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agreement of the same date (April 30, 1947) between Canada and the United
Kingdom.””

It is suggested that this amendment was irregular in that “it is not an
amendment to a motion to move that the question go to a committee”. In this
connection see citation 202, subsection 6, Beauchesne, 4th edition.

At any rate, when this debate was resumed on March 10, 1948, a sub-
amendment was proposed in the following words:

“That the amendment be amended,—(b) by adding at the end of the said
amendment the following: ‘the said resolution to be expressed as follows,
—That it is expedient that Parliament do approve the General Agreement on
Tariffs and Trade, including the protocol of provisional application thereof,
annexed to the Final Act of the Second Session of the Preparatory Committee
of the United Nations Conference on Trade and Employment held at Geneva
from April 10 to October 30, 1947, together with the complementary agreement
of October 30, 1947, between Canada and the United States of America; that
the House do approve the same, subject to the legislation required in order to
give effect to the provisions thereof.’

“That it is expedient that Parliament do approve the complementary
agreement of October 30, 1947, between Canada and the United Kingdom
relating to the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade; and that the House
do approve the same, subject to the legislation required in order to give effect
to the provisions thereof.’ ”

Subsequently the subamendment, amendment as amended and main motion
as amended, carried. In this connection, see the Journals, March 10, 1948, pages
240 and 241. In dealing with this proceeding it must be said that, if the amend-
ment itself was irregular, it logically follows that all subsequent proceedings
thereon were also irregular. In this regard it would appear that this procedure
was carried on through an arrangement among and with the consent of all
parties and cannot be considered as establishing a proper procedure. See
Hansard, March 8, 1948, pages 1951 and 1952; also Hansard, March 10, 1948,
page 2080.

To summarize our procedure, it can be said that no clear precedent con-
cerning the dividing of a question can be found in our annals and that the
ancient British procedure set out at page 298 of Bourinot’s 4th edition has
been superseded by another practice in the British House.

In other words, this would appear to be an unprovided case and ordinarily,
under such circumstances, reference is made to current procedure in the British
House. Such action is provided for by virtue of our Standing Order 1, which
reads as follows: “In all cases not provided for hereafter or by sessional or
other orders, the usages and customs of the House of Commons of the United
Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland as in force at the time shall
be followed so far as they may be applicable to this House.”

Accordingly, it is my view that the procedure which applies in this case
is the current procedure used in the British House, one which perhaps has not
been used too frequently but which nevertheless must be recognized, and if
it is to be observed on this occasion it would appear that the question of the
dividing of a complicated motion rests with the Chair.

In line with the ordinary procedure of our House, any decision in this
regard would, of course, be subject to an appeal to the House.

Now, Government Order 44 which is under consideration today reads as
follows:

That the Government be authorized to take such steps as may be
necessary to establish officially as the flag of Canada a flag embodying
the emblem proclaimed by His Majesty King George V on November 21,
1921—three maple leaves conjoined on one stem—in the colours red and
white then designated for Canada, the red leaves occupying a field of



