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Parents, teachers, and other_._e,d_ucators are interested in the
Montessori debate. Are experiences provided at Montessori preschools
better than tho’se provided by regular preschools‘.’ Isjthe method of
education advocated by Montessori in the early part of this century a
‘better way to teach todays yeung ch|ldren than the approaches advo-

' cated by more recent theorists and educators? This discussion seeks to

: cotnpare the Montessori approach and ,the_regular nursery school

approach to preschool . education. The comparison involves an investis

gation into general -educational- objectives, -the--curriculum;--children!s-----.

activities, instructional approaches, and the teacher's role. Material for
this comparison has been drawn from the literature - (Koche, 1973;

Montessori, 1914, 1964 Orem, ‘1974, Slmons, 1980; Ward, 191\3), from

the authors' observations- .of Montessori, preschools in America and
Australia, and from experience in early childhood teacher education in

‘Austral|a While there is some research on the performance of children

in Montessor| and regular prescho.ols, there has been l:ttle documenta-
tion (oth‘er than from exponents of” Montessori education) about the way
Montessori education is implemented or about how this approach differs .
?f(rom regular preschool education.

The preparat|on -of early childhood teachers’ for Montessori ‘and for
regular preschool will also be compared and discussed in. relation to .
adyances in ‘knolv!edge of child development and modern educational
theory and practice. Recent reserach ls reviewed for comparlsions of
eciucational outcomes of Montessori and regular preschool education.
The discussion will conclude with an evaluation of the relevance _avnd ‘
usefulness of the ll/lontessori_approach within the fiellcl‘ of preschool

education ‘and teacher education today.



THE SCH »{ "'RICULUM

The curriculum in preschool « .. .1 is taken to mean the total of
all activities and experiénces that in. ~i¢2 upon children in relation to
theiAr enrjc_jlhlment in a presch_ooi sér_vice_. Thoerefore, _discuséed in this
section will be gehenal activities (structured and unstructured in class-

room and playground), as well as acti-’.ies related to subject disciplines

- (language, math, and musié). The variet,; of instructional approaches

-and--settings emplbyed. by teachers, the degree of parental involvement,...
i grouping for instr‘uﬂction, approaches to discipline, and other teacher
behaviors are each considered as components of the. curriculum..

Examination of the curriculim ‘begins with a summa_ry' of the broad

educational quectiVes of Montessori and .regular preschools.

Objéctives ‘//'/

Both Montessori and  regular breschools seek. to maximize young
children's Ieérning pqténtial by Iayiﬁg the .foundations for 'su‘bsequent
learning and .social adjustment.v However}_they differ m the emphasis
'.the'y give to the 4importance of wvarious aspects of_ social, émotional,
cogﬁitive, physical and fnorall/et‘hlical/religious de-velo\p\mer_mt.

@y

Comparison of Objectlives. The objectives of the regular or

“*traditional" preschool havé been summarized by Pitcher (1966): She

writes:
. , ’.B' . . )

We want to have children get to know everyday phenomena in
‘_many' firsthand, sénsory ways, .to questioh thoughtfully and

think for themselves. They need to enjoy the satisfactions of

s



problem solvi'ng, ar{d_ Iearl_'\ing skills, lest they stop seeking.
They also . .need }O«ekpress th.eir feelilhgs and sense of self
th.rough dramatic play, dance, 'grapﬁic art, literature. We
want to he!p “children to begin to symbolize ideas with
pictures and signs as well as with spoken-words - We want to
-cultlvate in them a dellght in Ianguage used playfully and.
..lmaglnatlvely, in ways other than Just IabeI|ng or demandlng
We want them -to have’ fun as they play, since play is a young

_V_Child's"na‘tural way of working. (p. 491)

Such a summary of ed:cational objectives may ‘be contrasted with

this recent statement issued by the. American -Montessori - Institute

--an affiliate of the Association Montessori Internatlonale (AMI)--ln

wh1c‘1 a narrower range of objectives is presented:

'Dr. Montessori recognized that the only’ valid impulse to-
Iearning is the self motivation of t.l"\e child. The director/
direcfress brepares the envirenment programmes the activity,
funct»ons as the reference person and exemplar, offers the
| child stimulations;. bt it |s the child-. who. learns, who isw
motivated through thelwork itself to persist -in his or her
chosen task. 1f the Montessori child is free to.learn, it is
because he has acqu.ired from his exposure to bofh phﬂysical
'ar‘fd m}enltalforder,‘ an “inner diScipIine." ’ This is the core of.
Dr. Monfessori's,edqcetional philosophy. (Montessori’ Instlitute

of Los Angeles, Inc., n>d.)




'Montessori. developed her educational theories by working first in
thé ér;.ea of special eduéétion.1 She dempn§frated that, by good
. teaching, so-calied idiot cl’iildren’ could  learn to read and w.rite
(Edmonson, 1966). Specificall:y, Montessori ‘uéed .three .educational

strategies to promote her pupjls' learning achievement. The first was

the use of 'structured material. Developing -witH .g‘re.atb insight ahd“
intelligencé the - work of Itard ;and Sequin, she devised a-ﬂdida,ctic
' apbar‘atus that was intrinsically mot[vating to young cHildren, graded,
_and_in_many cases, self-correcting. ~ She_recognized that a great deal _

of . sensory eéxperience with ‘concrete materials was a necessary
pr'e'requisite' to later académi; Iear‘n'ihg. T-his ‘r_nethod o% aésistfmg the .
child's learning has been fully accepted and incorporated |n regular
preschool practice. 4 | | "

The second strategy '_Was the ;reation of a Iiterai:e and numerate
.classroom environment. The.-matherﬁatical ahavlang'uage-oa'se;:l activiﬁies '
available_to "the - phildren"'encouragéd them  te- 'take'."the"'"'iniii'ative'*"'in"~-"
explbr-ing |it‘er.acy' and numeracy. This approach is used by prjesc'hool

teachers 'to'da.y“. _ . - _ o B

Her thir_d strategy v;l'as to individua;lize -instructio;. Montessori
was a brilliant analytical teacher and an acute observer of young
.children.' She was 6ne of the forebearers_ of.fhe study of child develop-
.mentf today, pr'e'schqolj teachers reflect her influence.when they use an
individualized approach " to young .chiidren's Iearniﬁg- -and emplo_y‘
individual developrﬁenf;records as a basis for planning.

Montessori formulated mény fd‘rward-looki;'\g educational objectives,
c;_ne of the most im;).bftant being tl;.ek"}ib‘erty of the child" in the

learning environment. In this, she was a great innovator, as-lItalian"




schools and indeed all schools at the turn of the century were formal,

“authoritarian, and prescr|pt|ve On a V|S|t to Amer|ca in 1913, she

«
Lol

lectured to vast ;audlences on. the subject of children as eager learners

who would take the initiative to Iearn if given an appropr|ate Iearnlng'
enV|ronment (Kornegay, 1981) Within the l|m|ts of materials avanlable-

in the classroom, Montessorl offered the chlld the opportumty to select )

Iearmng tasks. This practlce, a great |nnovat|on |n-|ts time, has been

: &
accepted in regular preschool practlce today Montessorl bel|eved that

.:educatlon should develop in ch|Idren the personal characterlstlcs of

v
e ®
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_self—dlsclpllne, perS|stence, respect for the r|ghts of others, self-

conf|dence, and morality It'is probably true to say that most of these
outcomes would also be sought by regu!ar preschool teachers, and it is

not in these general objectlves that Montessorl and ‘regular preschool

educators dlffer. However, some " educational objectives cansidered

important today were not stressed by Montessori.: While Montessori did

not ignore physical development, social devel'opment, and creativity, she
? . B .

did give them a lower priority. 5 ;
. o/
Physical development. By allowmg children to move about freely

within the classroom, Montessorl offered more opportunlty for, physncal

ractivity than -did" the schools of her day. She advocated a daily period

of gymnast.ics and used lines painted on the floor of the classroom for

children to practice balanced walking, as on’a ‘tightrope, without the

. danger é)f f.alling. She recommendced that a "gate" frame that children

\

/ could hang from to strengthen the|r arms be posn:loned unobtrusuvel\y |n

the garden (Montessorl, 1914) It may be conjectured that she would
approve of the playground and |ndoor apparatus provided today in. most

regular preschools to stimulate gross motor activity'and to help develop
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gross motor skilis. However, Montessorrpreschools today, as observed
by one of the Eb_;‘esent' authors in both Australia and the United States,

tend to have little apparatus for the development of motor skills.

‘'Social development. Social development could occur more easily in
a Montessori school.than in an Italian school of the 1900s simply because
in’ the for'mer ch|Idren were free to move about -and interact |n the
-course of_ _the school ‘day. Nowadays, regular preschools make explicit
prov1s10n for soclal development by drawmg chnldren s attent|on to the -
need for care and consideration in soclal relat|onships with children and\
adults. In. the Montessori preschool today, the teacher is expected to
exhibit pollte and conS|derate behavior in her relatlonshlps W|th ch|ldren
and adults It is expected that children will copy such behav'or To
' the observer, the teacher s actions may often seem stilted.

/

Creatlvity Creat|V|ty (as expressed through fantasy and falry
tales, dramat!c play, creative dance and drama) had,/and continues to
have, ittle place in k_Montessorl schools.v A contemporary Montessori
educator comments, "Montessori realized that a' reallty4b0Ljnd school
situation may prove more beneflclal to the ch|Id in order to release his
creative forces at a t|me when he is |ncapable of d|st|ngmsh|ng fact
“froml-_ fantasy" (Rambusch, 1962, p. 935. This "realization" of -
Montessori's has'not- been validated by modern psycholog:ists; and
educators, and the regular'preschool 'cuv‘rf‘riculum includes many oppor-
tunities for the child to engage in dramatic play (in wh|ch the ch|Id
takes a variety of social roles) and free play (|n which the child uses
certain obje;cts symbollcally “or uses imaginary props for the play

situation). ‘”'Smilansky' (1968) was the first of many to ‘validate

empirically the claim that dramatic fantasy play canenhance children's



cognitive development. Elkind (1983), after discussing the value of
play”in childfen's cognitive  and emotional “development‘:, has argued that‘
it is time .for.Montesso.ri educators to reevaluate their attitude toward
such play in the educatié)n of young children. While Montessori failec
to o_t)se_r;ve fhe Iear_rnin'g potential in dr'ématic and-'éy.mbolic play} she did
un'derstand that ‘the' aspect of fantasy représented inzman).'/ of the“
‘-'Féther‘ macabre traditional fai;ry taiés was inappropriate for véry young

children. Many modern educators would agree with her.
\ .

After reading the Geo.'.'ge" (1912) transiation of The Montessori

Method, Simpson .(1912)\,‘ in. Australian Kindergarten. teacher, made an

inte_re_sfging comparison "betwe.,en. Montessori and regular preschool

° education in the early 1900s: "Dr. Montessori does _not lr;ecc_'agnise the

value'of literature (myth-, fairLtale; nursery rhymé, etc.).'i‘n thé

education of Iittle'_child'en.. T.he. whole apylaeal of her educational rrjlebthod

éppéars to be to the s'eﬁses and intellect-_-e,imagination, sentiment and

~ emotion a're left 'out",j (p. 7). This comment also. characterizes the

Montessori classrocom todéy. |

In short, “the regQI_ar preschool has assirr:.i'ilatedvand incorborated.

many of the revolutionar{y, educational goals of Montessori in such areas

aé freedom of choice of a;ctivity and physical expression. The regular

preschool "also refers to modern develépmental pSychoIogY' for ihsfght

i.nté the way _chil.drenl. think and learn. ;I'he regular preschool educator

hds added further educ’ation\f_al'gxéals |n the éreas of social, emotilonal,.

> /and physical developmenfi. "I:hese goals are .implemented through play,
the encduragemeht of .creativity, and the use of language..

| To tne éxtent, theri, that present-day Montessori schoolsl,?adhere to

the original Montessori educational objecfi\ées, they may be.inadequate

. » ’ . / ‘}
— ) ‘...L O _// . \\




learning environments for today's young children. This assertion ‘will

be elaborated in the following discussion.

Activities

Montessori centered the children's . ac'ti'vities around _Ie'arning'

~/do.mestic" oompetencies,- engaging in ,sensory_ discrimination, and
‘mastering fine motor skills. These activities are the yehiél_e for a large
part of the pres.ent;day Montessori ourrico'lurh. ~n a regular preschool,
the range of. acti\{ities' is wider, including gross moto'r'skills.,and _indoor )
~and ogtdoor, play.r The teacher encourages and stimulates these
activities, frequently joining in the play. -

Berk (1976) xstUdIed the actnvntles undertaken by chlldren in
Iaboratory/demonstratnon schools and Montessorl schools.’ Although the |
activities in Montessori schooIs_\were selected by children “rather than

.their"teachers, thes‘e activities realized teachers' goals, according to
Berkf She found that chlldren engaged in observably different.
actuvutles according to the.schoo! program, attrlbutmg th|s phenomenon
to the "well-defined ph|‘losoph|es and clear curricular rationales" (p. 80)
of thesei two typ_es of school program. |

Of course, all teachers make activities available to the|r preschool |
classes. The Montessorn act|V|t|es are to be undertaken accordlng to
rules ' of procedure demonstrated "by the: teacher. Activities in the

_ regular classroom may, in general, be ‘undertaken by the child in 'ame

e way he or she wishes.

< ' Domestlc competenues “In a. Montessori school, a&ctivities to
encourage domestlc competenCIe\s are caIIed “practical life" activities.
These act:V|t|es are offered to the child in-order to increase his or her

- competence in the business of dal\ly life. Practical I|fe activities inclide

\
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sweeping, mopping, dusting, cleaning mirrors, polishing furniture or

metal. objects, pouring, spoomng, measurlng, buttonlng, Iacmg, tytng

\ . -

bows, and car|ng for plants and animals. Howels (1977) describes such .
activities in a Montessora‘ school in Rome As in Montessor| S day, the
ch|ldren she observed were engaged~ m‘*a variety of bona fide’ pract|ca|
tasks. ln, the original Montessori schoois, children performed all the
n'eCessalryM h_ousekeepjng . tasks--swee'ping, ‘dusting, tldylng, "setting,
tables for meals, wa:tlng at tables, clearing away afterwards, and SO .

f,orth - However, many modern Montessorl preschools have attenuated'

i _'these functions: The child is offered a toy broom with which to "sweep"
- the floor, wh|le the teacher does the real sweep|ng up at the end of a

‘_sessmn after the children have departed (Slmons-, 1980) Tth;

\

\

! procedure d|rectly contradlcts Montessorls intention that the chlld at’

Ead

/

an early age,. become truly mdependent and competent in housekeeplng
and in personal management skills(/and suggests a conceptual confus'ion
about the nature and role of these actlvities.

Many Montessori teachers nowadays feel " free to deV|se addltmnalv
practical life actlvmes Accordlngly, chlldren mdy be seen en,gaged in
such activities as transferring -liquid'from one container to another
by means of a small sponge or an eyedropper or transferring objects
‘(dried be‘ans or marbles) from one,\ co.ntainer \to another by means of

tweezers or sugar tongs. Such act-iv-i\ties as the\se clearly do not occur

e

in daily life, ‘and.any intrinsic value irl\‘E.SUch activities would be b_y way
of fine motor sl.gill development. However, ample opportunity’ for fine
.motor development is found in both regular preschool and 'Montessori.
classrooms, and :t is suggestlve of a conceptual woolllness that -such
act|V|t-es are presented in Montessori -preschools under the guise of

practical life activnties.




In regular preschools, a varlety of ”practlcal life" activities are

usuaIly undertaken by® children as and when the actual need arises--

sweeplng the classroom ‘floor at -the end of a session, sweeping the

'surrounos of the sandpit, mopping up ‘al spilled bucket of water or a

pamt splashed floor, dusting the playhouse, p|ck|ng up and laying out

mats. - Buttoning and bow tymg are encouraged in the context of put-

ting on and taki_ng off -clothes. In many cente'rs, cooking and food

preparation are regular. events .

Sensory expe‘riences In-a Montessori school, sensory experiences
are gained by working with desugnated "sensorial" materials. Examples

of Montes_‘sori sensorial materials_are baric tablets,’broad stair (a set of

’ rectan_gular. prisms"graduated_ by size and mass), pink tower (a set of'

DA

cubes graduated by size and mass to be assembled vertically), rough
and -smooth tablets, smelling bottles, and sound boxes. In a regular -
preschool, these materials ‘would be ‘categorized as discriminatlon
aids--visual auditory, tactile, olfactory . Some of these materials, as
developed by Montessori, would be found . in’ regular preschool class-

rooms today.' In addition, variations, elaborations, and extensuons of -

~ exercises in discrimination,‘ often teacher-made (Farrow & Hill, 1975),

would be found in’ regular preschools and in some present Montessori

preschools, but in the more trad|.t|onal Montessori preschools, no
additional sensorial materials would be provided. Gitter (1970) gives

precise directions for introducing sensorial materials to children.

The regular preschool teacher feels it necessary to offer discrim-

ination materials. that respond to pupils' interests and levels of under-

standing and that present the concepts in novel and attractlve ways to

T

lead the child to interact with the materials. In addition, the regular
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preschool teacher Iooks for opportun|t|es to develop ‘sensory awareness

through the use*of day to- day occurrences |nvolvmg enV|ronmental
sounds, sights, and tex-t'ures.2 Montessor| planned her materials to be
attractive to children, and thus intrinsical_ly motivating, but the pupils
at the flrst Montessorl schools (in. t.he slums of Mjlan' in the early 190(ls) '
and the children of today (when even 'the majorityof househoids below -
the poverty. line have teleV|S|on sets) are not comparable populatlons

One of the present "authors has observed that in most Montessori
7

e

(eﬁools, the sensory mater|aIs ava|lable seem somewhat neglected by '
NV , .
ch|Idren, presumab'y because they are not now intrinsically interesting
/ .

or are/of I|m|ted interest.

/l'-lne motor Skl||S . As mentioned‘ earlier, 'both Montessori “and
regular preschool classrooms are rich in .a supply ‘o'.f activities to
promote the development of fine motor ski'lls |n children? Gne'ﬁobvious
observable difference is that the regular preschool tends to be stocked
with a ‘wider variety - of. materials--puzzles,' games, toys and

a
constructional k|ts, either bought or teacher-made.

/

Groess motor skills. The development of gross motor skills is

relatlvely neglected in many of today's Montessori schools. On the
basis of the present authors' observations; the teacher's dail\y program
rarely makes provision for the acquisition of such skilis.} By contras't,
teachers in regular preschools program for gross motor developmzntal
activitles and tend to keep developmental records that i‘nclude the
-dlmensmn of gross motor skllls

Rldy. . The opportunlty for and encouragement of dramatic and

-

- symbolic play forms an important part of the activity of a regular

- -
'

preschool. However, as discussed earlier, Montessori saw little value in
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free, creative play. Consequently, these types of play are not
generally;permitted in a Montessori school. The regolar ‘preschool -
teacher provides suitable properties--clothing, hats, fabric, sand,
boxes, water, tools, toys, models of real-life objects or the objects

themselves (e.g.,.telephones or toy farmyard annmals), blocks, and

 waste materlals--W|th which ch|Idren are encouraged to -play. There is

no set way. for using these.materials, and chlldr'en are free to combine

. them as they desire or as their play- reauires. Children may."thus' build

°

a house with empty cartons or blocks, dress up as a family, I|ve in the

house, and br|ng |nto |t those objects they need to further the|r play.

They may transform thelr house |nto ‘a fire stat|on or supermarket, and

the teacher will help and encourage them, especially by stimulating -

- language and thinking as probletns aris?e.

Subject Disciplines

‘The curricula of . regular and Montessori preschools are commonly
planned to include " activities wuthln the foIlownng subject disciplines:
language and literature, musnc, ‘sclence, social studles, and mathe-
matics. Montessori_ and regular preschool:curricula differ in the'_amount
of. ‘,ti:r'ne allocated to these disciplines and in the way in which they ;Fe
taught. ) |

Lan@age. and literature. Montessori largely - ruled out the use of

language as the medium of instruction; "With norma.l children, the”
——Montessori teacher limits her verbal contacts to a considerable extent.
Deprh/ed children will need Iimor"e structured Ianguaﬁe lessons” (Pinho,
1967, p. 143) Montessori emphasized the role of didactic 1equipment

over the role of language. The teacher was exhorted to silence when-

ever possible and instructed to use the fewest words that would serve

)
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on any particuiar occasion. Montessori was doubtless reacting to the
classroom situation of 'her day, in which the teacher talked and the
children did not. By requiring her tea:chers to talk little, she allowed
the childr'en_1 to take __Athe_A_ initiative.. To this extent, she did in fact
introduce clhild 'language‘ into- the classroom However, the chiIdI
language development was not specificaily encouraged and- facilitated | as
it is in the modern™ regular"‘ preschool.'- “Teachers in the mod?—:rn"
Montessori.‘iclassroom are still enjoined to use as few words as possible.
As Edmonson (1966) observed of the Montessori teacher, 'fHer task ,is
not to  talk deto .arrange a series of .'motives' in a special
envtronment" (p. '72,)3 - |

With respect to literacy education, Montes?ori was extreme'y
|nnovat|ve, creatlng materlals that could assist ch|Idren to teach them-
selves to read and write. Children also become fac|I|tators for one
another in the Montessor| cIassroom, where there is a mixed- ~age group,
(typically between 2% or 3 to 6 vyears). Some Montessori Iitera‘&y)'
materials are .used in the regular_ preschool, but these’form onily. a small
part of the total set of literacy materials and.facil.ities available to-the
modern_.preschool child.  Literacy materials. available in the modern
setting incldde('an abundance of inexpensive and attractivepicture and
storybooks and a variety of . audiovisual aids, including films, video~-
tapes, slides, and audiotapes to accompany written n/1ateria|s The
}Montes-sori Iiteracy rﬁaterials look .unstimulating and l|m|ted by
comparison. Elkind (1983) pounts out that Montessor/!s approach to
reading instruction is based on |dent|ty decodnng,lapproprlate for

learning to read Italian, rather than on the eqU/'valence decoding

appropriaten'for learning to read English. i
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Once ch_ildren'ha\"/fmade a start on. learning to read, Montessori -
schools introduce grammar, sentence stru':cture,. and formal composition
along the lines laid down by Montessori" Th|s part of the curriculum
appears most |nappropr|ate for schocls of today, where Ianguage and
literacy teach|ng reflect the pr|nc|ples of functional linguistics.

i The regular preschool teacher accepts the view that mastery of
one's language prom_otes c:ognitive ‘growth and academic achievement.
Thus, the teacher‘ -has a responsibility for initiating activmes that
d|rectly contr|bute to children's Ianguage deveIopment Examples of the
‘way - the regular teacher vp,ro,motes such an envnronment~include
establishing_ the classroom as a literate environment, presehntating

R chil'drén's literature, encouraging children to verbalize and record their
act|V|t|es, lntroducmg new vocabulary (especially through soc|aI studies

\

and mathematlcs), encouraglng ch|Idren to speak freely in the cIassroom .

ﬁ_v_‘-~

and on the playground and promoting the daily use and enJoyment -.of'

A Y - .
books. Such a concentration of situational language is absent from a °
{' - --..;, ) . . : T s . . - -

typical Montessori classroom. The _present authors have observed that,
in 'most, the use of books is not fostered and the library collection
tends to be small Ch|ldren are usuaIIy not read to da|Iy As gyans
' (1975) has concluded "Montessorl s,position on Ianguage development is

-

not sufficlently comprehensive to 'satisfy fnodern criteria for a theory of
.‘Ianguage" (p 284). o ol

&Uil_c_. Beginning . W|th sensory'e_xercises with sound boxes,
Montessori pupils progress to using a set of-bells also designed by
Montessori. " Bells are paired, as. a -sensory exercise,l an.d the‘n.the.
tones and semitones' are .Iearned, named, and represented on staves

with movable notes. These exercises;.’/combined with the unaccompanied

3
°

ERIC S 17 -




[c N

smglng of children's songs, seem to form the Montessori music syllabus

N

~ for .young children. The materlal is useful as far as it goes, but the

regular preschool music currlculum offers a great deal more,_such as
the use of tuned and" untuned percussion instruments and integration'_of: '
music and movement to develop an understanding of rhythm, pitch,

duration, and timbre; - On the basis of the authors' observations, it can

~also" be--noted—that—the—regular- 'preschooI“"program""usualIy"has ‘a daily

i .
group lesson in music. but the Montessori preschool usually does not.

As Faulman (1980) has pointed out, Montessori's inventiveness in her

approach to music education for young children is undisputed; however,

-her didactic methods, which focus only on pitch matching, have been

overtaken first by the instruct';i‘onal techniques of Dalcroze and later by

those of Orff and Kodaly.

Science and social Sfudies., Montesscri developed simple /did.actic-v
activities for children's use in science and social studies.: Her topics
seem developmentally in.apﬂpropriate today, and the presenfation methods -
as observed in use by strict Montessori teachers seem mechanical. The.
Montessorl rellance on maps and mapplng for the teachmg of geography,
for example, takes no account of the child's developmental understandlng

G

of the concept of "map." The regular preschool teacher, on the other

hand, may use a variety of methods, including pictures, excursions,

and block-play activities to introduce this concept. In :The Montessaori

Manual of Cultural Subjects: A Guide for TeacherS, Koche (1973)

e

provides an .overview of subjects such as -botany, history, and
geography. The approach is a narrow one and enshrines ,many old-
fashioned concepts of systematios in science. .These subjects can now

be studied in situ as well as in the classroom.
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Mathematics. Montessori was brllllantly inventive in the area of -

‘mathematical apparatus. A perusal of the - catal_ogue of the - major

* commercial supplier. of Montessorl_ equipment (Niehuis‘z‘l\/_lontessori)' reveals
a long’ !'ist.. of items that are conceptually sound embo»diments of mathe- _
matical principles in arithmetic, geometry, and algelora However, it-

~.seems that Montessori had an almost mystlcal bel|ef in the ability of a
p|ece of structured apparatus to transfer the mathematlcal concepts it—

embodied t the mind of the child who worked with it.- - Reflecting on’

Vher training as a Montessori teacher, Rambusch (1978) “wrote, "The

v
\

mater|als were not discussed in terms of the concepts they encapsu-
lated. They were offered as quasi-magical mechan|sms, through “which
ch|ldren would prehend sensorially what others struggled to odmprehend
cogmtlvely" (p. 10). S

The study of- chlld dev_elopment Ieads the modern preschool
’educator to belleve that the or|g|ns of mathematlcal understandlng lie in
‘experience wuth concrete materials together with the use of language to
describe, Iabel compare, and contrast. - Thus, the child gradually
comes to uhderstand physical and mathematical concepts. The Ianguage
aspect of - mathematlcal development was not. stressed by Montessori, nor
is it stressed in the curriculum of today s Montessori schools A certain
amount- of . Iabelllng in Montessorl programs takes place (big/little,_
thick/thvin, tall/short), but little, occurs in the way-’of the 'real=life
number use conS|dered |mportant |}1 the regular preschool (for example,
_usmg card|nals and ord|nals in sentences: Who's th|rd in th|s line?

N

How many children do | need to carry these four baskets?).
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Instructional Approaches
It is clear to the observer that a Montessori classroom looks,
sounds, and feels ouite different fro'mi a regular preschool classroom.,

This section examines some of the dimensions where a’ difference is'

\

perceptible.

: Tne classroom environment. . Modern Montessorians state that an »

eeee—__Important feature of their approach is that.children work within-a—

,\ o '“preSared environment. " There seemshtol be some suggestion that
children in.other approaches do not. "A classroom should not look like
a supermarket," a Montessori teacher' educator lnformed one of the
present authors. |t is true that no Montessorl classroom Iooks like a
supermarket, but there are some features of a supermarket that even
before supermarkets_were |nvented, Montessdtri educators were using to
achieve educational ends: a _‘variety of” cnoice,A orderly presentation of
like material‘s, attractiveness in display, and> enticemr.ent.

Despi_te .»the ‘implication that the regular preschool.'lacks an inten-
tional structure, the regular" preschool teacher_uses the same principles
to create a prepared env.ironment.m "The difference arises beca'use;the
Montessori ,tea’cher is limited in.the number of new materials- he or she .

| _ rnay' introduce, .while the reQuIar preschool teacher is not._ As a result,
\ . the Montessori pupil enters a supermarket where the shelves_are'rather
| ' ‘bare', ‘physicailyand conoeptually. The regular preschool pupil's supér-
\ - market is more fuIIy stocked, offers a wider choice to the custom'er,__
\ and has a stock that changes m response to customer needs.

\

Vo W||ey and Langford (1981) noted that in Melbourne, Australia, aII
i /
| of the five Montessor| schools and four regular preschools they observed

for a comparative study "contauned the tradltlonal [preschool] kinder-




«fmm»ﬁegular:-preschoojs", _ e

garten activities of puzzles, painting, pasting, playdo'ugh" (p. 25). In

-this respect, the 'Mohtessorl preschools created an envnronment ‘similar

a

to that of the regular pr'eschools Two important 'question_s are raised

here: Can Montessori schools tha;, have environments significantly

different from those Monteseori, spec‘ifiedc really be called Montessori

schools? 'and, How do these self-styled "Montessori schools" then differ

- Krogh (1982) argued that the Montessori type of prepared environ-
{

ment can be helpful to the hand|capped ch|ld in an mtegrated class-'

\

room. She'con5|dered the ready availability of Iearnlng materials, their

easy accessibility on the sheives, and the*cohtrolled level of stimulation

' achleved by r'estrlctlng the number of items available at any one t|me .

o

features of a Montessorn classroom that could assist the handlcapped
child to engage in self- dlrected |ear_n|ng and to avoid potentlaI-Iy_
rejecting group situations. She stated that "the mainstreamed child is

less likely to "feel rejected, a- prime factor in. the” development _ of

"self-image") (p. 60). However, a "controlled level of stimulation®. may

be facilitative for an autis‘tic child, or for one described as hyperactive,

but may not be facil'i,tative for a child with cerebrél palsy or limitedv
hearing. .-T(hus, the;ﬁr&\ature of the‘-handicap'should be _conside_r‘,ed before
this argu[neht can hbe accepted. Furthermore, while the opportunity for
individual work may indeed mean that'the child is less Iikely.to“
experlence peer- group rejection, this- fact does not mean that the ch|Id :
will necessarlly feel more accepted by the peer, group There, may be

little meaningful peer group contact for acceptance to develop. Surely,

acceptance is at iteast as important as Anonrejection in the d‘eyelop‘inen_t of .

Py

self-image. . ) - . .
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Playground environment. Since the Ch/ildren's Houses established

“ by "Mo‘nt’e‘ss‘o‘ri""‘h'erse}lf"app'ar'e"’n"t'ly “made "'Iitt_le “use of the outdodrs as & -
teaching enVIrcmment modern- Montessorians seem Iikewise to neglect -its

. -pos51b|i|t|es Thel pIayground is used in the same’ way as -in eIementary

—

schools--as " a place to send the children for a "break’I from the-

cIassroom. | ‘
‘ByA contrast, ‘the regular preschooI .uses the playground as a

"second learning environment*“ finding it particularly ‘suitable .for large

muscleTdeveiopment, consolidation of gross motor skills, social coopera-
! H

tion, and social! play.  In areas where the climate does not permit

outdoor actnvutles for part of the year, or where no outdoor area Is
available, the regular preschool establishes an indoor gymnasium to :
'encourage gross motor activity. = . Ik

.Grouping for in‘st'r:uction.' Montessori mdnvudualized |nstruction for/j

young children, a great |nnovat|on at the time The individualized

approach she demonstrated has been fully accepted as one approprlate‘

. { :

“method forete_aching. young children. SmaII'group instruction and |arger'

-group instruction are also used in regular preschools as consudered
; i

appropriate. Learning in groups seems to have advantages for social
'and"language Iearn|ng,' as well as being an economical use of “the
~. teacher's time. 'Observation by 'one of the present authors in
Montessoru cIassrooms suggests that unless a teacher has the aSS|stance

"of a weII trained alde or aides, he or she is. unable to offer |nstruct|on

to_,,,_e‘ven _half the _j.c_hi_ldren in the_-cIassroom in each 'session. So,

"';although children receive individual i‘nstruction,"the_y' do not'"‘”re'céi'\”/'e it
daily. A review of research by McGrath (1980) found that Montessori

: -chiidren had a Iower rate of child/adult |nteract|on than d|d children in




a regular classroom. More research is needed to establish accurately
~ the-amount--of - small-group; “large-group;-and individual-instruction: that -
occurs in Montessori and regular preschools.’

Parental involvement. The regular preschool has always maintained

a close workmg relatlonshlp W|th its children's parents and other care-

takers. There are ‘various ways in which parents, teachers, and -
ch|Idren _‘come_‘more_closely together_s_-_'lihe most basic relatlonshlp“ls“‘“

renewed da|ly as parents br|ng ch|Idren to the ‘center and p|ck them up )
< at the end of each ses5|on. Ideally, the preschool teacher can spend a.

few moments with ‘each parent each day . since the arrival and d|sm|ssal

pr‘oce‘dures do ‘not take place wnthln the conf|nes of a t|metable'
vArrivals may take place over a half~hour (or longer‘ in a day care
center), and ch|ldren may be plcked up in a le|surely fashion at the
end of a sessmn when the teacher would be free to talk. Regular
"preschools bel|eve that the ch|ld is assisted in aSS|m|Iat|ng and accom- |
* “modating the change from _.home _to school when schools take the
initiative in establishing links .with the home - through parent involve-
ment The parents of newly enrolled ch|Idren are encouraged to stay
with the child in the classroom unt|I the’ ch|Id has settled in. ln récent
-
years, parents of children |n regular preschools have been invited to
'aSS|st the teacher. in the classroom if they have the time and i-nterest,
and. <many parent-assistants have been help.ed -to understand -their
' ch|Idren better by seeing - them in relatlon to other ch|ldren and- through
the eyes of the - teacher, a professnonal trained in child development
Regular’preschools are thus likely to have many adults in their class- '
room and playgrounds,. and childr;en are encouraged to use. these other’

-

t
adults as resources.




M-ontes'sori preschools, by contrast, _generally alldw parents and -

o _....._other_adults _into_the classroom by.. appomtment only, never. more. thanz',,
| two at a tlme, and for an observation period of 30 to 45 mlnute only
(Simons, 1980).. The observer is placed on a .low chair .in an out-of-
the-way corner and is prohibited from moving, from m'aking. eye contact
with - the chi'Idren, or from in'teracting- with the staff. in- general,

__Montessom__m:eschoois_llmLt_panentaJ_mvnh/ement_:to._fundx:azsmg__and_

management act|V|t|es

The dally program and "the liberty of the child." |n the contemp-

orary Montessor| cIassroom, the greater part of each’ sessmn 1s_ava1\lable::1_:
to the child for the pursmt of . self-selected act|V|t|es In the regular"‘
preschool, the se5s10n is usually programmed to offer the child a sub-.
stantial period of time for .self-selected activities. The remainder of the
session is devoted to group act|V|t|es, which may include experiences.
with Ilterature,_ ‘music, Ianguage, math, science, social studles, or '
drama. These gr-oups.are usu_ally not compulsory and are initiated in
response to children's perceived interests. |

The greater amount of teacher-directed time in a regular preschool

_;Srogram than in a Montessori preschool is taken as evidence," by

Montessori educators, of the greater ‘'liberty of fhe_ child" in the
Montessori situation. Howev’ér, evaluating the relative amount of
e "liberty" is difficuit.. The |mportant issue is that the dimensions of

liberty differ in the follom/ng -ways: In a Montessori preschool, I|berty

. / .
resides in the notion-that--the child is free to select his or her own

iy

activity, whereas in the regular preschool, liberty resides in the notlon
that the child is free to use the activities in any way he or -she

chooses. For example, havmg chosen the p|nk ‘tower.., the child in the
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Montessori cIassroom may use it in one way only. If a child in a regular
..preschool were..to. select the -pink- ~-tower, -he -or--she--would -be-free- to -
mal.e a train with it, to find a set of toy people to ride in the train, or
to use .it in other.sy.r'nbolic ways.

As'has been -mentioned., the child in an original Montessori school
had far greater liberty than his or her c'ontemporaries in Italian schools

— o_f.‘ the day. A school—~day inTa Mom:essorn settlng in |'caly"rasted from
| 9:90 a.m. to 4:00 or 5:00 p.m., and the program “could include clay:
modelling, deS|gn, care of plants and ammals,_ gymnastlcs, games
(directed)‘, religion, .conversation (i.e., chlldren g|V|ng an account of
the events of the day before), muS|c,' smglng, housekeeplng, brlck-.

making and bu|Id|ng, and potting (Montessorl, 1964)

Almost all of these activities have dlsappeared from .-the curriculum’-
of present- day Montessor| preschools, leavmg them as pale shadows of.
her rich vision. Further, as Montessori's son, Mario, Jr., states, "The
school must be a culturai environment,, so that children have the cppor-
'tunity tol become familiar with the basic aspects of their own culture“v
.(Mario M. Montessori, 1976, .p. 42). - Th|s d|ctum did not appear to be
followed. in any Montessori preschool V|S|ted by the authors of this
discussijon, ._nor. | was. there\ ev.iden,ce of tea.ching' towards cultural
pluralism.

Teacher behavior. It is the teacher's behavior that most sharply

dlfferentlates the Montessorn and the regular preschool. The Montessori -
teacher |s enjoined to prepare the dndactlc environment (the teach|ng
materlals and the aesthetic appearance) before the child enters and then
to step back and leave the child to interact with it. The teacher

intervenes only (a) on academic grounds, if a child seeks assistance, or




if it is deemed that a child or group needs an introddctory or continua-
e . tion_ lesson_in_'any_area of the _,cur_r,i,c_oIum,,,(whethe_r_w_,the child_or group...

has solicited the lesson or not); or (b) if a child is interf‘ering with

another child, misusing materials (usin material in a Way different from

PR that demonstrated by the teacher), r being de tructive towards

material (Montessori, 1914, 1964; Ore usch 1962 n.d.;

Elklnd, 1983, Beyer, 196&)—'Fhe—Montessor1—teacher—does—not—“1ere-—-
fore, engage in such.regular preschool teacher behavuors as making
. friendly overtures to any child within the _classroorn, engaging in con-
versation ‘that is not directly related to the work et hand, commenting
" on the child's work b{/ Way of praise or encouragement assisting the
child to find a suutable occupatlon, posutlomng himself or herself in the
classroom near an act:vuty in order to stimulate the child's |nterest in
it, jOlnlng in any‘ongolng activity in order to assist the child to achieve
'ob-jectives more  fully (such as _illustrating _enew way to join rnat_eria!s
togeth'.er during construction -witn "waste matesials), entering the child's
'conversation or initiating one in order to introduce appropriate
vocabulary or concepts, modelllng techniques (such as new ways to do
finger painting), assustino che child to enter an _ ong_o_ung_ socual
'situation,'or intiating an activit\y that; adds an extra dimension to an
ongoing activity (such as a chant or song to accompany children's
;ections). . |
This‘range of teacher activities may occur doring any- work sess'io_n
in a regular presch’ool.}‘T;he teac_ner_ acts, in short, to enrich thew
educational . climate and .environment.. it is hard to believe .thet

Montessori would have forbidden these activities out of hand since most

N,
o

of them maintain the child a‘s the controller of his or '.her own learning.
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Indeed, she spoke’ often of the teacher's need to observe the child

closely before making any intervention.

Montessorlii's injunction to the teacher to stand back was generated
in response to the,then-curren:c behavior in which the teacher did the
'tgl;king and ‘the children: listened. Montesspri demonstrated that there
were qfc_her ways of ~te_aching than being the foca!- point in the cl‘assroor—n,
and".r"‘e‘gﬁllaf' '\.;‘)Areschool teachers have accepted this "'dif.fused"‘ teach'ing
style as one possible strategy. In the authors' view, modern l\\Aontessori
teaf:l-f\e_'rs ha;/e accepted Montessori's ideas but have codified them to_the
point of limiting .themselves to interacting with chi-ldren within a Jl:a.zr:‘row' :
range of possibilities: b"[ln regular preschoocls] a §'§_rong feacher-ptipﬂ
relationship is frequently viewed as the i<ey tor the child's succéssful
Ie“arning. For- Montessori, however, the c:;itical relationship is between
the child and his iea'f'ning materi‘als" (Evans, 1975, p. 266).

One aspect of the Montessgri teacher's role is to act as guardian of
the envirénment. The teacher should, theref_ore, keep an eye on all
children so that they do not walk away onm an éctivity before tidying.
up thefr work ar'ea,.’..?nd returning the acfibity. to its rightful place.. A

regular preschool teacher encourages rather than requires this sort of

behavior when an individual activity is- selected, but many activities in

the regular preschool are for .use by groups, ar;ddthe clearing up is

undertaken by the group or by gther,children at the end of a work
period. - Th_e regulér preschool teacher sées this activity as a useful
lesson in éooperation. | L

‘Mont’essori teachers may tend to take their responsibility for the

environment to- excessive lengths when they walk about the room

straightening mats, trays, and materials that children are currently

&



working on. The modelling of this behavior causes ;hildren to tend to
act in the same way.3

For the Montessori teacher, the role of demonstrator is an impor-
tant one. The teacher is to demonstrate to the child, either at the
child's request or on the teacher's initiative, the way in which the
classroom material is to be used. . Caldwell, Yuséen and Peterson—(1981),
in a study of 17 Montessori teachers and 20 traditional teache}‘s, showéd
that. Montessori teachers were "more structured in their beliefs about
the manner in which they should guid-e tHe chiid's use of instructional
materials" (p. 43). Thi; finding is not surprising. During tréining,
the teacher will have compiled "albums" or notebooks, qually hand-

written, often illustrated, on the exact method to be used in introducing

each piéce of material to the chil&. The quality ofmthe teacher's
v--f)resentation to the child is one criterion by which the Monteésori.
teacher is judged. The presentation includes modelling the correct way
to lay out the materials before they are used and illustrating the ideal
sequence of actions to be taken in using the materiél. When- the
- teacher withdraws, the child theoretically is free to -'ope:'ra;ce upon the
materials in any way h‘e or she-chooses. HoweVer, the child's behavior
may pose a dilemma to the Montessori teacher as to whether intervention
is désirable\if'the .a'cti'ons are too dissimilar from the' ideal or if the
behavior moves into ‘fantasy play. If, for example, a block from the-
pink tower set is used as a racing car to race in and out of the other
blocks, thé teacher would tend to intervene, saying, "You are not
using these things pfo’perly. Please .put them away on the shelf."

Such an episode br‘ings into focus bésic differences in the behavior

of the Montessori and the regular preschool teacher. The Montessori
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teac\her ismthe cust.odian'ofthe materials and a regulator of the behavior
thatlmay occur when the child uses them. In this respect, the role is
an inhibitory one.. In the sa:me situation, a regular p;eschool teacher
would have perhat)s made no intervention or might have joined the chiid
to encoura.ger the addition of !"anguage to the .'actio‘n, modelling as.
necessary ("Your car is going fast; you are avoiding coIlnsnons") The
teacher might even have suggested that a bigger and better raceway
could be constructed in the block corner, reflecting that this child was
able to use an object (a pink block) symbollcally and could be helped in
the future W|th symbolic thinking. Thus,' the regular preschool

teacher's behavior tends both to be stimulatory and to include a wider

range of possible responses than that of the Montessorian.

\1

Discipline. On the questlon " of d|$C|pI|ne of theé child, modern
Montessorians have codified and limited a suggestlon made by Montessori
about the usefulness of isolating the wrongdoer and have ended up with
a system of discipline that may appear to be harsh when compared with
regular preschool practices. In the light of modern psychelogical
insights, it may also be alienating to the child.

Montessori (1914) wrote with respect to the disciplining ot a chitd
who disturbed others that "we placed one of the little tables in a corner

of the room, and in this way isolated the child, having him sit in a

‘comfortable little armchair, so placed that he might see his companions

at work, and giving him those games and toys to which he was most

attracted. This isolation almost always succeeded in calming the child .

The isolated child was always made the object of special care,

almost as if he were jll" (p. 103).

Note that this solicitous treatment was meted out to children who

disturbed Others. Nowadays, the method may be applied to a wide

-2
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var|ety of transgressmns and conS|sts of isolation W|thout soIace The
|soIated child is required to be igncred by all, a practice that :/ery
often causes distress.to classmates when, as one of the present authors
has observed, the.' isolated one sits sobbing. Note also Montessori's
menticn -of "toys." There are no "toys" in the Montessori classroom of
today - for anybody's consolation; all materials ‘have a specjjic purpose,
and playful manipulation or exploration, which characterizes a child's
use-of a toy, is not permitted.
The regular- preschool teachers approach to discipline may |ncIude
a .variety of strategles (see Almy, 1975). - These “may |ncIude verbal
intervention (perhaps explaining, conciliating, helping chi!dren to
negotiate frictions); direct verbal prohibition, if need be; or physical
restraint of a child in an er'nergency.‘ The teacher would be expected ';
to think quickly before acting and to choose the most useful interven-;!.
-tion to fit the situation. In cases of misbehavior in a group teaching“
situation, the offender 'mi.ght be asked to leave the group untilnsuch"‘
. [

time as he or she were able to participate without disturbing others!
) /

Ideally,  the child decides when  to rejoin the group, thus takin‘%;
responsibility for his or her own behavior. | |

One of the present authors has\~ observed that, by contrast t}he
Montessori teacher seems to stand aloof‘as a s|tuat|on develops and tl']en
moves to the offender to direct him or her to the |solat|on chaflr

/
Somet-mes a caution is issued first. Thus, children miss valuable soual

learning ‘ex'periences'. Montessori ch|ldren tend to exper|ence; an
impersonal authority, though in many cases a private discussion oLthe

misbehavior may follgw at the end of the isolation,. period.

|
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RESEARCH COMPARISONS

Research. comparing' Montessori preschooi education with regular

preschool and kindergarten education for middle class and economically -

disadvantaged children was surveyed by Miezitis (1971) and McGrath
(1980). Miezitis reviewed 10 different studies, five of_w.hich involved

middle class children and five bf which involved disadvantaged children.

The number of children across the 10. studles was approx:mately 350 ‘

In the flve studles using middle class chlldren, Miezitis found that the
majority of comparisions revealed no significant differences between
Montessori and other preschool and kindergarten programs on measures

of ability' assessed on tie Illinois Test of Psycholinguistic Abilities

(ITPA) and Piagetian conservation tasks. Preschool children in a

structured cognitive‘prograrn (Bereiter-Engelmann) were superior to

Montessorl children on measures of aruthmetuc, reading, and spelling.

On soc:omotuvatlonal and cognitive style measures, there were few
significant differences between Montessori and non-Montessori grqups.

However, Montessori groups showed significantly higher scores . on

. measures  of task persistence, reflective cognitive tempo, and self-

reliance. The regular prezihool group was superior on measures’ of
nonverbal creativity and in the depiction oflpeople (rather‘“than geo-~
metric figures) in a free-drawing task. Miezitis euggests thaf for .these
middle class groups the similarities in home environment may hbe more

in_ﬂuentialnthan any differences in schooling.

In the five studies with disadvantaéed children, Miezitis found that

on cognitive ability and achievement measures -Montessori preschool

groups showed (a) greater gains than control groups without preschool

31
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eddcation, (b) ndnsi'gr;gifi;:ant gains in comparison with regular preschool
groups,  and (c) lower gains in comparisoh with- structured cogni»tive-i
oriented preschool programs of the Bereiter-Engelmann ‘type. .

In sociomotivational and learner style' rﬁeasures obtained »in four
studies,. Miezitis found signific{'antliy higher scores for Montessori groups
on measures  of attentiveness, intentional learning ability, efficiency
in structured problem solving, niotof” impulse contro!, field in>depend-
ence, task bersistence, and test confidence. However, 4in a fiffh study
these differences were npnsighif%:ant or favored noﬁ-Montessori 'gf'oups.»

In summary, Miezitis found that results ‘:f'r‘*om the ten studies did

not show strong differences in favor of Montessori groups. The clear-

~est differences were found with disadvantaged Qroups of children in the

cognitive area and appeared to reflect classroom str;hcture; a high

- degree of structure apparently promoting cognitive gain. However,

when NMontessori groups were compa'red‘with .groups that were even
more highly structured, children in these latter grof.lps outperformed
Montessori children. |

In McGrath's (1980) review of ,reséa'r‘ch, involving 11 separate
studies, Montessori children were shown to 'spend more bof’their free
time in soc,ia‘l interaction, to have a lower rate of chiid-adult interaction
than other children, and to show cognitive gaihs in direct proportioh to
numbe’r. of years of Montessori education. . Childrén were significantly
advanced in the acquisition of seriation a.md' classification skills but not
in conversation skills (White, Yussen & Docherty,v 1976); .in éddition,.-
they experien;éd more varfety o{_f activity per day than did children in
ofher preschool programs (Berk, _1976).'. On the question of éfeétivity,

findi’ngs were equivocal. McGrath cited' three studiés that she inter-
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preted .as showingm that Montessori’ educatibn,,fostef§ creafivity..
However, the cited studies do not appear to support this. conclusion.

One of the studies (Dreyer & Rigler, 196?) measured'creati_y/itﬂy’t’)'y
Torrance's picture construction test and found that Montessori children
'.had generally lower scores than .th'-air,",nursery sch-oof -counterparts.
The second :s'tudV: (Brophy & Choquette, 1973) tested '31' matchedf pairs
of -Montessori and traditional vpreshchofol children on a different measure
of creativity: The ‘To'rr'an’ce Unusual Uses Test. Only one of the pairs
sﬁowe.d a significant per;forma’nca difference i’n fa\{or of the Montessori
child. The 'O\I/erwhe-lmir.\g majority of pairs showéd no statistically sigdifi-
car-1't difference. The third study that McGrath cit.es is that by Miller
and D);ér (1975), which demonstratad that disadvantaged 'éhildr:eh who
had }'eceived a. preschool Montessomeducatlonwere superior in divergent
-thinking to children who had' received three different types of preschool
educations

"If divergent thiﬁking is synonomous with 'c'reativity, then this last
study could be interpreted as suggesting that Montessori eddcation may
develop creativity. Yet the other two studies seem .to bear little
evidence to support MCérath's conclusion that this is the case. . At
best, it 'may be poss.ible to say thati Montessori education does not
inhibit creativity. .

On social cogn_it;ive tasks and memory problems, Yussen, Mathews,
.and Knight _(1980).found that tha Montessori _curr'icdlum "e_xerts some
influence on cognitive skillls‘ beyond the',nag‘r'row.l bounds of the..ones
ostensibly taught in the ;:'lassroom" (p. 136). HdWever, the impact was

“not uniform or easily predictable.



C-hattin-McNichoIs (1981), reviewing, among “other research' a
longitudinal. study by Mlller and Dyer (1975) noted that Montessori
subjects had declinéd less in IQ scores than "had the other three
experlmental groups and had the haghest 1Q scores at the end of the
experlment. However, the mean IQ of the control group had increased,
and results are therefore difficult to interpret.

In summary, these types of studies are relatively |nconc!usuve in
many cases, contradlctory in others For example, _Sclarra and Dorsey,

¢ ~ cited by McGrath (1980) sho'wed cognitive gains in direct .proportion to
| the number of years spent in a Montessori program, whereas _White,
Yussen, ‘and Docherty- (1976) found that. children tested after 6 months

of 'Montessori_ education tended to perform as well on certain cognitive ’

tasks as children tested after 18 months. Other problems in resea-rch/
methodology are- apparent. :In a study by Reuter and Yunick (1973), a

- r

Iowe_r rate of adult-chlld interaction was reported ' for Montessorl

subjects, however, the child- adult ratio was 12:1 in Montessori schools
as compared wuth’3.5:1 in comparlson schools.

Few of the experlmenters appear to have taken account of the
amount of time spent by Montessoru subjects on speclflc Montessori |
actzvutles, and - thus research has generally failed to- examine the extent
to which Montessorl schools are an experlmentally homogeneous group.
It appears llke!y that there are great dnfferences in the |mp|ementat|on.
of Montessorl method within Montessori schools. 'I .

Miezitis (1971) has _cited a study by Starr and Banta in which

., Montessori puplls were measured on the amount of time they were

engaged‘ in us|ng didactic materlals A wide .var|at|on was observed.

The researchers reported that individual children spent from 1% to 21%

P . o
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tbe_ayailable school day with d|dact|c materials (an average of 12%).
Two classrooms were observed: a highly structured one, where 10% to
21% of the ‘time  was spent wuth didactic materials, and a relatively
unstructured one, where 1'o to 7% of the "time was spent with didactic
materials. 14 the structured class, 90% of the didactic activity -was
sel%-initiated by the pupil and unaided by the teacher, whereas in the
unstru.ctured cla'ss this was so f:or only 56% of the didactic activity
time. Clearly, in studying the effect of. the Montessorl school on -
groups of children, it is necessary to measure the amount of tlme
worklng with didactic materlals as well as the amount. of time engaged in
practical life activities and in teacher-initiated and teacher-controlled
group work. Starr and Banta's work does suggest that the Montessori
~method may be experienced more vividly by some children th:'anwb”\,“iw
others. A wide amoL.nt of variation was also noted by the present
authors when vnsntlng Montessori schools.

Another unexamlned“variable is the training and experience of the
teacher.‘ Thls‘may be a most lmportant variable snnce some teachers
have taken only a few weeks of summer training followed by an intern-
- ship. There appears to be little oseful data on ‘this matter. In a
'study by Caldwell, Yussen, and Peterson (1981 )_., 17 Montessori teachers
" in Wisconsin were found to have a mean educational level~of 5.7%years
.beyond high schooI as compared with 4.8. years for "traditiona'l"n
_teachers. ‘_No lnformatlon was provided ‘as to the relevance of the
education. In the Mlller and Dy_er (1975) Iongitodinal study, the
Montessori teachers were apparently graduates straight from college,.
They had no teaching certification and received 8 weeks of Montessori

training. Teachers in the non- Montessorl comparison groups received 4

.\5,5_.\, R
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or 8 weeks of trainin_g' in the method they were to teach_, -but
‘apparently all had previous—teaching experience.
~ Miller and Dyer's (1975) study of the effects of four preschool -
program’s, including Montessoriv is a modeI of good early interve'ntion
rese“arch involving as it. does ‘r‘andom assignment of subjects to treat-
ments, observatlon ‘of the lnter‘ventlon process, s1multaneous replication
of treatments, Iongltudmal data, data on. a variety of measures, and a '
“control group The general finding’ of th|s study was that preschool
\ children in all treatments made ear‘Iy ganns and that control children
' caught up by the end of second grade. U’nfortunately, there were only
two schools’ representung the Montessori method, as .compared with four

' , .
'schools representing each of the other three methods. McG'rath (1980), -

revrewnng M|IIer and Dyer - (1975), stated that, at the end of second
grade, ch|Idren who had had a Montessorl preschool education were

superlor to the three other groups on certain measures " The" present_'“
.y I
~authors are pot abIe to agree 'completely with McGrath’s linterpretation.

‘What Miller and Dyer said is that Montessor| males were the h|ghest of

o

all groups on five varuableS' IQ, curuosnty, teachers' ratings of ‘
ambi—tion,~and both read|ng -and mathematics achlevement VA!;iowever,
they"-.concluded that “the magnitude of these score differences 'would not |
justify an 'uncritical acceptance,‘of Montessori [preschool education]® (p.
132). | | | |
‘;;qSheldon White, _in a.comment included in the Miller and Dyer.(1975)
study, concIuded that, Uthere is no finding of lastihg _difference

(r\
attr|butable to d|fferent klnds of [preschool] k|ndergarten programs--

Just pOSSIb|y some |nteract|on effects on the 'non- cogn|t|ve' measures

that are complex, sma_l»l_lhnfm__agnl_tude, and difficult to interpret" (p.
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169).7 This was not to _say‘?,tha.t ._thger:e_w.ene_no_lastiné effects from the
preschool education programs; White pointed out that the preschool
child, in addition to deve‘Ioping cognitively, is also co'nstructi’ng his or
her own theo‘r|es about seIf and others, soc1ety, and poI|t|cs It
- remains to’ be! seen whether we can or wish to attempt to measure the_
effects of ‘preschool on these other aspects of the development of the
: young ch||d |
Jones and Miller (1979) foIIowed up M|IIer and Dyer's (1975) study
- when’ the or|g|nal subjects were in the S|xth and seventh grades. A
total of 140 of the initial 200 subjects were Iocated and tested fobr IQ
and school ach|evement - There was :a slight ‘trend towards super|or
ach|evement performance by Montessorl subjects, however, most of the
differences were not statistically significant In general, » it would seem.

' |mportant to remember that home envnronment is an |nfluent|al factor in

A y;
¢ L

any child's achievement It has been observed that Montessori educa-
- tion suits the asp|rations of many parents, partlcularly those concerned
'W|th academ|c ach|evement and self-discipline. Phillips (1980) has also
noted that the popularity of . Montesso‘ri schools has risen in conjunction
with more authoritarian modes of parenting. |

In respo'nlyse to the contradictions in _the research ‘evidence,
'Chattin-‘M,cN/ic'.i'\ols (-1581) ‘has concluded -that |

it seems important to begin to assess the effectiveness of the_

” Montessori‘system_ in terms of goals of Montessorians, rather

than measures of 'general academic progress ”or . cognitive

~

development._ Goals which would probably be accepted as

.f'

important by most Montessorlans include autonomy, each

child!s sense of success in academic areas, self-concept, an.

~
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understanding of mathematical and geometric concepts, and
the developmént of a world-wide perspective on cultural
subjects such as history, geography, - and social studies. The
focus so far has been too limited to comparative studies; more

and better research is needed to ex,émine variability within

- Montessori schools. (p. 65)

TEACHER EDUCATION
| _ | |

_Rambusch (1978) has made a withering criticism of Montessori

teacher ,edgcation. It is, she says "based on an act of the heart,

conversion, rather than an act of the mind, persuasion" (p. 5). She -

claims that ,Jthe training sHe received in 1954 has not changed today,

‘and ‘the present authors can verify this from visits to training

institutions. Training ‘consists of lectures on Montessori priﬁciples4 and

anecdbtes from Montessori's life, the"; king of- dictation on the'use_ of

. the Montessori materiails, the manipulation of these materials in orderj to

=

practice‘t!"\e sequence of presenting the materials to the cﬁi‘ld, observa-
tion in Montessori schools, and teaching practice in Montessqri sc.ho_ols.‘

Tehe heart of the matter is this: Mbntessori teachers are inade-
quately vtrained by today's étandard. of teacher educatio_n'. To __begin
with, they are not necessarily educated beyonc_:! high sch‘vool level, and

they need not have.a teaching credential from a state authority. In the

‘United States, the Montessori teacher may enter training straight from -

high schoolr, following work experience with young thildren, or following

_an associate's degree at a junior or community college. In fact, many

Montessori trainees do hold a 4-year degree when they begin Montessori
training, but it is important to realize ';thaf they need not.
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There are two principal types of training for Montessori teachers

in the United States, and these are related to the organization with

which the training’ program is affiliated. Affiliates of the Association

Montessori Internationale (AMI) are approved by AMI at its Amsterdam

headquarters There.are five training sites in Europe ('ta!y, France,
Germany, the United Ksngdom, Ireland) four in Asa (Indla, Pakustan,

Sri Lanka, Japan), one in Canada, dne in Mexuco, and 10 in the United

Stat_e_s. Courses typlcally run from 9 to 11 months, of wh|ch 5 to 6"

months are spent in coursework and 4 to 5 months in practicum.

The content of the coursework is based heavily on Montesscri's.

own wrltlng, especually The Absorbent Mind (1961), The Dlscovery of

-4

_-‘,_.,_. ~-
R _‘,. g

'wrltten between 1936 and 1949, embrace the essence of Montessorls

ideals: a mixture of ph|losoph|cal and. psychologucai statement in many

respects, she was ahead of other psychologucal theorists of her time,

-tHe" Chlld (1958), and The Secret of Childhood (1959) These works,'-~--~

but as Phillips (1977} has pointed out,  she also -Iagged behind_ her

contemporaries, particularly  with respect to measurement and
methodology. Phulllps remarked that Montessori's scientific approach is
openIy |nterm|ngled wnth mystnc:sm and sentumentallsm This Ieads to
"'generalizations based upon no empirical evndence whatsoever. and often
flying in the face of it. There are also many metaphysical assumptions

mixedwith her scientific pedagogy" (p. 63). v _ g o

>

"It is now the case that modern psychology has furthered insights

‘into cognitive development—- By this process, some of Montessoru s’ ideas

have been reflned and substantlated while others are now dlspufed or

considered lrrelevant. Despite such advances, ‘Montessori teachers in

~ training are given little or no access to information about modern

39 -



developmental psychology. The syllabus of the recently established

Australian’ Montessori Association (Association Montessori Internationale)

course, for example, do not refer to any psycholq_gt_s_t other than
Montessori. -' The impactﬁ’ theorists such as Piaget and the .wealth of
empirical evidence that supports and/or challenges his theory is
-ign.ored. CO;PSES‘ usually studied in a regular teacher education
program--suqh as child development, educational psychology, sociology, :
t:urriculum development, special education, and multicultura! eduration--
are not taken by Montesso’ri trainees. A course of study reported by
Orem (1972) at the Montessori Inst:tute of Atlanta, Georgla, !s sald to
|nclude some child psychology'_ and child c_leyelopment, bgtlvery few '-
._”semester hours are. involved. .Of ‘the. Midwest Montessori Teacheri_
Training--Center, he says, "Stres-s is placed on imparting the rationale
underlying Montessori insights, materials and practices" (p. 5121) It is
quite clear that Montessorl ch|Id development predomlnates heavily over
.modern child development indicating that ‘little modern child develop-
ment theory 'is examlned by teacher traur ees. There is pl}enty of exhor-j.
tation to cbserve but little skill training |n mo_dérn techniques of how to
‘observe or in what to uee the observations for (Orem, 1974, p. 214).

This is- not considered by the present authors !5 be an adequate basis

‘for a teacher educatiin pregram. .
: ¢
Teacher trai- 'ng establishments affiliated _With the American
Montessori 3ociety (AMS) appear to'be more varied in their programa.
In a few ca es, training programs are. offered through community
. colleqes. Students typically enter these rolleges straight from high

school ‘or as reentry students. However, the majority of'tralnlng sites

are established in c:njunction with Montessori scl:hools.’,' A typical
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school-based training. prograﬁi consists of a summer ééésion_ of 4 weeks
followed l’by a year-long internship in whic‘h the intern works. as a
teacher's aide and attends occasional weekend seminars. ' The Bresent
authors' general impreslsioh of Montessori teacher. education is t"hat'it is

largely. an oral tradition, that methods have not changed over the last

few decades, and that modern insights  into child development are

igﬁored .. A'

Evans (1975) hotes tha_t ""Montessori teachers ?énd administratoré
seem more concerned wbith perfec;cf'ng their. pedaéogical _techniqﬁe, than
with} supporting a"contirjuous enquiry into the/‘ validity of the'"rp/etho'do-
logical m")cedures. fnvolved" Ap. 279). In addition tonprc:\grams:

) - ' i
affiliate - “ih AM| and AMS, many schools train their own; teachers.

Very little has been written about Montessori teacher education. “One

source is Orem (1972, 1974), whose works represent nearly all,lthét has

been written on the subject. The summaries of tr_‘aining programs Orem

presents are, by and large, lists of materials together with methods for
introducing them. “Theoretical bases for the presentation and

manipulation of such materials are largely ignared.

THE PLACE OF THE MONTESSOR| METHOD IN EARLY

-~ R
e

" CHILDHOOD EDUCATION TODAY

In view of the limitations and inadequacies of the Montessori

method of-educaﬁion and teacher eduéation, what is to be made of the

Montessori debate? T\he_pres'é'n'_c authors conclude that Mecntessori

education, as practiced today, is misguided in its attempt to keep alive

a system of education that may have been effective and appropriate in

41
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| the past, but wnieh, being fossiliaed, is inappropriate for the children
of Loday ‘ o . |

Both educators and parents should be suspicious of a system ‘that

'"*-:.},,!‘a) ignores recent educational thinki_ng, especially in regard to using a

‘rnodern unders"canding -ef child de'velobment to inferm ~ educational

practlce, (b) trains its teachers |n isolation from aII other teachers; (c)

accepts a Iow standard of teacher preparation (as measured by level of
intake, Iength of tra|n|ngl, r|gor- of training, crLfiadentiaIs of the
trainers, and acceptability of credentiaQ; (d) conee\;atdalizes teacher.' -
edueation_ as an exe.rcise in Iearning how to present! the Montessori
.materials to children; (e) defines education narrowly, pay|ng scant
. attention to gross motor development, social skills, language and I|tera-

ture, creativity, and the arts; (f) uses a harsh, outmoded system of

discipline; and (g) limits parental involvement.

M__f["t_'z_e_‘Eer_s_i.ste'nce of Montessori Schools
It might be fairly asked, in the face of all these problems and
inadequacies, Why do Montessori schools persist? ~Several factors
. : account for the continuat'ron of Montessori education.

1. Mentesso‘ri education nas strong. overtones of a religion. .The.
adherents ofn the Montessori method have an almost. mystical
belief " it its efficacy .and preacn eloquently on its ‘behalf.
Neither adherents norw converts are involved in qﬁt_Jestiening ”

: the method's. bas1c assumptlons and beliefs. A university
mathemat|C|an developlng- a new p|ece of mathematical
apparatus for use with children,. whom one of the present
authors met at a Montessori preschool said, "l know ‘this

k]

system works . . . it's best for children." Yet .upon
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'questioning, he revealed that he knew no other system of
‘vearly childhoodl education and had .not as yet trialed his
mathematical apparatus with the children in that school..

2. The parents who select a Montessori school for their child
usually have no preV|ous experience in selecting a school and

no standards of comparison Parents, who are generally .-

invited to pay a 30 mlnute ‘observation visit to a classroom

before enrolling "their child, tend to be impressed ’by the-

A orderliness of the environment -"and the eloquence” of the
director. One”of  the present authors spoke to two prospec-
tive parents after one such observation visit. The husband,
a psychiatrist, was impressed; the wife, a primary school
teacher, was not. | |

3.  Some ‘parents are eager to ‘give their children a good start
in life, via education, and see the work ethic of present-day
Montessori schools as matchlng their beliefs in the value of
hard work and strong d|sC|pl|ne A parent said to one of the

~Y

emzemee . Pr@SeNt._authors_of _her. 3 -year=-old _son, "Well, they've .got to _
learn to work hard in this world, and I'm pleased tt) find a
school where they're made to.work."

4. Scme Montessori schools .have kept their name but branched
out from the narrow curriculum of the orthodox Montessori
school. These schools offer sand and water play, gress
motor activities, storytelllng, ‘parental involvement in the
classroom, and games and acth|t|es purchased from sources g

other than the Montessori educational suppliers. A teacher in

one such school said, "A morning in the sandbox can be [the
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chlldren s] work " ThlS is not a typical Montessorl concept
/

and raises the question of whether some/'parents are misled

about what is unique to Montessori education. That some

schools confinue to use the name "Iylontessorl" may mean no

more than that they continue to/display Montessori materials

anngside other educational materials. In this case, children

“ ° / “
" are free to| select or to igno’re these materials and may -use

/ / |
them no?)re than a tlny fraction of the tlme, as |nd|cated in

¢

Starr a?d Banta s study (cnted in Mle2|t:s, 1971). I

I
Acade;hlcs who take an interest |n Montessorn educatlon are

usuélly not tralned/ and experlenced early ch|Idhood educa-
tors, and they approach Montessori educatlon from( a
theoretical Apoi'nt of view and in ignorance of alternatives.
Present-da)?l early childhood educator’s,,'by’,and large, have
ignored'l\}lontessori education. Wwen they have looked into it
they have noted that (a) many of the practlces that are
claimed to give special distinction to Montessori schools " are
fully incorp_orated into regular preschool programs; (b} _
Montessori teachers,are poorly prepared as teachers-and have
a  limited Understanding of chil.d de@veloprnent; (c) the
Mon‘tessori classroom environment is frequently .;impoverished,
rigid, -and ruIe-bound;_ (dl) music,. dance,..drama, Iiterature,>
and poetry'are neglected; (e) the “roie ‘of the teacher in,
. 'fostering language deveIopment and stumulatlng chlldrens
interests is not‘ encouraged (f) dramatic play, consudered a

tool for learning, is discouraged; and (g) d|sc|pI|ne may-be

_harsh' and unsympathetic. Such- educators have failed to
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‘poi“nt.out' these problems', an understandable lapse si_nce they
believe that early childhood education has assimilated all that
is be‘stj in the thinking of Montessori. However, they fail to
inform the public of these facts. ‘Conversely, . some
Montessor| school& resemble regular preschools, havnng added
to their curriculum a wide' range of modern educational

activities and subjects; these schools also fail to inform the

'p:u_lolic‘ of this deviation from the original Montessori design.

A Proposal for Montessori Teacher Education
: _ i . \
When one returns to the writings of Maria Montessori‘,.one is
struck afresh' with - her intelligence, vision,.-wisdom, insight, and
modernity " She was W|thout any doubt a person ahead of her time, a
rerriarkable |nnovator She demonstrated that young children could
learn academic and ‘social skills and that young d|sadvantaged ch|Idren
could do so equally‘v well as those more advantaged. ' Her system of
educatlon flourished durmg her lifetime, lapsed, and |s now experi-
encing a mild revaal. Ph|ll|ps (1@77 1980) has charted.the rise, fall,
an’g' rise again ot the acceptability of Montessori"s \'/iev_vpoint'to psychol-
ogists, phiIosophers," and 'parents. Miezitis (fl9]‘l)and McGrath .(1980)
'have summarized empirical--studies searching for ‘relationships between
Montessori educ'ation in the early years and ach|evement reflected in
such varlables_as_cognitive . ability,‘ academic ‘Skl“S, and personal
Iearning styles. Such few comparisons as do favor l\/lontessori education
do not"‘ constitute a coinpelling reason to favor ,VMon_tg_essor education for

all children.
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The level at which a study of the Montessori approach might be
useful is at the postgraduate level, for students wl’io already have early
childhood teachlng quallflcat:ons and who, in addltlon, .lave had some
"‘experlence in teaching young.chlldren.- ~In this case, a study of the

contribution of Maria Montessori and her followers, together with some

'practlcal experience in using Montessorl materials with young ch|ldr'en,- =

would give experienced teachers the opportunlty to judge for themselves
the efficacy of the special Montessori apparatus and to evaluate the
particular teaching approach that she advocated. Students would then,

~ as classroom teachers, be in a position to use selectively the Montessori

'ﬁmaterlals and the Montessori teachlng atY'E if they so desired.” TRus,

skillful and experienced -teachers could expand- their reperton‘e of
teaching techniques, which they would employ according to their

. professional judgment.

AL



45
‘ | | . REFERENCES

o

Aimy, M. (1975). The early childhood educator at work. New York:

/' McGraw-Hill.

o

- Berk, L. (1976). How well do classroom practices reflect teacher

- goals? Young Children, 33(1), 64-81.°

Bever, E. _(1966).‘ Let's look at Montessori. In Montessori in perspec-

tive (pp. 49-59). Washington, DC: Nationél Asso_ciatior; for the

Education of Young Children. T T

Brophy,-J. E., & Choquette, J. .T('1973, March). Divergent prbduction

in_Montessori Childreh. Paper presented at' the' biennial meeting of
the Society for Research and Child Develop‘m’ent, "Philadelphia.

" (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 080 242)

Caldwell, C.A., Yussen, S.R., & Petérson, P. (1981). Beliefs about
teathing in Montessori and non-Montessori _préschool ‘teachers.

__Journal of Teacher Education, 32(2), 41-44.

Chattin-McNichols, J.P. (1981). The effects of Montessori school

experien‘ce. . Ybung Chfldrén',’ §§(5);, 49-66. o g
: . , | .
Dreyer, .A. S., & Rigler, D. (1969). Cognitive performancé in

a

Montessori and nursery sschool children. Journal of |[Educational:
!

Resegrch', 62(9), _41 1-416.

. a ,
Edmonson, B.  (1966). Let's do more than. lock--Let's research

" Montessori. . In Montessori in persp'ective_"(pp. 66-77). Washington,
EE')C: National Association for ‘the Eduégtion'of' Young Children.

5 .

47 | . -.\;,..‘L_;_'VL_«‘\




. Evans, ‘D.E. (1975) : Cdntemporary influences in early childhood

education (2nd ed ). New York: Holt, Rinehart & Winston.

Elkind, D. (1983) ~Mon'ce_;:sori education: ;Abiding contributions and

~contemporary challenges Young Children, 38(2), 3-10.

Farrow,‘- E., & Hill cC. (1975) Montessori on a limited budget. N_ew

l

\'Qm'k ‘Valley Offset. _ | T '-,

Faulman, J. :(1980). _Montess,pri ‘and music in eérl.y childhood. Music -

- Educators Journal, 66(9), '41-43

Fleege, V.B. (1977). Standard Montessorl operatmg procedures (7th

ed.). Unpubllshed manuscrlpt University of - California at Los

Angeles. ‘ - . N : B

Gitter, L. (1970). The Montesscri way. Seattle: Special Child Publi-
cations. -

Howells, S. (1977).  S-uola Monte_ésori: Rome. Australian Journal of

Early Childhood, 2(*), 35-36.

4

Jones, B., & Miller, L.B. -{1979). Four preschool progf'ems: Their:

lasting effects. (EPiC Docuhent Reproduction, Service No. ED

171 415) N . | -

Koche, M.B. (1973). 7 ae Montessori_manual of cultural subjects: A

guide for teachers. Minneapolis, MN: Denison. -

\

Kornegay, W. (19861). The American Odyssey of Marla Montessorl

(ERIC Dofument Reprod.uction Service No ED 205 272)

"Krogh, S L (1982). ‘Affectwe and soual development éome ideas

from Montessori's pr‘epared environment. Top:cs in Early Child-

hood Special Education, 2(1), 55-62. R

McGrath, H. .(1980). The Montessori method of education: An over-

view of research. Australian Journal of Early Childhood, 5(4),

20-24.

48



47

\ Miezitis,'_ S.,' (1971). The Montessori method: Some’ recent’résearch.
N Interchange, 2(2), 41-59.

‘\ - ‘ .

Miller, L.B., & Dyer, J.L. (1975). Four preschool programs: Their

L - dimensions and'effects. Chicago: University of Chicago Préss.

Montessori, M.‘ (“1912).'»‘:9 The ‘Montessori Method (A.E. George, Tr_‘ans.).’

London: William Heinemann.

Montessori, M (1914)‘. . Dr. Montessbri's oWn-hancjbook. New York:

Sto keé .

- Monte_séo,ri, M. (1959). The secret of childhood (B. Cafter, Ed. . &
Train's.). Bombay: ‘Orient Lohgmans.‘

‘Montessori, M. (1958).  The discovery of the.child (M.A. Johnstone,

Trans.). Madras: Kalakshetra Publications.

.Montessori, M.. (1961). .The absorbent mind (C. Claremont, Trans.).

-Madras: Theosophical Publ'ishihg House.

\ Montessori, M - (1964). The Montessori method (American ed.).

Cémbridge; MA: Bentley.

Sa

- Montessori, Mario M.,. Jr. '(1976). Education for human development

(P.P. Lillard, Ed.). New York: 5c‘hocken.

Montessori Institut_e of Los Angeles, Inc. (n.d.)..The Montessori method.

">_Avai1ab1e from Aﬁthor, 2918 Sanfa Monica Blvd.,»" Santa Monica, CA 9040

Orem, R.C. (1972). Montessori today.. New. York: Capricorn Books.

' Orem, RC (1974). " ‘Montessori: Her method and the movemerit--What °

you need to know:i ‘New York: Putham.
Phillips, -S. (1977). Maria ‘Montessori ‘and contemporary cognitive

f -

psycholdéy. British Journal of Teacher Education, ' ‘§_(1), 55-68.

Phillips, S.q (1980.). New fashions in child rearing and education.’

New Horizons, 62.

49 =




) ..Rambusch, N. M. (1962)

\ o . " 48
\\
l‘\ '

Pinho, C -(1967) \The Montessorl teacher and the Montessori method.

ln R.C. Orem \(Ed ), Montessorl for the dlsadvantage (pp.
143-146).  New York Caprlcorn Books ‘

Pitcher, E.G. -(1966) : A}a evaluatlon of the Montessorl method in
\

schools - for young children. Childhood Educatlon 42, 489 492

Learnlng how.lo_learn ——An Amerlcan

approach to Montessorn : Baltlm\o&: Helicon Press.

Rambusch, N, . (19.28;-——mom‘e’

Paradigm. The Constructlve Trian l

T ‘teacher tralnmg the calypso -

+ 5(3), 5-29.

Reuter, J., & Yunick, G. (1973). ln‘t action in nursery- s€hools..

Developmental Psychology, 9(3), 319-325.

Schwelnhart L.J., & Welkart, D.P. (1980).. Young children_gmw.up..
| Ypsllantl, Ml High/Scope. - L

Simons, J. (1980).‘ Preschools and Montessor: preschools: A co‘mpari-a'

son. (ERlC Document Reproductlon Servnce No. ED 202 573)

Simpson, M.Mm. (1912) Report on the Montessorn method. Unpubllshed

manuséri'pt.-- Teachers' College, Blackfrlars, Sydney, Australla

Smilansky, S. -(1968). The effects of socnodramatlc play on._ dlsadvan~'——-—“*

)

ge_zged preschool ch:ldren New York: Wiley.

Y

Ward F.E. (1913) The Montessorl method and the American school

@ .
‘New York Macm|llan

.'A-_Whlte, J.M., Yussen S. R r & Docherty E.M. - (1976). Performance of

serlatlon class:flcatlon ‘and conservation. Contemporany Educa-

tlonal Psychology, 1, 356-368.

Wiley, K., & Langford, P.A. (1981).- Comparison of Montessori #ith

tradltionel pPreschool eaucation in Melbourne.” Australian Journal

of Early Childhood, 6(1), 24-25.

50



Yussen ; S. R

Mathews,

49
& Knight J.W.

_5_ , 124-237

o
- [
. .
-

Performance of

-

(1980).
Montessori and traditionally schooled nursery ‘children on . social
cognitive tasks and memory problems
Psychology

Contemporary Educatlonal

51



> .

FOOTNOTES ‘

. : a
For expansion on this subject, see Montessori (1914) and Phillips

- (1977), a discussion of Montessori's ideas, phiLosophical. and pedagogical, |

from a historical perspective.

. 2

See, for example, Almy (1975), The Early Childhood Educator at
Wbrk,“pp. 22-26. Almy points out that the thrust of the regular early
. childhood educator's strategy is té respond flexibly-=-in .térms of. ”

) _ . . .
materials used and-strategies employed--to children's interests.

-3 For an exémple.. of obsessive tidiness in a child, see Simons
(1980), p. 12> ’ - . ' .
4

Fleege (1977) provides a sa'"mple list of such Montessori

principles.
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