
2 THE CANADIAN CENSUS OF 1871.

" liad contlnur ^ to Increase until iKTl, lus last as
"tlicy \vori> s.id to liiivc don': for tlip tt;n

"l)n;VoUins yciirs, tliey woiilil now luivi; iium-
"l)en>a lour millions luid a (juiirtur, Instoail '-f

"under tliri'c millions and a luilf. Tlie dltlcrenco
"between the anlicii)ated lif;iirc> and Uieiuitual
" Ntiilemont Ik sriive and the imhllc are a« steiulily

"denying the uciauivcy of llie recent, eensus,afl t!i(!

"<)tnciHlsareupUoldlugll. I ldcK!S not follow from
"the fact that the general (wpeetatlon has heen
"dlsapix)int<>d, lliat the oflicials are mistaken."

1 answer, that the ascertaining of the
population of a country is not a question
of anticipiitioa, expectation, induction,

comparison or of geometrical progression,

but one of evidence, to be obtained de cisu

and in silu by sworn witnesses, from house
to house, every individual being recorded
one by one, hf/ name, and in no other w.iy.

It is not a mattor of argument, but essen-

tially of fact.

The rate of increase of one period, in n

young country yet undergoing the proce?'
of colonization and traversed by migratory
currents, is no criterion whatever of the
rate of increase of the next period, '''he

population of Upper Canada was 465,357 in

1841, (end of thot year) as ascertained by
the census of that year ; it was 952,004 in

1851, (end ot the year) ; and 1,396,091 in

1861, (end of 18C0) showing a total in-

crease of 104 per cent for one decenniad,

and 46.00 ior the period next following

;

But as the second period was made, m
reality, oaly of nine years, the correct

statement is to say that the annual in-

crease was at the rate of 7 .42 during the
lirst, and 4.34 during the second period.

This example shows the fallaicy of cal-

culations based on a mere regular geome-
trical progression, made to anticipate the

|

knowledge of a fact which still lies under '

the veil of futuritv, and of which the mul-
tifarious influencing causes, such as the

i

action of density, of migrations, <tc., <kc
,

are quite in rebellion to the laws of ma-
ihematics. l

Therefore, ' between the anticipatedfigures

and the actual statement,''^ there is simply
the diii'erence that exists between falla-

cious calculations and an ascertained nu-

merical fact.

Mr. Harvey a little further on says

:

" The Census of ISiil was taken in one day ; and
" tne de facto iwpulaiion, that is, tlio p<:>palation

"actually there, was assigned to 'ach house, vil-
" lagc, eounly, city"

This is what is asserted and copied and
made an argument of, sufficient (however
irrelevant tc any reasoning) to delude the

prejudice! portion of the public; but what
are the facts ? The Census of 1 861 was not
taken ii; one day, nor in two weeks, but
although much less extensive, took as

many weeks to complete as the Census of
1871". 1 1 was not tiiken under either of

the twouystems (the,d«jureor the dtfacto)

;

but without system, and made to include

both the7))V"-v;i^and absent ofevery family
;

thereby making a double entry of idl the

ductuating population, travelleis, school

-

ars, inmates of public institutions, lumber-
men in the forest, &c . (fee, who were all

counted twice, iirst where found and second
with their families at home, all that in

addition to foreigners happening to be, for

the time biing, present at some place in

the country.

That the Census of 1861 gives a some-
what exaggorited figure is a fact that

never was doubted by thosfl who have had
opportunities of studying the proceedings
ot that Census, for the simple reason that

the prool of the double entries exists on
the very face of the schedules and in no
concealed form. The same proportionate
exaggeration, i)y making use ot precisely

the same proceeding, was made in the
Census ol 1851. It follows that the
enormous increase, heretofore signalized

for the period 1841-51 (although widely
dirtering from the next following) con-

tains an iiuportaut error, and that the
falling off in the ratio of increase for the
decenniad 1861-71 (although in reality

very large) is not, by a notable figure, so

large as is made apparent by comparing
the reiiurns of the two last censuses,

lar. Harvey enters into rv rather over-

philosophical examination of the systems
of Census takmg, in whioh^ the systena de

Jure is represented as a sequence of the
"Roman jurisprudence. ... which mysti-
" fieslhe unwary litigant," and the system
dcfiwto as following the "Common Law
" ideas and whatever is most practical :"of
uU of whicli Mr. Harvey concludes f^hat

the byatt-mdejure is "cognate" lo the latin

jieople." and '[foieuju' to the Teuton. I shall

not tvater into any discussion of such
transcandeutal uatuie, being rather inclin-

ed to restrict myself to facts and to argu-

ments derived therefrom. The facta

are, that there is no discrimiiation as to

tlie races which have adopted one of the
two above rnentioned systems. There are
latin peoples who have preserved the tra-

ditional system de jure, and there are latin

peoples who have adopted the comparativ-
ely recent system of defacto, and so it is

with tho Teutonic races. Two exanrplea
will suffice to show the error into wnich
^Ir. Harvey has fallen, just in comf-
quence of relying entirely on the use an4
the abu.se of the method of induction in
relation to pure matters of fact. The
largest latin agglomeration, France has,

for some time, adopted the system defacto
for the quinquennial enumeration of her
pooplo. The largest English speaking
agglomeration, both in point of population


