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Dear members and friends of MORE,
We at the Centre for Montessori studies of Univardegli Studi Roma Tre (ltaly) have

pleasure in sending you the first 2009 issue of SHWSLETTER Montessori research
& MORE.

A special thank to those who offered their reftatdi and others who reported on their
research: this enables us all to enrich our studyizons.

NEWSLETTER 1-2009 features:
1. Theoretical contributions

1.1 Maria Montessori’'s Contribution to Scientific Peasyy
Lecture given at the doctoral course in “Innovatsomd evaluation of the educational
systems” of the International Doctoral School “Quét, Education, Communication”
- Department of Educational Design, UniversityRaima Tre.

Clara Tornar, University of Roma Tre, Centre Nbwntessori Studies, Italy

1.2 Montessori Method against the Background of Conteary Educational
Challenges

Beata Bednarczuk, University of Maria Curie-Sklod&a in Lublin, Poland

2. Empirical research

2.1Some Recent Empirical Research on Montessori Eiduncet Italy
Clara Tornar, University of Roma Tre, Centre forikssori Studies, Italy

2.1.1The Quality of Montessori Schools in Italy: a mliicase study
Monica Salassa, University of Roma Tre, CentreMontessori Studies, Italy

2.1.2Is Montessori Better Preparing Children to Learnahto Learn than
Traditional Education?

Cristina Stringher, University of Roma Tre, CerfoeMontessori Studies, Italy.

2.2From Absorbent Mind to Metacognition. Montessoaissroom as a context of child’s
cognitive development

Dorota Zdybel, University of Maria Curie-SklodowskalLublin, Poland



3. Some additional news
3.1New ltalian Edition of Maria Montessori's “From Cldihood to Adolescence”

3.2Rome Seminar “From Childhood to Adolescence wighRaedagogy of Maria
Montessori”

We would like to remind readers that, as MORE dussyet have its own website, back
issues of the newsletter are available<http://www.unimuenster.de/Montessorizentrumar
<http://egora.uni-muenster.de/ew/mz>

As announced in issue 2-2008, we plan2209 informal meetingn connection with the
X MONTESSORI EUROPE CONGRESS, which is organizBtONTESSORI EUROPE
from 16th to 18th October 200¢h Cracow, Poland (for more information visit the
website of Montessori Europezhttp://www.montessorieurope.cop> If you plan to
participate in the meeting, please inform Prof. DMarald Ludwig, University of
Muenster, Germanyludwigh@uni-muenster.der haraldludwig@hotmail.comif there
are enough interested members of our network, Wetmyito organize the informal
meeting in Cracow.

Finally, we inform you that the Montessori teantled University of Stockholm will be
bringing you NEWSLETTER 2-2009.

We hope that you will enjoy this newsletter.
With kindest regards

Clara Tornar



1. Theoretical Contributions

1.1 Maria Montessori Contribution to Scientific
Pedagogy

Lecture given at the doctoral course in “Innovatemd evaluation of the educational
systems” of the International Doctoral School “Qud, Education, Communication” —
Department of Educational Design, University of Rofe

by Clara Tornar (University of Roma Tre, Centre for Montessori $&gd Italy)

Maria Montessori’'s position on scientific pedagoggd her method involves two
problem areas: firstly, the necessity to clarifydadefine the relationship between
scientific pedagogy and other sciences, particplanthropology and physiological and
experimental psychology, and, secondly, the netyessdelineate a research method and
objectives. She explicitly recognised the imporeant these new fields of experimental
science, defining them not coincidently as cortenas of new pedagogy referring above
all to their contribution to the development of ebstion procedures for the discovery of
children’s psychological and morphological charastes.

Within positivism, experimental psychology and aopology constituted fundamental
reference for scientifically based pedagogy indfforts to distinguish itself from a
merely philosophical or speculative approach. Wit work of Wundt, Weber, Fechner
and Binet (cited inThe Montessori Methgddexperimental psychology had developed a
series of reactive mental tests to measure themssg of normal subjects to stimuli of
varying intensity. A. Binet's metric scale of intgence, perfected in 1905, had become
widely used in schools to determine mental levelssaered to be “normal”’ at various
ages. The application of anthropology to the stadlyschoolchildren constituted a
resource in keeping track of their development. &mmple, types of physical build,
indicative of the relationship between specific mgaments and age, offered a guide to
the diagnosis of the individual constitution to ainiwas thought character and “morbid”
predisposition, both organic and mental, were eelaPrecisely on account of the support
that these disciplines could offer, “the methodisaldy of learners” in the form of
observation during various growth phases and thasarement of their anthropological
development were agreed to be the principal camtifor renewal in education.

Montessori thought it important that pedagogy sticavail of various disciplines and
competences and she underlined the necessityudsioti’ of contributions from various
fields in the interests of innovation in educatemd pedagogy. As she observedlhre
Method «Education, it is true, does not exist in measudng’s head, height, and so forth; but
such means point the way to it, for we cannot eduaayone until we have firsthand knowledge
of him”»". It should be noted that in tackling the educatiérthe mentally disabled she
had adopted procedures to awaken the individuaagpto react to stimuli generated by

1 M. MontessoriThe Montessori method: scientific education as i@gpio child education in the Children’s Houses
New York, Stokes, 1912, p. 4.



the environment, and to that end she was inspiyetnimimal perceptive’ data derived
from experimental psycho-physiological research.

However, Montessori claimed that pedagogical s@esitould be autonomous in both
content and method on the grounds that what pexvan other areas of investigation
should also herein apply. Above all she affirme@ thecessity to define method,
emphasising thatkvery branch of experimental science has develéoed the use of its own
peculiar methos”. She pointed out that it was thanks to their sifiermethod that the
experimental sciences had succeeded in defining $pecific subject matter, citing as
representative examples the science of bacteriplogich <as risen from the isolation and
culture of microbes, anthropological disciplines (criminal, medicahda pedagogical
anthropology), which kave had their origin in the application of antloo@tric methods to
individuals of various classes, such as crimintis, insane, the sick in clinics, and students»,
experimental psychology, whichneeds as its starting point an exact descriptiorthef
technique of performing an experiment». She exptithat «n general, it is important to define
the method and technique of experimentation ana, #ker making specific use of them, to wait
for the results of the experimefit»

Montessori complained that right up to contempotamnes pedagogy had simply been
borrowing other sciences’ research methods, onboinéng aware of the problem of

method at a very late date. She reported that ssftdeprogress had effectively been
achieved through the singling out of “the childo®educated” as the subject of scientific
pedagogy, an achievement which was the result afaalner period of observation. She
noted, “Just as in anthropology and psychology,ctwvhare by nature experimental

disciplines, likewise in pedagogy it is necessarybserve and study: then will come
education, which will gather the results and sastaideavour and expectations.” But,
immediately adding that to do this the first rulesnbe “observation and respect for the
soul of the individual child”

The latter clarification is particularly importamlontessori was convinced that scientific
pedagogical method must above all stem from observaShe emphasised that
observation must be carried out in conditions wtgakegorically “exclude prejudice”,
and that “when we gather data we need no otheityathian knowing how to gather them
precisely and objectively’However, such a criteria is not on its own suéfitito assure
correct observation unless conditions are creabedllow observation phenomena to
reveal themselves and unfold authentically. Momedseld that this could be brought
about by creating the conditions whereby the suibjetobservation, i.e. children, could
freely initiate “spontaneous individual manifestats”.

In contemporary terminology, we might say that Mimsori saw the rigorous procedure
in gathering observation data, i.e. “accuracy abjctivity”, as the necessary condition
to assure theireliability in effectively corresponding to the observed gitig while the
creation of a stimulus situation for the revelati@i “spontaneous individual
manifestations” corresponded to the condition nemgsto guarantee datalidity.

2 |vi, p. 21.

3 Ivi, p 21.

4 M. Montessori,Corso di pedagogia scientific&ocieta Tipografica Editrice, Citta di Castell®029pp. 17-18. Our
translation.

® M. MontessoriAntropologia pedagogicavallardi, Milano 1910, p. 19. Our translation.



In order to providevalid data, observation of children had to take place ifamiliar
environment which would permit “freedom for pupildVlontessori held that respect for
this criterion constituted “a cornerstone of stifempedagogy.” In fact she stated that «if
a system of education is to rise from a study ef itidividual student, it will have to
come about in this way, that is, from the obseoratf free children who are watched
and studied but not represséd»

This was also to be the cornerstone hafr pedagogy. Upon it she conducted the
experiment of Via dei Marsi, the salient phasesvbich featured: a) the creation of an
environment fostering the free expression of ckitts needs, tendencies and abilities; b)
subsequent observation of their responses; c) @ssye restructuring of the
environment in relation to what had been perceivdis thoroughly inductive procedure
characterised her pedagogy as incessant cydictbn-theory,in which action and
subsequent observation of its effects offered redtésr theoretical reflection. For this
reason, it assumed the specific connotation oficoats reflection on action.

Montessori sow Casa dei Bambini as a «psycholodpprédory», albeit with the
important difference that experiments «must abdtam provoking reactions planned by
the experimenter; but rather stimulate individuisexercise their choices freely, and
thereby enable them to express their psychologiealds spontaneously»; furthermore,
the stimuli which were introduced, «although simita those used in experimental
psychology, are designed to facilitate individuadsthe establishment of long-lasting
reactions capable of modifying their personalities»This clarification reveals what
Montessori meant by scientific pedagogy: a disoglcapable of introducing into real
school experience elements which will profoundligeff and renew it.

Montessori expressed this conviction more expligiil the last edition oThe Methodin
which she referred to scientific pedagogy as andfarmational science”, emphasising
that «the object of a science of education shoelddxt only to “observe” but also to “
transform” children» and that «a scientific educatbased upon objective research
should also be able to transform normal childfén»

Thus her thinking fits perfectly into the pedag@didirection which positivism imprinted
on the human sciences. Strong points in this oltfeature trust in the efficacy of the
experimental method, which led to the proposal ofrkshops in pedagogical
anthropology and teacher training courses, andirtbtution of anthropological and
psychological examination of schoolchildren alonige tlines of Stanley Hall's
investigations in Boston, USA, dating from 1879daf German research in Jena and
Berlin dating from 1869. Inspired by Sergi, hergeeessor and father of anthropology, it
is clear that Maria Montessori visualised schodt anly as the place to apply new
methodology, but, above all, as a laboratory oérsttiic research. This constituted the
basis for her educational experiment of a schoit the child.

& M. MontessoriThe Montessori methodit., p. 21.

" M. Montessori, Introduction to the third Italiandigon of Il Metodo della Pedagogia Scientifica
applicatoall’educazione infantile nelle Case dei Bémy Maglione e Strini, Roma [s.d.] (ma del 1926)q! #aliana,
Citta di Castello 1909). Our translation.

8 M. MontessoriThe discovery of the childMontessori-Pierson Publishing company, Amsterd2007, p. 34.



1.2 Montessori method against the background of
contemporary educational challenges

by Beata Bednarczuk(University of Maria Curie-Sklodowska in Lublin, Rad)

The world around us constitutes a complex whold. dklits elements are mutually
connected and for this reason it is deemed thagiated education is justified by the
necessity of understanding complex problems ottremporary world. The change of
the educational system is also implied by the cansvist point of view on the essence
of cognitive processes and especially by the views constructing individual
representations of reality. Additionally, mechanssai the functioning of a human brain
are analysed in order to, after recognizing thereate proper learning conditions for
pupils. Does integration constitute a conditiongaving the education process and if yes
what ideas should it be based on? How to execet®?hThe directions are provided by
the analysis of certain assumptions of Montessethod.

Holistic education

«The current state of knowledge about the world &mel development level of the
technological civilization greatly surpasses a eocufum of any school or university. As a
result of this we are in a situation in whiclkeducation does not explain the world well
enough to give a man the feeling of the sense afetysand school cannot report the
actual knowledge state anyhow. If we want to hadt fto the positivist tradition of
education it has to mean a deféatNo dangers, phenomena or disasters can be treated
as regional problems any longerAll academic experts agree that if there is noaadi
and common change of human consciousness (in beespf attitudes and activities) in
the nearest future, our world will become ecololfyodamaged, which will lead to global
threats to life. The more global the problems #re less an individual can t «What is
necessary then & turn into the direction of an overall lookn the world and humanity
for Globalisation, as we may say, is a process ofregdstation of the world, that is its
repeated stratification based on rules differeahthefore and a process of constructing a
new self-regenerating hierarchy with a world widages.

Pedagogues’ demand to return to holistic educatasjustified bySliwerski (1998), is
connected with the necessity of saving the edutatjorocess, which becomes essential
for the preservation of a human being.

Cognitive psychology

The change of functions and aims of school resalke from an ,interpretation turn”
which takes place due to cognitive psychology. Kdtgiska points at the dependence of

! M.Grondas Holistic Expressions in Educatipfin:] New School Programme, Inter-subject Integration
Warszawa 1999, CODN, p.43.

2 B. Sliwerski, Debate about Education in Germany as one of thec®swof Inspiration for Pedagogical
Reforms[in:] D. Klus-Staiska, M. S&witto (editor.), Olsztyn 1998,. WSP Press, p. 67.

% 7. Bauman after J. NikitorowicLreation of a Child’s Identity. Challenges of Irtaltural Education
Gdaisk 2005, GWP, p. 24.



cognition results onimdividual’'s previous experiences, his intentiomsl aulture which
provides ‘tools’ for cognition and thinking rulés»and not exclusively on the level of a
man’s psychophysical maturity or the learning pssc&he mentioned author submits a
thesis that it is difficult to talk about a diredflection of reality in a human mind, an
accurate registration of incoming data. Every ctgmiactivity leads to a particular
conversion of inflowing information.

A “creative” character of information conversionopesses is connected with the
discovery of an integrated character of cognititrecsures creating systematic wholes,
that is schemaswhich are reasonable from an individual's poinvigiv. A schema is an
“organised knowledge structurd” “generalised representation of an individual's
experience”, “general knowledge about an object, event, whidnaated on the basis of
previous experience&” Schemas recapitulate essential, common featurssnofilating
events in an abstract form they play an importaig m the process of comprehension
and information conversion as they influence thecgation of new experiences, their
interpretation and modification of already existimigoles. To continue, we can state that
a man does not adopt or acquire knowledge butrbates knowledgeby himself. In
connection with the above, school knowledge shaddreated as a system of created
meanings, negotiated notions, re-organized subssaftat is why we should abandon in
schoglloa transfer of knowledge as the only waydrfcation in favour of its creation by
pupils .

The central nervous system and the education proces s

People use schemas creating an individual, commadel of the world, as ell as sharing
this model with others in the process of commurocat The central nervous system
which enables an individual's survival and develepi is actively engaged in
negotiating the world«A human brain is naturally directed onto findingnoections".

A human mind collects information and turns theto i@n activity plan. This skill as well
as other characteristics, for example a straighlylemd an opposite thumb, have been
acquired by humans in the evolution process. Trechanction of the organism has
become observing, evaluating and finally reactmgvhat happens in the surrounding in
order to maintain life, to secure the permanendd®fpecies® Attention and evaluation
are the first to react to the presence or absemha#amger. In a dangerous situation
protective reactions are initiated. When safe, an ngsancentrates on what in his
surrounding is personally important for him, he dawelop. In other words, sineafety
and meaningare key elements for the process of life, theyukhoonstitute an essential
element of the education process. A safe schoat, ifhthe one which reinforces the
feeling of physical and psychical safety, accetssahe process of learning complex,

* D. Klus-Staiska, Construction of Knowledge at Schp@isztyn 2002, Warmsko-Mazurski University
Press p. 52.

® Ibidem, p. 53.

® G. Mietzel,Psychology of Educatigisdaisk 200 ,GWP, p. 220.

" D. Klus-Staiska,Construction .,.op.cit, p. 53.

8 E. G. Cohen after G. Mietzdé?rocess .,.op. cit., p. 220.

° D. Klus-Staiska,Construction .,.op. cit., p. 53.

1% |bidem, p. 79.

' R. Sylwester after D. Walkemtegrative Education. Empowering Students to Le@8SC BULLETIN
1996, vol 40, nr 1, p. 6.

2 |bidem, ps. 6-7.



integrated wholes. Meaningful issues, however, tigither naturally or due to a tutor’s
artistry obtained a context, are easily includeé ipupil’s model of the world, because
this model by itself becomes personal and valubble.

Maria Montessori’'s method and the challenges of the contemporary world

Montessori thought that the education system hastespond to a child’s possibilities
and internal pursuits, that isthe structure and essence of education should be
determined by a child’s needs and not by what duéety thinks a child should knet.
The researcher described a child’s natural devedopmlan, which can be updated and
developed due to the surrounding in which a chiletd. According to Montessori
development is a process of forming a person, oactgtg a human being by his own
activity. That is why the Italian called a childréative” and used this term in a meaning
convergent with the constructivists’ viewsA «child assimilates his environment
unconsciously — creates culturally objective traagBich later transfers into a subjective
culture»™. “Step by step he creates his miitftl A child is a creator of himself, a father of
humanity.

The discovery of a childwho is a subject and becomes a subjédias influenced the
popularity of the system not only in Italy and Epeo It has been also affected by doctor
Montessori engagement in building peace in the dydrér openness to global problems.
In Montessori’s opinion solving problems of the tmmporary world is a question of a
new shape of education. It is thanks to educatian & change can me made in people
and as a consequence in societies. The pedagodubeadoctor thought, similarly to the
above mentioned pedagogues th#{e«are all one organism, one single nation. [...]
There are no [...] such events pertaining to ongamawhich would not pertain to others.
We can find evidence for this in daily newspapergfual dependencies are increasing.
That is why we have to develop true mutual undeditap'®. The author’'s son, Mario
Montessori, addedkEducation must search for the basis of its essbas&les temporary
social structures and children should be taughtiwglgiobal events in the development of
the civilisation»'® They will find a reference to current situatiomsl@vents. That is why
human needsare in Montessori method an issue organising legrboth about the
development of the civilisation and the realityaofontemporary man’s life. According to
the Italian pedagogue’s intention such a structfressues should make pupils realize
that in every corner of the globe people feel thme needs and the W?é of satisfying
them has been determined by historical, political geographical conditio

13 |bidem, p. 7.

14 3. Chattin-McNicholsThe Montessori Controversplbany, New York 1992, Delnar Publishers, s. 37.
!5 Kratochwil L., Montessori's Educational Theory: Approaches andd@pis — Stimuli and Limitations
“Eeducation” 1996, vol 53, p. 34.

16 E.G. Hainstok;The Essential Montessomlew York and Scarborough, Ontario, 1987, A MerBook,
New American Library, p. 62.

173, Batachowicz J.Initial Integrated Education - Theoretical and Ptaal Problems [in:] D. Klus-
Staaska, M.J. Szymaski, M.S. Szymaski (eds.) Renesans,.op. cit., p. 89.

%G. Meisterjahn-KnebelPerspectives of Montessori Pedagogy for Europdranslation of the lecture
given at Montessori Europe International Conferencgaltzburg 2001, a copied script, p. 7.

9 E. Eckert E..Child as a Part of Cosmic Unity — His Rights andeEyy for Peacgtranslation of the
lecture given on 17.11.2002, at Montessori Euraperhational Conference in Loda copied script, p.20.
2 T, Seldin, D. ReymondGeography and History for Young Childretitah 1981, Brigham Young
University Press.



The realization of the idea of education for pedtw coexistence of nations, the
relationship between culture and nature is possible tocosmic educatiaf™ Cosmic
educationis the author’'s attempt of looking at the worlddamumanity, it describes
cohesion of life. A man is a part of the univerd&t is a consistent whole, particular
elements of which exist in interdependencies.hindoherent, fully interpreted picture of
the world, every creature, every being as an eleméra huge community plays a
particular role in it. It is a man’s task to maintéhe world in balance. Maria Montessori
wrote about a man’s cosmic vocation. Equipped Wek will and thinking ability he can
consciously and purposefully intervene in the lasature, that is in a cosmic plan.
That is why, he is greatly responsible for the dgweent and improvement of the world.
Cosmic education is then something more than thgesu of education, it is a
philosophy of life and education!A philosophy of a strict connection of a man with
his environment, with other people, an idea of harmny, interdependence,
coexistence, unity.

Consequently, learning about processes and phersosteuld be done in connection to
the whole. «When a child gets to know trees, thegaaher should not forget to describe
how soil conditions, animals and plants mutuallyjuence the fact that a tree can grow
and, as it grows, it can create such conditiongpfants, animals and people which allow
them to live weff®>. Starting from the whole aims at creating an imafjerder, ‘cosmic
arrangement’ and not providing knowledge about moone details and facts. A child’s
subjects and activities are then gathered aroundjést wholes - realistic, practically
connected subjects”. In turn a child is supposednalyse, to separate parts, to look for
connections, to perform activities on concrete andgined matters and notions (again
returning to the whole but now in a new shape).imuthe learning process a child
requires time for mastering interesting connectiand for checking them, for a critical
analysis [...]. The extension of this structureiagaquires using it in a new, important
and subjectively valuable activit§® Additionally, a child is given time for
consideration, reflection, contact with literatuexpression of his experiences, feelings
connected with the situation of learning.

School as a place of a child’s safe and subjective learning

A school in the terms of the Italian doctor becom@prepared environment in which a
child free from an excessive teacher’s interventan live his own life conforming to
the laws of his developmefit A teacher prepares the learning environment &cba
element of the education process) taking into agcpupils’ interests, possibilities and
needs. The curriculum, organised and suggested #askadjusted to them.

The task of didactic and educational influencedviontessori system is to succour a
child’s development and to prepare him to live agh@eople. The pointed tasks are
realised by means of a directed activity. Theyaieieved by didactic materials defined
also as developmentaf«didactic material [...] is understood as a seteafernal stimuli

I The etymology of the word “the cosmos” is explain®y The Foreign Word Dictionary; it derives from
the Greek languag&§smos)ynd means order, the world, the world as a harcaipiorganised whole, the
opposite of chaos.

2B, Stein,Theory and Practice of Maria Montessori’'s Pedagag@rimary SchoglKielce 2003, Jedrio,

p. 133-134.

23 J. Batachowicznitial ..., op. cit., ps. 91-92

24 E. M. StandingMaria Montessori. Her Life and Warklew York 1974, New American Library, p. 38.



provoking internal crystallisation and the develaarh of a child’s soufs. Didactic
materials are & kind of stairs, which enable climbing up, stepsbgp, and the steps of
these stairs are a necessary tool for enteringucaltand achieving higher levels of
development®. Materials thus have three basic functions: thaytain learning subjects
which allow to achieve successive stages of devedoyp, they are means of introducing
into culture and society in which a child lives dnthlly they enable the construction of
individual educational programmes.

Flexible and individual educational programmes. Ric h learning
environment

Didactic materials constitute a logically ordereadgramme whole. They are a child’'s
learning groundwork, central axis, basic line. Wi mot find a book - manual or a book
- instruction for a teacher prompting ,,How to teadfectively”. We will find, however, a
set of didactic aids which enable undertaking pseba, structured educational tasks.
Developmental aids - “a programme basis” are a stding point in the process of
constructing syllabuseswhich is understood as organising various exerceetvities,
schemes, the number and shape of which depencloildaand especially on a diagnosis
of a child’'s development, on a teacher’s reflectamal his sensitivity. The possibility of
composing didactic tasks and creating new matesalslimited and open. At this point
it should be added that afiaterials gathered in the classroomonstitute only one and
more than that a nonexclusiveelement of Montessori programmEhe centre of the
programme are children’s investigations and observi@gons which stimulate asking of
questions and organizing new, more and more conguheixaccurate research plans and
intensions. On the other hand, standard Montessids and materials prepared by
teachers, pupils or even parents enable the creafindividual learning programmes,
release from constant and direct teacher’'s helwelsas from obligatory handbooks.
They constitute a valuable aid in the process efesgatising and fixing the material in
the memory.

At this point it should be mentioned that didactaterials are designed for self-

education, which means that the educational proaessrding to Montessori method is

performed mainly by means of individual learninghal is why didactic materials are

prepared in such a way as to show the way of worlead to a proper answer, to enable
to gain the data about learning and its effectsim&ans of that a pupil, independently or
with the teacher’s or friends’ help, tries, anabjseontrives, reaches knowledge. He
makes discoveries in accordance with his possésliDue to this a child’s worland not

a proper answer, is the most important in the eihuta process

The construction of individual, subjective educatibprogrammes succours and
stimulates observance of generally accepted rulganesing a child’s learning. The rules
are as follows:

» the rule of activation, the essence of which is the creation of workitrgasphere
favourable to choosing freely both a developmemtaterial (and at the same time a
didactic one) as well as the place of work, the wiyork and partners for wor¥,

% F. PinesowaEducational System of Dr. Maria Motessdifarszawa 1931, Dom Kaiki Polskiej, p. 11.

%6 M. MontessoriThe Advanced Montessori Methatl. 1, Oxford, England 1991, Clio Press Ltd6p.

" Freedom release a child’s activity. The limit cffdom is common weal, another working child cannot
be disturbed. Freedom from a biological perspectheans agreement to spontaneous expression of a

10



» the rule of support and limited teacher’s interference, that is supporting a child’'s
activity in a direct way (tutoring, preparation ftéxible and individual programmes,
help in self-assessment of work results, etc),ratetion only when a child needs
help in order to reach a goal, which he cannothrdachimself or when he asks for
help Help me do it by myseg|f

» the rule of individualisation of pace and subject blearning; a pupil independently
chooses a subject of work, adjusts the time of wmggkwhich creates the need of the
individualisation of the educational support andvedsification of activity
programmes,

» the rule of respect for child’s work, respecting his freedom and spontaneity,
invention and ideas, an attitude open to a chsdiggestions, respecting his right to
make mistakes,

« the rule of respect for a child’s personal dignity unconditioned acceptance of him
as a person,

 the rule of preparation and organisation of the didctic - educational
environment, conforming to a child’'s needs and possibilitiés, other words
adjustment of the classroom furnishing and equignera pupil’s height, weight,
level of psychophysical proficiency, resistancesteess, level of sensitivity and
cognitive competency; “the provision of stimuli amged according to the degree of
the possibility of controlling an errd?®

» the rule of diagnosing events connected with leamg; a teacher observes children
and on the basis of this he prepares notes, arvidiodl record of a child’s
development history, he collects the products jpfijgil's work, analyses the collected
material in order to evaluate the pupil’s progress,

» the rule of organising social life that is the elaboration of common moral and docia
standards obligatory in the grdipcreating an ordered and harmonic environment
for work,

e the rule of multiple influence on children’s develpment, stimulating of
intellectual, practical and emotional activity, pation of the method of free work
(exercises, observation, work with resource mdggria method of independent
overcoming of problems, expressive methods andctagames).

Accepting the assumption that the teaching processtitutes a natural supplement to
the learning process, Kratochwil defined the rubdésa child’'s work, which are as
follows®":

o the rule of a structured, systematic progressgnaramed by the organisation of a
child’s surrounding,

child’s needs as well as approval for various foohactivity, including “freedom for creative powatich

is a vital urge to the development of individudlifM. Montessori, [in:] M. Miksza,To Understand
Montessori Krakéw 1998, OW ,Impuls”, p. 75). Freedom frons@cial point of view is a gradual loss of
child’s dependence on an adult’s help, due to theelbpment of will and self-discipline at the satimee.
Freedom from a pedagogical point of view consistsan-interference in a child’s free work, freedseen
from a moral perspective is connected with theofrtnaking one’s own, independent choices, making
decisions, increase of responsibility for oneselie’s own acts and the world (see. M. MiksZa,
Understand .,.op. cit., pp. 75-78).

%8 Ch. GallowayPsychology of Learning and Teachjngl. I, Warszawa 1988, PWN, p. 201

29 Kwiatkowska M. (ed)Principles of the Infant Pedagogwarszawa 1985, WSiP, p. 59-60.

%0 Kratochwil L.,Montessori's .,.op. cit., p. 40.
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o the rule of immediate reinforcement by means ofkimg with a self-correcting
didactic material,

o the rule of internal motivation — the feeling aitisfaction after correct performance
of a didactic task,

o the rule of individual progress, conforming to thiaternal development plan”,
pupil’s possibilities, interests, predispositions,

o The rule of mastering and achieving perfectionmsans of individual exercisés

Education for development

Concentration in the teaching process organising conditions for a pupil's
independent activity results in the fact that the educational targe¢saahieved taking
into account the dynamics of their transformations and develapmi@Pupil’s
activities, stimulated by didactic materials leadstibsequent, higher level achievements:
self-servicesills, such as a control over one’s own bodlgmentary — schoolones:
reading, writing, calculating, etc, amghiversal ones: planning, designing and evaluating
of one’s own work®. Materials are thus designed and interconnecteshiah a way to
show «levelopmental lines in the range of particular geymotor functions, skills and
efficiency of a chile®®. Such a structure assures the continuity of ethretinfluences

in particular stages of the development. The notibjdevelopmental lines” means that
«the readiness to performing a learning task cossist previous mastering of each
partial task essential to performing the main taskery task is rooted in the past and is a
seed for the futus€® Materials are designed for individual discoverasl research.
Knowledge enrichment, creation of notions in thegeaof all basic areas of education are
a consequence of a child’s free activity.

Instead of a conclusion

There is no other way of improving the educatiostesm than the activation of pupils and
creating such a context for learning which thew.lik is necessary to direct pedagogues’
interest to recognising pupils’ needs and to plagnactivities which correspond to
children’s life, allow them to learn, examine aneéate knowledge which is true in the
contemporary world. Education should be identifigth forming the school process that
is functional for a child, it should be acknowledgthat a child has a right to free
development conforming to his rightde& not forget that children and young people
create a huge nation, [...] which is almost everysvh crucified in school desks, which
almost everywhere - in spite of the fact that wéktabout democracy, freedom and
human right, is a slave of a school order, intelteal rules, which we impose onxt°.

311t can be paraphrased: the shaping of the feelfrane’s own competence or behavioural mastery. (see
A. Brzezihska,What is Active Participation of a Pupil and Teachdin:] G. Lutomski editor)Child in the
World of People and Obje¢tRozna 1994, Fundacja Humaniora Press, p. 33; M. Kielaiska,Cognitive,
Language and Communication Competences of a Child R. Piwowarski (editor)Child Teacher -
Parents. Educational ContextBiatystok-Warszawa 2003, Biatystok University §5ep. 279-284).

32 Compare. Batachowicz Jnjitial ..., op. cit., p. 85.

3. Potga, Integral initial learning Warszawa 1995.

% M. Kielar, Programme basis for educational and didactic wankain infant schoolMaterials for a
discussion. A copied script, 1983, p. 16.

% Galloway Ch.Psychology .,.op. cit., p. 205.

% M. Montessori after E. EckerGhild .., op.cit., p. 22-23.
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2. Empirical research

2.1 Some Recent Empirical Research on
Montessori Education in Italy

by Clara Tornar (University of Roma Tre, Centre for Montessori $&gd Italy)

In Italy the study of Montessori pedagogy has cstesl of a great many contributions of a
historical, theoretical and applicative interesowever, there are still few scientific
contributions coming from studies of an empiricature enabling an analysis of
Montessori pedagogy on the basis of data from syasie observations and
experimentation. In my view, the reasons for this lanked to factors common to other
countries, and on which | shall dwell in my finagnrarks, and also to some historical-
cultural factors specific to the Italian situatiavhere interest in Montessori pedagogy has
long been finding difficulty in taking root in thesrery environments such as universities
more directly designated for research. Neverthelasspresent the attention for the
development of empirical research lines is very mailove, and some significant projects
have already been started up in this direction.

The aim of my contribution is to outline the congg framework these projects are
based on and to present the research lines thelvesaround.

1. The Main Research Questions

There is no doubt that, in the light of the mostere knowledge on the teaching-learning
process, today we are able to appreciate Maria @deati’'s educational approach with
greater awareness, her view of education as a gwogeared to promoting self-guided
learning and the development of autonomy, and iegv of the child as an active builder of
his own skills. For the same reason, we can maarlgl share the characteristics of the
Montessorian learning environment, in particular:

- the presence of scientifically determined learmmagerials;

- the attention paid to psychomotor, cognitive antaaevelopment;

- freedom of choice of activities and respect fonvidual learning pace;
- the enhancement of self-discipline;

- close correspondence between ability and learniaigmals.

It is perhaps superfluous to note that these aspsmpear particularly inviting to the
researcher. The main research questions they mseern both the quality of
psychomotor, cognitive, affective-motivational asatial type processes occurring within
the Montessorian learning environment, and alsddhaures that this environment takes
on in current contexts, or its correspondence totglgsorian requirements. The projects |
shall refer to start from these very research gorest
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2. Some Pilot Projects

One study priority underlying the investigationsrizal out so far consists of the need for
a scientifically reliable survey of the ways Morges teaching is conducted in various
contexts. Although Montessori schools are a spec#ality within the Italian school
system, little is known of their actual organizatiand of their conformity to quality
standards or to criteria enabling an understandifgtheir stated methodological
specificity. The studies | shall present aimed teetrthis need by exploring both some
specific aspects of the learning environment anchesdroader issues linked to the
reconstruction of the organizational and managenaemtity of Montessori schools. One
of them explores the learning processes with pdaraeference to the learning-to-learn
construct that, according to the requirements ofnfdssori pedagogy more broadly
shared today, should be one of the priority obyestiof these schools.

2.1 The Method “in action”: a Descriptive Study

The general question underlying this project cdriget at University of Roma Ttds
whether in the current didactic contexts based lmn Montessori method there are
elements of specificity characterizing them withpect to other contexts. In principle, the
didactic organization of Montessori schools hadaterfeatures that distinguish it from
the teaching methods used in other schools not adetbgically defined. Since the
Italian school system does not envisage a procefdurthe accreditation of Montessori
schools, this statement must still be verified. B®a in mind the methodological
principle underlying the Montessori learning enmwmtent, the research aims are the
following:

1. identifying the maintypologies of activity in which subjects are involved in
Montessori classrooms

2. examining thevaysthese activities are conducted

3. identifying thesourceof the stimulus

4. assessing the frequency of teacher-pupil andyerbal contacts

Eighty-nine subjects attending Montessori and nambdssori type classesf pre-
primary schools were observed, according to a sampling technique based on variable
intervals. As regards the first objective, datavehbat the learning tasks carried out in
Montessori classrooms are mainly geared to aas/itiassifiable as “psychomotor tasks”
and “cognitive tasks.” The latter are particulasignificant in Montessori classrooms if
we examine their typology: in Montessori classégytare mainly linked to activities
such as those connected to writing, reading and-logthematics, which are completely
absent in those classrooms adopting another tepom@thod. In any case, the three kinds
of activities are distributed differently with resg to age, with a prevalence of
psychomotor activities in subjects aged 3-4 years.

As regards the second objective, in Montessorisotesns there is a prevalence of
individual instructions that is, instructions prded by the teacher to the individual pupil
rather than to the whole class, as is instead nfi@guently the case in the non-
Montessori classrooms. As regards the third objectthe more frequent occurrence

! See C. Tornat] metodo in azione: analisi di datin Centro di Studi Montessoriani (Ed.jnee di
ricerca sulla pedagogia di Maria MontesspFranco Angeli, Milano, 2005, pp. 13-24; C. Torrdar
pedagogia di Maria Montessori tra teoria e aziégmanco Angeli, Milano, 2007, pp. 228-240.
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recorded in Montessori classrooms of activitiesiedrout individually by pupils would
appear to provide an empirical confirmation of twnciple according to which the
learning tasks in the Montessori method essentialyisage tasks of this type.
Nevertheless, collective activities are a frequetturrence in Montessori classrooms
and, although to a lesser degree with respect to-Mantessori classrooms, still
constitute a considerable part of the activities. ragards the fourth objective, verbal
contact between children is prevalent in both typésclasses, but a much greater
frequency of child-teacher verbal contacts occuMantessori classes.

On the whole, the analysis of the observationah dgithered so far enables us to draw
some initial conclusions on the didactic organ@atin schools that adopt a Montessori
approach and on the specific connotation thateéhehing-learning activities have within
them.

2.2 The Identity of the Montessori School

The identification of the organizational, struclusad pedagogical profile of Montessori
schools and their meeting specific methodologiauirements is the subject of a
multiple case study carried out in eight Italiam@als. This study was accepted as PhD
dissertation at Roma Tre Universify The sample of schools is composed of eight
schools with a Montessori approach, selected asuwptd the following criteria:

- pedagogical representativeness (long traditicapiplying the method)
- presence of the educatioraintinuum(pre-primary and primary school)
- representativeness at the institutional leveblipiand private school)

The survey of the structural, organizational ardhdiic aspects of the schools taking part
in the case study was carried out by means of qumestires made available to teachers
and school heads, observation sheets of classraotv#ties, and an evaluation scale to
assess quality. The empirical data gathered webgecied to both qualitative and
guantitative type analyses and this led to the ohgwip a profile of the Montessori
school, in which the strengths and weaknesses @f sahool were analysed. From a
transverse comparison, a general picture emergeghlighting a) the considerable
diversity of the structural, organizational and heelological requirements among the
schools examined; b) how organizational and strattariables constitute an important
factor in the realization of Montessorian educaigrinciples.

2.3 Learning to Learn in Montessori Schools

Learning to Learn in Montessori Schools is the thehan exploratory studyarried out

in elementary schools with the following objectives) teachers’ and children’s
conception of learning to learn; 2) the role ofeassnent practices in the acquisition of
this meta-competence; and 3) the analysis of patedifferences in learning power of
children in Montessori versus “traditional” classnaes. This study was accepted as PhD
dissertation at Roma Tre University

M. Salassal.a qualita della scuola Montessori in Italia. Untudio di caso multiploPhD dissertation,
Universita degli Studi Roma Tre, Dipartimento do§ettazione educativa e didattica, to be bublished.

% C. Stringher)mparare ad apprendere e valutazione. Studio espi\w in classi primarie tradizionali e
MontessoriPhd dissertation, Universita degli Studi Roma Dipartimento di Progettazione educativa e
didattica, to be published.
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From a socio-constructivist perspective, the meblagly adopted to answer research
guestions was focused on two qualitative-quanigatcase studies. Recruitment of
schools required that they offer both Montessoml @onventional education. Focus
groups allowed an analysis of teachers’ conceptiolearning to learn. For Montessori

teachers only, an in-depth investigation on assestpractices connected with this meta-
competence was carried out with a self-administqrezstionnaire.

Any differences in learning power of fourth grad€syear-olds on average) in the two
research groups have been polled with the Effedtitedong Learning InventoryfELLI).

A final open-ended question was included at the ehdhe questionnaire to gather

children’s definitions of learning to learn.

The teachers interviewed express a broad conceptitearning to learn, which is close

to meta-cognition, yet they seem to neglect théctastures of this meta-competence in
children. According to respondents, the assessméniearning outcomes does not

interfere with the acquisition of the capacity &ain, while studies on the effects of
assessment on motivation for learning would purploet opposite view. Yet, the more

problematic element seems to be the assessmegdrairig to learn: it seems teachers do
not quite know what they are measuring when theynclthey appraise this aspect in

children. At any rate, this remains an open quasien within the international debate.

As hypothesized, children, given their age, descrédb narrow learning to learn
conception. Still, approximately one child out ofef expresses a broad conception, and
these are mainly girls in Montessori classes. e fELLI dimensions out of seven,
Montessori children obtain better scores than ohildin conventional classes. In
particular, when compared to their counterpartsntdssori children seem significantly
more persevering and resilient in their learnirgksa

3. Some final remarks

On the whole, the projects | have outlined esthbksearch lines of particular interest for
the Italian school system, and which are worth ywhgimore deeply on a broader scale.
In this regard, it would be important to have awv@gence of the research efforts on the
part of the researchers concerned. This would enabkring within the scientific
community even some decisions on the criteria aabph conducting this kind of
investigation. For example, the elements that shbel used in order to select the group
of Montessori and non-Montessori subjects, andctiaacteristics to be used in order to
distinguish a “Montessori” school from a “traditalione.

In order to broaden such studies, it would, howglvemecessary to attract greater interest
and involvement on the part of schools themsel@e® of the obstacles in carrying out
studies on Montessori education is the schoolsstaasce to this kind of study and to the
use of evaluation tools. | was particularly surpdisfor example, by the fact that even one
school we had classified as “authentically” Montess actually refused the
questionnaire for evaluating the learning metalskdn the grounds that this type of tool
is not in line with Montessori philosophy. More geally, the schools showed a certain
uneasiness as regards using evaluation tools, lpisobacause they tend to associate them
with forms of external control: this element contedight even in studies carried out by
researchers in other countries. For this reasonde@ned it appropriate to organise a
series of meetings with teachers in which to jgimkamine various aspects concerning
research in the education field and to discusspthtive impacts it could have on the
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school itself and on itmodus operandliin the sense that it would enable the start-up of
important reflection processes in the sphere adtid action.

A second and more important reason for the diffieslin conducting a study of a broader
scale on Montessori education in ltaly is the lowmier of schools (a figure that is
decreasing with the increase in the school levad)) their extreme fragmentation, both as
regards juridical status (public or private) andegards their distribution in the country:
an extremely diversified picture, as shown by algtoarried out some years ago at the
Centre for Montessori Studies, on the distributisriMontessori schools in Italy This
makes defining and comparing groups a very compexation.

However, being aware of these problems is alredfigtastep towards dealing with them
and an incentive to broadening the debate and sBgmu sothat it will be possible to
share the decisions and to broaden the horizoegmbration of a really appealing study
field.

4 See M. Salassaa diffusione delle scuole Montessori in Italia Centro di Studi Montessoriani,
Annuario 2003 Franco Angeli, Milano, 2004, pp. 75-92.
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2.1.1 The Quality of Montessori Schools in Italy: a
multiple case study

by Monica SalassgUniversity of Roma Tre, Centre for Montessori S&sd Italy)

1. Research problem

Within the Italian system of education, Montessmhools, which are fewer than in other
European countries, have a specific role about hvive know too little. Since there is no
system of monitoring and accreditation of the n@haracteristics of this kind of school,
this research project therefore intends to invastighe structural, organizational, and
pedagogical features which contribute to deterntiweeidentity of the Montessori school
and its quality.

The main research questions are:

« How can we recognize an “authentic” Montessori sthdviore specifically what
structural, organizational and pedagogical charesties must a school committed to
Montessori education have?

« What are the factors that facilitate or block thdfitment of an “authentic”
Montessori educational model?

The research has thereby been defined around ltberifg specific objectives:

1. Identify the structural, organizational, and pedsgal aspects contributing to
determine the identity of Montessori schools;

2. ldentify the characteristics of the teaching spafifessional profile in the educational
institutions under study;

3. ldentify the characteristics of the personal andfgssional profile of the

manager/director who leads the educational ingsitstunder study;

Identify procedures and test tools for detectiothefexternal evaluation practices;

Make a comparison between the profiles of orgaminat, structural and pedagogical

quality of educational institutions involved in thrultiple case study.

ok

As part of the survey, there was an identificatddnindicators of the Montessori school
that enabled an initial assessment of compliandbdeifvarious schools examined to the
quality criteria considered specific to a Montesschool.

1.1 The theoretical model: a Montessori school quality integrated map

The model used to analyse the quality is an adaptaf the integrated model of school
effectiveness proposed by J. Scheerens (Sche&@9(, 1992, 1997). As is well-known,
this model involves the study of interactions betwedifferent components of the
investigation on the assumption that the configareaind/or modification of one of them
has an impact on the whole school activity, thelieflyencing the functioning either in a
positive or in a negative way.
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In the present research the original proposal bge&®ns was adapted taking into
account the features of the Montessori school aegliqus surveys on the analysis of
school quality carried out in Italy with the useidicators (Bondioli, Ferrari, 2000). The
result is a model for assessing the quality of Mestri education according to a
systemic approach that involves the study of imttvas between different components
of this type of school.

The scheme presented in Figure 1 identifies thasacensidered as most significant for
our investigation. They represent interesting arebsxploration to be analysed in
relation to the quality criteria identified as sffiecto the Montessori model.

In particular, the four macro-areas of the origimaldel, namely Background, Resources,
Processes and Outcomes, remain unchanged. Furtimrdation of the quality areas
functioned as follows:

v’ the “Context” area features eight elements expiptire history of the institution, its
size and its location, composition of the schogbylation, relations with the local
community, with the school system in general anith Wie Montessori community;

v' the “Resources” area features eight elements arpgldhe educational purpose and
design of the school, parental involvement, materend human resources, the
professionalism of teaching staff, other resoumassisting of structural space and
equipment, technological equipment of the instjtespecially Internet and electronic
mail services access;

v in the “Process” area we considered the divisiomlanlay the reference model that
distinguishes processes at a school level and ggeseat a classroom level. At a
school level, seven areas were distinguished tdoexghe style of management,
participation of parents and pupils, the organaratnd functioning of the institute,
the continuity of education and the processes oflagmece, care of learning
environment, professional development of teachemsl @valuation processes
activated by the school. At a classroom level, haxe areas considered to be
significant were those directly attributable to tepecial characteristics of the
Montessori method with three main areas of explomat PC1 The learning
environment, PC2 The pedagogical climate, PC3 Trogrpss file of the children
(documentation, evaluation);

v' in the “Outcomes” area, pupils achievement in tewhshe National assessment
service, INValSI, for academic year 2005-2006 wassalered.
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Figure 1 -Montessori school quality integrated map (adaptedifJ. Scheerens, 1990)
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2. Methodology

The research was carried on through a multiple sasdy that involved eight Montessori
schools selected on the basis of the followingeoat

a) pedagogical performance (a long tradition in theliaption of the Method);

b) presence of the educational continuum (Casa debBamnd primary school);
c) institutional identity (public school or privatersml);

d) geographic location (north, centre and south df)ita

The methodology of case study involves the use rofirdegrated research strategy,
capable of combining survey instruments approgdsiatesponsive to the needs of in-
depth investigation and time constraints, throughdonvergent and the effective use of a
methodological triangulation between multiple s@srand techniques of investigation
(Cecconi, 2002), thus allowing evidence collected different techniques easily to
converge and confirm the reliability and veracifyagarticular result.

With reference to the Montessori integrated quatitggp discussed earlier, the various
tools used for investigation weére

interview of expert Montessorians (PC - Preliminstgp to field work).

Interview of Head Teachers (PS - Step 1).

Instrument A: Structural and organizational aspéCid, PS - Step 2).

Instrument B: Pedagogical program aspects (PCp &tenternal evaluation; PC -
Step 8, external evaluation).

PR

! In brackets the abbreviation used in the map &mhearea the instrument investigates and the pbfase
field work in which the tool was used.
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Instrument A) and B) evaluation paper (Step 4).
Teachers’ files (I, PS — Step 5).

Classroom observation (PC — Step 6).
Photo-documentation (I, PS, PC — Step 7).
Document collection (Step 3).

©ooNOOO

The instruments functioned in the following way:

1. Interview of expert Montessorians (PC - Preliamnstep to field work)
The interview was conducted to gather informatigpinions, experiences expressed by
leading figures in the history of the Montessorivament in Italy.

2. Interview of Head Teachers (PS - Step 1)

It was the first of the survey instruments usethiafield work during the visit to schools.
Its purpose was to investigate training, opiniossyle of management and the
competence of the manager: these were considerdoe tanportant conditions for

possible impact on school quality.

3. Instrument A: Structural and organizational as{se(C, I, PS - Step 2).

This tool is complementary to the “Instrument Bh8al Questionnaire. Aspects of the
pedagogical program”.

Overall, the instrument consists of 60 questionshwilosed and/or open response
investigating quality areas related to aspects aftext, resources and processes at a
school level (see Figure 1). It is divided into elevmain sections which identify as many
areas of educational quality. These areas arecoriaected and closely related to process
conditions (both at a school and at a classrooml)évdicated in the map of quality, and
comprise a first insight on the quality declaredligy school.

4. Instrument B: Pedagogical program aspects (P&tep 4, internal evaluation; PC -
Step 8, external evaluation).

The overall purpose of the instrument is to essabh system of indicators that better
capture the specific features of Montessori edanati

It is divided into 3 areas, each relating to aeteéht aspect of specific Montessori quality:

= areal - The prepared learning environment.
= Area ll - The pedagogical climate.
= Area lll — The progress file of the children.

Each area was divided into one or more sectionsh @t which had a number of
indicators. The total number of indicators was (&8 within Area I, 70 within Area Il, 5
within Area II).

For each indicator included in the instrument asam a scale of 1 to 4 was assigned (1
= minimum and 4 = maximum). See example, Figure 2.
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Figure 2 -Instrument B: School Questionnaire. Aspects of Rledagogical program
(Area | - The prepared learning environment. Secti: The teacher. Casa dei
Bambini/Primary school)

Area | — The prepared learning environment

Casa dei Primary
Bambini school

Section E The teacher

1(2| 3] 4 1| 2| 3| 4| Further observations

E1 He/she organises
periods in which the
children can work
independently

E2 He/she provides
weekly brief group
lessons/short
additional lessons

E3 He/she promoteg
autonomy of the
children applying
clear rules

E4 He/she provides
one or more thematic
lessons weekly

E5 He/she develops
activities to motivate
child involvement on
a weekly basis

The “Instrument B” was compiled by an internal exsbr at the same time the external
evaluator was carrying on the visit to the schadl.the end you get two profiles as
shown in Fig. 3 and 4, an example for Area |, SectE, Casa dei Bambini. The
subsequent analysis of the concordance and/or ngcatiscrepancies between the
different evaluating actors led to a detailed pedior each individual school.

Figure 3 -Internal versus external evaluatioQuality section IECB (Area | - The
prepared learning environment, Section E: The teaclCasa dei Bambini) average
score

Quality factor | Internal evaluation | External evaluation | Gap

Area | — The prepared learning environment
IECB (Area I, Section E, Casa dei Bambini)
The teacher 3.9 26| 13




Figure 4 -Internal versus external evaluation. Quality sectiECB (Area | - The
prepared learning environment, Section E: The teaciasa dei Bambini) indicators

44 ¢ ——e ~———

2,5 =—&—val interna
2 \ / =H=yal esterna

5. Instrument A) and B) evaluation paper (Step 4).

This instrument consists of a card attached todiestionnaires “Instrument A” and
“Instrument B”, which aimed at detecting generapmssion on both the documents in
relation to: 1) Clarity 2) Features 3) Effectivesdy Questions or words that have caused
some confusion in interpretation.

6. Teachers’ file (I, PS - Step.5)

This tool was used to collect data relating todharacteristics of teaching staff, in
particular:

e initial training;

* length of service;

e career and teaching experience;

» further training and publications.

7. Classroom observation (PC - Step 6)

This tool registered the conditions of use of sp&oev the individual and small group
activities are conducted, interactions between ractm the prepared learning
environment. These records were useful to me a&@mnal evaluator in the compilation
of “Instrument B: School Questionnaire. Aspectshef pedagogical program”.

8. Photo-documentation (I, PS, PC - Step 7)
The use of a photographic instrument is a sourdertifer information for the case study.
The objective of my reportage was to gather infdromeabout:

a) the itinerary of trips made within and outside sloool facilities during the survey;

b) the living spaces, furnishings, materials, architesd solutions specific both at a
classroom level and at a school level progressivislple to our eyes in conjunction
with the observations carried out in the classroom.

This documentation served as constant terms ofreefe in the compilation of
“Instrument B: School Questionnaire. Aspects of geelagogical program” from my
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point of view subsequent to the visit becausedilitated the recall to memory of forms,
situations and peculiarities of the particular eomtoeing evaluated.

9. Document collection (Step.3)

Among the documents produced by the schools the (P@ho dell’'offerta formativa -
School education program plan) was taken into aticdthis is a fundamental document
testifying to the cultural identity and planned edtion actions in which explicit
programming is declared by the school. The POF mulalic document in which the
school clarifies the objectives of its educatioamadl didactic action and the organizational
choices made for their implementation.

The following elements of the POF document werdysedal:

- Formal characteristics: appearance, binding, nurobpages, logos or citations;

- Structural characteristics and internal articulatd content;

- Presence/Absence of appendices, data tablesraliwst diagrams, pictures;

- Procedures followed in producing the document aunéd responsible parties, if
declared.

2.1 Field work

Figure 5 outlines the structured timing of fieldsearch work, which included a visit
lasting two consecutive days to each school invblaghe research.

Figure 5 -Field work scheme

1% day: start of e Meeting with Head Teacher (interview, instrument A)

school visit « Meeting with Pedagogical Coordinator (instrumente&chers’ files,
classroom observations schedule).

» General visit of the school.

* Document collection, classroom observation, phatoughentation.

2nd day: end of » Classroom observation, document collection, phatoudhentation,

school visit collection of completed instrument A and B, colientof completed
teachers'’ files.

» Discussing feedback on visit with Head Teacheramtggogical
coordinator.

3. Data analysis

The empirical data collected during the researcteva@alysed and presented in separate
profiles for each case study in order to providketailed description of the single school
case investigated. Subsequently, a cross compabsioveen school cases was made in
order to give a comprehensive overview of the teseinerging from the single school
case profiles. The intention would be to providealgical arguments allowing a
comparison of contexts, resources, processes &matiens that feature to a greater or
lesser extent the quality of the educational serincdhe eight schools under study.

Given the richness and quantity of data collectesl,considered it necessary to proceed
in a non-exhaustive way in the cross-analysis betvgehool cases, identifying some key
elements common to all cases under considerationder to seize, on the one hand, the
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peculiarities, regarded as discrepancies betwdswmoscases, and, on the other hand, the
generalizations, regarded as concordances betwbenlsases.

3.1 Single case quality profile

For each Montessori institution, a profile was defl on the basis of data collected
through the use of the tools developed for thel feeirvey.

The profiles are divided according to a commoncstne within which from time to time
the data on the single institution are described|ysed and commented.

Each profile includes the following sections:

a) School identity card essential data for the definition of the realitynder
investigation.

b) School background histarynformation about the historical events which éawade
up the life of the school.

c) School visit program revieva brief report on the researcher’s visit to tblea®! and
a first impression of the welcome and school fioratig.

d) Pedagogy and desigma photo-documented overview presenting a desoniff the
architectural and structural features of the emhivient with particular attention to
the preparation and use of internal and externalir@mments for educational
purposes.

e) Organization and educational programmanalysis of empirical data collection and
documentation with respect to aspects such as ‘§adzation”, “B. Educational
offer and evaluation”, “C. The school as an operstay” (school-family
relationships, relationships with the local comntynrole within the Montessori
community, network communication).

f) Teaching staffqualifications, initial training, experiences,-gaing further training,
dissemination of Montessori culture.

g) Leadership styteanalysis of the human and professional Head exgmiofile.

h) Aspects of the pedagogical programme: internal amternal evaluationanalysis
and discussion of the empirical data collecteduglhothe School questionnaire on
aspects of the educational project with a crosspasison between feedback from
internal evaluator (the teachers’ coordinator/teienence teacher or contact person)
and external evaluator (the researcher).

i) National students’ assessment service results (ISIyaesults of and brief comment
on the national survey of learning achievementialian, mathematics and science
carried out in the second and fourth grades of grynschool.

j) Final evaluation of school qualityevaluation summary of the single Montessori
school case based on the peculiarities and theees®d thus far outlined, which
highlights the strengths and weaknesses of theosaigestigated and which suggests
possible actions for improving the overall eduaagioquality of the school service.

k) School bibliographybibliographic references reporting news or infatimn on the
single school’s activities over the years.

3.2 Multiple case quality profile cross-analysis

The study of the profiles of single institutionsatved in this case study research reveals
quite a varied picture. Three types of school eeerg
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- Institutions that express a high-quality realizated the Montessori method and that
for this reason could be regarded as “model schobltese institutions could provide
an important reference point for other institutiahat are willing to hold themselves
up to scrutiny and to make brave choices for a istet® implementation of the
Montessori educational model;

- Schools with low or mediocre quality in the implertegion of the Montessori
method but with good potential for development adiocw to the Montessori
approach, but which would require embarking on réoge journey of self-analysis
and in-depth reflection on the specific Montessammitment in order to obtain a
concrete improvement in the application. In thisssethere may be a need for a
radical change of route;

- Institutions showing a profile of “not-quality” inthe implementation of the
Montessori method due to a “systemic erosion” oé thpecific Montessori
commitment that affects them in a more or less nscious way. This process leads
to a progressive and sometimes irreversible los®idion of the educational practices
of the Montessori education paradigm.

Figure 6 -Multiple case global average scores ranking acaegdto the gap between
internal and external evaluation

Montessori school Internal External Gap
evaluation evaluation

7° Circolo Montessori — plesso via dei Marsi, RM
N.B. Casa dei Bambini not Primary school 3.37 2 1.37
Tito Livio, RM
N.B. Casa dei Bambini not Primary school 3.78 2.70 1.08
Nannarone, FG 3.64 2.69 0.95
7° Circolo Montessori — plesso Villa Paganini, RM 92. 2.16 0.79
7° Circolo Montessori — sede centrale, RM 2.96 2.33 | 0.63
Vittorio Emanuele, BG 2.92 2.36 0.56
via Arosio, Ml 3.23 2.70 0.53
Bignanico, CO 2.87 3.13 -0.26
Lemonia, RM 3.53 3.27 0.26
Bartolini, Ml 3.52 3.42 0.1

The categories outlined here give an overall pectand, briefly mentioning a specific
area, we would like to stress that in the courseséarch the importance of two elements
facilitating the achievement of total quality aatiog to the Montessori approach has
emerged: a) the academic staff, their preparatioplementation of professional
experience, the guarantee of staff stability; b #thool manager/director in her/his
professional administration and management of tfed, attention and care to the
Montessori education paradigm peculiarities, pessonommitment in terms of
continuous development and improvement.

Moreover, evaluative data collected for the singdfool cases offer possibilities for
further analytical reading. Taken as a whole, care aetect if there are common traits in
the different school services or whether, on thatremy, each of them has peculiar
characteristics that make it substantially différfeom the others. This cross-reading and
analysis proposes a broader perspective on thantslontessori schools reality, creating
the conditions for each Montessori school to refat its pedagogical identity and its
role in relation to similar schools committed to Messori education, but which might
not be mutually known to one another.

26



References

Bondioli A. — Ferrari M. (eds.)Manuale di valutazione del contesto educativbdlano,
FrancoAngeli, 2000.

Cecconi L. (ed.)l.a ricerca qualitativa in educazion®lilano, FrancoAngeli, 2002.
Scheerens JSchool effectiveness research and the developmgmbcess indicators of
school functioning“School effectiveness and school improvemen(1990), n. 1, p. 61-
80.

Scheerens JEffective schooling: research, theory and practicendon, Cassell, 1992.
Scheerens J. — Bosker RThe foundations of educational effectiveneksndon,
Pergamon, 1997.

Stake R.E.The art of case study researd¢tondon, Sage, 1995.

Yin R.K., Case study research. Design and methdtt®usand Oaks [et al.], Sage, 2003.

27



2.1.2 Is Montessori Better Preparing Children to
Learn how to Learn than Traditional Education?

by Cristina Stringher (University of Roma Tre, Centre for Montessori Sésd Italy)

Background

A growing attention is being given in the politidalropean context to the concept of
learning to learn: originating from the Lisbon $&gy, such attention has produced a
series of official documents where learning to hear defined as one of the eight key
competencies needed for the European knowledgeetgoof tomorrow (European
Commission, 2002, 2003, 2004 a, b, c, 2005; Euady902; European Network of
Policy Makers for the Evaluation of Education Syste 2006, Hoskins B., Fredriksson,
U., 2008).

In spite of this attention, difficulties remain @@mning answers to three major questions:
what is learning to learn, how can it be measuredl lrow can it be best “taught” and
transferred to new generations (Stringher C. 26f@&kins B., Fredriksson, U., 2008).

The study here reported has attempted to providsilple paths to such answers in the
ltalian context: This research has initially focused on a robusrdiure review on
learning to learn and other related concepts tavansghe first question concerning the
nature of this notion. Results and theoretical vahee of Montessori method in
developing such meta-competence are reported edseivh

The empirical study was dedicated to explore dciifiees in learning power in 9- and10
year-old-children attending fourth grade traditiorsmmd Montessori primary school
classrooms. In addition, | wanted to understand twijpe of concepts children in
Montessori and traditional classrooms have develgpeund learning to leatn

The Effective Lifelong Learning Inventory (ELLI gsionnaire) has been chosen to
measure learning power in children, since this toad been conceived to reach three

! This study has been carried out within Cesmon {@efor Montessori Studies) of the Department of
Educational Design at University Roma Tre. Answershe second question are not being reported here,
but the synthesis of results of the literature eevied to the conclusion that there is yet no valdi
reliable instrument measuring the entire learnméetirn concept., as it emerges theoretically. #enapt

in this direction has been made through the Eumppdatwork of Policy Makers, and a report of a
European Learning to Learn Pre-Pilot Project ismsimobe delivered by the European Commission.

2 Stringher C.]mparare ad apprendere e valutazione. Studio esgiw in classi primarie tradizionali e
Montessori.Phd dissertation, Universita degli Studi Roma Dmartimento di Progettazione educativa e
didattica, to be published.

% The same conception was investigated in a grodgasftessori and “traditional” primary school teache

In order to better understand how Montessori ppiesi were applied in the two study cases, a separat
analysis was carried out among Montessori teaat@serning initial and in-service training, pedaiga
practice and tools, learning to learn concept asgkssment practices, meaning of being a Montessori
teacher, future developments of Montessori pedag8ggh findings on teachers are reported in Stengh
C.,Imparare ad apprendere e valutazione. Studio esgpidw in classi primarie tradizionali e Montessori.
Phd dissertation, Universita degli Studi Roma Dmartimento Progettazione educativa e didattiohe
published.



major objectived to identify the characteristics of a good learrter assess how an
individual learner is positioned according to swtfaracteristic dimensions at a given
time; to use such information for a mentored ind@tion developing learning power by
turning diagnosis into strategy.

Using this self-report questionnaire, seven dinamsf learning power have been
identified by the British researchers and a schemepresentation is offered in Fig. 1.

Figure 1- The seven dimensions of learning power. Soureakin Crick, 2004

Seven Dimensions of
Learning Power

= Changing and = Being stuck & static
learning

= meaning making = Data accumulation

= critical curiosity " Passivity

= creativity

. . ) = Being rule bound
® |earning relationships Isolation & dependence

® strategic awareness = Being robotic
= resilience = Fragility and dependence

The focus of this paper is therefore to give aroant of the use of the ELE kool to
measure a major domain of learning to learn, narely of learning dispositions, values
and attitudes towards learning, which pertaindedéffective-motivational core elements
of learning to learn triggering also its cognitiggnensions. Such assessment has been
carried out in Montessori and traditional classreamorder to answer the third question,
related to the type of learning environment andho@blogy to better cultivate this meta-
competence in primary school children.

Learning to learn: a definition

The first step in the study was to set boundarastliis complex concept, variably
referred to in literature as learning to learnyiéag how to learn, learning competence to
cite but a few definitions (Stringher C., 2006, 800

The result is a distinction of learning to learanfr other related concepts such as general
intelligence, self-regulated learning, learningatdgies and styles, study strategies.
Learning to learn is intended here as a meta-campetof higher hierarchical order than

* This tool has been developed at Bristol Universigya team led by Ruth Deakin Crick (Deakin Crick,
2009; Deakin Crick and Yu, 2008; Deakin Crick, 20D#akin Crick, 2004 ). In Italy the questionndires
been translated and adapted for use"igr&de ,with an additional question asking studemfsrovide their
own definition of learning to learn. This versiariamed ELLI-VITA from the acronym of the Italiaorf
formative assessment of learning tendencies (Valuta in Itinere delle Tendenze di Apprendimento).

®> An additional question has been added to detéidreh’s conception of learning to learn.
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learning itself, which orchestrates an articulatedes of capabilities and competencies
with the ultimate focus on enabling the individwal take responsibility for their own
learning trajectory over time. It is always andany context about empowering the
learner as an agent of their own life narrativearbéng to learn so defined is functional to
the development of autonomous, creative, respanaitdl even divergent personalities.

Such a wide definition implies the learning agemsecutive control of learning, as a
process, and the enhancement of the learner'styalbdi negotiate specific learning

situations. Such competence bestows the individuid increasingly higher command

over modes, time and spaces of his/her own learejgerience situated in diverse
contexts. It mobilizes different energies while gwoing knowledge and improvement in
learning how to learn through variations in leaghe@xperiences. Self-regulated learning,
learning dispositions, social and affective-motimaal dimensions of learning are all

aspects of learning to learn, which needs to beerstolod in a developmental and
lifelong perspective (Stringher, C. 2008 b).

The Figure 2 below offers a representation of thmonents associated with learning to
learn identified through this literature review.

Figure 2 -Learning to learn components

Components
of learning to learn

—
Social
—> SRL! Dispositions 2 dimension 3 D%ﬁ@
(cognitive dimension —

Intergersonal
relaions

Perception of support
from significant others
m Meaning Strategic ' a
@ awareness /| B o
relatignships

Self- regulation Regulation of Regulation of

—
learning  process, processing mode: \v@ @
I Choice of \ = —

Choice of goals’ Metacognition ‘\

And resources learning  strategies

Meta- knowledge orientation

/

/ v
Know ledge
Problem
solving =
Reasoning Evaluation and 3
reflection Self- evaluation [¢]
— -
1Self regulated leaming — Boekaerts , 1999 - 2 Deakin Crick, Broadfoot, Claxton, 2004. - 3 Hautam& ki atal., 2002. —4 Gibbons , 1990.

>I Action |4—>| Meaning making I:

The study went on from this definition to analyzee@f these components, precisely the
learning dispositions connected to the social dfetive motivational thrust to learning.
This choice is motivated by the importance of affeemotivational factors in promoting
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learning. These are indeed the dimensions which bmarassessed through the ELLI
guestionnaire.

Sample and methodology of the entire study

Although this paper is focused solely on a fractadnthe overall study, | will briefly
describe the entire methodology to include that wéhin the complete set. The research
design is synthesized in the following figure:

Figure 3. -Study design in primary school settings, with casegs of analysis and

research tools
Units of analysis I Tools I

2 Focus groups

2 schools :
Montessori and
(cases): “traditional”
teachers

. Montessori teachers
1 in Rome; questionnaire
1 in Perugia
: . Children of

with traditional and 6 traditional cIassrooms:'>
Montessori classrooms

ELLI-Vita Questionnaire

Children of
5 Montessori classrooms

A total sample of 190 students and 25 teachersomlscted in the two school cases,
both of them being state-owned establishnferBonsidering that Italian Montessori
primary schools are only 26, according to the mgsdated figures, the two schools
could be said to be at least qualitatively “repnéieg” the Italian Montessori tradition,
with historical roots in Central Italy and in Rorreparticular’ The schools have been
selected based on their structure (Montessori phditional classes offered within the
same establishment). This way | could ensure touitechildren coming from similar
socio-economic backgrounds and exposed to diffesehbol types (Montessori versus
traditional pedagogy).

® The definition of case study is that provided bi.YIn Yin R. K., Case study research: design and
methods Thousand Oaks, Sage Publications, 2003. The melibgy to select the cases is similar to the
“lottery” used in a study reported in Science in080 See for reference Lillard A., Else-Quest N.,
“Evaluating Montessori Education'Science September 2006, vol. 313, p. 1893-4.

" According to a database of Montessori Italian sthanaintained at Cesmon, 15 primary schools are
located in Northern lItaly, 8 in Centre and 3 in Beun Italy. The first Casa dei Bambini was founded
1907 by Montessori herself in Rome. The diachraiifitision of schools at different levels is docurezh

in Salassa M., “Lo sviluppo delle scuole Montessddn esame comparativo”, in Centro Studi
MontessorianiAnnuario 2003 — Attualita di Maria Montessphlilano, Franco Angeli, 2004. According to
this source, 136 Montessori schools operate iry l&lall educational levels. Data on the univer§e o
Montessori Italian schools are to be updated, theércsources indicate they could be fewer now.
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Schools were chosen also and based on the actashlalty of the school head, a
condition that determined a convenience type ofpdemCareful attention should thus be
paid to results, which are not to be generalizedth® entire population without
replication.

The study questions were developed according talésegn and units of analysis. From
teachers | wanted to know their conception of lewo learn, whether or not they make
use of assessment tools on learning to learn canpet and what they think is the role
of assessment in general to promote or hinderilgguto learn. From children | wanted to
investigate their conception of learning to leamaddition | wanted to establish whether
there are significant differences in learning poveérchildren attending Montessori
versus éraditional classrooms. The study was baseti mixed method approach for data
analysis.

The tools used to answer study questions are asagd in the figure 3 above.

The following table represents the sample distidyudf student questionnaires collected
in the two schools/cities.

Tab. 1 -Distribution of cases per city and type of pedagogy

TYPE OF PEDAGOGY (Sl il
Rome Perugia
Montessori 21 88 109
Traditional 35 46 81
Total 56 134 190

The table below accounts for gender distributiothetwo schools per type of pedagogy.

® | have found a strong resistance among Montessdtools to allow researchers work within the
establishments. Such a resistance has also impthiedtudy design. The following motives have been
cited by head teachers to refuse to collaborageEtH_| questionnaire is “far from Montessori phibgay”;
the ELLI questionnaire has been deemed to be tfiwudi for the age of children to recruit for the
research; simple refusal to participate in the st@he newly established state-owned school in Rea®
willing to participate but did not yet have a fdugrade classroom.

® The focus of the study was not to test the ELLT-Xlinstrument, at its first Italian version admiméion.
However, Cronbach’s Alpha .80 score for the erdizale shows that the questionnaire is quite reiabl
measuring learning power. A consideration can hisaade concerning the validity of this tool: timikar
results obtained within the two schools tested waittin the sub-sets of sampled populations, cowdd b
cautiously interpreted as proof of the validityrdfLI-VITA. Measures of Cronbach’s Alpha on eachtloé
seven dimensions scales are also provided in theralix. Although these values are not very highmust

be remembered that in the parent British study kide&rick, R,, Broadfoot, P., Claxton, G., 2004),
Alpha’s are generically lower at lower pupils agas,our case could indicate. More evidence is rigede
however, to answer these technical questions oretearch tool.
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Tab. 2 -Distribution of cases per city, type of pedagogyg gender

City Gender Montessori  Traditional  Total
Rome Males 11 15 26

Females 10 19 29
Rome Total 21 34 55
Perugia Males 41 20 61

Females 47 26 73
Perugia Total 88 46 134
Grand total 109 80 189"

Main results

One of the major study questions aimed at undedsignchildren’s conception of
learning to learn. The qualitative analysis of ten-ended question asking them to
provide their own definition already offers someenesting results.

Out of a sample of 190 students, one only did espond, and 137 different answers
were collected, a positive aspect suggesting amldvere not copying ideas from one
another. Successive recoding of raw responsesoledassify definitions as wide or
narrow conceptions of learning to learn accordmgiounseft*.

The pie chart of Fig. 4 reports the results: appnaxely 80% of children of this age
either have a tautological conception of learningetarn expressed as “learning a lot”,
“learning deep”, “learning new things”, or give anclear answer or do not answer.

Fig. 4 -Conception of learning to learn in children of #veo schools-cases

For you, what does learning to learn mean?

19% 3% 1%

7%

OMarrow leaming to learn conception {fautology, learning deeper, learning, learning new things, learning from
models, etc.)

owide learning to learn conception (leaming for life, lifelong leaming perspective, autonomy, motivation, self
regulation, self-correction, sense of life, and the like)

B Unclear, naot perdinent

o Mumber of cagses: 190
W Missing answers

1 One student in Rome did not check his/her gender.

1 A wide learning to learn conception among childireriudes aspects such as metacognition, reflection
one’s learning, learning to learn for life and daniconcepts, whereas a narrow conception is dimskee
concept of learning, or to “learn more”, or othantblogical concepts. | have adapted the wide amcbw
definitions assuming chidren’s age would impactwhéth of their conceptions on learning to learor &
complete review of narrow vs wide learning to leaefinition, see Hounsell, D., “Learning to learn:
research and development in student learniHgiher Educatiorl979, vol. 8, no. 4 pp. 453-469.



The distribution of wide definitions in Montessand traditional classrooms is very
similar. This result seems coherent with Vygotskgevelopmental theory of thought: at
this stage, children seem driven by what Vygotskimed “thought by complexe'$” as
opposed to “thought by concepts”. This could expl@utologies and the syncretic,
narrow definitions gathered. Also in piagetian tgrrinese children are in their concrete
operations at this stage. Thus it is surprising tinare were children who attempted to go
beyond this, supplying wide definitions.

It seems interesting to report a translation of cbkected conceptions to illustrate the
richness in children’s production: generic defomig such as “learning things” or
“learning many things” (10 cases, 7 of which inditmnal classrooms) and tautologies
such as “learning something to learn” (male, 10y«@éd, from a traditional classroom in

Perugia) represent the narrow conception exprelsgetie vast majority of children of

this age. Other examples of narrow definitionssangerlatives such as “learning to learn
means to learn very much”, or tautologies as iarfieng is a very important and amusing
thing because you learn many things”, or additiperations such as “learning to learn
means learning always more things”, or “the more koow, the more you progress”, or
“being more intelligent”. Interesting to underlitigat even children consider learning a
sort of intelligence which is enhanced by learrtimd¢garn.

All narrow definitions have one thing in common:etHdifficulty children have in
distinguishing between learning and learning taled he major difficulty lies in the
double word “learning/learn” which is really diftit for some children to code into a
different meaning. It is as if the child at thiseagiere “mesmerized” by these similar
words and were not able to detach the signifidamin the meaning to designate
something different. Perhaps an example of Vygpsstiought by complexes.

On the other side, wide conceptions which comeectosa meta-cognitive awareness of
learning to learn are represented in definitionshsas “understanding, memorizing,
assimilating to learn things better” (male, 9 yeads in a Montessori classroom in

Rome), and “learning to study better” (male, 9 geald, in a traditional classroom in

Perugia), or “understanding the procedure, thertigcle to learn” (two males, 9 and 10
year-olds, in a Montessori classroom in Rome).

Other examples include definitions where the “nexgnitive” component seems to
prevail: “In a certain way, | wake my mind up agaimaking order to understand things
better” (9-year-old girl in a Montessori classroeamPerugia). The organizational and
social aspects of learning to learn emerge fromthamodefinition: “to better organize
your abilities and to share them” (9 1/2 year-dltlig a Montessori classroom, Perugia).

Other children concentrate on learning by themsglaatonomously, “without anybody
to explain”, but also learning “through experiericda one case there is an extremely
wide definition of learning to learn with all thesements together: “to learn by myself,
with no-one to help me, turning to a model or nefgy to my experience” (girl, 9 years-
old, traditional classroom, Perugia).

Another girl decodes learning to learn as a toaldofer sense to her own experience, as
she wants to “understand the mechanism of thingg/e@ar-old, Montessori classroom in
Rome).

12 According to some other translations, “complexkirg”.



Autonomy is associated with learning to learn fosmall group of 6 girls and 1 boy
which select this aspect as a basis for their defis.

A cross tabulation of gender with type of learnindearn conception was carried out on
the sample, netting unclear or missing responserder to better understand this
relationship. The results are represented in Fign® Tab. 3. Within the group of 36
children with a wide conception, 28 cases are femaind of these, two thirds
approximately are attending Montessori classrodiBo(t of 28). There is a clear gender
difference in the wide conceptions of learningetarh. Such difference, afterjd test, is
found to be statistically significant.

Figure 5 -Conception of learning to learn according to gender

definitions

Frequencies in learning to learn

Males Females

Gender

Ewide definition Enarrow definition Number of cases: 183

Tab. 3 -Cross-tabulation of learning to learn conceptiortiwtype of pedagogy and gender

Type of Learning to learn Total
pedagogy conception
narrow wide
Montessori  Gender Male 48 4 52
Female 39 18 57
Total 87 22 109
f‘l’raditional Gender Male 27 4 31
Female 33 10 43
Total 60 14 74
Grand total 147 36 183

13 Statistics are as followg2 (1, N= 183) = 9,67, p. 0,002 Cramér's Phi and ¥,23, p. 0,002 Kendall's
Tau = 0,23, p. 0,001.
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In the ELLI-Vita questionnaire, these children dot mpresent significant differences

versus the total sample. The majority of those \&ithide conception of learning to learn

come from Montessori classrooms, although it'sgbader the most robust independent
variable.

Another quantitative study question concerned pa@kedifferences in learning power
between “Montessori and Traditional” children. Distive statistics of learning power
seven dimensions are shown in Tab. 4.

Tab. 4 -Descriptives for the seven dimensions of learnimggy for the entire sample

Statistics
on the seven dimensions of learning Std.
power Minimum Maximum Mean Deviation
Growth orientation changing & learning 8,33 100,00 73,25 18,46
Critical curiosity 10,00 93,33 61,00 13,23
Meaning making 16,67 100,00 65,23 15,08
Creativity imagination 14,81 100,00 57,04 15,57
Fragility & dependence 6,06 78,79 36,43 14,65
Strategic awareness 5,56 88,89 45,67 15,92
Learning relationships 18,52 96,30 59,36 16,38
Valid cases: 190

The seven dimensions are all positive, exceptlitpagind dependence: the lower this
score, the higher is resilience in completing &.tas

Learning power dimensions scores have been cregsietype of school to give a
preliminary comparative result shown in Tab. 5 graphically evident in Fig. 6.

Tab. 5 -Mean scores on each ELLI dimension in Montessati Braditional classrooms

ELLI SEVEN DIMENSIONS Type of school Nbr Mean Std. Dev. Std. Error
Growth orientation changing & learning  Montessori 109 74,08 18,16 1,74
Traditonal 81 72,12 18,92 2,10
Critical curiosity Montessori 109 59,51 12,73 1,22
Traditional 81 63,00 13,69 1,52
Meaning making Montessori 109 65,75 14,45 1,38
Traditional 81 64,54 15,95 1,77
Creativity & imagination Montessori 109 57,49 13,85 1,33
Traditonal 81 56,42 17,70 1,97
Fragility & dependence Montessori 109 34,56 12,39 1,19
Traditional 81 38,95 16,99 1,89
Strategic awareness Montessori 109 43,63 15,75 1,51
Traditional 81 48,42 15,84 1,76
Learning relationships Montessori 109 60,58 16,28 1,56
Traditonal 81 57,70 16,47 1,83
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Interesting to notice that standard deviationdlidienensions are lower for the
Montessori group, and this could suggest this tfpgchool is producing more uniform
and perhaps more equitable outcomes.

Fig. 6 -Mean scores on each ELLI dimension in Montessati Braditional classrooms

Comparison of Montessori and traditional classrooms on the seven learning power dimensions
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changing & imagination dependance awareness relationships
learning

O Montessori @ Traditional

The comparison shows that the dimensions “Growtbntation”, “Meaning making”,
“Creativity” and “Learning relationships” obtaindtier results in Montessori classrooms,
while “ Critical curiosity” and Strategic awarenésshieve higher scores in traditional
ones.

The “Fragility” dimension receives much lower s@ramong Montessori children,
meaning they are more independent, resilient iir tiasks and also more related with
significant others than other children. The differe is found statistically significant after
an independent samples T-TésStudents attending traditional classrooms, in,tseem
to be statistically more aware in their learnindpeTi-test does not allow to affirm the
independence of the two distributions.

| carried out the same type of analysis also camsid the independent variable
“gender”. Results are reported in Tab. 6.

14 Statistics in appendix.
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Tab. 6 -Mean scores on each ELLI dimension according talgen

ELLI SEVEN DIMENSIONS Gender Nbr Mean Std. Dev. Std.
Error
Growth orientation changing & Males 87 71,65 18,127 1,9434
learning Females 102 74,67 18,796 1,8611
Critical curiosity Males 87 61,15 13,097 1,4041
Females 102 60,78 13,433 1,3301
Meaning making Males 87 63,28 15,188 1,6283
Females 102 66,83 14,925 1,4778
Creativity & imagination Males 87 55,13 15,789 1,6927
Females 102 58,61 15,35 1,5199
Fragility & dependance Males 87 33,68 13,89 11,4891
Females 102 38,8 15,004 1,4856
Strategic awareness Males 87 44,96 15,382 1,6491
Females 102 46,24 16,495 1,6332
Learning relationships Males 87 57,77 17,182 1,8421
Females 102 60,75 15,698 1,5544

This analysis results to be statistically significdor the dimension of “fragility”: it

seems girls are more fragile and dependent leathansboys

In order to complete the comparison, | have aldoutated scores per type of classroom
(Montessori versus Traditional) and representednsmen the radar charts of Fig. 7

below.

The similarity of the two profiles is graphicallyident, the only difference being the

lower fragility in Montessori children.

The same operation taking gender as independelaiblaryields similar results (Fig. 8).
What is actually different is the profile of difeamt individuals rather than mean profiles

of groups of children.

! Statistics in appendix.
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Figure 7 -Profile comparison between Traditional and Montesslassrooms on the
seven ELLI dimensions
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Figure 8 -Profile comparison between males and females osdlien ELLI dimensions
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Differences become more visible when a K-meanstedusnalysis is performed on the
seven dimensions of learning power to identify tgroups of different learners. The
result is pictured in Tab. 7. There seems to emardgstinction between two groups of
learners: one more efficient, scoring higher ins@’en dimensions; the other weaker,
receiving lower scores in all dimensions. The \@dathat best distinguishes the two
groups is growth orientation. The fragility andri@ag relationship scores are instead
quite similar in the two groups.

Tab. 7 -Final Cluster Centers

ELLI DIMENSIONS 1 Cluster 5

Growth orientation changing &

learning 81,9 °7.1
Critical curiosity 66,1 51,5
Meaning making 71,6 53,2
Creativity imagination 63,6 44.6
Fragility & dependence 37.9 33,7
Strategic awareness 524 33,1
Learning relationships 60,9 56,4

Since cases in this cluster analysis can be lalisiedpre-identified variable, | wanted to
know which type of students (Montessori or traditity belonged to the two groups and
the result is shown in Tab. 8.

Tab. 8 -Clusters composition

CLUSTER Type of school Nbr of cases
Cluster 1 Montessori 73
Traditional 51
Cluster 2 Montessori 36
Traditional 30
Total nbr of cases: 190

The first cluster is far more numerous, with 12desaout of 190. More Montessori pupils
belong to the efficient learner cluster, althoulgé humbers are small and they should be
interpreted with great caution.

Conclusions

Overall, the two groups of children seem to be lsimn their definitions about learning
to learn and in their learning power. The vast m@joonly has a narrow, sometimes
tautological conception of learning to learn. Hoeeva group of girls in Montessori
classrooms seem to conceive a much wider and katicliconcept than other groups.
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There seems to be a developmental origin of tipe@salso identified in studies carried
out in Great Britain (Deakin Crick, R., Broadfo#t, Claxton, G., 2004), but this study
has not been conducted to ascertain the develophteothesis.

Also when analyzed in terms of their learning pawdre two types of school

environment are presenting similar profiles exaapfragility, with Montessori students

being better equipped autonomous learners and agéin some differences in gender,
only in some of the ELLI dimensions (fragility irgicular).

The gender “bias” in fragility seems confirmed afsom studies carried out in Great
Britain, where the ELLI tool was produced (Deakinck, R., Broadfoot, P., Claxton, G.,

2004).

All in all, Montessori students seem less fragitel anore autonomous learners, while
traditional classroom pupils seem more aware bgb anore fragile than their
counterparts in their learning.

Montessorians are also more numerous when a cloktgood learners” is created. A
“school effect” was anticipated also in the Britistudy cited above, but more cases are
needed in my opinion to back this hypothesis withust evidence.

Based on these results, the initial hypothesis Mamtessori education better prepares
students to learn and become lifelong learners seaot clear. However, some
considerations should be made regarding thesetaspec

First, 1 did not have any means to establish howorikdssorian” the two schools in

questions are: in Italy, no particular standards falowed by Italian schools to be

certified as Montessori environments. It would eesting to analyze these two schools
also with a protocol to certify Montessori educatibefore saying these results on
learning power are definitive.

Secondly, 59% of children in traditional classrooafisthe Roman Montessori school
come from Casa dei bambini of the same establishnpenhaps these children could
have benefited by the Montessori “startup” theyogegl prior to primary schobl This
information could partially explain why scores argotraditional children are not
statistically different from Montessori’s.

This problem refers to the study design, and cd@daken in more account in future
studies to be implemented elsewhere.

More generally, the fact that there is no definieerpretation of ELLI data among
traditional and Montessori classrooms, could imglynore profound consideration: the
learning power of children could be an accidentaldpct of schools, regardless their
pedagogy, as schools could not be working actit@lyards the objective of educating
self-aware and autonomous lifelong learners. Ireowords, the scores | have collected
could be the initial basis of learning power ingbehildren, not an outcome measure of
school quality. If this is true, the individual fifences (also developmental) are what
matters most together with family background ofldriein influencing their leaning
power, to be balanced with adequate pedagogio/enéons.

! No data are available for the school in Perugia,ibseems reasonable to imagine a similar presich
background also in those children.
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More could be said also regarding the Italian celtproducing a nation of more
dependent learners, but this is something to berately measured in a wider study with
higher means than mine.

There still remains the fact that those childrethwa wider conception of learning to
learn and higher resilience and autonomy are corfrimg Montessori classrooms. A
discovery which could be further explored in futstadies either within or outside Italy,
and in comparison with other “alternative” schoofss OECD seems to suggest to
innovate education for the new millennidm.
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Appendix

Independent Samples Test

INDEPENDENT VARIABLE: TYPE OF SCHOOL

ELLI DIMENSIONS

Levene's Test T-test for Equality of Means
for Equality of
Variances

Sig. (2- Mean Std. Error
F Sig. T df tailed) Difference Difference

95% Confidence
Interval of the
Difference

Lower

Upper

Growth
orientation
changing &
learning

Equal
variances
assumed

Equal
variances not
assumed

273 | ,602 124 188 470 1,9632 2,71164

,720 168,512 473 1,9632 2,72820

-3,38592

-3,42263

7,31237

7,34909

Critical curiosity

Equal
variances
assumed
Equal
variances not
assumed

1,621 | ,204 | -1,811 188 ,072 -3,4934 1,92874

-1,792 165,311 ,075 -3,4934 1,94953

-7,29816

-7,34259

31134

,35577

Meaning making

Equal
variances
assumed
Equal
variances not
assumed

2,192 | ,140 ,545 188 ,586 1,2088 2,21617

,538 162,604 ,592 1,2088 2,24858

-3,16298

-3,23140

5,58052

5,64894

Creativity &
imagination

Equal
variances
assumed
Equal
variances not
assumed

5,217 | ,023 467 188 ,641 1,0680 2,28931

,450 146,892 ,653 1,0680 2,37224

-3,44800

-3,62010

5,58406

5,75615

Fragility &
dependance

Equal
variances
assumed
Equal
variances not
assumed

10,727 | ,001 | -2,059 188 ,041 -4,3884 2,13105

-1,968 139,515 ,051 -4,3884 2,23005

-8,59227

-8,79748

-,18459

,02062

Strategic
awareness

Equal
variances
assumed
Equal
variances not
assumed

,068 | ,795 | -2,070 188 ,040 -4,7935 2,31592

-2,068 171,944 ,040 -4,7935 2,31798

-9,36207

-9,36890

-,22503

-,21819

Learning
relationships

Equal
variances
assumed
Equal
variances not
assumed

5,046 | ,026 | -2,284 188 ,024 -4,3741 1,91526

-2,219 152,197 ,028 -4,3741 1,97075

-8,15222

-8,26761

-,59589

-,48050
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Independent Samples Test INDEPENDENT VARIABLE: GENDER

Levene's Test for t-test for Equality of Means
Equality of
Variances
ELLI DIMENSIONS
95% Confidence
Sig. (2- Mean Std. Error Interval of the
F Sig. t df tailed) Difference |Difference Difference
Lower Upper
Growth orientation Equal variances
changing & learning assumed
0,7494 | 0,388 | -1,121 187 0,2636 -3,026 2,6986 -8,349 2,298
Equal variances
not assumed -1,124 | 184,17 | 0,2623 |  -3,026 2,6908 | -8,335 | 22831
Critical curiosity Equal variances
assumed
0,1172 | 0,733 | 0,1884 187 0,8508 0,3651 1,938 -3,458 4,1883
Equal variances
hot assumed 0,1888 | 183,66 | 0,8505 | 0,3651 1,9341 | -3451 | 41811
Meaning making Equal variances
assumed
0,0006 0,98 -1,616 187 0,1078 -3,548 2,1958 -7,88 0,7839
Equal variances
hot assumed -1,613 | 181,29 | 0,1084 | -3,548 2,1989 | -7,886 | 0,7909
Creativity & imagination [Equal variances
assumed
0,0057 0,94 -1,531 187 0,1274 -3,476 2,2698 -7,954 1,0019
Equal variances
not assumed -1,528 | 180,61 | 0,1283 | -3,476 2,2749 | -7,965 | 1,013
Fragility & dependance  [Equal variances
assumed
1,7679 | 0,185 | -2,418 187 0,0166 -5,118 2,1164 -9,293 -0,943
Equal variances
not assumed -2,433 | 18573 | 0,0159 | -5,118 2,1035 | 9,268 | -0,968
Strategic awareness Equal variances
assumed
0,3011 | 0,584 | -0,551 187 0,5821 -1,287 2,3339 -5,891 3,3177
Equal variances
not assumed -0,554 | 18549 | 0,58 -1,287 2,321 | 5865 | 3,2924
Learning relationships Equal variances
assumed 33821 | 0,067 | -1,245 | 187 | 002148 | -2,979 2,393 77 | 17421
Equal variances
hot assumed -1,236 | 176,06 | 0,2182 2,979 2,4103 | -7,736 | 1,7781

ELLI SEVEN DIMENSIONS Cronbach's Alpha Coefficient
Changing & learning .64
Critical Curiosity .53
Meaning making .45
Creativity .6
Strategic awareness 41
Learning relationships .6
Fragility and dependence .64
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2.2 From Absorbent Mind to Metacognition.
Montessori classroom as a context of child’s
cognitive development

by Dorota Zdybel (University of Maria Curie-Sklodowska in Lublin, Rold)

It matters much more to have a prepared mind
than to have a good teacher”
(Montessori 1992, s. 167)

Introduction 1!

Pedagogy of Maria Montessori, although developedentban a century ago, stays
amazingly inspiring and valid not just in some a&$pebut as a whole educational system.
Indeed, some contemporary readings and interppatatf Dr Montessori’'s books and
lectures seem to discover new “hidden” aspects @f thinking that have been
underestimated, not widely discussed or not apategienough. Nowadays, these aspects
are becoming the source of interest for new gelo@stof scientists, researchers and
educators. Especially important stream of thatr@steare the attempts to deconstruct and
reinterpret some important Montessori’s conceptseligrring and connecting them to the
recent research in developmental psychology. Alghothe “radical Montessorians”
guarding the purity of the concept might see sofitheattempts as somehow seditious, |
believe that they bring a significant cognitiveul they make us aware how many of Dr
Montessori premises have been confirmed, substedtiand/or explained in depth by
contemporary psychology and neuropsychology. Ontaase is an Absorbent Mind, the
idea which underlies the construction of many dewelental materials and didactic
principles of Montessori's pedagogy. This articiens to present deep and complex
connections between the idea of Absorbent Mind theddevelopment of child’s meta-
cognitive awareness, widely recognized as thetgbith think about your own thinking”.
Although we are not going to find the notion of ‘t@&ognition” in the works of Maria
Montessori, the idea itself seems to be intuitivedhse to her, immanently present in the
construction and atmosphere of a prepared envirohmeone designed to facilitate
independent construction of a child's own mentatdse and skills, by answering to his
natural developmental instincts.

The article consists of three parts. First paré ishort recollection of Dr Montessori's
premises considering the structure and developofdniman mind, as well as the mutual
relations between Absorbent Mind, mindreading @ibdi and the process of becoming
conscious observer of one’s own mental activiticdde part of the article describes the
results of the author’s research on children’sitghid understand and explain their own
minds. The pilot study was designed to compare riteta-cognitive knowledge of
children educated in different pedagogical systeMentessori school and traditional
public school in Lublin. Comparative analysis ofildten’s interviews and drawings
enabled to discover some characteristic regularérel differences between these groups.
The last section of the paper includes the intéation and discussion, as well as the

! Some parts of this article were presented at tidecence “Maria Montessori pedagogy in Poland anthé world”
in Krakow, September 2008. All correspondence shbelmailed to: dzdybel@gmail.com
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attempt to identify those elements of school emment that seem to be directly
responsible for supporting the development of chiits ability to observe and
understand their own mind activity.

Montessori’s concept of mind and cognition

The central element of the Maria Montessori’'s tlgeof human development is the
conviction that the structure and functioning olitde child's mind differ significantly
from those of an adult. A child’s mind cannot beated as a simple miniature of an
adult’s one, child is not born with “little” knowtige about the world, “little” memory or
“weak” will. All these mental forces has to be bwk rather created in child from the
very beginning (Montessori 1992). This amazing psscof constructing himself and his
own mental forces is not the result of consciougntion however, like the mature
learning of adults. In Montessori own words: ,Weulisl know what we want. If we
desire to learn something, we set ourselves ta l@aconsciously. But the sense of
willing does not exist in the child: both knowledged will have to be created. If we call
our adult mentality conscious, then we must ca# thild’'s unconscious, but the
unconscious kind is not necessarily inferior. Ancamscious mind can be most
intelligent” (1992, s. 22). This type of intelliges can be found everywhere in nature — it
steers the actions of all species, allowing thersuxvive — this type of intelligence is
maybe unconscious, but sensible and reasonablg.eXtriaordinary, inborn strength of a
child’s psyche given by the nature to direct thecess of learning, while other skills are
not available yet, was called by M. MontessoriAbsorbent Mind1992, s. 24). It was
defined as an intense and specialised sensitivevigist drives the child to incorporate
all the impressions and experiences coming fromshigoundings. Its extraordinary
power enables us to remember everything that weecaanoss in life, although not
everything is available for rational reflection.aftks to that “unconscious intelligence” a
child absorbs and assimilates the impressions frasurrounding world, without much
effort, or even without the knowledge and will adinlg that. The sensations are then
registered in the psyche, transforming the mind &wthing its basic dispositions:
thinking, memory, attention and will. Adults, asposed to children, are merely the
recipients: ,impressions pour into us and we stbem in our minds, but we ourselves
remain apart from them, just as a vase keeps dedapan the water it contains. Instead,
the child undergoes a transformation. Impressiamsiat merely enter his mind, they
form it” (Montessori 1992, s. 24).

The work ofAbsorbent Mindvas somehow metaphorically compared by M. Montésso
to a photographic plate, which immediately and rti#ssly records in details everything
that comes into the range of the lens. “Like a pgaph is taken in darkness; and then —
still in darkness — undergoes a process of devetopnThen, still in darkness, it is fixed.
Finally, it is brought up to the light, where itmains fixed and unalterable. So too with
the absorbent mind; it begins deep down in the rdesk of the subconscious; it is
developed and ‘fixed’ there; and finally emerge® inonsciousness, where it remains a
fixed and permanent possession” (Standing 196218:111). This natural process of
growing and maturing cannot be accelerated in atificaal way. As turning on a light
too soon can lead to overexposure of the photograplate, too early or overly
aggressive attempts to “enlighten” a small mind @aly harm it.

Human mind structure, according to Montessori,ivgdeéd into three parts (see: Chattin-
McNichols 1992, s. 40-41). The largest and the nrogortant part is the unconscious
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level, the location of such inborn instincts, maeme horme or sensitive periods. The
next part is the subconscious level, which is tloeage for memory traces of all sensory
experiences (engrams). These traces, althoughlways directly available for human
memory, are constantly active, being processedoagahised, allowing for the creation
of new ideas. Its existence is proved for exampl¢hle instances of resolving problems
during sleep, when the conscious part of our mentbif”. The conviction of the role of
the unconscious mind in learning underlay the fasniolea of “indirect preparation” in
Montessori pedagogy. Montessori believed that waykvith sensorial materials is more
beneficial for a child than doing tests. Manipuigtiwith the material a child collects
sensations, which are stored in its memory ungl binain is ready to master the new
function and transfer it to the conscious levelisTidea of unconscious absorption has
been immanently included in the structure of maayetbpmental materials (Montessori
1972, s. 99-106).

The smallest part of our mind is the conscious ttndevelops only around the third year
of life and gradually takes over the responsibifity the learning processes. But, as
Montessori says, there is a high price to be pad this great developmental

achievement, acquiring the ability to plan and rtmmone’s own mental activity means
that since now on “every fresh piece of knowledgste us effort and hard work”

(Montessori 1992, s. 24) conscious learning resembles tiresome, manuabpxgpn of

a drawing rather than taking a photograph (seeidiig 1962, s. 110).

Thus, a child’s psychological development goes fthm phase of unconscious creation
and construction of his own “mental muscles” (Mesti 1992, s. 24) to conscious
exercising of those muscles to achieve the levepafection and precision. In this

meaning, the awareness of oneself and one’s meafabilities is the great aim of

child’s development, and the road to achieve ithatsame time. It is then worth posing
the question — what are the metacognitive consegsenf Montessori education in

practice? Are Montessori children aware of theinanind? How do they understand and
explain the functioning of their minds in the presef learning? Do students educated in
various educational systems differ from one anothethis regard? To answer such
questions the pilot study was designed.

Materials and method
Subjects

The research was conducted in public primary schodlublin. The school consist of
two parts: the older, traditional part working ¢ tbasis of national curriculum provided
by Polish Ministry of Education; and the Montesspairt, established in 1992 with a
significant help of Hogeschool Gelderland in Arnhéfhe basic equipment for all three
levels of school were founded by EU, as well asyears training for selected group of
teachers. Those two branches of the school aratsitun separate parts of the building,
but they share playing ground and administrativeé pimanagement. The recruitment
for Montessori classes is based on parent’s chanckis free of charge, like the whole
public system of education in Poland.

The group of 120 children was recruited: 60 from nssori classes and 60 from
traditional one. The attempt was made to keep tinepared groups balanced in terms of
such independent variables as: the age and seaxildfan, their family situation (socio-
cultural status) and the previous preschool expeeieEach of the compared groups was
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in half composed of 7-year olds and 8-year oldgh&nMontessori divisions there were
more boys (51.7% compared to 45% in the traditi@hadses). All participants attended
preschool, although in a different scope. The lengt the preschool education of
Montessori children was noticeably greater, pogsilie to the recruitment system — for
the second level of Montessori school priority iseg to those children who have
completed Montessori kindergarten and already ktit&/ method. Detailed information
about previous kindergarten experience of all chiddparticipating in the study are
presented below.

Table 1 -Preschool experience of children in compared groups

The lenght of preschool experience
Group 1 year 2 years 3 years 4 years
% % % %
Montessori 0,0 11,7 25,0 63,3
Traditional 31,7 25,0 10,0 33,3
Procedure®

A projective drawing followed by an interview hasem used as a main method of
collecting data. Children were asked to draw tb&mn mind and explain how is it built,
and how it works when they learn something neweal advith a very difficult problem.
The explanations were recorded, and then the trigtisos were analysed in terms of
their content.

The choice of method was based on widely recogrisstthction between objective and
subjective part of human knowledge. In objectivents knowledge is a common value,
the result of historical and cultural achievemeonitsocieties, objectified and ordered,
stored in the content of textbooks, and transmiftech generation to generation. At the
subjective level, on the other hand, knowledgeth® ‘content of the mind of a specific
individual” (Szewczuk 1985, p. 343), dynamic andamfjiing, constructed and
reconstructed in the course of everyday personamences, negotiated and renegotiated
during interactions with other participants of sdcsituations (Klus-Steska 2002, p.
104). The first form of knowledge, due to its saurand criteria of verification,
corresponds to the so-called scientific knowleddes second one is sometimes called in
psychology “naive” knowledge (“primitive” or “priv@”). The study presented here,
while trying to reach what 7-8 years olds know ahibeir own mind’s structure, is the
attempt to reach the “naive” level of their knowded the one which is difficult to
measure and describe, and sometimes even impossibéegrasped by its “owner” (as it
is hidden, e.g. in activity procedures). Obvioustynall children do not have any
scientific psychological knowledge about mentalustures, but they are “naive
psychologists”, being naturally driven to understavhat is going on in human mind.
This area of child's experience could be calleditian or premonition, going beyond the

% The research presented here should be treatedtafitly or an inspiration for further, more elated and specified
effort. One reason is the fact that all the chitdrecruited to the study came from only one Morggsschool in
Lublin. Another reason is that not all parents adrto reveal the information about their educatiod profession. As
a result, the compared groups of children weresnaglly balanced in terms of their families’ socigtural status. The
empirical data presented here were collected byaADgbek for MA thesis (2008).
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child’s capability to express himself in words, &sag verbal description. Two main
obstacles exist for constructing mental represemtaif human mind activity: one is the
lack of professional, psychological vocabulary, seeond one is a difficulty to get a
direct insight into one’s own mental activity. Hrely happens that a human being, no
matter a child or an adult, is able to think andeyle one’s own process of thinking,
simultaneously. At least first of those obstacleeutd be avoided by using a method
presented here. A drawing fulfilled a special rolethe research: first of all, it was
supposed to encourage the child to reflect on dingest; secondly, its task was to enable
the child to express nonverbally what would beiclitt to verbalise. This kind of
“intersemiotic transcription”, offering means omsbols much closer to child’s nature
than words (such as colours, shapes, gesturessetdten used with small children as an
effective way of psychological research.

The content analysis of children’s statements teduh the selection of 7 basic types of
human minds’ functions that, according to partiofgacan be fulfilled in the process of
learning. These are:

e sensory perception - collecting data from the extkeenvironment through senses;

* memory - remembering information, storing it in @gically ordered way and
reproducing when needed;

e processing information - analysing, establishingy@de and complex relations
between them, drawing conclusions, inferring, vaihgaideas, solving problems,
setting hypothesis etc;

» creating new ideas and inventions;

* managing actions - making decisions, planning,ctimg the movements of the body,
etc. (human mind as a command centre);

» experiencing feelings and emotions;

* managing the sphere of morality — setting socialgyples, distinguishing between
good and bad, specifying and referring to moraigaads, evaluating behaviour, etc.

Chart 1 presents the results of content analysthitdren’s explanations recorded during
interview.
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Chart 1 Functions of mind named by children during intewie
(numbers exceed 100% because a child could lisrakgifferent functions of human
mind)
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It is easy to notice that more than 80% of childnerboth groups intuitively perceive
human mind as a center of processing data. Buhatsame time several striking
differences between the compared groups can befétour important dimensions of the
human mind occurred significantly more often in NEssorians’ statements. These are:

creative capabilities of one’s own mind — mentiobgdnore than 36% of Montessori
pupils, as compared to only 18% of pupils from itiadal classes, e.gmind is like

a bus stop for a good idea”, “mind is a device foventing new things, discovering
new ideas”, “mind id producing words and thoughtse word is leaving the mind, it
goes to your mouth and you are speaking”

the role of mind in managing and directing humatioas, that is, planning, and
making decisions, e.g. “our mind tells us what &3, dmind is giving orders like a
president”, “mind is something to steer your bodgwement, your whole knowledge
Is contained there”

the role of sensory perception — almost a ¥ of Mesdri pupils believe that their
mind cannot function without the senses (as contbrel3% in traditional classes),
e.g.“mind is connected with eyes, you can see somethiggur mind and remember
that in your thoughts

emotional experiences — 1/10 of the Montessorilpupik functioning of the mind
with feelings, e.g"some minds are jolly, others are sad”.

On the other hand, children educated in a traditisgstem indicated more often the role
of the mind in the processes of remembering infolonaand referring to moral standards
(their specification and observance), €mind is a thing where different memoirs are
stored”, “without our mind we would be very bad ateres”.
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To illustrate the procedure of collecting data, fémawings’ examples will be presented
below, together with large fragments of interviewsh children. First example is the
drawing of 7 years old boy attending Montessorosth

When explaining his drawing the boy says:

“Mind is an organ which thinks. Without eyes it webbe difficult to think, because one
looks at something and then can imagine that. Mizad also invent different things. For
the mind to think one has to have hands, becausetouch something and your body
remembers that this, for example is cold. One dao Beminisce — mind is such a drawer
for different events, because we can remember themCountless possibilities of ideas,
for example night dreams are thoughts mixed togetitd truth, because there is a seed
of truth in every dream... This little man here ghiing for ideas, the ideas are flying
through that pipe and then the sieve is separagogd ideas from bad ones, and the
serrated circle is shaking the sieve off. When baly ideas are left, they are going to the
liquid and are exploding there. Good ideas arenifyto the brain.(...) Mind thinks: here
we have facts, for example when your parent talls ‘this is a cattle’, you will know
when doing a crossword what is a cattle. With regddve think a bit differently — we put
all the facts together and then we add our own sdeaMind is constantly trying to
change something within his imagination, it wardasldok at the world in a different
way...”
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Example 1 Seven years old boy from Montessori school
(joined Montessori school at 4, middle class fajnily

Sieve which catches and selects the ideas.
A

. Detonators used to destroy ,bad” idea;
¢ in an exploding liqui A

Little worker ,fishing” for ideas
A

»

The river of thoughts

v
Some good ideas are going back to the river ofghtsu
Is that the first ,naive” grasp of the idea of unsociousness?

Is it not a wonderful drawing?! Though it was ceghby a little, “naive” psychologist, it
could be used in any serious, professional acad&éRribook of cognitive psychology.
This drawing includes everything what is necessagsychological model of processing
data — this mind is able to collect the data fromi®nment, store them in memory, give
them a proper order by putting each piece to daqudat “drawer”. This mind is able to
create new ideas and even improve itselfl A clask lat the picture presented above,
would raise however some additional important qaast Why ‘bad ideas are
exploding? The boy does not explain that in details — ppshlaecause usually bad ideas
cross our mind suddenly, unexpectedly, as a kinstroihg impulse compelling us to do
something wrong or stupid? Or maybe simply becadieg need to be destroyed? Why
not all the good ideas are caught by the sieve?eSoihthem are going through the
sieve’s holes and are driven back to the “rivethofughts”. Why? Again, the author does
not explain that, but we can try to guess. Maybeabse they are not fully shaped, not
crystallized enough to reveal themselves, too weakeach the awareness, or maybe
because they are just not needed at the momerg’hdtrd to resist the impression that
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this part of the drawing reveals small boy’s inti@trecognition of unconscious part of
human mind.

To compare another drawing is presented below thegevith the description provided
by 7 years old boy from traditional school (the s similar preschool experience and
family status).

Example 2 Seven years old boy from traditional public school
(2 years of traditional preschool experience, middiass family)

. The engine and battery putting the wha
Chest (box) of mind | system into action

Vacuum cleaner sucking up data from external enwrent vy
Pipes directing data and thoughts to the propeaepla

To describe his drawing the boy explaingdind is something... hmm...we can find out
from him where something is, to be able to anstweiguestion correctly later... Here we
have the chest of mind and pipes — here the idgaiigy through, and then it is taken to
the vacuum cleaner and then to this chest.... Wheargveeading our mind is working
and the letters are showing up inside it. Whenueha very difficult task, | can sit for a
while | think...”. As we can see, the mind structure presented atideing is quite
complicated. It consists of at least four elemebtsthe vacuum cleaner” responsible for
collecting, or rather sucking up data from extemuatld; 2/ the engine setting the whole
system into action; 3/ pipes and wires transpotttimgdata and 4/ the chest of mind, quite
mysterious because we don’t know anything neitlb@utithe structure of it, nor about
the way of producing ideas. The whole system resesnkhe classical model of
processing data. Unfortunately the boy is not dblexpress himself and provide the
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thorough description, we are guessing more from dicture than we hear from the
author. The lack of words and poor syntactic stmgs are clear evidences of restricted
language code, being at the same time a huge tbstacexpressing oneself and
explaining the meanings represented in the picture.

Next example is again Montessori child, 8 years giltl attending Montessori system
since being 4.

Example 3 Eight years old girl form Montessori school
(attending Montessori preschool since being 4 yrmiddle class family)

LTelebim” — part presenting pictures (imagination?)
----------- +~Wordbim” — part showing words

=

,Good thoughts gontainer” with 5ood, better ‘

and the best part

v
.Bad thoughts container” v
»scaring thoughts” part

The explanation provided by the gitMind is something... it is where the thoughts are
collected, from there we can take new ideas, newghts that we want to say. This is a
kind of device in our head which is thinking... (.hgfe is such a “telebim” there, which
is showing thoughts and pictures. Good thoughts goeng to a ‘good thoughts
container’, bad ideas are collected in ‘bad thowglbntainer’... When | am jolly, bad
thoughts are not working. Without our mind we cédrfoaction”.

Again, we can observe a very characteristic phenomethis drawing includes much
richer meanings and intentions, than the verballagxgtion provided by the child.
According to the girl, mind is a breeding ground §ood and bad thoughts, the structure
responsible not only for collecting information,tkalso for analyzing them, that is for
selecting and evaluating thoroughly each piecafoirmation to store it in a proper place.
At least 6 different element are composing the nstrdcture presented at the picture
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(some of them being creatively named by the litighor): 1/ “telebim”, which is a
special screen for showing pictures (this part mddes imagination); 2/ then we have
“wordbim” which is a special screen showing wordsl &entences; 3/ “good thoughts
container”, similar in shape to human heart andgmeed in nice, bright colours. What is
interesting, is the fact that this container wadiahally divided into good, better and
the best part. By analogy there is also “bad thtsigbntainer” (4), again divided into
three parts: “bad”, “extremely bad” and “scaringughts”. Careful observer should also
notice that this container is rough in terms ofhpatark and unpleasant colours but also
prickly surface, as if it was covered with a barléde! The last element of this mind-
system - pipes or roads (5) to containers seerafkect the character of data transported
via them: the road to “good thoughts containerénsooth and easy, the one guiding to
“bad thoughts container” is barbed, ugly and pdinfu

Discussion and conclusions

One striking observation is that the studied groofshildren differ not in the level of
drawings complexity reflecting the intricacy of kelien’s mental representations, but in
the ability to describe the drawn mechanism witlrdgo(that is, the ability to verbalise
their knowledge about the mind, which is the coife neetacognitive awareness).
Montessori children’s knowledge about their own dnseems to be transformed faster
and easier from the intuitive to the consciousllévem the operational (or contextual) to
the declarative form. It is worth considering thewhat characteristics of prepared
environment do stimulate that area of a child’snitage abilities? Which elements of
Montessori pedagogy promote the development of ecogtative awareness in a
particularly important way?

The developmental significance seems to be at&tbtd three basic elements:

e Activity routines — understood as a certain order or sequence of lbg&tauctured
activities, which are based on simple, but effecttegnitive strategies. Some of these
sequences underlie the construction of developrhengéderials, others appear as
patterns of behaviour presented by the teacher, thed imitated, repeated and
consequently mastered by children. One of sucloradequences is the process of
task performance, leading from the independentipeoon of a goal, through the
planning of subsequent activities, to the respalitsibfor completing the task.
Therefore, the process of development leads fromheljperception of sequences of
elements in the material, through 2/ exercisinthefsequences of physical actions, to
3/ the grasping of the sequence of cognitive, medavities, performed habitually
without additional support in materials. The uneoss repetition is only the
departure point for that journey, the arrival pobding the achievement of good,
conscious habits of mental work, which could be leygd in any out-of-school
activities. Montessori teachers serves as a mddhbse habits.

* The second important element of prepared envirohmsehne discipline of cognitive
activity — which is the consequence of achieving a high @otnation on the task. For
Dr Montessori “the internal discipline means alke discipline of mind” (see: Stoll
Lillard 2007, s. 309). To achieve that internakgine a child needs to acquire some
basic level of self-awareness — the awarenesssaban knowledge and capabilities.
If a “little explorer” from the second level is teecome a “young scientist” in the
future he needs to recognise and understand ngtloalexternal world of fauna and
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flora, but also the rules of his own internal, nantorld. The discipline of cognitive
actions is promoted especially by the order anacgire of prepared environment, to
be exact — by a particular combination of freedartha macro level and precision of
activity at the micro level — the combination whishunique for Montessori method
(Stoll Lillard 2007, s.324). At the macro levelaths, the general daily schedule, the
Montessori school is full of freedom of choice: rthés no detailed lesson plan, no
compulsion to do as the teacher says at a givenenbmll this may seem even
chaotic for an inexperienced guest. However, at rthiero level the Montessori
prepared environment is precisely structured: théenals are selected to support the
transition from the concrete level of to the abdtrahe programme hidden in the
materials is consistent, consequent and structuhede are detailed rules of using
every material — work procedures, which supportdéxeelopment of certain neuronal
networks in the brain, preparing the child’s cowyeitskills to be used in other
situations. It is this cognitive discipline and erc¢tontained in the micro-routines that
gives a numerously repeated pattern of a full woykle a chance to be quickly
internalised.

« The third factor, essential for metacognitive depehent of any individual is
opportunity to verbalise one’s own knowledge -hRaturally and frequently occurring
in mixed-age groups, where an older and more caenpétiend can explain the task
to a younger child, and be his tutor. The abild@ygtve a proper verbal instruction or
explanation to others requires from the child ndiydo become aware of one’s own
knowledge, but also to realize and monitor the dliom of cognitive activities,
necessary to perform a particular task. In thig evahild goes from 1/ expressing his
knowledge in words (What do | know? What do | nobw about the task?), 2/
through the verbalisation of instruction (What ne&albe done in the task and how?),
to 3/ the naming of cognitive actions performed dhdrawing conclusions (Why it
has to be done this particular way? What shoulthbeconclusion?). The child thus
learns not only the responsibility for himself afiod the results of his own learning.
He also has a chance to experience the opportandyconsequences of undertaking
the responsibility for others. Helping others irrfpeming their mental tasks serves
here as a train to developmental journey.

 The key moment in such tutoring activity, from nuetgnitive point of view, is a
misunderstanding — the situation when the instoactvas not understood correctly
and the task needs to be explained again. Nowydhag tutor has to find another
words to express the same meaning. Struggle withh guwoblem is not simply
linguistic task, it rather deep, mental work ofaestructing one’s own knowledge,
reorganising the material or situation presentead Aometimes this work has to be
done over and over again, until the young colleagilesay: “Ok, now | get it!”
Experiencing situations like that would finally vdsin becoming aware of one’s own
thinking. The atmosphere of social interactions emoperation in mixed-age groups,
so typical for Montessori classrooms is naturaliporting this kind of awareness
and precision of child’s mental activity.

To summarise, Montessori method is not only théesyatic anthropological concept of a
human being, not only a consistent theory of hupgythological development, but also
a unique “mental culture” of a classroom. The aafréhat culture is created on one hand
by principles and values guiding the child’s wodad on the other hand by teachers’
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beliefs and convictions about the child’s mind, exsplly those hidden convictions,
sometimes not fully conscious, but celebrated iargday actions and rituals. The child,
immersed in so carefully designed and orderedtyearows into the mental culture of
prepared environment, gradually constructs his omantal abilities, by imitating and
reproducing the cognitive strategies offered bytkecher. In such terms, some of the
contemporary psychologists propose to considerntie¢acognitive development of a
child not as an individual achievement, but rath®a process of gradual entering into a
“‘community of minds” in which people exchange ideasl memories, formulate plans
and construct common meanings (Astington 2006, 82).1 Indeed, in such terms
Montessori classroom seems to offer a perfect @llhackground.
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3. Some additional news

3.1. New Italian Edition of Maria Montessori's “From
Childhood to Adolescence”.

A new edition of Maria Montessori’'s book “From affiood to adolescence” has been
published in Italy by FrancoAngeli. The publicatiavas edited by the Centre for
Montessori Studies with an introduction and notg<lara Tornar and translation from
the French by Monica Salassa.

3.2. Rome Seminar “From Childhood to Adolescence th the
Pedagogy of Maria Montessori”

The Centre for Montessori studies is going to oimmon next November 37a
Montessori Seminar which will be hold at the MaiallHRectorate, University of Roma
Tre. The Seminar will focus on the topicality of MaMontessori’s thinking about the
pre-adolescence and adolescence psychologicalduwht@nal problems. The Seminar
program will be available visiting the Centre foroMessori Studies website at
<http://www.montessori.uniroma3.it>.

NOTE:

This NEWSLETTER was composed by Prof. Clara Tornar
(University of Roma Tre) and Monica Salassa, aastsbf the
Centre for Montessori Studies (University of Roma)T
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