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So much for the argument about unfairness. The Reform
Party bas been offered an extra opportunity to debate this bill
and it bas consistently tumned it down. The reason is that it
wants the goverroment to use closure. The Reformn Party wants
the govemrment to bring an end to the debate so that it can get
off Uic book witb respect to its rather ridiculous opposition to
the bill.

The hon. member for Medicine Hat and dozens of oUier
members from that party in particular have gone after Uic bill
saying Uiat there is no evidence that thc proposals wbicb Uic
govemnment bas put forward will do anytbing to stop crime. 1
bave some evidence and I would like to quote Uic evidence for
bon. members, particularly those in Uic Reform Party and some
doubting Thomases eisewbere in Uic House.

The proposai that the Minister of Justice bas so courageously
put forward, in spite of consistent and persistent opposition
from Reformers and other people in the country, is based in part
on our promise in Uic red book. It is supported very amply by Uic
Canadian Police Association, wbose members, after aIl, are
experts in law enforcement. These are Uic peopie who enforce
Uic Criminal Code across our country, yet members of Uie
Reform Party trumpet Uiemseives as experts on iaw enforce-
ment. Most of Uiemn do flot know a fig about iaw enforcement.
Tbey do flot know anyUiing about Uic subject, yet Uiey rant and
rave in Uic House ail day that Uiey want evidence.

1 invite Uiemn to listen to Uic evidence of Uic president of Uic
Canadian Association of Chiefs of Police. Tbis gentleman, Mr.
Vincent MacDonald, made certain statements after bis associa-
tion at its annual conférence iast August caîied for the follow-
ing: stiffer penalties for fîrearmns misuse; a ban on military
assault rifles and replica firearms; registration of aIl fîrearms;
controis on tbe sale of ammunition; and full cost recovery.
Those were the five items called for by Uic Canadian Associa-
tion of Chiefs of Police at its convention in August 1994. These
are the principal frontline law enforcers in Canada and Uiat is
what Uiey called for.

The bon. members in Uic Reformn Party ignore Uiese sugges-
tions and ail of Uiemn are found in the bill of the Minister of
Justice wbich is before the House today. If Uiey supported iaw
enforcement in Canada, Uiey would be supporting Uiis bill. They
arc frauds in Uiat connection.

The president of the association said: "We must emphasize
Uiat wbihe it is, perbaps, controversial, we view registration of
all firearms as pivotai to Uic entire package, critical to control-
ling Uic illegal gun trade, to supporting preventative action and
to enforcing the law". There is evidence that Uiis will work.
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On February 24, 1995 Chief MacDonald said: "Registration
of fircarmns wili behp control smuggling, gun Uieft and the
misuse of hegai firearms in a number of important ways". This is
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from an expert in the law enforcement field. Surely, members of
the Reform Party would bow to the ability and competence of
the president of the Canadian Association of Chiefs of Police
and the collective wisdomn of that body ail of whomn support this
bill and believe that this bill is tbe right way to go.

I want to quote another statement from Chief MacDonald. He
said: "As the U.S. example has shown all too well, arming for
self-protection does flot work but in fact escalates violence. For
this reason, we believe Canada bas a historic opportunity to
chart a course that is different fromn the U.S. This legisiation flot
only goes a long way to address cuitent problems, but is an
investment in our future". That is what the chief said; I submit
that he was right.

If that is flot enough to convince members of this House that
this is the right way to go, one has only to look at the polis that
have been conductcd on tbis subject. 1 turn to the Environics poIl
of October 1994. Ninety per cent of Canadians supported a law
requiring ail firearms to be registered. In Quebec the figure was
95 per cent; Ontario, 92 per cent; British Columbia, 88 per cent;
Alberta, 83 per cent.

Members of the Reform Party are forever boasting that they
represent tbe wishes of their constituents. That is a false
assertion. These members have no more interest in the wishes of
their constituents than the man in tbe moon bas.

The Reform member for Edmonton stood in this House and
admitted that bis own constituents in bis own poil were 69 per
cent in favour of the government bill. Yet be said: -I do flot care
what they say, I could flot care less wbat tbey say. I arn voting
against it because, by George, I know better". Every member of
the Reform Party is spouting the same stuif and nonsense. They
may flot use the same words. They cioak themselves in righ-
teousness and say: "Oh, no. We are opposing this for good
reason". But they know that their constituents support this bill.
They know tbey would support it in overwbeiming numbers.

If Reform members were doing what they say they aiways do,
supporting and representing their constituents' interests, they
would stand up and vote for this bill in droves. They wouid ahl
show up. They would flot pull that six and seven out of a total of
50 in the House wbicb they puiled a weekend ago. They would
ail be bere voting for this bill. Instead, ail we hear is their
ranting and raving and complaining about this govemment
action on the bill and the very sensible proposais the Minister of
Justice bas put forward in this case.

1 recognize there are deeply heid views on this bill which
represent significant différences of opinion on thîs subject. I can
only say that thc govemment bas acted in thc very best interests
of Canadians in bringing Ibis bill forward. It bas brought
forward a bill that is supported by Uic vast majority of the
population in every region of the country. It bas brought forward
a bill that bas been cailed for by the law enforcemnent experts,
wbo more than any other in Canada know wbat is required to
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