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born amounted to 265,000, which 1 see is
exactly the number the hon. gentleman
stated, and I fancy that, w-en the full figures
are in our hands, it will be found that he is
correct in saying that the apparent increase
was 265,000, and that I am correct in stating
the same tigure. There is another quot:ition
which the hon. gentleman has evidently noi
understood. One part of the charge.
advanced by myself, and advanced from this
side of the House, has always been that the
policy or impolicy of the Government nas
beer: such that it has drivea away a very
large part of the younger portion and flower
of our population, and that by so doing this,
further and heavy loss has been infiieted
upon our people, that the actual rate of in-
crease has been reduced far Lelow the
natural rate of increase. I have observed
in the comments of the hon. gentleman's
press, and the hon. gentleman’s supporters,
that there appears to be an absolute incapa-
city to understand what [ thought would be
an absolute truism. that the actual increase
in any country does not nccessarily agree
with the patural increase. It may be large
ly in excess of the natural Mmerease under
certain conditions, and it may also be iargely
below the natural increase under certain

conditions. I turn to a country which, un-
fortunately, in many respects. atfords toe

close a parallel 1o our own. [ tn 1o the
condition of Ireland. as shown by the late
census. I suppose there is no one here who
knews anything ot the habits of the 1rish
peasantry. in regard to early marriages.
but would suppese that the natural
increase in  that country would be large
ly in exeess of the number of deaths.
We find, however, thar, whereas the popula-
tion in 1881 was 5,174,000, the population
in 1891 had sunk to £700.000  souls,
It would sound almnst like an Trish Lull to say
that the rate of natural inerease in Ire’and
showed a decreas2 of 400.:¥) souls. Sir. one
part—and I want to emphasize this—one part
of our charge against the hon. gentlemen is
this : that the impolicy of their system. one
direct result of this most vicious system of
taxation, is greatly to impxir the natural rate
of increase. You driver out of  our
country i very large percentage of the
younger portion of the population. and
vou thereby econsiderably  reduce  and
diminish the mnatural rate of increase. 1
should think that is a proposition which every
hon. gentleman could verify fromn his own ex-
perience with the greitest ease. Some years
ago a number of newspapers throughout the
country took occasion to treat this question,
giving the fullest possible particulars, with the
pames and addresses of the young men who
had left from a very large number of towns
and villages, and, Sir, the result was perfectly
appalling. Out of a male population of two
or three -undred. we would tind a loss of
onc hundred within the space of six or seven
vears. In towns with a male population of two
thousand, or two thousand and two or three
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hundred at most, the newspapers were able
to print, 1 am sorry to <ay, lists showing a loss
of young men tirom those regions, of «ix or
seven hundred: and so onin proportion. Now,
Sir, it is a fair question, I admit, whether, in
taking two and a quarter per cent as the nu-
tural rate of increase of population in a young
country with an unlimited amount of fertile
lIand at our disposal, I put it at too hizh a
figure. All I can say is that in naming 1wo
and a quarter per cent, I have not mevely foi-
lIowed the opinion lieretofore expressel hy
pretty nearly every writer of authorityv who

has dealt with the question =s appliel to
yYoung countries in our condition. with

sparse population an:d lots of land availabie,
Imt we find that statement is confirmed . a
most striking fashion. first of all. by the ex-
perience of the United Staies, taken when
they had no immigration, and when the nuwm-
bers of their population closely resembled

ours, and next. by our own experience in
the decades from 1851 to  1S61. 1861
o 1871, and from 1871 to 18S1. Sir. un-

der the circwiistances 1 am perfectly justiticed
fird mn statinz that the effect of this policy is
that the natural increase of Canada is largely
in excess of the present actual rate of increase,
and the ciause of it is the loss of so very large
a portion of our younger population. Now,
there is no man on the floor of this Parliament
who ought to know that fact hetter than the
hon. gentleman himself. What is the state
or affairs in his own provincz ?  Why, the
state in his own  province is that 1he
population is all bur stationary.  While in
the decade from 1871 to 1881 the population
of Nova Scotia inereased about J0.000 sonls,
in the decade from 1881 to 1891 the popula-
tion hardly increaseld 10000 souls : an i, Riy,
to come honie to the hon. gentleman—ze re-
presents the county of Antigonish—I turned
up the records of the county of Antigonish,
and I found that in 1881 the population was
18.060. whereas in 1891 the population was
only 16,112 ; there was an absolute loss. by
the census, of 1,948, and the whole natural
increase besides. But that at my tigures, at
21 per cent per annum. which are equi-
“alent to 25 per cent for the ten years,
would amount to 4512, and that counry
which the hon. gentletaan represents sho.ws
A loss of close on G000 people  durmg
the decade.  Sir, T have some right to
sy to the hon. gentleman  that, repre-
senting such a county. coming from the
province of Nova Scotia, representing, as he
does, the Maritime Provinces, which show
the very worst record which it is possible to
imagine, which show absolutely stationary
conditions—I say I have some right to say to
the hon. gentleman t-at this state of things
requires the most serious and earnest con-
sideration of the Government. Now, let
me ask, under what conditions is it that the
natural rate of increase is far in excess of:
the actual rate of increase, or, to put it in
another way. that the actual rate of in-
crease in a country like ours falls far below



