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inisiters and others, to the erection of what were call.,d Chapels of Frase.
Sô mach was this the case, that fromn the year 1774 to 1834, only si:cty chapela
liad been erected. But ail at once, te the arnazemet and surprise ofmrany, a
new born zeal appeared, and a rage for erecting chapels,4n ail dirfections: and
seo zealous were the friends of Establishments in this matter alone, that in the
year 1834, no less than other sixty chape18 ivere bujit, and in a few years after-
wards this ,numnber liad increased to two hundrcd. What but the pressure
frein without, by the Voluntary movement, could thug alter the policy of' the
National Church ? So widely w'ere Voluntary principles sprending, and invad-

in.g the Establishment itself, that it Nvas necessary thug far to imitato the
Vol1untaries in supporting and extending their churcli froin their own re-
sources.

Since thEý Voluntary controversy -%vas agitated the subjeet of Patronage hand
been often discussed in the General Assembly. Mlany motions were initroduced
with a vieiv te induce the court to adopt measures to have the law of Patron-
age modified, and if possible to have it rescinded. These, however, woe met
by the Moderato party, ê3tili the more numerous, Nvith stern opposition. Even
many of the Evangelical party voted with the moderates on these occasions ; for
here aise thefear of alienating the aristocracy of the nation from their church made
them, as well as the moderates, opposed to popular election. Even Dr. Chai-
mers, the great leader of the evangelical party, deprecated the idea of popular
election, and in this he was followed by niany of his brethren on the saine aide
of the Cht.rch:- and Lord Moncrieff, of the Court of Session, expresscd lus
tatisfaýction that they did not intend anything like popular election.

But whilst patronage was to be preserved to please the liigher classes, it waa
necessary to do something respecting it to please the comnuon people, or, as
Dr. Chalmers expressed it, ' te popularize the Establishmrent.' This led te
wvhat was called the Veto Actby which it was decreed that Pr.tors should flot
be intruded on any parish in opposition to the people. It gave them not the
rieht of~ choice, but a power, ini certain cases, to object to the settlement of
min isters who were unacceptable. The supportera of this measure were called
Non-intrusionists: and this was the higlie!t privilege which. the people, who
were mernbers of congregations and heads of flimilies, were to enjoy. If a
majority of' such objected to the seutlement of a minister, he w.ts to be rejected,
and the patron wvas to propose another. if atili such opposition were made,
rejection was to be repeated, and this for six months, when it ivas ta devolve
on tho Presbytery ta present a miniater, wvho was to be aettled whether accep-
table to the people or not, for ne further objections were te be allowed.

Such wvas the Veto Act, passed in 1834, when the lEvangelical party first
acquired the ascendancy. T.his party had long souglit somne mitigation to the

rigour et' patronage, although few of them desired its total abolition. But al
their eadeavours had been epposed and frustrated liitherto, by the Moderate
party, who had tili nowv been the prevailing party in the Church Courts. Now,
however, -,vlen for the firat time a majority of evangelical representatives had
been accu red in the Asseni bly, and being aware of the keen contention against
ail civil establishments of religion in which se many of their own people ce-
operated with the Dissenters, and doubtiess prompted thereby, they lost no tinie
in enacting such measures as they thouglit most likely te preserve their church
in f&vour with the people at large. But although, what Dr. Chalmers called
the gullibility of the- people might dispose many of theni ta accept this act as
a boon, yet it gave theni little power aft-ý aIl. it dîd flot give them, any
power tu noifinate a, candidate: it only gave them, under mach restriction,
the power eof rejecting the patron's presentee. We think it was rather an
insuit ta the people than a -privilege. The popular anecdote of the celebrated
ftev. Dr. MeCrie, immediately after this act was passed, shows liow eontemnpti-
ble it appeared ta hinm, as it did to many. lIn a sermon, preached te his con-
gregation, lie referred to, it in the following ternus --. lIt is more than suspici-
ous that the alleged boon ahouW be presented by tho hands of those who have


