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HOUSE OF COMMONS

Thursday, December 10, 2015

The House met at 10 a.m.

Prayer

ROUTINE PROCEEDINGS

® (1000)
[Translation]

OFFICE OF THE PRIVACY COMMISSIONER

The Speaker: Pursuant to section 38 of the Privacy Act, I have
the honour to lay upon the table the annual report of the Privacy
Commissioner for the fiscal year ending March 31, 2015. Pursuant to
Standing Order 108(3)(k), this report is deemed permanently referred
to the Standing Committee on Access to Information, Privacy and
Ethics.

[English]
ALS MONTH ACT

Mr. David Tilson (Dufferin—Caledon, CPC) moved for leave
to introduce Bill C-205, An Act to designate the month of June as
ALS Month.

He said: Mr. Speaker, I rise today to reintroduce a private
member's bill that I had introduced in the past, which will designate
the month of June as amyotrophic lateral sclerosis, also known as
ALS, or Lou Gehrig's disease, month. The bill will ensure that each
year the month of June shall be known as ALS month.

The intention of the bill is to raise awareness of this devastating
condition. I have a personal connection to this scurrilous disease. I
lost my own father to ALS a number of years ago, so raising
awareness and encouraging research are causes close to my heart.

All members know that one of our own colleagues has recently
been diagnosed with ALS, so this horrendous condition is now very
close to every member of this chamber.

I hope all members will support this initiative.

Some hon. members: Hear, hear!
(Motions deemed adopted, bill read the first time and printed)

The Speaker: I think we can see from the reaction of members
how mindful we all are of this horrible disease.

CRIMINAL CODE

Mr. Jim Eglinski (Yellowhead, CPC) moved for leave to
introduce Bill C-206, An Act to amend the Criminal Code (abuse of
vulnerable persons).

He said: Mr. Speaker, as this is the first time I rise in the 42nd
Parliament, I would like to congratulate all of my fellow members of
Parliament from across Canada, and you, sir, for being elected as our
Speaker. I would like to thank the constituents of my great riding for
putting their support behind me to be their representative in Ottawa.

I am pleased to stand in the House today to table my first private
member's bill, an act to amend the Criminal Code on abuse of
vulnerable persons. The bill would amend section 718.2 of the
Criminal Code by making tougher penalties for an offender who
knows or reasonably should know that a person is an elder or other
vulnerable person, and wilfully exploits or takes advantage of that
person through financial, physical, sexual, or emotional abuse.

My private member's bill would bring further protection to seniors
and other vulnerable persons to ensure that they may live in dignity
and security and be free of exploitation.

In my 35 years in law enforcement, this is one of the worst
segments of crime we have seen in this nation. It happens from sea to
sea to sea, where people take advantage of our seniors and
vulnerable persons who are handicapped, etc. We need to make
sure that people who do these hideous types of crime pay a greater
penalty.

(Motions deemed adopted, bill read the first time and printed)

©(1005)

NATIONAL APPRECIATION DAY ACT

Mr. Todd Doherty (Cariboo—Prince George, CPC) moved for
leave to introduce Bill C-207, An Act to establish National
Appreciation Day.
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He said: Mr. Speaker, I would like to introduce my private
member's bill, seconded by the hon. member for Huron—Bruce.
This bill would establish a national appreciation day, which would
designate the third day of March in each and every year as a day for
people in Canada to express their appreciation for those who run
toward danger, when others run in the opposite direction, and for the
work of members of our Canadian Forces and emergency response
professionals, including police officers, firefighters, and paramedics.

(Motions deemed adopted, bill read the first time and printed)

* % %

CANADA EVIDENCE ACT

Mr. Todd Doherty (Cariboo—Prince George, CPC) moved for
leave to introduce Bill C-208, An Act to amend the Canada Evidence
Act (interpretation of numerical dates).

He said: Mr. Speaker, I would like to introduce my private
member's bill, seconded by the hon. member for Huron—Bruce.
This bill would amend the Canada Evidence Act to direct courts on
how to interpret a numerical date that is in dispute.

(Motions deemed adopted, bill read the first time and printed)

* % %

CORRECTIONS AND CONDITIONAL RELEASE ACT

Mr. Todd Doherty (Cariboo—Prince George, CPC) moved for
leave to introduce Bill C-209, An Act to amend the Corrections and
Conditional Release Act (high-profile offenders).

He said: Mr. Speaker, I would like to introduce my private
member's bill, seconded by the hon. member for Huron—Bruce.
This private member's bill would amend the Corrections and
Conditional Release Act to require Correctional Services Canada, in
certain circumstances, to disclose details of the statutory release of a
high-profile offender by posting them on its website and to provide
written notice of the disclosure of the information to the victim. This
enactment would also provide community consultation relating to
the offender's release.

(Motions deemed adopted, bill read the first time and printed)
®(1010)
[Translation]

Hon. Dominic LeBlanc: Mr. Speaker, I am an eternal optimist,
so I believe and hope that, if you seek the unanimous consent of the
House for the following motion, you will find it: that, notwithstand-
ing any Standing Order or usual practice of the House, the Standing
Committee on Finance may hold organizational meetings on
December 10, 2015, and that the membership of the said committee
shall be as follows: Hon. Wayne Easter, Raj Grewal, Steven
MacKinnon, Jennifer O'Connell, Robert-Falcon Ouellette, Francesco
Sorbara, Hon. Lisa Raitt, Ron Liepert, Phil McColeman and Guy
Caron; that, during its consideration of proceedings pursuant to
Standing Order 83(1), the Standing Committee on Finance, together
with any necessary staff, may travel within Canada and may
authorize the broadcasting of its proceedings; and that, notwith-
standing the provisions of Standing Order 83(1), the Standing
Committee on Finance be authorized to present its report on the pre-
budget consultations no later than February 5, 2016.

The Speaker: Does the hon. minister have the unanimous consent
of the House to move the motion?

Some hon. members: No.
[English]

Hon. Dominic LeBlanc: Mr. Speaker, I will try this again on
another important subject, one that I know all parliamentarians care
deeply about. It is a subject that the Supreme Court has asked this
Parliament to deal with.

There have been consultations with the parties, and again I believe
that if you ask for unanimous consent you would find it for the
following motion:

That a special joint committee of the Senate and House of
Commons be appointed to review the report of the external panel on
options for a legislative response to Carter v. Canada, and other
relevant consultation activities and studies, to consult with
Canadians, experts, and stakeholders, and make recommendations
on the framework of a federal response on physician-assisted dying
that respects the Constitution, the Charter of Rights and Freedoms,
and the priorities of Canadians.

That five members of the Senate and ten members of the House of
Commons be members of the committee with two chairpersons, of
which the House co-chair shall be from the governing party, and the
Senate co-chair from the official opposition party, and that one
additional member of the third party be a member of the committee
without voting privileges.

That the House of Commons membership be determined by the
whip of each party by depositing with the Clerk of the House a list of
his or her party's members of the committee no later than five sitting
days after the adoption of this motion.

That changes in the membership of the committee on the part of
the House of Commons be effective immediately after a notification
signed by the member acting as the chief whip of any recognized
party has been filed with the clerk of that committee.

That the committee be directed to consult broadly, take into
consideration consultations that have been undertaken on the issue,
examine relevant research studies and literature, and review models
being used or developed in other jurisdictions.

That the committee have the power to sit during sittings and
adjournments of the House.

That the committee have the power to report from time to time, to
send for persons, papers, and records, and to print such papers and
evidence as may be ordered by the committee.

That the committee have the power to retain the services of expert,
professional, technical, and clerical staff, including legal counsel.

That the quorum of the committee be eight members whenever a
vote, resolution, or other decision is taken, so long as both Houses
and all officially recognized parties are represented, and that the joint
chairpersons be authorized to hold meetings, to receive evidence,
and authorize the printing thereof whenever six members are present,
so long as both Houses and all officially recognized parties are
represented.
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That the committee have the power to appoint from its members
such subcommittees as may be deemed appropriate, and to delegate
to such subcommittees all or any of its powers, except the power to
report to the Senate and the House of Commons.

That the committee have the power to adjourn from place to place
within and outside of Canada.

That the committee have the power to authorize television and
radio broadcasting of any or all of its proceedings.

That the committee make its final report no later than February 26,
2016,

and that a message be sent to the Senate requesting that House to
unite with this House for the above purpose, and to select, if the
Senate deems advisable, members to act on the proposed special
joint committee.

®(1015)

The Speaker: Does the hon. government House leader have the
unanimous consent of the House to move the motion?

Some hon. members: Agreed.
Some hon. members: No.

The Speaker: There does not appear to be consent, but we
perhaps have a point of order we might hear first.

The hon. member for Montcalm.
[Translation]

Mr. Luc Thériault: Mr. Speaker, I would just like some
clarification on this motion. I do not have the text of the motion.

Will the Bloc Québécois be part of the committee?

Hon. Dominic LeBlanc: Mr. Speaker, I think the opposition
expressed by my colleagues regarding this motion is perhaps not
only linked to the question of this committee, at least I hope not,
because in many respects, Quebec is leading the way in this very
difficult discussion.

That is why we hope that all members of the House will give
Canadians, including Quebeckers, the opportunity to appear before
the committee. As we know, all members are free to attend all House
of Commons committee meetings. We would love for many
members to attend.

As for the voting and the somewhat closed process when it comes
to studying the report, obviously, the usual rules will apply. This is
not the first time my colleagues opposite have received notice of this
motion. We have been talking about this for several days now. They
are well aware of what I just read in the House.

The Speaker: I would remind my colleagues that the custom in
this House requires that when the Speaker recognizes a member and
he or she rises to speak, other members should be seated. If someone
would then like to ask a question, that person may then stand up, but
not when the member is speaking or when the Speaker is standing.

We have been made aware of the situation. I doubt that we will
have unanimous consent, but we will hear from the hon. member for
Montcalm once more, since I see that he wishes to add something,
briefly I hope.

Routine Proceedings

Mr. Luc Thériault: Mr. Speaker, I appreciate your open-
mindedness. My hon. colleague had a lot to say, but I still do not
have an answer to my question. Quebec has indeed been leading the
way and I wonder whether beyond the fact that we can—

The Speaker: That is a debate. It is not really a point of order. I
suggest that the hon. member speak with the Leader of the
Government in the House of Commons to continue this debate
outside the chamber. I will hear the point of order at the end of
routine proceedings. Now is not really the time for that.

Mr. Louis Plamondon: We could give our consent, but we did
not get any clarification. We are not allowed to speak in committee.

The Speaker: There was no unanimous consent.

%o %
[English]
PETITIONS
THE ENVIRONMENT

Hon. Michael Chong (Wellington—Halton Hills, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, I have a petition here from constituents in my riding of
Wellington—Halton Hills.

The petitioners call upon Parliament to adopt laws, policies, and
practices to ensure that Canada achieves a de-carbonized economy
by 2050.

© (1020)
JUSTICE

Mr. Harold Albrecht (Kitchener—Conestoga, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, one year ago today Cassandra Kaake of Windsor and her
preborn baby girl, Molly, were killed in a violent attack.

This petition calls upon Parliament to pass legislation to allow a
separate charge to be laid in the death or injury of a preborn child
when that child's mother is a victim of crime.

Canadians want justice for victims like Molly.

Hon. Kevin Sorenson (Battle River—Crowfoot, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, Canadians want Parliament to know about the tragic story
of Cassandra Kaake, who was 31 weeks pregnant when she was
murdered in Windsor, Ontario, a year ago today. Tragically there will
be no justice for Cassandra's preborn baby girl, Molly, who was also
killed in that violent attack. That is because, in criminal law, pre-
born children are not recognized as separate victims in attacks
against their mother.

This petition calls on Parliament to pass legislation to allow a
separate charge to be laid in the death or injury of a preborn child
when that child's mother is a victim of a crime.

Canadians want justice for victims like Molly.
HOUSING

Mr. Kennedy Stewart (Burnaby South, NDP): Mr. Speaker, |
rise today to present a petition to the government concerning social
housing and co-operatives in Canada.
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The petitioners, who live at the Pine Ridge Co-op, are concerned
that funding has been cut for social housing in Canada. They call
upon the government to immediately renew funding for long-term
operating agreements for co-ops with social housing providers, in
order to preserve rent subsidies for existing units and provide funds
for much-needed renovations.

IMPAIRED DRIVING

Mr. Mark Warawa (Langley—Aldergrove, CPC): Mr. Speaker,
I want to begin by congratulating you, sir, on your being acclaimed
to the illustrious position of Speaker of the House.

I have two petitions to present today. The first, sadly, informs the
House that 22-year-old Kassandra Kaulius was tragically killed by a
drunk driver who chose to drive while impaired. Kassandra's family
was devastated, as was Families for Justice, a group of Canadians
who have also lost loved ones to impaired drivers.

The petitioners believe that Canada's impaired driving laws are
much too lenient and they want the crime called what it is, vehicular
homicide, and they want mandatory sentences for anyone convicted
of that offence.

JUSTICE

Mr. Mark Warawa (Langley—Aldergrove, CPC): Mr. Speaker,
a number of us have received petitions regarding Molly. Molly was
about to be born, but both she and her mother were tragically killed
one year ago today.

The petitioners call upon Parliament to pass legislation to allow a
separate charge to be laid in the death or injury of a preborn child.

* k%

QUESTIONS ON THE ORDER PAPER

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Parliamentary Secretary to the
Leader of the Government in the House of Commons, Lib.):
Mr. Speaker, I ask that all questions be allowed to stand.

The Speaker: Is that agreed?

Some hon. members: Agreed.
[Translation]

Mr. Louis Plamondon: Mr. Speaker, I simply want to clarify
something.

The hon. Leader of the Government invited all hon. members to
take part in committee meetings. However, the Bloc Québécois
members are not allowed to take the floor. We can sit at the
committee table, but we cannot speak. That is not right, but that is
how things currently stand. That is why we are voting against the
motion.

If we were invited to speak, even after all other members finished
speaking, we might be in favour of this motion, even without the
right to vote. The fact is that we cannot take the floor at any House
committee. That is why we are refusing to give unanimous consent.

The Speaker: I thank the hon. member for that clarification.

GOVERNMENT ORDERS
® (1025)
[English]
BUSINESS OF SUPPLY

OPPOSITION MOTION—COMBAT MISSION AGAINST ISIS

The Speaker: Since today is the final allotted day for the supply
period ending December 10, 2015, the House will go through the
usual procedures to consider and dispose of the supply bill. In view
of recent practices, do hon. members agree that the bill be distributed
now?

Some hon. members: Agreed.
Hon. Tony Clement (Parry Sound—Muskoka, CPC) moved:

That, given that ISIS has taken responsibility for recent deadly attacks in Paris,
Beirut, and Africa, and has declared war on Canada, this House: (a) acknowledge that
now is not the time for Canada to step back and force our allies to take on a heavier
burden in the fight against ISIS; (b) remind the government of its obligation to our
NATO partners and its responsibility to protect the freedom, democracy, safety, and
security of Canadians; (c) call upon the government to maintain the air-combat
mission of the RCAF CF-18 fighter jets; (d) express its appreciation to the members
of the Canadian Armed Forces for their participation in the fight against terror; and
(e) reconfirm our commitment to our allies to stop ISIS.

He said: Mr. Speaker, although it is not my first time standing in
this new Parliament, I do want to congratulate you on your election
as Speaker. I would like to congratulate all MPs for their respective
elections. I would in particular like to thank the people of Parry
Sound—Muskoka for returning me to office for the fourth
consecutive time.

I am sure all colleagues would agree that it is a great honour to be
here, under any circumstances. We look forward to this Parliament
over the next few years.

Madam Speaker, I will be splitting my time with the member for
Selkirk—Interlake.

The basis of our motion today is a straightforward one. Canada
must always stand shoulder to shoulder with our allies. We believe
that the government needs to maintain our commitment to the air
combat mission against ISIS and to leave our CF-18s in the fight.
While our coalition partners are stepping up their efforts to degrade
and defeat ISIS, the Liberal government is stepping back.

The Canadian Armed Forces and the Royal Canadian Air Force
have been carrying out both training and air strikes successfully in
the region for almost a year. Our troops have been making a
difference. Pulling them out of the fight now is not only contrary to
the interests of Canada and our coalition partners, but it is an insult
to our women and men in uniform; and to suggest that their role has
been insignificant is perhaps the greatest insult.

Our troops have damaged ISIS and slowed its progress. That must
continue.
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[Translation]

The Conservatives have said that in order to stand shoulder to
shoulder with its allies, Canada needs to maintain its commitment to
the air combat mission against ISIS and leave its CF-18s in the fight.
That is why the leader of the official opposition is urging the Liberal
government to reverse its decision to withdraw the CF-18s. We fully
support that change.

The Prime Minister still has not explained how withdrawing
Canada's CF-18s from the fight against ISIS will help our coalition
partners.

[English]

The brutality of ISIS has no bounds. It is an unadulterated evil
scourge that must be confronted with full force and without
hesitation. Unfortunately, recent history tells the horrific tale.

In San Bernardino, California, on December 2, 14 people were
killed and 21 injured in a terror attack consisting of a mass shooting
and an unsuccessful bombing at the Inland Regional Center by
supporters of ISIS.

In Paris on November 13, a series of coordinated terrorist attacks
claimed the lives of 130 innocent people.

On November 12 in Beirut, Lebanon, two suicide bombers killed
at least 43 people. The attack in the south suburb of Beirut is one of
Lebanon's deadliest in recent years. ISIS targeted civilians,
worshippers, unarmed people, women, and the elderly. It only
targeted innocent people.

On November 4 in the Sinai Peninsula, Egypt, at least four police
officers were killed when a suicide bomber detonated a vehicle full
of explosives next to a police club in northern Sinai.

In the Sinai Peninsula on October 31, after a Russian plane
crashed in the mountainous part of Egypt's Sinai Peninsula, a Sinai-
based group affiliated with ISIS claimed responsibility for planting
the bomb on the plane. There were 224 people killed.

In Aden, Yemen, on October 6, ISIS claimed responsibility for an
attack on a luxury hotel hosting Yemeni officials and a gulf military
base in Yemen's cosmopolitan port city of Aden, as well as a mosque
bombing in the Yemen capital of Sanaa. At least 15 troops were
killed, including four UAE soldiers.

In Sanaa, Yemen, on September 24, ISIS militants targeted Shiite
Muslims who were praying during the religious holiday of Eid and
killed 25 people at a mosque in Yemen's capital city of Sanaa.

Then there are the ISIS executions. The full scale of ISIS' year of
terror has been detailed in a recent report that claims the jihadist
group has executed more than 3,000 people in the past 12 months, a
tally that includes 74 children.

According to a report by the Syrian Observatory for Human
Rights, produced to mark the first anniversary of the establishment
of the group's so-called caliphate, ISIS has carried out 3,027
execution killings in a year. Among the thousands of Arab and
Kurdish civilians executed by the group in Syria last year, 86 were
women.

Business of Supply

The United Nations Committee on the Rights of the Child released
a report in February, documenting the many horrors ISIS has
imposed on children who are Kurdish, Yazidi, Christian, and
Muslim. Children, even those who are mentally challenged, are
being tortured, crucified, buried alive, used as suicide bombers, and
sold as sex slaves, according to this report, and there is no reason to
doubt its veracity.

The international community and our allies are at one. Here is
what some of the leaders around the world, our coalition allies, have
to say about the fight against ISIS.

David Cameron, the Prime Minister of the United Kingdom,
stated:

ISIL has brutally murdered British hostages. They have inspired the worst terrorist
attack against British people since 7/7 on the beaches of Tunisia, and they have
plotted atrocities on the streets here at home. Since November last year our security
services have foiled no fewer than seven different plots against our people, so this
threat is very real. The question is this: do we work with our allies to degrade and
destroy this threat, and do we go after these terrorists in their heartlands, from where
they are plotting to kill British people, or do we sit back and wait for them to attack
us?

©(1030)

[Translation]

The President of the French Republic, Frangois Hollande, has had
quite a bit to say about this.

[English]

He has said that France would battle ISIS “without a respite,
without a truce... It is not a question of containing but of destroying
this organisation”.

President Obama stated, “ISIL is the face of evil. Our goal, as I’'ve
said many times, is to degrade and ultimately destroy this barbaric
terrorist organization.”

It is evidently clear where our allies stand on this issue, but, sadly,
Canada's position, once clearly defined under our previous
Conservative government, is now hazy and hesitant. Canadians
can be extremely proud of the efforts of the women and men of the
Canadian Armed Forces in Operation Impact. Our special operations
forces have been able to train over 1,100 peshmerga forces, allowing
them to combat ISIS more effectively on the ground.

For nearly a year, the Royal Canadian Air Force has been working
with our allies and successfully launching air strikes against ISIS'
fighting positions, weapons caches, training facilities, IED facilities,
critical infrastructure, and command centres.

I have to say this. Regrettably, we have no plan from the Liberals
on what our mission against ISIS would look like. There was no
mention of what our plan will be in the throne speech. Canadians
support the fight against ISIS. They deserve to know why we are
stepping back.

® (1035)

Hon. Harjit S. Sajjan (Minister of National Defence, Lib.):
Madam Speaker, the member opposite has listed off the number of
atrocities to date, with which I wholeheartedly agree. He also talked
about the previous government's record on the fight.
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My question is, where was the previous government's leadership
in identifying the threat when ISIL was a small organization? Where
was its leadership when it could have taken out this threat, looking at
the indicators, when it was smaller to prevent all of the victims on
the list that he just identified?

Where was the previous government's leadership at the most
important time of preventing this atrocity from happening in the first
place?

Hon. Tony Clement: Madam Speaker, indeed, we act in concert
with our allies. As the hon. member knows, the ISIS threat
germinated in countries where we certainly did not have forces on
the ground initially, Iraq and Syria. ISIS, of course, grew and
metastasized in areas where there was a lack of central government
activity and it was able to do so under the radar screen,
unfortunately, for many months.

Once the threat was identified, Conservatives acted quickly as a
government in concert with our allies to contain the threat. We
understood that the threat is not only over there, and it is great over
there, the threat is also here. The Conservative Party urges the
government to act in concert with its allies and come up with a plan
that will, indeed, make Canada proud again.

[Translation]

Ms. Héléne Laverdiére (Laurier—Sainte-Marie, NDP): Ma-
dam Speaker, we all know that ISIS managed to get a foothold in
Syria and Iraq because of the governance issues in Iraq and the chaos
in Syria. I think that experts all agree that we will not come up with a
lasting solution until the civil war in Syria has been resolved.

I would like to know what my colleague proposes and what
Canada could do to contribute to the peace process in Syria.

Hon. Tony Clement: Madam Speaker, | would like to thank the
hon. member because that point of view is very important.

We are not just talking about a military action plan. We are talking
about a military action plan, a diplomatic action plan and a
humanitarian action plan. We need all of those things to fight against
ISIS.

[English]

It is like three legs of a stool. They cannot have one removed
without affecting the others. That is why the Conservative plan is to
have diplomatic, humanitarian, and military action.

Hon. Michael Chong (Wellington—Halton Hills, CPC):
Madam Speaker, I would like to comment on the comments from
the Minister of National Defence, who questioned why the previous
government did not anticipate this threat earlier. He well knows that
even our allies, like the United States, did not anticipate this threat.
Major General Michael Nagata, who is the special operations
commander for the United States, even said in December 2014 that
“We have not defeated the idea. We do not even understand the
idea.” All of the allies in this coalition were caught off-guard.

I just want to make the point as well for my colleague from Parry
Sound—Muskoka that last week it was reported in the media that the
Royal Canadian Air Force flew four sorties, four raids, over five
days. Presumably, the Royal Canadian Air Force has the support of
the government in this mission. If it is good enough for the first week

of December, why is it not good enough in the first week of January
or the first week of February to conduct these missions against ISIS?

® (1040)

Hon. Tony Clement: Madam Speaker, the hon. member has made
some very important points about the importance of the continuity of
the mission. I would only further add my own comment on the
words of the Minister of National Defence, which is that it is a bit
curious for the hon. minister to criticize our position, which is to
stand by our allies, by saying we should have stood earlier, when his
government is not standing by our allies. There is a logical
inconsistency there, which I hope the hon. minister can remedy at the
earliest occasion.

Mr. James Bezan (Selkirk—Interlake—Eastman, CPC):
Madam Speaker, it is indeed a pleasure to be able to rise today. I
want to thank my colleague from Parry Sound—Muskoka, our critic
for global affairs, for bringing forward this motion today. This is
important.

I am disappointed that the government never brought forward this
motion. When we were in power as government, we established the
principled position that all military deployments and all changes in
missions should be debated in this place.

It is important to engage every member of Parliament in making
the decisions on how we use the Canadian Armed Forces in fighting
terrorism, deploying our troops, going against oppressors, and
making sure that we stop mass atrocities.

It is disappointing that changes are going to be made to this
mission. We are still not sure why the Liberals made this promise in
this first place during the last election campaign. We have still not
heard from the Prime Minister, the Minister of Foreign Affairs, or the
Minister of National Defence on why it makes sense to withdraw our
planes from the fight against ISIS.

Later today leaders from all parties, I believe, are going to Toronto
to welcome the first planeload of Syrian refugees. All these refugees
are fleeing ISIS. If we want to stop the humanitarian crisis, if we
want to stop the genocide that ISIS is carrying out, we actually have
to defeat ISIS itself. We do not do that by taking a back seat.

We have to remember that ISIS has declared war on Canada. As
the member for Parry Sound—Muskoka was saying earlier, when we
were talking about the atrocities, the terrorist acts, and the murders
that were committed in San Bernadino, Paris, Beirut, and Egypt, let
us not forget that ISIS inspired the attacks that took the lives of
Warrant Officer Patrice Vincent and Corporal Nathan Cirillo.

ISIS has declared war on Canada. It is paramount that the
government defend and protect our nation and our citizens.

The United Nations gets this. The Security Council determined on
November 20 that the Islamic State in Iraq and the Levant or al-
Sham or ISIL or ISIS or Daesh or whatever one wants to call them
constituted an unprecedented threat to international peace and
security, calling upon member states with the requisite capacity to
take all necessary measures to prevent and suppress its terrorist acts
on territory under its control in Syria and Iraq.
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The council urged member states to intensify their efforts to stem
the flow of foreign terrorist fighters into Iraq and Syria, and to
prevent and suppress the financing of terrorism.

As our global affairs critic said, this is a three-legged stool. We
have a humanitarian crisis and we have to deliver humanitarian aid
in a major way, and refugees are a part of that. We have to stop the
ability of ISIS to fund itself and finance its war and its terrorism.
Ultimately it comes down to stopping ISIS in its tracks. The only
way to do that is with military intervention.

Canada has a long, proud history of taking on those who commit
mass atrocities. Let us think of Passchendaele and the Canadians
cutting their way through on Vimy Ridge. We can talk about how
they fought the Nazis and led the attack on D-Day on Juno Beach.
We can talk about how they stood up against the genocide in Bosnia
in the Medak Pocket. We can talk about how they took the fight to
the Taliban in Afghanistan, in places like the Panjwayi.

We have always distinguished ourselves. We have tremendous
Canadians, the best Canadians, who are members of the Canadian
Armed Forces. In every discipline that they have, whether it is in the
Canadian Army, Royal Canadian Navy, or the Royal Canadian Air
Force, each and every member is always up to the fight and up to the
task that Parliament sometimes has to put upon them.
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We want to make sure that we are doing what is right, and in the
absence of a motion from the government to define what its plan is,
the Conservative Party brought forward our motion today so that
Parliament has a chance to pronounce itself on the battle against
ISIS.

More importantly, I was concerned that if we did not have this
motion today that we would hear the change in the new plan
withdrawing our CF-18s, maybe taking out the entire air task force,
including bringing back our Polaris refuelling Airbus, our Aurora
reconnaissance aircraft, and the 600 members of the Royal Canadian
Air Force and others who are stationed right now as part of the air
task force in Kuwait, bringing all of them home without doing
anything to increase the military training for the Kurdish peshmerga,
and that those decisions would be made and announced when
Parliament was not sitting over the Christmas break, when
Canadians would be busy doing other things and not paying
attention to what is taking place on the international scene. So it
becomes even more important that we have this debate today.

We have yet to hear one of our coalition partners say it is great
that Canada is taking a step back. The only people who seem to be
excited about withdrawing our CF-18s are the Liberals and ISIS, and
that is downright embarrassing and dangerous. We have to continue
to step up. The Canadian way is always to go in and punch above
our weight, and I expect that of our government, especially in light
of the recent attacks, especially in light of how the coalition partners
have really coalesced around a more robust military intervention,
bombing ISIS positions on a more frequent and upscaled basis.
Canada should be doing the same. At a bare minimum, we should be
leaving the CF-18s in the fight.

Yes, we can do more on training. If the government wants to come
forward with a proposal on putting more planners, more special
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operations forces, in the field to work alongside the Kurdish
peshmerga and Iraqi security forces, it would have our full support.
We believe that ultimately it is boots on the ground that will win this
fight. Those who are most at risk there are the ones who are going to
have to take up that fight.

If we look at the record we have been able to achieve under the
special operation forces training with the peshmerga, by far, it is the
most successful in the region. Why is that? Not only are we giving
them the tools and skills that are required in training, but we are also
a part of the command structure. It is an aid, an assist, and it is
training, and they are required to go to the front lines to observe how
the Kurdish peshmerga forces are performing. There is definitely
more danger involved in that, but it has been, by far, more
successful.

A Mr. Hillier, a veteran of the Canadian Armed Forces who went
and fought with the Kurdish peshmerga, came back and said that our
training has been very successful. He also said that the CF-18
bombing strikes have been even more successful. When we heard
from the Kurdistan regional government officials, they said that if it
were up to them, they would ask Canada to keep the CF-18s in the
fight because they have saved lives and have destroyed the enemy.

Now, we as Parliament, really do need to look at how we can best
contribute. That is what we keep hearing from the Prime Minister
and the Minister of Foreign Affairs. They think the only way we can
contribute this is through the training mission, but this has to be a
whole-of-government approach and it has to involve all aspects of
our military assets. We have already expenditured for the establish-
ment of the air task force. We have already set up camp, we have
already deployed troops, and we already have equipment and
materiel in theatre. It is more important now that we leave those
assets there and maximize their use in the fight.
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As my friend from Wellington—Halton Hills pointed out earlier, if
it is okay in the first week of December to continue to send our
CF-18s out, flying their sorties, collecting intelligence, and making
the ultimate decision on whether or not they drop bombs on ISIS
targets, why will it not be good enough next week, in January, or all
of next year?

We should stay involved until we actually defeat ISIS. That is
what we are hearing from world leaders. That is what we are hearing
from the United Nations.

It is important that Canada stays engaged if we want to be a
serious player on a global scale. Our allies expect us to do our share.
Stepping back, away from—

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Carol Hughes): Order,
please. Your time is up. I was so involved in your discussion that I
forgot to tell you that your time was up.

I am sure that the member will have time to continue his speech in
the questions and comments.
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Mr. Andrew Leslie (Orléans, Lib.): Madam Speaker, I wonder if
the hon. member, who made reference to the previous government's
efforts in Afghanistan, can explain to us why the previous
government chose not to deploy CF-18s to Afghanistan and instead
focused the overwhelming majority of its efforts on training
indigenous forces. He has already referred to it as producing
extraordinary value.

Mr. James Bezan: Madam Speaker, as we all know, the member
for Orléans is a decorated general from the Canadian Army and had
a very distinguished career. Is he suggesting that maybe we do not do
the air combat mission but we deploy troops to fight? I do not think
that that is where the Liberal Party is. Definitely, when we were in
government, we decided that training was the best option to aid and
assist command and control. That was, by far, the most effective and
it was the approach that we took then.

Maybe we have to change thoughts. Maybe he is prepared to bring
forward those ideas to his leaders in the Liberal Party and suggest to
the Prime Minister that we need to have a more robust combat
mission for the Canadian Armed Forces through the special
operations forces. If that is what he is suggesting, I am sure that
the Minister of National Defence will be more than happy to take on
that advice.

However, what we are talking about here is having a more robust
training mission. What we want to see from the federal government
is a commitment to keep the CF-18s in the fight to do our share and
ensure that we defeat ISIS.

[Translation]

Ms. Héléne Laverdiére (Laurier—Sainte-Marie, NDP): Ma-
dam Speaker, I was struck by the comment my colleague made in his
speech about how all the refugees that we are going to take in are
people who are fleeing ISIS.

Is my colleague aware that many, if not most, of those refugees are
fleeing Bashar al-Assad's regime, not ISIS?

Is he also aware that many coalition members are not participating
in the bombings?

Finally, why is he so convinced that bombing is going to solve the
problem, when there are so many examples of conflicts in that region
where such action did not lead to a peaceful solution?
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[English]

Mr. James Bezan: Madam Speaker, there is no question that
Bashar al-Assad and the Syrian regime are themselves the genocidal
organization. They are the ones who have used chemical weapons
against their own civilian population. There is no doubt that there are
a number of other members in the region, like the Free Syrian Army,
that are creating the instability there.

If we are ultimately going to stabilize the area, there is one side of
this that is a political debate and one side that requires a diplomatic
solution. We know that in dealing with ISIS, we are dealing with a
genocidal, jihadist, terrorist death cult that will stop at nothing. To sit
down and talk with them is not an option. The only thing ISIS
understands is the sword.

Mr. Dan Albas (Central Okanagan—Similkameen—Nicola,
CPC): Madam Speaker, a constituent actually raised the concern
with me. In the throne speech the Liberal government indicated that
it looks to downsize our military. The constituent said that he was
concerned that one of the reasons the Liberals want to withdraw our
men and women from this active mission bombing ISIS is that right
now that is front and centre with the public. By pulling them back it
will allow them to make larger cuts.

Is this member also concerned about that?

Mr. James Bezan: Madam Speaker, I am concerned about a
number of things that were in the throne speech, which was only
1,700 words long, and not one of those words was “ISIS*.

There was also a commitment to a leaner military, which we all
know are code words for cuts. The member for Orléans, who was
speaking earlier, wrote a report on transformation of the Canadian
Armed Forces and suggested that we decrease the size of our reserve
force by 50%.

I hope that the Minister of National Defence, who was a reservist,
will not let that happen.

Hon. Harjit S. Sajjan (Minister of National Defence, Lib.):
Madam Speaker, the motion by the hon. member for Parry Sound—
Muskoka, as well as the current member opposite, raised a number
of points regarding our ongoing commitment to the fight against
ISIL. I thank the member for the opportunity to speak about this
important issue.

First, I would like to thank my constituents of Vancouver South
for electing me as their member of Parliament. I am proud to be their
representative in these chambers.

On October 19, following the longest electoral campaign in the
history of our country, Canadians elected a government committed to
standing up for both our security and their values. This government
will live up to that commitment.

Canadians from coast to coast to coast are in agreement that the
twisted behaviour of this so-called state is contrary to the democratic
principles that are the foundation of our great country. We are united
in this regard with our international allies.

The attacks we have seen most recently in Beirut and Paris
demand a unified response, and Canada will play a role in this fight.
The question is how we will confront this challenge. I am pleased to
offer a summary of the government's point of view on this matter.

There is an ongoing and serious security threat in the Middle East
posed by ISIL. It has claimed responsibility for horrific attacks on
innocent civilians around the world, and it must be stopped.
However, ISIL is not only a threat to innocent victims in this war-
torn part of the world. It represents a clear and present danger to
international security and stability to our allies and to Canada as it
has called for direct attacks against Canadian citizens on Canadian
soil.

As we saw last year, this twisted ideology infected a few
individuals leading to the brutal murders of Warrant Officer Patrice
Vincent and Corporal Nathan Cirillo. This is why the Canadian
Armed Forces must continue to be flexible, agile, and ready to
defend our interests.
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This government is committed to ensuring that our men and
women in uniform have the support they need to do that job. This is
why we have made significant commitments to predictable and
consistent funding for our military.

We know this is a long-term fight that must be fought on many
fronts. We know that to defeat this menace, we must continually
assess our contribution and apply a multi-layered approach, utilizing
the Canadian Armed Forces, which has a wide array of capabilities,
and bringing our military member skills and battle-honed experience
to bear against this cold-blooded enemy.

However, it is important to remember that we are not fighting
alone. We have allies and partners that are in this fight with us, that
face the same challenges that we do, and that are equally determined
to combatting the twisted goals of this so-called caliphate. It is the
sum of these parts, not each individual component, that we have
brought to bear against ISIL.

Canada will continue to contribute to this important fight and
fulfill its commitment to work shoulder to shoulder with our
coalition partners. We will continue to engage with those partners,
most notably our closest ally, the United States, to ensure our
contribution is one that can make a difference.

The hon. member for Parry Sound—Muskoka is calling upon the
government to maintain the air combat mission of our CF-18 fight
jets. However, this government believes that Canada can make a
long-term contribution that addresses more than one aspect of the
fight against terror in that region.

When planning a fight, we have to look at the entire picture, not
each individual piece of the puzzle. We have to look at what we are
bringing to the table, what our allies are also bringing to the table,
and how the enemy is evolving. If we focus too closely on a singular,
short-term option, we lose sight of what is needed to win the fight in
the long run.

As career warriors moulded by training, exercises and deploy-
ments, our military members are adept in helping other nations build
capacity and enabling them to defend themselves. Having spoken
with many of our key allies on this matter, it is this strength that is
most needed right now. Therefore, this fight continues, and we will
continue to take on a different burden.
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Canada has an outstanding military, one in which I had the honour
to serve. We routinely provide a meaningful and effective
contribution to international engagements. Our approach is always
to tailor our response to the specific situations at hand, while
working in concert with our government partners and maintaining a
high level of readiness and flexibility.

This change in approach is no different from the decision our
country faced in 2011 when we shifted from our combat mission in
Afghanistan to one where we focused on training. That mission was
known as Operation Attention. It was a successful one for both
Canada and Afghanistan.

Over three years, our soldiers trained 116 Kandaks or battalions in
everything from basic military skills to advanced techniques. The
expertise we acquired during that mission, not only in the skills that
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we were passing on but in how best to teach them to others, is
exactly what is needed in the fight against ISIL right now. Our
special forces are more than capable of carrying on this mission.
They are some of the most highly trained and knowledgeable
soldiers in the world.

By increasing the number of advisers, which is one option that has
been suggested, we will help turn citizens bravely fighting to protect
their loved ones into professional soldiers, people expelling this
cancer from their midst and preventing it from returning.

However, there are many other options on the table and we are
examining all of these possibilities in consultation with our allies and
partners to determine how we can help to establish long-term
security for the people of Iraq and Syria.

The respect for Canada's military cannot be understated. We are
well-known for punching above our weight. We continue to bring
incredible military acumen to the table with highly trained personnel
that contribute in a tangible way because they know what to do and
how to get the job done.

In his motion, the hon. member for Parry Sound—Muskoka has
specifically expressed his appreciation to the members of the
Canadian Armed Forces for their participation in the fight against
terror, so I would like to address that for a moment.

The Royal Canadian Air Force has performed outstandingly as
part of the air task force in Iraq, and this is nothing new for it.
Indeed, the Royal Canadian Air Force has a proud history that is
steeped in tradition, dating back to First World War flying aces like
Billy Bishop, through the Battle of Britain, and in its daily operations
in support of NORAD, protecting North American airspace. The
aircrew, aircraft maintenance crews, weapon systems teams, and
support personnel involved in these missions embody the fighting
spirit of their predecessors and they are making all Canadians proud
every day. To them, I want to make it very clear their work on behalf
of Canadians is as appreciated today as it has been in our history.

Contributing to international civility is a role that Canada takes
seriously. We are committed to seeing this fight continue and be
won. So we must ask ourselves,how will it be won? How can we
best contribute to this goal? To destroy ISIL and its twisted ideology
over the long term, we will need a local force professionally trained
and ready to defend its territory.
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While ISIL is a complex, interconnected threat, in addition to its
military power, it seeks to inspire terrorist attacks for the mass
displacement of refugees and for the intimidation of others. These
separate problems are all part of the same threat, ISIL, but none of
them can be defeated with military power alone. To combat these
threats, we need to be flexible and measured and have a multi-
faceted approach, an approach that will continue to battle ISIL on
multiple fronts and which addresses the political, social and
economic drivers fuelling the conflict in Iraq and Syria. These
approaches include hindering the flow of foreign fighters, addressing
the humanitarian needs, and halting ISIL's financing and funding.

We are taking important steps on these fronts, not the least of
which is the acceptance of 25,000 Syrian refugees. As the Prime
Minister indicated yesterday in the House, the first such refugees
will be arriving tonight in Toronto, with more coming on Saturday in
Montreal.

® (1105)

The best way to show Muslims that they have a place in our
society is by accepting these refugees with open arms, as we did with
the Vietnamese boat people in the 1970s and the Kosovars in the late
1990s. I hope members of the House will join me in expressing our
welcome for these people and wishing them all the best as they begin
the next phase of their lives in Canada.

I can assure the House that we will maximize the use of our
Canadian skill set, offer a valuable contribution to the coalition
effort, and have a meaningful impact on the situation on the ground.
Our commitment remains steadfast. However, the battle against ISIS
is a complex one and demands a sophisticated response. We will
ensure that our contribution to the coalition response represents the
best of what Canada has to offer.

Hon. Peter Van Loan (York—Simcoe, CPC): Madam Speaker, [
note that the American defence secretary has just contacted 40
defence ministers around the world, asking for an increased
commitment at the same time as Canada is actually taking back its
commitment and moving backwards in the fight against ISIS. Is it
the case that the U.S. defense secretary called the minister? Did he
express regret at Canada's actions? Did he ask Canada to keep its jet
in the fight? [ would also be interested in hearing if he asked Canada
to do more, rather than less, for the coalition against ISIS.

Hon. Harjit S. Sajjan: Madam Speaker, I did have a conversation
with the secretary of defense. I also met the deputy secretary of
defense in Halifax. I met a lot of the experts, including General John
Allen, who is now the former president's envoy in the fight against
ISIS.

The conversation I had with the secretary of defense was about
how we could increase our contribution so it would be meaningful to
the fight. We did talk about many different options in terms of how
we could target it better and what Canada could actually bring to the
table.

I assure the House, as we look at the various options, we will be
taking a meaningful approach and a meaningful contribution to the
fight against ISIL with our coalition partners.
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[Translation]

Ms. Héléne Laverdiére (Laurier—Sainte-Marie, NDP): Ma-
dam Speaker, we know that one of the keys to fighting ISIS and any
other such group that is currently operating or, unfortunately, could
rise up in future is to prevent trafficking of weapons.

Does the government plan on signing and quickly ratifying the
Arms Trade Treaty, which all our partners and allies, including the
United States, have already signed, but which the previous
government refused to sign?

[English]

Hon. Harjit S. Sajjan: Madam Speaker, the member opposite
raises a very good point. As we deal with the current threat around
the world, which is significant, we have to be very mindful that these
threats start when they are small. We have to get better at identifying
these threats, not just in certain areas but globally. These are the
discussions I have been having with the coalition partners. At the
end of the day, one of the things that Canada has been very good at is
identifying these threats so we can prevent the victimization of the
people we are talking about today. I can say this with confidence
because this what I personally did in Afghanistan.

Canada will be taking a leadership role, and as we move forward,
this is the conversation I will be having with my coalition partners.

Ms. Joyce Murray (Parliamentary Secretary to the President
of the Treasury Board, Lib.): Madam Speaker, I want to
congratulate my colleague, the Minister of National Defence, for
his remarks in the House today. I appreciated his strong words of
support for the Royal Canadian Air Force and our Canadian Armed
Forces, and also his words of strong support as a partner in the fight
against ISIL as part of the international coalition.

When [ hear some of my Conservative colleagues speak, the
member for Parry Sound—Muskoka, for example, and others, it
strikes me that they are posing a false choice. The false choice is
either that Canada maintains its six CF-18s in Iraq and Syria, or, the
Conservatives have used words like “not serious”, “not involved”,
“backseat”. That is a false choice when there are other tools for

contributing, as the minister has mentioned.

Could the minister comment on the message to the Canadian
army? What message might the army take away when the
Conservative members consider only the involvement of the
bombing sorties to be worthwhile and full participation in this fight
against ISIS?

Hon. Harjit S. Sajjan: Madam Speaker, the Canadian Armed
Forces has been dealing with threats around the world. When the
opposition members talk about one particular component, I can
understand their passion behind that because of the decision made in
their government.
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What I want to stress is that we have experience in dealing with
threats around the world. Every conflict is different. My goal is
ensuring that we assess properly so we bring the right tools. We have
phenomenal capabilities in the Canadian Armed Forces and within
the whole of government that could actually have a meaningful
impact, that would increase security. That is the discussion as I move
forward, ensuring that we have the right options that will have the
right impact, and not only taking the fight against ISIL, but
preventing the recruitment of the fighters who sustain ISIL right
now.
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Mr. James Bezan (Selkirk—Interlake—Eastman, CPC):
Madam Speaker, Canadians have a responsibility to take part in all
three parts of the international coalition against ISIS: diplomatic;
humanitarian aid; and militarily, all three segments of the military.

The Royal Canadian Air Force has been carrying out significant
air strikes, and our international partners are also doing that against
ISIS. However, not one of our allies has asked us to reduce our
military contribution. In fact, we have only heard requests for more
robust military interventions.

The Liberals' plan to withdraw the CF-18s is both illogical and
unjustified. In listening to the minister respond, he is saying that our
CF-18 contribution is not meaningful, that it may be more
meaningful if we do something other than just air strikes and
training. We also heard the Minister of Foreign Affairs mention that
it was not significant.

I am wondering why the Liberals would not be standing beside the
members of the Royal Canadian Air Force, along with the great men
and women who serve in the special operations forces over there,
and why the minister would be leading the retreat against ISIS.

Hon. Harjit S. Sajjan: Madam Speaker, when it comes to the
member's accusations, I have such a deep sense of appreciation for
our Canadian Armed Forces, our air force personnel, and there is no
member in this House who would not have the same viewpoint as [
do. We do not need to even go down this road.

I can assure the member that what I am trying to stress here is that
we need to assess the entire problem. We have a full array of
capabilities in the Canadian Armed Forces. The recommendation
that I will be making to the Prime Minister and to cabinet is that we
will be ensuring we have the right capabilities on the ground. Our
CF-18s play a phenomenal role in many areas around the world
currently, and with every option that we do present, I want to ensure
it has a meaningful contribution to the evolving threat that is ISIS.

[Translation)

Mr. Michel Boudrias (Terrebonne, BQ): Madam Speaker, |
would first like to congratulate all MPs for the quality of this debate
on the critical issue of our involvement in the fight against ISIS.

As a former member of the military who served in Afghanistan, I
obviously share many of the concerns expressed by the members of
the opposition. I also commend the wisdom of the government and
the minister in choosing to be flexible in their actions and to retain
the most crucial means with a view to future interventions.
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However, with regard to the land force, I have concerns about the
fast pace of the operations, which, over the years, have overtaxed our
men and women who have served in the different missions.

I would also like to remind the minister that the analysis of the
next mission, which we will decide on together, will have to consider
the depth of the mission as well as the concept of flexibility and
ensure that our contribution respects the men and women whom we
will probably applaud over the next few hours.

We must also—

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Carol Hughes ): Order,
please. The hon. Minister of National Defence.

[English]

Hon. Harjit S. Sajjan: Madam Speaker, I do not know if I heard
a question in that, but what I got from his comments was regarding
the men and women of the Canadian Armed Forces.

We talk a lot about our capabilities, but the number one asset in
the Canadian Armed Forces are the men and women. The
capabilities that we give them enhance their capabilities. When it
comes to future missions that our government sends them on, we
will make sure they have the right capabilities to carry those
missions out.

[Translation]

Ms. Héléne Laverdiére (Laurier—Sainte-Marie, NDP): Ma-
dam Speaker, since this is my first full speech in the House, | want to
take this opportunity to thank the people of Laurier—Sainte-Marie
for their renewed trust in me. It is an honour to debate the motion
moved by the member for Parry Sound—Muskoka, since it
essentially calls on us to continue with the Conservative govern-
ment's policy. It goes without saying that this is really not a good
idea. That government kept expanding a mission that began with
providing assistance and advice. The mission progressed to
bombings and even led to the death of a Canadian soldier on the
front lines. There were boots on the ground.

Under the previous government we also saw the prime minister
make light of questions about whether the bombings in Syria were
legitimate under international law. He essentially made light of
international law, which is, I should point out, our greatest guarantee
of security.

This motion also refers to NATO. I must point out that the
coalition's activities are not led by NATO, nor are they led by the
United Nations. I do not want to spend all of my time talking about
what the previous government did, but it had no exit strategy and,
more importantly, no peace plan.

We still do not know exactly what the Liberal government's plans
are. We will have questions about that. We know the bombings are
still happening. When will they stop?

They talk about training, but we do not really have any details or a
timeline. As with any such action, we need more details. Although
we have a lot of questions and doubts about the current approach, it
would be ideal to have an exit plan. We would like to know all of
that soon.
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We have always made it clear that we do not think Canada should
be involved in this war. That does not mean we should do nothing at
all. Yes, we have to fight ISIS and terrorism in general, but we have
to do it with the right tools for the current situation. We also need to
respond to the emergency.

Humanitarian aid is another issue. Canada will be receiving quite
a few refugees. That is excellent, and we applaud that initiative.
Nevertheless, everyone has to understand that helping refugees
solves only a very small part of the problem. There are three million
displaced people in Iraq and 6.5 million in Syria. There are also
4.5 million Syrian refugees in neighbouring countries. That is
making for some very difficult situations in those countries. For
example, in Lebanon, a significant proportion of the population is
now made up of refugees. We must do everything we can to prevent
the situation from destabilizing those countries and to prevent the
chaos—and it is chaos—from spreading to other countries.

People have been displaced within Syria, and seven million
people have serious humanitarian aid needs. We absolutely have to
do something about that. We have to work on water supply and
education. We do not want a lost generation, but that is what could
happen. Not only have children been traumatized, but they will have
gone years without access to education.
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We need to think about the future. Once the situation in Syria has
been resolved, we will have to start thinking about what the country
will need to rebuild. Syria needs young people who are strong, well
educated and able to contribute to the national effort.

Clearly, I am not even talking about shelter. It is winter for the
people who have been displaced as well. Perhaps it is not Canadian
winter, but even Canadian winter is changing. These people need
medical attention. There is so much to do. Humanitarian aid is
absolutely essential in the name of our humanity and our obligation
to show solidarity. It is also essential to the fight against ISIS.

Obviously, this is not a traditional war. When I hear answers that
reflect traditional warfare thinking, namely the whole idea that they
are enemies and therefore must be bombed, I cannot help but think
that this is a last-century or even last-millennium reaction,
philosophy or approach.

At this point, we are up against a propaganda war, and it is crucial
that we win hearts and minds. Tragic attacks have been carried out
all over the world, including the recent attacks in Paris. The people
who perpetrated those acts were born and raised in France. The
attacks were planned in Belgium. These people were inspired by
anger, by resentment and by the Islamic State and its ideology. It is
that ideology that we need to fight.

I have spoken with a number of people from humanitarian
organizations working on the ground who happened to be in Canada.
I even visited a refugee camp myself. Everyone I spoke to
underscored the fact that this is complicating their work and creating
confusion among the population. Even those who were being helped
by the humanitarian groups did not understand why they were being
helped and bombed at the same time. People do not necessarily make
that distinction. As everyone knows, this kind of action often and

unfortunately leads to collateral damage or mistakes in one form or
another.

Humanitarian aid is absolutely crucial. It is a tool that goes beyond
what we should do for the sake of dignity or solidarity. It can also
help prevent radicalization in the entire region. It is another form of
action that is absolutely crucial.

We have to cut off the money supply to ISIS. We also have to stop
it from recruiting and that is done by combatting radicalization here
and abroad.

The refugee camps surrounding the Central African Republic are
now being used for recruiting new jihadists. Canada is no longer
giving anything to UNRWA, which can no longer fund schools for
young Palestinians. Those young people therefore have less hope for
the future and more time on their hands.

We have to address these issues to combat radicalization all
around the world. We must also combat radicalization here at home.
That can only be done by working with the communities. If we want
to cut off their resources, then we must also stop the flow of
weapons.

Earlier today, I had the opportunity to ask whether Canada would
finally sign and ratify the arms trade treaty, which is an essential tool.
Unfortunately I did not get a response. Nevertheless, I encourage the
new government to address this important issue as soon as possible.
We must also stop the flow of money from all sources. We know
there is private funding and funding from oil-rich countries.
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I will be told that oil facilities could be bombed, but another
option is to have better monitoring of the flow of oil at the borders.
We also know about the trafficking of art, in particular, and hostage-
taking. There are a number of tools available, and we have been
given a very clear mandate by the United Nations to work together in
taking action. The President of France said that we must start doing
much more about this issue. I would very much like to see Canada
show leadership on these matters.

Above all, we must find a path to peace. ISIL was able to establish
itself in Syria because of the chaos in that country. It also has a
foothold in Iraq because of the country's prevailing problems with
governance and exclusion. This has helped ISIL pit one segment of
the population against the other. These are the fundamental problems
in those countries and, I repeat, in others.

We have heard a lot about prevention. We must start looking
elsewhere, where this kind of thing is going on. We know what is
happening in Libya right now. We must do something about all those
things that help terrorist groups thrive. We need a political solution
in Syria. As Dominique de Villepin, France's former foreign affairs
minister, said, we need to use tools for peace because, so far, all we
have seen, with our bombings elsewhere and interventions in Iraq,
war nourishes war. Let us try a new approach, since the approaches
we have taken in the past have not been very successful, and let us
focus as much as possible on tools for peace.

We must find a political solution in Syria. I hope that the new
government will work with our allies, participate in the discussions
that are currently taking place and try to make a contribution.
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I know that, unfortunately, the Conservative government's policies
have seriously undermined Canada's ability to contribute to these
kinds of negotiations, but I think that we need to get back to work.
We need to build a governance structure in Iraq, which is absolutely
essential.

As 1 said, we need to work on promoting democracy around the
world. I know that seems like the kind of work that will produce only
long-term results and that I might sound like a dreamer, but we need
to face the facts. So far, our approaches to these challenges have not
worked, so we need to try something else.

The words of Ban Ki-moon seem fitting here. I think they sum the
situation up quite well. He said that, over the longer term, the biggest
threat to terrorists is not the power of missiles, it is the politics of
inclusion. I could not agree more. Some political leaders, particularly
among our neighbours to the south, have decided to adopt the
politics of exclusion. That plays right into the terrorists' hands, and
that is what we must not do. With respect to dropping bombs, many
analysts say that kind of knee-jerk reaction also plays into the
terrorists' hands because that is what they want us to do.

® (1130)

In light of the atrocities committed by ISIS and the Bashar al-
Assad regime, I find it striking that they are not mentioned in the
motion moved by my colleague from Parry Sound—Muskoka, if 1
am not mistaken. Naturally, the initial reaction calls for violence,
aggression, and warmongering.

However, we should recall the words of Ban Ki-moon and try to
develop more appropriate and comprehensive approaches.

® (1135)

Hon. Michael Chong (Wellington—Halton Hills, CPC):
Madam Speaker, I would like to thank my NDP colleague for her
speech.

I have a question and a comment about the responsibility to
protect vulnerable people around the world.

[English]

It was a previous Liberal government, under Minister Lloyd
Axworthy, that was critical in establishing the responsibility to
protect doctrine in the aftermath of the Rwandan genocide.

It is clear that the Islamic State has committed many atrocities,
arguably some of the worst and most widespread atrocities in recent
memory. We do not need to enumerate them here. My question is
this. If the atrocities committed by the Islamic State are not enough
to trigger the responsibility to protect doctrine by the current
government, what kinds of atrocities do we need to see before it will
invoke that doctrine? If it is not willing to invoke it in this situation,
does that really mean that it is abandoning that very basic
humanitarian approach that would ensure the prevention of
genocides like that of Rwanda from taking place around the world?

[Translation]

Ms. Héléne Laverdiére: Madam Speaker, I would like to thank
my colleague for his question.

Invoking the responsibility to protect has been discussed at length.
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That having been said, it is important to remember that the
responsibility to protect is not something that one country can
invoke. There are clear criteria in the doctrine. Military intervention
must be approved by the UN Security Council. Therefore, we cannot
invoke R2P, the responsibility to protect, unless there is a decision by
the UN Security Council. In this case, we obviously do not have
either a UN Security Council endorsement or a NATO endorsement.
That lack of endorsement by a multilateral body is a further problem
with the mission.

Ms. Kim Rudd (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of
Natural Resources, Lib.): Madam Speaker, this is my first time
rising in the House. I want to thank my family and the fabulous
constituents of Northumberland—Peterborough South who have put
their faith and trust in me.

I also want to say that my daughter-in-law Kathy, and my
grandchildren Morgan and Hobie have just now become Canadian
citizens. It is a very proud day for me, and I am happy to be standing
in the House.

I want to thank my colleague for her comments this morning. We
talk a lot about our coalition partners and having those conversations
about the fluid situation that is happening with ISIS in various parts
of the world and how Canada can adjust our contributions in a way
that is most meaningful. I wonder if she could elaborate on how she
sees that happening.

[Translation]

Ms. Héléne Laverdiére: Madam Speaker, I would like to thank
my colleague for her question, and I welcome her to the House.

As I pointed out, we are already providing some humanitarian aid,
but we could do more. In my opinion, this aid is absolutely vital,
both from a humanitarian and compassionate point of view and also
to support the fight against these terrorist groups. I would like to
expand the debate a bit on that point.

There must be more humanitarian aid for this region, where there
is such terrible suffering. However, we must not forget other crises,
such as those in South Sudan and the Central African Republic,
which could lead to problems in the future. We must work in the
long term to build democracy and solve the current political crises.

The problem emerging in Libya is a very good example. Even
though we participated with other countries in the bombings, we did
not have a sufficient presence to help the people build a new country.
Today, there are significant problems that could affect neighbouring
countries, and action is required.

I have something else to say about bombings, but I will save it for
later.

® (1140)
[English]

Mr. Randall Garrison (Esquimalt—Saanich—Sooke, NDP):
Madam Speaker, I would like to take the opportunity to say how
good it is to see you in the chair, and I know that you will bring both

a sense of fairness and dignity as well as some gender balance to our
chair. It is great to see you there today.
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My question to my hon. colleague has to do with the important
point she raised about radicalization. We all know the attacks that
have occurred around the world are unusual in that they are not part
of an organized and systematic attempt by ISIL to do things, but
rather the inspiration people receive through their radicalization.

In debate on Bill C-51, the NDP asked the Conservative
government at that time to include measures to counter radicalization
in Canada, and it did not do so.

I want to ask the member if she has seen any indications from the
current Liberal government that it will take strong action to counter
radicalization here in Canada.

[Translation)

Ms. Héléne Laverdiére: Madam Speaker, I hope the Liberal
government plans to introduce a concrete plan to combat radicaliza-
tion, in partnership with communities, here and around the world.

At this point, the problem is that we are up against a war that is not
a traditional or conventional war, but we are using conventional
fighting methods that are not at all suited to the situation.

I want to come back to the issue of radicalization around the
world. In the early weeks of the American bombings, the Syrian
Observatory for Human Rights, a widely recognized organization,
said that during that period, ISIS managed to recruit 6,000 new
jihadists.

We really need to ask ourselves whether bombing is simply
leading to more recruiting; if so, then it is counterproductive.

Fighting a new kind of war with tools from the last century is
simply not going to work.

[English]

Mr. Garnett Genuis (Sherwood Park—Fort Saskatchewan,
CPC): Madam Speaker, some of the comments the member is
making just make me concerned that she may not understand even
the basic nature of Daesh as an organization. It is not like al Qaeda,
which simply exists as a type of cell-based organization. It is an
organization that has effectively a quasi-state. It controls territories.
It has bureaucrats. Actually, traditional, conventional military
mechanisms are a very effective way of combatting it.

A lot of things that have been said seem to me, respectfully, kind
of pie in the sky. To look at this in concrete terms, we have a killer
on the loose, a group of killers. What do we do to prevent the
violence? Do we provide training from behind the lines? Do we
educate youth and give out food? Should we, at the very least, first
stop the killing, stop the violence against the innocent, and then
move on to other things after that?

Ms. Héléne Laverdiére: Madam Speaker, I understand that it is a
quasi-state, but there are further ramifications that make the problem
more complex. Yes, all of us would like to stop the killings and the
atrocities committed by ISIS, or let us remember, by Bashar al-
Assad's regime. The question is how best to do that. There is a gut
reaction of saying the best way to do that is to go bombing, and that
is what we question.

®(1145)

[Translation]

Mr. Joél Lightbound (Louis-Hébert, Lib.): Madam Speaker, I
want to thank my colleague, the hon. member for Laurier—Sainte-
Marie, for her speech.

I would like to know whether she sees the withdrawal of our CF-
18s and the reorientation of our mission as the end of our vigorous
fight against Daesh, which is how the Conservatives mistakenly see
it, in my view.

Ms. Héléne Laverdiére: Madam Speaker, | completely agree. We
also want to fight against Daesh or ISIS. We are proposing different
tools that we think will be more effective. Like the Liberals, we
believe that bombing is not the right approach for Canada to take.
We would go even a little further than that. Yes, I completely agree
that withdrawing the CF-18s does not mean that we are stepping
away from the fight against ISIS.

Mr. Pierre Paul-Hus (Charlesbourg—Haute-Saint-Charles,
CPC): Madam Speaker, I will be sharing my time with the hon.
member for Thornhill.

I am very proud to speak today in the House on a subject that is
very important to me.

I had the honour and privilege of working for the Canadian Armed
Forces for more than 20 years and I earned the rank of lieutenant-
colonel, like our colleague from National Defence. I am therefore in
a position to talk about something that concerns me and many
Canadians, specifically the withdrawal of our CF-18s from Syria and
Iraq.

Our allies, including the United States, France, and England have
decided to ramp up their attacks and bombing against ISIS. An
international coalition is being formed on a consensus that it is their
common duty to combat ISIS, which has made no secret of the fact
that Canada and many other allied countries are potential targets for
deadly attacks.

The Prime Minister has not provided a single plausible
explanation to justify withdrawing our CF-18s from Iraq and Syria,
from this so-called asymmetrical warfare, for our NDP colleagues
who may need some information.

The explanations from Canada's Minister of Foreign Affairs were
nebulous at best, and completely incomprehensible at worst. He
spoke about potentially increasing training for local police,
providing governance assistance, without defining what that means
in the middle of a war against ISIS, and helping create democratic
institutions in Iraq. Does the minister understand that when we are in
the middle of a war, that is not the time for teaching, but the time for
combatting the common enemy?

This government does not seem to have a plan. The Minister of
Foreign Affairs promised us a plan soon, and I cannot wait to see this
plan in writing, since the minister is not even able to explain it to us
in the House. We cannot wait to see it.

Canada must now make a clear commitment to combatting ISIS
by keeping our CF-18s in Iraqi and Syrian territory. The Iraqi
government openly called for military support from members of the
international community to combat ISIS.
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My NDP colleague mentioned the United Nations Security
Council. Does she know that the United Nations Security Council
remains seized of the threat posed by international terrorism? On
September 24, 2014, the UN unanimously passed resolution 2178,
which states, and I quote:

Reaffirming that terrorism in all forms and manifestations constitutes one of the
most serious threats to international peace and security and that any acts of terrorism
are criminal and unjustifiable regardless of their motivations, whenever and by
whomsoever committed, and remaining determined to contribute further to
enhancing the effectiveness of the overall effort to fight this scourge on a global
level...

Yes, you can make what you will of a UN resolution. However,
we saw what happened in Rwanda in 1994 when we put General
Dallaire in an impossible situation where he was unable to prevent
the massacre of 800,000 Tutsis.

From my experience, I know that in this fight against ISIS, it is
critical to destroy the enemy's resource base. We must not forget that
ISIS is advancing on the ground and that refugees are being hunted
down. Our involvement keeps ISIS from advancing and thus helps
the local population. In an armed conflict, our air force supports the
supply effort, does locating, and so on.

Why take away the final resource, the one required to destroy
located targets? The answer is obvious. Our CF-18 fighter jets must
continue their mission in Iraq and Syria. We have special forces that
are assisting the Kurds. We have soldiers who are giving valuable
advice and getting a lot of information. If we withdraw the CF-18s,
what will we do with the intelligence that our aircraft gather on their
radar missions? We will send it to our American and British allies so
that they can do the bombing.

By withdrawing our CF-18s, we are failing to complete the job.
Soldiers do their job from A to Z. By withdrawing the jets, we are
forgetting about Z. We are stopping at Y and letting others finish the
job. As a former military officer, I can say that our Conservative
government raised our Canadian Armed Forces to unprecedented
heights.

® (1150)
Why beat a retreat? Why stop?

That would be a slap in the face to all of our men and women in
uniform who laboured for years to perfect their skills, an insult to the
sacrifices their families were forced to make when they spent months
away from home being trained to do their work well.

I would like to make another important point. When I was
teaching in France, at the military school in Paris, I would ask my
students to stop making long speeches about their plans and to focus
on the ultimate mission. I can assure you that I got results that way.

Canada's goal and that of our allies is to destroy ISIS. That is what
everyone wants. President Obama even said last week that we have
to put an end to ISIS because it is a major threat to humanity.

In the battle against a mobile and formidable enemy, our CF-18
fighter jets are making a valuable contribution to eliminating ISIS
targets. We are blocking its progress by attacking its caches of
supplies, weapons, munitions and fuel. That is extremely important.
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I am appealing to the government's good sense to preserve
Canada's international reputation. I am asking the government to
keep our CF-18 fighter jets in Iraq and Syria. “Army” rhymes with
“credibility”. As a country, we need to preserve our credibility.

Mr. Faycal El-Khoury (Laval—Les fles, Lib.): Madam Speak-
er, I congratulate my colleague on his election.

As far as our war against ISIL, against Daesh is concerned, our
government made the right decision. Mathematically speaking, our
CF-18s have flown less than 2% of the missions, but the cost is very
high. What is more, we are putting the lives of our pilots at risk.

Our government has decided to use that money for humanitarian
aid, to help the people who need it. We will also work with our allies
to help the countries in that region properly monitor and control their
borders to prevent Daesh from bringing in more people to augment
its own army.

The Government of Canada must also work with our allies to
ensure that Daesh cannot use black market oil to fill its coffers. That
is how to combat Daesh effectively and properly.

® (1155)

Mr. Pierre Paul-Hus: Madam Speaker, today we learned straight
from the mouth of our Liberal colleague that this is in fact a financial
decision that the Liberals are making. The purpose of withdrawing
the CF-18s is to save money. That is news to us. We are making cuts
to our forces and ceasing air strikes just to save money.

I take issue when the government says it is going to withdraw our
pilots from a mission when in fact it is their job. It is what they do.
Their job is to fly CF-18s. The government is withdrawing them
from this mission because they might be in danger. In danger of
what? We are involved in bombings, not air combat.

We see where the government is heading, and it is insulting.
[English]

Mr. Alistair MacGregor (Cowichan—Malahat—Langford,
NDP): Madam Speaker, I would first like to thank the hon. member
for his service.

I have many friends who currently serve. 1 lost a former
schoolmate of mine in Afghanistan. I am also the son of a retired
service officer. I think everyone in the House agrees that the men and
women of our Canadian Armed Forces do an outstanding job every
time they are called into action.

Since being elected to the House as a member of Parliament for
the great people of Cowichan—Malahat—Langford, I have really
become aware of the responsibility that rests on my shoulders. The
things we debate in the House have very real outcomes in the course
in which we direct our country.

When I think about the motion we are debating today, there is one
expression that comes to mind. In order for us to extend our hands,
we must first unclench our fists. I have always been struck by the
rationale of meeting violence with more violence and expecting that
we are somehow going to reach a peaceful outcome.
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Could my hon. colleague please explain how he believes that
bombing will work, given the fact that we have so many examples
from the region over a decade that this does not in fact lead to a
peaceful outcome?

[Translation]

Mr. Pierre Paul-Hus: Madam Speaker, to explain why this will
work, we could ask President Obama, President Hollande, and the
Prime Minister of Great Britain. Countries decided to form an
international coalition. Over 25 countries are involved in the same
kind of combat. Top generals, military strategists, who have a great
deal more experience than I do, decided that that was the right thing
to do. I, sitting here in the House, am not the person to draw up a
major military strategy, and I think our allies are strong enough and
competent enough that we can follow them, not blindly, but by
standing shoulder to shoulder with our partners.

[English]

Hon. Peter Kent (Thornhill, CPC): Madam Speaker, the
Minister of Foreign Affairs sauntered into NATO headquarters the
other day suggesting he did not have to do much of a sales job to sell
the government's misguided campaign pledge to withdraw Canada's
CF18s from the coalition air mission in Iraq and Syria. The minister
reportedly has made much of the fact that Canada, according to him,
delivers only 2% of the bombing strikes.

While the minister and his leader may try to diminish the
importance of 2% in a military context, they are certainly going off
wildly in the other direction over the less than 2% of global
greenhouse gases Canada emits every year. Therefore, my question
is this. Is 2% a lot or a little? I believe Canadians deserve an answer
and an explanation as to why the new government defies the will of
Canadians, and I know many in the Liberal caucus.

There is no apparent logic to remove the sharp point of our
Canadian forces' spear. We are told that the surveillance aircraft will
remain; that the fuelling aircraft that enables strike aircraft from
across the international coalition and their missions will remain; that
the technology and personnel, which paint targets for the smart
bombs and other munitions for the coalition, will remain; and that
our ground trainers, who work with peshmerga and Iraqi troops in
battlefield situations when there are few identified front lines, will
remain. However, we have not yet had a logical, credible reason
offered as to why the CF-18s will be withdrawn.

Not breaking a campaign promise in a season of broken campaign
promises is simply not acceptable justification. Therefore, I am
moved to wonder if it comes down to a matter of sort of
conscientious objection. I understand that an individual might
choose to stand back from the actual delivery of death and
destruction in time of war and to pick and choose alternatives.
However, conscientious objection by an individual, or even a group
of individuals on the other side of the House, is quite different from
imposing one specific belief on a nation where a clear majority of
Canadians support the complete military mission.

Now is not the time for Canada to step back and force our allies to
take on a heavier burden in the fight against ISIS. The new
government inherits a standing obligation made to our NATO
partners and our responsibility to protect the freedom, democracy,
safety, and security of Canadians. That is because whether it is called

Daesh, ISIS, or ISIL, it is not only a threat to the region; it also poses
a serious danger to Canada and the world. The terrorist death cult,
and that is exactly what it is, has called on its sympathizers around
the globe to target those who do not agree with its ideology, using
any means, no matter how barbaric. We have seen in recent weeks,
months, and now years, just how much death and destruction such
calls to violence can cause.

It is true that many terrorist plots have been interdicted, but far too
many have been carried to deadly completion. Furthermore, ISIS has
threatened Canada, and Canadians specifically, urging its supporters
to harm disbelieving Canadians in any manner possible. We have
seen plots intercepted on our own soil. There were deadly terrorist
inspired attacks in Saint-Jean-sur-Richelieu, at the national war
memorial just down the street, and not that many metres from where
we sit today, in the chamber of what ISIS spokesmen have described
as Canada's infidel Parliament.

Across our country, certainly in my riding of Thornhill, Canadians
are justifiably concerned. We know they expect their government to
take strong action. That is why our government committed the
Canadian Armed Forces to the broad international coalition against
ISIS.

I would like to take a moment to again express profound
appreciation to all our members of the Canadian Armed Forces, at
home and in theatre, for their meaningful engagement in this fight
against terror.

Our government had a three element commitment to this tragic
region of the Middle East, which included many hundreds of
millions of dollars in humanitarian relief on the ground to assist in
the comfort and care of the millions of displaced civilians. As well,
since 2009, Canada welcomed some 25,000 refugees from first Iraq
and then increasingly from Syria, with commitments this year for
20,000 in a continuing compassionate but security-conscious
process.

©(1200)

Then there was the third essential element, and perhaps in the long
run Canada's most important contribution, our commitment to the
international coalition's military mission. That is because, in the long
run, the most important thing that democratic nations around the
world can deliver to the millions of suffering people of the Levant is
peace and the ability to return to admittedly destroyed homes and
communities to begin to rebuild their shattered lives.
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Last year, during the prime minister's historic visit to Israel and
Jordan, 1 had an experience that will be burned into my
consciousness for the rest of my life. While the prime minister and
official party visited the vast Zaatari refugee camp in the northeast
quarter of Jordan near the Syrian border, a number of us were flown
by Jordanian helicopter to the far northwestern Jordanian border with
Syria and Iraq.

In my previous life as a journalist, I saw many terrible scenes and
natural disasters, manmade tragedies, and wars—Vietnam, Cambo-
dia, Rhodesia, Uganda, Ethiopia, Afghanistan, Iraq, Iran, Syria,
Egypt, and Isracl—but that scene on Jordan's border with Syria and
Iraq was like no other. We saw scores of men, women, and children
carrying their remaining life possessions in blankets and bags and
knapsacks, trudging out of the distant desert haze toward the small
detachment of heavily armed Jordanian soldiers at the border.

It was not a typical border crossing. It was just a bulldozer-scraped
scratch in the sand and gravel of the desert. The guns of the
Jordanian army were not aimed at the refugees but at the terrorist
gangs still roaming the area, though not present that day. These
soldiers were not trying to stop the influx of refugees; they were
there to welcome them to sanctuary. In fact, given the low threat risk
that particular day, some of the soldiers laid down their arms and
walked across the border into Syrian no man's land to assist, to carry
bags and children and the infirm back to wvehicles that then
transported the refugees to a nearby transit camp for food, water,
medical support, and comfort before then being relocated to the ever-
growing Zaatari camp on the other side of Jordan.

We spent time with these folks. Some had struggled many
hundreds of kilometres to reach safety. Some of these people may
well be among the lucky few who will be welcomed to Canada or to
other developed countries in Europe and elsewhere. However, in the
camps in Jordan, Lebanon, and Turkey, many of the refugees still
hold out hope—admittedly faint hope at the moment—that they will
one day be able to return to their home communities in Syria and
Iraq. The reality for most of these displaced millions is that this
dream is the best dream they have.

That is why the international military mission is so important as a
key part of Canada's three-pronged commitment to the people of the
Levant. That is why I consider the Minister of Foreign Affairs'
flippant measurement of the Canadian Forces' valiant service in
percentage terms so demeaning to our men and women who put
themselves in harm's way for democracy and freedom. I believe an
apology is in order. That is why it is so important that Canada not
leave the heavy lifting of this war to our coalition allies.
® (1205)

Mr. James Maloney (Etobicoke—Lakeshore, Lib.): Mr. Speak-
er, this being my first occasion to rise in the House, I would first like
to thank the constituents of Etobicoke—Lakeshore for giving me the
honour of being here.

The motion seems to be positioned in such a way as to say that we
are working with our allies or we are not. We are in or we are out.

The speeches we have heard today suggest that the only way to
participate in this mission to fight ISIS is through bombing. We all
agree that we have to support our men and women in the military,
and we all agree that we have to fight ISIS. My concern is that
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members across the floor, by taking this position, are creating the
impression that the role played by other members of the military in
the non-bombing aspect is a lesser role, and that not does provide
them with the respect they deserve. Would my friend agree?

Hon. Peter Kent: Mr. Speaker, I certainly do not agree. I made
clear in my remarks that what the official opposition is arguing for is
the fulfilment of our commitment, as the previous government, to
NATO, to our coalition allies, who still ask that Canada participate in
the complete mission, not to pick and choose. I raise that question of
conscientious objection. There has yet been no explanation, no clear
justification, from the Prime Minister or any of his ministers as to
why Canada is withdrawing one element of the war against ISIS.

As the son of veterans, as a former reserve officer, as I said in my
speech, I respect completely the work of our Canadian Forces, both
at headquarters at home, on bases across the country as they cycle in
and out of theatre, and in the Levant where the men and women are
serving in this very important battle against international terrorism.

Mr. Erin Weir (Regina—Lewvan, NDP): Mr. Speaker, [ would
like to congratulate the hon. member for Thornhill for a very
eloquent speech. I wonder if the members adjacent might have
spoken with equal eloquence in favour of the 2003 invasion of Iraq.

Now, after a decade of bombing Iraq, I wonder if they would
acknowledge that it has not actually led to peace and, in fact, has
created and contributed to the conditions that have allowed ISIS to
thrive.

® (1210)

Hon. Peter Kent: Mr. Speaker, in part, my colleague is correct.

I would go back to a point made by one of his colleagues earlier
that, in fact, the world is no longer the world that existed in conflicts
of the past century. It is impossible to defend end points in a conflict
with terrorist opponents of all stripes who value martyrdom more
than negotiated peace. That is why sometimes when I hear
colleagues on the other side of the House long for the days of
Pearsonian peacekeepers, I feel that they are somewhat naive and do
not recognize the reality of the fight against terror, the fight against
ISIS, which is a sophisticated terror organization, far more
sophisticated than al Qaeda, far more sophisticated than the Taliban,
led by former professional army officers of the Iraqi army.

On this point, my colleague is right in that the liberating armies
that went in to depose Saddam Hussein in the war in Iraq left too
early. There is no question. It was a mistake, because the officers of
the defeated regime have banded with the Sunni terrorists and are
now operating this state.
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I can tell members that I believe the coalition, in this case, is in for
the long run.

The Deputy Speaker: As a tip for hon. members, when they are
in the midst of comments or questions or, indeed, during their
speeches, I would ask them to direct their attention to the Chair from
time to time. The Chair is able to give signals as to how much time is
remaining and perhaps how members may want to move along so we
can get to another question or comment.

Resuming debate, the Minister of Foreign Affairs.

Hon. Stéphane Dion (Minister of Foreign Affairs, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, today I will be sharing my time with the Parliamentary
Secretary to the Minister of National Defence.

The international community will defeat ISIL, and Canada is and
will be a part of that fight and ultimate success. This government
wishes to profoundly thank the members of the Canadian Armed
Forces for their dedication, courage, and hard work as part of
Operation Impact.

The women and men of our Armed Forces deserve to be protected
from attempts to politicize their mission and sacrifice. Unfortunately,
the former Conservative government did that too much, and it is one
of the reasons why they are today in the opposition. Conservatives
did it in giving the sense that they were alone in support of our
troops and alone willing to fight terrorism. This kind of dogmatism
exaggerated partisanship. This blatant distortion of the truth is one of
the explanations why they are in the opposition, and I wish them a
good reflection about that, so they change their attitude and come up
with a debate that will be a tribute to our ability to understand that
we might have different views about how to tackle the danger, but
we are all patriotic, we all want to fight terrorism, and we all want to
protect our citizens even though we disagree about the ways to do it.

The terrorist activities that ISIL, or the so-called Islamic State,
undertakes in the territories controlled in Iraq and Syria have resulted
in thousands of deaths and the displacement of millions of people.

It continues to target members of religious and ethnic
communities, has licensed rape and the enslavement of women,
and has callously destroyed places of worship and irreplaceable
archeological sites.

While there remains much to be done, the coalition has made
significant progress over the past year.

® (1215)

[Translation]

The so-called Islamic State has been pushed back from territory in
Iraq and Syria that it used to occupy, and thousands in those
countries no longer live as prisoners in their own cities.

[English]

In Iraq, the cities of Tikrit and Sinjar have been liberated, and Iraqi
forces are currently fighting to free Ramadi. Refugees and displaced
people have returned to their homes to rebuild their lives and
communities.

The military campaign against ISIL is critical, and Canada's
contribution has been and will remain significant. The issue is how
we can make it optimal.

[Translation]

This fight is not about religion or civilizations. It is about human
civilization against terrorism. Every country involved in this fight
has a responsibility to identify its strengths and to see how these
strengths can complement those of its allies, in order to defeat
terrorism in Iraq and elsewhere.

[English]

This past month, I spoke to many of Canada's partners in the
coalition at the Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation Summit in the
Philippines, the Commonwealth Heads of Government meeting in
Malta, and the NATO and Organization for Security and Co-
operation in Europe ministerials. The Prime Minister did as well.

The message was always the same: our allies respect and
understand our choices, and they welcome our decision to focus
our contributions in areas where they will have maximum long-term
impact, in full consultation and complementarity with our allies.

Why do our allies want Canada to be involved in all these files? It
is because they tremendously respect the men and women in uniform
for their professionalism, dedication, and ability to protect the
population. We must all be proud of them.

Canada's contributions moving forward will be part of a long-term
comprehensive strategy to address this key global concern. I
understand that the opposition would like to see the full plan right
away. It is its job to ask us to do so. It will come. It is important to do
it. We cannot do it alone in a corner of the table. We need to do it in
full co-operation and consultation with our allies, which is what we
are doing.

We have put in place a broad array of mechanisms to disrupt or
stop the flow of foreign fighters. We need to improve them to be
more effective. Working closely with our allies, we are sharing
information, best practices, tools, and programs to better understand
who these people are, how they are radicalized, get trained, and
move, and how can we win.

[Translation]

In the past year, the coalition has launched a comprehensive
campaign to cut off ISIL's finances and disrupt and prevent this
terrorist organization from raising, moving and using funds, and
from abusing the international financial system.

[English]

Canada is playing a leadership role in advancing this international
effort, including through our work in the Financial Action Task
Force and the G7. We want to improve this role. It will be part of the
plan.

Canada has also initiated domestic efforts and is providing support
to international efforts to thwart ISIL's recruitment efforts and reduce
radicalization leading to violence, through activities aimed at
exposing and countering ISIL's hateful message and ideology. This
is something that we need to strengthen as well.
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[Translation]

On the ground in Iraq, Canadian funding to local organizations
contributes to delivering stabilization projects to address short-term
needs and to support resiliency and stability. We must boost
assistance for these local organizations.

[English]

The antidote to ISIL's nihilist non-state is a functioning state. As
the world has witnessed, this is difficult, time consuming work that
requires intense international collaboration. Canada has a lot of skill
to strengthen the institutions of Iraq, and we will mobilize these
skills.

Iraq, therefore, requires a political solution as well as a military
one. It requires a political solution that addresses the root causes of
its instability, that unites Iraqis and gives them a reason to place their
trust in the central government and to fight for their country. Our
closest allies and coalition partners recognize this.

To prevent another group from replacing the defeated ISIL, to
prevent a series of Middle East civil wars that span generations, we
must look at what Canada can do to contribute to long-term political
stability.

[Translation]

With regard to security assistance, we are aware that there is a
crucial need for continued training of Iraqi forces, and the Canadian
Armed Forces are well placed to help prepare Iraqis in this area.
Training the Iraqi forces must be an important part of our new plan.
By contributing in this way, we will ensure that Iraqis are able to
defend themselves and take the lead on the battlefield.

® (1220)
[English]

We are also actively considering if the RCMP can make a
contribution in the training of the Iraqi police, and our current talks
with our allies indicate that this is a possibility that they would
highly welcome.

By increasing our contribution to stabilization programming, and
protecting the most vulnerable populations, the internally displaced
members of ethnic and religious minorities who have suffered at the
hands of this so-called Islamic State, and the victims of sexual
violence, we need to increase our humanitarian assistance and make
sure it helps those in need.

[Translation]

In conclusion, we are proud of the contributions of the Canadian
Armed Forces in this fight, and they will continue to play an
important role in Canadian contributions moving forward.

[English]

Canadians want us to have a robust fight against ISIL. They want
us to choose the best tools that we have in Canada and to have a plan
that will contribute to the efforts of the coalition with our allies. We
will do so together, colleagues, because it is our duty, because we
need to support our brave men and women in uniform as well as
diplomats and citizens on the ground, and do everything we can to
provide peace and justice in Iraq.

Business of Supply

Mr. Dan Albas (Central Okanagan—Similkameen—Nicola,
CPC): Mr. Speaker, I want to thank the hon. minister for his speech.
Of course, platitudes and eloquence can go a long way in this place,
but in the war against terrorism and dealing with the threats, we need
to see action.

I would simply suggest to the minister that if every country that
has pledged to downgrade or rid the world of the scourge of ISIL, or
whatever one may call it, did what this government is doing by
withdrawing a very important tool in that fight, then what kind of
world would we live in? If everyone decided to step down in the way
that Canada is now, what kind of world would we live in, and is that
what this minister wants to represent to the world?

Hon. Stéphane Dion: Mr. Speaker, Canada is not withdrawing.
Canada is refocusing its efforts in a way to be more effective within
the coalition. I think that is clear. Why is the member distorting what
I have said? It is not helpful.

[Translation]

Mr. Pierre Paul-Hus (Charlesbourg—Haute-Saint-Charles,
CPC): Mr. Speaker, there were two parts to the speech by my
hon. colleague on the government side.

In the first part of his speech, he said that we were training Iraqi
police to enable them to occupy a stabilized area. However, we are
not yet there. The minister is talking as though we are already at this
post-war stage, when we are still in the middle of a war.

Furthermore, at the beginning of his speech the minister said that
in the past 12 months, the coalition has made significant progress in
stopping ISIL and that people are returning to their cities. This
confirms that the bombings were effective, since people are returning
to their cities. It works.

Will the CF-18s continue to help the coalition?

Hon. Stéphane Dion: Mr. Speaker, I am not saying that the
bombings are ineffective, but that Canada could be more effective by
doing something other than contributing to the air strikes Our
contribution is fairly small, despite the courage of our air force. We
can do much more.

My colleague spoke of villages that have been liberated. The first
thing we must do when a village is liberated is to ensure that there is
a police force that people trust, one that is well trained and
professional, that is not perceived as a threat but as an element of
security that can serve as the basis for rebuilding something.

He spoke about ground battles. They must be conducted by the
country's own forces, the Iraqi forces, and the soldiers must be well
trained. Canada is known around the world for its ability to train
military and police personnel. We are very good at it and we are
asked to do it.

I believe that I will be able to convince my colleague when, in a
few weeks' time, he sees that what we intend to do is very good
because it will make Canada more effective in the coalition, not less
effective.
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In the meantime, the Canadian Forces are still there and are
continuing with the plan that the former government had put in
place. Thus, there is no vacuum. We will simply enhance Canada's
contribution to the fight against this violent terrorist group in order to
bring peace to this region of the world.
® (1225)

[English]

Mr. Gord Johns (Courtenay—Alberni, NDP): Mr. Speaker, do
the minister and Liberal government agree with the NDP that
Canada must boost humanitarian aid in areas where there would be
an immediate life-saving impact, including building winterized
camps for refugees, with water, sanitation and hygiene, and
providing health and education for those who are displaced;
partnering with organizations to combat sexual violence and
providing support for survivors; and offering assistance to the
international community to investigate and prosecute alleged war
crimes and crimes against humanity in Iraq?

Hon. Stéphane Dion: Mr. Speaker, I agree with a lot of what my
colleague has said. However, it is difficult to provide humanitarian
help in a situation where the lives of people are in danger. No
humanitarian workers would go to such places if we did not provide
security as well. We agree with the Conservatives that we need to
fight the enemy in order to provide humanitarian help. However, the
debate is how to do it in an optimal and efficient way in a coalition
where we are not alone but are working with our partners. That is
what is at stake. Of course, we need to provide more humanitarian
help. However, it may not happen on its own in a region of the world
where there is no security.

Hon. John McKay (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of
National Defence, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I believe this is the first time
you have been in the chair and it is a pleasure to recognize that you
have attained this august position.

It is also the first time I have had an opportunity to thank the
people of Scarborough—Guildwood for returning me for a seventh
time to this chamber over the course of 18 years. It is an honour to
represent the people of Scarborough—Guildwood again. I want to
thank my wife, my family, and what I consider to be the best
campaign team in Canada for helping me to return here.

It is always a privilege to recognize that we are 1 of 338 people in
all of Canada who gets to come into this chamber and debate the
important issues facing our nation. It is, from time to time,
something that one has to remember, but it is an incredible privilege.
I welcome all new members here for this debate and others.

Turning to the matter at hand, I want to look at the motion and
make three comments. The first is with regard to the following:

...ISIS has taken responsibility for recent deadly attacks...and has declared war on
Canada

The first issue with the motion is that only a state can declare war.
Words matter in this House. I am assuming, and I am going to give
my Conservative colleagues the benefit of the doubt, that they did
not intend to recognize ISIL or ISIS as a state. It is not a state, and
therefore it cannot declare war.

I would just raise that as a point of drafting. As I said, in this
place, words do matter.

The second issue is that the motion makes an assumption:

(a) acknowledge that now is not the time for Canada to step back and force our
allies to take on a heavier burden

That is a presumption. There is no factual basis that could point to
any indication on the part of either ministers or the government or
even during the campaign where we have agreed to step back. I
would be quite interested in any fact to support that presumption.

The third point is:

(b) remind the government of its obligation to our NATO partners

That is a curious point. Indeed, the Prime Minister has visited
many of our NATO partners, and possibly all of our NATO partners,
over the last two, three, or four weeks. He has had a direct
conversation about Canada's involvement in this conflict with
President Obama. He has had a direct conversation with Prime
Minister Cameron and with President Hollande.

More importantly, the Prime Minister, and indeed everyone who
is in this House, has had a direct conversation with the people of
Canada and our constituents. I dare say, the message was loud and
clear that Canadians want us to re-profile our involvement in this
conflict, with a working presumption, which I presume all members
of this House share, to bring this conflict to an end.

Really, working on the good faith of colleagues here, the question
is merely how to bring this conflict to a conclusion and, indeed, what
is the best contribution that Canadians can make to bring this conflict
to a conclusion.

I know we are approaching the Christmas season, and I want to
recommend to my colleagues a little Christmas reading. It is a book
called Lawrence in Arabia: War, Deceit, Imperial Folly and the
Making of the Modern Middle East, by Scott Anderson.

® (1230)

I do not intend to promote the sale of Mr. Anderson's book, but I
think it is a helpful context for us to consider how we got from there
to here.

Members will recollect that during World War I, the British and
the Germans were in effect fighting for the support of the various
tribal groups in that area, known as the Ottoman Empire and the
Caliphate. The British had one very, very capable individual in this
area, Lawrence of Arabia. Lawrence of Arabia took the time to get to
understand the area, the language, the religion, and the various
customs of these various tribes. Ultimately those tribes supported the
British in the war, and that indeed contributed to the ultimate allied
victory in World War L.

In a disgraceful piece of history, the French and the British, under
the Sykes-Picot agreement, carved up this area into arbitrary states,
and hence laid the seeds for the conflict that we see here today.

The point I want to draw out of this book is that Lawrence of
Arabia was successful because he made a huge effort to understand
the area, the language, the customs, the people, and the various tribal
loyalties. In my judgment, we are actually making the same mistakes
all over again.
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We do not get it. We do not understand what drives the conflicts
there. There has been for the last number of years, in effect, a low-
grade genocide going on. Various groups that are not majority
groups have been driven out of their own countries and are now
refugees, many of whom are on our television screens on a daily
basis and some of whom will land here tonight in Toronto.

My first concern is that we start to understand all of that conflict in
a deep fashion, and as the government reprofiles its commitment to
reduction and resolution of this conflict, that we start to understand
the various pushes and pulls that are there.

I want to reiterate the point that in no way can it be interpreted that
we are pulling back. In fact, we might well be re-engaging in a
fashion that I think will be more effective, will possibly be a means
by which we encourage the resolution of this conflict, which I
assume everyone agrees is a good idea, and that we are in fact a
robust partner with our allies and we are fully and completely
engaged in this conflict.

I want to congratulate the ministers who are leading this review
and encouraging us all to contribute to how Canada may contribute
to the resolution of this conflict. I would be remiss if I did not
mention, on behalf of the government and our caucus, the robust
participation and help that our people in the military have
contributed thus far. We look forward to how they will contribute
in the future.

® (1235)

Hon. Michael Chong (Wellington—Halton Hills, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, the flaw in the Liberal argument to withdraw Canadian
forces from the combat mission in northern Iraq and Syria is this.
The Islamic State is unlike any other terrorist organization in the
world because its members believe that the control of a territory in
northern Iraq and Syria is essential to their cause.

Their leader Abu Bakr al-Baghdadi gave a speech in July 2014. It
is the only speech known to have been given by him. It is the only
public appearance videotaped of him at the Great Mosque in Mosul.
In that speech he made it clear that he was not only declaring a
caliphate, but also declaring a territory over which Daesh would
have control. Therefore, if we are able to eliminate or reduce the
territory that Daesh has under its control, we would also reduce the
legitimacy of the Islamic State. The only way to reduce the territory
under its control is through the use of military force. That is the
fundamental flaw in the argument of the Liberal government to
withdraw Canadian Forces from the international combat mission in
northern Iraq and Syria.

Hon. John McKay: Mr. Speaker, that is a good and quite
insightful question. Unfortunately, the presumption of the question is
that we are withdrawing. That is not true. Nothing has been said on
this side of the House that would lead members to that conclusion.

However, I do want to comment on the siren call of the caliphate.
It is hard for us in the west to understand the way in which this
resonates in the larger umma. In effect, it has three points to it: one,
to destroy the apostate west; two, to establish a pure Islamic State;
and, three, to join in the prophetic call of the last days of the
apocalypse. If we do not understand that, we will not arrive at a
resolution to this conflict. Therefore, I am kind of agreeing with my
colleague.

Business of Supply
®(1240)

Mr. Dan Albas (Central Okanagan—Similkameen—Nicola,
CPC): Mr. Speaker, I am somewhat saddened. The member purports
to understand the situation and has said that we need to understand
more. He supported a Liberal government that, after our allies were
attacked during the tragic events of September 11, joined forces to
get rid of a terrorist organization that was basically running under the
sanction of a government. We now have a terrorist organization in
the Middle East that is a government. It has access to billions of
dollars of oil infrastructure and illegal black market sales to be used
toward waging war against not only its own people but those spread
throughout the area.

If all of the coalition members who are seeking to degrade or
destroy ISIS were to take the same route the current government is
taking and were to remove the tools to eliminate its access to that
money, [ do not understand how they could fight this menace.
Perhaps the member can enlighten me. If everyone did what the
current government is doing, what kind of world would we live in,
and would he be proud of that?

Hon. John McKay: Mr. Speaker, I would neither argue that I
purport to understand this particular area nor would I, from the basis
of the commentary today, feel that we really do understand this area.
I want to qualify my remarks in that respect.

We have been involved in these bombings for two, three, four
years. There is no hint that our allies will reduce the sorties.
However, there are other measures that can be taken, such as cutting
off the money lifeline of this terrorist organization, as the member
had mentioned. The minister is saying that we can reprofile our
commitment to do that. I would refer the member to an article in the
Edmonton Journal to that effect. Also, the gathering of intelligence
will be useful, as will the further training of troops so that they can
take the ground fight to the enemy. These are all measures we are
skilled at and capable of.

Hon. K. Kellie Leitch (Simcoe—Grey, CPC): Mr. Speaker, [
will be sharing my time with the member for Sarnia—Lambton, who
shares similar views.

The Syrian war and the destabilizing effects of ISIS have
displaced nearly 15 million Iraqis and Syrians. To put this mass
displacement in context, that is equal to every man, woman, and
child living in the province of Ontario being displaced simulta-
neously. The scope and scale of human crisis and tragedy that
continues to befall Iraq and Syria is beyond comprehension.

With respect to the terrorist organization ISIS, it now occupies
nearly 82,000 kilometres of territory, a land mass larger than the
province of New Brunswick. From bombing passenger aircraft,
burning opponents alive, sex slavery, murdering fellow Muslims
who disagree with its extreme jihadist views, targeting Christians
and religious minorities for total extermination, there is little
depravity that ISIS has not shown.
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The choice for those impacted by both the Syrian civil war and the
tyrannical rule of ISIS is to stay in a war zone, be oppressed, and die,
or flee and have the chance to live. The heart-wrenching images of
asylum seekers and refugees risking their lives and those of their
children to escape the civil war and terrorists have rallied Canadians
to be generous in welcoming those who are suffering into our
country, known for its stability, tolerance, and prosperity.

I am also proud of the Canadians who are taking the time to
prepare for the arrival of Syrian refugees, many of whom live in my
riding. I marvel at those who reach deep into their own pockets to
raise the money needed to offer hope and a new future for those who
make it here to Canada.

While I am proud of Canadians for their efforts, I have serious
concerns about the Liberal government's haste in seeking to bring
tens of thousands of people to our country by February. While the
Liberals smartly reversed course and adopted the Conservative plan
for 10,000 refugees by the end of the year, the current Liberal plan to
resettle 25,000 refugees or more by February 2016 is fraught with
many problems and inconsistencies. I do not deny the plan of
welcoming 25,000 refugees is laudable, but the lack of proper
planning and the screening of health and safety as well as fulsome
security screening is very troubling.

It must be asked: Have we put the proper supports in place to help
those refugees to succeed, those we are bringing to Canada in the
midst of the winter on an ill-conceived election promise?

It must also be asked: Why is the government abandoning our
modest military contribution in Syria? Should we not be increasing
our military efforts, supporting the United Kingdom, France,
Germany, and the United States?

Canada requires a two-pronged approach to this crisis. First, we
need to ensure that refugees we bring to Canada are properly
integrated and supported so they can succeed and become
contributing members of Canadian society. Second, we need to stay
in the fight and arguably increase our military support and
commitment to the coalition fighting ISIS. We need to help stop
the forces that are causing one of the largest displacements of human
beings in this century.

Most of us cannot imagine the pain, the anxiety, the fear faced by
those willing to abandon everything they have, leaving their homes
and starting anew in a new land. Many of these families are fleeing a
double threat, that of a cruel Assad regime and the religious or ethnic
persecution of the terrorist group ISIS.

Canada has a great history of welcoming people who are seeking a
better life. This is a terrible humanitarian crisis and Canada needs to
help. Canada needs to get this resettlement right and ensure that the
supports and mechanisms are in place to help these refugees succeed.

Canadians rightly expect their government to ensure the safety
and security of this country. They do not want to see security nor
health screening compromised. Canadians need to know what
assurances the government can give that it is keeping would-be
terrorists off Canadian shores.

We need to ensure that health and safety protections are in place
for Canadians. The health of Canadians must come before hasty

decision-making related to an election promise that the Liberals
simply had not thought through. We also need to know what
additional services are needed for the refugees who are coming to
our country. What mental health services do they need? Many
refugees have been through abhorrent and traumatic stress and may
need extensive and intensive mental health services. Not only will
this put a huge burden on our country's mental health services which
are already stretched to the limit, but it may stymie access to care for
refugees to deal with these issues. Canadians' and refugees' mental
health and family health services are all put at risk.

® (1245)

Most importantly perhaps, what screening is the government
doing, and what questions is the government asking to ensure that
people we bring to Canada share our values? Are they willing to
embrace tolerance and pluralism, equity of gender, orientation, creed
and religion, and giving back to Canada and society as a whole when
one can afford to do so?

This brings me to the second issue. That is Canada's foreign policy
in the Middle East, and in particular ISIS and the Syrian regime. The
Syrian despot has wrought a civil war to keep his iron-fisted control
over his people. ISIS has seized territories in two sovereign nations,
and its modus operandi is in direct opposition to Canadian values,
and to all that we believe. ISIS hates our values and our way of life.
It believes that the world would be a better place if we regressed to
the Dark Ages.

Those opposed by the confluence of the Assad regime and of ISIS
are left with no alternative but to flee. Most Syrians do not want to
leave their homes. Their preference would be to stay in their own
homes. They look to the world to help eradicate this evil in their
region and give them back their homes. That is why the
government's decision to withdraw our modest military contribution
is so disappointing.

Our forebears who died at Vimy Ridge did not leave the battlefield
mid-fight. Canadians, in both peace and war, have shown our resolve
to face tyranny in the fight for freedom and democracy. Retreating
and leaving the battlefield in the middle of the fight is simply not
Canadian, leaving aside the damage to our reputation that with-
drawing our government's military support is doing when it comes to
our relationships with Europe and the United States. Staying in the
fight and increasing our commitment is about doing what is right.

On this side of the House, our view is clear. We have a moral
obligation to help stop ISIS and ultimately bring peace back to Syria.
Leaving the battlefield mid-fight is cowardly and tells our allies that
we cannot be depended on when we are actually needed the most.
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What are the results we seek as Canadians? First, we need the
government to get serious about taking the time to screen refugees.
Extending timelines until the spring and summer to ensure there is
housing, clothing, and language training would be prudent and
appropriate. Extending timelines to ensure that refugees who are the
most vulnerable to harm abroad are prioritized and brought to
Canada first would be the right thing. We also need to assure
Canadians that those we are welcoming embrace the Canadian
values we cherish: tolerance of others, seeking to build a better
quality of life and standard of living for one's family, working hard
and not taking the generosity of others for granted, appreciating our
history by celebrating and respecting it, and giving back.

Let us also recognize that some day these refugees and their
children will want to visit their homeland again. Let them be able to
reminisce that their host country and their new home did its part,
through both humanitarian and military action, to help make sure
their homeland and that part of the world were safe once again. Let
us take the steps now to ensure that Syrians and the land seized by
ISIS can again return to the people who are fleeing from it today.

Let us put to rest the causes of this mass displacement of human
beings and relegate the Assad regime and ISIS to where they actually
belong, the history books.

® (1250)

Ms. Joyce Murray (Parliamentary Secretary to the President
of the Treasury Board, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I listened to the speech
from the member opposite with great interest, to see whether she is
going to join her colleagues in reinforcing the false choice they have
been asserting that either Canada needs to maintain its six CF-18s in
the bombing sorties or that Canada is not serious and sitting on the
sidelines, thereby ignoring all of the other important contributions
that Canadian Armed Forces members can make.

Does the member agree with the member for Central Okanagan—
Similkameen—Nicola that every coalition member needs to be
engaged in bombing sorties or they do not count?

I was disappointed to see the member reinforcing this false choice,
thereby minimizing and undermining the other potential contribu-
tions that Canada can and should make in this very important fight
against ISIS as a part of the coalition, in discussion with the other
coalition members.

Not only does the member not see it as serious if Canada is not
maintaining our six CF-18 bombers, but she is claiming it is
cowardly. Is the member prepared to talk to the Canadian army
members, the trainers, the others in our Canadian Armed Forces,
who can do so much to combat ISIS in a larger portfolio of activities
that the coalition must undertake? Is the member prepared to—

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mr. Anthony Rota): The hon.
member for Simcoe—Grey.

Hon. K. Kellie Leitch: Mr. Speaker, I want to be very clear.

As I outlined, we need to have both a humanitarian and a military
presence. I am not sure what experiences the member opposite has
had, but I have stood on the ground in Afghanistan with our
Canadian Armed Forces, individuals who put their lives in harm's
way every day to protect Canada's democracy and freedom. They are
outstanding individuals, who both understand the humanitarian side
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as well as that in order to protect workers on the ground, those
humanitarians, there actually needs to be a military force.

I am very confident in saying that these individuals are not
cowardly, as the member opposite would intimate. These individuals
have the force of nature that no other Canadians have. They are the
reason why we are able to be Canadians. We should be exceptionally
proud of what they provide here on Canadian soil and abroad.

Let me be very clear. The government would have those Canadian
Armed Forces withdraw. It would put them in a position where they
were being seen on the world stage as cowards. These people are
outstanding and they are not cowards. They want to face ISIS and
eradicate it so Syrians can return to their homes.

®(1255)

Hon. Stéphane Dion (Minister of Foreign Affairs, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, I take exception to what has just been said.

Of course our forces are courageous. Nobody has any doubt about
that in this House. It is outrageous for the member to have mentioned
it as a possibility that we think otherwise. It is an insult, and it is why
they are in the opposition. It is this kind of dogmatism and this kind
of pretending that they alone support our forces that Canadians
rejected.

Every member in this House is proud of our forces. We have a
different view about how to use their skills. That is it. That member
should say that.

Hon. K. Kellie Leitch: Mr. Speaker, I do not believe there was a
question there. I think it was just intimation on my character.

I want to be very clear. Base Borden is in my riding. We have
literally thousands of Canadian Forces members in my riding. They
are trained there. These are outstanding Canadians, as I have already
said.

I think it is exceptionally important that they do their jobs well and
that they do both military actions as well as humanitarian actions. [
saw it with my own eyes in Afghanistan. Young men and women of
the Canadian Armed Forces were making sure that girls could go to
school. However, they know and I know, and I am confident that the
opposition actually knows, that those humanitarian workers need
protection when they are on the ground.

That is exactly what we are advocating, military presence and a
humanitarian presence, to make sure that Syrians can return to their
homes in the future.

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mr. Anthony Rota): Before we
resume debate, I want to remind the members that it is questions and
comments. There does not necessarily have to be a question in there.

Resuming debate, the hon. member for Sarnia—Lambton.

Ms. Marilyn Gladu (Sarnia—Lambton, CPC): Mr. Speaker, it
is an honour to give my maiden speech in this prestigious House.
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I would like to thank the good people of Sarnia—Lambton for
placing me here with their confidence. I will do my utmost to
represent their views in the House. I would also like to thank the
many volunteers on my campaign team for all the hours and miles
they put in.

On top of that, I would like to congratulate every member of the
House on their election or re-election, and I look forward to working
together with them to continue to build our great country of Canada.

On a personal note, I thank my daughters Gillian and Katie for
their love, and also my mother, who at 90 years of age has started
watching CPAC and Power and Politics for the first time.

I also pledge that as science critic for the opposition, I will be fact-
and evidenced-based in my approach to this portfolio. As a chemical
engineer with more than 30 years of experience, from fundamental
research to construction, it is my goal to use my expertise to advise
my party and to work collaboratively with the Minister of Science,
the Minister of Innovation, Science and Economic Development,
and my critic colleagues, to achieve the best results for Canadians.

I want to speak today about my riding and my constituents'
concerns about the ISIS threat.

For those members who are not familiar with Sarnia—Lambton,
this beautiful community, with its lovely beaches, forests, and fields,
is located on the shores of the St. Clair River and Lake Huron. It is
also on the border of the U.S. and Canada, at Port Huron.

We are the birthplace of oil in North America. We provide the
gasoline in members' cars, if they are driving in the middle of the
country. We have evolved into a diverse industrial heartland that
produces almost one-third of this nation's petrochemicals, as well as
being a biohub for both the biochemical industry and renewable
energy. Collaborative partnerships between agriculture, academia,
industry, and community have made this happen. One of the largest
solar farms in North America is in my riding, and wind farms cover
the rural landscape.

However, as I was canvassing over 20,000 homes in Sarnia—
Lambton over the course of the campaign, I continually heard
concerns about the threat from ISIS. As members can appreciate,
with the volume of fossil fuels and chemicals produced and stored in
my riding, any terrorist action could have a devastating impact.

In addition, as a border city, the concerns of our closest neighbour
regarding security in Canada and threats from the border are
important to us.

The events of October 22, 2014 changed the view we had of
Canada as a safe and secure place to live. The murder of Corporal
Nathan Cirillo at one of Canada's most sacred monuments, the
National War Memorial, rocked not only the nation, but the residents
of Sarnia—Lambton, as we considered the threat not only to those in
Ottawa, but also to our previous member who was greatly loved in
our community.

® (1300)

[Translation)

We also need to remember that, just a few days before, in the
beautiful town of Saint-Jean-sur-Richelieu, Warrant Officer

Patrice Vincent was killed in a vehicular homicide that the RCMP
determined was an act of terrorism.

[English]

These events demonstrated that the threat was real, that the threat
was against Canada, and that safety was not a guarantee.

I would briefly highlight the importance of the fact that in our
mission against ISIS to date, we were conducting it in full co-
operation with our allies and we brought it to this House for votes at
every possible time. We have not seen that from the new
government.

During the campaign and thereafter, the majority of people of
Sarnia—Lambton were proud and grateful for the brave actions of
our air force in the fight against ISIS. The Canadian Armed Forces
and the Royal Canadian Air Force have been carrying out both
training and air strikes for years. Therefore, we have this resource to
bring to the fight.

During many of the Remembrance Day events I attended in my
riding, I had opportunity to hear from many veterans who had
previously defended Canadian freedoms and were proud that we
were standing with our allies to fight the foe, the so-called Islamic
State. It is a cancer on the world, killing and raping innocent women
and children, killing those with religious beliefs that are not their
own, and committing genocide. It is against all of the beliefs we hold
most dear in Canada: freedom of speech, freedom of religion,
freedom of choice, and gender equality.

The Prime Minister has suggested that we should not give them
what they want by speaking about them, but not speaking about
them will not make them go away. We need to not just talk about this
threat, but step up our actions and stand with our allies and the over
60 nations that have come together to fight this threat. We need to
answer the plea from our Kurdish and Iraqi brothers and sisters. The
people in my riding understand this.

[Translation]

There are several reasons why the people in my community are
prepared to support this fight. One of them is that our women are not
prepared to give up their equality.

[English]

As a woman who has experienced the rise in gender equity over
my life, from the time I was told, “You can't be an engineer, because
that's a man's job”, to the early days when harassment and
discrimination were common, to our current state, where we are
approaching equal opportunity and respect among our peers, I will
not rest while this threat to restore women to a place of subjugation
exists.
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I am not yet used to the politics of the House where questions are
asked and not answered. It seems like questions that would provide
Canadians the answers they need are sidestepped, like pressing a
button and getting an auto-campaign party policy message.
However, in this case, the questions of a very serious nature are
being asked and they need to be answered with more than rhetoric.

I understand that the government made promises to withdraw the
Canadian CF-18 fighters from the fight against ISIS, but a lot of
campaign promises have been broken, such as promises to keep the
deficit to $10 billion, to make the tax cuts revenue-neutral, to restore
home mail delivery, and to bring in 25,000 refugees by year end. The
plan to withdraw our fighters from the fight against ISIS is a promise
that needs to be broken.

When new information comes to light and when Canadians speak,
it is time to listen and modify our plans accordingly. With respect to
the Syrian refugee crisis, we brought to the government the concerns
of Canadians to ensure that our safety and security was preserved
over any arbitrary timeline, and the government broke its promise so
it could improve the security measures. I applaud that.

In the same way, new information has come to light with the ISIS
attacks against Paris, Beirut and Africa. Our allies are stepping up
the fight. I am so disappointed that President Obama, when he
mentioned his allies, did not include Canada in the list.

As a border city, we need to stand with our friends, our closest
trading partner. In addition, France has declared that it is at war. Did
Canada disappoint France when it was at war before? Not at all. We
stood at its side. We took Vimy Ridge. We delivered on D-Day, and
we need to deliver today.

Every week we sing in the House, “God keep our land, glorious
and free”.

® (1305)

[Translation]

It is not enough to do humanitarian aid, to give people blankets
and food when their heads are about to be chopped off. It is not
enough to give refuge when people are being forced to flee their land
in fear. It is not enough to train others to join the fight.

We need to join all the nations involved. More than 60 of them
are coming together under the UN resolution to eliminate this mortal
threat before these terrorists come back onto our soil to kill again.

[English]

I repeat that it is not enough to do humanitarian aid, to give people
blankets and food when their heads are about to be chopped off. It is
not enough to give refuge when in fear people are forced to flee their
land. It is not enough to train others to join the fight.

We need to join all nations, more than 60 of them coming
together under UN resolution 2178 to eliminate this threat.

I ask that the Prime Minister not withdraw our CF-I8 fighters
from this most important fight against ISIS.

Hon. Stéphane Dion (Minister of Foreign Affairs, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, I congratulate my colleague for a very dignified speech.
She has not tried to pretend that she alone cares about the troops. She
is concerned because we are withdrawing the fighter jets.
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I want to repeat that we are not withdrawing our effort. We are
refocusing it in a way that will be, we think, more effective in the
coalition. We are part of a coalition and we are in talks with it to see
which way we may use optimally the skills we have in Canada that
are very valuable in order to fight this terrorist group and to provide
peace and security in the region.

Ms. Marilyn Gladu: Mr. Speaker, I am proud of all of the efforts
of all of the people who are working so hard in every area, in the
humanitarian aid, in providing training. They are all excellent, but it
is just not enough. My concern is that we need to do everything we
possibly can.

The rest of the world is watching us as well. We hear it in
President Obama's comments. He feels that we have stepped back. I
have heard discussion here today about the fact that the Prime
Minister has met with all our other allies. It does not mean they
understand and approve of us taking our jets and going home.

Ms. Kim Rudd (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of
Natural Resources, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, the hon. member mentioned
in her remarks about listening to Canadians, and that is exactly what
we have done. We have come to this side of the House because we
told Canadians we would take a different approach, that we would
refocus our efforts, and that we would look in concert with
humanitarian aid and some of the other things that we do very well
military and as a country.

Does the member feel that we should stick to a plan without
recognizing the changing dynamics of a situation, irrespective of our
discussions with our allies and their support?

Ms. Marilyn Gladu: Mr. Speaker, when it comes to plans, I
firmly believe that as new information becomes available and as new
situations arise, we have to adjust the plan. Even though the Liberals'
plan during the campaign was to withdraw the fighters, we now we
see everyone else is escalating. People are attacking us all over the
world. Things are arising and we need to adjust the plan. For that
reason, we need to keep our CF-18s engaged.

®(1310)

Hon. Michael Chong (Wellington—Halton Hills, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, I note that the Liberal government and Liberal members
opposite keep referring to the fact that we are not withdrawing from
northern Iraq and Syria, but what they are failing to specify is that
they are withdrawing from the combat mission and they are not
proposing to re-engage in a combat mission of a different kind.

This combat mission is authorized under resolution 2178 of the
Security Council of the United Nations. It is also authorized by the
direct invitation of a member state of the United Nations, the
government of Iraq, which has made a specific request to allies like
Canada to participate in a combat mission to counter ISIS.
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Would the member comment on the slippery language that
members opposite are using to conflate the withdrawal from the
combat mission with their continued participation in humanitarian
aid and assistance?

Ms. Marilyn Gladu: Mr. Speaker, that is a very good point the
hon. member makes. When it comes to stopping one sort of activity,
which is what the Liberals are doing by taking a decision to stop
military activity to focus on other things, that is a withdrawal of
services.

Ms. Pam Goldsmith-Jones (Parliamentary Secretary to the
Minister of Foreign Affairs, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, it is a pleasure to
rise in the House for the first time. It is a real honour to represent the
people of West Vancouver—Sunshine Coast—Sea to Sky Country in
beautiful British Columbia.

I will be splitting my time with the member for Pierrefonds—
Dollard.

The recent terrorist attacks in France, the United States, Turkey,
Egypt, Lebanon, and elsewhere, acts of barbarity that the govern-
ment has condemned in the strongest terms, have shocked us all. We
are in complete agreement on that. On behalf of the people of
Canada, the government has conveyed its condolences to the victims
and assured them that Canada stands with them in facing these
difficult times.

The motion we are debating today raises a number of important
issues related to the fight against ISIL, and I would like to explain
the government's approach further in direct response to questions
that have been put forward by the opposition.

One of the elements of this motion maintains that the government
has an obligation toward its NATO partners within this context. First,
to help inform the Canadian public, the coalition to combat ISIL is
composed of over 60 nations. The 28 nations that make up the
NATO alliance are all participating in the anti-ISIL coalition.
However, it is important to note that although this matter was
discussed at last week's NATO ministerial meetings, the NATO
alliance itself is not at this time a member of the coalition.

For this reason, while Canada remains a proud founding member
of the NATO alliance, our commitment to the anti-ISIL coalition is
not derived in any way from our membership in NATO, although I
am very pleased to report that our government is working closely
with its NATO allies, partly motivated by a desire to restore our
international reputation in the world that was somewhat diminished
by the former government.

ISIL continues to present a serious threat to regional and global
security, including a threat to Canadian citizens at home and abroad.
ISIL has been carrying out a campaign of unspeakable atrocities
against children, women and men, including members of religious
and ethnic communities in Syria and Iraq. It has tortured and
beheaded people, raped and sold women into slavery, slaughtered
minorities, and kidnapped innocent victims whose only crime was to
have a different ideology than ISIL.

To face these challenges, the international community has come
together under the coalition with one common specific aim: to defeat
ISIL. There is a broad consensus in the international community that
the struggle to defeat ISIL and prevent its corrupt and apocalyptic

ideology from enduring and expanding requires a comprehensive
and multi-pronged approach, which I am very pleased to share with
the House today.

The coalition has five lines of effort: one, military efforts; two,
stabilizing affected populations; three, stemming the flow of foreign
terrorist fighters to and from the region; four, stopping financial
flows to ISIL; and five, countering ISIL's narrative. Canada is one of
few countries that contributes to all five lines of that effort, both
military and civilian.

The first of these lines of effort is a military one. Our airmen and
airwomen have done, and continue to this day to do, a tremendous
job. They have the gratitude of all Canadians for the amazing work
they have done. In my few short days in the House, I am impressed
by the service of some members to our forces, which every party
shares.

In addition to Canada's air assets, Canada has also deployed
several dozen special operations forces personnel to advise and assist
Iraqi forces fighting ISIL and has delivered critical military supplies
donated by contributing allies to Iraqi Kurdish forces. The
government has indicated that Canada will withdraw the CF-18
aircraft from the coalition. This was a clear campaign commitment.
Canadians provided our government with a clear mandate to do so,
and our government will honour that commitment. We will be
refocusing Canada's efforts to areas where we can be most effective,
and I would argue more effective, and have the greatest impact,
including by providing training for local forces.

® (1315)

The second line of effort relates to stabilization. This includes the
restoration of critical basic services such as sanitation, water,
electricity, and the removal of hazards, such as unexploded
ordnance. Canada is playing a significant role in this line of effort.
This immediate work is essential before areas in Iraq that have been
affected by ISIL can eventually rebuild as viable communities.

The third line of effort relates to foreign terrorist fighters. Canada
is working with partners in a range of multilateral fora to address the
issue of returning foreign fighters. The presence of foreign fighters in
Syria and Iraq poses a risk, as individuals with experience gained in
terrorist activities may return to Canada or third countries to
radicalize and recruit others and potentially to conduct attacks. Over
the medium term, the presence of unprecedented numbers of foreign
fighters in Syria and Iraq could create a new generation of terrorists
with social networks spanning around the world. We are acting
proactively to prevent this.

The fourth line of effort is related to terrorist financing. Canada is
demonstrating its commitment to tackling this critical issue by
contributing to numerous initiatives in this regard through the work
of the coalition's counter ISIL finance group, the Financial Action
Task Force; the G7; and the Egmont Group of Financial Intelligence
Units, with a view to ensuring that ISIL cannot use the international
financial system for its evil ends. This is the kind of thing the
opposition has asked us to be clear about.
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The fifth line of coalition effort relates to countering ISIL's
narrative. That too has been raised by the opposition. Canada is
working with partners to support local and international efforts to
debunk ISIL's propaganda and thwart its recruitment and radicaliza-
tion efforts.

We remain fully dedicated to ending ISIL's reign of terror and
brutality. Our resolve, and it is a collective resolve, is unshakeable.
The international community will defeat ISIL and Canada will be a
part of that fight and ultimate success.

Hon. Michael Chong (Wellington—Halton Hills, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, my criticism is directed toward the government, and I
wonder if the member would comment on it.

The challenge we are facing with the Islamic State, with Daesh, is
one of the greatest challenges of our age, and we are only in the first
early years of what will likely be a many decade campaign involving
humanitarian assistance, diplomacy, and military combat action to
counter this threat against occidental societies. However, the
government is proposing to eliminate Canada's military contribution
in respect of combat to counter this threat. This is a very dangerous
position for the government to take in light of the long-term
challenge we face.

If we are not going to use military force to combat the threat of
ISIS, then what kind of terrorist group would have to emerge in
order for us to engage militarily against these threats to our society
and to all western societies?

®(1320)

Ms. Pam Goldsmith-Jones: Mr. Speaker, I would ask the
opposition to open its mind, first to the notion of working within a
coalition. We are part of a team. We are playing to our strengths and
contributing in the way best suited to Canada and Canadians.

Second, the member's question about military might implies one
way. There is a fixation with the one way. We are suggesting that in
complete concert with our allies, we are going to contribute in a way
that is Canada's strength.

Hon. Stéphane Dion (Minister of Foreign Affairs, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, I would like to ask my hon. colleague if she agrees that we
agree with everything in this motion except for one point. We all
acknowledge that now is not the time for Canada to step back and
force our allies to take on a heavier burden in the fight against ISIS.
We all agree with that.

We agree that the opposition has the right and duty to remind the
government, although the government knows it already, of its
obligation to our NATO partners and its responsibility to protect the
freedom, democracy, safety, and security of Canadians. Of course,
we agree that we need to express our appreciation to the members of
the Canadian Armed Forces for their participation in the fight against
terror. We agree that we need to reconfirm our commitment to our
allies to stop ISIS.

The only disagreement is that the opposition would like us to call
upon the government to maintain the air combat mission with the
CF-18 fighter jets. We think there is a more optimal way to be
effective. Does she agree that this is the way we should argue about
this motion?
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Ms. Pam Goldsmith-Jones: Mr. Speaker, in fact all of us in the
House share common ground. Canada's reputation in the world is
reflected in four of those five pieces of the motion. The one piece is
the fixation with the CF-18s, which is detracting from our ability to
contribute according to our strength. It is detracting from our ability
to work as a team. As was referred to earlier, Canada has punched
above its weight in its history militarily and diplomatically, and that
is what we intend to do with our approach to fighting ISIL.

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mr. Anthony Rota): Before we
resume, | would like to remind the hon. member for York—Simcoe
that if he wishes to ask a question, he can stand like everyone else.

Mr. Mark Strahl (Chilliwack—Hope, CPC): Mr. Speaker, [
have been listening to the debate all day. The Minister of Foreign
Affairs said earlier that the bombing mission is effective. We have
heard as well that Canada will continue to provide refuelling for the
bombing mission, will continue to provide reconnaissance for the
bombing mission, and will continue to paint targets on the ground or
provide technology for that. That is what has been reported. There is
obviously no philosophical objection to continuing with the
bombing mission.

I see that the parliamentary secretary is not listening to my
question. Why would the government withdraw the pointy end of the
spear? We have already philosophically agreed with everything that
is necessary to enable the bombing. Why not continue the effective
bombing with Canadian CF-18s? They are capable of doing the job.
They are proud to do the job. We should continue to authorize them
to do it.

Ms. Pam Goldsmith-Jones: Mr. Speaker, we seem to be going
over the same ground. I suppose that is the intent of this exchange.

In describing the five-pronged approach we are taking in concert
with our allies, it becomes clear that it is a sophisticated approach. It
has to do with supply chains. It has to do with financing. It has to do
with humanitarian aid. It has to do with stabilization. It has to do
with training. This is the way that Canada, as one of 60 allies, can
make its best contribution.

®(1325)

[Translation]

Mr. Frank Baylis (Pierrefonds—Dollard, Lib.): Mr. Speaker,
since this is the first time that I have risen in the House, I would like
to take a few minutes to thank some people.

First, I would like to thank Lysane Blanchette-Lamothe, the
outgoing member for my riding. I would like to acknowledge all the
work that she did for the riding. I would also like to thank the people
of Pierrefonds—Dollard who elected me and gave me the
opportunity to represent them in the House.
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My good fortune in being elected was the result of the efforts of a
whole team. I was really lucky to be surrounded by a wonderful team
of people and I would also like to thank them. Finally, [ would like to
thank my wife, my children, and all the members of my family who
supported me throughout the entire process. I want to thank them,
particularly my parents.

[English]

With respect to my parents, I could say that everything good I am
and everything good I have achieved is ultimately due to them and
their support. In that light there are no words I can say, there are no
gestures I can make, that would ever repay them for all that they
have done for me. As I cannot pay them back, I plan to pay it
forward.

I have come to the House to work to the best of my ability for the
betterment of my riding, my city of Montreal, my beautiful province
of Quebec, my country Canada, and my world.

With respect to the motion at hand, the Government of Canada has
an important role to play, and we are committed to working with our
allies to fight against Daesh. To this end, as my colleague the
member from Vancouver west has said, we are taking a multi-faceted
and multi-pronged approach. This group is unquestionably a menace
to the Middle East and throughout the world. We are, and will
remain, a part of the coalition that will defeat them.

This multi-front approach we are taking is based on numerous
points—ideological, humanitarian, and military. All of this will be
pulled together by our Minister of National Defence, the hon.
member for Vancouver South, a combat veteran who has shown that
he knows that area and how to work there.

On the ideological front, I would say that we do not legitimize
Daesh. The first and most important way not to legitimize this group
of terrorist thugs is by not allowing them to speak for the religion of
Islam. They do not represent Islam. Therefore, our government has
not given in to Islamophobia. We have refused to give into that
because they are speaking for a religion they do not have to the right
to do so. Therefore, we are actively combatting them every day by
refusing to give in to Islamophobia in any way, shape, or form. That
is our entire philosophy and approach. It is the approach that our
leader, the right hon. member for Papineau, has given us.

On the humanitarian front, we have made a significant commit-
ment to humanitarian aid. We have put aside $100 million dollars in
funding for the United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees to
help those people who are suffering in Syria, Turkey, and the Middle
East. We have also made a major commitment to bring 25,000
refugees to Canada as quickly and safely as we can.

On the military front, we have a clear interest in training and
equipping the Iraqi and Kurdish forces to fight Daesh. Our men and
women in uniform have years of combat experience in places like
Afghanistan. We will have a major impact on ensuring that Iraqi and
Kurdish forces are well prepared to defeat Daesh once and for all.
The training of forces to fight for themselves was the strategy the
previous government employed in Afghanistan. Therefore, I am
somewhat perplexed why its members suddenly see this as a bad
strategy here. Through all of this we are privileged to be led by a
Minister of National Defence who is a combat veteran, who has done

three tours of duty in the region, and who will bring that excellent
knowledge to those people. Therefore, I personally find this new
approach to be a ray of light, an opportunity, a hope for us to do
better and to be better in this area. I think we can expect a different
and a better outcome because of it.

® (1330)

[Translation]

In summary, we have a multi-pronged approach. We are going to
go after them by providing humanitarian aid. We are going to attack
their ideology and we are going to help victims in a humanitarian
way. By working together on this new approach, we can look
forward to a new and improved situation.

[English]

Mr. Garnett Genuis (Sherwood Park—Fort Saskatchewan,
CPC): Mr. Speaker, I congratulate the member on his speech, but I
want to get some clarification on this. The government is saying that
the Liberals' way is more effective. I want to ask them this: more
effective according to whom?

We had in the last two weeks a representative of the Kurdish
regional government here in Canada telling us that Canada's
contribution to the bombing mission was very important. Of course,
we have members of the Liberal Party, with their political agenda,
saying something different. So we have the Kurdish regional
government telling us one thing about what is needed on the ground,
and then we have some politicians who are saying something
different.

Is the member aware of any regional players who are actually
supporting the government's position, who have said what the
Liberals are saying, or is it something they have come up with,
independent of what the regional players are saying about this?

Mr. Frank Baylis: Mr. Speaker, I am not aware of anyone who
believes that bombing alone will win this fight. I have not heard that
from anyone. What I have seen and what we have before us is a
request to simply stay the course and do the same as for the last 12
months and just continue on the same path. We have seen the
situation deteriorate. It is not getting better; it is not even staying the
same. This refugee crisis has exploded.

Why do members sit there and ask us to please change nothing, do
nothing new, and continue on the same path that has led us here?

[Translation]

Mr. Nicola Di Iorio (Saint-Léonard—Saint-Michel, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, I would first like to congratulate you on your appointment.

I have a question for the hon. member for Pierrefonds—Dollard.
Does he know whether the opposition has presented any other
options and provided evidence to support its position, or any
evidence against it, and whether it has informed Canadians?

Mr. Frank Baylis: Mr. Speaker, I thank the hon. member for
Saint-Léonard—Saint-Michel for the question.
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The answer to his question is no. From what I have seen so far, the
opposition is proposing that we continue to do exactly the same
thing and that we change nothing, without recognizing the fact that
armed forces—not necessarily ours—are needed on the ground to
combat Daesh. No, I have seen no change in the opposition's
position.
®(1335)

[English]

Mr. James Bezan (Selkirk—Interlake—Eastman, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, in the member's comments he said we are saying to keep
only the status quo. That is not what we are saying at all. We said we
would support the government if it came forward with a plan for a
more robust military intervention, more robust training. We believe
in attacking this from the standpoint of humanitarian assistance,
undermining Daesh in any way possible, and also making sure that
we finally defeat them in the military theatre. So Canada needs to
step up and do more, as we are seeing from all of our allies. Why do
the Liberals want to retreat?

Mr. Frank Baylis: Mr. Speaker, when I read the motion, I was
actually surprised at the complete lack of imagination within it. I am
also surprised to hear that, other than what is written here, members
have other ideas; because this is what is before us, and this is what
we are debating, and there is nothing new here.

Mr. Gord Johns (Courtenay—Alberni, NDP): Mr. Speaker, [
want to thank the member for Pierrefonds—Dollard for trying to take
a different approach to the Middle East. I appreciate the effort there.
He talked about the root causes and tackling this problem on a multi-
faceted level.

The parliamentary secretary, who spoke before, talked about
threats here at home. Does the government intend to introduce or
support deradicalization efforts here in Canada, and if so, has it put
money aside for it, and what is the plan?

Mr. Frank Baylis: Mr. Speaker, the first step in stopping
radicalization is to not marginalize people. We have already started
on that very first front, by simply not marginalizing anybody who
happens to be of the Islamic faith and by fighting Islamophobia
everywhere.

Hon. Candice Bergen (Portage—Lisgar, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I
am very happy to be able to stand here today and support this
motion. I will be sharing my time today with the member for
Beauport—Limoilou.

I believe that my job as a member of Parliament is to do three
things. First, it is to represent my constituents, their values, and their
beliefs. Second, I need to stay true to what I believe as an individual.
Third, I have to do what I believe is in the best interests of Canadians
as a whole. That is why I am so proud that I can support this motion
and speak in favour of this motion and, indeed, encourage all
members to support this motion, because their constituents would be
happy, and the members themselves would be able to have
satisfaction that they have done the right thing, and Canadians
overall would be served to the best of our abilities.

The motion, among other things, would reaffirm our commitment
as Canadians to remain true to our allies and stand shoulder to
shoulder with them in the fight against ISIS. It would also reaffirm
that a government's top priority should always be to protect the
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freedoms, democracy, safety, and security of its own citizens. In this
case, the Canadian government's top priority should be the safety
and security of Canadians.

Supporting this motion is indeed in the best interests of Canadians
and, again, it is something I believe my constituents would want me
to do. The riding of Portage—Lisgar, which I am very proud of, has
a proud and solid history of military service. Men and women from
right across the riding have volunteered throughout history to fight
for the freedoms we enjoy here in Canada. My riding is just under
13,000 square kilometres. It used to be 14,000 square kilometres, but
it has gotten a little smaller. Even within that 12,600 square
kilometres, it includes the communities of Portage la Prairie,
Oakville, Roseisle, Darlingford, Morden, Winkler, Altona, Carman,
Treherne, La Salle, and Morris. That is just to name a few. November
11 is very busy in my riding because all of these communities are
honouring not only veterans who have served and those currently
serving, but veterans who come from those very towns, cities,
villages, and communities.

I am very proud of that, and the people in Portage—Lisgar are
very proud because they have never shirked away from their
responsibility, whether it is to serve as volunteers, to give, to work
and contribute, or in this case, to fight and to sacrifice for military
service. For them to now see Canada step back from the fight against
ISIS, under the new Liberal government, goes against the very
values and history of the people whom I represent in Portage—
Lisgar. In fact, many of our pilots who are bravely and skilfully
bombing and degrading ISIS right now were trained in Southport.
Southport is also located in my riding of Portage—Lisgar. It is just
south of Portage la Prairie.

Southport is a former Canadian Forces base, and is now a primary
pilot-training centre for the Royal Canadian Air Force. Canadian
fighter pilots are some of the very best in the world, and most of
them have come through Southport or been in Southport at some
point in their career. Today in Iraq, they are doing exactly what they
were trained to do and given a mandate to do. That is to bomb, kill,
degrade, and destroy barbaric, cruel, immoral, cowardly jihadist
terrorists who call themselves ISIS.

Sadly and wrongly, the Liberals have reversed that mandate, based
on what, we are actually not quite sure: a campaign pledge; not
enough money, they are now saying. We are actually not sure. They
have not explained the logic as to why they are withdrawing our
military action of our air force against ISIS. Whatever their reason—
and again, it has not been clear—it is not based on what is in the best
interests of Canadians. It is also not in keeping with Canada's ability
to stand shoulder to shoulder with our allies.

A couple of days ago, the Prime Minister was asked about this. It
was actually the first day of question period. He was asked about
what our allies' position was. We asked why we were not standing
with our allies and why we were shirking away. The Prime Minister
said, “I have engaged with our allies on these issues and they have
reassured me that we are continuing to be helpful”.
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The fact that the Prime Minister has to go cap in hand and look for
validation and reassurance from our allies for his plan to pull away
and back out of being an equal partner just shows that even he is not
confident that we are doing enough; nor should he be, because
reluctant validation from our allies that we are simply being
“helpful” just is not enough. Canada should stand side by side with
the international coalition—the Kurds, the people of Iraq and Syria
—in their attempt to physically degrade and defeat Daesh.

©(1340)

While Canada should promote the additional humanitarian
assistance and step up in the training of local forces, this should
not stop us from continuing the bombing campaign alongside these
initiatives. As we have reiterated on this side, we support both
initiatives. We are not advocating for the status quo; we look forward
to a plan from the Liberals, but we should not be backing away.

This morning, in fact, the Minister of National Defence
acknowledged that Canada's CF-18s played a phenomenal role in
this mission and around the world. He is right. If they are doing a
phenomenal job degrading Daesh, and we agree with him, why
should they not continue to contribute in such a meaningful way,
alongside the additional proposed trainers and humanitarian aid
workers, either civilian or military?

There have also been some questions about our legal obligation
under the UN to participate. Some would argue that we do not have a
legal obligation. I believe we have a moral obligation to fight this
death cult. In fact, in 2014 Ban Ki-moon looked back and said that
the UN was ashamed of its failure to prevent the genocide in
Rwanda.

Do Liberals want us to look back 20 years from now and be
ashamed? As one of my colleagues mentioned on this side, this is not
a short-term battle; this is long term. I do not believe any of us on
this side of the House or on the other side want us to look back 20
years from now in shame. Rather, we want to be able to stand
proudly together and know that we did everything we could to fight
this death cult.

This is a cult that kills thousands of non-Arab, non-Sunni
Muslims, as well as homosexuals, Christians, and other minorities,
with summary executions, crucifixions, beheadings, burning people
alive, drowning, using rape as a weapon of war, forced marriages to
ISIS fighters, and trading women and girls as sex slaves.

Today is the international day of human rights. What a perfect day
for us to stand together, to be able to say, 20 years from now, that
both Conservative governments and Liberal governments fought the
fight against ISIS, and we did not shirk. Liberals traditionally would
stand in this fight.

I hope we can look back on this day and be proud that, together as
Conservatives and Liberals, we took the fight to ISIS, we did not
step back, we stood up, and we were proud Canadians as we did it.

® (1345)

Hon. Harjit S. Sajjan (Minister of National Defence, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, one thing we can all agree with is the phenomenal
capability of our men and women of the Canadian Armed Forces.

The member talked about the current threat in terms of the brutal
ideology and the actions of ISIL, Daesh, or whatever one wants to
call it, and what it is doing right now.

As we talk about the current threat, we are talking about different
capabilities. There is a multitude of capabilities to achieve the
mission. That is one thing we need to be focused on to make sure we
get this right.

We are talking about the current threat. I asked this question
earlier, and I am asking again. Where was the previous government's
leadership in identifying the indicators early on when this threat was
small? This issue is so important. If we had tackled this threat early
on, all the victimization that has been mentioned could have been
prevented. That is what we need to get better at.

Where was the previous government's leadership at that time in
identifying this threat that we call ISIL now?

Hon. Candice Bergen: Mr. Speaker, I first just want to let the
Minister of National Defence know that I think he missed the
mention of Southport in my speech. Canadian Armed Forces pilots
are being trained in my riding, Portage—Lisgar. They are being
trained with excellence, and I know we are all very proud of them.

The minister is asking about something; we are proud of what we
did. Obviously armchair quarterbacking and 20/20 vision is always
perfect, after the fact. That is why what we do today is so important.

My question back to the minister is this. If these kinds of horrific
practices, this torture, this death cult—whatever we want to call it, as
the minister has said—does not warrant our combat, does not
warrant our air strikes, what does? That is the question the current
government has not answered. It needs to answer that question.

Mr. Mark Strahl (Chilliwack—Hope, CPC): Mr. Speaker, we
are being presented with a false choice by the Liberal government.

It is presenting us with the false choice of engaging in either
humanitarian or military assistance. Now it has gone even further
and said that, militarily, we have to choose between bombing and
training. This is a false choice.

The minister just talked about different capabilities. Canada and
its military has the capability to deliver justice through our CF-18s,
to provide humanitarian aid, and to provide training. Why does the
member think that the Liberal government is falsely presenting that
we can do only one of these things at a time?

Hon. Candice Bergen: Mr. Speaker, my colleague's question is a
valid one. It is something that we are looking for the government to
answer.

I am concerned that there is not a plan. Because there is no plan,
this is more of an ideological decision, trying to fulfill a campaign
promise, and now naming other excuses such as financial restraints.
We are not sure why the government has made this decision and
presented these false choices.



December 10, 2015

COMMONS DEBATES

233

It seems that in some areas where leadership is required, for
example, climate change and greenhouse gas emissions where we
account for about 1.8% of those emissions, the new government of
Canada wants to take a role, and I congratulate the Liberals on that.
However, on fighting ISIS, we now contribute over 2%. It is the
same number. Why are we not still continuing to work and provide
the same leadership when it comes to fighting ISIS as we are when it
comes to fighting climate change?

Mr. Bob Bratina (Hamilton East—Stoney Creek, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, as this is my first opportunity to speak in the House, I
congratulate you on your appointment to your position. I would also
like to thank the constituents of Hamilton East—Stoney Creek for
giving me their confidence to represent them in the House.

One of the things we talked about during the election was real
change. That change, I believe, will include evidence-based
decision-making.

What I am hearing from across the way is a lot of gut feeling and
symbolism. I would like to know what the evidence is that my
colleague across the way uses in her evaluation of the performance
of the CF-18s. Does she have any specific data or evaluation that
lends itself to that, or is she just continuing on with what has been
done in the past by the previous government?

® (1350)

Hon. Candice Bergen: Mr. Speaker, I congratulate the member
on speaking for the first time in the House.

I am listening to the Kurdish leaders who were here. They have
told us of the huge contribution and the important role that Canada

plays.

It is the Liberal government that said it would make evidence-
based policies. Look at the Liberals' policy on refugees. They
realized how flawed it was. They took our advice. They backed
down from that plan. They changed their mind. They made a change
on their refugee policy. It is still pretty flawed and needs some work,
but we do appreciate them changing their mind on that.

We ask them to look at the evidence, to look at what our allies are
asking for and not just going cap in hand and asking them to say that
we are being helpful. We are going to play a strong role. I ask the
Liberals to change their mind, support our motion and continue to
fight against ISIS.

[Translation]

Mr. Alupa Clarke (Beauport—Limoilou, CPC): Mr. Speaker,
like many of my colleagues, I want to speak in this honourable
House today to talk about ISIS. To do so, I must first address some
of the consequences of the very existence of this terrorist group,
specifically for free societies around the globe. Second, it is
important to discuss the need for us, Canadians, to respond
decisively to the international challenges that can arise at any time,
especially those that can have dangerous consequences for this
country and for our allies.

As 1 have previously indicated, my family has served in the
Canadian Armed Forces since the 1890s. It should therefore come as
no surprise that many of the decisions recently made by this
government regarding our armed forces and their overseas engage-
ment are particularly important to me.

Business of Supply

I am referring of course to the hasty decision made by this
government to withdraw Canadian CF-18s from the combat mission
currently under way in Iraq as part of a coalition led by the President
of the United States.

Colleagues, for both historic and contemporary reasons, this
decision strikes me as misguided and ill-considered. Need I remind
the House that our country has never shirked its duty to the
international community? Need I further remind the House of the
recent terrorist attacks in Paris and elsewhere around the world?

Colleagues, ISIS controls several cities in Iraq, many of which are
home to dozens or hundreds of thousands of people. In those cities,
the so-called Islamic State has set up tax collection systems, a major
economic activity within the area it controls. It has a stranglehold on
the region's economy and even hands out parking tickets.

The self-styled Islamic State is pillaging many regions of Iraq and
Syria, appropriating the resources and destroying cultural and
historic property. Let us not forget one more important fact: this
terrorist group collects billions of dollars a year, enabling it to recruit
thousands of people to its cause around the world every year.
Because of that, this group is a major threat to our country, Canada.

The election is over. As the President of France said, we are at war
against terrorism. Canadians understand that. Does the Prime
Minister understand that? Does the Prime Minister and this
government realize that following the recent terrorist attacks on its
soil, in the city of light no less, France effectively asked for help and
expects us to stand by its side?

We on this side of the House want to know: when is Canada going
to offer its unwavering support to a country that has been an ally at
every moment of Canada's history?

Hon. members of this House need to understand that terrorist
attacks are looming. The threat is not limited to some faraway place
on another continent. On the contrary, terrorism can strike anywhere
here in Canada, even at the heart of our democratic institutions. Need
I remind hon. members that terrorism has already targeted us more
than once and spit its venom right here in the Parliamentary precinct?

What the official opposition wants is simple. We are calling on
this government to get serious on both domestic issues and
international issues. We are calling on this government to take the
right approach to terrorism, and to acknowledge that it is a serious
problem and that ISIS is the brains behind these low-lifes.

We must remain strong in our belief that we are right. We must
remain determined to make no concessions to those who want to
destroy us. We must remain united in the face of this threat. That is
why we must hit the terrorists precisely where they are plotting
against us, before it is too late.
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My colleagues opposite are saying that we need to combat ISIS
more effectively. We agree. Indeed, we should help train local anti-
terrorism forces. We should increase aid to the hundreds of
thousands of poor people driven from their homes by terrorism.
That is all good. We must increase our efforts, not reduce them.
Everyone agrees on that, of course. However, that would also mean
that we need to keep our fighter jets where they are. Our colleagues
opposite keep repeating over and over that the Royal Canadian Air
Force's participation is basically not very significant and that they
simply do a few strikes here and there. I want to ask these members
what they are waiting for to take action, to do something and to
reverse their decision to recall the Canadian CF-18s currently
participating in the mission. As a G8 country, should we not
contribute to this international mission in every way we can?

STATEMENTS BY MEMBERS
[Translation]

THE FRANCOPHONIE

Mr. Mario Beaulieu (La Pointe-de-I'fle, BQ): Mr. Speaker, I
would like to thank my constituents in La Pointe-de-I'le for electing
me to represent them and to champion and promote Quebec's
independence.

I would also like to take this opportunity to underscore the
importance, here in the House, of securing the future of the French
language in Quebec and Canada and of being able to debate this
issue in a respectful and democratic manner.

Since the Official Languages Act was passed, the use of English
by francophones outside Quebec has increased with each census.
The use of French is rapidly declining in Montreal and, in the
medium term, throughout Quebec.

The recent ruling by the Supreme Court in the Caron-Boutet case
has shown once again that the federal official languages policy
makes no sense and has failed.

I hope to have the co-operation of all my colleagues in the House
to ensure the survival of the French language in Quebec and Canada.

E
[English]

HASTINGS—LENNOX AND ADDINGTON

Mr. Mike Bossio (Hastings—Lennox and Addington, Lib.):
Mr. Speaker, it is a great honour to stand in the House for the first
time to thank the people of Hastings—Lennox and Addington for
placing their trust in me as their elected representative. I would also
like to thank my wife, family, friends, and supporters for their love,
support, and sacrifice.

The government has talked about a change in tone and an increase
in accountability and collaboration. I could not agree more. I would
like to add to this goal two important lessons that I learned while
serving municipally under the recently retired 90-plus-year-old reeve
of Tyendinaga Township, Margaret Walsh.

If we wish to serve the interests of all our constituents, we must
put aside partisan politics, and we must not think about the next
election. If we do the right thing because it is the right thing to do,
the rest will take care of itself.

I look forward to serving with all members in the House in the
interests of all Canadians.

%* % %
® (1400)

CARLTON TRAIL—EAGLE CREEK

Mrs. Kelly Block (Carlton Trail—Eagle Creek, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, I am honoured to rise today for the first time in this 42nd
Parliament as the first member to represent the constituents of
Carlton Trail—Eagle Creek and to thank them for placing their
confidence in me. As their representative, I will continue to work
hard every day to help make Canada the best country in which to
live, work, and raise a family.

We have so much to be thankful for here in Canada. This
Christmas season, I hope we all take the time to reflect on the many
blessings we have received. In my case, my husband, our four
children, their spouses, and our grandchildren are my inspiration and
give me great hope for our future.

In the spirit of the season, may we share generously with those
who are less fortunate and make this a memorable Christmas for all.
I wish my hon. colleagues here in this place and, indeed, all
Canadians a safe and blessed Christmas.

* % %

KINGSTON AND THE ISLANDS

Mr. Mark Gerretsen (Kingston and the Islands, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, as this is my first opportunity to rise in the House, I want to
thank the great people of Kingston and the Islands for the privilege
of following many notable parliamentarians from my riding,
including Canada's first prime minister, Sir John A. Macdonald,
and, of course, more recently, Hon. Peter Milliken, the longest-
serving Speaker of the House.

I rise today to recognize the amazing work of countless
organizations in Kingston and the Islands, both public and private,
currently preparing to accept hundreds of Syrian refugees into the
community, families, men, women, and children who need us now
more than ever. In the light of recent world events, we cannot give in
to fear. We have a shared responsibility and Kingston and the Islands
will proudly play its part.

I am honoured to represent a community that embodies such
enthusiasm, generosity, and compassion when called to action.

E
[Translation]

INTERNATIONAL HUMAN RIGHTS DAY

Ms. Héléne Laverdiére (Laurier—Sainte-Marie, NDP): Mr.
Speaker, today is International Human Rights Day.
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This year, the UN High Commissioner for Human Rights is
raising global awareness of two international covenants on human
rights, covenants that establish a universal framework of rights and
freedoms that everyone in the world should enjoy.

[English]

As we mark this occasion together, we should be mindful of those
who have struggled to guarantee these basic liberties: men and
women like Raif Badawi, the Saudi blogger and dissident sentenced
to imprisonment and lashes for his ideas; or Malala, whose advocacy
for the right to education has inspired us all.

On behalf of the New Democratic Party, I invite all members to
honour those who fight so valiantly for the rights of all human
beings.

* % %

GUELPH

Mr. Lloyd Longfield (Guelph, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, as this is the
first time I am addressing the House, I would like to thank those who
helped get me here: my wife, Barb, our wonderful family, the
amazing campaign team, and the 34,303 voters in Guelph who
helped get me here.

As the House knows, we are currently facing a historically tragic
humanitarian crisis, with unprecedented numbers of refugees
displaced from Syria. I rise today to acknowledge an incredible
effort currently under way in Guelph to bring 50 families to our
community in the coming weeks. This is a community-wide and
entirely locally funded effort spanning several faith groups, local
businesses, and social agencies. Guelph entrepreneur Jim Estill, the
driving force behind this project, has provided financing of $1.5
million and arranged employment and mentorship.

On behalf of the people of Guelph, I wish to thank everyone
involved for their great efforts to help.

E
® (1405)
[Translation]
BEAUPORT—COTE-DE-BEAUPRE—ILE D'ORLEANS—
CHARLEVOIX

Mrs. Sylvie Boucher (Beauport—Céate-de-Beaupré—ile d'Or-
léans—Charlevoix, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I would like to thank the
voters in Beauport—Cote-de-Beaupré—ile d'Orléans—Charlevoix,
which, in my opinion, is the most beautiful riding in Quebec, for
putting their trust in me in the most recent election.

I am proud to be able to play a key role in this riding. It has many
challenges, but the people there are very passionate. I will work hard
to advance the issues that matter to our region by engaging with
decision-makers, organizations, social clubs, and anyone who is
seeking to develop this wonderful part of the country.

I also feel it is important to support our local craftspeople. That is
why [ encourage everyone in my riding to promote our local
products. I will make it my duty to introduce our local products here
in Ottawa. Whether it is the cheese makers in fle d'Orléans and
Charlevoix or the microbreweries in Sainte-Anne-de-Beaupré and

Statements by Members

Baie-Saint-Paul, one of my priorities is to make these economic
players known.

E
[English]

HUMAN RIGHTS DAY

Ms. Anita Vandenbeld (Ottawa West—Nepean, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, I rise today on the 67th International Human Rights Day,
when we celebrate the day on which the UN General Assembly
adopted the Universal Declaration of Human Rights.

[Translation]

We all know that there are people throughout the world whose
civil, economic, political, and social rights are being violated. In my
work, I have seen how these rights and still others are being trampled
on. | have seen how people are being deprived of their democratic
voice and how they are being arrested and attacked for participating
in the democratic process.

[English]

Canada is a country that stands for freedom, democracy, and
human rights at home and abroad. Canada is needed in the world
now more than ever to be a leader and to promote the universal
declaration.

At home, I am so proud to see our government uphold our
platform commitment to a full national public inquiry on our own
human rights tragedy of missing and murdered indigenous women
and girls.

DALAI LAMA

Mr. Arif Virani (Parkdale—High Park, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I
rise today to recognize the 26th anniversary of the award of the
Nobel Prize to His Holiness the Dalai Lama.

As the member of Parliament for Parkdale—High Park,
thousands of my constituents are Tibetans who take great pride in
the cultural and spiritual leadership of the Dalai Lama. The important
work of spreading the Dalai Lama's teachings and wisdom are being
done in my community in Toronto by the Tibetan Canadian Cultural
Centre and its president, Mr. Sonam Lankar.

His Holiness the Dalai Lama is not simply a leader for Tibetans,
he is a leader and example for us all. The global community
recognized his tireless advocacy for the cause of peace with the
award of the Nobel Prize on December 10, 1989. On that date, His
Holiness accepted the award with great humility, noting that:

...J am no one special. But I believe the prize is a recognition of the true value of
altruism, love, compassion and non-violence which I try to practice...

I ask all members of the House to join me in recognizing this
significant anniversary.
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BELLECHASSE—LES ETCHEMINS—LEVIS

Hon. Steven Blaney (Bellechasse—Les Etchemins—Lévis,
CPC): Mr. Speaker, I want to express my gratitude to the people
of Bellechasse—Les Etchemins—Lévis for once again so enthu-
siastically putting their trust in me on October 19. I thank them from
the bottom of my heart.

I want to thank them for giving me a fourth opportunity to
contribute to long-term prosperity and to support our families,
seniors, communities, and businesses. However, these were over-
looked in the throne speech. The speech had nothing for families and
nothing to address the cracks in our borders that are jeopardizing our
farmers.

When will the government take action and protect our milk
producers? Yes, Canada is back under the Liberals: back to empty
words, runaway deficits and hidden tax hikes.

Canadians can count on a Conservative team in Quebec that is
stronger than ever and that will be their outspoken advocate.

% % %
[English]

AGA KHAN

Ms. Yasmin Ratansi (Don Valley East, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I take
this opportunity to thank the constituents of Don Valley East for re-
electing me to Parliament.

My riding is proud to house three architectural jewels of Toronto:
the Aga Khan Museum, the Ismaili Centre, and the Aga Khan Park
built in Canada by His Highness the Aga Khan with his own funds.

On December 13, His Highness will be celebrating his 79th
birthday. I rise today in the House to pay a special tribute to a
remarkable human being. His tireless efforts in building bridges
across the globe, his commitment to eradicating poverty and
ignorance for millions of people, irrespective of race or religion,
through the AKDN network are unparalleled.

I was fortunate to have worked with His Highness in establishing
the Global Centre for Pluralism here in Ottawa.

Happy birthday to the Hazar Imam. May all who come in touch
with him benefit from his integrity, humility, honesty, and courage to
do good.

® (1410)

[Translation]

INTERNATIONAL HUMAN RIGHTS DAY

Ms. Anju Dhillon (Dorval—Lachine—LaSalle, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, 1 would like to thank the people of my riding and my
family. It is thanks to them that I am here before you today.

[English]

I thank my beautiful grandmother, who I lost last year. She taught
me how to stay brave and courageous in the face of adversity.

[Translation]

Today, Canada joins the whole world in celebrating International
Human Rights Day, the culmination of 16 days of action on violence
against women. This is the day we remind all Canadians that living a
life free of violence is a basic human right.

[English]

Every one of us has a role to play in protecting that right. It can be
as simple as showing respect in all of our interactions with each
other and teaching our children to do the same.

If all Canadians commit to ending gender-based violence, our
actions can make a real difference for women, girls, and all
Canadians.

HUMAN RIGHTS DAY

Mr. David Anderson (Cypress Hills—Grasslands, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, on this day, 67 years ago, nations came together to establish
a world standard for the human rights of all individuals.

Human Rights Day serves to remind the international community
of the political, civil, economic, social, and cultural rights that
everyone deserves, no matter their creed, race, or wealth. Today is an
opportunity to reaffirm and amplify Canada's voice for these global
values. As Canadians, we often take these rights for granted.
Unfortunately, countless individuals around the world continue to
endure levels of persecution unimaginable in Canada. As citizens of
one of the most prosperous, democratic, open, and tolerant countries
in the world, we have a responsibility to stand up for those who
cannot.

Today we honour all advocates of human rights for their tireless
efforts, often in the face of violent opposition, to promote and protect
the rights of all people.

HUMAN RIGHTS DAY

Mr. Gary Anandasangaree (Scarborough—Rouge Park, Lib.):
Mr. Speaker. today is international Human Rights Day, a day to
celebrate the Universal Declaration of Human Rights. The declara-
tion outlines the basic rights of each and every citizen of this world.
We have collectively agreed that certain rights need to be protected,
yet we have failed to give life to these rights. Around the world there
is not a moment that passes without human rights being routinely
violated.

As Canadians, we can celebrate our achievements in advancing
human rights and dignity, especially on the day where we welcome
164 Syrian refugees, but we need to be mindful that much work lies
ahead, particularly with our indigenous people.
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I want to recognize the indelible work of human rights defenders
who are often threatened or, worse, killed for their work. I am proud
to welcome to Canada and to Parliament Hill Mr. Hossein Raeesi, an
Iranian lawyer, protected this year by the scholars at risk program
between Carleton University and the University of Ottawa. Mr.
Raeesi has defended the civil, political, and human rights of Iranians.

Let us celebrate these unspoken heroes and commit to achieving
human rights for all.

* % %

REGINA—LEWVAN
Mr. Erin Weir (Regina—Lewvan, NDP): Mr. Speaker, it's a
great honour to be one of the first New Democratic MPs elected
from Saskatchewan in over a decade. Far be it for me to stand up and
declare, “Canada's back”, but I am pleased to report that the
birthplace of Canadian social democracy is back.

Saskatchewan's new MPs have enjoyed our first week in this
House. Tomorrow, I will go to Rideau Hall for the presentation of a
Meritorious Service Medal to one of my constituents. Kim
Sutherland founded Street Culture Kidz in 1997 to provide housing,
education programming, and work experience to at-risk youth in
Regina.

We thank Kim for his service to our community.

* % %
[Translation]

AGRICULTURAL PRODUCERS

Mr. Jacques Gourde (Lévis—Lotbiniére, CPC): Mr. Speaker, [
would like to remind the House that the Speech from the Throne did
not contain a single word, let alone a paragraph, about our farmers.
Maybe this new government simply made a mistake, one that is very
embarrassing for its members from Canada's rural areas. It will be
hard for those members to look farmers in the eye and say that they
are standing up for them in this Parliament.

The Canada we treasure today was built on family farms. Products
evolve, and so does technology, but one thing remains the same:
from long before sunrise until well after sunset, Canadian farmers
work tirelessly to feed our country.

Canada's agriculture and agri-food sector contributes over
$100 billion to the Canadian economy every year and employs
over two million people.

The Conservative Party has always made farmers a priority, and
we will continue to do so on this side of the House.
* % %
® (1415)
[English]
42ND GENERAL ELECTION
Mr. Rodger Cuzner (Cape Breton—Canso, Lib.): Mr. Speaker,

T'was the week before Christmas, and all through the land
A spankin' new government was now in command.

We will soon settle in for debating and voting;
But after 10 years over there, forgive me for gloating.

Oral Questions

It began August 2nd, an eleven-week campaign;
Which Canadian voters believed was insane.

Conservatives were disappointed, not pleased with their tally;
They expected more bounce from that Rob Ford rally.

Their refugee plan left them wounded and smarting
When it became disembowelled by Rosemary Barton.

And the cultural practices tip line, add that to the list;
Yes the Tories were angry, but the Dippers, they were...pretty angry too.

The loss left them stinging, all wounded and sore
When all they said they needed was 35 seats more.

And our Green Party leader, she has no room to laugh;
Her fledgling young party was reduced by one half.

Canadians have spoken and have done so with zeal;
They want hope for the future and change that is real.

The Speaker: 1 was given an indication by the members to my
left, actually, that I should be generous to the member for Cape
Breton—Canso with the time for his statement, this time, given the
season and all.

ORAL QUESTIONS

[Translation]

THE ECONOMY

Hon. Rona Ambrose (Leader of the Opposition, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, during the election, the Liberals promised to keep the
deficit at $10 billion.

Unfortunately for taxpayers, that promise has already been
broken. The Prime Minister cannot keep blaming others. He is the
one in charge of spending now.

What is his new number, $20 billion, $30 billion, or $40 billion?
How high will his deficit get?

Right Hon. Justin Trudeau (Prime Minister, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, we were very clear from the outset that we would always
be open and transparent with Canadians when it comes to the state of
our finances and our projections.

We have always said that there are two cornerstones: continuing to
reduce the debt-to-GDP ratio and restoring fiscal balance by 2019.
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Hon. Rona Ambrose (Leader of the Opposition, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, in my home province of Alberta, people are worried. With
dropping oil prices, tens of thousands of Albertans have lost their
jobs. Now what has been the Prime Minister's response? Nothing.
Not a mention to date. If it were the auto sector or the aerospace
sector, the Liberals would be scrambling to help, but to the Prime
Minister, I guess Albertans are just collateral damage.

Why is the Prime Minister turning his back on Albertans in their
time of need?

Right Hon. Justin Trudeau (Prime Minister, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, the previous government made a big show about being a
great friend to Alberta and to the oil industry, but, unfortunately, for
10 years the Conservatives got nothing done. For 10 years they were
not able to build a pipeline. They built their entire strategy around
hoping that oil prices would remain high, and when those did not,
they were unable to help Alberta. That is why we are working hard
to lower taxes for the middle class and to get our resources to market
sustainably and environmentally responsibly.

% % %
® (1420)

NATIONAL DEFENCE

Hon. Rona Ambrose (Leader of the Opposition, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, that will be cold comfort to people in Alberta who are
facing Christmas without a job right now, but we look forward to the
green jobs that the Prime Minister will create very shortly.

Let us remember that the refugees who are arriving tonight are
fleeing from ISIS. Canada made the right decision to send our

CF-18s as part of the global fight. The Liberal Party has
demonstrated a total failure in leadership by stepping back.

If they will not show leadership, this Conservative Party will. Will
the Prime Minister do the right thing and vote with us tonight and
keep our CF-18s in the fight?

Right Hon. Justin Trudeau (Prime Minister, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, as I have made clear many times, Canada continues to be
engaged in a robust manner with the coalition, including militarily,
on top of great initiatives for humanitarian aid and refugees. Not
only are our allies understanding of that, they are supportive of that.
In fact, for the first time in almost 20 years, the White House will be
hosting a Canadian prime minister for a state dinner. That is the kind
of good relationship we are building with our allies.

[Translation]

Hon. Denis Lebel (Lac-Saint-Jean, CPC): Mr. Speaker, on
Sunday, when President Obama alluded to his allies in the fight
against ISIS, he named Germany, France, and Great Britain, but
made no mention of Canada.

In this week's Speech from the Throne, this government describes
the United States as its best friend and partner. Again yesterday, the
Obama administration called on its allies to ramp up their support in
the fight against ISIS.

Is it fitting for a Prime Minister of Canada to turn his back on
Canada's main friend and partner by ceasing air strikes?

Right Hon. Justin Trudeau (Prime Minister, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, for 10 years, the previous government ignored its
relationship with the United States. It caused trouble and was
hostile and insulting toward the United States on numerous
occasions.

We are a taking a positive tone in building a better relationship
and creating better jobs in Canada. What is more, the United States
has just invited the Canadian Prime Minister to a state dinner in
Washington for the first time in 19 years.

DEMOCRATIC REFORM

Hon. Denis Lebel (Lac-Saint-Jean, CPC): Mr. Speaker, yester-
day, the Prime Minister alluded to the process that resulted in the
unilateral patriation of the Constitution in 1982 to justify the fact that
he would not hold a referendum on his democratic reform.

Can the Prime Minister explain to Quebeckers and Canadians why
the 1982 patriation is a good example to follow for democratic
reform?

Right Hon. Justin Trudeau (Prime Minister, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, I find it very curious that the Conservative Party is so
concerned about consulting Canadians when, for the first time in our
country's history, the Conservatives introduced electoral reform
without consulting Canadians or even the opposition parties.

You wanted to change the rules to your advantage. However,
Canadians were not fooled and did not go down that road.

The Speaker: 1 would remind the Prime Minister to address the
Speaker. I believe he knows that I did no such thing.

[English]
INDIGENOUS AFFAIRS

Hon. Thomas Mulcair (Outremont, NDP): Mr. Speaker,
yesterday RCMP Commissioner Bob Paulson made a stark
admission that there are racists in the RCMP. What specifically is
the government doing to combat this racism?

Will the government make the mandate of the inquiry into missing
and murdered indigenous women broad enough to include issues
like systemic racism in judicial and police institutions in Canada?

® (1425)
Right Hon. Justin Trudeau (Prime Minister, Lib.): Mr.

Speaker, obviously racism in any form is unacceptable and runs
contrary to Canada's long history of diversity and inclusion.
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The Government of Canada is committed to real change and
supports decisive action by the RCMP to hold its members
accountable. As we are beginning the process of an inquiry into
missing and murdered aboriginal women and girls, we will of course
fold in a broad range of stakeholders and questions to ensure that we
create justice and accountability in a nation-to-nation relationship
moving forward.

[Translation]

Hon. Thomas Mulcair (Outremont, NDP): Mr. Speaker, we
welcome the government's plan to usher in a new era in its relations
with indigenous peoples.

However, the government should realize that after years of
disappointment and broken promises, it has an obligation to produce
results. The Prime Minister has promised to put an end to boiled
water advisories in all reserves in Canada.

Can the Prime Minister tell us when his government will present a
plan with specific timelines for fulfilling this commitment during his
term of office as promised?

Right Hon. Justin Trudeau (Prime Minister, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, it is unacceptable that there are so many communities
without access to drinking water in a country such as Canada.

During the election campaign, the Government of Canada
undertook to ensure that within five years these communities would
no longer have to boil their water. We will work with these
communities and make the necessary investments to eliminate this
serious problem.

* % %

CANADA POST

Hon. Thomas Mulcair (Outremont, NDP): Mr. Speaker, here is
a quote about Canada Post: “We will save home mail delivery.”

Did the Prime Minister say that or not?

Right Hon. Justin Trudeau (Prime Minister, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, the Liberal Party clearly committed to stopping Canada
Post from installing the community mailboxes it was forcing on
people under the former government, and we also committed to
working with Canadians, taxpayers, Canada Post, and stakeholder
groups to ensure that Canadians get the postal service they deserve.

% % %
[English]

IMMIGRATION, REFUGEES AND CITIZENSHIP

Hon. Thomas Mulcair (Outremont, NDP): Mr. Speaker, last
year the Federal Court ruled that withholding health care from
refugees was “cruel and unusual” and it ordered the federal
government to reinstate the federal health program.

During the campaign the Liberals promised to fully restore health
care for all refugees, but yesterday we learned that the Liberal
government is restoring federal health benefits for refugees from
only one country. Ignoring the courts is not real change; it is what we
had before the election.

Why is the Liberal leader picking and choosing which vulnerable
people can get help?

Oral Questions

Right Hon. Justin Trudeau (Prime Minister, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, the Liberal Party of Canada committed to restoring health
funding for refugees. We will be doing exactly that.

* % %

NATIONAL DEFENCE

Hon. Tony Clement (Parry Sound—Muskoka, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, it is clear in the House today that the Prime Minister is
really excited about quaffing champagne and nibbling on canapés in
the White House.

However, here is what he has to say about terrorism. He has an
aversion to talking about terrorism, talking to Canadians about the
reality of terrorism. He said in this very House, “what we will not do
is continue trying to talk about it and give ISIS any free publicity”.
Meanwhile, our American allies, our French allies, our British allies
have no problem calling out ISIS.

Why are the Liberals sitting quietly by while our allies take on the
burden alone?

Hon. Stéphane Dion (Minister of Foreign Affairs, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, the question is why my hon. colleague is distorting the
policy of the Government of Canada. The Government of Canada is
very proud of what the men and women in uniform are doing. They
are courageous, and they are requested by all of our allies in order to
strengthen our contribution in the coalition. We will do it in an
effective way, an efficient way, an optimal way, and courageously, as
Canada always does.

[Translation]

Hon. Tony Clement (Parry Sound—Muskoka, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, the Liberals still have not told us what they plan to do about
our mission against ISIS.

Canadians support that fight. They deserve to know why we are
turning our back on it. Our allies deserve a real partner, not someone
who just stands on the sidelines. That has never been the Canadian
way of doing things.

What is the plan?
® (1430)

Hon. Stéphane Dion (Minister of Foreign Affairs, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, that is a more reasonable question. It is the opposition's role
to ask the government when it will release its plan.

The plan is coming, and meanwhile, the former government's plan
is still in place. There will be no vacuum between the two plans.

It would be easy to jot a plan down on a napkin, but we are
working with our allies in order to come up with a plan that will
ensure that Canada strengthens the coalition's role and makes an
optimal and complementary contribution.

[English]
Mr. James Bezan (Selkirk—Interlake—Eastman, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, as you see, there is no plan.

When the Prime Minister announced that he would pull Canada's
fighter jets out of the combat mission against the jihadist death cult
ISIS, there were only two groups celebrating that Canada was going
to back down: the Liberals and ISIS.
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Canada should be standing shoulder to shoulder with our allies in
this fight. The brave men and women of the Canadian Armed Forces
are always willing and able to do the heavy lifting. We must do our
part in the fight against ISIS. Why does the Prime Minister want to
cut and run from stopping ISIS?

Hon. Harjit S. Sajjan (Minister of National Defence, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, Canada and our allies have stood shoulder to shoulder, and
I have stood shoulder to shoulder in combat with our allies. That is
exactly the way, along with due planning, that the next process will
move forward, making sure that we have an appropriate plan and
take the time to get this right and take the fight to ISIS.

Mr. James Bezan (Selkirk—Interlake—Eastman, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, the Liberals are not proposing that they are going to take
the fight to ISIS; they are bringing it home and withdrawing from the
combat mission.

It was just over a year ago that we lost two members of our
Canadian Armed Forces in attacks carried out by ISIS-inspired
terrorists right here in Canada. Over the last few weeks, we have
witnessed ISIS-orchestrated terrorist attacks in Lebanon, Egypt,
France, and now the United States. Clearly, ISIS is willing to bring
the fight to us. Why will the Prime Minister not take the fight to
ISIS? Why does he want to retreat?

Hon. Harjit S. Sajjan (Minister of National Defence, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, I am glad that the member opposite brought this important
issue up in terms of threats to our country. This is something we need
to take very seriously, but we also need to make sure that we identify
the right threat. When it comes to radicalization, it is a completely
different fight. Yes, we need to fight them in their territory, but we
also need to be mindful in making sure that we have the right tools to
prevent radicalization of our own Canadians in this type of fight.

[Translation]

Mr. Pierre Paul-Hus (Charlesbourg—Haute-Saint-Charles,
CPC): Mr. Speaker, ISIS has engaged in deadly attacks across the
entire world, and it still has Canada in its sights. The government
must protect Canadians and fulfill its commitments to our allies.

Withdrawing our CF-18s from Iraq and Syria sends the message
that Canada does not take this threat seriously and, even worse, that
we are incapable of doing so.

Why is the Prime Minister abandoning the fight against ISIS
instead of fighting alongside our allies?

Hon. Stéphane Dion (Minister of Foreign Affairs, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, this war is not about religion or civilizations. It is about the
conflict between human civilization and terrorism.

Canada will bravely do its part in Iraq and everywhere. It will do
so as best it can with its coalition allies.

Mr. Pierre Paul-Hus (Charlesbourg—Haute-Saint-Charles,
CPC): Mr. Speaker, while the international coalition is stepping
up air strikes against ISIS in Iraq and Syria, the Prime Minister
insists on withdrawing our CF-18s, despite calls from the
international coalition.

When will the Prime Minister finally step up and agree to defend
Canada's values alongside our allies?

[English]

Hon. Harjit S. Sajjan (Minister of National Defence, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, when it comes to air strikes, that is one tool in the toolbox
in taking the fight to ISIS. We need to ensure that we look at all of
the capabilities when we assess the situation, because if we do not
and we come up with a knee-jerk reaction plan, we will not be
effective. As the Minister of National Defence, I want to ensure that
when we propose the right option that it will be effective and it will
take the fight to ISIS like we want it to.

* % %

INDIGENOUS AFFAIRS

Ms. Georgina Jolibois (Desnethé—Missinippi—Churchill Riv-
er, NDP): Mr. Speaker, the government has promised to implement
all 94 recommendations of the Truth and Reconciliation Commis-
sion, including recommendation 29, which is to conclude all
outstanding claims from residential school survivors through
negotiations. Canada must stop forcing survivors into a painful
and adversarial court process like the one taking place in Labrador.
Will the minister commit to keeping her promise of resolving all
outstanding claims through negotiations?

® (1435)

Hon. Carolyn Bennett (Minister of Indigenous and Northern
Affairs, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I believe that the courts are not the right
place to deal with so many of these issues that are so painful for the
survivors. I endeavour to work with the Minister of Justice to figure
out how we can get these things out of the courtroom and back to the
negotiating table.

Mr. Charlie Angus (Timmins—James Bay, NDP): Mr. Speaker,
I appreciate the sentiment, but reconciliation cannot just be words.
Therefore, I will ask my question to the Minister of Justice.

Last week, her lawyers were lambasted in the Supreme Court of
Newfoundland for their unconscionable behaviour in resisting the
rights of survivors of the Newfoundland and Labrador residential
schools, just as they obstructed the rights of the survivors of St.
Anne's Residential School. Will the minister personally intervene?
Will she tell her lawyers to stand down and end this culture of
obstruction that has denied the rights of survivors of these brutal
institutions? Do the right thing.

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould (Minister of Justice and Attorney
General of Canada, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I certainly recognize and
respect the conversations that we have had on this issue. Our
government is committed to establishing a nation-to-nation relation-
ship that respects an approach that will lay the framework for a true
reconciliation with indigenous peoples. I am talking with my
colleague and others on this issue. We will chart a path forward that
respects the relationship that we will pursue with indigenous
peoples.
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IMMIGRATION, REFUGEES AND CITIZENSHIP

Hon. Erin O'Toole (Durham, CPC): Mr. Speaker, all Canadians
will soon be welcoming Syrian refugees. However, they also want
assurances that proper security screening has taken place. Can the
Minister of Public Safety guarantee to this House that each and every
Syrian refugee will get a full comprehensive security screening that
is also signed off by the RCMP, the intelligence service, and border
services?

Hon. Ralph Goodale (Minister of Public Safety and Emer-
gency Preparedness, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, about three or four weeks
ago, the RCMP, CSIS, and CBSA all indicated collectively that they
were fully satisfied with the security procedures that had been put in
place with respect to the Syrian refugees. Indeed, they helped to
design them.

Hon. Erin O'Toole (Durham, CPC): Mr. Speaker, earlier this
week in the House, the minister talked about biometrics as one of the
layers of security screening. However, comparing fingerprints to a
Canadian database is meaningless. Without previous records,
biometrics cannot be used to identify people. Can the minister
admit that biometrics is not part of security screening, but a
smokescreen to give Canadians the assurance that security is taking
place as the government is rushing its plan through?

Hon. Ralph Goodale (Minister of Public Safety and Emer-
gency Preparedness, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, we have made it clear
from the very beginning that there will be no compromise in security
procedures, that they will adhere to the highest Canadian standards.
That will include the selection of the individuals who will be
considered as possible refugees to Canada. It will be included in the
extensive interviews by trained professionals, and done in other
ways, such as biometrics, checking against computer records, and
constant and repeated identification examinations. We will ensure
that every step of the way the results are satisfactory, and that
Canadians can be proud of what we have accomplished.

Hon. Michelle Rempel (Calgary Nose Hill, CPC): Mr. Speaker,
my party supports Canada doing its part to assist with the Syrian
refugee crisis, be it through humanitarian aid, the international
mission to contain the so-called Islamic State, and welcoming
refugees to our country.

Out of the 1,537 permanent resident visas that the minister's
department says has been granted to Syrian refugees since
November 4, will the minister tell us how many of the resettlement
applications were started prior to October 19 of this year?

Hon. John McCallum (Minister of Immigration, Refugees and
Citizenship, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, this is a wonderful day, when we
welcome the first plane full of 160 new Canadians. I learned from a
10-year-old girl, when I went to visit an apartment that was being
made ready for refugees, how to say this in their own language. I
would teach every member of the House to say Ahlan wa sahlan fi
Canada.

® (1440)
Hon. Michelle Rempel (Calgary Nose Hill, CPC): Mr. Speaker,

many of these new permanent residents to Canada will expect
answers from their immigration minister.

The minister has not said if other citizenship and immigration
service lines would be impacted by the government's arbitrary year-

Oral Questions

end target for their Syrian refugee initiative. This is troubling to
many Canadians who have pressing applications in other streams.

Have any visa officers been displaced from other duties, including
processing spousal sponsorship applications, to meet the govern-
ment's self-imposed timeline for the Syrian refugee initiative, and, if
so, how many?

Hon. John McCallum (Minister of Immigration, Refugees and
Citizenship, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, we are into sunny ways; [ would
suggest that my colleague look a little more cheerful.

In answer to her question, I will give an answer. I can assure her
that my department has assured me that no people have been
displaced by other refugees. There will be no impact on their entry.

Some hon. members: Oh, oh!

The Speaker: Order. I encourage members not to be provocative
in this place and to show respect for each other, on all sides.

The hon. member for Saskatoon West.

* % %

CANADA POST

Ms. Sheri Benson (Saskatoon West, NDP): Mr. Speaker, during
the election, the Prime Minister promised to restore home mail
delivery. That means that he would reverse the cuts. However, now
the Minister of Public Works says people who lost home delivery
will not get it back. They will be stuck with superboxes. The
government is turning its back on 850,000 Canadians who lost door-
to-door service.

Why did the Prime Minister promise to restore home delivery if
that is not what his government plans to do?

Hon. Judy Foote (Minister of Public Services and Procure-
ment, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, what we committed to do was do away
with the installation of roadside mailboxes, and that happened. We
also committed to a comprehensive review, consulting Canadians
from coast to coast to coast, about the future of Canada Post.

[Translation]

Ms. Karine Trudel (Jonquiére, NDP): Mr. Speaker, promising
one thing and doing the opposite only fuels cynicism.

The Prime Minister made it clear during the election campaign
that a Liberal government would restore home mail delivery. Now,
the Liberals are promising consultations. Wow. This all sounds like a
scheme to hide the fact that they are reneging on their commitment.

My question is simple. Can the minister confirm that her
government no longer intends to restore home mail delivery?
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Hon. Judy Foote (Minister of Public Services and Procure-
ment, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, we did what we said we were going to do.
We put a stop to the installation of roadside mailboxes so that
Canadians could continue to receive door-to-door delivery where the
mailboxes were not installed. We have also committed to a review of
Canada Post, and we are going to do that so Canadians can have
their say.

* % %

PUBLIC SAFETY

Mr. Sukh Dhaliwal (Surrey—Newton, Lib.): Mr. Speaker,
Surrey, and in particular my riding of Surrey—Newton, is facing a
violent crime situation day in, day out, and residents are very
concerned. In April of 2015, the City of Surrey requested 100 new
RCMP officers to combat this problem.

Can the Minister of Public Safety please update the House on the
progress of putting those 100 new RCMP officers into action?

Hon. Ralph Goodale (Minister of Public Safety and Emer-
gency Preparedness, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I want to thank the hon.
member for his tremendous efforts to ensure that his constituents
have the police services they require.

I am pleased to inform the House that 75 of the 100 officers who
were requested have actually arrived now in Surrey, and an
additional 10 officers will be arriving very shortly. The RCMP
expects the remaining 15 to be assigned by spring, ahead of the
deadline in April.

[Translation]

DEMOCRATIC INSTITUTIONS

Hon. Steven Blaney (Bellechasse—Les Etchemins—Lévis,
CPC): Mr. Speaker, when a government respects its democracy
and wants to change it, it consults the people. Several provincial
governments, including those of Ontario, British Columbia, and
Prince Edward Island, have done just that. In October, just 27% of
Canadians voted for the Liberal Party.

What will it take for the Liberal government to understand that it
cannot change the basic rules of our democracy, which date back to
the time of Confederation, without consulting the entire population?

® (1445)
[English]
Hon. Maryam Monsef (Minister of Democratic Institutions,

Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I can appreciate the member opposite's new-
found passion for public consultations.

Allow me to reiterate. In the months ahead, Canadians will have
an ongoing conversation about electoral reform, a conversation that
will answer many questions, not just one. I can appreciate that the
party opposite may be uncomfortable with hearing a diverse range of
views, but we are not.

Mr. Scott Reid (Lanark—Frontenac—Kingston, CPC): Mr.

Speaker, I am reliably informed that nothing is more diverse than the
views expressed in a referendum.

In 2007, Ontario's Liberal government consulted Ontarians in a
referendum on electoral reform. It lost 37% to 63%, but the Liberal
minister who administered that referendum still thinks it was the
right thing to do. Back in June, she took issue with the Prime
Minister's undemocratic approach and said, “If you’re going to
totally change the election system...I think it would have to be a
referendum.”

However, what is the lesson the current Prime Minister has drawn
from 2007? It is not to ask Canadians because they might not
approve the system that his minions are designing.

Provincial Liberals do not fear a referendum. Why does the Prime
Minister fear it?

Hon. Maryam Monsef (Minister of Democratic Institutions,
Lib.): Mr. Speaker, allow me to try it this way.

As part of a national engagement process, we will ensure that
electoral reform measures, such as ranked ballot, proportional
representation, mandatory voting, and online voting, are fully and
fairly studied and considered. As part of that process, we are
absolutely committed to ensuring that Canadians from coast to coast
to coast are heard.

Mr. Scott Reid (Lanark—Frontenac—Kingston, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, the minister quotes from a platform that was supported by
39% of Canadians. She quotes from a platform as if that is the only
reason anybody voted Liberal. Maybe she believes that.

However, Jonathan Rose, the expert who designed the electoral
reform proposals that were put to Ontarians in 2007, also disputed
the Prime Minister. He said, “I think it shouldn’t be a blue-ribbon
panel deciding this, or politicians...it should be put to a national
referendum for approval.”

If he is not afraid of it and if the Ontario Liberals are not afraid of
it, why is Justin Trudeau afraid of it?

Some hon. members: Oh, oh!

The Speaker: I know members are very spirited today. It is
December and it is the season and all that, but let us remember that
we do not use personal names here. We refer to titles, riding names
and so forth.

The hon. Minister of Democratic Institutions.

Hon. Maryam Monsef (Minister of Democratic Institutions,
Lib.): Mr. Speaker, we firmly believe that a decision on an issue as
important as this deserves a thoughtful and comprehensive process.
We will not prejudge the outcome of this process. Early in the new
year, I will work with the House leader to convene an all-party
parliamentary committee to assess all possible options and move
forward.

Some hon. members: Oh, oh!

The Speaker: Order, please. As always, let us all try to restrain
ourselves and listen to the other person's argument, whether we like
it or not, and sometimes we do not. However, let us try to listen and
show respect for him or her, but also, more important, for this place.
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The hon. member for Banff—Airdrie.

Mr. Blake Richards (Banff—Airdrie, CPC): Mr. Speaker, it is
clear, and the minister has made it very clear, that the Liberals are
doubling down, and they will refuse to ask Canadians about
fundamentally changing our electoral system.

This is the method of voting that we have used since
Confederation. I am not talking about routine amendments here.
There are three provinces that have all proposed fundamental
change, and they all knew that it was important enough to put that
question to a referendum. If the Liberals are so sure that they have
the support of Canadians, why are they so afraid to put it to a
referendum?

Hon. Maryam Monsef (Minister of Democratic Institutions,
Lib.): Mr. Speaker, Canadians entrusted us with a mission to restore
the integrity in our electoral process, to restore fairness, and to
ensure that every vote counts. We will deliver on that process, and
we have committed to engaging the people of our country, young
and young at heart, in this engagement process.

* % %

® (1450)
[Translation]

TAXATION

Ms. Brigitte Sansoucy (Saint-Hyacinthe—Bagot, NDP): Mr.
Speaker, thousands of children go to school with empty bellies.
Thousands of seniors live in poverty. They are the ones who would
benefit from a new Canada child benefit or an enhanced guaranteed
income supplement, promises this government made.

What is the government's priority though? Cutting taxes for
people earning between $90,000 and $200,000. Can the minister
explain why his government did not choose to make helping those
who really need help a priority?

Hon. Jean-Yves Duclos (Minister of Families, Children and
Social Development, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I thank the member for her
question, which is a very good one. I know that she is happy the new
government has big plans to fight poverty and exclusion. I invite her
to watch closely as we announce measures over the coming months.
[English]

Ms. Niki Ashton (Churchill—Keewatinook Aski, NDP): Mr.
Speaker, the Liberals are giving a $700 tax break to the well-off,
while 7 out of 10 Canadians get nothing. Seniors waiting for an
increased pension are told to hang on. Parents who are struggling to
pay for child care are told to wait. However, a banker who makes
$190,000 a year gets help.

Where is the urgency to help those who need it the most? Why are
Canadians who live in poverty not getting anything, while the
wealthy get another handout?

Hon. Bill Morneau (Minister of Finance, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, we
started this week with an important step to help Canadians. We have
introduced a tax cut for the middle class. We are going to move
forward in budget 2016 with a measure that we know will take
hundreds of thousands of children out of poverty and help nine out
of ten Canadian families. That will be our Canada child benefit, and
it will make an enormous difference for the most vulnerable in our
country.

Oral Questions

JUSTICE

Hon. Rob Nicholson (Niagara Falls, CPC): Mr. Speaker, in
September, the Prime Minister indicated that he had problems with
the mandatory sentences that were introduced by the Conservative
government. Yes, under our government, people who brought illegal
drugs into Canada, those who kidnapped and sexually exploited
children, and those who produced and distributed child pornography
went to jail.

Why does the Prime Minister have a problem with that?

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould (Minister of Justice and Attorney
General of Canada, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, our government is
committed to undertaking a review of the criminal justice system,
including sentencing. We will do that in a comprehensive way,
engaging with our colleagues in the provinces and territories.

With respect to mandatory minimums, we will also be reviewing
those. Certainly, with respect to mandatory minimums for the most
serious of crimes, we support them, but only with respect to
adherence to the charter.

We will continue to update the House on our progress.

Mr. Michael Cooper (St. Albert—Edmonton, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, the previous Conservative government did everything in
its justice legislation to protect victims and hold violent criminals
accountable for their crimes. The Liberal government, on the other
hand, wants to go easy on violent criminals by eliminating
mandatory minimums.

Why does the government insist on giving violent criminals a
break?

Hon. Jody Wilson-Raybould (Minister of Justice and Attorney
General of Canada, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, our government is
committed to reviewing the criminal justice system and looking at
sentencing, including mandatory minimums. We are taking an
approach to the criminal justice system that focuses not only on
punishing offenders, but on restorative justice and being smart on
crime.

PUBLIC SAFETY

Mr. Bev Shipley (Lambton—Kent—Middlesex, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, the Liberal government is punishing law-abiding gun
owners again by bringing in a needless permit regime that would
require gun owners to get a permit every time they go hunting or go
to the range. Clearly, it is a gateway to bringing back the billion
dollar gun registry and make life as difficult as possible for rural
Canadians.

Why do the Liberals always target law-abiding gun owners? Why
do they not go after criminals for a change?
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Hon. Ralph Goodale (Minister of Public Safety and Emer-
gency Preparedness, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, the hon. gentleman is
simply wrong in what he says about the long gun registry.

We made it very clear in our platform that we had no intention of
reinstating the long gun registry. We announced a number of other
measures in the platform that had to do with public safety, and gun
safety in particular. We will implement our platform.

* % %
® (1455)
[Translation]

PUBLIC SERVICE OF CANADA

Mr. Steven MacKinnon (Gatineau, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, as the
member for Gatineau, I know just how much our federal public
service stands out for its professionalism. Like my colleagues, I have
met thousands of our public servants who expect their government to
respect them and value their contributions. This government is
committed to negotiating in good faith with our public servants. Can
the President of the Treasury Board tell the House what steps he has
taken to improve the federal government's relationship with its
public servants?

Hon. Scott Brison (President of the Treasury Board, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, 1 thank the member for Gatineau. Restoring a culture of
respect towards our public service is a priority for us. I recently met
2,000 public servants at a gathering. I met union leaders and spoke
with them about the report on mental health in the federal workplace.
Our commitments are clear: we will respect the bargaining process,
we will negotiate in good faith, and we will restore a culture of
respect.

[English]
FOREIGN AFFAIRS

Mr. Garnett Genuis (Sherwood Park—Fort Saskatchewan,
CPC): Mr. Speaker, members of the media are telling us that they
have been unable to get hold of the ambassador for religious freedom
since the new government was sworn in. The ambassador has
previously been a highly effective advocate internationally, earning
widespread acclaim and achieving substantial results.

At a time when religious minorities are more vulnerable than ever
before, why is the ambassador being muzzled?

Hon. Stéphane Dion (Minister of Foreign Affairs, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, that is quite rich coming from that party. We do not muzzle
officials at all. The Conservatives did. They did it all over the place.

We will fight to protect the right of freedom of religion, and all
freedoms will be protected as much as possible by this government.

* % %

THE ENVIRONMENT

Mr. Peter Julian (New Westminster—Burnaby, NDP): Mr.
Speaker, this week Canada is back in the hall of shame on climate
change.

First the government showed up at the Paris negotiations with the
Conservatives' weak targets. Now it is blocking agreement on
compensation for the world's poorest people.

This has earned Canada a fossil of the day award. Just like the old
government used to get. It is déja vu all over again.

[Translation]

When will this government stop blocking negotiations and finally
show some real leadership on climate change?

Hon. Stéphane Dion (Minister of Foreign Affairs, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, I disagree completely. For the first time in 10 years, Canada
is a leader in the fight against climate change.

[English]

Instead of being a laggard, we are a leader. That is a change. We
must congratulate the Minister of the Environment and Climate
Change. She has been appointed as a facilitator by the chair of the
COP21. It shows how great she is at helping to reach the result we
want in the fight against climate change.

Canada is back.

[Translation]

CANADIAN HERITAGE

Mr. Paul Lefebvre (Sudbury, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, yesterday we
were proud to hear the Prime Minister talk about the efforts being
made by the government to settle Syrian refugees in Canada. This is
a testament to the commitment we made to Canadians and the world
in response to the urgent need that is being felt internationally. Can
the Minister of Canadian Heritage tell the House what measures the
government plans to take to help Syrian refugees integrate into
society?

Hon. Mélanie Joly (Minister of Canadian Heritage, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, I thank my colleague from Sudbury for the question. In
fact, federal agencies and other partners are currently working with
my department on helping Syrian refugees with social inclusion.

When the refugees arrive in Toronto this evening, we will provide
them with a welcome kit, which will include movies and books in
French and English that will give them a sense of our country's
diversity of cultures, including aboriginal culture. We can count on
Canadians' warmth and hospitality when the new Syrian refugees
arrive.
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® (1500)
[English]
INFRASTRUCTURE

Ms. Dianne Watts (South Surrey—White Rock, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, during the election, the Liberals told Canadians that $10
billion a year in deficits would pay for new infrastructure, but as we
have seen, the government has already committed billions of dollars
in spending, and it has also a $1.2 billion revenue shortfall from this
week's tax announcement. On top of this, no new infrastructure
spending has been announced.

How much are the Liberals going to cut back from their
infrastructure plan that was promised to Canadians?

Hon. Amarjeet Sohi (Minister of Infrastructure and Commu-
nities, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, we are committed to doubling our
infrastructure funding over the next 10 years. That will help us create
sustainable, livable, and healthy communities. We have committed
to do that.

[Translation]

INTERGOVERNMENTAL RELATIONS

Mr. Michel Boudrias (Terrebonne, BQ): Mr. Speaker, in 2013,
the previous government decided to support a court challenge of Bill
99, the legislation that reaffirms Quebec's right to determine its own
future.

I would like to remind the government of the unanimous motion
of Quebec's National Assembly, which reaffirms the right of
Quebeckers to determine their political future.

Does the government intend to withdraw from this case in order to
respect the unanimous will of the National Assembly, or will it
continue to thwart Quebec's right to determine its own destiny?

Hon. Stéphane Dion (Minister of Foreign Affairs, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, no pro-independence government has the right to take
Canada away from Quebeckers who want to remain within Canada.
It is a matter of rights and democracy.

In any event, the vast majority of Quebeckers are very proud
Quebeckers and very proud Canadians. They do not want to be
forced to choose between these two wonderful identities.

* % %

IMMIGRATION, REFUGEES AND CITIZENSHIP

Mr. Mario Beaulieu (La Pointe-de-I'fle, BQ): Mr. Speaker,
3,500 Haitian and Zimbabwean refugees, including those who
survived the earthquake in Haiti, have been facing deportation since
June. That is unacceptable and inhumane.

The Government of Quebec has submitted several stay applica-
tions to try to help these individuals obtain permanent residency.
Since the federal government has the capacity to immediately
welcome thousands of refugees, it is certainly capable of taking
action on this.

Will the Prime Minister commit today to regularizing the
residency status of these individuals in a comprehensive and
collective way?

Points of Order

Hon. John McCallum (Minister of Immigration, Refugees and
Citizenship, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, the answer is yes.

After discussions with my colleague from Bourassa and the
Quebec immigration minister, I decided that my department was
going to help these Haitians to regularize their status in Canada. I am
consulting with my colleague, the Minister of Public Safety, and we
will provide more details about this soon.

E
[English]

PRESENCE IN GALLERY

The Speaker: I would like to draw the attention of hon. members
to the presence in the gallery of Ms. Catherine Baylis who will
receive the Governor General’s Meritorious Service Medal in the
Civic Division tomorrow.

Some hon. members: Hear, hear!

* % %

POINTS OF ORDER
TABLING OF DOCUMENTS

Hon. Michael Chong (Wellington—Halton Hills, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, subsection 49.8(5) of the Parliament of Canada Act requires
that the chairs of the recognized parties inform the Speaker of the
House of Commons of the outcomes of the four votes that took place
in the caucuses that met on November 5.

I also note that it is the practice that the Speaker tables certain
documents, such as bylaws stemming from the Parliament of Canada
Act, and seeing that these three documents that your office has
received stemmed from that Act, I am wondering if the Speaker has
any plans to lay upon the table the three documents that pertain to
the outcomes of the recorded votes that were to have taken place at
the first meeting of the three recognized parties of this House of
Commons.

The Speaker: 1 thank the member for his intervention. I can
assure him that all actions required by the act to be taken by the
Speaker have been taken.

The member for Calgary Nose Hill.
® (1505)
ORAL QUESTIONS

Hon. Michelle Rempel (Calgary Nose Hill, CPC): Mr. Speaker,
earlier in question period I asked the Minister of Immigration,
Refugees and Citizenship a fairly important question on which I
think he could have engaged in any number of ways.

The worst logical fallacy we can make is the ad hominem attack,
and in saying that I should look a little sunnier—

Some hon. members: Oh, oh!

Hon. Michelle Rempel: —and I am being heckled now as I raise
this point of order—and given that you, yourself, Mr. Speaker, said
that this Parliament should be about how we conduct ourselves as
parliamentarians, and while I would question whether or not he
would have said that to a man in this place, I would ask, Mr.
Speaker, if you would consider asking him to apologize.
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As well, and I will admit I became a little heated after his response
and [ asked him that question, the Prime Minister laughed at me, and
I asked him, “Are you laughing at this?”” and he said, “I'm laughing
at you”. My colleagues saw that.

1 would ask both of my colleagues to stand up and apologize, on
behalf of all women in this place.

Hon. John McCallum (Minister of Immigration, Refugees and
Citizenship, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, my comment was intended in a
lighthearted way to celebrate the arrival of the refugees this evening,
but I understand it could have been taken in a number of ways. |
understand now, on reflection, that I should not have made it, so I am
happy therefore to apologize for that comment to my colleague.

The Speaker: I thank the hon. minister for his comment and his
apology. I remind members that we ought to avoid the kind of
language that provokes a reaction. We should show respect for one
another, and I am sure that new members in this House will
appreciate the fact that when we make a mistake—we are all human
and we make mistakes—we apologize for it.

Now I believe it is time for the Thursday question. The hon.
House leader of the opposition.

* % %

BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE

Mr. Andrew Scheer (Regina—Qu'Appelle, CPC): Mr. Speaker,
as this is the first time I rise in the 42nd Parliament, I would like to
take this opportunity to congratulate you, Mr. Speaker, on your
election to this most prestigious office.

I will mention that 1 did leave a package of Rolaids in the
compartment to your right, if you need to use it. I hope you do not,
for a long period of time, but it is there for when you do.

Since this is the first and last Thursday before the Christmas
break, I would like to take a few moments to thank a few people who
support us in the work we do on behalf of Canadians.

First and foremost, I would like to congratulate the other chair
occupants who will assist you in the work you do, Mr. Speaker,
presiding over this chamber.

We are very fortunate in this House to be served by a great group
of professional individuals, the Clerk, the clerks at the table, and all
the legislative support staff who help us in what we do.

The House of Commons, the Parliament of Canada, is a great
place to work and visit, and that is because of all the hard work that
goes on behind the scenes by all the support staff, whether it is
maintenance, printing, postal, or security. They do a great job on our
behalf as well.

Of course, the pages have had a short period of time to work in
this session, but no doubt when we come back in February, we will
put them to work again to make up for it.

Thanks also to the Hill and constituency staft and the spouses and
families, all those who keep the fort running at home while we go
away. We all owe thanks to our spouses, our children, our friends,
and our families.

I also want to congratulate my counterpart, the government House
leader. I have worked with him for some time in the past and we
have already had some productive meetings; and also the House
leader for the New Democrats. I think we have found some areas of
common ground, while at the same time we have engaged in very
vigorous debate, holding the government to account.

I would like to wish a very merry Christmas to all those in this
place and back at home, and indeed, all Canadians. I hope they have
a very merry Christmas and safe and happy holidays.

Now I would like to ask the government House leader if he could
inform the House what the business will be for the remainder of this
week and when we come back in February.

® (1510)
[Translation]

Hon. Dominic LeBlanc (Leader of the Government in the
House of Commons, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, to answer my hon.
colleague's question, this afternoon we will continue debating an
opposition day motion from the Conservative Party. Following the
vote on the motion, the House will consider the appropriation bill for
the supplementary estimates, which provides funding for our
government's program to bring 25,000 Syrian refugees to Canada.

Tomorrow, the House will have the third of six days of debate on
the address in reply to the Speech from the Throne. As members are
all aware, the House will then stand adjourned until January 25,
2016.

[English]

I want to briefly join my colleague, the opposition House leader,
in wishing you, Mr. Speaker, Kelly, and your family a very happy
holiday and a very Merry Christmas. It has been a long election
campaign. It has been a quick series of events that have brought us to
Parliament before the end of the year. I know members on all sides
of the House are looking forward to a holiday break to catch up on
constituency work or set up constituency offices, as so many
hundreds of our new colleagues are still doing.

I urge all colleagues to take some time with their families to enjoy
the holiday season. The January to June period, as you know Mr.
Speaker, is a busy one for parliamentarians. Joléne and I are looking
forward to spending some time in New Brunswick at our place on
the Northumberland Strait, and I would urge colleagues to take
advantage of the same moment.

Some hon. members: Oh, oh!

Hon. Dominic LeBlanc: Mr. Speaker, I was not inviting you to
come to my cottage. It sounded very bad. It would be very
inappropriate, because you would have to go to the cottage of every
member. It would not work.
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I join the opposition House leader in recognizing the staff who
work so hard here to help us with so many important tasks, starting
of course with the Acting Clerk, Mr. Bosc, and his colleagues at the
table. Right through the administration of the House of Commons, in
every branch and every service, we are served by a remarkable group
of women and men. The pages are getting the experience of their
first parliamentary session. They missed a good chunk of the fall
because of the election, but we look forward to seeing them in the
new year.

A final word: it is not a secret that the chief financial officer of the
House of Commons, Mr. Mark Watters, a CA, is leaving after many
years of distinguished service, both in the House and with the Office
of the Auditor General in a number of senior public administration
functions. He has certainly been, for me, a very valuable ally. He has
served all members of Parliament in an extraordinary way, and [
know that all of us wish him much success and happiness in a new
stage of what I hope will be a continued career of serving Canadians.

[Translation]

Mr. Peter Julian (New Westminster—Burnaby, NDP): Mr.
Speaker, I do not intend to be here every Thursday, but I think it is
important to be here today to congratulate you on your role as
Speaker and to congratulate my colleague, the new Leader of the
Government in the House of Commons and, of course, the new
House Leader of the Official Opposition.

I think we will be able to work together very productively. I also
want to thank all of the staff in the House and in our constituency
offices across Canada. These individuals and the work they do make
it possible for us to serve Canadians.

[English]

On behalf of the NDP caucus, I would like to wish each and every
one here very happy holidays, all the best in 2016, happiness, and
good health.

[Translation]

The Speaker: I want to thank all the House leaders for their
comments and well wishes, which I appreciate and share with all of
our colleagues, employees of the House and everyone else who was
mentioned. I wish the same to all of you.

GOVERNMENT ORDERS

o (1515)
[Translation]
BUSINESS OF SUPPLY
OPPOSITION MOTION—COMBAT MISSION AGAINST ISIS

The House resumed consideration of the motion.

Mr. Alupa Clarke (Beauport—Limoilou, CPC): Mr. Speaker, |
am glad I can continue my speech.

To explain my position to those of my colleagues who feel that we
should be doing more, I said that we should reconsider the decision
to end the CF-18 mission. As a G8 country, should we not contribute
as much as we are able to this international fight?

Business of Supply

Have we forgotten our traditional allies, our most precious
alliances, and our friends? France, the United Kingdom, Germany
and the United States have answered the call for air strikes. Other
countries are sure to join them soon.

While the international community rallies to a common cause, will
Canada beat a retreat? To withdraw our fighter jets and our
courageous pilots would be to send the wrong message to ISIS. We
might as well be saying that it is not important to fight terrorism and
support our allies and that we could not care less about ISIS. We
need to take this more seriously.

No self-respecting government can act on a whim, not when it
comes to ISIS and certainly not when it comes to the safety of
Canadians.

That the government think before it acts is not too much to ask.
Let us wait before taking any ill-conceived action. We need to begin
by listening to and consulting Canadians, our allies, and first and
foremost, this House, in the spirit of collaboration and transparency.

Here on this side of the House, the only message we want to send
beyond our shores is that Canada is standing up. If Canada will not
stand up to ISIS, who else will?

We have the means, the materials and the equipment. Our soldiers
are very well trained, and in that regard, as a former soldier myself, I
know what I am talking about. We have everything we need to do
our part with pride and conviction. Imagine what a difference we
could make. After all, that is what Canadians expect from their
government.

At the end of the day, what is the Prime Minister so afraid of? Is
he afraid of terrorism or is he afraid of being wrong?

In closing, and in keeping with the mood here as this session
begins, I urge all members of the House to reflect carefully on the
thoughts and criticisms my colleagues and I have shared here today.
[English]

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Parliamentary Secretary to the
Leader of the Government in the House of Commons, Lib.):
Madam Speaker, I am sure the member can appreciate the fact that
we have just come through a national election from which a new
government has been formed. Part of its election platform was to
recognize that Canada could play another role outside that of the CF-
18s. I wonder if the member would recommend to the government
that it should in essence break an election promise.

It is something that was very clear and made to all Canadians.
Canadians then decided to support the Liberal Party and the
commitment it made to recognize that there might be other ways that
the air force, which I am a former member of, could actually play a
role. It does not mean that it has to be with fighter jets; there are
alternatives.

Given the fact that a solid commitment was made by the Liberal
Party in the last federal election, is there not an obligation, in the
member's mind, that we maintain that commitment?

[Translation]

Mr. Alupa Clarke: Madam Speaker, | thank my colleague for the
very good question.
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If the member had been here for the beginning of my speech, he
would have heard what I said about his government, namely that it
should take note of how international relations are developing right
now. As we know, there have been a number of attacks in recent
weeks, including one in Paris.

Under the previous Conservative government, we had a three-
pronged strategy: bring in refugees, provide humanitarian assistance
to the tune of hundreds of millions of dollars, and go into battle with
our CF-18s.

Today we are not asking the government to break any promises.
We are just asking the government to recognize the current chaotic
reality of international relations and reverse its decision.

® (1520)

Mr. Gérard Deltell (Louis-Saint-Laurent, CPC): Madam
Speaker, I want to thank and congratulate my colleague from
Beauport—Limoilou for another heartfelt and thoughtful speech.

Over the past few days and earlier today the Liberal government
told us that we make up barely 2% of the air strike missions. They
keep putting the emphasis on “barely 2%".

The hon. member for Beauport—Limoilou is a former soldier. He
wore the uniform with pride and honour for five years. He comes
from a military family.

As a soldier, how does the hon. member feel when he hears the
government repeatedly say that our participation amounts to barely
2%, when our pilots are risking 100% of their lives in such a difficult
and dangerous situation?

Mr. Alupa Clarke: Madam Speaker, I would like to thank my
colleague from Louis-Saint-Laurent, whose riding is quite close to
Beauport—Limoilou, for his question.

I find that way of thinking shameful. I would like to reiterate that,
in those 2% of cases, 100% of the individuals are serving our
country and putting their lives in danger every day to protect our
freedoms.

[English]

Mr. Borys Wrzesnewskyj (Etobicoke Centre, Lib.): Madam
Speaker, I keep hearing the phrase "cut and run". Republican Senator
John McCain is not a man who cuts and runs. He suffered for
months in a Viet Cong prison. He is currently the chair of the U.S.
Senate armed services committee. On Tuesday, he said that the
United States needed to reconsider the focus of its campaign in the
Levant. I will quote from an article he wrote with Republican
Senator Lindsey Graham for The Wall Street Journal. He wrote that
the United States needs to “develop a strategy that is credible to the
American people and I don't think that is the case today* with the air
campaign focus. Would you like to comment on Senator McCain's
position on this?

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Carol Hughes) : Order,
please. I would remind the member to direct his comments to the
Chair, please.

The hon. member for Beauport—Limoilou.

[Translation]

Mr. Alupa Clarke: Madam Speaker, I would like to thank the
member for that very good question.

I will not comment on American politics or on the U.S.'s decisions
on international relations. I do not understand “reconsider the focus”
to mean redefining the U.S. air strike approach, so I do not see how
that changes what we are saying here.

Mr. Sven Spengemann (Mississauga—Lakeshore, Lib.): Ma-
dam Speaker, I will be sharing my time with the member for
Etobicoke Centre.

This afternoon, it is with a great sense of responsibility, humility
and pride that I rise before my colleagues in this honourable House
for the first time.

I would like to thank the people of Mississauga—Lakeshore for
putting their trust in me. I would also like to thank my family and my
extraordinary team in Mississauga—Lakeshore. I also want to
congratulate all of my colleagues in the House on getting elected or
re-elected and you, Madam Speaker, on your re-election.

I am rising on a very important topic, namely ISIS, a terrorist
group otherwise known as Daesh.

[English]

I would like to begin by thanking my colleague opposite, the hon.
member for Parry Sound—Muskoka, for introducing this motion so
that we can have this important discussion here in the House of
Commons today on developments in the Middle East.

I was in the Middle East for nearly seven years, from 2005 to
2012, serving as a senior United Nations official in Baghdad, Iraq.
The majority of my time was devoted to supporting the Iraqi
parliament, the Iraqi executive, and elected officials of the Iraqi
Kurdistan region. My team and I supported our Iraqi counterparts in
building an all-party dialogue on important questions of political and
constitutional reform, including their struggle with early incarnations
of the Islamic State of Iraq.

® (1525)

As a Canadian who has served proudly under the blue flag, one of
my proudest moments was when former prime minister Jean
Chrétien decided not to join the coalition that intervened in Iraq in
2003, a decision that was supported by members of the Conservative
caucus but opposed by President Obama.

It is difficult for me to fully capture just how much goodwill this
Canadian decision generated among the people of Iraq during the
subsequent decades and how profound a role it played in allowing
my UN team and me to build trust and effective working
relationships with our Iraqi counterparts and Iraqi-Kurdish counter-
parts.

Let me be clear. Today the question of how to deal with the
Islamic State is of the utmost importance for people of the Middle
East, for us in the west, and in all other parts of the world and,
ultimately, for human civilization. By all indications, fear, division,
and widening global conflict is what this murderous group wants to
achieve. We must not indulge it. We need to defeat it in other ways.
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Canada's most effective contribution to the fight against ISIS will
focus on empowering those voices and forces in the region that are
prepared to stand up and take on the fight to reclaim their territory
and their collective future from this terrorist group, like our friends in
the Iraqi Kurdistan region.

One of the greatest obstacles to the fight against ISIS is that at the
moment there is no alternative vision in the Middle East. Young men
or women in Iraq or Syria who contemplate standing up in the
struggle against ISIS will first ask themselves what exactly they are
fighting for. The formulation of an alternative, the vision of a better
tomorrow for an economic and social future, is not something that
can be created by dropping more bombs on Syria.

The Islamic State is a complex, multi-faceted humanitarian,
economic, religious, cultural, political, and military problem. It has
those components. Most important, the vision for a better tomorrow
has to be created by the people of the Middle East; it cannot be
imposed from the outside.

I am proud of the government's decision to withdraw our fighter
jets from the Syrian air campaign, all the while remaining engaged in
the effort to defeat ISIS on other fronts, including military training
and advisory capacities to support the brave military forces in the
region that are taking up the armed struggle and who have developed
their vision for a better tomorrow.

Just to be clear, the Canadian Armed Forces has a strong record of
projecting leadership abroad through its participation in international
operations. Foremost in our memory of course is the mission in
Afghanistan. Over the 12-year mission, Canada sent more than
40,000 personnel to the region. Many of our members served more
than one tour, including our hon. Minister of National Defence.

Our achievements in Afghanistan were hard won. Our forces had
to overcome many challenges. Canada undertook ambitious projects
that aimed to improve the lives of Afghans, including helping to
build critical infrastructure such as roads and schools and supporting
partners with important initiatives like education on polio.

We are proud of Canada's legacy in places like Afghanistan and in
many other places around the world, and of the tremendous effort of
our brave women and men in uniform. Our legacy continues as the
people of Afghanistan now continue to progress toward a democratic
and secure country.

Our government has never been opposed to deploying our armed
forces in combat when it clearly serves our national interests. The
Government of Canada will shift our mission to a non-combat role
that will be focused on training and humanitarian aid.

I am particularly proud of the fact that Canada participates
actively in the humanitarian aid effort, which includes, most
importantly and most recently, the fact that we will be welcoming
25,000 Syrian refugees to Canada by March of next year.

The problem of Daesh is multi-faceted. There are many roles to
play. Canada is not advocating for an end to the air campaign. There
are countries that are going to conduct an air campaign. We are not
telling them to stop. All we are saying is that there is a better way for
Canada, a more effective way that better fits Canada's historical
missions. It is sophistication. It is an understanding of the region and
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it is a history of diplomatic engagement. For that reason, I am proud
to speak against the motion today.

® (1530)

Hon. Deepak Obhrai (Calgary Forest Lawn, CPC): Madam
Speaker, I am quite surprised listening to the member's background
that he was in Iraq as well as in Afghanistan, considering that he
feels that humanitarian assistance and diplomacy is what will work
in that region and not military and that he would like to withdraw.

Let me remind him that I was also engaged with diplomacy and
everything in Afghanistan as well as in Iraq. I can say from our
experience, without having strong action being taken, if we had
taken very strong actions with the Maliki government when it was in
power, ISIS would not have had the opportunity to do the
horrendous crimes that it did and is doing right now.

I am extremely surprised that the member is talking about actually
withdrawing. Making it even worse, he is telling the coalition to do it
and we should not. That is exactly what he just said. Let others carry
the burden and we will stay home. That is something we will not
agree with.

Mr. Sven Spengemann: Madam Speaker, again, the problem of
ISIS is multi-faceted. There are many tasks that need to be
accomplished. Canada can play a better role in this conflict than
simply dropping bombs. Canada has demonstrated its engagement at
political, diplomatic, humanitarian, economic, and governance levels
in the past. There are roles for us to play that others are not playing
effectively that we could and should play. Again, most emphatically
at this point, training the brave men and women of the Kurdish
forces who are standing firm in their fight against ISIS. It is a local
solution that is required; it is local embrace of their own collective
future. We are here to help the Iraqi people, the Kurdish people, the
people of the region who stand against ISIS to achieve exactly that.

[Translation]

Ms. Anne Minh-Thu Quach (Salaberry—Suroit, NDP):
Madam Speaker, the Conservatives have been providing erroneous
information about the combat mission since the discussions on this
subject began. The combat mission is not being carried out under the
UN or the NATO banner, and many coalition countries are not
participating in combat missions but are simply providing
humanitarian aid.

Does my colleague have any information about the type of
humanitarian aid that Canada could provide? How can we provide
real assistance on the ground by providing humanitarian aid?

Mr. Sven Spengemann: Madam Speaker, I would like to thank
my colleague for her very pertinent question.

It really is about what Canada does best. What is our expertise,
what is our record when it comes to international engagement?
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What can we do best? With the problem of the complexity of ISIS,
it is a question of figuring out what is not only in our national
interest, but through which avenues we can help the Iraqi people, the
people of the Middle East the best. It is not simply by dropping
bombs on Syria; that is not the Canadian way. It has never been the
Canadian way to reflexively engage in air strikes without further
thought.

Maybe I can take this opportunity to question fundamentally a
perspective on the side of the Conservative caucus that somehow
suggests that we dishonour our women and men in uniform, or
dishonour their service, by pulling them back or redeploying them.
That calls into question the civilian control of our armed forces that
is fundamental to our democracy and that this caucus seems to be
throwing into question.

Mr. Robert Oliphant (Don Valley West, Lib.): Madam Speaker,
I want to thank the hon. member for his exceptional understanding of
this question. I find myself in the position of asking a genuine
question and trying to probe my way through this discussion. From
his expertise in the area and region, in that large arsenal of tools that
we have to help in this situation, what would his first or second
priority be in terms of diplomacy, or aid, or on-the-ground training?
What would he suggest to the House and the government?

®(1535)

Mr. Sven Spengemann: Madam Speaker, most important would
be the resumption of diplomatic relationships. We are providing
humanitarian aid and assisting with military training of the Kurdish
forces. We have let go of our diplomatic engagement in the Middle
East. If we are not trusted as political interlocutors, we have no
future in working toward a comprehensive solution.

Mr. Borys Wrzesnewskyj (Etobicoke Centre, Lib.): Madam
Speaker, I would like to begin this debate by expressing the gratitude
of all of us in the House, in fact, of all Canadians, to the men and
women of Canada's armed forces.

Canada's forces have a fearless history of facing down evil. Most
recently, in the Levant, it is Canada's air force personnel who have
contributed to the allied air war campaign against Daesh that we are
proud of. However, our capacity in this regard is modest and it is
reflected in the statistics of the air campaign, to which we have
contributed a mere 2% of all bombing runs.

It is also significant to note that 75% of our aircraft engaged in this
campaign return with their payloads unspent due to the correct and
strict rules of engagement preventing bombings that cause collateral
civilian deaths. Having no such qualms, Daesh uses civilian settings
as human shields. Today, virtually all military and counterterrorism
experts have come to the conclusion that this war will not be won
from the air. It will be won on the ground.

Daesh is a scourge that must be eliminated. This is a war that
must be won. It is time to reassess our strategy and strategically re-
examine our military commitment to the allied war effort in ways
that match our abilities and can produce results on the ground. That
is why our commitment of providing training and arms to local
forces, such as the Iraqi military and Kurdish peshmerga fighters, is
of critical importance to winning this war.

This past Tuesday, in testimony before the U.S. Senate armed
services committee, two former top Obama officials underscored that
the U.S. was not winning the fight against the so-called Islamic state.
Michele Flournoy, former under secretary of defence, stated, “I don't
think we are fully resourcing a multidimensional strategy.... ... [we]
need to play more of a leadership role...in terms of enabling others
militarily,...”

However, this war on terror in the Levant has two fronts. Three of
the five major terrorist attacks have occurred in NATO countries in
recent months and most of the suicide terrorists were born and raised
in the west. As a lonely Virginia born and raised teenager, Ali Amin
stated in a New York Times interview this past month that, curious
about the Islamic State, he went online. There he found a virtual
community waiting. He stated:

For the first time, I felt I was not only being taken seriously about very important
and weighty topics, but was actually being asked for guidance. By assimilating into
the Internet world instead of the real world, I became absorbed in a “virtual” struggle
while disconnecting from what was real: my family, my life and my future.

In the west, these sympathizers number in the thousands. For
weeks and months, they marinate in the rhetoric and symbolism of
the fictitious Islamic State, courtesy of Twitter and other platforms.
They are lauded for being wise and told that they are leaders. Finally
and tragically, they are recruited to travel as fighters to the Levant or
encouraged to commit horrific acts of terror against non-Muslims or,
as they are called, infidels, and non-supportive Muslims, so-called
apostates, in their home countries.

In June of 2014, a huge surge in foreign recruitment began. By
September of this year, estimates are that nearly 30,000 foreign
recruits have poured into Syria, a doubling in the number of terrorist
fighters. It is estimated that approximately 300 have come from
North America, mostly from the United States, but a handful from
Canada as well. This coincided with Daesh declaring online that it
was now an "Islamic caliphate" or "Islamic state."

Clearly, there is a powerful communications battle taking place.
We must not inadvertently feed the false narrative and provide this
terrorist death cult with legitimacy by calling it an Islamic state. It is
neither Islamic nor a state. In fact, it propagates a perversion of basic
tenets of the Muslim faith and can only militarily occupy a
decreasing number of cities and towns in Syria and Iraq.

©(1540)

We must join the Arab countries and our closest allies, Great
Britain and France, and call it what it is: Daesh, a death cult.

The crisis we face in Syria and Iraq has layers of complexity and
has due political significance. Currently, our allied war effort faces
new and additional challenges posed by a significant ramping up of
involvement by Kremlin President Putin.
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As we have learned in recent years, Putin's stated intent and
actions are often diametrically opposite. Instead of bombing Daesh,
the vast majority of bombs unleashed by the Russian military land on
anti-Assad forces and civilian neighbourhoods. The Kremlin is
expanding existing and adding to the number of Russian naval and
air force military bases in Syria. At the same time, it continues to test
NATO partner Turkey's resolve.

Problematically, while for the most part avoiding bombing Daesh,
the FSB, Russia's intelligence services, has been funnelling hundreds
of fighters from Dagestan into Daesh's ranks. A recent investigation
by Novaya Gazeta, one of the few independent newspapers left in
Russia, based on extensive fieldwork by Elena Milashina has
concluded that, “Russian special services have controlled” the flow
of jihadists into Syria. Russia has now become the third-biggest
source country for foreign Daesh fighters.

The FSB's establishment of a green corridor is meticulously
documented by Novaya Gazeta, from FSB recruiters to supply of
travel documents. FSB funnels potential terrorists who, instead of
causing trouble and blowing things up in Russia, militarily engage
NATO forces. This has, in the Kremlin's view, the added benefit of
making impossible a Qatari gas pipeline through Syria and Turkey to
Europe so as not to challenge Russia's gas chokehold of western
European gas markets.

In our war against Daesh, we must find ways to address all of its
complexities in the Levant, on the Internet, at home, and
geopolitically.

As Republican Senator John McCain, chair of the U.S. Senate
armed services committee co-wrote with Republican Senator
Lindsey Graham in the Wall Street Journal in regards to the current
allied war effort, which focuses on our air campaign, the U.S. needs
to “...develop a strategy that is credible...I don't think that is the case
today.”

Our government intends to develop a comprehensive strategy to
fight this war in ways that make the most effective use of our
military resources and with our allies, help rid the Levant of the
Daesh death cult and its global tentacles.

I would like to conclude with a quote from U.S. Ambassador to
Canada Heyman, this morning on Ottawa radio station CFRA AM
580. He stated:

I think each country is making their own decisions as to how they are going to
contribute to this. In my conversations with the Prime Minister and his team, they
have a firm commitment to the coalition. It will be robust...and I am confident that
we're going to work very well together.

For the above stated reasons, I will be opposing the Conservative
motion.

Hon. Erin O'Toole (Durham, CPC): Madam Speaker, it is nice
to see you in the chair. Congratulations on this special role.

I listened to my friend's speech with some interest. It seems he
quotes John McCain in the United States without even under-
standing the context of that quote.

The original mission, we all might remember if we followed this
for a few years, was to degrade and destroy ISIS or ISIL. Canada has
been a proud part of an international coalition of countries from
around the world doing just that. In fact, it has been successful. In
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between 25% to 30% of the land area in Iraq and in parts of Syria,
ISIS has been pushed out and there has been the containment.

What Senator McCain was actually asking for was the destruction
of ISIS, which is the next step. The President of France has been
going around the world urging all countries to step up, not just to
degrade but to destroy, because we have seen what leaving that threat
out there can cause to even democracies far away.

My question for the member is: Having played the role degrading
ISIS to this point, when our allies are actually calling for the effort to
be stepped up, why are we the only one stepping away?

® (1545)

Mr. Borys Wrzesnewskyj: Madam Speaker, Senator McCain
was quite clear during hearings in the committee, and in the article
that I quoted, that an air campaign on its own was not effective and
that a ground campaign was critically necessary.

On that same day, The Wall Street Journal also wrote a piece,
which I would like to quote from. It said, “as in the past, air power
alone will not win this war. Any administration strategist or
presidential hopeful who pretends otherwise isn't serious about
achieving victory.”

Ms. Linda Duncan (Edmonton Strathcona, NDP): Madam
Speaker, I welcome you to your new position. I would also like to
welcome the member for Etobicoke Centre and extend a hand of
invitation. I look forward to him joining our Canada-Ukraine
parliamentary friendship association. I am sure that he will want to
join those activities.

The Liberal government has committed that it will be withdrawing
its fighter jets from Syria, but we still have not clearly heard what the
timetable is on that withdrawal. I wonder if the member could
provide clarification on that, and also advise the House what actions
are being taken to stem the flow of arms and funds to ISIL. Our party
has been very outspoken since the bombing began in Syria, and
before, when there was the activity in Iraq and around the world. We
have continuously campaigned to have Canada sign the arms trade
treaty.

Can the member update us on the actions by the government in
that direction?

Mr. Borys Wrzesnewskyj: Madam Speaker, I will certainly take
up the hon. member's offer to join the committee.

With regard to the questions posed, our government will take the
time necessary to develop a strategy that will make a difference on
the ground and that will be a robust part of the allied war effort. I am
sure that in due course, we will all be aware of what that strategy
entails.

With regard to the funding, recruitment, and international
character of this particular Daesh problem, we live in a global
village connected by the Internet. One of the problematic parts of
this, as I stated in my speech, was how insidious that reach can be.
Part of what we do will probably entail talking to providers and
platforms about how they can make sure that their channels are not
used by groups with jihadist terrorist intent.
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Hon. Deepak Obhrai (Calgary Forest Lawn, CPC): Madam
Speaker, I am honoured to rise to speak on my first debate in the
42nd Parliament.

Before I begin, I want to take this opportunity to thank my
constituents of Calgary Forest Lawn and Calgary East for electing
me for the seventh time, and for having put their trust in me again. I
want to say a very big thanks to them.

I will be sharing my time with my colleague, the member for
South Surrey—White Rock.

The motion today is to continue our engagement to fight ISIL.
This is now an international human rights issue. Those who sponsor
and carry out these horrendous crimes against humanity must be
brought before the International Criminal Court and brought to
justice, in the same way as the Nuremberg trials were held. However,
first we have to defeat them.

Our previous Conservative government brought this current
engagement to Parliament and sought its approval. I have
participated in numerous debates on this issue of tackling ISIS in
this House.

I listened to the Minister of National Defence, and 1 am not
convinced he is on the right path. We are downgrading our
engagement by removing the air force and stopping Canadian air
strikes.

During debates in the previous Parliament, we found support for
this mission from Canadians and from many Liberals, as well as our
allies in the international community. Not surprisingly, of course, we
never got any support from the NDP.

However, to see the government trying to follow the same NDP
logic by downgrading the fight against injustice is doing an injustice,
not only to the victims of the terrorist group, but also to future
generations who would fall victim to this terrorist group. Paris comes
to mind. I can say from experience that when strong action is not
taken to fight injustice, its consequences can be devastating.

After the fall of Saddam Hussein, the G-8 and neighbours of Iraq
held three conferences, in Egypt, Istanbul and Kuwait. I represented
Canada at all three of these Iraq meetings. It was an attempt by the
international community to stabilize and rebuild Iraq. We all pledged
money and help for Iraq, but the Maliki government did not take it
seriously, and our international partners, including us, did not
demand stronger accountability from his government.

This resulted in the continued weakening of the Iraqi government,
to the point where this terror group, ISIL, filled the gap. The results
were massacres, rape, killings, and much suffering. The lesson we
have to take from this is to take strong action when a threat arises.

Today's motion is asking the government to ensure that our
engagement is not downgraded. Canadian air strikes have been
successful in engaging the terrorists. Why the government wants to
stop this is beyond our understanding. Only today reports say that
the financial chief of ISIS was killed in air strikes. This is a big blow
to ISIS.

The question Canadians are asking is this. Are the Liberals serious
in fighting ISIS, or are they talking about token support? They keep

talking about this robust engagement that is going to come. They
keep talking as if there is a vacuum right now in the war against the
terrorists. The Liberals are forgetting that Canada has been engaged,
not only on humanitarian grounds but in training peshmerga. I have
heard Liberals talking about training peshmerga. They seem to have
forgotten the fact that has been going on, through the motion that
was passed by the previous Conservative government.

I do not understand where this robust thing is going to come from.
It is already there. Why does the government want to take away what
is already a successful engagement against this terrorist group? It is
beyond anybody's understanding.

I know the defence minister served in Afghanistan. However, [
was on the House of Commons special committee on Afghanistan,
which was there to oversee our mission in Afghanistan, recom-
mended by former Liberal foreign minister John Manley. I travelled
with the committee to Afghanistan and saw our operations first-
hand.

® (1550)

The Taliban is still a threat today. Only yesterday it attacked the
Kandahar airport, where over 50 people are now confirmed dead.

Have we abandoned Afghanistan? No. However, the presence of
American forces is what is keeping Afghanistan safe today. It could
easily revert to becoming another region where terror and terrorists
reign. Therefore, the government must engage with ISIS to destroy
it, before it destroys us.

Britain went through a debate as to whether it would perform air
strikes. Because of the threat posed by ISIS, it has now changed its
mind and is engaging in air strikes.

Let us look at France, Britain, the U.S.A., and the other
neighbouring countries, like Jordan and Iran, that engaged in air
strikes to stop ISIL because they recognized it as a threat.

We say that we will stop it, and then we say that we will find a
robust and better way of doing it. I have heard others say today that
we should let the others carry the burden and we can stand on the
sidelines.

When we go to the Remembrance Day parades and talk to the
veterans who have fought for the freedom of this country and I listen
to their stories, it is evident that the reason they have put their lives
on the line is for our freedom and our country's freedom. They went
out and they fought. They did not run away like this Liberal
government wants us to run away from the air strikes. It is beyond
my understanding.
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Everyone talks about the great job being done by our air force.
Our armed forces are well trained. When the previous Liberal
government was in power, it cut the military expenditures, to the
point where our armed forces were no longer effective, creating a
period of darkness. The Conservative government invested in the
armed forces, and today it is doing an excellent job in Iraq and
wherever else it is deployed. We are all proud of the excellent work
they have been doing, including the members on the Liberal side.

Therefore, I do not understand why the Liberals want to pull out.
Time after time, I have heard the argument that we should provide
humanitarian assistance. If there is no security on the ground, what is
the point of humanitarian assistance? Where do they think it will go?
It will not go to the people who need it. First and foremost, there is a
need for security, and that security can only come if we take up the
fight. That is why this motion is very apt. If the Liberals do not
support it, so be it. However, Canadians will support this motion,
and we will stand to fight against ISIL.

® (1555)

[Translation]

Mr. René Arseneault (Madawaska—Restigouche, Lib.): Ma-
dam Speaker, I appreciate my colleague's comments.

ISIL is not waging a conventional war. The Conservative
opposition seems to be fixated on air strikes as the ultimate tool
for countering the horrors committed by ISIL.

Would my colleague tell us how the CF-18s can prevent
recruitment in western countries of radicalized youth who commit
crimes in our major cities? How can the CF-18s prevent massacres
like the one in Paris?

[English]

Hon. Deepak Obhrai: Madam Speaker, | agree with the member
that air strikes are not the only way to defeat ISIL. It is only one way
of weakening ISIL, not defeating it, but weakening it so that it is
powerless.

Do members remember the town of Kobani, which ISIL was
going to take over and the whole community was under threat, or the
Yazidis, who were massacred by the ISIL group in that state and the
large graves that were found? Do you not think we should go to fight
and stop all of these refugees from coming out of there? The
government has just taken 25,000 refugees out of the million
refugees that are over there. I have visited those camps in Turkey and
everywhere else. That is why it is important to take on ISIL and fight
it, so that the minorities are safe in their own country and in that
country. That is why it is important and why I say it is one of the
tools that we need to go ahead and fight ISIL.
® (1600)

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Carol Hughes): I know
the member has been in the House for quite a few years. I want to
remind him to please direct his comments to the Chair and not a
specific member in the House.

Questions and comments, the hon. member for North Island—
Powell River.

Ms. Rachel Blaney (North Island—Powell River, NDP):

Madam Speaker, 1 would also like to take this opportunity to
congratulate you for sitting in the chair today.
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When the member was in the government and committed Canada
to this mission, Conservatives did so without providing incremental
funding to the armed forces to cover the costs of the mission.
Therefore, the forces had to find the money by reallocating money
from other departments and programs like the navy. Why was this
mission not properly funded when the Conservatives originally
committed Canada to it?

Hon. Deepak Obhrai: Madam Speaker, I want to congratulate
you as well for being in the chair.

I am pretty surprised about the resources she says were not
properly funded. This mission was properly funded. The approval of
this mission was done in the House of Commons. There was a
debate here and everybody had a chance to speak, and it was very
clear that it was absolutely funded. I do not know what she is talking
about, that this is not funded.

I hope the Liberal government, before it does anything, will bring
it to the House so we can debate this here like the Conservative
government did. We are a little concerned. For example, on electoral
reform, the Liberals do not want to have a referendum. Therefore, 1
do not know if they will consult us with this change in their plans.

Hon. Michael Chong (Wellington—Halton Hills, CPC):
Madam Speaker, nobody in the House denies the need for
humanitarian aid and for diplomacy as two crucial elements in
countering the Islamic State. The real issue at play today in this
debate is whether or not the Gouvernment of Canada's and Canadian
Armed Forces' combat mission should continue against the Islamic
State. The Conservatives believe it should.

The Liberal government has said that it should not and the whole
issue here is why is that the case. Many Liberals like Irwin Cotler
have long called for a combat mission as a central part of an
international coalition response to counter the Islamic State. I cannot
believe that all 183 Liberal members are in agreement with the
government's position on this and I encourage them to support the
motion in front of the House.

Hon. Deepak Obhrai: Madam Speaker, very briefly, I agree with
him.

Ms. Dianne Watts (South Surrey—White Rock, CPC): Madam
Speaker, I am pleased to stand in the House on behalf of my riding of
South Surrey—White Rock. I congratulate you on being in the chair.

1 want to speak to the motion that has been put forward by my
hon. colleague.
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As former mayor of the city of Surrey, where over 95 languages
are spoken and which is home to the largest number of government-
assisted refugees in the province of British Columbia, I am well
aware of the issues on the ground that the refugees are faced with
and the horrific conditions that many have endured.

To this point, the Syrian and Iragi-based crisis has required a
multi-faceted approach, which has been continually supported and
maintained by the Conservatives.

I want to go back a bit and talk about the CF-18 fighter jets. In
October, 2014, those jets bombed weapons caches, training facilities,
critical infrastructure, and command centres. The Canadian Special
Operations Forces have trained more than 1,100 soldiers on the
ground.

With regard to humanitarian aid for the Iraqi people, the
Conservatives, on behalf of Canadians, provided food for almost 2
million people and relief supplies for 1.2 million. In Syria, starting in
2012, we committed $503 million in international humanitarian aid.
In addition, we understood the need to identify and deal with the root
causes in the country of origin, as well as helping the people who
were fleeing the violence. Some 10,000 refugees were processed or
in the final stages of being processed when we committed to an
additional 10,000 Syrian refugees. We wanted to ensure that there
was a more secure and more robust screening process in place due to
current global events.

As I stated, this effort to defeat ISIS has to be multi-faceted. That
is the only approach that we have ever supported. There are two
main points to emphasize. The first is to maintain the air combat
mission of the CF-18 fighter jets in the fight against ISIS. The
second is to reconfirm our commitment to our allies.

The United Nations Security Council determined that ISIL
constituted an unprecedented threat to international peace and
security, and further called upon its member states to take all
necessary measures to prevent and suppress its terrorist acts on
territory under its control in Syria and Iraq.

The foreign affairs minister for the Kurdistan regional government
said:
We would like to tell them that the air strikes have been effective, they have

helped us a great deal. They have helped save lives...And if it were for us [to decide],
we request that to continue.

When President Obama referred to his closest allies as France,
Germany, and the United Kingdom, I would suggest that Canada is
not back.

From a purely moral perspective, how can we turn our backs on
this coalition and our closest allies, including the people still living
in Syria and Iraq who face the violence and brutality of ISIS on a
daily basis? Let me remind the Liberal government exactly what we
have been witness to.

We have seen the recent attacks and murders of innocent people
in Paris, Lebanon, and Beirut. We have also been witness to the
sheer brutality of ISIS as demonstrated by the beheading of foreign
aid workers, journalists from the U.S., U.K., France, Australia,
Japan, and 21 Egyptians who were lined up on a beach, and the
burning alive of a Jordanian coalition pilot. Most disturbing of all, as

pointed out by the member for Calgary Centre-North on Monday, is
the genocide of a reported 8,000 Yazidi women and young girls.
Thousands of others have been kidnapped, sold and raped.

® (1605)

I am deeply saddened as a Canadian, as a woman, and as a mother
that Canada would not stand with her allies and protect these
innocent people.

I would like to reinforce this point in a much more personal way.

For over a year, | have been associated with two young Yazidi
orphan girls. They were once a family of five. These girls were
forced to watch their mother be raped and then shot in the head.
They were forced to watch as their father was beheaded and then
witnessed their 9-year-old brother crucified. Their home was burned
to the ground and their livestock and pets were slaughtered. It was
only by a sheer miracle that they managed to escape the chaos and
get safely to a refugee camp. No child should have to witness such
horror.

I heard the Prime Minister say on Monday “...what we will not do
is continue trying to talk about it and give ISIS any free publicity”.
That comment frankly is offensive to every man, woman, and child
who has been brutalized by ISIS. We have to talk about it and we
cannot pretend it does not exist. Nor can we be silent. We need to
stand with our allies, maintain the air combat mission of the CF-18
fighter jets, continue the humanitarian aid that we started in 2012,
and properly screen and support the refugees coming to Canada in a
meaningful way so they can succeed and live in a country that
welcomes them.

However, we also need to deal with the root causes in Syria and
Iraq, namely, ISIS, because many of those who are fleeing their
homeland do not want to leave, but they have no choice.

This is why the motion before the House is so important. As |
stated earlier, this has to continue to be a multi-faceted approach, and
we cannot and must not be silent on this issue.

®(1610)

Mr. Borys Wrzesnewskyj (Etobicoke Centre, Lib.): Madam
Speaker, the hon. member opposite keeps referring to this terrorist
death cult as ISIS, Islamic state. Does she believe that this death cult
reflects the tenets of Islam? Does she believe that in fact it is a state?
If not, why continue using terminology that lends credence and
legitimacy to this death cult? Why not refer to it as Daesh, as our
allies do?

Ms. Dianne Watts: Madam Speaker, the terminology that has
been used is very familiar to those in the general public. We can
define it any way we want, but the fact is it is killing hundreds of
thousands of people who are fleeing from their country. It is
murdering and raping young girls and children. That is what we have
to pay attention to.

Ms. Sheila Malcolmson (Nanaimo—Ladysmith, NDP): Madam
Speaker, I am glad to see you in the seat.
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Last month the UN Security Council urged its members to
intensify their efforts to stem the flow of arms and funds to foreign
terrorist fights and to prevent and suppress the financing of
terrorism. Specifically, Secretary-General Ban Ki-moon has com-
mented, “Over the longer-term, the biggest threat to terrorists is not
the power of missiles — it is the politics of inclusion.” The truth is air
strikes are sadly being used as a recruitment tool for ISIL.

Could the member please explain why they believe bombing
works, given the many examples we have from the region that
bombing does not in fact contribute in any way to a peaceful
outcome?

Ms. Dianne Watts: Madam Speaker, I will answer the member's
question in a two-fold way. I totally agree that the financial flow and
the weapons need to be addressed as part of the multi-faceted
approach.

However, 1 would also say that we look at bombing weapons
caches, training facilities, critical infrastructures, and command
centres. That is the focus in making sure that we are crippling them
in their country of origin where they cannot expand.

Hon. Michael Chong (Wellington—Halton Hills, CPC):
Madam Speaker, I listened to the story by the member for South
Surrey—White Rock about the horrors that are being visited upon
people in Syria and Iraq by the Islamic State. It really struck me that
the Liberal Party has long argued for the policy of the responsibility
to protect vulnerable persons who are subject to atrocities just like
the ones that the member enunciated here in the House of Commons.
It also strikes me that it is a classic position of the Liberal Party to
say one thing and do another. The Liberal Party has long argued for
the responsibility to protect doctrine and yet when atrocities the likes
of which we have not seen or witnessed in recent memory are
happening on a widespread scale within the Islamic State, it
suddenly abandons the policy and no longer believes that military or
combat action is necessary to counter this threat and to ensure the
protection of these vulnerable persons.

It is something that really struck me when I was listening to the
member's speech and I am wondering if she would care to comment.

® (1615)

Ms. Dianne Watts: Madam Speaker, it strikes me as a bit odd as
well when I hear the Liberal government talk about the vulnerability
of young women and girls and about protecting them when over
8,000 young women and girls have been murdered. I am astounded
that the Liberal government would not take a stronger position. In
fact, I am ashamed.

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Carol Hughes): Before
resuming debate, it is my duty pursuant to Standing Order 38 to
inform the House that the questions to be raised tonight at the time of
adjournment are as follows: the hon. member for Lévis—Lotbiniére,
international trade; the hon. member for Lanark—Frontenac—
Kingston, democratic reform.

Mr. Randall Garrison (Esquimalt—Saanich—Sooke, NDP):
Madam Speaker, every member of the House certainly recognizes
that ISIS is a serious threat to global peace and security and to
Canada. New Democrats, like members of all other parties in this
House, have condemned in the strongest terms the terrorist acts of
ISIS and its violent extremist ideology. We deplore its continued
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gross, systematic, and widespread abuses of human rights. We not
only believe that the international community has an obligation to
stop ISIS expansion, to help the refugees in the region, and to fight
the spread of violent extremism, but we also believe that Canada
should be a leader in these efforts. We welcome the opportunity to
have this debate in the House on how best to engage and defeat ISIS.
What is disappointing is the very limited range of options being
considered by the official opposition in its motion and by the
government in its response.

New Democrats have been clear that the current mission is not the
right role for Canada. We think it should end. Conservatives remain,
perhaps understandably, tied to the current bombing mission. As it
was virtually their only concrete response to the ISIS threat as
government, so it remains at the heart of their opposition motion
today. Leaving aside whether Canada's contribution to the bombing
campaign at just 2% to 3% of missions flown was ever anything
more than a symbolic effort, one has to ask whether the bombing had
any significant impact on the task of undermining or defeating ISIS.
At best, it may have slowed ISIS's territorial expansion, but it has not
stopped ISIS from administering territory and acting like a state, two
crucial factors in its survival and a point [ will return to in a moment.

However, as a response to ISIS, the bombing campaign at least
had the advantage of suggesting specific actions to achieve a clear
goal—a halt to ISIS's expansion—though I would still argue that it
fails as a tactic as we have little evidence to show it has been
effective in challenging control of territory by ISIS. Moreover, it also
fails as a goal since threat from ISIS will not be eliminated even if its
expansion is slowed.

The new government's alternative of an expanded training mission
to enable local forces to be more effective in combatting ISIS seems
at best poorly thought out. It suggests that we can accomplish the
goal of eliminating the threat from ISIS with a tactic that at best takes
years to accomplish. I know from my own professional experience
working in Afghanistan the challenges of trying to create viable local
security forces to challenge an insurgent movement.

I went to Afghanistan in 2001 as the policing researcher for a
major international human rights organization, having previously
worked in conflict zones in Nicaragua, East Timor, the Philippines,
and the province of Ambon in Indonesia. Working in these conflict
zones, | learned some crucial lessons, including the unlikelihood of
success when there is a mismatch between the resources available
and the size of a challenge, and also when those being trained neither
understand nor share the goals of their trainers. In my case, it seemed
particularly futile to talk to police about the importance of evidence
collecting and accurate record keeping when the police lacked paper,
pens, a copy of their criminal code, and often even literate officers.
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I also learned first-hand about trainers becoming targets when our
organization had bombs placed outside our compound in Kabul, and
when our field mission had to leave Mazar-e-Sharif in the north
abruptly after death threats to our local driver and translator.

I therefore have a lot of questions about the Liberals' proposed
training mission.

What resources is the government prepared to devote to this
mission? In Afghanistan, Canada ended up with more than 2,000
trainers in the field, along with a large logistical support
organization. When the Prime Minister made an off-hand reference
to thousands of trainers, did that indicate where we are heading in
Iraq?

Even if training does not inevitably involve outside-the-wire
operations, like the kind that tragically cost Seargeant Doiron his life
in Iraq on March 6, 2015, will not 2,000 to 3,000 Canadians in the
field present all too tempting and all too many targets for ISIS?
Inevitably, in trying to protect those trainers and their logistical
support organizations, do we not risk being drawn into boots-on-the-
ground operations?

I would ask the government also, what are the goals of this
training mission? Training locals to fight ISIS, while perhaps in and
of itself is valuable, is more a tactic than a goal. How will this
training in fact accomplish the goal of degrading ISIS in the near
term? We all know that progress in training security forces in
Afghanistan was painfully slow, despite the great skills and the
dedication of the Canadian Forces deployed.

® (1620)

The hon. member for Calgary Forest Lawn made reference earlier
to the unfortunate incident in Afghanistan yesterday, where the local
security forces, despite years of training and equipment from the
west, were unable to protect the airport against temporary seizure by
the Taliban, which resulted in more than 50 deaths. Therefore, this
training mission must consider the long-term nature of its getting
results.

The Liberals' commitment to an enlarged training mission also
raises other questions that take me away a bit from the themes of
today's motion, but I have to say that I am concerned that the
Liberals, like the Conservatives before them, seem to be implying
that the Canadian Forces can take on additional responsibilities
without a corresponding funding increase.

Having already had to absorb the costs of the bombing mission
under the Conservatives without an increase in incremental funding,
I question whether the Canadian Forces can absorb the costs of
another large mission without impairing their ability to carry out the
rest of their mandate. Talk of a leaner military by the Liberals during
the campaign, continued talk of a leaner military before we have
actually had the promised review of our defence strategy completed,
and in the face of taking on new responsibilities in Iraq seems
reckless at best.

What are New Democrats advocating if it is neither the
Conservative option of more bombing nor the Liberal option of
more training? We believe that Canada needs is strategy based on a
clear understanding of the nature of ISIS. There is much for us to
learn in an article that was published in March of this year in The

Atlantic by Graeme Wood. Wood draws our attention to the
millennial nature of ISIS, with its ideology that looks forward to an
imminent great military confrontation with the west, which will
usher in the end of time. We have to understand the mindset of
people who are guided by such an ideology and to take seriously the
point that confronting this ideology head on with military force may
actually feed its myths and fuel its recruiting. For all the many
positive suggestions about the benefits of bombing, we know that it
has helped recruit foreign fighters to their cause.

As well, Wood notes that the whole legitimacy of ISIS as a
caliphate and, therefore, its ability to command loyalty from its
followers and its ability to attract foreign fighters comes from its
ability to control territory. If it fails as a state, then it loses the
mandate granted to it by the prophecy that it holds dear.

If these two propositions are true, that taking ISIS head on
militarily may actually be what it wants and if its ability to control
territory is what is key to it attracting support—and it seems to me
abundantly clear that they are—then the best strategy for eliminating
the threat from ISIS may be to deprive it of the legitimacy defined in
its own terms while containing it. This kind of strategy is exactly
what the UN Security Council called for in its resolutions 2170 and
2199.

Canada could be a leader not only in addressing the desperate
humanitarian needs created by the conflict in the region, as we are
doing in welcoming Syrian refugees to Canada, but it could also be a
leader in a strategy to deprive ISIS of the oxygen it needs to survive.
Canada can and should lead the world in cutting off the lifelines of
ISIS, the flow of funds, the flow of arms, and the flow of foreign
fighters.

On August 15, 2014, the UN Security Council adopted resolution
2170, which lays out a clear action plan calling on the international
community to suppress the flow of foreign fighters and to suppress
the financing of terrorist acts. On February 12, 2015, resolution 2199
was unanimously adopted by the Security Council. This resolution
specifically gives instructions to member states to act, to counter the
smuggling of oil and oil products, to ensure that financial institutions
prevent ISIS from accessing the international financial system, and
to prevent the transfer of arms to ISIS. These two resolutions lay out
exactly the kind of leadership role Canada should take up in fighting
this threat to global peace and security.

When it comes to financing ISIS, ISIS is still reportedly earning
up to $3 million per day from the sale of oil on black markets in the
region. That has to be stopped if we are to have any hope of
defeating ISIS. Canada could play a lead role by identifying those
routes by which ISIS oil enters the regional markets and cutting off
those sales. In addition, ISIS continues to receive significant flows of
funds from outside sources. Let us track them down and cut them
off, even if this may lead to some potential embarrassment for some
of those in the region who Canada counts as allies or trade partners.
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Let us put pressure on those international financial institutions that
manage the international flows of money to cut off the funding for
ISIS. When ISIS no longer has the funds to act as a government in
the territories it controls or to pay its fighters, then we will have
really begun to degrade ISIS.

On the arms trade, not only has Canada failed to lead, but we have
in fact been an international laggard under the Conservatives. In
2013, a global Arms Trade Treaty was adopted by the UN General
Assembly. This is a treaty with practical mechanisms designed to
keep weapons out of the hands of those who would use them to
commit war crimes, abuse human rights or engage in organized
crime: groups like ISIS.

Canada remains the only NATO country that has refused to sign
onto the global Arms Trade Treaty. Our new government needs to
move quickly to sign and ratify this treaty and then become a leader
in making sure its provisions are enforced.

On foreign fighters, Canada again has failed to take sufficient
action. Over the last two years, we have seen communities across
Canada reaching out to the federal government asking to work
together with the government to implement strategies to protect our
youth from ISIS' sophisticated recruitment techniques. The Con-
servatives never implemented any effective measures to tackle the
problem of domestic radicalization, and the new Liberal government
failed to include this as a priority in its throne speech.

None of these actions could be seen as Canada backing away from
a confrontation with ISIS. Some of these actions, in fact, might
inevitably require the use of military force, perhaps using Canadian
Forces to seal borders against oil exports or to interdict arms
shipments. They undoubtedly require a robust Canadian military
equipped with the tools it needs to get these jobs done.

None of these strategies would involve any lesser commitment in
terms of resources than the hundreds of millions of dollars already
spent on bombing. All of them would be more effective at depriving
ISIS of the oxygen it needs to survive than either of the alternatives
being put forward by the Conservatives in their motion today, or by
the Liberals in their response, proposing a vague training mission.

Our strategy would require the kind of innovative and co-
operative leadership on the world stage for which Canada always
used to be known. So when we hear the government saying that
Canada is back, it has to have that content. We have to be back to
leading the world collectively in responding to threats like ISIS. We
have to respect the work that was done in the UN Security Council
by our allies, the same allies I hear people talking about: the United
States, France, and Russia. These are the countries with which we
are being asked to co-operate in a military strategy, when in the
Security Council they proposed exactly the measures we need to be
effective in combatting ISIS.

What we seem to lack here, what we have lacked for the last 10
years, and what we appear to be lacking now is a government with
the vision and determination to rise to this challenge. We know that
Canadians, both those serving in the Canadian Forces and ordinary
Canadians in this country as a whole are ready to take up this
challenge.
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Again, what we need is a government that will step forward and
take the measures that we all know would be much more effective in
degrading and defeating ISIS. Without understanding its nature and
developing a strategy that responds to that reality, we have little
prospect of removing this threat to global peace and security.

® (1630)

Mr. Anthony Housefather (Mount Royal, Lib.): Madam
Speaker, I thank the member for Esquimalt—Saanich—Sooke for
his speech. I thought he was passionate, and I appreciated the
comments.

I understand the Conservative Party position saying that we need
to continue the bombing mission. I understand the government
position saying that we need to train ground troops because the
bombing mission will never succeed without troops on the ground,
as [ think we all know. We need to have local people do this fighting
on the ground, because no foreign power seems willing to put
ground troops in the fight against Daesh.

What 1 do not understand is the position articulated by the
member. I think I understood him to say that we should not be
fighting ISIS at all through military means, meaning not only should
Canada withdraw militarily, completely, but so should all of our
allies, which means that nobody would be on the ground fighting
ISIS.

Is that the position of the NDP, that all foreign powers should
withdraw from the fight against ISIS, whether through bombing
missions, ground-troop training, or anything, and just leave ISIS to
spread itself around Syria and Iraq?

Mr. Randall Garrison: Madam Speaker, the member's question
proves the point I was trying to make in my speech, that unless we
understand the nature of ISIS, we run the risk of giving it exactly
what it is asking for and giving it a tool for recruitment.

What ISIS members want is the great military confrontation,
which their version of Islam says will lead to the end of time, the
great conflagration. This allows them to use that to command the
loyalty of their followers and to recruit new followers.

What the United Nations has said is that a more effective strategy
is not to allow them to expand but to cut off the flow of fighters, to
cut off the arms, and to cut off the money without which they cannot
expand and in fact they cannot continue to exist as a caliphate.
Therefore, they lose the mandate to call on those radicalized
supporters.

Hon. Michael Chong (Wellington—Halton Hills, CPC):
Madam Speaker, I want to thank my colleague in the New
Democratic Party for his speech. I do not agree with his position,
but at least New Democrats have been consistent on this issue.
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The government's position is all over the map. The Liberal Party
loves to say one thing and do another. Liberal members opposite
really need to think about this, because the backbench members are
free to vote as they see fit. They are not part of the government; they
are part of the caucus but not part of the government. They should be
able to vote freely, as the Liberal Prime Minister has committed to in
this House.

When we look at the Liberal Party's traditional position on this, it
is actually to support the combat mission against the Islamic State. In
fact, on November 17, just last month, former Liberal cabinet
minister Ujjal Dosanjh went live on CBC and said that the Prime
Minister is sending the wrong message to allies after the Paris
attacks, and encouraged the government to reverse its decision to
withdraw from the combat mission against the Islamic State. Former
Liberal cabinet minister Irwin Cotler also made the same point on
October 7, 2014, when he said that he believes a combat mission is
necessary to combat the Islamic State.

® (1635)

Mr. Randall Garrison: Madam Speaker, calling on the ability of
backbenchers to vote against the government would be rich coming
from any other Conservative than that member, who did demonstrate
his own independence.

The question the member raises about the policy of the Liberal
government is an important one. What is the government policy?
What is it planning to do? We have only heard these vague
references to a training mission. | have raised my concerns about
such a mission putting Canadian Forces members at great risk for
uncertain benefits in the fight against ISIL.

[Translation]

Mr. Francois Choquette (Drummond, NDP): Madam Speaker, |
would like to thank my hon. colleague, who has done such good
work on public safety in recent years. I really like working with him
and he really knows his files.

We can certainly do things to help with the fight against terrorism,
such as signing the UN Arms Trade Treaty. This would help prevent
the circulation of small arms that are often in the hands of terrorist
groups.

Does my colleague believe that the Liberals will sign the UN
Arms Trade Treaty?

[English]

Mr. Randall Garrison: Madam Speaker, to respond very directly,
personally, as the NDP defence critic and somebody who represents
one of the largest military ridings in the country, the biggest
disappointment for me in the Liberal throne speech was that there
was no commitment to sign the Arms Trade Treaty and to get that
treaty ratified by this Parliament, and to then take a leadership role in
cutting off the flow of small arms, not just to ISIS but to other
terrorist organizations around the world.

[Translation)

Mr. Pat Finnigan (Miramichi—Grand Lake, Lib.): Madam
Speaker, my NDP colleague's comments are unclear. Like us, he is
opposed to the bombing mission in Iraq against Daesh. However, |
do not exactly understand what he would do if he were prime
minister today.

What would his position be? Would he commit to having some
kind of presence? It is very difficult to follow his reasoning on this
issue.

[English]

Mr. Randall Garrison: Madam Speaker, I thank the member for
his question, but I go back again to my speech. I pointed out three
places where I think Canada could play a world leadership role, and
we are failing to do that.

One is cutting off the flow of foreign fighters, and that means both
some attention to domestic radicalization and some attention to
international movements of those who are trying to assist ISIS.

I have talked repeatedly about the arms trade treaty and the
necessity of cutting off the flow of arms to ISIS. They cannot do
what they are doing if they are deprived of arms and ammunition.

The final place is the flow of funds that help support the entire
operation. We need to cut off the oil sales. It sounds simple; it is not.
It will be difficult, but I would love to see Canada taking an
international leadership role in depriving them of the up to $3
million a day they make off oil sales.

Ms. Sheila Malcolmson (Nanaimo—Ladysmith, NDP): Madam
Speaker, my reading of the Conservative motion, asking that the
Liberals renege on the air campaign decision and no longer go ahead
with withdrawal of the fighter plane bombing, is that it feels like a
mischaracterization of what is actually Canada's commitment to its
NATO allies.

I wonder if the member for Esquimalt—Saanich—Sooke could
clarify Canada's commitments in regard to the air strike campaign as
it affects our NATO allies.

® (1640)

Mr. Randall Garrison: Madam Speaker, I thank the hon.
member for Nanaimo—Ladysmith for her question.

First, I would like to take responsibility for the name for my
riding. It was my suggestion that it be called Esquimalt—Saanich—
Sooke, and I know that is hard for many people in this House to
pronounce, but it does represent three of the most important
communities, and the names take their roots from the first nations in
our area. [ appreciate the attempts to get the name right, but there is a
little more work to be done.

When the hon. member asks about our commitment to our NATO
allies, it is important to remember that the mission against ISIS is not
a NATO mission. It is not a UN mission. It is not a multilateral
mission. It is a collection of people who have decided on what tactics
they will pursue.

If we go back to the multilateral agencies like the United Nations,
the UN is suggesting something quite different, and something it
believes is a more effective method of responding to the threat that
ISIS presents because of the nature of its ideology, as I said in my
speech.
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The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Carol Hughes): I
appreciate the member correcting me on the names of the
communities he represents in his riding. Certainly it is a large task,
because there are many changes in the riding names and a lot of new
faces. I will do my best to make sure I get the names right. I really
appreciate members correcting me, subtly.

Hon. Rob Nicholson (Niagara Falls, CPC): Madam Speaker,
congratulations to you on your new position.

I want to begin by thanking the people of Niagara Falls, Niagara-
on-the-Lake, and Fort Erie for the trust that they have placed in me.
It is certainly much appreciated. Population-wise, 1 represent the
largest riding in Canada. The Niagara Falls riding was created in
1952, the year I was born, and it is my privilege to have been elected
for the seventh time.

I am very grateful to the people of Niagara Falls and to my family,
who have been so supportive of me, particularly my wife Arlene
Nicholson. I have said to people over the years that if their spouses
do not support them in this role in public life, do not get into it. We
need the support of the spouse, and I have had that over the years. |
am very grateful for that.

I am also grateful to all of those who worked so hard to get me re-
elected. I will be forever be appreciative of Ron Gibson and all those
who worked with him.

We are here to discuss the motion that has been presented by the
Conservative Party. The question I think in most people's minds is
what exactly are the Liberals doing? What are they up to? What are
their motives?

The Liberals' position of pulling out the RCAF is a big
disappointment, and their reasons seem to be all over the map. I
understand why the NDP would be opposed to a combat mission.
That is part of its ideology and it has a long history of not supporting
any combat missions, or any wars, for that matter. Therefore, I
understand where it is coming from, but I am having difficulty
understanding the position of the Liberal Party.

Regarding the Prime Minister's comments about not bringing
publicity to ISIS, the whole world has to know about the terrorism of
this group. As it was pointed out by my colleague from Surrey, this
organization has to be stopped. The whole world has to focus its
attention on that. I cannot buy that somehow we should quit talking
about it or forget about it, because it is not going to go away.

I am somewhat confused, but maybe there is some illumination as
to exactly where the Liberals are coming from. One of their
colleagues earlier today, the member for Laval—Les Iles, said:

[Translation)

Mathematically speaking, our CF-18s have flown less than 2% of the missions,
but the cost is very high. What is more, we are putting the lives of our pilots at risk.

® (1645)
[English]

The fact that the costs are going up is not a good reason to get out
of'it. That is the first thing. Everybody should be unanimous on that.
I also do not like the point that this poses a risk to our pilots. The
Royal Canadian Air Force has been in the business of taking risks
ever since it was created. That is what this country has been all
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about, standing up for what is right in this world. Yes, there are risks
here, but if that is the reason why the Liberals are getting out of this,
it is a terrible decision on their part.

We have seen this continuous rise in terrorism and terrorism
activities. We saw it recently.

I would like to note, Madam Speaker, that I have the honour to
split my time with the member for Sherwood Park—Fort
Saskatchewan.

I would point out for my colleagues the comments of Prime
Minister David Cameron. Here is what he had to say. He said:
...we should not be content with outsourcing our security to our allies. If we
believe that action can help protect us, then, with our allies, we should be part of
that action, not standing aside from it...if we will not act now, when our friend and
ally France has been struck in this way, then our allies in the world can be
forgiven for asking, “If not now, when?”

When would it be appropriate for Canada to participate, if not
now? I agree with the Prime Minister of Great Britain. It is exactly
what we should be doing.

One of the questions raised here is the effectiveness of the air
strikes in which we have participated. The coalition asked for and
welcomed Canadian participation right from the start. Our ally, the
U.S., and its government were very appreciative of the fact that we
stepped up to the plate. This is what I heard consistently as Canada's
defence minister and foreign affairs minister.

As Canada's defence minister and foreign minister, I heard
consistently from leaders around the world that they were grateful
for what Canada was doing. For instance, earlier this year I had the
opportunity to visit Iraq, and I saw and heard first-hand about the
difference Canada was making.

I had the opportunity when I was in the Kurdistan area of Iraq to
visit an IDP, an internally displaced person's camp. I wanted to see
this. One of the first things I noticed was there were Canadian
doctors, nurses and pharmacists who were assisting the people in that
camp. | know some members will say that is all we should be doing,
that it is a wonderful thing, and it was. I had the opportunity to
congratulate them and thank them for the difference that they were
making, but it is our air strikes that have helped make this assistance
possible.

This is what I heard from the prime minister of Iraq, the foreign
minister and all the Iraqi officials. When I met with the Kurdistan
officials, it was the same thing. They said that these air strikes were
making it possible for them to hang onto the territory they were
occupying at the present time and it was helping them to move
forward to help eliminate ISIS. They were very clear. They said that
the Iraqis had to be the ones on the ground to push ISIS out to win
this conflict. However, they were very definite that the air strikes
were helping them to do just that.

I was at a conference with the prime minister of Iraq, among
others, and afterward a reporter asked me if there was criticism that
Canada was not doing enough. I told the reporter that it was just the
opposite. [ said I had just spoken with the prime minister of Iraq and
he had asked me to thank Canadians, to tell them that what we were
doing in that country was making a positive difference.
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These air strikes are an essential part of the fight against ISIS, and
this is completely consistent with the history of our country. We are
not a country that stands on the sidelines. We are a country that does
not just our share but more than our share. That is what has been
consistent about Canada.

When I came out of a meeting with Dutch authorities and
ministers, | said to my staff that I would have thought that Canada's
liberation of the Netherlands was seven months ago, not 70 years
ago, because they were thanking Canadians for stepping up when
they needed help most.

This is what is happening right now in Iraq and Syria. They need
the help now and I have been very proud that Canada has stepped up
to the plate, which is consistent with everything that we have stood
for. We stand behind the members of the Royal Canadian Air Force.
Yes, there is a challenge and yes, there are risks, but I know it is up
to the task and we should support it. Everyone in the House should
support this motion because it is the right thing to do.

© (1650)

Mr. Robert-Falcon Ouellette (Winnipeg Centre, Lib.): Madam
Speaker, the hon. member talk about the cost, which is very
important for the way we conduct this war. When I hear that the cost
is around $16,750 an hour just to maintain these aircraft operable in
the air, that is very expensive. In Winnipeg Centre these funds could
be used for something far more important, such as ensuring that
children have a place to stay at night, keeping children out of the
clutches of child and family services.

Even the former MP Laurie Hawn said that the costs of
maintaining, including salaries, of these aircraft in the air was
around $40,000 an hour. That is very expensive.

There are other ways that we can contribute, ways that are much
more effective. Even retired General John Allen said that it would
require the Iraqi forces on the ground, including tribal forces, to
ensure that we can make a difference.

Do we not agree that there are far more important issues to deal
with at home? I hope the other side can agree with me that there are
so many other—

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Carol Hughes): Order,
please. The hon. member for Niagara Falls.

Hon. Rob Nicholson: Madam Speaker, again, the member is
consistent with the colleague who I quoted, that they are worried
about the costs of fighting terrorism in that part of the world. I should
point out to him that his Prime Minister has said the Liberals will
keep five non-combat aircraft in the region. Guess what? They will
be paying for that. They will not be a part of the fight again ISIS, but
they will be there. If it is the cost he is worried about, he had better
speak to the Prime Minister about that one.

No country has a better record than we do of standing up to
terrorism and those who would oppress others. That is exactly what
we are doing. Is it worth the money to do it? Yes, of course, it is
worth the money to stand up and fight terrorism and not sit on the
sidelines and let our allies do everything. Canada is not about that,
and that is not what we should be doing.

[Translation]

Ms. Anne Minh-Thu Quach (Salaberry—Suroit, NDP):
Madam Speaker, I want to remind the member that the Con-
servatives' combat mission was never a UN or NATO mission, and
that several countries in our coalition are not participating in this
combat mission but rather providing humanitarian assistance. Since
the member seems so sure that the air strikes worked, I would like to
see some proof that the combat mission and air strikes were
successful. What proof do the Conservatives have to make such
claims?

I would like to know what criteria they are using to say that
Canada's current mission is working, when we have concrete
examples that show the opposite.

[English]

Hon. Rob Nicholson: Madam Speaker, let us be frank here with
respect to the NDP. If NATO endorsed it and everyone in the United
Nations and in the universe supported this combat mission, the NDP
would have a problem with it. At least the NDP is consistent with
that, and I have always said that. It is true to its ideology on that.

She is asking for proof. I saw proof on the ground. Perhaps she did
not hear what I had to say. I spoke with the prime minister of Iraq,
the foreign minister and the defence minister of Iraq. I have spoken
with all kinds of officials in that country and they have said that the
air strikes are making a difference. They are allowing them to hold
their territory in Iraq and in the Kurdistan area of that country, as
well as it was giving them an opportunity to continue to push back
ISIS.

I would ask her to call up the ambassador from Iraq, or something.
He will tell her what I am telling her right now. We have made a
difference with our coalition partners, and that is why we should stay
there.

®(1655)
[Translation]

Mr. Pierre Paul-Hus (Charlesbourg—Haute-Saint-Charles,
CPC): Madam Speaker, I completely agree with my colleague's
comments and I am truly disappointed in the two arguments we
heard this morning. The first was that there are excessive costs and
that we should bring back the pilots because it is dangerous. I want
to restate what my colleague already said: a fighter jet pilot is there
to fight. That is to be expected.

As for the other point that the money should be used for other
things in our ridings, I want to remind the House that we are at war
against ISIS. This is a global war and it is a big one.

[English]

Hon. Rob Nicholson: Madam Speaker, we have heard now from
a couple of members from the Liberals that it is the cost. That is their
problem. That is very disappointing. This is exactly what the Royal
Canadian Air Force and our armed forces are for, to defend people
who find themselves oppressed, the victims of terrorism. No cost is
too great to protect people.

Mr. Garnett Genuis (Sherwood Park—Fort Saskatchewan,
CPC): Madam Speaker, I have been listening with great interest to
today's debate, and it is a real honour to be able to contribute to it as
well.
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I want to outline what I see as the three principal arguments as to
why the motion should pass and why our involvement in the
bombing mission in particular is important. First of all, we have a
moral obligation to protect the vulnerable. Second, maintaining our
collective security commitments is critical for our security. Third,
bombing Daesh is a necessary part of our anti-radicalization efforts. I
am going to talk a bit about those three things in the time I have
today.

First of all, we have a moral obligation to be part of the bombing
mission in order to protect the vulnerable. I spoke about this in some
detail in my maiden speech, but I am going to talk again about that
briefly before I go on to the other points.

What is happening right now in Syria and Iraq is nothing short of
genocide. We have used that word on this side of the House, and
certainly that has not been contested by any other parties. Genocide
has never been quite so visible, so undeniable. Even the Nazis did
not broadcast their atrocities on television. When it came to past
atrocities, many of us could have perhaps said, if only we had
known, then we would have done more. That cannot be said in this
case. We all know what is happening in Syria and Iraq. There is no
denying it. If we have not watched the videos, then we know that
they exist.

I hear what the other members are saying. They are saying that we
should perhaps help the vulnerable but we should do it in a different
way. | have a hard time taking those arguments seriously because
they do not seem to respect the urgency of the problem. We can
educate people to address potential violence. We can train them to
address future violence. However, if we want to stop the current
violence, then we need to fight as well. It does not mean that there is
nothing else we can do to contribute positively at the same time.

The approach we on this side of the House advocate is a multi-
pronged approach. We support being involved in education, the
humanitarian response, training, as well as fighting. Talking only
about those more long-term aspects of bringing about peace and
stability in the region, to me sounds a lot like fixing the locks once
the thief is already inside the house. Stop the violence; protect the
innocent, and then by all means do more. However, there is an
imminent threat, a present campaign of violence and genocide, and it
will require more than words and social programs to stop it. We need
to do something right now. We need to respond right now. We need
to protect the innocent. We need to do what we can to stop the
violence. We have a moral obligation to protect the vulnerable.

Second, I want to talk about maintaining our collective security
commitment because this is crucial for our own security. The party
opposite has talked about how during the last election it had
committed to withdrawing from the fight against Daesh, but surely it
can see that things have changed since the Paris attacks. Canada and
France are both signatories to the NATO treaty. Article 5 makes it
clear that an attack on one NATO ally is an attack on all.

Short of the formal invocation of article 5, it is still critically
important that NATO members respond together. Russia and other
powers are already testing the result of our NATO alliance. When
events like the attack on Paris take place, it and others will be
watching to see what we do. It is essential for global security, and for
our own security, that NATO members stand and respond together to
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an act of war against a member state. A strong united response from
NATO would show our resolve, would deter aggressive behaviour
from other actors, and would keep our people safe. A non-response
would do the opposite.

Canada has already been attacked, right here in this place, by
Daesh inspired terrorists. However, what happens if we are attacked
again, in perhaps a more coordinated fashion, and then on the basis
of our collective security commitments we ask our NATO allies to be
part of a response? What are they going to say to us? Are they going
to say that they will send some blankets and do some training behind
the lines? I hope not. Collective security is important. It is the basis
on which we stand. It is how we protect ourselves in an environment
where we do not have the capacity to oppose the world's largest
aggressive powers alone. In addition to the other reasons already
given, participating in this bomber mission is how we show that we
take collective security seriously. I have said that we have a moral
obligation to protect the vulnerable, that maintaining our collective
security commitments is critical for our own security.

® (1700)

Finally, I am going to talk about how bombing Daesh is a
necessary part of the anti-radicalization effort. We hear a lot from
others in this place about deradicalization. However, strangely, we
rarely hear them actually define the radicalization that we face. If we
are going to talk about deradicalization, we have to have a good
understanding of what kind of radicalization we are up against.

Let us be clear. Daesh is a deeply ideological organization. It is
thuggish, violent, and evil. However, we should not infer from these
things that it is thoughtless. Its members are thinking about how to
enact a very particular and most would agree very misguided version
of Islam. Whatever we call it, Daesh is a religious group, with
particular beliefs that we would do well to understand if we care
about deradicalization.

Daesh is trying to recreate an imagined eighth century caliphate, a
caliphate that applies a particular conception of Islamic law, and,
necessarily, that caliphate has certain very particular requirements for
its existence. A caliphate is a particular form of religious
organization, understood in various different forms of Islamic
political thought as encompassing both religious and political
control. In particular, it ruled by a caliph, thought of to be the
successor of the prophet Muhammad. Many different Muslims look
in their history to the idea of a caliphate, and there have been
different caliphates with different kinds of legacies, most of them, of
course, looking nothing like Daesh, the so-called Islamic State.

The last caliphate, the Ottoman Turkish caliphate, was head-
quartered in Istanbul. It disappeared in 1924, after it was ended by
Kemal Atatiirk as he turned Turkey into a secular state. For some
Muslims, and many of those who are not Daesh supporters, the
existence of the caliphate is theologically very important and they
look to its eventual re-establishment.
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Daesh represents the most serious attempt to resurrect a caliphate
in almost 100 years. The particular school of thought that Daesh
belongs to would identify a number of key conditions for a caliphate
to exist.

First, the caliph must be a Muslim adult male Qureyshi, which
means a member of a particular Arabic tribe to which Muhammad
also belonged. Second, the caliph must demonstrate good moral
character. Of course, many would dispute that the current proclaimed
caliph, al-Baghdadi, meets these conditions, and certainly many
Muslim theologians have argued persuasively that his actions are
essentially anti-Islamic and immoral. However, in the eyes of his
followers, he has met these conditions. He certainly is Qureyshi. In
any event, there is not very much we can do to convince them that he
does not fit conditions one and two. The third, and perhaps most
important requirement for a caliph, is that he must have authority. A
person who meets conditions one and two but has no army or
territory is still disqualified from being a caliph unless and until he
acquires territory.

This House needs to understand that Daesh is trying to enact this
fantasy. Its members are not just thugs; they are thugs with a
particular religious agenda.

This history is important for our motion today because the most
important thing we can do to counter radicalization is to take away
Daesh's territory. Without territory, even in the eyes of its followers,
it will cease to be a caliphate. We need to wreck this fantasy. We
need to show vulnerable men and women who might be susceptible
to the arguments of the radicals that there is indeed no real caliphate
to join. We need to do this, and, frankly, we need to do this right
away. The longer the supposed caliphate exists, the more persuasive
the arguments of its boosters will sound.

Daesh is not al Qaeda. Al Qaeda is a para-state organization that
hopes, at best, to pave the way for the emergence of a caliphate. It
did not have anything near the ambition of Daesh. However, Daesh
is seriously and ambitiously evil. It is playing for keeps, and we do
not know what hell we are in for if we do not stop this madness now.

I have two young children. I want to be able to tell them that we
got the job done and we did not leave this for generations to come.
We have a moral obligation to protect the vulnerable. Maintaining
our collective security commitment is critical for our own security.
Bombing, defeating, and destroying Daesh is the necessary step
toward effective anti-radicalization.

®(1705)

Mr. John Oliver (Oakville, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I thank the hon.
member for his impassioned speech.

I have heard several recitals of the atrocities that are happening
and are committed by Daesh. I want to say that everyone in this
House can agree that the Daesh atrocities are despicable, deplorable,
and inhumane, by every moral standard. I know we all believe that
passionately in this House.

Our government has never been opposed to deploying armed
forces into combat when it clearly serves Canada's national interests.
In this endeavour, success will require highly trained, well-equipped
local forces that are invested in the fight for the long term. Our men
and women in uniform have years of combat and training experience

and can have a major impact on ensuring that local Iraqi and Kurdish
forces are well prepared to defeat Daesh once and for all.

Why does the hon. member not recognize the power and the
impact of our forces in this form of deployment?

Mr. Garnett Genuis: Mr. Speaker, the hon. member and the
government are trying to offer us false choices. We, of course, agree
that there is an important component of training, but the troops on
the ground have said, our Kurdish allies have said, that the firepower
we bring to the fight is critically important as well.

I asked this question of an hon. member earlier. If members think
that our response in terms of the bombing mission is not effective,
and instead we should be doing something else, who are they getting
that information from? Our allies on the ground are telling us that not
just training but firepower to stop the violence that is happening right
now are critically necessary.

I do not dispute that the hon. member is aware of what is
happening, but he does not seem to appreciate its imminence. We
cannot just hope that training will lead to a better result in the future.
We have to respond effectively right now to protect innocent people
whose lives are at risk right now.

Mr. Richard Cannings (South Okanagan—West Kootenay,
NDP): Mr. Speaker, I would like to ask the member what criteria he
would use to judge the success of Canada's mission in the Middle
East. I think back to George W. Bush's “mission accomplished
show” after the American bombardment of Iraq, which did nothing
to help the people of Iraq, but served only to severely destabilize the
region and essentially give birth to ISIS.

Mr. Garnett Genuis: Mr. Speaker, we all understand in this place
that it is a very complicated region. Certainly, foreign interventions
have failed. There are plenty of cases where a western power coming
in to help those in need has in fact succeeded in bringing about
genuine transformation. There are cases where it works, and cases
where it does not, and there are reasons in each individual case that
we can talk about.

One of the most important things about this particular mission is
that we are working and were working effectively with allies on the
ground. There are, of course, ground troops, Kurdish troops and
others. We are not just a foreign power trying to do this on our own.
We are working with local powers to try to combat this group. We
are there in fact at the request of the Iraqi government. That is a
reality that makes this situation very much different from the
situation that the member alludes to.

Hon. Michael Chong (Wellington—Halton Hills, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, the government and Liberal members keep referring to the
need to have an enhanced training mission, but training coalition
partners and allies in general in the Middle East and beyond have not
had a good record on training. In fact, in testimony in front of the U.
S. armed services committee in September of this year, it was
revealed that the United States had spent $500 million on training
and trained a total of four or five fighters in northern Syria. In
Afghanistan as well, training has not borne the result that coalition
partners had hoped.
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Therefore, the real solution is to maintain our combat mission
against the Islamic State. If members opposite want proof that is
working, they just have to talk to the refugees, the Yazidis, who were
saved on Mount Sinjar, when they were being pursued. They would
have to talk to the Iraqis in Kurdistan, and in Iraqi Kurdistan, about
how coalition firepower prevented the Islamic State from attacking
them. They have to talk to the people who were liberated from the
siege of Kobani about whether combat air power makes a difference.

®(1710)

Mr. Garnett Genuis: Mr. Speaker, the member has some very
good points. I come back to the point that we have something
happening right now, and training and humanitarian support are
important for the long term. Of course, training is important in not
just the long term but the medium term, and what our allies need
right now is firepower, direct support, so we can stop the violence
against the innocent.

Ms. Yasmin Ratansi (Don Valley East, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I will
be splitting my time with the member for Kanata—Carleton.

I rise to speak against the Conservative motion which states:

That, given that ISIS has taken responsibility for recent deadly attacks in Paris,
Beirut, and Africa, and has declared war on Canada, this House: (a) acknowledge that
now is not the time for Canada to step back and force our allies to take on a heavier
burden...

We oppose the motion because it has a false premise.

First and foremost, let me reiterate that the Liberal government is
acutely aware that ISIS, or Daesh, which is its name, poses a real and
serious threat to security. Our government believes that Canada has a
role to play in the international effort against ISIL. The Liberal
government is not stepping back from its burden in the fight against
terrorist groups. Instead, the Liberal government understands its
obligations to protect the freedom and security of Canadians. That is
why it is taking a very smart approach.

Recent history has shown that bombing alone will not defeat
terrorist groups like Daesh, or ISIL, as we call it. We know that to be
successful we require highly trained, well-equipped local forces.
That is an intelligent thing to do. Why? Because the local forces
have not only the linguistic and cultural ability to understand the
fight against the terrorist group, they have been the victims of the
horrors by this renegade group of terrorists.

People in the countries in which ISIL operates are subjected to the
horrors, because ISIL is not a religious group. As a Muslim, I can
proudly say it is a renegade group of terrorists. They have nothing to
do with Islam, but by us giving them the target of Islamic State, we
are giving them credence that they do not deserve.

Let us look at what the Conservatives have done. On October 7,
2014, the previous Conservative government passed a motion in the
House to join a coalition air campaign to combat ISIL for six
months. In April 2015, the House passed a motion renewing the
motion for a year and extending air strikes into Syria.

Liberals did not support the previous Conservative government's
efforts, because we do not strike people indiscriminately. By doing
that, we basically have created a sort of pseudo-attraction for those
who are not aware of what ISIL really is. Having watched in horror
what bombing has done to the cities in Syria, in Iraq, and
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surrounding areas and having visited the Middle East on many
occasions, I can only imagine the pain and fear that these
populations are facing. Daesh is attacking more Muslims than any
other communities.

Basically it is a Sunni militant group whose goal is to build a state
that people do not understand. A caliphate is only a name allocated
to the first four Rashidun caliphs. Those who do not know Islamic
history choose to address this issue in ignorance. I think it is high
time that we, as Canadians, understand that this is not a clash of
civilization; it is basically ignorance that we are not able to make the
right decision.

I think the Liberal government has taken the smart approach. It is
stopping the air strikes and ensuring that we help to build capacity
on the ground. This is an intelligent thing to do, because the forces
on the ground are well in tune with the nuances. They are aware of
what is going on, on the ground. They are also aware and they have
the best network for figuring out where the information is coming
from. We do not know it.

®(1715)

It is better for us, as an intelligent move, to help these people. Our
men and women in uniform have years of combat and training
experience in places like Afghanistan. Our Minister of National
Defence is very well aware of what gone on there. We will have a
major impact on ensuring that the local Iraqi and Kurdish forces are
well prepared to defeat ISIL once and for all.

Our government has never been opposed to deploying our armed
forces into combat when it clearly serves Canada's national interest.
We feel that Canada's commitment to a non-combat mission focused
on training and humanitarian aid is a better approach.

Young people from different parts of the world are getting enticed
by ISIL. Why? It projects the image that there is something in west
that is attacking their so-called countries and religion. That is far
from the truth. By our continuing to attack them unilaterally, not
unilaterally but without any thought to collateral damage, we are
really playing into ISIL's agenda. Their agenda is to tell these young
people that there is a clash of civilization, which is far from the truth.
That clash is not there.

We, as Canadians and as western countries, need to understand it.
By striking indiscriminately, we have created a greater problem for
security. We have given ISIL the weapon it wants, the rhetoric that it
is somehow fighting a holy war, which is far from the truth.

I think our government's position in showing the way forward. Its
interest in training and equipping Iraqi forces to fight and destroy
ISIL is a better approach.
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I have heard from other members that we have to stop the outside
forces that are supplying arms and the illegal trade in the black
market of oil. I think that is another way that we can address it. [
have worked with Transparency International and with the Global
Organization of Parliamentarians Against Corruption. This is one of
the most important weapons that we can use, stopping the flow of
funds so that ISIL is cut off at its knees.

® (1720)

Mr. John Barlow (Foothills, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I want to ask
the hon. member about some of the comments she made in her
speech about not trying to help the ISIS propaganda machine.

The Prime Minister said earlier this week that he does not want to
talk about ISIS, that that is going to help further their cause. The
member was sort of echoing that in her speech.

Is the Liberal solution to ISIS just not talking about it and hoping
that the problem will go away?

Ms. Yasmin Ratansi: Mr. Speaker, that is a rather uneducated
question. Sorry about that.

Our Prime Minister has never said such a thing. The real name of
this organization is Daesh. Because the Conservative motion said
ISIS, I had to use the terminology. They are given credibility when
they are called the Islamic State. We do not want to give them
credence. They have no credibility. They are attacking Muslims first
before anybody else. The Muslim countries surrounding them do not
want to call them the Islamic State.

[Translation]

Mr. Frangois Choquette (Drummond, NDP): Mr. Speaker, [
would like to thank my colleague for her speech. We cannot take the
terrorist threat lightly; it is much too serious.

I was wondering if the Liberal government would commit to
joining the UN arms trade treaty, which it promised to do. The
Liberals did not mention that in their speeches, so 1 am left
wondering.

Will the Liberals ratify the UN arms trade treaty? Unfortunately,
we know that many of the weapons that end up in the hands of
terrorists could be taken out of circulation if nations complied with
the treaty.

[English]

Ms. Yasmin Ratansi: Mr. Speaker, I think that is an important
question. I have visited places in Africa, on the west coast and
northern parts of Africa. The arms are coming from all over the map.
Transparency International is very concerned about this.

The member's question was: Why is this not in the Speech from
the Throne?

The Speech from the Throne had its own agenda of tax cuts for the
middle class and ensuring that we have a very robust economy.
However, I am sure the Minister of National Defence and the
Minister of Public Safety will take that under advisement.

Hon. Michael Chong (Wellington—Halton Hills, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, I listened to the member opposite who suggested that the
coalition bombing effort against the Islamic State was ineffective.

Canadian journalist Michael Petrou was in Iraq in the last year
talking to Syrians and Iraqis who were fleeing the persecution of
ISIS. Here is what he said:

I was in Iraq, where every single person I asked—Iraqis, and also Syrian refugees
sheltering there—said they wanted Canada to bomb Islamic State.

That is why Bob Rae, a former Liberal leader; Ujjal Dosanjh, a
former Liberal cabinet minister; and Irwin Cotler, a former Liberal
minister all support the concept of a combat mission to counter the
Islamic State. That is why the members opposite need to reconsider
their position on the motion in front of this House.

I encourage the Liberals to vote for this motion and to realize that
we got here because some people made a cynical political calculation
that this position of the Liberal government was a way to win votes
instead of looking out for Canada and its citizens' long-term
interests.

Ms. Yasmin Ratansi: Mr. Speaker, the current Prime Minister has
stated that we will do the training mission, because bombing has not
helped anyone. When the Americans went to bomb Iraq, what did
they create? A hotbed for tensions between the Sunnis and Shias.

I think that members need to understand the history of Islam. I
invite them to the Aga Khan Museum where they will know it better.

® (1725)

Mrs. Karen McCrimmon (Parliamentary Secretary to the
Minister of Veterans Affairs and Associate Minister of National
Defence, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, as this is my first opportunity to rise in
front of this wonderful House, I would like to thank the people of
Kanata—Carleton for having placed their faith in me. I look forward
to being able to serve as their representative. I also look forward to
being able to serve Canada's veterans as the Parliamentary Secretary
to the Minister of Veterans Affairs.

I am thankful for the opportunity to address the issue of Canada's
contribution to the military effort against ISIL.

I would like to begin by saying that I thoroughly enjoyed the 31
years | spent in the Canadian Forces. I visited over 65 countries
around the world and I saw the nature of the work that Canada can
do and the contributions that she can make. I worked with some of
the most intelligent, dedicated, and professional individuals in the
world. I have been involved in the operations in the first Gulf War
and Afghanistan, which made a lasting impression on me.

During my time at NATO, I spent four years in the NATO air
headquarters in Ramstein, Germany. I gained a very solid under-
standing of the entire force effort required to succeed in any mission.
I spent those four years in the operations branch, which required us
to determine the list of skills, capabilities, people, and equipment
required on any mission that NATO was going to embark upon. 1
gained an understanding of just what was required to make a success
of any one of these missions.

A lot of this operational support, such as training and logistics, is
not celebrated in the public view, but it is no less critical to the
success of the mission.
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[Translation]

During my 31 years as a member of the Canadian Forces, I did a
tour in Afghanistan and spent time at NATO headquarters, so I know
what the men and women of the Canadian Forces can contribute to
international missions.

[English]

That tradition has not changed and today Canadians can continue
to be extremely proud of our men and women in uniform. They are
well trained, enormously dedicated, and have a lot of work to do
across the country and around the world. The men and women of the
Canadian Forces have made a significant contribution already to the
fight against terrorism and ISIL. They will continue to make a
significant contribution, alongside our allies, in the fight against
terrorism and ISIL.

Today, Canadian Forces members have a global reputation not
simply for our force projection capabilities, but also for our training
and logistics. As we all know, the Royal Canadian Air Force has
contributed to the air effort of this immense 60-country coalition and
all Canadians should be very proud of this contribution. The war on
terrorism and ISIL, however, requires a multi-faceted approach that
degrades not only their fighting capability but also their command
and control; stems the tide of foreign fighters into ISIL; denies their
logistics and financing; stabilizes the population; and develops the
long-term conditions required for peace, security, and prosperity,
such as the development of a standing security force.

It is only by creating an environment that allows for the safety and
security of its citizens that terrorism and ISIL will be defeated.
Medium and longer term goals must also address the region's ability
to provide good governance, stability, security, and economic
opportunities for its people. Canada and the Canadian Forces have
world-renowned capabilities to help achieve these goals, and we
need to step up our efforts in these critical areas. Suggesting that
training local security forces to protect their country and their
citizens is any less of a contribution than air strikes is doing a great
disservice to our men and women in uniform.

® (1730)

Canadians have time and time again provided the training and
support required for mission success right around the globe, and the
Canadian Forces have provided this training in operational theatres.
It has been that way for years. This has placed Canada in the unique
position of being recognized as an expert in this area, and this global
expertise will be a critical component in adding to the stability of
that region.

To achieve success in the region, Canada's approach needs to
consider the many factors that will create long-term peace, and our
government recognizes the need for a comprehensive, multi-faceted,
and calculated plan that addresses the end-to-end effort, not only the
short-term objectives. That planning and consultation with our allies
is currently under way.

Canada has world-renowned capabilities that can contribute to all
aspects and phases of this comprehensive plan, but there is also a
need to concentrate efforts on these next steps. Iraqi and Kurdish
forces need to provide the means of maintaining security in the
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region to ensure that the gains we make as a result of the combat
mission are not immediately lost. They go hand in hand.

The lack of good governance, insecurity, and hopelessness are all
contributing factors that drive terrorism, and they have led to the
humanitarian crisis that we see unfolding before us today.

The protection of Canadians is the most important mandate of any
government. On a daily basis in Canada, the combined forces of the
RCMP and CSIS; local, provincial, and national police departments;
the Canada Border Services Agency; and the Canadian Forces
protect the interests of all Canadians, and they perform their duties
with honour and integrity.

Here is a little fact for the House. The Canada Border Services
Agency conducts interview screening on approximately 270,000
individuals entering Canada every single day.

While our government is committed to our Canadian Forces'
contribution to the fight against ISIL, we are also committed to the
safe and secure resettlement of these refugees escaping this violence
and fear. As members heard, before arriving in Canada, refugees
must undergo a rigorous multi-layered security and health screening
to ensure the safety of Canadians. Many of the refugees who are
arriving in Canada have been in United Nations refugee camps for
years and have already been screened by the United Nations, the
Canadian immigration police, and security officials.

There is no need to fear. If the CBSA can handle 270,000 entering
Canada per day, surely we can manage this task, as well. Canada has
a duty to display leadership and generosity of spirit, both in helping
to fight terrorist groups and providing a new home for those who
have been driven from theirs.

I have the utmost faith in the Canadian Forces. They do whatever
is asked of them. They have the capability, the heart, the spirit, the
brains, the skills, the talent, and the will to do whatever needs to be
done. I am very proud to have served, and I am very proud to say
that we are looking for a long-term solution and that these are some
the ideas that we are putting forward so that we can make progress,
not only in the short-term but in the long-term as well.
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Mr. Blake Richards (Banff—Airdrie, CPC): Mr. Speaker, there
have been some reports this afternoon out of Switzerland about
potential concerns of terrorist attacks and threats of terrorist attacks,
including some with respect to Canada. We have heard about
potential threats to Toronto. Other European news sources are
talking about potential attacks to Vancouver and Ottawa. These are
serious concerns. The RCMP has put out a statement indicating that
it is taking these seriously and that the safety of Canadians is of the
utmost importance. We are all happy to hear that the RCMP is taking
them seriously and has our safety as its highest priority. However, I
wonder why the government does not see it the same way. Why does
the government not have the safety of Canadians as its utmost
priority? It is quite clear that when it wants to drop out of the fight
and the combat mission against ISIS, it is not taking this seriously. I
really wish it would. Why is the government not taking the safety
and security of Canadians seriously? Why is it not standing with our
allies and ensuring that we are there as part of the combat mission?

Mrs. Karen McCrimmon: Mr. Speaker, I appreciate the
question. This is what this House is about, in being able to have
this dialogue.

The answer is that there is not just one role that needs to get done.
There is not just one way to address this challenge. We will not be
able to address it alone; we need to sit down with our allies and
negotiate.

I worked in NATO and I know that sometimes it was tough to get
the support of nations for the activities that were not so prominent in
the press. However, sometimes it is the activities that go on in the
background that people do not see that make the difference between
success and failure.

[Translation]

Ms. Brigitte Sansoucy (Saint-Hyacinthe—Bagot, NDP): Mr.
Speaker, I congratulate my colleague on her election win.

I also thank her for sharing her experience in NATO. I can
understand her respect for organizations like the United Nations and
NATO, which we belong to because they help us protect Canadians.
Since this mission does not have the backing of the UN or NATO, I
would like her to draw on her experience in NATO to help us
understand what would justify it.

What does she think of Canada's participation in a mission that is
not under the aegis of the United Nations or NATO?

[English]

Mrs. Karen McCrimmon: Mr. Speaker, the hon. member's
question is a considered one that needs to be answered.

There have been times when getting certain mandates, either
through NATO or through the United Nations, has been thwarted by
other political efforts. It does not mean that these concerns and
missions do not deserve our attention and our contribution, because
they do. When I bring up the idea of NATO, and I have worked in
both NATO and in the United Nations, it is to identify the difficulty
and what it takes to build a coalition that is working together to
achieve a common goal. When there are 60 countries trying to work
together to achieve something, there will always be differences of
opinion on how we should move forward, what our priorities should

be, or what the phase of a certain operation should be. However,
when we have 60 countries step up to say that they want to
contribute and make a difference, I think that sends a very strong
message. Canada has always stepped up when we have been asked.

Mr. Larry Maguire (Brandon—Souris, CPC): Mr. Speaker, [
rise today to first and foremost thank the constituents of Brandon—
Souris who have once again given me the great honour of
representing them in this House. It's a great responsibility to be
the voice of so many, and a source of immense pride to call western
Manitoba home.

I will be sharing my time today with the member for Durham.

Today, this House is once again grappling with our nation's
response to the terrors occurring in the Islamic State of Iraq and
Syria. Before I begin, I want to pay homage to the brave men and
women of the Canadian Armed Forces who wear our nation's
uniform and keep Canada safe. Not only do the 1st Regiment, Royal
Canadian Horse Artillery, and the 2nd Battalion, Princess Patricia's
Canadian Light Infantry, train at CFB Shiloh, located in Brandon—
Souris, but they are our friends and family. They are our neighbours
and colleagues, and we are privileged to have them as part of our
greater community. Their actions and courage in battle have brought
glory to themselves and great distinction to Canada. They have
sacrificed so much while defending our freedoms and bringing
liberty to countless people around the world.

At this very moment, while we are debating this motion, they are
serving and defending Canadian values at home and abroad, just as
they have always done. It is with them in mind, and all of our men
and women currently serving in Iraq, Syria, and the Middle East, that
I speak with such conviction and confidence in their ability to
destroy the evil that currently seeks to enslave women and children
and brainwash millions of people around the world with its warped
and wicked ideology. It is truly unfortunate that the new Liberal
government refused to bring its proposed changes to the mission in
Iraq and Syria to be debated on the floor of Parliament.

In recent years, thanks to Conservative openness, it has been the
custom for any member of this House to have a say on the
engagement of Canadian Armed Forces members on foreign soil.
While Canadians in the past have had their representatives come and
debate the merits of such deployments, unfortunately it seems that
this practice has now ended. If it were not for the Conservative Party
bringing this matter to the floor of the House today, not a word
would have been said on Canada's involvement in combatting ISIS.

Colleagues, we must all admit that, regardless of our position on
this critical matter, it deserves to be debated, and I am pleased that
our Conservative Party has taken the lead on this issue. The crux of
this debate rests in the question of Canada's role: should we continue
to stand shoulder to shoulder with our allies; and do we have a moral
responsibility to share the heavy lifting? As has been said before, it
has never been the Canadian way to shirk our responsibility. It has
never been the Canadian way to turn our backs on our allies and to
only do the most praiseworthy of actions.
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While the Americans, the French, the British, and others have
risen to the occasion and have made the decision to combat ISIS, and
most of all, risked their lives in the name of freedom and liberty for
millions of people, the new Liberal government under the new Prime
Minister has decided that halting and degrading ISIS with the
assistance of our CF-18 fighter jets is no longer our concern.

While millions of people have been displaced and torn from their
families, our new Liberal government has decided to step back. It
has stepped back in the name of political expediency, rather than
what needs to be done to defend and protect those living under the
curtain of ISIS.

While it is true that RCAF assets will remain in the area, our new
Prime Minister has asked our incredible and gifted fighter pilots to
come home. While we have asked if the atrocities being carried out
by the terrorists are not worthy enough of the intervention of our
CF-18s, we have only been given obfuscation from the new Prime
Minister. Even though our CF-18s have successfully bombed ISIS
fighting positions, weapon caches, training facilities, and IED
factories, the fighter pilots are now being told that their assistance is
no longer welcomed by the new Liberal government. They are being
told that their 1,167 sorties as of last week were not necessarily the
best usage of their time, by the new Liberal government. They are
now essentially being told that their efforts and the significance of
their contribution to the international coalition's air bombing
campaign were a mistake.

© (1740)

Let me say unequivocally, and as proudly and clearly as I can, that
our CF-18 pilots have made a difference. Through their actions and
collaborations with our allies, ISIS has lost the ability to operate
freely in roughly 25% to 30% of Iraq territory that it previously
controlled. They have played an important role in degrading,
destabilizing, and weakening ISIS's position and operations in the
region. Through their assistance, they have liberated cities and
towns. They have struck the very operations and infrastructure that
has propped up this jihadi regime. They have helped stop the spread
of its poisonous ideology, while protecting the vulnerable and
innocent civilians who have been caught up in this war.

Our fighter pilots have made Canadians proud. They have struck
fear into the hearts of these so-called terrorists and are full partners in
the global effort to degrade the abilities of ISIS. That is why it is
incomprehensible that the new Liberal government is telling them to
pack up and leave. While our allies have stepped up their efforts, the
new Liberal government has yet to provide any rational or logical
reason to recall our CF-18s. It has flatly declined the opportunity to
outline what sort of horrific acts need to occur for our CF-18s ever to
be considered part of the solution, rather than in the way.

Most worrisome, when it is Canada's time to shoulder our own
burden of this renewed fight, our new Prime Minister has decided to
hide behind his speech writers instead of getting into a substantial
debate on the change of mission. Neither the Prime Minister nor any
member of his government has explained how pulling our CF-18s
out of the fight is helpful to our coalition partners, and it seems that
once again they have passed on their opportunity during this
important debate.
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I am under no illusion that our motion will be passed. Not a single
Liberal member of Parliament will break ranks. While prominent
Liberals from across the nation have spoken out against the position
of their new government, I call on all my hon. colleagues to stand up,
be counted, and prove to not only our allies but to the women and
children who have been enslaved by ISIS that Canada will not turn
its back when called on. I call on my Liberal friends to join us in
asking the government to continue our efforts in destroying the
plague that seeks to sweep over the Middle East and Northern
Africa, and the entire world if it has its way. This is their time to
stand up for what is right rather than just their political party's
position.

Canada has a moral responsibility to continue on all fronts, and
that includes the deployment of our CF-18s in battling ISIS. No one
in the House disagrees that more needs to be done, and I am
encouraged to hear that countless Canadians will soon open their
homes to the refugees fleeing this region. However, let us not fool
ourselves. If we do not stomp out the evil that confronts us, more
refugees, more families, and more communities will continue to be
affected.

This battle is not for the lighthearted. It is costly and dangerous.
As a nation, we are asking our brave CAF members, public servants,
and NGOs to do all they can to alleviate the misery that lies in the
wake of ISIS.

While we debate the merits of dealing with the consequences of
ISIS, I urge all of us to recommit our efforts to destroy it. Let us
think of our courageous allies who have pledged to up their
commitments and think of how Canada will be viewed when our CF-
18s are sent home because of some ill thought-out platform promise
that got in the way of what is right and decent. Let us think of those
who are being slaughtered and tortured. This is not the time for
yielding. This is the time for action. I call on each and every member
of the House to review the motion with great detail, think of those
who are literally dying and suffering at the hands of ISIS, and ask
themselves, if not now, when?

® (1745)

Mr. David McGuinty (Ottawa South, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, this is
a very important debate. Our party congratulates the Conservative
Party for bringing the motion forward here today. It is an intelligent,
thoughtful debate about Canada's role and purpose in the world.

My question is directed at some of the comments made by my
colleague and a number of colleagues on the other side of the House
with respect to Canada. I heard the words “cutting and running”. I
heard the words “abandoning our leadership role in the world”. 1
heard all kinds of words about Canada's role in this multinational
effort to deal with a terrorist crisis. If we look at some of the
involvement of other state actors presently, who are participating in
the coalition effort, we see that some are leading on military fronts,
some are leading on military aid fronts, and some are leading on
humanitarian fronts. For example, the Israelis are providing
intelligence aid. Therefore, are the member and the Conservative
Party suggesting today that the dozens of other countries that are
involved in this effort, who are not on the front lines of military
prosecution, not full partners? Are they not fully participating in this
global, multinational effort?
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Mr. Larry Maguire: Mr. Speaker, I am enamoured by the fact
that my hon. colleague has been listening to the debate that has been
carried on here today and heard the words that have been said by the
opposition, which is the view of most of the citizens of this country
as well.

Because of the resources we have in Canada, with the minimal
number of six fighter jets and the refuelling planes and reconnais-
sance planes, plus the people who we already have on the ground
providing humanitarian aid and training Kurdish soldiers for the
ground troops, we can do more. We can continue to do the very least
that our allies could expect in support from a nation of our grandeur
and our importance and our abilities.

We have never backed away from these types of fights and wars
before. We must realize that we are in a war, and sometimes I believe
that my hon. colleagues on the Liberal side of the House do not
understand that we are in a terrible situation, with people being
killed.

As was indicated in the House today, we have seen terrorism right
here in our own country.

Ms. Linda Duncan (Edmonton Strathcona, NDP): Mr. Speaker,
I am presuming the member was in the House when my colleague
spoke specifically about the U.N. resolutions calling on the world to
work together and stop the flow of arms and the flow of funds to
these terrorists.

I am a little surprised that the member's speech, and in fact the
speeches of most of his colleagues, indicated a totally unilateral
agenda.

Could the member speak to whether or not he agrees that there are
many tools that we could use to combat this kind of activity?

Does he respect the voice of the United Nations?

Mr. Larry Maguire: Mr. Speaker, of course we are not using the
unilateral process, and I am pretty sure the member understands that.
We are using all fronts. We are using humanitarian aid in Iraq as well
as Syria. I have stated in the House before in debates on this very
topic that I am just as concerned about making sure that the
humanitarian aid gets to the front where it is required, including the
training of the Kurdish soldiers by our soldiers, as I am about saving
the lives of many of the women and children who are being raped
and pillaged, as had been indicated here in this House and around the
world, on a regular basis.

I want to emphasize that we are using all of those mechanisms, but
the Liberals have now indicated that they will pull back on one of
those efforts. Some say it is insignificant. I indicated here that there
were 1,167 sorties up to last week in this effort. That is not
insignificant support for our allies that are in there fighting so that
our citizens can have freedom in their own country every day as
well.

Hon. Erin O'Toole (Durham, CPC): Mr. Speaker, this is my
third opportunity to rise in the House to speak about this important
national and global security issue facing Canada and the free world,
and what Canada's response should be in the face of the fight against
ISIS, or ISIL, as we called it a year ago in the first debate.

Like those previous speeches, it is an honour for me to rise in the
House for such an important debate on the deployment of our men
and women to an area of the world where they will be in harm's way,
whether directly in a combat role or indirectly in a support role.

We have been fortunate as Canadians to have one of the most
effective and professional militaries in the world, dating from our
early years as a country. We send these people into harm's way to
promote and protect our values and to support our allies. That is
what hundreds of the men and women of the Canadian Armed
Forces have been doing on our behalf in this last year. They have
faced risks in flying combat missions, and we saw how they faced
risks in friendly fire incidents, as we lost Sergeant Doiron to such an
incident. I had the fortune of visiting his CSOR colleague who was
recovering in hospital from his wounds. This is a very real threat
faced by our men and women and I know that all members of the
House acknowledge and respect that role.

What we are debating here is the role of Canada. Are we a nation
that allows other nations to do the difficult work for global security
and we ride on the immense wealth and opportunity we have as a
leading member of the G7? Do we cross to the other side of the street
as we go by people in distress, or do we take the lead and try to make
sure that we combat a force that is committing genocide, horrendous
crimes, and is now a global threat?

This is one of those quintessential questions facing members of
the House. It concerns me that the Liberal Party in its current
iteration does not seem to respect its traditions. In fact, in my
previous speeches I referred to Mackenzie King who spoke of the
deep-lying instinct for freedom that he said all Canadians had on the
eve of a North American country going to Europe to fight tyranny.

Lester B. Pearson said that if a Canadian fired a rifle in Korea or in
Germany, they were protecting their freedom and the security of
Canadians, just as if they had fired that rifle on our own soil. So we
cannot afford to hide in the blanket of security that distance and
wealth provide Canada. We have a responsibility as a nation to play
a role that is commensurate with our size, our abilities, and our
values. We have been doing that.

There have been 1,100 sorties on ISIS positions and storage areas,
helping to cut off supply and financing lines to that force. The result
is an effective cut-off of 25% to 30% in of the territory that ISIL
once held or threatened to hold. People are able to return to areas
they could not go 18 months ago. These are huge, huge wins that
Canada and our coalition partners are securing, and we are doing it
in a way that is meaningful and commensurate with the remarkable
ability of our CF-18s and their crews to make sure that this important
security role can be done with minimal to no collateral damage.
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My approach and that of the previous government was a three-
pronged one: providing humanitarian assistance in response to this
tremendous crisis, in which we have been a leading donor,
particularly on a per capita level; and providing a refugee response,
which our government began and what the new government is doing
and expanding, which we support. We have been playing that role. In
fact, the Syrians arriving in airports in recent weeks have been
privately sponsored, and were approved and cleared by the previous
government. However, the third pillar has always been a military
role for Canada.

We need only look around this building to the statue of George
Baker in the hall who was a sitting MP and who died in World War [
to know that Canada, from our earliest days as a nation, took that
role. We did not pass to the other side of the street. We did not allow
other nations to do all the work. We took a role that was never the
biggest, that was never an aggressive posture, but supporting the
values we hold as Canadians and supporting our allies. That is what
we have done.

® (1755)

It is hard for me to get used to this side of the chamber. One of the
positives of a large Liberal government is that I am happy to see
more veterans in the House of Commons. I am happy that some of
them have taken part in this debate today, including the Minister of
National Defence and the Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of
Veterans Affairs. It is a positive thing to have more veterans' voices
in the chamber. There are two exceptional new veterans' voices in
my caucus, new members from our team in Quebec, and I am very
happy with their contributions to the debate today as well.

I know that the Liberal veteran members cannot vote for the
motion here today, but what I am hoping they can do is to start
wrestling back the position of their party taken in the past
Parliament. They are saddled with the position the Prime Minister
took at that time, but I hope they use their experience and influence
in their Wednesday meetings to say that we need to return to our
Pearsonian ideals, that Canada has a real role to play.

I was deeply concerned by the comments of the Minister of
National Defence here today. I have the utmost respect for his
tremendous service to Canada. I think all members of the House do.
He was a proud commanding officer of one of our fine regiments,
the British Columbia regiment. He has 21 battle honours with the
B.C. regiment, and those battle honours were not for humanitarian
assistance. They were a recognition that, from the early days of that
province, its citizens were willing to play a role for our values and
allies.

Today, he blamed the previous government by saying, “Where
was its leadership when it could have taken out this threat, looking at
the indicators, when it was smaller”, meaning why did we not move
against ISIS sooner? I will remind him and the members of the
House of what happened.

Last September, the Prime Minister announced a 30-day mission,
in which we sent military assessment advisers into Iraq at the
invitation of that government, along with our allies, to see how we
could respond to a force that had pushed so quickly across that
region that it was almost into Turkey, a NATO ally. After that 30-day
assessment period, the previous Prime Minister brought to the House
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the decision to deploy combat troops in that mission, and we had a
debate.

The then third party leader, now Prime Minister, asked mockingly
if we should just send a few aging aircraft. We know what he later
called even more flippantly our sending of aircraft, but he opposed
the mission from that date. We then brought back for debate in the
House, in March of this year, an extension of that mission, when the
mission was extended and changed slightly to include bombing
missions into Syria against ISIS targets. Some of those have been
successful.

At that time, the then third party leader, now Prime Minister,
established four principles that he said the Liberal Party would use in
deploying military troops: that Canada had a role to play; that there
be a clear mission and role; that there be a clear and transparent
debate; and how we could help best. There is clearly a role to play.
There is a clear mission and role. In fact, President Hollande and
other leaders are ramping up the mission, not just to deter and
degrade ISIS, but to defeat it. We are having another clear and
transparent debate. In fact, we are bringing this debate to the House.
It should be the government doing that, since it is altering the
mission.

I guess it comes down to the fourth pillar, the role that Canada can
play. We have one of the most highly trained, highly effective air
forces in the world. I was proud to be an officer in the RCAF for a
few years, albeit never in the top gun role that some of our men and
women are doing overseas. Nonetheless, we have some of the best
equipment, the best capability, and the best training to assess each
mission and to be part of this coalition, to make sure that we are
getting targets and that there are no civilian lives at risk, to ensure
that we are defeating and degrading ISIS and not allowing conflict to
spread into urban areas. We have that capability, possibly better than
most countries, with a handful of NATO countries being our equal in
this unique role of targeting with certainty.

We are flying 2% of the missions, which is commensurate with
our size and participation. At a time when our allies are asking the
coalition to do more, Canada is turning back. The government needs
to listen as much to its Pearsonian and Mackenzie King traditions as
to the sunny ways of Mr. Laurier, and not withdraw Canada.

® (1800)

Mr. Faycal El-Khoury (Laval—Les fles, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I
would like to ask my colleague if he has a clear idea about the
efficiency of the military involvement of our CF-18s against ISIS,
and if he clearly understands the other steps our government is
taking to cripple ISIS.

There was a high cost for our involvement with the CF-18s. Our
government has decided to use this money to provide humanitarian
aid to those who are in need, and that is exactly what we are going to
do.
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Coupled with that, our government is undertaking to provide
excellent training to the army forces and the police of Iraq. Those
forces are capable of conducting combat with efficient results on the
ground, because they understand perfectly the geographic situation
in that part of the world. Besides that—

® (1805)
The Deputy Speaker: We have run out of time.

The member for Laval—Les fles, we have five minutes for
questions and comments. We are trying to fit in as many people in as
we can.

The hon. member for Durham.

Hon. Erin O'Toole: Mr. Speaker, as I said at the conclusion of my
remarks, perhaps no country can better do the type of mission that
needs to be done as us, including the assessment, pre-flight, pre-
sortie, and the post-flight damage assessment to make sure that we
are actually hitting the targets we need.

I know from talking to colleagues and contacts in the RCAF that
most of our missions do not deploy their weapons because they do
not have the certainty they need to make sure there will be no
civilian damage or death. Our country does this alongside some of
the NATO countries better than anyone else.

I would refer the member to what we have been doing: the
humanitarian mission, the refugee mission, and the military mission.
There are refugees because of ISIS. We are the fifth-largest donor
country. We have been playing a role in all three important elements
of this mission. Why are they making us pull back from that third
important military contribution?

[Translation]

Ms. Anne Minh-Thu Quach (Salaberry—Suroit, NDP): Mr.
Speaker, why is my colleague so insistent that Canada should
continue with the air strikes, when many experts say that they help
ISIS recruit civilians on the ground and therefore victimize more
people within the civilian populations of the countries they are
bombing? This is doing far more harm than good.

The UN Security Council wants allies to tackle terrorist financing
and recruiting and to provide humanitarian assistance, which is not
what the Conservatives are proposing.

[English]
Hon. Erin O'Toole: Mr. Speaker, it concerns me that her question
is very similar to the approach the Prime Minister brought to the

House carlier this week, in that we cannot talk about ISIS because
we are somehow going to be promoting their propaganda.

I recall last year in October when we had the terrible attack in
Ottawa. Some of the early pictures of that episode were from ISIS
sources. This is a group that is engaged on social media and is
radicalizing people online and through the media. To somehow feel
we can divorce ourselves from discussing the threat they pose is
absurd.

What we have been doing is the original mission to degrade and
destroy the ability for ISIS to take more ground. As I said in my
remarks, as a result of the air strikes, they control 25% to 30% less
territory in Iraq and in parts of northern Syria than they did before.
We have contained and controlled them.

The debate in the U.S. and France and other countries right now is
about a ground commitment. That is the second phase to this
response to a growing and real threat to Canada, and we are
withdrawing from the first phase, in our modest contribution to it. It
really is a backtracking from the traditional, global, multilateral
actions that the Liberal Party of Canada supported for 50 years.

® (1810)

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Parliamentary Secretary to the
Leader of the Government in the House of Commons, Lib.):
Mr. Speaker, let us be very clear. The Liberal Government of
Canada, just as much as any other political entity inside this
chamber, wants to deal with the issue of terrorism, and we are
fighting terrorism in a very strong way. We recognize the values that
Canadians have and we will continue to pursue and fight terrorism
wherever we can.

It is important for us to recognize the fine work of the men and
women of our Canadian Forces, and what they have done for our
country, both past and present, and into the future.

Today we are debating the role that Canada should play. The
Conservatives seem to be completely fixated on the CF-18s and a
bombing role. However, during the campaign the Prime Minister
made a commitment to withdraw the CF-18s.

There is an alternative to bombing, and I will give specific
examples.

Canadian special operation forces are teaching Iraqi security
forces about using heavy weapons. This includes such things as
mortars, heavy machine guns, and other weapon systems. They are
acquiring lessons on things like site fixtures, target indications, range
and rate of fire. This means they can fire more accurately and more
efficiently. This reduces the number of unintended casualties and
collateral damage.

We are also offering basic shooting skills and sniper training to
the Iraqi security forces. Snipers who are part of this training
program can effectively shoot up to four times further and ten times
more accurately than when we began. The point is that there are
alternatives to bombing, and the Conservatives know this full well.

During the election not that long ago, the Prime Minister made a
commitment to pull the CF-18s. However, let there be no doubt that
the Liberal Party, the Government of Canada, is committed to
fighting terrorism. We are going to play an important role in working
with our allies.

We understand and appreciate the values that Canadians have. It is
but a reflection of the values inside this chamber. If we look at the
benches of this chamber, we will see the experience, whether the
Minister of National Defence, who has served for many years and
has fought in Afghanistan, or our Parliamentary Secretary to the
Minister of Veterans Affairs and Associate Minister of National
Defence who has served on NATO. We have many members who
have served in our Canadian Forces.

All members can rest assured that Canada is taking the right
approach when it comes to fighting terrorism on behalf of all
Canadians.
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The Speaker: I have the honour to lay upon the table the House
of Commons report to Canadians for 2015.

GOVERNMENT ORDERS

BUSINESS OF SUPPLY
OPPOSITION MOTION—COMBAT MISSION AGAINST ISIS

The House resumed consideration of the motion.

The Speaker: It being 6:15 p.m., and this being the final supply
day in the period ending December 10, it is my duty to interrupt the
proceedings and put forthwith every question necessary to dispose of
the business of supply.

The question is on the motion. Is it the pleasure of the House to
adopt the motion?

Some hon. members: Agreed.
Some hon. members: No.

The Speaker: All those in favour of the motion will please say
yea.

Some hon. members: Yea.

The Speaker: All those opposed will please say nay.
Some hon. members: Nay.

The Speaker: In my opinion the nays have it.

And five or more members having risen:

The Speaker: Call in the members.
® (1830)
[English]
And the bells having rung:
The Speaker: The question is the following one. Shall I dispense?
Some hon. members: Agreed.
Some hon. members: No.
[Chair read text of motion to House]
® (1840)

[Translation]

(The House divided on the motion, which was negatived on the
following division:)

(Division No. 3)

YEAS

Members
Aboultaif Albas
Albrecht Allison
Ambrose Anderson
Arnold Barlow
Barsalou-Duval Beaulieu
Bergen Bernier
Berthold Bezan
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Blaney (Bellechasse—Les Etchemins—Lévis)  Block
Boucher Boudrias
Brassard Brown
Calkins Carrie
Chong Clarke
Clement Cooper
Deltell Diotte
Doherty Dreeshen
Eglinski Falk
Fast Finley
Fortin Généreux
Genuis Gill
Gladu Godin
Gourde Harder
Harper Hillyer
Hoback Jeneroux
Kelly Kenney
Kent Kitchen
Kmiec Lake
Lauzon (Stormont—Dundas—South Glengarry) Lebel
Leitch Liepert
Lobb Lukiwski
MacKenzie Maguire
McCauley (Edmonton West) McColeman
McLeod (Kamloops—Thompson—Cariboo) Miller (Bruce—Grey—Owen Sound)
Nater Nicholson
Nuttall Obhrai
O'Toole Paul-Hus
Plamondon Poilievre
Raitt Rayes
Reid Rempel
Richards Ritz
Saroya Scheer
Schmale Shields
Shipley Sopuck
Sorenson Stanton
Ste-Marie Strahl
Stubbs Sweet
Thériault Tilson
Trost Van Kesteren
Van Loan Vecchio
Viersen Wagantall
Warkentin Watts
Waugh Wong
Yurdiga Zimmer— — 104
NAYS
Members
Aldag Alghabra
Alleslev Amos
Anandasangaree Angus
Arseneault Arya
Ashton Aubin
Ayoub Badawey
Bagnell Bains
Baylis Beech
Bélanger Bennett
Benson Bibeau
Bittle Blaikie
Blair Blaney (North Island—Powell River)
Boissonnault Bossio
Boutin-Sweet Bratina
Brison Brosseau
Caesar-Chavannes Cannings
Caron Carr
Casey (Cumberland—Colchester) Casey (Charlottetown)
Chagger Champagne
Chan Chen
Choquette Christopherson
Cormier Cuzner
Dabrusin Damoff
Davies DeCourcey
Dhaliwal Dhillon
Di Iorio Dion
Drouin Dubé
Dubourg Duclos
Duguid Duncan (Edmonton Strathcona)
Dusseault Duvall
Dzerowicz Easter
Ehsassi El-Khoury
Ellis Erskine-Smith
Eyking Eyolfson
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Fergus Fillmore

Finnigan Fisher

Fonseca Foote

Fragiskatos Fraser (West Nova) w ok ok

Fraser (Central Nova) Freeland .

Fry Fuhr [English]

Garneau Garrison

Gerretsen Goldsmith-Jones SUPPLEMENTARY ESTIMATES (B), 2015-16

Goodale Gould Hon. Scott Brison (President of the Treasury Board, Lib.)

Graham Grewal

Hajdu Hardcastle moved:

Hardi H . .

HZ]I;TC Hiﬁlacg d That the Sgpplementary Estimates (B) for the fiscal year ending March 31, 2016

Housefather Hughes be concurred in.

Hussen Hutchings

Tacono Johns

Jolibois Joly The Speaker: The next question is on the motion. Is it the

Jones Jordan s 0

Jowhari Julian pleasure of the House to adopt the motion?

Kang Khalid

Khera Kwan Some hon. members: Agreed.

Lametti Lamoureux

Lapointe Lauzon (Argenteuil—La Petite-Nation) Some hon. members: No.

Laverdiére LeBlanc

Lebouthillier Lefebvre The Speaker: All those in favour of the motion will please say

Lemieux Leslie

Levitt Lightbound yea.

Lockhart Long

Longfield Ludwig Some hon. members: Yea.

MacAulay (Cardigan) MacGregor

MacKinnon (Gatineau) Malcolmson

Maloney

Masse (Windsor West)

Massé (Avignon—La Mitis—Matane—Matapédia)

The Speaker: All those opposed will please say nay.

Some hon. members: Nay.

The Speaker: In my opinion the yeas have it.

(The House divided on the motion, which was agreed to on the

(Division No. 4)

YEAS

Members

Alghabra
Amos

Angus

Arya

Aubin
Badawey
Bains

Baylis

Beech
Bennett
Bibeau
Blaikie
Blaney (North Island—Powell River)
Bossio
Boutin-Sweet
Brison
Caesar-Chavannes
Caron

Casey (Cumberland—Colchester)
Chagger
Chan
Choquette
Cormier
Dabrusin
Davies
Dhaliwal

Di Iorio
Drouin
Dubourg
Duguid
Dusseault
Dzerowicz

Mathyssen
May (Cambridge) McCallum
McCrimmon McDonald
McGuinty McKay
McKinnon (Coquitlam—Port Coquitlam) McLeod (Northwest Territories) Andﬁve or more members having risen:
Mendes Mendicino
Mihychuk Miller (Ville-Marie—Le Sud-Ouest—Ile-des- ® (1850)
Soeurs)
Monsef Moore
Morneau Morrissey : e AT
Mol Murray following division:)
Nantel Nassif
Nault O'Connell
Oliphant Oliver
O'Regan Ouellette
Paradis Peschisolido
Peterson Petitpas Taylor
Philpott Picard Aldag
Poissant Quach Alleslev
Qualtrough Ramsey Anandasangaree
Rankin Ratansi Arseneault
Rioux Robillard Ashton
Rodriguez Romanado Ayoub
Rota Rudd Bagnell
Ruimy Rusnak Barsalou-Duval
Saganash Sahota Beaulieu
Saini Sajjan Bélanger
Samson Sangha Benson
Sansoucy Sarai Bittle
Scarpaleggia Schiefke Blair
Schulte Serré Boissonnault
Sgro Shanahan Boudrias
Sheehan Sidhu (Mission—Matsqui—Fraser Canyon) Bratina
Sidhu (Brampton South) Sikand Brosseau
Simms Sohi Cannings
Sorbara Spengemann Carr
Stetski Stewart Casey (Charlottetown)
Tabbara Tan Champagne
Tassi Tootoo Chen
Trudeau Trudel Christopherson
Vandal Vandenbeld Cuzner
Vaughan Weir Damoff
‘Whalen Wilkinson DeCourcey
Wilson-Raybould Wrzesnewskyj Dhillon
Young Zahid— — 220 Dion
Dubé
PAIRED Duclos
Nil Duncan (Edmonton Strathcona)
. Duvall
The Speaker: I declare the motion lost. Easter

Ehsassi
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El-Khoury
Erskine-Smith
Eyolfson
Fillmore

Fisher

Foote
Fragiskatos
Fraser (Central Nova)
Fry

Garneau
Gerretsen
Goldsmith-Jones
Gould

Grewal
Hardcastle
Harvey

Holland

Hughes
Hutchings

Johns

Joly

Jordan

Julian

Khalid

Kwan
Lamoureux
Lauzon (Argenteuil—La Petite-Nation)
LeBlanc
Lefebvre

Leslie
Lightbound
Long

Ludwig
MacGregor
Malcolmson
Masse (Windsor West)
Mathyssen
McCallum
McDonald
McKay

McLeod (Northwest Territories)
Mendicino

Ellis

Eyking

Fergus

Finnigan

Fonseca

Fortin

Fraser (West Nova)
Freeland

Fuhr

Garrison

Gill

Goodale

Graham

Hajdu

Hardie

Hehr

Housefather
Hussen

lacono

Jolibois

Jones

Jowhari

Kang

Khera

Lametti

Lapointe
Laverdiére
Lebouthillier
Lemieux

Levitt

Lockhart

Longfield
MacAulay (Cardigan)
MacKinnon (Gatineau)
Maloney

Massé (Avignon—La Mitis—Matane—Matapédia)
May (Cambridge)
McCrimmon
McGuinty
McKinnon (Coquitlam—Port Coquitlam)
Mendés

Mihychuk

Miller (Ville-Marie—Le Sud-Ouest—ile-des-Soeurs)

Monsef
Moore
Morrissey
Murray
Nassif
O'Connell
Oliver
Ouellette
Peschisolido
Petitpas Taylor
Picard
Poissant
Qualtrough
Rankin
Rioux
Rodriguez
Rota

Ruimy
Saganash
Saini
Samson
Sansoucy
Scarpaleggia
Schulte
Sgro
Sheehan
Sidhu (Brampton South)
Simms
Sorbara
Ste-Marie
Stewart

Tan
Thériault
Trudeau
Vandal
Vaughan
Whalen
Wilson-Raybould
Young

Morneau
Mulcair
Nantel

Nault
Oliphant
O'Regan
Paradis
Peterson
Philpott
Plamondon
Quach
Ramsey
Ratansi
Robillard
Romanado
Rudd
Rusnak
Sahota
Sajjan
Sangha
Sarai
Schiefke
Serré
Shanahan
Sidhu (Mission—Matsqui—Fraser Canyon)
Sikand

Sohi
Spengemann
Stetski
Tabbara
Tassi

Tootoo
Trudel
Vandenbeld
Weir
Wilkinson
Wrzesnewskyj
Zahid— — 228

Business of Supply

NAYS

Members
Aboultaif Albas
Albrecht Allison
Ambrose Anderson
Arnold Barlow
Bergen Bernier
Berthold Bezan
Blaney (Bellechasse—Les Etchemins—Lévis) ~ Block
Boucher Brassard
Brown Calkins
Carrie Chong
Clarke Clement
Cooper Deltell
Diotte Doherty
Dreeshen Eglinski
Falk Fast
Finley Généreux
Genuis Gladu
Godin Gourde
Harder Harper
Hillyer Hoback
Jeneroux Kelly
Kenney Kent
Kitchen Kmiec
Lake Lauzon (Stormont—Dundas—South Glengarry)
Lebel Leitch
Liepert Lobb
Lukiwski MacKenzie
Maguire McCauley (Edmonton West)
McColeman McLeod (Kamloops—Thompson—Cariboo)

Miller (Bruce—Grey—Owen Sound)

Nater

Nicholson Nuttall
Obhrai O'Toole
Paul-Hus Poilievre
Raitt Rayes
Reid Rempel
Richards Ritz
Saroya Scheer
Schmale Shields
Shipley Sopuck
Sorenson Stanton
Strahl Stubbs
Sweet Tilson
Trost Van Kesteren
Van Loan Vecchio
Viersen ‘Wagantall
Warkentin Watts
Waugh Wong
Yurdiga Zimmer— — 96
PAIRED
Nil

The Speaker: I declare the motion carried.

Hon. Scott Brison moved that Bill C-3, An Act for granting to
Her Majesty certain sums of money for the federal public
administration for the financial year ending March 31, 2016, be

read the first time.

(Motion deemed adopted and bill read the first time)

Hon. Scott Brison moved that the bill be read a second time and
referred to a committee of the whole.

The Speaker: The question is on the motion. Is it the pleasure of

the House to adopt the motion?

Some hon. members: Agreed.

Some hon. members: No.

The Speaker: All those in favour of the motion will please say

yea.
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Some hon. members: Yea.
The Speaker: All those opposed will please say nay.
Some hon. members: Nay.
The Speaker: In my opinion the yeas have it.

And five or more members having risen:
© (1900)
[Translation]
(The House divided on motion, which was agreed to on the
following division:)
(Division No. 5)

YEAS

Members
Aldag Alghabra
Alleslev Amos
Anandasangaree Angus
Arseneault Arya
Ashton Aubin
Ayoub Badawey
Bagnell Bains
Barsalou-Duval Baylis
Beaulieu Beech
Bélanger Bennett
Benson Bibeau
Bittle Blaikie
Blair Blaney (North Island—Powell River)
Boissonnault Bossio
Boudrias Boutin-Sweet
Bratina Brison
Brosseau Caesar-Chavannes
Cannings Caron
Carr Casey (Cumberland—Colchester)
Casey (Charlottetown) Chagger
Champagne Chan
Chen Choquette
Christopherson Cormier
Cuzner Dabrusin
Damoff Davies
DeCourcey Dhaliwal
Dhillon Di lorio
Dion Drouin
Dubé Dubourg
Duclos Duguid
Duncan (Edmonton Strathcona) Dusseault
Duvall Dzerowicz
Easter Ehsassi
El-Khoury Ellis
Erskine-Smith Eyking
Eyolfson Fergus
Fillmore Finnigan
Fisher Fonseca
Foote Fortin
Fragiskatos Fraser (West Nova)
Fraser (Central Nova) Freeland
Fry Fuhr
Garneau Garrison
Gerretsen Gill
Goldsmith-Jones Goodale
Gould Graham
Grewal Hajdu
Hardcastle Hardie
Harvey Hehr
Holland Housefather
Hughes Hussen
Hutchings Tacono
Johns Jolibois
Joly Jones
Jordan Jowhari
Julian Kang
Khalid Khera
Lametti Lamoureux

Lapointe Lauzon (Argenteuil—La Petite-Nation)

Laverdiére
Lebouthillier

Lemieux

Levitt

Lockhart

Longfield

MacAulay (Cardigan)
MacKinnon (Gatineau)
Maloney

LeBlanc

Lefebvre

Leslie

Lightbound

Long

Ludwig

MacGregor
Malcolmson

Masse (Windsor West)

Massé (Avignon—La Mitis—Matane—Matapédia)

Mathyssen

May (Cambridge)

McCrimmon

McGuinty

McKinnon (Coquitlam—Port Coquitlam)
Mendés

McCallum

McDonald

McKay

McLeod (Northwest Territories)
Mendicino

Mihychuk Miller (Ville-Marie—Le Sud-Ouest—{le-des-
Soeurs)
Monsef Moore
Morneau Morrissey
Mulcair Murray
Nantel Nassif
Nault O'Connell
Oliphant Oliver
O'Regan Ouellette
Paradis Peschisolido
Peterson Petitpas Taylor
Philpott Picard
Plamondon Poissant
Quach Qualtrough
Ramsey Rankin
Ratansi Rioux
Robillard Rodriguez
Romanado Rota
Rudd Ruimy
Rusnak Saganash
Sahota Saini
Sajjan Samson
Sangha Sansoucy
Sarai Scarpaleggia
Schiefke Schulte
Serré Sgro
Shanahan Sheehan
Sidhu (Mission—Matsqui—Fraser Canyon) Sidhu (Brampton South)
Sikand Simms
Sohi Sorbara
Spengemann Ste-Marie
Stetski Stewart
Tabbara Tan
Tassi Thériault
Tootoo Trudeau
Trudel Vandal
Vandenbeld Vaughan
Weir Whalen
Wilkinson Wilson-Raybould
Wizesnewskyj Young
Zahid— — 227

NAYS

Members
Aboultaif Albas
Albrecht Allison
Ambrose Anderson
Arnold Barlow
Bergen Bernier
Berthold Bezan
Blaney (Bellechasse—Les Etchemins—Lévis)  Block
Boucher Brassard
Brown Calkins
Carrie Chong
Clarke Clement
Cooper Deltell
Diotte Doherty
Dreeshen Eglinski
Falk Fast
Finley Généreux
Genuis Gladu
Godin Gourde
Harder Harper
Hillyer Hoback
Jeneroux Kelly
Kenney Kent
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Kitchen Kmiec Some hon. members: Agreed.
Lake Lauzon (Stormont—Dundas—South Glengarry)
Iﬂf::el " ]if";f’h Some hon. members: On division.
Lukiwski MacKenzie (Clause 3 agreed to)
Maguire McCauley (Edmonton West)
McColeman McLeod (Kamloops—Thompson—Cariboo) [Engllsh]
Miller (Bruce—Grey—Owen Sound) Nater
Nicholson Nuttall The Chair: Shall clause 4 carry?
Obhrai O'Toole
Paul-Hus Poilievre .
Raitt Rayes Some hon. members: Agreed.
Reid Rempel e
Richards Ritz Some hon. members: On division.
Saroya Scheer
Schmale Shields (Clause 4 agreed tO)
Shipley Sopuck .
Sorenson Stanton The Chair: Shall clause 5 carry?
Strahl Stubbs
Sweet Tilson Some hon. members: Agreed.
Trost Van Kesteren
Van Loan Vecchio Some hon. members: On division.
Viersen Wagantall
Warkentin Watts (Clause 5 agreed to)
Waugh Wong .
Yurdiga Zimmer— — 96 [Translation]
PAIRED The Chair: Shall clause 6 carry?
Nil

The Speaker: I declare the motion carried.
[English]

Accordingly this bill stands referred to the committee of the
whole. I do now leave the chair for the House to go into committee
of the whole.

(Bill read the second time and the House went into committee of
the whole thereon, Mr. Bruce Stanton in the chair)
(On clause 2)

Hon. Pierre Poilievre (Carleton, CPC): Mr. Chair, being that
this is my first time on my feet since the people of Carleton elected
me, I would like to take the occasion to thank them all for their
confidence.

I would like also to congratulate the new President of the Treasury
Board on his appointment.

The people of Carleton and, indeed, the people of Canada are
demanding to know tonight from the President of the Treasury Board
whether this bill is presented in its usual form.

©(1905)

Hon. Scott Brison (President of the Treasury Board, Lib.): Mr.
Chair, I too want to congratulate my colleague on his re-election and
his ascension to the role of critic for Treasury Board. I look forward
to working with him and to doing good things on behalf of Canada.

I am going to surprise him by actually answering his question. The
form of this bill is, in fact, the same as that passed in the previous
supply period.

The Chair: Shall clause 2 carry?
Some hon. members: Agreed.

Some hon. members: On division.
(Clause 2 agreed to)

[Translation]

The Chair: Shall clause 3 carry?

Some hon. members: Agreed.
Some hon. members: On division.
(Clause 6 agreed to)

[English]
The Chair: Shall clause 1 carry?

Some hon. members: Agreed.

Some hon. members: On division.
(Clause 1 agreed to)

The Chair: Shall the preamble carry?
Some hon. members: Agreed.

Some hon. members: On division.
(Preamble agreed to)

[Translation]
The Chair: Shall the title carry?
Some hon. members: Agreed.

Some hon. members: On division.
(Title agreed to)

[English]
The Chair: Shall the bill carry?
Some hon. members: Agreed.

Some hon. members: On division.
(Bill agreed to)

The Chair: Shall I rise and report the bill?

Some hon. members: Agreed.
(Bill reported)
Hon. Scott Brison moved that the bill be concurred in.
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The Speaker: The question is on the motion. Is it the pleasure of
the House to adopt the motion?

Some hon. member: Agreed.

Some hon. member: No.

The Speaker: All those in favour of the motion will please say

yea.

Some hon. member: Yea.

The Speaker: All those opposed will please say nay.

Some hon. member: Nay.

The Speaker: In my opinion the yeas have it.

And five or members having risen:

Mr. Andrew Leslie: I believe if you were to seek it, you would
find agreement to apply the results of the vote on the second reading

motion to this motion.

The Speaker: Is it agreed?

Some hon. members: Agreed.

(The House divided on the motion, which was agreed to on the

following division:)

(Division No. 6)

Aldag

Alleslev
Anandasangaree
Arseneault
Ashton

Ayoub

Bagnell
Barsalou-Duval
Beaulieu
Bélanger
Benson

Bittle

Blair
Boissonnault
Boudrias
Bratina
Brosseau
Cannings

Carr

Casey (Charlottetown)
Champagne
Chen
Christopherson
Cuzner
Damoff
DeCourcey
Dhillon

Dion

Dubé

Duclos

Duncan (Edmonton Strathcona)
Duvall

Easter
El-Khoury
Erskine-Smith
Eyolfson
Fillmore

Fisher

Foote
Fragiskatos
Fraser (Central Nova)
Fry

YEAS

Members

Alghabra
Amos

Angus

Arya

Aubin
Badawey
Bains

Baylis

Beech
Bennett
Bibeau
Blaikie
Blaney (North Island—Powell River)
Bossio
Boutin-Sweet
Brison
Caesar-Chavannes
Caron

Casey (Cumberland—Colchester)
Chagger
Chan
Choquette
Cormier
Dabrusin
Davies
Dhaliwal

Di lorio
Drouin
Dubourg
Duguid
Dusseault
Dzerowicz
Ehsassi

Ellis

Eyking
Fergus
Finnigan
Fonseca
Fortin

Fraser (West Nova)
Freeland
Fuhr

Garneau
Gerretsen
Goldsmith-Jones
Gould

Grewal
Hardcastle
Harvey

Holland

Hughes
Hutchings

Johns

Joly

Jordan

Julian

Khalid

Lametti

Lapointe
Laverdiére
Lebouthillier
Lemieux

Levitt

Lockhart
Longfield
MacAulay (Cardigan)
MacKinnon (Gatineau)
Maloney

Garrison
Gill
Goodale
Graham
Hajdu
Hardie
Hehr
Housefather
Hussen
lacono
Jolibois
Jones
Jowhari
Kang

Khera
Lamoureux
Lauzon (Argenteuil—La Petite-Nation)
LeBlanc
Lefebvre
Leslie
Lightbound
Long
Ludwig
MacGregor
Malcolmson
Masse (Windsor West)

Massé (Avignon—La Mitis—Matane—Matapédia)

Mathyssen
May (Cambridge)
McCrimmon
McGuinty
McKinnon (Coquitlam—Port Coquitlam)
Mendes
Mihychuk
Soeurs)
Monsef
Morneau
Mulcair
Nantel
Nault
Oliphant
O'Regan
Paradis
Peterson
Philpott
Plamondon
Quach
Ramsey
Ratansi
Robillard
Romanado
Rudd
Rusnak
Sahota
Sajjan
Sangha
Sarai
Schiefke
Serré
Shanahan

Sidhu (Mission—Matsqui—Fraser Canyon)

Sikand

Sohi
Spengemann
Stetski
Tabbara

Tassi

Tootoo

Trudel
Vandenbeld
Weir
Wilkinson
Wrzesnewskyj
Zahid— — 227

Aboultaif
Albrecht
Ambrose
Arnold
Bergen

McCallum

McDonald

McKay

McLeod (Northwest Territories)

Mendicino

Miller (Ville-Marie—Le Sud-Ouest—ile-des-

Moore
Morrissey
Murray
Nassif
O'Connell
Oliver
Ouellette
Peschisolido
Petitpas Taylor
Picard
Poissant
Qualtrough
Rankin
Rioux
Rodriguez
Rota

Ruimy
Saganash
Saini
Samson
Sansoucy
Scarpaleggia
Schulte
Sgro
Sheehan
Sidhu (Brampton South)
Simms
Sorbara
Ste-Marie
Stewart

Tan
Thériault
Trudeau
Vandal
Vaughan
Whalen
Wilson-Raybould
Young

NAYS

Members

Albas
Allison
Anderson
Barlow
Bernier
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Berthold
Blaney (Bellechasse—Les Etchemins—Lévis)
Boucher
Brown
Carrie
Clarke
Cooper
Diotte
Dreeshen
Falk

Finley
Genuis
Godin
Harder
Hillyer
Jeneroux
Kenney
Kitchen
Lake

Lebel
Liepert
Lukiwski
Maguire
McColeman
Miller (Bruce—Grey—Owen Sound)

Bezan

Block

Brassard

Calkins

Chong

Clement

Deltell

Doherty

Eglinski

Fast

Généreux

Gladu

Gourde

Harper

Hoback

Kelly

Kent

Kmiec

Lauzon (Stormont—Dundas—South Glengarry)
Leitch

Lobb

MacKenzie

McCauley (Edmonton West)
McLeod (Kamloops—Thompson—Cariboo)
Nater

Nicholson Nuttall
Obhrai O'Toole
Paul-Hus Poilievre
Raitt Rayes
Reid Rempel
Richards Ritz
Saroya Scheer
Schmale Shields
Shipley Sopuck
Sorenson Stanton
Strahl Stubbs
Sweet Tilson
Trost Van Kesteren
Van Loan Vecchio
Viersen Wagantall
Warkentin Watts
Waugh Wong
Yurdiga Zimmer— — 96
PAIRED
Nil

The Speaker: I declare the motion carried.

When shall the bill be read a third time? By leave, now?

Some hon. member: Agreed

[Translation]

Hon. Scott Brison moved that the bill be read the third time and

passed.

The Speaker: Is it the pleasure of the House to adopt the motion?

Some hon. members: Agreed.

Some hon. members: No.

The Speaker: All those in favour of the motion will please say

yea.

Some hon. members: Yea.

The Speaker: All those opposed will please say nay.

Some hon. members: Nay.

The Speaker: In my opinion the yeas have it.

And five or more members having risen:

Business of Supply

Mr. Andrew Leslie: Mr. Speaker, I believe you would find
unanimous consent to apply the results of the vote just taken to the
motion presently before the House.

® (1910)

[English]
The Speaker: Is that agreed?
Some hon. members: Agreed.

(The House divided on the motion, which was agreed to on the
following division:)

(Division No. 7)

YEAS

Members
Aldag Alghabra
Alleslev Amos
Anandasangaree Angus
Arseneault Arya
Ashton Aubin
Ayoub Badawey
Bagnell Bains
Barsalou-Duval Baylis
Beaulieu Beech
Bélanger Bennett
Benson Bibeau
Bittle Blaikie
Blair Blaney (North Island—Powell River)
Boissonnault Bossio
Boudrias Boutin-Sweet
Bratina Brison
Brosseau Caesar-Chavannes
Cannings Caron
Carr Casey (Cumberland—Colchester)
Casey (Charlottetown) Chagger
Champagne Chan
Chen Choquette
Christopherson Cormier
Cuzner Dabrusin
Damoff Davies
DeCourcey Dhaliwal
Dhillon Di Iorio
Dion Drouin
Dubé Dubourg
Duclos Duguid
Duncan (Edmonton Strathcona) Dusseault
Duvall Dzerowicz
Easter Ehsassi
El-Khoury Ellis
Erskine-Smith Eyking
Eyolfson Fergus
Fillmore Finnigan
Fisher Fonseca
Foote Fortin
Fragiskatos Fraser (West Nova)
Fraser (Central Nova) Freeland
Fry Fuhr
Garneau Garrison
Gerretsen Gill
Goldsmith-Jones Goodale
Gould Graham
Grewal Hajdu
Hardcastle Hardie
Harvey Hehr
Holland Housefather
Hughes Hussen
Hutchings lacono
Johns Jolibois
Joly Jones
Jordan Jowhari
Julian Kang
Khalid Khera
Lametti Lamoureux
Lapointe Lauzon (Argenteuil—La Petite-Nation)
Laverdiére LeBlanc
Lebouthillier Lefebvre
Lemieux Leslie
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Levitt Lightbound Liepert Lobb
Lockhart Long Lukiwski MacKenzie
Longfield ) Ludwig Maguire McCauley (Edmonton West)
MacAl}]ay (Card{gan) MacGregor McColeman McLeod (Kamloops—Thompson—Cariboo)
MacKinnon (Gatineau) Malcolmson Miller (Bruce—Grey—Owen Sound) Nater
Maloney Masse (Windsor West) Nicholson Nuttall
Massé (Avignon—La Mitis—Matane—Matapédia) Obhrai O'Toole
Mathyssen R ..
May (Cambridge) McCallum ;it‘tlt Hus EZ‘I':,"S
McCrimmon McDonald . yes
M . Reid Rempel
cGuinty McKay ichards By
McKinnon (Coquitlam—Port Coquitlam) McLeod (Northwest Territories) Richards Ritz
Mendés Mendicino Saroya Sc}.\eer
Mihychuk Miller (Ville-Marie—Le Sud-Ouest—ile-des- Schmale Shields
Soeurs) Shipley Sopuck
Monsef Moore Sorenson Stanton
Morneau Morrissey Strahl Stubbs
Mulcair Murray Sweet Tilson
Nantel Nassif Trost Van Kesteren
Nault O'Connell Van Loan Vecchio
Oliphant Oliver Viersen Wagantall
O'Regan Ouellette Warkentin Watts
Paradis Peschisolido Waugh Wong
Peterson Petitpas Taylor Yurdiga Zimmer— — 96
Philpott Picard
Plamondon Poissant
Quach Qualtrough i PAIRED
Ramsey Rankin Nil
Ratansi Rioux . .
Robillard Rodriguez The Speaker: I declare the motion carried.
Romanado Rota Bill read the third time and pa:
B Ruimy ( ead the d time and passed)
Rusnak Saganash
Sahota Saini
Sajjan Samson
Saneha Samsouey ADJOURNMENT PROCEEDINGS
Sarai Scarpaleggia
Schiefke Schulte
Serré Sgro A motion to adjourn the House under Standing Order 38 deemed
Shanahan Sheehan to h b d
Sidhu (Mission—Matsqui—Fraser Canyon) Sidhu (Brampton South) 0 have been moved.
Sikand Simms
°
Sohi Sorbara (1915)
Spengemann Ste-Marie [Tmn slatio n]
Stetski Stewart
Tabbara Tan INTERNATIONAL TRADE
Tassi Thériault
?05‘1";’ 3‘“‘36?“ Mr. Jacques Gourde (Lévis—Lotbiniére, CPC): Mr. Speaker, |
rudel ‘andal .. . .
Vandenbeld Vaughan would like to take this opportunity to congratulate you and to thank
Weir Whalen the people of Lévis—Lotbiniére for putting their trust in me for the
Wilkinson Wilson-Raybould . : .
Wrzesnewskyj Young fogrth time. I would also like to thank my wife Chantal, my ﬁve
Zahid- — 227 children, and everyone, near and far, who took part in my re-election.
NAYS I am pleased to participate in the first late show of this 42nd
Members Parliament in order to get more information, or so I hope, on a
Aboultaif Albas question that I asked in the House on December 7. I would like to
Albrecht Allison remind the House that the Speech from the Throne did not make any
:mb;(‘;“ g"‘}“w“ mention of agriculture, not a single word or paragraph. Perhaps this
1o arlow A .
Bergen Bernier government simply made an error that seems very embarrassing for
Berthold Bezan its members who come from rural areas in Canada.
Blaney (Bellechasse—Les Etchemins—Lévis)  Block
g:’;‘\i}r“er g:?if:;d It will now be difficult for them to look farmers in the eye and say
Carrie Chong that they are defending them in Canada's Parliament. Nevertheless,
Clarke Clement family farms are the very foundation of the Canada that we hold dear
Cooper Deltell . .
Diotte Doherty today. The products are evolving, along with the technology, but one
Dreeshen Eglinski thing remains the same: from well before sun-up until well after
Falk Fast . . . .
Finley Généreux sundown, Canadian farmers do the back-breaking job of feeding the
Genuis Gladu country.
Godin Gourde
Harder Harper Canada's agriculture and agri-food sector contributes more than
Hillyer Hoback 11e '
Jeneroux Kelly $100 billion per year to Canada's economy and employs more than
Kenney Kent two million people. We cannot underestimate the importance of
Kitchen Kmiec . : :
Lake Lauzon (StormontDundas—South Glengarry) agriculture to our national interests. Our party always put farmers

Lebel

Leitch

first and we will continue to do so from this side of the House.
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Farmers in my region are concerned about this government's lack
of interest in the agriculture sector. The evasive answers in the House
add to the cynicism of this government we are unfortunately stuck
with for another four long years.

I would like to know how the Liberal government plans to support
Canadians in rural regions, when it did not even acknowledge them
in the Speech from the Throne.

Also, will this government help farmers penetrate new markets
through free trade agreements such as the trans-Pacific partnership,
even though the Minister of International Trade says that it is not her
job to promote trade?

In closing, our farmers under the supply management system want
to know whether the agreement and compensation in the trans-
Pacific partnership will be honoured since the Minister of
International Trade says she is not bound by the compensation
commitments.

I hope that the minister will be able to clarify or at least explain
her position on this issue that is so important for the future of our
farmers under supply management. It is this type of decision that
determines the economic choices for the future of Canadian
agriculture.

[English]

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Parliamentary Secretary to the
Leader of the Government in the House of Commons, Lib.):
Mr. Speaker, I do appreciate the comments, and let me congratulate
the member on his election.

He brought up a question on December 7. I know a great number
of Canadians are concerned about the agrifood industry. It is nice
that the member raised the question.

Individuals watching, and those who are concerned about this
evening's debate, should rest assured. There is no doubt that the
Government of Canada, the Liberal Party and its members, have
great respect for the agricultural community. We recognize its
immense value and contributions, whether it is the farmer or the
producer who brings the product to market.

The member has raised a few issues in his four minutes. I would
like to attempt to address them. Before I do that, as someone from
the Prairies who has been in the House over the past four years, I am
very sensitive to our agriculture needs. It is one of the reasons why,
in working with the Prime Minister, I have taken the initiative to get
a better, more comprehensive understanding of certain industries.
One industry I often make reference to is the pork industry. It ties
into the trade agreements we have had. We recognize the importance
of those trade agreements and the implications they have on our
farming and agricultural communities.

I would not want the member to give the wrong impression to
Canadians. This government actually does care very passionately
about our agrifood industry and wants to do what it can to advocate
and be there for our farmers, not only for today but also well into the
future. That should not surprise people, given our advocacy in the
last number of years.
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1 do not want to go too much off topic. I would just remind the
member about the Canadian Wheat Board and how firm the Liberal
Party of Canada was in terms of defending our grain farmers.

Nothing has changed. We will continue to be there for the Prairie
farmers, in fact farmers across the country, from coast to coast to
coast. The agrifood industry does apply to every region of our
country.

The member asked about what is in the throne speech and what
the government's intentions are. One of the things that is important to
recognize is the investment that the government is going to be
putting into infrastructure. When we improve roads, what we are
doing, if not directly then indirectly in many ways, is supporting our
farming communities.

Those rural communities also need investment in infrastructure.
That is something that the Government of Canada is committing to
providing, in unprecedented numbers. We are talking about billions
of extra dollars that would not have been there had we not won on
October 19 of this year.

The member made reference to the issue of free trade. The Liberal
Party, more than any other party inside this chamber, I would argue,
understands the importance of free trade, working on deals and
protecting our industries. The minister just clearly indicated the
support of the government towards supply management.

When we talk about the important agricultural community and the
agrifood industry as a whole, people should know, and stakeholders
should know, that the Government of Canada will be there for them.

® (1920)
[Translation]

Mr. Jacques Gourde: Mr. Speaker, farmers know that they can
count on the Conservative Party to defend their priorities, from
ending the single-desk monopoly in western Canada, to protecting
our supply-management system while opening new markets for our
farmers. This will not change.

I urge the new government to continue our work by actively
seeking new markets for our farmers, protecting supply manage-
ment, investing in leading-edge agriculture and agri-food technol-
ogy, putting farmers on a level playing field so that they can better
compete with their commercial partners, making regulatory
decisions based on science, ensuring that the transportation system
is effective and efficient, and by keeping taxes low.

We all know that our farmers and their products can compete with
the best in the world. I urge the government to continue the work our
party started and to stand up for Canadian farmers.

Will the Liberal government make that commitment?
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Mr. Kevin Lamoureux: Mr. Speaker, the government has taken
direct action along that path and more. For example, when the Prime
Minister announces the tax break for the middle class, a good
number of those farmers will receive a direct benefit as a result
because a good percentage of them are part of the middle class. The
Liberal Party made it a major part of its election platform, so we are
fulfilling that. As well, many of the farmers in rural communities
will benefit from the Canada child benefit program, which will also
enhance their financial resources.

The member made reference indirectly to the Canadian Wheat
Board when he talked about the single desk. I should let the member
know that it was the Liberal Party that defended the wheat board
producers. The Conservatives broke the law by not allowing for the
plebiscite that was promised in the legislation itself. Whether back
then or today, our producers should feel comfortable knowing that
the Government of Canada will be there for them.

®(1925)
DEMOCRATIC REFORM

Mr. Scott Reid (Lanark—Frontenac—Kingston, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, 1 have not had a chance to say this, but I want to
congratulate you on your position as the Deputy Speaker and Chair
of Committees of the Whole. I am very glad that you decided to run
for that and are now where you are.

I want to talk a bit about the issue of electoral reform and the
government's policy of pushing through electoral reform following
consultations that will take the form of a parliamentary committee
but without a referendum. To put it mildly, this will result in a very
significant change to Canada's way of conducting electoral business
and of conducting our elections. It will be by far the most significant
change that has taken place not merely since Confederation, but
literally since elections have first occurred in this country.

We have been having elections in one form or another in Canada
since the 1700s. In the case of what is now Ontario and Quebec, our
very first elections would have taken place in 1792 under the
Constitutional Act of 1791. In Nova Scotia it goes back even further.
However, in all of our provinces we have had elections under the
current system since before most countries in the United Nations
even existed. That does not make the current system the right
system, and I am not trying to justify keeping the current system. I
am agnostic on that point. My point is that we should not change
from that to some other system without making sure that the people
of Canada support the change we are making.

There are a number of alternatives to the status quo, our current
first-past-the-post system. There is the multi-member proportional
system, which was proposed in Ontario, and there was a referendum
on it in 2007. There is the single transferable vote system that is used
very successfully in Malta and Ireland, and which was proposed for
British Columbia. That system was the subject of two referendums in
British Columbia. There is the preferential ballot in a single-member
district. That was the subject of a referendum not in this country but
the United Kingdom recently. In all of these jurisdictions we have
seen the appropriate mechanism used regardless of the proposal that
was put forward, which is a referendum to ask the people whether
they wanted it or not.

In dealing with the issue of referenda, last June we proposed
making changes to the electoral system. The then prime minister said
that it would be hard to win what he called a plebiscite on electoral
reform, and so we were not doing it. However, it is only hard to win
it if the people do not support it. If we have something that the
majority of Canadians support, it will get through. There have been
referenda that have been successful. If none had been successful, that
would still not be an argument against having one; it would be an
argument that the status quo was satisfactory. However, the fact is
that some have been successful. For example, there was a successful
referendum in New Zealand in 1992 on changing from the first-past-
the-post system to a different system.

What is wrong is not letting the people speak. I am so upset about
this determination to drive this through without consulting the
people, as if people do not matter, that I have put forward and signed
today an electronic petition numbered e-48. Unfortunately, I cannot
read the whole thing because it has some elaborate whereas clauses.
However, it boils down to this. It states:

We, the undersigned, citizens of Canada, request (or call upon) the Minister of
Democratic Institutions to hold a referendum on any changes to Canada’s federal
electoral system so that the citizens of Canada have their direct say on any proposed
changes by the government.

That is the position I believe in entirely. I do not think it is
appropriate to indicate a personal preference as to what the outcome
is. At this point, it is appropriate to say that it is for the people to
make that choice. The government can propose and it should
propose what it thinks is best in the form of legislation. It should
then submit that to the people for their choice. They may say yes;
they may say no. If they say no, they may say yes in the future after
they have had a chance to make adjustments so it seems right for
them and their values. On this, or on anything else, the people should
be sovereign.

©(1930)

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Parliamentary Secretary to the
Leader of the Government in the House of Commons, Lib.):
Mr. Speaker, I appreciate the member's contribution. He has
followed this issue over the last number of years and has taken a
very active interest in it. [ applaud the member's interest in the topic,
but he has failed to mention a couple of what I would suggest are
important points.

I will go back to election platforms. The Liberal Party had a strong
commitment, which I am sure the member will recall quite well.
Prior to the election campaign even getting under way, the Liberal
Party of Canada made it clear that the first-past-the-post system is a
dated system and needs to be changed. Our party made it clear that
2015 would be the last time we would run under the first-past-the
post system. That commitment was given at the time by the leader of
the Liberal Party and ultimately became a part of our campaign
platform.

It is important to note that even the New Democratic Party and the
Green Party have been advocating that we change the system. There
is only one party inside this Chamber that does not want to recognize
what all other political parties have recognized, and that is the need
for change.
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I could give examples. I have witnessed elections, as have all
members in the House. We could do some research on this. I can
recall a provincial election where one party received more votes than
the other party but the other party actually formed the government.
The need for change is very real, and there are different ways to
make that change.

The Conservatives have been raising this issue virtually on a daily
basis this week. They have talked about the need for a referendum.
They have talked about the need for the system to be opened up.
They have talked about consultation.

1 was sitting in opposition when the Conservative government
brought in its election fairness act. I would remind all members and
all Canadians of the government's approach toward changing the
electoral law. It was the Conservative Party and only the
Conservative Party. That party went against the Chief Electoral
Officer. It went against the Liberal Party, the Green Party, and the
NDP. Many independent agencies and many different non-profit,
apolitical organizations were deeply offended by the way in which
the Conservative government at the time was trying to put these
changes in place. It did it without any consultation.

Compare that to what our minister is doing today. The government
House leader has already indicated our commitment to change the
system. We are prepared to look to Canadians in a real and tangible
way, and we will. We will invite all-party participation in the
process. We recognize what Canadians want. They want to see a
change. We are prepared to work with Canadians and the many
different interest groups and stakeholders. We are prepared to be
thorough. We are prepared to work with people, consult, and come
up with some ideas that could really make a difference.

What I know for sure is that an election platform commitment was
made to make that change. All we are seeing today is a Prime
Minister who is trying to fulfill that commitment. Through the
appointment of his cabinet, we have already begun the necessary
work to at least get the ball rolling forward. We should be applauded
for taking the initiative to try to improve democracy in Canada.

®(1935)

Mr. Scott Reid: Mr. Speaker, it has been a while since I have
done this. 1 actually asked the very first question under these rules
when they changed back when Jean Chrétien was the prime minister.
I was so proud of myself, but I have since forgotten what was said.
However, I only have a minute and I will not use it up.

There were 39% of Canadians who voted for the Liberals in this
election. That is not a mandate to move forward unilaterally. That
was 39% under a system that the Liberals themselves say gives false
mandates: 100% of the power with 39% of the vote.

Adjournment Proceedings

It is obvious that most people who voted for the Liberal Party did
not vote because of this particular plank in the platform. I would add,
as well, that while it is true that the Green Party and the NDP support
electoral reform and do not want the status quo, some of us in the
Conservative Party are not necessarily choosing first past the post as
our preferred system either.

However, the point is this. New Democrats and people who voted
NDP do not necessarily support the system that the Liberals have
come up with. They do not necessarily support the system the
Liberals have come up with because there was no specific
commitment to a kind of system, merely to not having the current
system. It is obvious that is a fundamental flaw in the logic we have
been presented with.

If the Liberals would switch and say they want to have a
referendum, they would discover that they have a considerable
amount of goodwill from the Canadian public. I think they might
discover that once again they are riding the wave of popular support
that ought to attach itself naturally to change.

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux: Mr. Speaker, we know for a fact that a
majority of people who voted, actually voted for parties that
supported changing the electoral system. We need to recognize that.

Whether it is the Prime Minister, the minister, or the parliamentary
secretary, we do not want to predetermine or pass judgment on what
we expect to be a very robust system of consulting with Canadians,
soliciting the necessary feedback so we can actually improve
Canada's democratic system.

This is something that we know a clear majority of Canadians
want to see. They want to see electoral reform. It is also a part of the
Liberal Party's election platform, and we have a Prime Minister who
is committed to delivering on the promises he made and on which
Canadians voted not that long ago.

It should not be any surprise, and I do not think that the opposition
or any other political party should try to limit potential options that
might be out there.

I think we need to approach this in an open fashion. Let us see
what Canadians actually have to say.
[Translation]

The Deputy Speaker: The motion to adjourn the House is now
deemed to have been adopted. Accordingly, this House stands
adjourned until tomorrow at 10 a.m., pursuant to Standing Order
24(1).

(The House adjourned at 7:38 p.m.)
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