences and the humanities. *

Applicant

Sends in
application
cescribing his
project in
detail.

Social Sciences
and Humanities

Examines each
application

for eligibility
and completeness,
and selects
specialists

in the field

to asséss

it. (The
number of
assessors
varies from

2 to 8 depen-
ding on the
size and

nature of

the project).

Social Sciences

Social Sciences

and Humanities Academic
Assessors Division Panel
Evalute Analyses Examines
each appli- assessors' each submis-
cation as to comments and sion and
its merits recommendations, prepares
and to the and prepares recommenda-
qualifica- submission to tions to
tions of the the Academic the Canada
applicant Panel. Council.
(commenting if
appropriate on | |Approves grants Approves
the budget of $5,000 or grants of
submitted by less. $10,000 or
the appli- less.

cant), and
submit recom-
mendation.

Canada and Humanities
Council Division

Makes Announces deci=-
final sion to candi-
decision dates and arran-
on the ges for payment
basis of and administra-
Academic tion of grants.
Panel's Receives and
recommen- analyses interim
dations. and final

reports. on
research projects
and takes note

of matters that
may have impli
cations for
future Canada
Council policy:
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Appendix C, Chart 2 - Adjudication process for doctoral, leave and post-doctoral fellowships in the social sciences

and humanities.

Applicant

Sends in
application
and supporting
documents.

Avards Service

Applications in
each category
are screened
for eligibility,
grouped on the
basis of disci-
pline and
directed to the
appropriate
selection
committee.

Selection Committees

(5 members each)

Each committee assesses
applications within

its field and

produces a list of
candidates recommended
for an award.

Academic Panel

(18 members)

Reviews recommenda-
tions of selection
committees and
approves final list
of successful candi-
dates. These
decisions are re-
ported to the Canada
Council at its first
subsequent meeting.

Awards Service

Announces results of
competition to
candidates and mekes
arrangements for payment
and administration

of awards. Receives

and analyses interim

and final reports

from fellowship

holders.
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Appendix D, Chart 1 - Cultural Exchange - Procedure for

Applicant

Sends in
application to
iLhe appropriate
government
department of
his country or
to the Canadian
consulate or
embassy.

Selection Comaittee

(In each of the parti-
cipating countries made up
of representatives from the
universities, the government
and the Canadian embassy).

Makes a preliminary selection
of candidates, forwards the
iist to the Canadian embassy,
which forwards it to Ottawa.

the awarding of fellowships to citizens of foreign countries.

Awards Service

Groups the
applications by

area of interest

and sends them to one!
or other of the two
selection committees
(one for the social
sciences and
humanities and the
other for the
physical and life
sciences.)

Selection Committees

(Each made up
of six Canadian
scholars) .

Study applications,
select award-winners,
and notify the
Council's Academic
Comuittee of their
decisions.

Awards Service

Arranges
payment and
administration
of fellowships
and receives
progress
reports from
the fellowship-
holders.
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Appendix D, Chart 2 - Cultural Exchange - Procedure for the awarding of grants for visiting lecturers.

The interested
Canadian university

Asks for a grant to
bring a foreign scholar
to teach at one of its
faculties for a
specified period.

sy

Awards Service

Receives the
requests, sees
that all the
necessary
information is
included and
forwards them
to the members
of the awards
committee.

Awards Committee

(Made up of five
Canadian scholars).

Studies the requests
and decides on the
distribution of
grants, keeping in
mind the funds
available and the
need to assure a
balance between
the various
universities.
Reports its
decisions to the
Canada Council.

Avards Service

Announces the
decisions to

the universities
requesting grants
and to the invited
scholars, and
administers the
grants,
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8. (1) The objects of the Council are to foster and
promote the study and enjoyment of, and the production
of works in, the arts, humanities and social sciences, and
in particular, but without limiting the gencrality of the
foregoing, the Council may, in furtherance of its objects,

(a) assist, co-operate with and cnlist the aid of organiza-

* tions, the objcets of which are similar 1o any of the
objects of the Council; :

(b) provide, through appropriate organizations or other-
wise, for grants, scholarships or loans to persons in
Canada for study or rescarch in the arts, humanitios
or social sciences in Canada or clsewhere or to persons
in other countries for study or rescarch in such fields
in Canada;

(c) make awards to persons in Canada for outstanding
accomplishment in the arts, humanities or social
sciences; ¢

(d) arrange for and sponsor exhibitions, performances
and pubfcations of works in the arts, humanities or
social seiences; :

(e) exchange with other countries or organizations or
persons Lﬁ'wrcin knowledge and information respecling
the arts, humanities and social sciences; and

() arrange for representation and interprefation of
Canadian arts, humanitics and social sciences in other
countries.

(2) The Governor in Council may assign to the Council
such functions and dutics in relation to the United Natioris
Bducational, Scientific and Cultural Organization as he
considers desirable.

9. The Council may, in furtherance of its objeets, make
grants to universities and similar institutions of higher
learning by way of capital assistance in respect of building
construction projeets.

1@. The Council may make by-laws regulating its pro-
ceedings and generally for the conduct and management of
its activitics, including the appoiniment of honorary
officers and of advisery commitiees.

1 1. The Council shall meet at least three times a ycar
in the City of Ottawa on such days as are fixed by the
Council and at such other times and places as the Council
deems necessary.

12. The Dircctor and Associate Director and the
employces of the Couneil shall be deemed to be employed
in the Public Service for the purposes of the Public Scrvice
Superannuation Act, and the Council shall be deemed to be
a Public Service Corporation for the purposes of section
23 of that Act.

1.38. The Council is not an_agent of er Majesty, and,
except as provided in section 12, the members and employecs
and the Direetor and Associate Dirvector of the Council are
not part of the public service.
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APPENDIX F_
SOCIAL SCIENCES AND HUMANITIES PROGRAMME

Actual Estimated

*
1964-65 1965-66 1966-67 1967-68 1968-69 1969-70

($000) ($000) ($000) ($000) ($000) ($000)
Research training -

Doctoral fellowships 695 1,188 2,931 6,477 9,296 11,220
Research work -

Post-doctoral

fellowships - - - 159 280 480

Leave fellowships 174 305 617 877 1,260 1,260

Research grants 203 412 983 2,102"  2,000"*" 4,130

Killam grants - - - : 493 680
Research communication -

Publications grants 94 138 293 243 303 350

Meetings and Exchanges 59 150 147 250 414 450
Research facilities -

Research Collections 45 565 500 1,003 1,000 65
Special Awards & Grants 54 89 83 97 157 100
Adjudicators' fees and

expenses 7 32 59 116 150 220
Aid to foreign students

and scholars 69 245 225 260 343 407
Total SS & H Programme 1,403 3,317 5,838 - 11,584 16,596 19,362
Total Canada Council

Budget less University

Capital Grants Fund 37511 7,556 11,385 20,442 28,839 32,223

Combined NRC - MRC budget
for university support 26,050 33,970 52,750 66,105 86,263 95,861

* Subject to a few minor revisions. l
*% Of which some $740,000 was spent to cover the cost of 437 rcsearch assistants.
*%% Of which about $1 million was spent to cover the cost of 597 research assistaats.



Discipline

ANTHROFOLOGY
ARCHAECLOGY
DEMOGRA PHY
ECONOMICS
FINE ARTS
Architecture
Art History
Music
GEOGRAPHY

HISTORY

INDUSTRIAL RELATIONS

LANGUAGE & LITERATURE

Asian

Classics

English

French

German

Italian

Slavic (Russian

Spanish
LAW
LINGUISTICS
MATHEMATICS
PHILOSOPHY
POLITICAL SCIENCE

SOCIAL PSYCHOLOGY

See notes on next
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APPENDIX G
A DISTRIBUT1ON BY DISCIPLINE OF AMOUNTS AWARDED UNDER THE
RESEARCH TRAINING AND RESEARCH WORK PROGRAMMES
1968/69
Research
Training Research Work Totals
Doctoral Post- Leave Research Killam
Fellow- doctoral Fellow- Grants Awards
ships® Fellow- ships*
ships
dollars
263,135 8,000 37,059 163,969 79,000 551,163
56,078 - 7,412 43,286 - 106,776
17,255 - = 11,645 - 28,900
737,641 32,000 88,941 263,282 58,926 1,180,790
21,569 - 7,412 9,836 12,000 50,817
77,646 - 14,824 49,161 - 141,631
150,979 8,000 14,824 55,450 - 229,253
267,449 8,000 66,706 161,657 - 503,812
1,298,420 48,000 207,529 368,837 - 1,922,786
51,764 - e = - 51,764
17,255 - 7,412 40,844 - 65,511
202,743 32,000 22,235 45,759 - 302,737
1,371,753 32,000 244,588 222,923 - 1,871,264
655,681 8,000 81,529 91,736 - 836,946
172,548 - 14,824 21,905 - 209,277
25,882 - 7,412 11,300 - 44,594
) 77,646 - 8 24,859 - 102,505
120,783 - 7,412 37,374 - 165,569
215,684 - 29,647 171,882 - 417,213
297,645 24,000 22,235 212,<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>