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Early results from a Montessori nursery program

1n1tiated by Toronto, Canada, in 1971, to help 1nner-cit,y children
prepare for formal education indicate that the mothers’of the 15

three- and fourlyear—old thildren were pleased with the program. .

specifically, they felt that the children had increased 'their veérbal.
skills, preparedness for junjor kindergarten, and social maturity. °
However, not all mothers were $leased with the increased independence
shown by some .of the childrenJa’ study of the children's "~
characteristics_ suggested that caution should be exerted in
extrapolating the findings from other 'so—called disadvantaged |,
.children to immer-city children in one's own cl.ty. Other data are
useful bu’z the necds of -a particular population myst carefully
observ when isoiating deficiencies or ident’ity needs, wholesale
generalizatxons £ron superficial measures should not be made. Precise
and-expiicit defiiri‘ions should be made ‘for such texms’as def{ic:tent
in language, mtellectuak motivation, .or conceptual abjlity. ~
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~ .. N ) \b . -
. . , ' t
. . . ,~ ’
<
.
N

>

*




»
4
-
[
3
3
t

> e e RSN P o B ARy R V¥ _;z'.z','/yl‘\'4';("{«..:;"_!—‘.'.'_‘Vv-£'?
, : - s Y AL
. R .
" . . A "y
. Y : e
‘ | Y s _ ) P
. J ¢ fF ol

\ ! - PERSON OR ORGANIZATION ORISiNATING IT. POINTS ‘OF VIEW OR DPINIONS :
o -1, STATED DO NOT NECESSARILY REPRESENT OFFICIAL OFFICE ‘OF EDUCATION : .

POSIMON OR PCLICY.

ED.066219

-

, V' [T U S. DEPARTMENT OF HEATH, EDUCATION & WELFARE - s

, s """ OFFICE OF EDUCATION R
| ' R ~ : oo Lt el
o ERE i, THIS DOCUMENT HAS BEEN RERRODUCED EXACTLY AS RECENED FROM THE I S

B . . .

L .3+ ) PRESCHOOL EDUCATTON
< 6 B SR PMER-CITY‘,CHILDREM )
! Cf) L LIMINARY RESULTS OF AN, ’ \
4\ LA ’-5\) EXPEI{IIMENTAL MONTESSORI PROGRAMME B
. | 2 " Carol Reich:
| ‘. | ] . ;\ ] -1 @ 3 . . ' . ~
- e ' - ’
] / . B} - . s ‘ . a ok ’ -‘ ' o
: A A o ‘ *
' ' RV ooy | /- '
. , . & * s \.\ * l?l":,, -~
! *, 7 . \:;i ' //
B ' ) A v N ) .
. - ' “a A
.‘ x , ~— S
| . N . . D . )
. —~— ) + . ) Ny
. v C '
' . K : . ' ' . ‘ .
o P S .- issied by the .
e w”f W\""’*M\ | - " Research Department
. ] . g . : o %%’"’%;,, o ’ - - '
. N",.""r-» . '
' ¥,
A (
S Q \ '
A U o ) -

-HE BOARD OF EDUCATION

V. - -

hd P~ X




S

-

e e o e T T

. 'I'he study of any programme makes d

Adminirtrators must help the researchers

A NOTE\OR APPRECTATION - . g |

- )
' L

th practical problems of

planning and scheduling; teachers must guffer interruptlons of their

classes and the annoyance of someone else poking theip“nose in the’

door. This research effort was (noteworthy, not only for the 'coopex(gtion

ve received from everyone involved, but also for the enthusiasm with,

vhich it was given.”™

¥ Mr. Carl Head, principal at Sackville Public School,

2

de serves

speclal mention for his initiation of the study and his encouragement

éry point.aloag the way., The staff of’ Ij.orth York Iv'ontessori did .

everythinglthey could

Academic

pervisor f

o facilitate our efforts. Mrs. Barbara Ze1bots,\

Worth York Montessori, Aljce-and Lee Whitney, of

thJe-'Board of Directors, and Mrs. Molly Weaver, a Montessori parent,

discussed the progra.mme with us

planning.

Particular thanks go to Mrs. -Pauline Weaver -and ‘Miss Barbara

ét the very beginning .and helped in the

, Rodrigoe, Montessori teachers, vwho welcomed us into their.classrooms to

gbserve the children.and discuss ideas.

Miss Kathryn'Bolton, first grade

teacher at Sackville Pi}blic’School, allowed us to do some testing in her

class.

’ -

Al

The resea.rch vas a cooperative effort between the Research

Depertment of the Toronto Board ¥f Education and Professor Andrew Biemillen

of the Institute of Child Study.

IQ tests,

rodm.

Prafessor Biem'iller s students adm1nisteréd¢$.,

and observed the behaviour and langurge ‘of children in the class-

Their data form an important part of this report, although respon51b111ty .

for selectlng and interpreting the-.data is the author's

-The students responsible for this work are Joanne Smlth Da.le "
Arbuckle Carol Page Diane Fulton, Graham Anthony, Cathy Brant, and

Beverly P01tevin.

‘Research help wa.s also given by Dr. Eleanor Long of the Board's : -

Student Services .

Dr. Long has given us access to data collected t Sackville

as _part Jf the Ea;ly Identification Pro,ject and provided for the a 1nistrat10n
.0

of IQ" tests to the Sadkville first graders.

Finally, we must thank the Montessor1 children themselves who made

our Job a pleasure.

§

ds on the staff.. . =
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THE MONTESSORI PROGRAMME
\ o

In January of 1971 North York Monteesori‘Norsery.Schools .

-~ ‘e

began a preschool programge at one of Toronto"s inner-oity s‘\':liools,'

Sé.okville Public School.. Fifteen three- and four-year-old children

4

from the area attended the programme‘ for the sth months frorn January

to June. : 'I'his programme was.a co-opera.tive effort betwefn North}York

. Montessori which donated ] tee.cher ‘and materie.ls and crgan:l.zed the

. * a

programme and the Board,of Education for the City of Toronto, 4pich

o

s{lpplied ‘and renovated a room in the school. ' _‘ e !

-

In d'o::wnents sent to: ‘the Board (August 17, 1970), Barbara

Zeibots, the Montessor—i Academic Adminlstrator writes ' ”
'I'he Montessori- method of nursery e@ucation has
. a special relevance to inner-city work, for it

_was begun as a technique of e],pin‘(?:hildren_ in
' disadw_rentaged‘areas.' R

Maria Montessori developed her famous method of
‘nursery education while working with:Gdisadvantaged .k\
- children., One of her firsty projects was in a slum.
quarter of; ‘Rome called San Lorenzo,..The advantages
of her method for children from deprived areus can
be b(ieny summed up as follows: .
(1) A stress is put on order and’ independence, on’
growth in self-confidence. and on self-worth,

(2) A stress is put on thegacademic, especially on
oral language for thos® who want it, Every
effort ig made to cultivate a love for learning
vhich will compensate. for whatever cultural _
deficiency may exist in the home life, It
Montessori is, in other words very much a ' \
Head Start programme, - S

’ (3) Special apparatus gives the child an opportunity
o - , %o develop all his senses and motor skills,
- ' There is also a programme of trips and visitg .-
- outside the classro , designed to extend. the .
, ¢hild's knowledge an to give him experience
- of a.different setting. o
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(L\'). A femily grouping of ages heélps; to foster

< _ social and emotiongl growth. Practical life
exercises vithin this grouping help to foster
cp-operation, the exercises themselves, extend
the creation of pattern. .. *

Family grouping could not be 1mplemented since .the programme included

A}
iﬂostly three-year-olds with only one or two four-year-olds. However,

O

' "all of the other Montessori principles described above vere. part of

the Sackville programme. * _ ! ‘ -

. "
-

i An additional -princ1ple was incorporated into the programme

parental 'involvgment Mothers of the children wvere encouraged to/\

-

volunteerKEs helpers for one day each week and mothers who .could not
”

give this much time were inv1ted to attend as many of the. regular sessions"

- ' .

. \ .
. - R T *

. The outcomes of the many remedial programmes developed for the

A . . i -

cultura?ll'y-_-deprived child have been disappointing. Generally inve}biga‘cors

_ look_a‘_t a child's progress on vari',ous standardized tests soon after his

c v

. completion of the progra.mme.' Modest* gains -usually appear. However,

'invé’stigators who undertake the more signifj.gant task of searching -for
: ’ - . L4 : . ’ i ’

long-term gains are u"' 'alMisappointed (Parker, et al., 1976) Several’
of the more cynical author1t1¢=s suggest that the short-term effects which
have Jeen. demonstrated are spu.rious result1ng from. statistical artifo&t

A'-or the 1ncrease'd test sophistlcation of the child (Vane & Davis, 1971;

Bereiter ang Engelmann, 1966)

Some of the ‘most promising results have come from prograrmes

’
which involve parents, along w1th their children. .In one such study

~.

_Susa.n G'ray (1971) compared the 1nte11ectual progress of children. attending

- .

)
a preschool whose mothers vere eithe’r involved or uninvolved in the

LS -

progrannne. The involved mothers attended a weekly session in which ‘they.
. . P ) . )
LY

3

v,

and special events s possible.! . .. ‘ S .
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were taught to work as assistant ~tea.che'rs.v The uninvolyed mothers had

1]

. . - / i .
. no formal jcontact with the school, At the conclusion ¢gf the -programme,

[ 4

ability. However, the children whose mothers were inv lved in the programme

maintair d their level ‘of performanc;e when retested fter second grade

» while the children whose mothers wTre uninvolved declined. Furthermore, .
benefiys of the progre.n;me extended to the younger brothers and sisters

of bhe children with' involved xnother's even/though' hev themselves dia not
atten th‘e preschool. These younger children of'invo ed mothers 't':ested

higher than the younger children of u.ninvolved mothers". 9,
Vs 3

Another progra&nme with pa.rent partzcipation al's’o ;rroduded

-

/
dramatic and long-term grovth in disadvantaged children. In the Milwaukee .

Project (Strickla.nd 1971) both mothers a.nd their childrsn attended an .,

‘instructional programme for a full day, fiveé days a week, froyg the infant'

g
[

" third montlr ‘until his fifth yea.r. The children ghosen for the programme . b

© A

had mothers whose _I.QJtested at 70 or below. The goal cf the pro'gra.mmer W

was to prevent’these ildren from suffering the progressive intellectua.l

decline that the children %f such parents usually undergo during their

chil'dhood. To the surprise o} all inVoived, however, not only did the
. o, LI

children involved in the’prog_ramme not shiow ‘& decline' in intellectual

/

, functioning, but_at three and a- half irea:;s of age they gave a performarce
a - .

. % S v ’ o /
on a variety of .tests that was superior te norms for their .age generally.. B Y

'

- Both Susan Gray's proJject and.the Milwaukee Project were
characterized, in addition to parental participation, by the long-ternm
o P . b - . -
nature of the brogrannne . e former lasted two and one-half years, and

, ~ _ ' X .
the latter. four years. Thi§ cautions us against ekpecting dramstic benefit

from a Montessori proéramme which was much more modest in bOtF these respects.

.
Al

’ ~




,,_ ' . '_ .o I~.l..-‘_";,"
J' An additiona.l factor working against the demonstra:t:ion of benefits from

the’ progra.mme ves’ the small number of children involved.'_

L o - Nevertheless we felt it wa..s wor’g.hwhile to try and document
. the effects of this experiment, brief'and iimited though 1t ves. ‘Such L.

*

af‘progra.mmc* 18 new in the City of Toronto, and is 1ike.Ly to prepare the,

vay for others. Son‘.fe indication of its success should be useful to .

! )

. = - 2 - .
“other preschool plenkers., Also use,ful to future planners in Toronto.would

be some idea of the particular needs of our children. Accordingly ‘the i o "

.-

research was desifned with two goals: to-;deséribe the needs of the children
. ‘ t
.and to document any benefits they received from the Montessori programme.
The study was planned as a'co-operative venture betwee{

‘ Professor Andrew Biemiller of' the In?ltute for Child Stud;f and the

Research _Depa.rtnfnt of the Board of Education,

\

T T N L LT
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, THE NEEDS OF THE CHILDR , B -

‘ -~ , N . _. . . .- '

. ) oo ) o Vo hd
- : It is unnecessary to elaborate on the educatjonal handicaps -

» .
- . .
n

‘of inner-city children. A study conducted for the oard within the
City ‘of Toronto just 1ast year (Wright 1970) showed that the 1ower the ‘.J* s
, . occupational category of a, student's family, the 1ess likely he is to -
. : . _

. be found in a four- or five'-year’ secondary. programm'e' the more likely . p
! ) he is to be placed in a special class in public school and a special

v
. -~ [

/
vocational or Special high school programme in secondary school ‘and

N L4
-

the more 1ike1y he is to be placed one or more years behind his age-mqtes

throughout his entire school hisfory. Y

- K] / - . © e )
oy Many psychological investigations have- attempted to discqver \
' ‘ . -
the reasons for the educational failure of these children.\ Most stndies

-+

emphasize deficienc{es in leanguage development, Th_ege range over the

entire arkna of measures, from the amount of vodalization in thirteen-

:"".'hth-old infants to the length ysenténces and vocsbulary size of first
graders. (For 8 concise summary of this literature see "Language Development
*\in Socially Disadvantaged Children" by Jane Beasley Ralph, in Review of

Educational Research, 1965,. 35, PP 389-h00)~.

These findings howewer have not gohe unchallenged Studies by .

1inguists tend to emphasize the relativity of le.nguage. Lower-class'speec'h &‘ :

’ < . ) . '

is not infer&or, they ssay, it'is Just diffez:ent from the speeéh ofﬂhe _ ° i

. | . o ;

,middle class, Just as Parigian and Quebec French are different. e )

——— _ N ) . ’ - . . :

- Q - Cne proponent of his view is Susan Houston (1970). She believes
: ‘vw) . that the inner-city child is disadvanta.ged only in the sghool testing ) 8 :

- >

situation where he must speak a 1angua.ge which is different from the" spee»
A , _ .

) -
- . R

)
\
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TR BV A
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of his home and his community. From her oyn 1nvestigations conducted

» : . .

in naturaB situations, Houston,concludes /that the noh— chool language
v

of lower~class children is'as rich and complex as any she has ever

- . A

»

encountered . ' ‘/ R ' o R
- / William Labov (1969) has 8 s:Lmilar criticism of research on
the disadvantagedl aHe contends that the lower-class’ child performs
-,pqorly on language tests 'because h‘e is unfamilitair with the testing
‘situation end the middle-—class researcher, both of which are foreign t
"his 'way of 1ife. “ . | ‘

Both I*iouston's and Labov's criticisms are valid., A perusal '

of the research reported in Relph's summary article on the language

a

df*he disadvantaged reveals that the children weréy a.lmost always

assessed in some sort of formal testing situation.
° 2

""('I.‘he' research projt?x at the Sackville Montessori programme

included ‘a ;ﬁ:udy of language deVelopment. However_, the students from
the Indt'itl.i‘te for Child\Study who did .the as.sessment tried a nmore ‘.'
' natural technique-.-".Inste'ad of a.dministering 2 test or vonducting a
standard interview, each~child -tias obirved-. for one houx" of normal - -.

'

nursery éc_booleactivi‘ﬁ}, and his language production recorded. «Most
: studies of 1anguage develOpmen.t-a-eses’s both le.nguage production and -

comprehension. That this study oKly investigated %rdﬁuct‘ion is &

1imitation. However, dis advantaged children show grea.ter reta.rdation
.

}l productlon than ir( comprehension, so $hat the: maturity of their

.
[ ]

1anguage production\is a fairly adecfuate indicator of their overall level

of functionirg (Pasamanick,.,& Knobloch, 195‘5 reported irﬁ@alph 1965)
‘ ’,
" This study language at Sackville supports ‘the contention of

L
Houston and Lsbov that this *area of researctf needs to be x;é-—evaluated.
“ .

- The 1anguage of children fromtSa.ckville wes recorded and compa.led with

e
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the la.ngpage of children gf the same. age from, ] priv‘ate Mon.tessori . '_ L

A ’ i . B ‘ ., .
school serving middle-income parents 4in the nprthern \part of the « ' W

A
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> The results.shoy that the downtown j‘lildren?_ ,

moge\than the ﬂptown children they produced abou‘t 50 pér ceht more

4

¢
3

spoken words in their language sample than did the upto'm Qildren.
by

.ﬁThere were no diffelences in the size’ of vocabulary used hildren in "
: . o, .““ 5 . -..' ‘ . " Q: . . ) N
“the two gTOoups, giving ‘no evidence of qualitative ‘d’ifferences in their

-
speech, Thus we cannot make a blanket statement that one,group of "% %

”

children is more proficle'?ft in 1anguage production than the other.

- . There yere’ differences however in language usage which weré /
: . .

S very eyidept' to, anyone merely walking’ into the two cla%srooms. +Upon < K

eﬁterli’n'g tl?; Sackville clagsroom & 'w;isito would soon .be surro‘unded; and

- -

pulled in a,ll d" rections by different 'childreri‘ Yanting him to watch what
.they vere. doipg It was,very diffxcult to work with; any one child
‘ because other children 'would constantly be trying ‘to engage the visitor

in 'conve‘:t&sation. When this researcher* asked individual children to |

- ‘2 PO ]
i

accompany her outside the classroom in order to be tested most were

Q‘} .

e.agsr, t0 comply. And the testing itself was frequently accompanied by

fhatter and conversation.

s

-

:;}' . 0. The, same{ visitor ‘could very likely spend the entire morning .
.with d:hel uptown group without ’being approp.ched by a si‘ﬁ"‘le c‘hil‘d\%

-

asked tp accompany the researcher for the. testing, although agreement was

d ,.' . "

eventually elicited it was less than enthusiastic and offen obtained only

N

-

“after 'repeated requests. T i ) ’

<

<9 s Analysis of children‘s language during the formal observation

‘period confirms tﬁzese general in‘xpressions. The data shown that the Sackville oS

v * . ) R Y
children asked more questions than did the/ cther children, particularly ) .
’ . ’ "‘.. . R i ’ ) . ) I — ‘ g _

i et v e e
.




questions directed ‘to the teacher. Th'e 'uptown ‘children ddrected a total
-~

~.of 15 questions to other children during this perio[d wvhile the $ackvill.e

.

children'asked 20, Although the Sackville children asked more the

difference here is only 5 q_uestions. However whi;l.e “thie uptown children

M 4 -~ 4

directep only 10. questions to the teacher the Sackville children asked 27,
. ‘. . . . . ) .
a difference of 17 o . . A

- .

Further ama&y‘sis shows & more general difference An 1anguage use, "

The uptown children sPent somewhat more time than the downtown children

¢ -

talk g to themselves- 775 words compared to only 28h 'However an even

. .o

'larger difference is found in the number of words directed to others. The
\—.\

uptown children produeed 689 words in this category, the downtoﬁrn children I_ .

vproduced about 1922, enbugh o, compensate for 'their defici?t in aelf—dire%ted

words a.nd t¢ raise the‘ir total word roduction to a level 50 per cent higher h

tha.n‘ the prod}etion of the uptown children (see Ta.'ble l) s

\
LAY . - . + . #
. . . . A
. . . . . \
. B . I
N i) N
. .

4
/’

. | \ |
. . MBLE1

: TOTAL NUMBE OF wom;s PRODUCE\,D BY SEVEN UPBTOWN AND
$  SEVEN Down'rown IuDREN ‘DURING A QNE—HOUR OBSEiWATION PERIOD

. e
L

- ' . : ' “Uptown
. Number of Words - - . .

Direéted to.self \* , - . - T15

€

Directed- tq others " 689
J| ' .‘ - i B .
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Thus in terms of the*limited a.nalysis that was’ done language\_;
1g the two-groups seems equally well developed from the 1inguistic point '

. _ 7
of view-alone. But jamong, the Sackville children la:nguage is more often° J)

used to initiate and sustain conta(:t with adults. -

- v e

s

Other evidence supports the view t.hat desire’ for adult contact

]

T dominates the behaviour of these children. The Sackville children . . )

_ requested morehelp- and prai.se They engaged more frequently in activities

. with the teacher. Since there was no difference in the frequency with / .

. which the two groups played with other children, we cannot ascribe these

h) ’ /
4 .

differences to a. .generally greater sociability on the part of the Sackville
- ) . R \ bis
group. ! Y

-

More study is needed before we can say with cezgtainty, that this ‘

group of downtown children does not have a lenguage deficit ‘Nevertheless

these findings raise an important issue- namely the need to be cleer

about the aistinction between lansuage itgelf and behaviour which ‘18 AN
manifested through language. : o : : . : _ -

- : ) \
If we took the language sample at face va.lue we would have to ‘ .

conclude that the downtown group was more advanced since they talked more.

Similar statistics are often used to prove that downtown children are
.‘ . 'v . ) : - ) 3

retarded since in most test situations +hey talk:less.

-

There are two common mista.kes in research of this type. Some

investigators notice a difference in speech and assume it indicates a

’ 4
difference in' thought. Researchers often note that downtown childreri'-'t'alk '

-

in shorter or less compleic' sentences and infer from this that their' _thoughts

are less complex.

NSRS

The inost_ noted advocate of this line of reasoning'is . |
Basil Bernstein (1960).

L hah

-
S e e e b
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Other researchers notice a difference' in_thought and -

assume it is ceused ‘by a difference in speech which can be remedied by 1a.nguage

tra.ming. Noted advocates of this general position are Bereiter and Engelmann

e e L

}
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This is not to say that language and thought are not 'intimately

related, because their tie is very clode indeede Language i35 no less than
, the primary vehicle for the communication of thoughtg from one person to

another.& A child who cannot use language will need to learn primarily by"‘

of o6thers. : : .
. S . .

) . K S

Neverthele{s_s‘--"language' and thought remain distinct. Both

A Bernstein and B»ereiter can be criticized" for meking simplistié“‘inferences
from the characteristics ‘of one to the other (La'b_oy,,l969) . Certainly we
__;can learn a-great deal about thought by attending: to what a person says,

-

’ and we‘.can,influence vhat, a person will 'say be teaching him a different
way of thinkin'n'g. ;'But superficial ch'aracteristios of speech must not be

confused with the thoughts they represent ' . ¢
_ , \
(‘The disadvantaged children at Sackville were shown to be deficient

‘in i particulat area of thought,\elthough not through a study of their
' Ced

laﬁguage.. The test that was used dif\fers in several impor}ant reSpects

)
from measures ué%a.lly used to assess intellectual ability.

I

One of the problems in testing intellectual capacity is the’

biasing effect of past opportunities for learning. An intelligence test

o

which asks for specif‘ic items of inf.ormation will place at a disadvantage
o . -.u

those children who have not had the opportunity to learn those particular

, facts, a.lthough they may have a wealth of other information at their

A

fingertips. / : S - .
A test of le}rning ability was devised which did not rely at all -

on preyiously accumulated knowledge. The test was also designed‘ to be »

free and language free.
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trial and egxror since he ‘is uneble to learn from the cordinunicated eg&periencg

independent of the ability to use language. This test is relatively culture
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. The test is a paired-éssociaﬁe leeirning task-in wh‘ich children

(S

are asked to learn an association between several pairs of items. Tne

n

children Were gsrated at a desk with three cups ‘in.front of them the cups

[ - .

varied in posi%ion, size, and colour. The\.,tester alternately showed the'
children thre_e-:different stimuli-,d for e'xam'ple, pictures of a flower, a

house, and an ‘apple. Each stimnlus was arbitrarily assigned tog’o_ne of the
. . N B '

-

cups by the tester. After viewing esach stimulus the child was asked to
‘éuess whic'h“'c-up it was assigned to. He indicatv.»d his guess by‘depositing
a bean in th’%icup. He was then told whether or not his’ gﬁess was correct
and the next stimulus was presented. Although initial\.[y the child can'

orreet response, ‘he should be able to lea.rn the pairs .

“hawye no idea‘ofk,the
after a. nuxnber' of | / ]
Each € ild is in the same predicament None can hawe any knowledge
of thel' pairings before starting the test, Each child's performance depends
only on his ability :o ‘learn new information not on wha.t he has learned
prewiousl'y. . Similar tests have been “used by Arthur Jensen at-the University
* of California, Berkeley to difi’erentiate between children who are low in
| native intelligence and those wt are merely disadvantaged (Jensen, 1960).
Overall the Sacl'.ville children tock longer to learn the 'fiairs
than did the uptown children. Moreover their pattern .oi‘ learning was . \‘"
different throughout the task. ' |
The task was actually somevwhat more cmﬁlex than described sbove. .
"~ The children were in fact presented with the same‘task three times, f'each ' ”i
‘time with a different set of stimuili. The three sets were: pictures of
three familiar objects, toy models of tnree ra:nilie.r objects, a.nd.t.he names :
of three familiar objects sPoren aloud. All children vere presented with
the pictures first for i)ractice, and then ei_the’r the models followed by the -

words or vice versa.
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picture Mf)‘;‘h‘qtéce stimuli .

Vo, N
’ 'but the difference? ﬂqﬁ‘ not large t

v,

. 1
pairs- as opposed to only %”txiale%

o]
'performance of the uPtown children

"requ.tred for lehrning, while the n

children declined only 6 to 3k tri
. trials required by the uptown chil
20.
to 36 trials.
children continued to improve thro

.‘ .

the _/S'ackvi 1le children did not.

Y

Thé’ﬁ;ickvil}ée children were somewhat slower

o .
Both groups Mg&ildrcn pr'rfo?ned about equa.lly well on the

aripe.verege of 43 trials tq lea

LN
]

the s,cond stimulus set the

improved to where only 26 trials vere

s.J‘?On,.‘the third set of stfmuli the |
- ﬂ\}ry\ N

én declined an e.dditionel 6 ﬁrials to

. As can be seen fromiTable 2, the performance of the uptown

ughout the task, while the performance of

+TA

BLE 2

AVERAGE' NUMBER OF TRII‘LS REQUIRED PO LEARN \.

A TASK BY UPTOWK

: . DOWNTOWN CHILDREN
- FOR THREE DIFF’ERE SETS- OF STIMULI

'r of trials required by’ the d,owntown .

‘f]f‘i&—. ’

However, the »riais required Y the downtown children actually increas-.—.\._

!

X "
. E L ) : .
Stimulus : Uptéwn : Downtown
Set ' " Children - Children
I . .
1 -, Lo} . he T g
2 261 34
3 3 6 i
- 'S ,!‘p
. ‘ '% ’ :f
-t /:
N 7
¢ s ’,/’
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What can account for this result? Some-ob‘servations on the
behaviour of the chiidren, might help. First of all, all of the children --
. ' uptown and »downtowr? -- disliked the task. Since the task was carefully T ' ' «

designed to be culture free, it was not related to anything they vere . ‘ [

interestead 7 An attpt vas made to compensate for this by giving‘ the

. ey
children ece of candy every time they guessed correctly Nevertheless

) C . the “children found the task difficult and boring. However the two groups
F . B ~ . Pl
of children reacted differently to this situation. '

K ' % The uptown children continued to work at the disagreeable task
They sat. quietly in their chairs -,a'.ndconcentra_ted. The kSac_kville children

on the other»'ha.nd. vere restless. Their attention constantly wandersd “£6 '

g
e S

o'ther objects in the room: Many of t<nm ‘tried to engage the tester in ©= ™
. o - conversation. This was one situation” in which the downtown children were ' S:

very-verbai in contrast to the uptown group, but their,use of IAnéuage L

“.5 . * t

actually interfered v&h intellectual perfomance. e

These observations agree, for the most part, with -the formal ‘ o

behaviour assessment done by students from the 'Institute for,Child Study.

- One- of *he ooservations they made was the number of gimes that the children
-) ' ' either briefly uandered avay frosl a task they were working on or were briefly
distracted by some other activitya The Sackville children wandered and were

distracted more often., The Sackville ‘children also spent less time overall ' o g

,_//

- on each activity. They changed ac¢tivities more frequently, going from one - *

tb the Other. s . A - . ' : ) s q‘ ‘ .. 1

These differepces indicate a difference in attention span between

Mie st > <

, S thé two groups which, as resugds from ‘the learning test show, can have sig-

ni ficant effects on learning. A short attention span is. often noted in the
. . , research literature as.a charactezfistic of disadvantsgei chi-ldren.
JERICT - o, -
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However it is importa.nt to note that' other indices complled from '_

the formal observations indicate”that the uptown children were more distractable.

3 J . -"
This inconsz/stency in the data is due to the fact that the sample was very

Mo
e

v
“

small and individual differences were very large.

Perhapfs the conclusion that sho*..ld be drawn from thege data is
/

that differences in attention span have been overemphasized., It is posgible

-

T that what really distinguishes different socio-economic groups is not

attention span per se, but the'tasks that they are willing to"attend to.

-

It is importa.nt to note in this regard that the indices of attention
.. Span compiled from the formal observation period were collected during -
sessions in which the childreh were free to do vhatever they wavted. The

more clear-cut case of the downtown children being more distractable occuri'ed

-

in the ?ighly structured paired associate, lea.rning test. . ’

This--does not mean that the distractability noted during those

-

sessions should be discounted. .Much of what children must do in school : .

particul.xrly during the early grudes, involves learning arbitrary associations -

.between sounds a.nd symbols for- emmple.

f ;

& ’ v _ ° Regardless of whe}her differences in attention span are, individual or

task-specJ fic, there are steps the classroom teacher can take to dea.l with

them, BShe can'try and structure her class work around activities that interest
. . - , N .

P . . N . . . . s .-
the -chijdren.. She can minimize distractions in-the’ room, especially noise

" distractions. Che can attempt to maintain attention by working w.:'. children
individually or by her style of interacting with the class. An example of the

< . .
effect of different teaching styles occurred;during the learning task where

.~

wit was found that thé Sackville children did best when presented with the
. " . - . * .

verbal stimuli followed by the toy wodels, as opposed to the reverse sequentcingl
Perhaps,‘this_' is because words .‘fa.ll on the ear even when the head is

- another direction, wheréas objects are seen only when directly atte
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BENEFITS OF THE PROGRAMME .

~
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Previous research'has shown that disadvantaged children given
Montéssori training will score higher on various tests of cognitive
-~y

’ ability and achievement than similar children without such training.

LY

[

The gains shown by Montessori-trained children compare favourably

E with those shown by children’ in traditional early education programmes,

but are somevhat lower than those. achieved by some of the newer structured

v ‘ o ) <
programmes‘which have a strong»cognitive emphesis.- However'there is some

\ .

evidence that the Montegsori groups continue to show gains . over a longer

- period than do groups from other progf%mmes. This finding is v

e
/ YA
important if further substantiated, since very few pttempts at . resch ol

sy

' education have produced long-term results.; It is.important to note

-

‘that ‘middle-class children showedafewer geins vith any programme whereas

all programmes showed at leest short-term gains with d}s(dvantaged children.

/ LN

(For a revisw of research on Montessori treining, see- Miezitis, 1971. )
- For the first pagg of our assg¢ssment of the effectsvof Montessori
training, the mothers of the childreu attending the Sackville programme

were interviewed. Twelve of the fourteen mothers were contacted

In general, their comments about the programme vere overwhelmingly

favourablﬂ : They seemed genuinely enthusiastic about the benefits theirn 7

children had received from attending the Montessori Nursery School. Al}l of

the mothers reed that they would send their otheg children to nursery
. *;*A v o

school if the. opportuniuy were availeble. Most of the mothers were unable

xto think of - features of the school that they disliked nor were most able

to suggest improvements to the programme even when specifically asked, Four
. 5 N i

of the mothers did suggest improvements, but these were all in the nature of ‘

FET N >

Y, N _
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expanding the prngnt programme'rather than fundamentally changing it. Two

'mothers suggested increased parental involvment one mother felt more -

equipment was needed, and \one wanted more-- professional staffb;

All of the mothers said that their child enJoyed attending the

preschool A few children dislike going initially, but even these enJoyed

schpol after they got used to it. Most of the nothers spontaneously added

that thel.- bhild vas very unhappy or upset when he was unable to attend

..
because of illness or. wKen the programme ended in June. YO e

* One of'the goals of the Montessori programme was to involve the
e
mothers in the aq\ivities as much as possible. All butLFwo -of the mothers

-

" visited the classroom at least once during the period from January to June,

and four of the twelve mothers were regular helpers on &-weekly basis."

»

Consequently they were fairly familiar with the programme. All. of the \

mothers, ‘when asked about the programme, named at.least three actyvities'h
' \

" ~that the children engaged in. However the activities they named were very

specific, like painting," "taking trips," "washing dishes." Even when °*

¢

specifically asked whether the school was designed to teach the chi1dren @
-

there -was little awareness of the general nature or purpose of the programne

Al

The mothers were aware, however, of general effects that theu‘ R

| prbgramme\had on their children.,' g

- . -
= ’ w

* Most frequently mentioned (5 mothers) was the general preparation

-

" for ,school that the programme provided
"She learned how to .80 and come to school for
Junior Kindergarten." . o

<

"She'll know what to do “(in Kindergarten) " ~*§~\~,j

...know that school is for learning. _ o c

.

'These,mother felt that their child was better prepared to enter the regular-

\.
clasSroom because he had developed'proper attitudes toward learning or had

- e~
»

become familiar with school routine, . o - . .

I

e s Spria i bt
7
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“The. mothers also fréquently mentioned §pecific skills that the
children had learned, such as math- skills, songs and gemes end cleanliness

(6. mothers) Four mothers also mentioned an-increase in general verbal
"skillé. .. S o
"She.talks'to me about school h.she asked me questions." :
"(child)“was very slovf“’..o /talk, couldn't talk plain.\}
- o improved wit?in three weeks." o f

N -

3 _ "She talks more tells us things." o "' ';.g'

o .

'Encouraging the development of verbal ekills is certainly one of -

‘. .

It seems that the Sackville Montessori-

-1

the goals of any preschool progremme.

.

had somebsuccess in .this area.--
r.

Another effect the mothérs noted was changes in the social behaviour .

of.the children (10 mothers);

'peFr relationships. .

-

"He learned how to play vith other children."

@

—

. Five mothers”npted the development.of improved

Y
N .

"She associates ;B;E‘with other children ‘than . ) o
. she did before,™ o ' '
'-V he didn't msx with kids much, She does much
ore now." I Cu .

Four mothers felt that their children were generally‘better

~
r

‘ Behaved or more. mature as a result of attending the preschool - But therel

,

vas also mention of é(behaviour change which’ ‘was not completely welcbme -—

increaged indepsndence. Childrén~were described ¢s~‘

"...a little more stubborn. ; . IR -

",. .11l also stick up for her own rights npw. b

Al

e o (wi11) etick up for herself.

Never took o6yt
her ‘anger before." TeR e u : o

>~
.

"...seucler...learned to fight back...stick up for S v 1 -
self...couldn"t run to-mommy." .

LN




o

J(The mothers seemed ambivalent about this trait. One mother seemed to sum

¢ -l
+ .+, up the feelings of thi

group when she said:, | S
. ‘, "eeawill o stickdip for.her own rightsnow. )
s Co I guess that's good in a way." ) ¢
i, | % In general it seems valig ’to-‘ say that the nothers‘epproved of
the incregsed indepe‘nden‘ce .of their children when it was turned outward S
towa.rd othkers hut not wh‘en 1t was ‘turned towgrd thenselves. _ lllthough it

is a good thing to have a child who sticks up for himself in front of

other\ child_.ren, it is not goo‘d if he behaves in this ey ‘Eo\v_fe.rd his mother.

» : Pl .
' u‘ - : . Growth. in independence is one of the goals of Montessori trdining.

sy

+ It is oxf such basic leerning skills that Montessori training seems to have
' . . an ad tage over other programmes (Miezitis, l971) However, here‘we
have> the ossibility that a goal of the programme is et odds with the

‘ desires of the parents. It would be unwarranted to say the.t this has indeed
occurred here on ‘the besis of comments elicited rrd;n 8 few interviews. LBut . -

" the genera.l issue of possible conflict between the goa.ls of the professional

~° +

educa.tor and the goals of par&nts is one that mush be seriously considered

‘0 b 38
L in any attem% to engage in the education of children who are cultura.lly

. J

el -different. - . * " ) e :
s , : , N

S .o e . The Research Department, is hoping to conduct a long-term follow-up

of children in the programme._ Unfortunately this may not be possible due
LIP'Y * 4 A 4 II
' ' to’ the disaoterous effects of any attrition in such a small sample. However,

every attempt will be made to follow the progress of students who remai!
within the Toronto educetional system.

Follow-up is ‘pla.nned to the end of first grade. This is the

o : . time at which children begin to ma.ke noticeable progress in the fprmal school

3

sub,jects ogl* réading and mathematics. Most of the mothers interviewed felt

— K . ~ e

t,hat‘ ‘the’ ‘beaching ‘of ﬁmdamenta.b skills is the main’ tesk of the’ schools. :
‘-.~ ,- - " ] "'t .

I

kS sevhs ¥t o5 i ROt .
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Anothef reason for postponing assessment to this date is that the typicali
pattern of research on preschool programmes is to find beneficial effects _
immediately upon completion of the programme or &t the beginning of 'the ’
next school year, but to fail to {ind benefits that %ersist over longer ;

. »
ER . . )

‘intervals. ‘

Three'types\of'follow-up are planned. First is teacher ratings .

A : ~ of the educational attainment of children in ‘the Sackville Montessori .

prog;amme compared with children from- a'similar background who did not

) . ‘»'-.
attend such a programme. ' - .

- .

()

*gz‘ . / — Second is comparison of these two gupups of childr non a

'standardized intelligence test. We will also be able to chart the

4

intellectual growth of the Monggii‘ri children since I1.Q. tests vere

-

administered during their Montessori year. A look at the scores on this

. T
test, which is the Stanford Binet, shows that the children tested ‘close

’
1

;i .[' i to average with a mean score of 98.5 (see Table 3).

The third follow-up is an assessment of attitudes téward

education. Information on attitudes was collected from the l970-l97l

first grade class at Sackville and comparison data will be collected from
the Montessori group vhen it reaches first grade.

. 2 S
These three long-term measures will assegg the effe%;s of the
- ¥ '
Montessori programme in three different areas: school achievement, general *

. : . T
. . . .

intelligence, and educational attitudes.
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. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS * = .

) . - . . . ] . . - ] 5,
8 L L] .
e, -

" ' ’ N L RN

L " Fifteen three- and. four-year-old children from the ar,ea, served "

by Sackville Public School attended a Montessori Nursery pr\ogramme from ' ¢
January to June of 1971. This represénts 8 nev venture “in the City of |
Toronto in helping inner-city children pmpare for formal education. | L
L Although the’ planned assessment of the results of the pro- '.‘_,.ué'
. iRy
. gramme is a- 1ong-term pro,ject that will not ‘be cOmplete'd until the ’

<

children finish’ first grade we already have; sane information about B ' ‘ )

,Q, .

~ the operation”of the programm'e < rEL . ER I

gx . et I /
: Ao ' o S
The mothers of the children,attending the Montessori programme

were very pleased vith the programme. They felt that the children had

\

N
' benefited in various ways from attending' increaeed ver'bal skills,

s

come

’ ' % . h ": a‘
¢ preparedness for Junior Kindergarten and' social maturity. However, ' E
) < l . j
‘ol . N .
there was a.lso the suggestion that not all the effects or the programme ° <, fg S0
. were welcomed» Several mothers noted an increased independence in their . .

child which was nat always enthusiatical,y received. o ' .
7 > A e T - P o
. ;
A study of the characteristics of “the children'themselves

indicates gﬁat we must be careful in eictrapolating the findi'ngs aU'out

-

other so- called disadvantaged children to inner-city chi],dren i; our own

city. Although the resem'ch yhich has been conducted in other areas is : 4
'l \ - & '.
certainly useful, we must carefully observe the needs of our own particular 2 B

Population.\ - ‘ ' - ' ' S o 3 o
4 . . ‘ | .
And when we isolate deficiences or identify needs  we must be 4 S

A%

not to make wholesale 'generalizations from superficial measures._‘
: Wh\en we\say that a child is deficient in language or 1ntellectua1 mot1vation,

or conce tual abili'ty, we must be very clear a' ut exactly what we mean by

i te” e At e &

D I S
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