
Thh PallMall Oaeette publishesaninterview with
Mr.Paraell,in whichhe expresseshimself favourable
to the retention of Irish Members in the Imperial

Parliament. He explainsthe oppositiongiven to theproposalby the
Irish party during the discussion of Mr.Gladstone's Bill as arising
from their loyaldetermination to Eupport the Grand Old Man, and
not from any prejudice of theirownin favour of it. Buthe believes,
andnodonbt believes rightly, that those who opposedMr,Gladstone's
measure becauseof theexclusion in question would have opposed it
still more vigorously had that exclusion not been made. Mr. Parnell
looks to the next measure for Home Bule introduced as making
provisionfor the retentionof IrishMembers in the Imperial Parlia-
ment, whichhe believes is destined to take the character of a federal
assembly, including Members from the various divisions of Great
Britain— England, Scotland. "Wales— andIreland, as well as from the
colonies

—
and toreplace thepresent House of Lords, the House of

Commons havingbecome exclusively English. By entering into thi*
scheme for federal union of the Empire, Mr.Parnellhas secured the
full sympathy and supportof Mr. Rhodes,aa ardent Imperialist, who
has made a large fortune at theKimbeileydiamond fields,and whohas
contributed £5,000, with the promiseof another Bum of equalamount,
to the funds of the League, Mr. JohnMorrougb, an Irish residentof
Kimberley, contributing at the same time £1.000. Mr. Rhodes is an
Englishman, and a graduate of one of the English universities,
where he returned to prosecutehis studies on meeting with success
in SouthAfrica. There are few of us, meantime, who will not agree
that in the federation of the Empire the trua solution of many diffi-
cult andall important questionsis to be found,andthatitis a splendid
privilege for Ireland tohave taken the leading placein a movement
tobring it about, for this is in fact the ultimate meaning of Home
Rule.

toall this:(1.)Our contemporaryis easily comforted. The Iriehin
Mew Zealandareby no means proud,and, like ourselves,aiiy oneor
moreof them to whom he will post his paper will look it ovei-
Either the direct m»il or the San Francisco mail will bring any
paper he posts, just as it does that he now and then sends us, quite
safe, and there is nothing in the matter to surprise him in the
least. (2.) The Tablet from which the N. Z. Tablet took its
name was the admirablenewspaperconducted by Frederick Lucas-
We should be ashamed to have anything in common with the
priggish production thatnow bears the name. (3.) For the White-
hall Review to say that weare personal in our term?, is for thepot
tocall th« kettleblack. His owncolumns aregrossly personal, and
he sparesneither the living nor the dead. But does not an editor
court personalremarks when he sticks his name up in the middle
ofhis paper, and tells his readersthathe, and he only, is accountable
for every word published. If wehavebeen personal, wehave been
to on his own invitation. The vulgarity we admit.
"Je suit rilain, et ire's vilain" We have nothing at all
in common with Lady Vere de Vere, but a good deal in common
with theplain womanwhocalled her ladyship by a nameshe richly
deserved,and which truly belonged toher. For ourpart we do not
enter into genteelcompetition withour contemporary, and are not
advancedone step higher than fresh eggs, as he is by many steps.
We may also be incoherent and incomprehensible, but our con-
temporary provesjtous that we caneasily make ourselves understood
and that is all we aim at. When he understands us noone else can
"be far out.(4.) Ourcontemporary findsit convenientto overlook what
wesaid about good Catholics in England in the reign ofKingHenry
111. How did they show tfceir allegiance to Borne ? we ask again
He iB, however,not of one mind with George Eliot, who saysit is
theprotinceofcommon seus3 tohinder extremes. "The whole hog
or nope," is his sporting maxim. The Devil Advocateshould have
hard work topick a whole in our contemporary's halo whenhe is
brought np hereifter for canonization. But if he has no halo and
it not brought up for canonization, it willnot be hard for those of us
who survive, to guess wherehe is to be fonnd. A purgatory he per-
fectly drspises,or any other refvgiumpeccatorum. Buteveryman to
his taste. (5,)Oh, then,not a thinghave we todo withDr.O'Dwyer
toy more than with the manin the moon. And thank God for
that same. (6.) The "most Catholic people"do not fill prisons to
an extent disproportionate with their numbers in Great Britain.Their numbers there are compared with the whole population, in-
cluding even Mayfair itself, and the comparison is misleading and
»njust. Nor does the fact that large numbers of people who leave
their own country and fall among thieves are demoralisedby the
process, tell against their nation. The Irish people who immigrate
into Great Britain commonly encounter a degraded and degradinghatred, like that which disgraces our contemporary himself. It isnot in human nature that it should fail ia its effects. The black
savageof Australia, the lowest of thehuman race, kills his fellowblack, if,being the member of another tribe, he dares to enter upon
his territory, and civilised white men, like ouricontemporary,
sink to the level of the savageingiving way to a similar hatred. It
degrades those who harbour it, as well as its victims. But even the
Irish populationof Great Britain which givesupa large proportion
of itsmembers to the prisons compares favourably with that higher
section of society, whose actions do not enter into the criminal
statisticsof the country, but which, for example, is accountable for
the state of things described a few years ago by the Pall MallGazette,described,perbaps, with some exaggeration,but fully con-
firmed as existing by abundant proofs. It compares well, moreover,
with that class of the English population that yearly sacrifices
thousands of infant lives toBecure insurance money but which still
goesundetected. As to the Irish women, again, in whatare even the
worstof them more degraded than those high-bred dames and dam-
sels whom " Scrutator"' in Truth exposed to us the other day asdaughters discussing theirmothers' frailty, and mothers winking at
their daughters' licentiousness, who, besides, frequent those placesof
public entertainment where, as we are told by the same authority," thehalf-drunklean over the half-dressed." Neither let us be toosure that even the half-dressed are themselves perfectly pober, for
according to the informationgivtn us some time ago in oneof the
Londonperiodicalsby the preseot Duchess of Rutland the drinking
as well as the eatinghabits of high society areexcessive evenamong
ladies.

"
Madge," moreover,also tella us that cases of sucb excess

werequite conspicuous last June at Ascot. Finally, Modern Society
of July 7,gives us the details of poker-playing, to which ladies of
the very highest rank are devoted,and in connection with which
there is a good deal of dishonesty. We fancy, then, the easily
detected Irishwoman sent togaol for somepetty offence, may not,
after all, compare so ill with the great lady of May fair who follows
the ordinary habitsof the period. But, as the chief object of our
contemporary's publication is to uphold high society in the unre-
Btricted enjoyment of its privileges, wecanmake allowances for his
zeal. The drunken Irishwoman taken off the streets of an English
town, whither hatred such as that shown so shamelessly by the

The libel action taken by Mr.O'DonDell against
the Times, in connection with the publication by
that paper of the articles on ParDellism and
Crime, terminated in a verdict in favour of the

defendants. The effect, however, was not to criminate Mr. Farnell
and his colleagues in the eyes of thepublic,but toevokethe genera*
opinion that they had been unfairly treated. The Chief Justice
himself, in fact, thoughno friend to the party, found fault -with the
manner in which they had been treated, and stigmatised it as
grossly unfair, they having been accused but affordedno opportunity
of defending themselves. What, however, produced a still more
marked effect, was the determined refusal of the defendants togive
any account of how they became possessed of letters asserted tobe
written by Mr. Parnell, among them that published a year or two
ago, and commonly accepted as a forgery. Their refusal to do so
was taken as a most suspicious circumstance, especially as the
limes had alwayß implied that an opportunity wa9 all that
it needed for the production of its proofs. And in this
case proofs other than that of the authenticity of sig-
natures is needed. Signatures are easily forged, so that e?en
expertsthemselves may be deceived by them, or, if they be shown
beyondall doubt to be genuine, there is still the possibility that the
documents to which they are affixed are spurious and that their
contentshavebeen substituted for the original matter, by its being
erased with the aid of chemicals, and theirbeing wriiten inits place.
No proof, therefore, couldbe validor convincing except that givenby
showing by irrefutableevidenceof witnessesthat themanaccused had
actnally written the letters he was accused of writing. The fact that
the Times flatlyrefused to bring forward 6uchproofs leaves it open to
the suspicionof knowing that the letters produced or published by it
were forgeries

—
whereas so far thebelief had prevailed that the Time

officials had themselves been deceived. The disingenuousness of the
Times,moreover, was taken upand repeated by the Government in
refusing theParliamentary committee which Mr. Parnell demanded
toexamineinto the chargesbrought againsthim, and their resolu-
tion in appointing instead a commission of judges which it was
competentfor themtopack,— as wellas intheir insisting thatinstead of
limiting the examination to the definite charges brought against
Mr. Parnell an inquiry should be made into all the accusations
affecting the party generally, bo that the questionof authenticity
mightbe obscured and the time of the inquiry protracted indefinitely.
It was on this unfair method of procedure that the Gorernment
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WhitehallReview had largely contributed todriveher, is adisgrace
toher nation. The high-bred English lady at whose licentiousness
her mother wicks, or who discusses her mother's frailty, who is not
free from a suspicion of intemperance andof dishonestgambling, is
aglory of the age, and one in whose support, hatred, malice, all
uncharitableneßs, nay,evenkilling itself, is lawful andpraiseworthy.
Such is the argument we derive from the Whitehall Review. But
if, indeed,our contemporary is a fairexponentof the party to which
he belongs, not only the interests of Ireland but even those of
humanity and civilisation at large, demand the overthrow of that
party, and the permanentand final destruction of its influence.
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