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spite of the protestations of its framers and
friends, that the Bill isa measure for the
dismemberment of the Empire, and then
condemns it for that very provision which
is the corollary and sign and seal of the
retention of Ireland as an integral part of
the united Empire. If the words *repre-
senting no interest in England,” which the
ex-Premier is said to have applied to the
eighty Irish representatives, are correctly
reported, Lord Salisbury has in them un-
wittingly betrayed that tendency to regard
Ecgland as synonymous with the United
Kingdom, which is not without reason
sometiracs complained of by other membars
of the Kingdom hesides Ireland. The same
tendency appears in other parts of ILord
Salisbury’s speech, e.g., **[f England had
told their lordships that she wanted this
horror,” ete. ** As lonyu as England was
true to herself she would never allow,” ete,

“ What appears to shine visibly through
all argnments” of the supporters of the
Bill, said Lord Salishnry, ¢ i3 that Home
Rule is a policy of despair.” This is un-
doul tedly true. It is the product of «
despair of producing peace and content and
loyalty in lreland by any other means,  As
Lord Rosebery said, it is supported as sim-
p'y the hest of the thres courses open, of
which the other two are the perpetual
coercion of Ireland and her disfranchise.
ment. Would Lord Salisbury approve the
latter? The remark in which he spcaks of
the Irish representatives as men who would
be sent by Avchbishop Walsh and “ secking
to make themselves
negotiations with the Ministers,” might be
so construed, for if the Archbishop would
send the reprosentatives under the new
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arrangement he would do so under the old,
and if they would be marketable wares in
the one, so would they in the othcr. And
yet cne noble lord, if our memory is not at
fault, described the Irish Home-Rulers as
rebels against the anthority of their eccles-
iastical leaders. If this discrepancy shows
that the ecclesiastical leaders themselvas are
divided on the question, the forcs of Lord

Salisbury’s objection, and of the well-
worn  epigram  that “ Home Rule
means Rome Rule,” 1is surely broken.

But Lord Salisbury’s description of Home-
Rule as a policy of desy air is especially sug-
gestive taken with the
pessimistic, not to say contemptuous tonein
which he, in common with most opponents
of the measure, speaks of the Irish people,
They reem to regard the letter nct only ag
utterly incapable of self-rule, or gelf-
re: traint of any kind, but as utterly desti-
tute of the sense of honour which would
make it safe to trust in the most solemn
compact made with tkem as a guarantee for
either the rights of the minority or the
national integrity. Lf this means anything
it must mean that the Irish are unworthy
of even the rights of representation they
have hitheito possessed in the British
Parliament and are fit only to be ruled as
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a conquered and degraded race. That ig,
it strikes us, the doctrine of despair with a
vengeance. If, as Lord Salisbury further
informs us, seven centuries of English rule
have rather increased than diminished the
party conflicts which un‘it Ireland for rep-
resentative government, the only policy, so
far as we can see, which his argument
would warrant as a solution of the problem,
would be that which some of cur American
neighbours kave from time totime advocated
as the only successful mode of seltling the
Indian question, the policy of extermina-
tion.

A noteworthy feature of the discussion
both in Parliament and in the press is the-
plainness of speech with which the growing
political power of the democracy is depre
cated and sometimes denounced by con-
servative statesmen. There is undoubted
force in the arguinents which are urged
against a state of things in which the opin-
fons and prejudices of the uneducated and
ignorant may at any time become the
weight to turn the scale in deciding the
most momentons ques tions—questions  af-
fecting,it may beynot only the grestness and
prestige but even the very existence of the
Empire. But of the modern democracy it
may at least be said that they are under-
going a process of political educaticn and
that many of them are very apt and atten
students. And the latter are they
who, 13 arule, become the ratural leaders
In fact,
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of the voters of their own classes,
it is every day becoming more and more the
fact that a man’s position and occupation in
life can no longer be relied on as data by
which we may form a correct cstimate cf
either his education or his intelligence.
But a2dmitting that a real danger les in
that prepcnderance of the massesin govern.
ment towards which Great Britain is so
swiftly moving, what is the alternative ?
Could the destinies of the ration be more
safely entrusted to such a body as that
whose votes last week threw the Home
Rule Bill out of the Upper House of the
British Parliament. We will be slow to
accept such descriptions as those cabled
across the Atlantic by Harold Frederick
and other American or Radical correspond-
ents as fair pictures of the British heredit-
ary rulers, DBut after making all due al.
lowances for the exaggerations and carica-
tures of prejudicad cbaervers, can it be
doubted that, so far as either a broad, all-
round knowledge of political questions, or
an ability to rise above the prejudices of
education and caste, is concerned, a large
proportion of those pleasure-seeking peers
are really inferior to many a man who earng
his bread in the sweat of his brow? We
do not of course forget that there was in
that illustrions Chamber on that memorable
occasion with which we are dealing a con-
giderable sprinkling of men who are both
intellectually and morally the peers of any
of the legislative halls the world can pre-

duce. DBut what of the many who, though



