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tecèived cOnsideratiDn by the United States
SntÈe Court lu the catie et the Fariners'
"id MêeImnjcs' Bank ot BuÉtle vs. Deer-
Ing, lied thre décision *as: wheré a nhtionai
bgnlk makoè a lodn at a msurious rate of
Intereit It eau. reeover the principal only,
the ihteeagt belleg forfeited. WIe>re a
uâ*les ratèet of Wrest bas actflally been
pibd double fthe amount so paid may be
rec<vered ln an aêtion brought within two
yearwi Let us look at the records of one
or t*o of the cases In this country. Take,
for Instance, the case of the Canadian Bank
of Commerce vs. Macdonald. In that case
thle tate o! interest charged varled from 18
to 24 per cent, and the court held that the
bitnk had a right to charge It, because the
borrower had agreed to It, because lt wac
a voluntary contract, and judgxnent was
entered 'againsFt Macdonald. In 1905 we
passed 'what was called the Money -Lend-
ers' Act, lu whlch we restrlcted the ordi-
nary Shylock to 12 per cent; but we took
good care that that Act did flot cover the
baraks. The banka were afraid that we
were golng to put them on *the came basic
as thle ordlnary Shylock; but that Act left
tbem free to charge by voluntary contract
any rate they saw fit. Now, I want f0 be
perfectly fair lu regard f0 this matter. 1
believe the great majorlty of our banks
ln this country do flot attempt to do that
cloe of business, but are catisfied to get
from their borrowers a reasonable rate o!
interect; but I do cay that we should flot
leave It lu the power o! any bank f0 charge
au exorbitant rate o! luterest to the pro-
ducerc of this country. 1 mlght just say
s0 that there will be no question about
this, if a bank charges its debtors ac-
count with Interest ln excess o! 7 per
cent, the debtor le enfitled to recover the
excece. If, however, the debtor volun-
tarily pays the excessive interest over 7
per cent, such as by giving his cheque to
the bank for cuch excess as chown by the
bank's monthly statemeut, *he cannot re-
covêr back the excaèss.

That was the decîsion in the Canadian
Bankr of Commerce vs. McDonald. There
were also a number o! other cases which
went through our courts, but in each the
courts followed the decision lu the Bankr o!
Commerce vs. McDonald and the Bank of
Britishi North America vs. Bossuth lu the
latter of which 24 per cent was charged 9
number of years and then 18 per cent.

Prom 1898 to 1897 we had a depreccion,
the result of which was an iucreaced amount
of money. Our bankc got loaded dowu wltb
money and the Finance Mînister properly
reduced the rate o! Interest to depositors
In the Pont Office Savings Bank. 0f course
we kuow that the governmenf rate controls
the bank rate, but If the rate of luterest f0
deposîtors was reduced lu 1897 owing f0
thle surplus of money, uow that mouey is
scarce It would only be fair to put the

rate back *bere If *Was before the r 'é-
tion. 1 hope that the goveinent will è-
special consideration to this suggestion th:
regard to usury. 1 know of my own k , -
ledge many hard working bus"Inessi n:
whÔ have been held up year lu and year t
for 9 per cent and 10 per cent for thre me y
they requlte -in theïr business. No« busi s-
mfan lu this coulntry eau iuceeed anld y
those hlgh rates. No manufacturer eau be
successful and pay exhorbitant rates of ln-
teresf in this country 'when bis neighb ur-
t0 the south cannot be compelied te y
higher than 6 per cent.

There are other suggestions 1 would li -e-
to make, but I have taken up moreltre

Minister to consider the question of bachbanks. We have to-day* gone ahead at 4enormous rate iu establishing brancil bank.
No bank should have the right, thre mome4t
if startc business, to establsh branches a~
over the Dominion for the purpose of gatheri
ing lu money from the different localitieg.
.and seuding it to the head office. Shouh%
this cystem continue, we shail have wha~
occurred lu the Unlted States and wa-
there subcequeutly prevented, namely, a~
enormous monopoiy lu fthe bande of two oý
three banks. Limit the nuinher of branclhe>
o! a bank accordiug to Its capital. If it
bas $14,000,000 paid up capital, give It th-
right to have more branches than a ban.1which bas n capital of perilape haif a millioa4
or a million dollars. I do nof think It 1
good pdlicy lu this country to have theseý
branch bauks spread out ail over the Do-
minion. What occurs under lt? Take a'
smail bnnk to-day-nnd our small banks
are doing good work; I kuoW 0f sinall bgnkas
lu my owu community which are giviig~
greafer assistance to the people there than
the larger institutions-anid what occurs ?-
The moment a emaîl banir starts a branch
out lu a village the big bank puts lu a coin-
peting branch to prevent the other doîng
business. There ehould be a limitation put
ou the number of brancil banks.

There la another suggestion I would make.
Our banks are tying up millions of dollars,
lu real estate-in brick and mortar. That
Is flot doue lu any other country. Take fthe-
baukiug laws of the TUited States and of-
every other country under the sun excePt
ours, and you wlll fiud that there the banks-
are looked upon as public utIlities for the-
purpose of f aklng care of fthe emaîl sav-
luge o! the people and distributing them
lu boans for commercial aud business pur-
poses. Iu the United States for forty-three
years they have prevented their banke from
tylng up tileir assets lu real estaf e. They-
have a very stringent provision wlth regard
to investmeuts by banks ln reai estate. That*
provision is this:

A National flanking Asociation may Pur-
che, hbid sud have reui estute for the fi~


