
Mr 0. Vlomb (Wak.tipn) was convincedof thenecessity of a
second Cbambi r to check any rash legislation, considered the
tl'cuvv nYrtem »h much preferable 'o that in vogue at present, and
»ai sure when the good sense of tbe people was consulted in the
matter, that the new Chamber would be composed mainly of well-
tried politicians.

Mr N. Gnften (Te Aroha) wassatisfied the measureif carried
would not work out well inpractice and maintained that ample time
wasprovided for giving measuresproper consideration in the various
stages through which they pass in the Lower House.

Mr A.Queloh (Peninsula) was of opinion a second Chamber was
a necessity, because the actions of theLower House at times required
the curb. Anelective one would place more power in thehands of
the people. He agreed with honMember for Obristchurch as to the
intelligence of theLower Houbo,but considered someof its members
a trifle too clever. The arguments used against tbe House of Lords
hadnothing todo with thequestion beforetheHouse. The Opposition
speakersbadcertainly not suggested abetter Bcheme.

Mr 0.B.Haugbton(Halswell), whomade a capitalspeech, said
he wonld support tbe motion so fairly stated by the hon Member for
Dunedin. but regretted in doing so thenecessity of voting with the
Government. Criticising the hon Member for Te Aroha's remarkf,
he said J. Stuart Mill, who occupies the first place among the
politicaleconomists of the century, and wasa real radical, and not a
wolf in sheep's clothing, was in favour of a second Chamber and not
opposed toit as the bon Member had tried to prove. W. E, Glad-
stone, who, from his high position, onght to know something about
"politics, had introduced a second Chamber into bis Government of
Ireland Bill. He wound np with a vigorous onslaught on the
Ministry for their action, the Premier being singled out for special
attention.

Mr A, Chiaroni, senr (Palmerston), opposed the motion, and
pointedout the absurdity of electing aman to theLowerHouse and
thensending up another to look after him.

Mr J.J.Dunne (New Plymouth) was thoroughly convinced of
theDeedof a second Chamber, acd heartily supported the proposal
before tbeHouse.

The following arepassages from a tissue of impudencepublished in
tbe London Times by a mob of CatholicUnionists

—
lordsand swellt*

as well as fools andknaves
—

headedby that egregious prig, theDuke
of Norfolk. The manifesto is that against Home Rale of theTooley
street tailors, to which we referred last week :—"

We cannotbutbelievethat such arule wcu'dprove injurious to
religion.

We are aware that someCatholicsconfidently rely upon tbe ioflu-
eace of theIrish ecclesiasticalauthorities tomitigate or toavert the
ev'ls of such a government,but wemust sorrowfully acknowledge
that we cannotBhare thishope. We haveever felt the deepestadmir-
ation for themany signal virtues of the Irishclergy. We are familiar
with their heroic history. We are not unmindful of tbe benefits we
have receivedat theirhands. W« know that now,as always, hun-
dreds of Irishpriests wholly devote themselves to their sacred duties
and that their labours bear abundant fruit amongst their flocki.

But these considerationscannot blind db to the undeniable fact
thathitherto they have failed to c pc with the revolutionary tenden-
cies of the presentmovement. We cannot forget tbe repeatedboaata
of the extremeparty that some of the most extravagant develop-
ments ot their system have been openly countenanced or tacitly
approved by themajority of the clergy,nor can we affirm that those
boasts havebeen unfounded. We arenot awarethatthey hare boen
publicly deniedor challengedby the ecclesiastics whom they concern,
and, while weare unable topoint to any body of evidence tending t

rebutthem, wecannotbut rememberwith grief many incidentswhich
go so far to justify their truth.

Above all we are unable toignore the significant circumstance!
that thepoliticians whose conduct we have described have beenable
toretain, and now enjoy, the approbation,th» favour,and the strenu-
ous support of the activemajority of the Irish clergy.

We can seeno adequate reason for supposing that under Home
Rule the Irißh clergy would be better able to induce their people
either to discard revolutionary leaders or to renounce revolutionary
causes than they are under the present Constitution of the United
Kingdom. Itseems to us,on the contrary,certain that Home Bule
must inevitably lead to speedy and progressive developments of the
revolutionary spirit, and must thereby aggravate those very evils
wbiob the Irishecclesiasticalauthorities have hitherto failed to com-
bat with effect. For a time, indeed, as politicians, the clergy might
acquire fresh powers by successive compromises with the popular
movement, but thosepowers, in our judgment, would infallibly fail

whenever it was sought to use them to moderate tbe popu-
lar passions or to check the popular career. We believe
that under these circumstances a section ot the Irish people
must ultimately be bronght into conflict with the Church, and
we cannot look forward to such a struggle without the gravest appre-
hension. It is certain to be fruitful of many scandnls. It may
result, ac similar struggles in other hands have resulted,in spiritual
calamities yet more grievous.

For these, ammgs>. other reasons, we, ss British Oatholica, are
opposed to the policy of Home Rule. We respectively snbmit them
to the attentiveconsiderationof our Catholic countrymen."

The Liverpool Cafwlic Times refers to the above as follows:—
We iead with no little amazement tbe addieaa of theBritish

Unionist Catholics published in tbe Times at tbe close of lait week.
The signatories are, it is true,a small b dy, and their influence on
the public life of the country is not very notable, but they include
quite a number of titled personages, and wo expect commou sense
at least to be associated with respectability. Evidently political
passion has in their case proved too much for the safeguards of
reason siuce they have placed themselves in a nniquely ludicrous

Mr T, McCormack (Invercargill) said the motion, if carried,
wonldresult in the formation of a class Chamber. As to theuse of
a second Chamber,he pertinently asked if it prevented the gndiron-
iug of lands or the passage of the present iniquitous Education Act.
Intheory the bicameral system is abeautiful one,but in practice, to
vie a coloni&l phrase,it " won't wash." He characterised the system
as expensive,cumbrous and vicious.

Mr D. Falkntr (Buller), ina brief speech, supportedtbe motion.

The House divided on the question.

Mr J. B. Callan (DunediD) in reply, thanked hon Members for
their complimentary remarks, and said he was pleasedat the excel-
lent debate which had arisen out of bis motion. One Member had
termed his speech oily, if so he hoped there would be sufficient to
roll it through tbe House. Some of the speakershad gone off the
track,as there was noanalogy between theHouse of Lords at Home
(which was hereditary) andour own Legislative Council. A second
Chamber waß alwaysa difficult matter todeal with in anew country.
His main argument about Lower House Members being Bubject to
passion, be said, was untouched. If the second Chamber was
abolished there was noother organ in the Constitution to act as a
restraining check upon impulsive legislation

—
of course leaving the

Royal veto out of the question. John Bright favoured a Becond
Chamber, and the leader of the presentBirmingham school (Cham-
berlain) also epproved of one. All experience has proved that
uncontrolledpower, whether individual or collective,has resulted in
absolutism. He maintained if the Bill was a good one, although
tbe Upper Chamber sometimes delayed the passage of if, if the
people insisted on it, tbe measure inevitably became law, and
instanced the case of the Catholic Emancipation Act. As a final
appealhe mentioned the care of Gladstone's latest legislative scheme
for the better government of Ireland where a second Chamber waa
involved,and tbe fact that Sir Charles Gavan Duffy, whose liberal
instincts were so well known,also favoureda second Chamber, and
had lately writtenan article on the subject inone of thereviews.
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