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tractability for their lack of ekperience, and may thevefdterender -
useful service in the lower and more mechanical departmetits of-
teaching. This principle wag asserted in the monitorial system,
and it betokened atlenst a wholesome reaction ‘against the anciert:
pedagogic practice of sctbing tasks and hearmg’ thd scholars -
repeat them one by one. A
‘The question once so angrily discussed respecting the' relative
metits of the two systems of Bell and Lancaster, and the conflict-'
ing claims of these worthies to priotity in the discoveiy of the
¢ migtual 'method, -have long ago becn swept into-the *limbo large
and broad’'6f barren and forgotten contfoversies.' It wouald -be-
lost 1dbour to revive them now, F'undamenthny, there tas 11tt]e
dlﬁ'e;ep(,e between their methpdp of "instruction. But Bell was
patronised by Church dwmtaues,, energetically. sup_ported by,
Southey, and Murs. Trimmer, and ithe Quarterly Review:; and his.,
efforts gave birthito the Nutional:Society for the Edueation ofithe .
Poor in the principles of the Bstablisbed Church. Dancasteryioh
the other hand;'was ‘4 Qualker, and earnéstiy “cofitended "that
natiofial education shiould bé Chiistian, but fiof scetaria, He was
suppox:ted by the Non"qnfmmlsts .md by thg hm.chmen by
Sydney Smith and the Edinburgh. Review, by onugbamv Amd jzhe
¢ Useful Knowledge’ party.. The result of his early offorts wvas -
the éstablishment of the British and Foiéign Scheol Society. Both
of these great socicties continued for many years, and still con-
tintue; 16 do honourable service inpromoting the education:of the
children of the poor. Indeed, up to the time when-the present system
of ' Government grants was established, and for some years latery
the only publi provision in England for primary education was-
made through'their means. But edch of these:societies has come
in time; if ‘not to'abandon the monitorial system, at:least to dis-
trfust it,;»and to supersede it largely by other agencies; and each
of them has, though for very differont reasons, become somewhat
ashamed- of its founder. Poor Lancaster; though:-generous and:
ungélfishy and unimated by more of the ¢ enthusiasm-of humanity’
than Bell, was ‘vain, thiiftless; unm othddieal, and fatally incapable
of working well with other people in the administration of a great:
society or in’ the pursuit of & comwmoi:end. Yet the personal
influence of both mer was considerable d*u'ing several of the¢arly -
years of the present century; and the part they played respect-
ively well deserves to be studied.” ‘' N AT



