
Supplementary Material 

 Supplemental Table S1. Overall profile of the DoM in 2019. 
Age 

Rank Gender <=30 31-40 41-50 51-60 61-70 71-80 Grand Total 
Assistant Professor Man 36 11 2 49 
Assistant Professor Woman 1 29 6 36 
Associate Professor Man 7 42 29 7 85 
Associate Professor Woman 7 25 12 3 47 
Full Professor Man 6 29 28 7 70 
Full Professor Woman 5 7 5 17 
Grand Total 1 79 95 79 43 7 304 

Supplemental Table S2. DoM faculty completing the 2019 demographic survey by gender, 
age, race and academic rank. 

Age 
Person of Colour Gender >= 30 31 - 40 41 - 50 51 - 60 61 - 70 71 - 80 >80 Grand Total 
Yes Man 1 14 11 12 5 43 
Yes Woman 13 11 3 27 
No Man 12 14 20 14 2 1 63 
No Woman 17 14 12 6 49 
Grand Total 1 56 50 47 25 2 1 182 

Age 
Rank Gender >= 30 31 - 40 41 - 50 51 - 60 61 - 70 71 - 80 >80 Grand Total 
Assistant Professor Man 16 3 1 20 
Assistant Professor Woman 21 5 26 
Associate Professor Man 5 20 11 5 41 
Associate Professor Woman 6 17 11 1 35 
Full Professor Man 2 17 14 1 34 
Full Professor Woman 3 4 5 12 
Grand Total 1 54 51 44 27 4 1 182 

Chi-square tests for correlations of: 
    X-squared             df         p-value 

Age vs. year of first faculty appointment 567.03 54      < 2.2e-16 
Gender vs. year of first faculty appointment 1.999 4         0.736 
Age vs. gender 1.685                   2          0.4306 



Supplemental Table S3. Proportion of members working as educators or researchers by gender.  
CLINICIAN 
EDUCATOR 

RESEARCH 
EDUCATOR 

TOTAL 

MAN 65 (65%) 35 (35%) 100 
WOMAN 54 (73%) 20 (27%) 74 
TOTAL 119 (68.4%) 55 (31.6%) 174 

Chi-square tests for correlations of: 
    X-squared             df         p-value 

Gender vs. clinician/research educator 0.75376 1 0.3853 

Supplemental Table S4. Perceived barriers to applying for leadership positions from DoM 
2019 demographic survey. Reasons were submitted in an open comment field and collated by 
category 

Perceived barriers to applying for leadership positions Freq 

Current leadership 6 
Lack of diversity 4 
Non-visible minorities left out of EDI efforts 1 
Unlimited tenure 3 
Lack of management/leadership/professional development training 2 
Opaqueness (roles, appointments, remuneration/support) 2 
Parenting/parental (maternity) leave 3 
Bias (unconscious, gender, race, division, specialty) 4 
Lack of professional development training support 1 
Not anonymous 1 
Not democratic 2 



Supplemental Appendix S1: DAvNE protocol 

Diversitive Agreement versus Nash Equilibrium (DAvNE) is a candidate selection system for 
hiring, picking leaders, grant allocation and other types of competitions required by an 
organization, such as an Academic Health Science Center, to sort between multiple options. 
Unlike a democratic process, which requires a simple majority of votes to exceed 50%, in 
DAvNE the vote requirement can vary from 50.1-100% based on diversity and inclusion with 
more diverse and inclusive competitions having lower voting requirements. The failure of the 
voting committee to exceed the vote requirement threshold in DAvNE results in the competition 
being decided instead by random selection of the candidate (see code for randomizer program 
below). This would include earlier decisions to eliminate candidates when there are more than 
two as well as the final selection between the two remaining candidates. As a result, the process 
incentivizes the Chair and all other stakeholders to increase the diversity and inclusivity of the 
process to lower the threshold of voting required to avoid randomization. Unlike Unconscious 
Bias Training, DAvNE does not attempt to eliminate or mitigate bias from gender, race or any 
other immutable characteristic. Instead DAvNE establishes a game theoretical alternative 
solution where Selection Committee members have the following voting options: 

1. Sincere: vote for candidate with most merit/competency
2. Insincere: vote for candidate based on reasons other than merit

a. Implicit: vote for own demographic due to unconscious bias
b. Explicit: vote for minority candidate to correct historical imbalances (equity,

social justice)
c. Strategic: vote for candidate less likely to co-opt shared resources, quid pro

quo for a benefit received in another process (reciprocal cooperation), etc.

In DAvNE, the minimal voting threshold to avoid variance is first set by whichever of the two 
major demographic characteristics, gender or race, is smaller in the make-up of the Selection 
Committee: 

Minimum Voting Threshold = 100% - Minority % 
Ex: Selection Committee with 35% women and 45% people of color 
Minimum Voting Threshold = 100% - 35% = 65% 

The Voting Threshold is then further adjusted higher if additional factors are present such as: 

1. Importance of decision: high rank leadership position, grant award of large amount, etc.
2. Lack of inclusion or diversity: intersectionality measure (person of color and non-male

gender), other committee demographics (age, sexual orientation, disability, etc.),
candidate demographics (gender, race, sexual orientation, age, disability, etc.)

3. Need for candidate with specialized skill set
4. Number of pre-determined questions during interviews



In a theoretical environment where all members of all demographic groups believed merit was 
limited to their group alone it can be assumed all members would rank outcomes in the following 
order of preference and perception: 

1. Committee selects candidate from their demographic (based on merit)
2. Randomization (their candidate still has a chance)
3. Committee selects candidate from other demographic (based on bias)

From a game theory perspective, Selection Committee members in such an environment have the 
option to play a non-exploitable strategy of always voting for their own demographic candidate. 
This insures at least Outcome 2 (randomization) where their candidate still has a chance of being 
randomly selected. If all members restrict their voting to only candidates from their own 
demographic, then DAvNE will mathematically land on randomization. It is only when at least 
some members vote for candidates from outside of their demographic, presumably on the basis of 
merit, that enough votes are achieved to exceed the threshold to avoid randomization. 

In competitions with multiple candidates an initial vote to rank all the candidates is followed by 
multiple DAvNE elimination votes to determine if the bottom candidates can be voted out of 
contention with failure to reach the Voting Threshold resulting in randomized elimination instead. 
Once down to the final two candidates DAvNE voting for selection is complete. 



Supplemental Appendix S2: Glossary of relevant terms 

Affirmative action: policy often facilitated by quotas to rebalance an inequity towards the 
proportional representation of that demographic in the general population. 

Equity: the proportional representation of a demographic. 

Exploitation: strategy that leverages advantage inherent in being far from the Nash Equilibrium. 

Diversity: the property of antifragility28 derived from having a varied distribution of 
representation ensuring inclusion of all necessary contributors. 

Game Theory: branch of mathematics concerned with analysis of strategies for dealing with 
competitive situations where the outcome of a participant’s choice of action depends on the 
actions of other participants. 

Implicit (Unconscious) Bias: intuitive decision-making through heuristics unconscious to the 
decision-maker with an advantage of greater efficiency but sometimes at the expense of 
inaccuracy, unfairness or both. 

Nash Equilibrium: position of zero advantage and/or knowledge. 

Quota: disproportionate selection of minority candidates to rebalance historical inequity to levels 
representative of the general population. 

Variance: strategy that balances risk and reward towards a goal of being unexploitable (e.g. 
randomization). 



Supplemental Appendix S3: Python coding for DAvNE randomization 
selection program 

from random import * 
from math import * 

#randomly_choose(5,1000000) <--- This is the template. The first number represents the number 
of candidates in the pool and the second number represents the number of iterations we wish to 
run. 

def randomly_choose(numPeople,iterations): 

 people = [] 

 for j in range(numPeople): 
 people.append(0) 

 for i in range(iterations): 
 selection = randint(0,numPeople-1) 
 people[selection] += 1 

 print("") 
 print("Out of",iterations,"random selections:") 

 for k in range(numPeople): 
 print("Candidate",k+1,"was chosen",people[k],"times.") 

 print('') 
 print("The "+str(iterations)+"th choice was Candidate",str(selection+1)+".") 


