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Introduction

Prevalence of Montessori


The research and subsequent educational theories of Dr. Maria Montessori have attracted attention for decades. Hundreds of educators and researchers worldwide have studied this childhood teaching philosophy, which enables the child great freedom and independence in learning.


Consistent interest in the Montessori method throughout the 20th century has led to critiques, examinations and adaptations of the principles. In America, there are roughly 4000 private Montessori schools while the newer public Montessori schools number 200 (International Montessori, 2007). “No Child Left Behind” policy was implemented in 2001 and National Standardized testing was mandated for all public schools (United States Department of Education, n.d.). Since that time, I have wondered how the compliance of public Montessori schools to Federal mandates and district policies has affected implementation of the genuine Montessori curriculum.


In an effort to explore the ways in which Montessori curriculum and public schools are cooperative or mutually exclusive, I will examine the principles of the Montessori philosophy as set forth by Dr. Maria Montessori in the areas of learners and learning, the learning environment, the curriculum and instructional strategies, and student assessment. After examining these sectors of the Montessori method, I will discuss theoretical possibilities in adapting the Montessori method to the American public school system in the early 21st century. For the purpose of this paper, I will refer to the author of the Montessori method, as “Dr. Montessori” and call the general method or portions thereof as “Montessori.”

Philosophy

Learners and Learning
Montessori Principles
Individual Children


Dr. Montessori said, “In order to educate, it is essential to know those who are to be educated” (Hainstock, 1978). Marlene Barron (1990) writes, “Montessori views each human being as a uniquely endowed whole individual living a whole life in a whole world. Personal, educational, social, and work life are intertwined and inseparable; self, family, neighborhood, and global community are interconnected… Within this framework, learning and growth are synonymous with living. It is an ongoing, dynamic process of self-construction within a social context.”


Montessori philosophy distinguishes childhood as the “other pole of humanity” – not simply a necessary evil to be passed through on the way to adulthood (Standing, 1962). As unique individuals in their own stage of life, Montessori expects learners to be directly responsible for personal learning as they grow and develop their own personalities (Lillard, 1972). Dr. Montessori viewed children as motivated toward personal self-construction possessing a “psychology of world conquest” (Montessori, 1967). Through their “psychology of world conquest,” children are naturally driven to make sense of their surroundings and learn from them (thus making the learning environment of utmost importance, which is further addressed in Learning Environment) (Lillard, 1972).


Self-Learning through Self-Construction


In order for children to accomplish their responsibility of learning and “conquest,” Montessori allows students the necessary freedom to explore their environment, the learning materials within it and to do so at their own pace (Lillard, 2005). When students are given independence in their work, the resulting development of child-concentration is evident in children as young as two-years (Lillard, 1972). Paula Polk Lillard (1972) writes in her book, Montessori: A Modern Approach, “At a certain stage in his development, the child begins to direct his attention to particular objects in his environment with an intensity and interest not seen before… This is not the point of arrival, but the point of departure, for the child uses this new ability for concentration to consolidate and develop his personality.”


Enabling such intense concentration for students, Montessori advocates a “Three-hour Work Period” during which time children have three hours to choose and carry out their own work. This stretch does not include any interruptions like circle time, specials classes or outdoor playtime (International Montessori, 2007). During this time, a child is allowed to choose “what helps him to construct himself” (Wolf, 1978). 


Learning by Watching and Doing


The materials used for the independent and self-directed Montessori learning were designed by Dr. Montessori to be self-correcting. In her observations, Dr. Montessori found that children thrived on the movement and activity involved with learning so much so that the best form of punishment was inactivity (Hainstock, 1978). Believing “the hand is the chief teacher of the child” (Wolf, 1978), Dr. Montessori emphasized that students learn not by being told, but by watching and by doing (Lillard, 2005). Subsequently, Montessori work and materials are designed to enable learning by observation and imitation (Lillard, 2005). Angeline Stoll Lillard (2005) describes, “With Montessori materials, the abstract is made concrete, and by manipulating the concrete objects in particular ways, the abstract concepts are discovered by children. All that children have to learn via their observations, then, is the steps one takes with the concrete materials, which are easily visible. The abstract learning is intended to follow suit” (Lillard, 2005).

American Public Schools

A Historical Foundation


In her book, Montessori: The Science Behind the Genius, Angeline Stoll Lillard (2005) proposes that American schools are in turmoil today because of a poor ideological foundation over one hundred years ago when American public school became widespread. At the time, two significant educational theories contributed to the poor foundation: schools modeled on factories and schools teaching the “Lockean Child” (Lillard, 2005).


In the late-19th century, America underwent an education revolution when schools went from one-room institutions, which educated children when and if they could be spared from work at home to a mass public system educating droves of children year after year. Such a change required resourceful means and large-scale efficiency. Schools were consequently modeled on American factories, with a priority of efficient operation.  This model included age-level segregation, bells as timekeepers and administrators to run the establishment like a business. Angeline Stoll Lillard quotes Elwood Cubberly, then dean of Stanford University’s School of Education when he bluntly stated schools are “factories in which the raw products (children) are to be shaped and fashioned into products to meet the various demands of life.” Even in the 21st century, when factories are few and present legislation allows individual curriculum variation for qualifying students, evidence of these factory roots are easily found throughout modern American schools where grade-levels are isolated and classes rotate as dictated by a bell (Lillard, 2005).

In addition to the factory model, American schools established teaching degrees and school curriculums based upon the belief that the child is an empty vessel or blank slate. This view, commonly linked to 17th century philosopher, John Locke, was established as principle in the one-room school model and was maintained when public schools curricula were created. Over time, the educational realm of behaviorists and constructionists debated theories of education – the behaviorists emphasize the influence of the environment in learning while constructionists contend that personal construction of knowledge is necessary in learning. Research, to date, favors the view of a child as an active participant in his or her education (Lillard, 2005). 

Despite current education theory advocating constructivist teaching, studies suggest that teachers have difficulty implementing the constructivist approach in American public schools. When standardized tests require a specific amount of knowledge to be transmitted by a certain date and the knowledge manifests itself in facts and formulas, the lecture-based materials and textbooks are designed to meet the set requirements in the time allotted (Lillard, 2005).


Further School Evolution


These points regarding school history are not made to suggest that the public school cannot adapt; however, examining the history provides a realistic understanding of the educational foundation upon which current public schools are built. Considering adults are likely to revert to their own childhood and educational experience when discussing children and education (Lillard, 2005), it is easy to understand hesitancy towards change.

Learning Environment

Montessori Principles


Child-Environment Rapport


Montessori believes “children use the environment to improve themselves; adults use themselves to improve the environment; also, children work for the sake of process; adults work to achieve an end result” (Lillard, 1972). Through this innate effort to improve themselves, children grow in personality and intelligence by exploring their environment, which includes both people and things (Lillard, 1972). Aline Wolf (1978) writes, “…we must consider that exploring her environment is the child’s natural way of learning…” and the way children interact with their environment is through free movement around the classroom (Lillard, 2005). Montessori believes, children are capable of choosing what they want to do, where they want to work, how long they want to work on it and with whom to collaborate (Lillard, 2005). Recall, that a child will choose “what helps him to construct himself” (Wolf, 1978). The opportunity to develop self-knowledge is “one of the most important results of freedom in a Montessori classroom” (Lillard, 1972). Angeline Stoll Lillard (2005) explains, “Montessori programs can operate on individual choice in part because of the carefully prepared environment.”


Prepared Environment


Dr. Montessori regarded the environment as secondary to life itself (Standing, 1962) and believed that in order for a child to make productive choices, the environment must be prepared to stimulate constructive activity in children (Lillard, 2005). Structure and order are key components in an environment intended to facilitate child choice and control (Lillard, 2005). In addition, the colors are bright and harmoniously arranged, so the atmosphere of the room is relaxing, safe and invites participation (Lillard, 1972). In a Montessori classroom, there is a purposeful place for everything, and everything has its place.


Self-correcting learning materials are nicely displayed with attractive textures and colors and all materials are within a child’s reach (Lillard, 2005). The order helps the child accomplish the full cycle of a purposeful activity; when the student completes a work and carefully returns the materials to the place they belong, he or she becomes an integral partner in maintaining the order of the classroom (Lillard, 1972). Given that the classroom contains only one complete set of any given work-material, further classroom community and lessons in reality result as each child learns to wait until another is finished with a work before he or she may begin (Lillard, 1972).


Environmental People


Another significant element of the Montessori philosophy involves grouping students in mixed ages and abilities in three to six year spans; 0-3, 3-6, 6-12, 12-15, 15-18 (International Montessori, 2007). Montessori encourages learning from peers in these three-year groupings and advocates large class sizes, which are instrumental for students to observe different works of their peers (Lillard, 2005). The multi-aged peer-observation and interaction aids academic and developmental motivation (Lillard, 2005).


An additional person in the environment is the classroom teacher. Dr. Montessori described the teacher (or directress as she is called in Montessori) as the child’s interpreter (Montessori, 1967). The critical role of the teacher is further elucidated by Paula Polk Lillard (1972), “In order to serve their purpose of internal formation, the materials must correspond to the child’s inner needs. This means that any individual material must be presented to the child at the right moment in his development.” The teacher must therefore, carefully observe children as they work and watch for the quality of concentration in the child that might indicate how a child is relating to the material and if that work is providing adequate stimulation and concentration; or, if it is time for a new lesson to be presented (Lillard, 1972). In this way, the teacher is very much the link between the child and the environment.


Dr. Montessori strongly believed that in order to understand and follow a child, the teacher must develop the desire and ability to observe him. Dr. Montessori directed teachers to look first and foremost to the child for information and personality, stating, “Only the child himself can teach us to know him” (Wolf, 1978). Very much a classroom observer, the Montessori teacher must learn from the children and study them carefully without their noticing that she does so (Hainstock, 1978). (More about the teacher’s discretion can be found under Curriculum and Instructional Strategies.)


In addition to her role as an observer, the teacher serves as liaison and preparer of the environment for students (Lillard, 1972). As a part of the environment, herself, Dr. Montessori insisted, “The teacher also must be attractive, tidy and clean, calm and dignified (for her) appearance is the first step to gaining the child’s confidence and respect… So, care for one’s own person must form part of the environment in which the child lives; the teacher, herself, is the most vital part of his world” (Montessori, 1967).

American Public Schools


Standards


Very little is made standard or uniform regarding the physical environment of American public schools. Teachers often enjoy great freedom in determining classroom set-up, style and decoration. The only typical or standard component to any given classroom is the furniture, which is provided by the school. While some classrooms (especially science labs) have long tables and stools, the standard public school furniture consists of single-molded one-desk-and-one-chair desks for every student.

Such desks create a physical format in traditional classrooms, which limits bodily movement during teaching, learning and throughout the whole day. With a number of little desks all facing one direction and chairs, impossible to remove from the attached desk, the spatial makeup is clearly designed lecturing (Lillard, 2005). Even when teachers try to incorporate hands-on exercises, they are “add-ons to an essentially lecture-and-recite-based system and rarely integrated with other work across subject areas” (Lillard, 2005). As Angeline Stoll Lillard writes, “In traditional arrangements, children may learn how to sit still at their desks and answer questions by observing others doing so, and perhaps might gain some insight into the thought processes of others when hearing them answer a question out loud. But because most learning in traditional schools occurs by transmission from teacher or text to student, and then within each student as he or she works out problems alone, very little of the learning process is available for others to absorb through observation and imitation” (Lillard, 2005).


Socializing


The traditional school model easily lends itself to children learning mostly from the teacher and textbooks. Studies reveal that, despite constructionist teacher training, on average 60-70% of elementary school instruction consists of the teacher standing before the class delivering information as the students sit in individual desks. Children in traditional American schools operate as “self-enclosed, individual units among other such units,” which aligns well with the Euro-American heritage of individualism (Lillard, 2005).


When questioned about the social aspect of her school, Dr. Montessori compared her school to traditional schools. “Teachers who use direct methods cannot understand how social behavior is fostered in a Montessori school… They say, ‘If the child does everything on his own, what becomes of social life?’ But what is social life if not the solving of social problems, behaving properly, and pursuing aims acceptable to all? To them, social life consists in sitting side by side and hearing someone else talk; but that is just the opposite. The only social life that children get in the ordinary schools is during playtime or on excursions. Ours live always in an active community” (Montessori, 1967).


Individual teachers can decide themselves how to arrange the desks available to their classrooms, but the molded one-desk-and-one-table individual desks themselves suggest exclusive work. These desks, additionally, assume that all students complete their best work while sitting at a desk.

Curriculum and Instructional Strategies

Montessori Principles

Fundamental Lesson


As the Montessori teacher continually watches a child focus and gain proficiency with classroom work, the time will come to introduce the child to a new material. Within the environment, children are limited to the works on which they have received a lesson. The introduction of new material to the child is called “The Fundamental Lesson.” In the initial introduction of the work to the child, “the lesson corresponds to an experiment” (Montessori, 1964). Based on preceding observation, the teacher is choosing the right moment to introduce a lesson to a child thereby taking momentary initiative in directing educational growth (Lillard, 1972). The Fundamental Lesson is given almost exclusively on an individual basis and is defined by Dr. Montessori as “a determinate impression of contact with the external world; it is the clear, scientific, pre-determined character of this contact which distinguishes it from the mass of indeterminate contacts which the child is continually receiving from his surroundings” (Montessori, 1965). Fundamental Lessons, by rule and design are precise and orderly in presentation as well as brief, simple and objective (Lillard, 1972). “By using few and simple words, the teacher can more readily convey the truth that lies hidden in the materials” (Montessori, 1967).

When a lesson has been given in this way, the child is invited to use the material in the way he or she was shown. During this initial contact between the child and the material, the teacher remains with him or her to observe interactions and learn whether she has misjudged the moment of introduction. If the teacher believes the work has been introduced prematurely, she suggests they put the material away for another day and when another day comes, the child will receive another presentation of the Fundamental Lesson (Lillard, 1972).


Concentration


In a Montessori classroom, students are given the utmost respect to accomplish their work without interruption. Montessori believes in exercising intense concentration during work as children achieve an integration of self through the process (Lillard, 1972). Dr. Montessori strongly emphasized the importance of giving a child uninterrupted concentration, not even to interfere for correction. “If you interfere, a child’s interest [evaporates, and] the enchantment of correcting himself is broken. It is as though he says, ‘I was with myself inside. You called me, and so it is finished. Now this work has no more importance for me’” (Lillard, 1972). “Man builds himself through working,” (Montessori, 1966) and after a time of intense work requiring concentration, children appear pleased, peaceful and refreshed (Lillard, 1972). Moreover, Dr. Montessori learned through her schools that children wanted no part of an extrinsic reward after such hard work (Lillard, 1972).


It is this final stage of concentration and intrinsic motivation when the child no longer seeks the approval of authority. When that inner discipline becomes firmly established in an entire classroom, “the real education of the children can begin, for they have arrived at self-discipline,” and they have equipped themselves for present and further education (Lillard, 1972).


Curricular Materials


Montessori materials are designed for “auto-education,” in that the control for error lies within the materials themselves rather than in the teacher (Lillard, 1972). These materials contribute to the freedom of Montessori children and allow for entire concentration as students learn without need for teacher monitoring. Dr. Montessori recognized that praise or even a smile from the teacher could distract a child and, after such an unobtrusive act, children have been known to stop and put their work away (Lillard, 1972).  Paula Polk Lillard (1972) clarifies that the aim of the academic materials is an inner one. “It is not to store a quantity of knowledge in the child, but to satisfy his innate desire for learning and the development of his natural powers.”


With this purpose, Montessori materials are divided into roughly four categories: the daily-living exercises involving the physical care of person and environment, the sensorial, the academic, and the cultural and artistic materials (Lillard, 1972). Because Montessori highly regards meaningful contexts for learning, for this reason, children are usually introduced to materials in daily living first (Lillard, 1972). These simple and precise tasks are ones which children have observed adults perform in the home environment and children are excited to imitate (Lillard, 1972). The purpose of tasks like washing a table, cutting vegetables or sewing a button is not to master the tasks for their own sake, but to “aid the inner construction of discipline, organization, independence, and self-esteem through concentration on a precise and completed cycle of action” (Lillard, 1972). The character and motivation developed by children during the primary-class, life-skills activities will serve them as they progress to advanced, unfamiliar, academic work throughout their education (Lillard, 2005).

American Public Schools


Standardized Curricula


Although standardized tests have become a buzzword in 21st century American education, little else in public schools is nationally standardized. Theoretically, teachers are allowed to teach using any instructional strategy they choose provided they cover the state standards and use the resources within their means. To complete this task, teachers are given standardized materials in classrooms, which take the form of textbooks.  Teachers are provided twenty-five textbooks for their twenty-five students whether or not the teacher requests the books.


As “No Child Left Behind” insists that no children be left behind in education, more and more districts have implemented standardized subject curricula to ensure adherence to state guidelines. Other district schools are required or encouraged that all grade-level teachers to write one curriculum to ensure all students on grade-level will receive the same information.


Despite a rise in district-standardized curricula, Vanderbilt University Professor Clifford A. Hofwolt (personal communication, October 2006) maintains, “The real curriculum of a class is what happens when the classroom door is closed.” Compliance with the standardized curricula is assumed. The standardized curricula make allowances for gifted students and write Individualized Education Plans for students with special needs, but the majority of students are expected to move at the standardized pace as dictated by the curriculum that will have students ready for their standardized test by a specific date.

Student Assessment

Montessori Principles


The Three-Period Lesson


Teachers formally evaluate children in a three-period process, which could be entitled “association,” “recognition” and “recall.” Children are oblivious to the fact they are being evaluated when these “nomenclature lessons” occur. Angeline Stoll Lillard (2005) describes the format of the three-period lesson, “The teacher first shows the child the materials to be named – for example, the Rough and Smooth Boards, wooden tablets covered with different grades of rough and smooth sandpaper. As he or she runs a finger over each, the teacher gives the child the referring vocabulary, “rough” and “smooth.” For the second period, the teacher tests recognition: ‘Give me the rough one,’ ‘Give me the smooth one.’ If a child is unable to pick the correct one at this second stage, the teacher does not correct the child, but assumes that the child did not get the concept to begin with. The teacher would then repeat the presentation another day. If the child did correctly chose the rough one, the teacher would go on to the third period, holding up one of the sandpaper tablets and asking the child, ‘What is this?’ A great deal of vocabulary is taught in the Primary classrooms through such lessons, and they give the teacher an opportunity to evaluate whether a child has mastered key concepts.”


Work Journals


Montessori teachers are at an advantage for observing children as they work because many Montessori materials spread out across the floor and the product involves a large map, clay model, bead chain, etc. Students in the Elementary years are asked to keep a Work Journal in which each student records the week’s activities, including the time when each work was done and how much was accomplished. The teacher then meets with each child weekly to discuss the Journal and the progress made. If a student has consistently avoided a specific subject or material, after receiving a lesson in that work, the teacher can inquire as to when the child plans to follow up with the specific work (Lillard, 2005).


Each Child


Montessori as a system hinges upon formative observational assessment. The teacher makes herself as invisible as possible as a child works consistently with a work, until the teacher steps out in faith that her observations are correct and the child is ready to move on. Montessori school consultant and Vanderbilt University lecturer, Catherine McTamaney (personal communication, March 2007) believes when Montessori teachers spend their days observing and introducing Fundamental Lessons as needed, they should be so in tune with their children that, when asked, the teacher could, with little hesitation relay the specific level of progress for each child throughout the spectrum of subjects.

Catherine McTamaney (2005) writes about individual observation in her book, The Tao of Montessori, “If we are unable to easily give details (in assessment), if it is too difficult or time-consuming to describe the unique wonderment of each child, we are not paying close enough attention. Montessori is based on the attention to each individual. Children come before our manuals. We should know, at any moment, the endless ways in which two children are different, or we are not watching carefully enough. Using a checklist for its simplicity has its merits. But don’t pretend that children are simple. Leave space for the unexpected, and know that every child is unexpected.”

American Public Schools


Authentic Assessment

Public school teachers are left in large part on their own in assessing their students on subject matter. Whether a teacher prefers to use student portfolios, checklists, observational records, performance-based assessments or worksheets, great freedom (and therefore, variation) exists between assessments across classrooms, schools and subjects. Teachers are required to have some method by which they assess students because progress reports are sent home to parents and semester grades must be assigned.


Standardized Assessment

The “No Child Left Behind Act of 2001” added a Federal component to classroom assessments as public schools became classified by student performance on standardized tests. Under this legislature, student progress is tested annually for math and reading in third- through eighth-grade and once during high school. An additional science assessment is administered once during grades 3-5, 6-9, and 10-11 (U.S. Dept. of Ed, n.d.). Schools have subsequently found themselves needing to educate students not only on the content of the tests but on test-taking strategies as these standardized methods were unfamiliar to students until recent years and the mere form of the assessment was a test in itself.

Implications

The Cooperative Model


With 200 public Montessori schools currently in operation throughout North America, it is evident that some cooperation between Montessori and the public sector is occurring. Public Montessori schools that presently exist are offered as an additional option to standard district public schools. In an example of the cooperative model, a district might have twelve traditional elementary schools and choose to add a Montessori school, which chooses, the students using a lottery system or alternative selection process. Presumably district would provide the school with Montessori materials for classes, require district teachers applying for a position at the new school to become Montessori certified, and plan for multi-aged children in each classroom.


The teachers who work at this school would possess state licensure to teach in public school as well as Montessori certification and many would have worked in public schools prior to their placement in Montessori. It is likely that these teachers might be Montessori advocates who are thrilled to have the opportunity to teach a highly regarded “private school” curriculum while keeping the benefits of public school employment. Likewise, the administrators, parents and even students themselves would be well-versed in Montessori and thrilled to experience the philosophy first-hand. 

The Mutually Exclusive Model


In her life, Dr. Montessori established firm opinions on specific education practices, and she left behind followers who adamantly defend the necessary authenticity of her method. Dr. Montessori’s writings detail her research and findings for what she believed was the best and only education for children. For this reason, Dr. Montessori advised that Montessori teachers not take traditional education courses because doing so would “deepen their adherence to traditional methods and ideas” (Lillard, 2005).  The founder clearly intended Montessori to be mutually exclusive of any other educational approach.


When public Montessori schools are made to live on two sides of the fence with district requirements on one side and Montessori doctrine on the other side, it is no surprise that according to The North American Montessori Teachers’ Association (NAMTA) Journal, some public school programs show a “dilution” of Montessori practice and principle (Boehnlein, 1988). In a cumulative analysis of research, “fifty-eight percent (of public Montessori schools) had no Montessori trained individuals in principal or coordinator positions. Seventy-two percent indicated that their curriculum did not reflect autonomy from the district curriculum. Sixty-eight percent showed that they were starting children later than age three. A fifth of the schools indicated little concern about the quality of Montessori teacher credentials. Thirty-eight percent reflected either random multi-age groupings or no multi-age groupings” (Boehnlein, 1988).


Angeline Stoll Lillard justifies these findings in acknowledging the difficulty people have in abandoning culturally transmitted ideas about children and schooling. Montessori teachers themselves often adopt traditional school practices because they feel comfortable and familiar (Lillard, 2005). One might wonder what harm lies in incorporating a district workbook or handing out gold stars; however, the problem, according to Lillard (2005) is that “Montessori practices surely work synergistically… Consequently change in just one practice might significantly change the quality of the Montessori program.”

The Hope for Compromise


When I began this paper, I had no idea that by it’s end, I would be completing my student teaching in a public Montessori school. I have watched over time as the school strives to arrange specials classes in order to provide a three-hour work cycle during which time students are largely responsible for tracking their own work in a Work Journal. I further watch as the teacher performs individual reading testing on each student as mandated by the district three times a year to determine district-mandated reading groups. I watch as the students spend their afternoon in required rotations so they will abide by the district plan of handwriting workbooks, keyboarding drills and a mandated writing process.


Through districts’ plans to improve education, the Montessori doctrine in public Montessori schools is being shortchanged. While the teachers at such schools are Montessori certified, administrators and district policy-makers are not.  Consequently, they are ignorant of the educational purpose and exclusive nature of Montessori philosophies when they implement educational policy. If a district is going to add a Montessori school, they should commit to providing a school fully committed to the method thereof, even if it requires a break from some district policy.


Such independence might be an unacceptable compromise for a certain school district thereby making a quality public Montessori school, for that district impossible. If, however, an entire public school district were to whole-heartedly commit to the Montessori method in every district school, all district mandates would echo Montessori principles. Such a commitment would involve reformatting educational processes and classroom environments as they now exist – this includes starting childhood schooling at the age of three- (instead of five-) years of age. Such a district would accomplish significant increases in student academic achievement and national standardized tests in addition to making sizeable strides away from the factory-model, blank-slate child foundation of the American school.

Conclusion


While “No Child Left Behind” brought education to the forefront of the American spotlight, the policy, and the local mandates that resulted from it, all focus on squeezing the best results and highest productivity out of the current education model. When this deficient, historical model tries to establish a Montessori philosophy, the result is a diffused curriculum and weak principles. An overhaul of the historical school model is necessary before American children can reach their true potential and not be left behind. In examining the Montessori philosophy, one finds a developmental method, which enables children to educate themselves. If such a system became publicly widespread in America, the result would be generations of intrinsically motivated, self-confident citizens eager and equipped for a lifetime of learning.
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