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a million. Now, Sir, the hon. member for
Winnipeg (Mr. Martin) made a very ingenious
speech, in which he grappled with certain
positions taken by the Finance Minister.
Homer sometimes niods. and when you are
dealinig with figures you may be insen-
sibly led to compare percentages ; and the
hon. member for Winnipeg took a fair point
when he said to the Finance Minister "You
have argued fromn percentages, and now I
will argue fromi percentages," and lie tried
tot make out that the progress from 1868 to
187$ was greater than the progress froin
1S78 to the present timue. He takes. for in-
stance. the sa.vings of the people. Let
me14* Say you cannot show the relative
progress by coniparing percentages if
you igiore the basic tigures froni which
youn start. A mai niay read off percent-
ages by the yard. and he will imake an mi-
pression on an ignorant mind ; but you

queer" lis positioni at once the moment
you ask liimî to give the basic figure from
which lie starts his comparisoli. It is an
old fallacy, and it eau be illustrated thus :
Suppose you compare the progress of a cit.
with 100.000 ihabitalits with the progress
of a village which commences with two In-
habitants: Add two to thie population of
the village and it increases 10) per cent :
add 5.000 to the population of the city. and
it increases only 5 per cent ; add two more
to the village. and it inereases 50 per
cemt more and si un. Therefore, the
hon. gentlemîan's argumixenit was not valid
it was an 'argumientun ad honinemu.' and
the hon. gentleman adllitted it. Ths. re
was also an error iin his sta:tement. of the
savings of the people. taken from the Year-
Book : lie las to go to another page to
get the exact savings of the people. He
triei to prove that betweenî 1868 and 1S78
there was a greater percentage of savings;
but all you have to do is to take the ex-
act figures, and you see that whereas things
were in a languishing state from 1873 to
1878. there w-as great progress f rom 1873 to
wards. until at present there are vast sumis
to the credit of the people li the savings
banks and elsewliere. What did the hon.
gentleman do further ? He made an lu-
genlous argument. and I compliment him
upon it. Probably It may have been char-
anteristic. but It was too elever by half.
What does he do ? He takes not the duties.
but the percentage of revenue got by the
Conservative Government in certain years,.
and lie says. "If we could have taken the
saine percentage of revenue In 1875,
Instead of my lion. friend from South Ox-
ford having ihad a surplus of $800.000, he
would have had a surplus of $8,000,000." He
arrives at this conclusion by taking the per-
centage of duty of 1894 and applying it
to the total value of goods. both dutiable and
free. entered for consumption In 1874.
Now. where Is the fallacy here ?
It assumes that with a population of 3,750.-
000. with a higher tariff, with exports $28,-

00,000 less, with an output froi factor-
ies of $221,000,000 as against $477.000.000 in
1894, the country would still have imported
the quantity imported lu 1874. It is quite
absurd. If you had the present tarif and
the saine population and only tlhe' ss-imi
aimount of exports, it is morally certain tiat
two thiings would have happened. You
would not have had the purchasina p•ower
we have nor the need to go outside for t1h
same quantity of goods. Therefore. the whole
fabrie of my hon. friend from Vinnipeg
tumbles down completely. In fact all lie
arguments used by the hon. member were>
Ingenions but misleadiug and unsounl.
I paid sone attention to his speech
because it was more earefully prepared
thain those of others. He referred to thie
reduction ini values of soie .0 1100 .
Now, I have shown that there were twenty-
six cases ini the tariff of speciic dumles
abandoned and the Finance Minister
abanîdoned them In a falling market.
That was a dangerous thing for the
Finance Minister to do. It bears out
what I said that the Budget was a daringr
thing. I characterized it as a bold Budget.
He has paid the price of his boldness for lite
shrinkage in values would have made no>
difference ln the amount of duty cl-
lected on these 26 articles, If the
change had not been made fron spee-
tic to ad valorem. because no natter bow
values shrink, if the specific luties i emain.
the Finance Minister gets his revenue. I
have shown that ln some 26 cases he aban-
doned the specifie duty altogether and in
some 16 or 17 he reduced the specific duty
from a high to a low rate and so far as the
$8,000,000 shrinkage has been affected by
the reduetions in these items it would. of
course. have had no existence had the speci-
fic duties renained. Let me just recur to
the point I made a moment ago as to the
progress in these deposits, which were ela-
borated upon so muèh by the hon. member
for Winnipeg. The people's deposits amount-
ed to:

In-
1873 ........................... $12,933,834
1874 ........................... 14,021.270
1875 ........................... 13,782.000
1876....................... 13,563.347
1877.....................13,52,087
1878.................... 14,128,185
1879 ........................... 14,704,487

Then the deposits Increased right along until
1894, they reached $55,955,590. Yet my hon.
friend would argue from percentages, for-
getting the base figure from which he start-
ed, In order to show that there bad been
actually more progress between 1868 and
1878 in the savings of the people than be-
tween 1878 and 1894. If that Increase be-
tween 1878 and 1894 is not a sign of increas-
ing prosperity, it Is very extraordinary. You
will remember that so great an authority
and a statesman of such vast experience as
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