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" THE HOME BANK CASE.

#" The Banking and Commerce Committee of
- the Commons has found that the depositors in

the Home Bank have no legal claim on the

.Government for reimbursement of their losses,

‘an . inevitable conclusion from the absence of

‘responsibility under the Bank Act. . The Com-

‘mittee. however, considers that the depositors
have a moral claim in ‘equity for compensa- |

tion by the country on account of any loss ‘they

may suffer from the failure of the institution. |
8 approximate the large |
<amount of $10,000,000, so that if effect is |
given the report of the Committee .the people |

“Depositors’ claims

of Canada at large will be saddled with this

sum, not hecause it is a debt lawfully due, but |

because the unforfunate depositors are numer-

. ous enough and sufficiently scattered over the.|
. constituencies to become an important factor |

' politically. : R
', The Banking and Commerce Committee
+ Tests its recommendation upon (two -grouhdg:
 the report of Chief Justice McKeown, and the
testimony of Sir'Thomas White. Quoting from
. the report of Judge McKeown, who enquired
“into the affairs of the bank, it is affirmed that
" an effective audit of the bank in 1916 or 1918
would have resulted eithér in immediate
¢ liquidation or its amalgamation with another
. bauk, in either of which contingencies Judge

| Section 56a of  the Bank

- novel and far-reaching.
| tional principle has been that the Cabinet is

' McKeown declared there would have been -
*loss to the depositors; and as an effective audit !
~was not made in the years named the concly- |
sion is drawn that the depositors’ loss pro-
- ceeds entirely from this meglect. How Judge
McKeown arrived at thé opinion * that ‘the
liquidation of the Home Bank in 1918 would
have involved no loss to the depositors, he
alone knows; but this much is clear, that his
statement is mere presumption, founded ‘upo_n‘
inference and not upon knowledge, since it is
beyond the wit of man to ascertain the conse-
quence of a contingency which never occurred. f
' The accounts primarily responsible for. the |
wreck of the bank were on its books in 1918,
and mnot particularly’ more collectable n
tnan when the institution closed its doors, s
- for . the alternative course of amalgamat
with astrong bank, it hardly required a .
 Commission to learn that if a solvent c¢on-
' cern had assumed the Habilities of the Home
Bank its depositors would have lost nothing. |

to place res;
: belongs, upon. the ¢
 the bank. Onthe contrary,
" stated that 8s a matter of publie
! would not have permitted the Home Bank
| close its doors during the period of the w
holding the view that public «

k confidence in the banks required

! tained at any cost. Sir Thomias White
~may be commendable or otherwise, but i

| nothing todo with the case, because the Home

- Bank did not fail until nearly five yesrs after

| the conclusion of’ the war.

Should a Government audit of ﬂxéblmk '

| have ‘been made at any period? The Finance
| Minister possessed discretionary power ‘under

* auditor to examine and inquire specially into
‘any of the affairs
' Does omission to exercise this power make the
i people of Canada liahle for the lTosses of

“depositors in the Home Bank ? That, it seems-

Yo us, is the erux of the whole case. Sir
- Thomas White, when representations were
made to" him that the affairs of the institn.
tion were in an unsatisfactory condition, took
Steps to have them put in order, and was
informed  that this was being done. - Whether
his action sufficed, whether subsequent omis.

sion to appoint a Government auditor is con-

demnable, are matters for which the Minister

is accountable to Parliament and to his consti-
" tuents, but we should be surprised to learn
.that mistakes of a Minister, whether of omis-

sion or commission, require restitution by the
taxpayers' in general for any loss that may

| have ensued. The doctrine of parliamentary

or business of the bank.

Act to ‘appoint an

responsibility for the errors of individual ‘Min-

ters, or even of Ministers collectively,
As yet the constitu-

responsible to Parliament, not Parliament to
. the Cabinet. The bill Providing for an Inspector-
General of banks, upoh whom mandatory pow-
ers are imposed, expressly relieves the Govern-
ment and the taxpayers at large from any

,Pnnk losses despite Govermnent‘inspecﬁoﬁ, yet |
it is now proposed to. m&pp the deposifors in

the Home Bank for loss
law which enjoined no such inspection.:

« We are aware that the collapse of the
Home Bank has stripped of their savings
margd persons in humble circumstances, has
cau privation, and exeites wide syp th,
| With- the vnu‘flﬂqu,.mti- We _are. de;;;uy

| that the public in general merit consideration.

Legally, the unfortunate. depositors have no
case and, if the moral side is to prewmil, it is
i i b ‘at what point the line of
equity will hereafter be drawn. Pg
however, that. will be decided by v

of votes concerned. ": . -

3 sustained under a |
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