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The Riley Insttute at Furman broadens student &nd co
progress. I't builds and engages presppbrbaed fofaormat
st e«eore challenges, and |l inks the | eadership body t
Launched in 1999, the Insttute is named for former S
Educaton Richard W. (Dick) Riley. It i s dommikadsdectt &

approach to change.

The Ril @y rlenssetaructhe group promotes evidence informed e
serve children and families @&crCoesnst eSo uftohr Eadruoclaitnoan. PR
gr oup c odnedputcht sr esnear ch and evaluaton smakieg amdspppc
also builds internal evaluaton capacity among organi

maxi mi zed f or citzens across the state.

For more informaton, pl ease visit riley.furman. edu
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With suppor

t from the Self Family Foundaton and the

I nsttute has gyempl sestedyaomuMont esso@ iperehliuicato®anhaomnl S0

comprehensive evaluaton of public Montessor.i ever <co
mi xreet hod study examined how Montessori impacts st ak:e
needed to guide future investment in Montessor. educ
study: the extent to which schools implemented Mont e
Montessori students; the efect of Montessori educato
Montessor.i educaton on creatvity, soci al skilQ s, Wor
perspectves on job satsfacton and the challenges of

that students in public school Montessori <c¢cl as-srooms
Montessor.i public school students, when examining ac
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Dr . Maria Montessor. devel oped the Montessor.i educat
centered educatonal approach based on scientfc obser
components for a Montessori program to be considered
uninterrupted blocks of work tme, and guided choice
provi ded,om nhMo rhtaensdsso r i |l earning materials are careful
aesthetcally pleasing environment. According to the
grades assigned, and children are encouraged to expl
Angeline Lillard (2017) further out | iarRe/si Stame N&sYs etrktSa
.SKAYR (GKS DSyAdzao®

There h
out come of
Pate, 2013;
Wal | ace, &
fndings in
guestonabl e
conducted t
fdelity Mon
of wor k, t h
demonstrate
gaps, partc

vV e

o n o

been a number of prior evaluatons that ha
partcipaton in Montessori educaton, both
Hanson, 20009; Dohr mann, Ni-Qhedh, BHa0O6netL
FintYun2280520Rdng RatMdnde & Csikszent mi hal

favor of Montessor. educaton, many of the
aut hentcity of Montessor. met hods, and s
hat addresses many of these concerns and
tessori primary programs (Lillard, Hei s e,
e small guantty of research on Montessor.i
s the critcal need for more research in t
ularly for research focusing on public se
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I nformaton about the extent to which public schmparts v
fdelity study.

t N2 INI YYI oMo mCtAeRsSSE diriie dpr i nci pals in the state@ compl e

Montessor i program. Questons were askegedbgprudgupgimpds
student assessment protocol s, Montessori materi al s
and assistant Montessori credentaling and training.

[ £ aaNR2Y hOvaeSNIdlosury dyde ar s, 126 classrooms across t
unannounced observaton. Retred Montessor.i teachers
extensive training conducted these observatons. Te:

LYLI) OG { GdzR&
Data about academic and behavioral out comes, such as

explored yearly as part of the i mpact study, alowmg wi
executve functon.

lyFfelAy3d {(dREFiI ngSEANE WA Qdd@dent record databas
Depart ment of Educaton (SCDE), researchers compar e
i ncome, ESL status, and special eaMomndtesrs ogtiatpwd) ia:
student s.

LyFfel Ay3a {(ddzRSyid ! Or RSReOelayRheSKlI 52N o xh dzfi O3Y S a
mai ntained by the SCDE to examine standardized tes:
team compared outcomes of Montessori students to d
Montessori school
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cohort of MontesdMomitestsowdéntsd uarchtsomer formed on a
work habits, social skills, and £tdetutyeMbuonbhesenri
selected and tracked across foMonyesasasri Toi sdeohsri
demographically similar school in a diferent schoo
DFAYAY3 | 5SSLISNI ! yYRSNREUIYRAY3I 27F azyliSaisaedlic it eNtRsd NJ
examined how Montessor.i programs afected student s,
teachers.-14nandlé2@&HhIemic years, an online survey
teachers within the South Carolina public school s
Montessori teachers responded.
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The key fndings of the analyses are presented and su
provided in the body of this report.
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On average, public school programs in South Carol
although there is variaton regarding the extent t
Only those students in schools thatiMonette sas anrEinn sntuwn

the outcomes analyses.

@{Gdzﬁeéyﬁ 5SY23N) LIKAOA
When the study-1lén checda diemmitch ey eZad L5 t here were 7, 402

Montessori program in 45 diferent schools across
Center for Montessori in the Public Sector, there
any other state in the country except California.
maj ority of -snmudmet sAmpreoxiomately 55% of Montesso
bl ack and 10% are Hispanic. One in ten Montessor.i
Montessor i students are generally quite similar d
stat e, Montessori students are more | ikeMgntesdber
students in the same district.

9! OFRSYAO hdziO2YSa
t N2PUOR&Sy ORlbe most recent -lye)ar 50X % daft aMacmtl d sescaroin - § t2
state standards in ELA, 46% met or exceeded state
science, and 80% met or exceeded st atMonstteasnsdoarrid sp u
school students across the state, Montessor.i st ude
in each of the four subjects.

| OKAS@SYSY(l DAR@&lKmat¢chiedmGaMont essori st-Mdehessboi
fo

students and controlling r student demographics
students scored signifcantl y hiMohnetre sosno rEL As tsutdaetnet ss
years of the analysis. Furthermore, there was a si
the three years. The results for science were miXe

t hanMowowmihessori st udelndt)s annd osnieg nyiefacra n(t210yl 3melr6e .gr o w
Subgroup analysescomdi Manedstbat bBowdentsi scomedna
Montessori students in ELA, math, and social studi
di ferences are generally quite small, as the efect

An Evaluaton of Mont ess@r Pubd i ona Sc tt



hOSNIBASSG 2FoO0RYdy @IRORA Y I &

@! 0§SO0a @S hdziO2YSa

Direct assessments of a cohort of student s
similar to oMomtteea®sornihant mdeants on assessments of
mi xed over the years. Montessori students-Merhebsod

student s. There were no consistent di ferences
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students afer adjustng
Montessor i students wer
di sciplinary incident o

a
Montessori students consistently demonBomiaéesiohi g
f
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have served
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suspensi on

A majority of Montessori teachers reported

Few showed interest in administraton.

t hat t
Teachd&r s ex

program, school anadksbofiondedmtandtngtofsMoentes

based curricul um, and the amount of t me
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Over the past fve decades, Montessori educaton has e
overall approach to teaching and student | earning. I
t wo past decades, Montessori Ghapulbleigansd¢lmoglag.n lanf 3o
i nvestment has been made into pu@ ngulMoint escslbhool &9 n ¢ b
teacher and administratve training, facilites, Mont e
In terms of the number of programs, public Montessor

of this stud$¥3from4-BO®i hhkR@0&A@2mber of Montessori stud:
the -2Bl@cademic year to 7,402 students by the end of
for Montessor.i in the Public Sector, there now are m
state in the country except California.

Figure 1: Counts of Students and Schools Participating in Public
Montessori 201213 through 201516
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While public school students in South Carolina atend
majority of Montessori educaton occurred at the-prim
16 academic year, 17% of public -Mlbnttesgarteatlbdent sa
Kindergarten | evel. The grades with the | argest Mont
1,000 student s. Enrol |l ment in the middle school grad
total South Carolina public Montessori st udewntt-&e mr ol
school programs (88%) . Approxi mately, 15% of schmeol s
percent of Montessor. programs were housed within Ti

An Evaluaton of Montess@riPubduaatsacit



¢FrofS MY az2yidSaazNr @ybl2tfYSyd o0& DNJ
tYd tYn| Y M H ) n P c T y ¢ 20l f
b | 449 820/ 960/ 1, 177, 048291 799 596 35Q 187 13237, 402

6%| 119% 13% 16% 14% 12%11% 8% 5% 3%| 3%| 100%

During -1tthheack®dé&mic year, the 45 public schools that
di ferent school districts in South Carolina. See Fig
i mpl ementng public Montessori. Public Montessori exi

CAAdzNE HY al L) 2F {2dziK /I NRtftAYylF [ OK22f B5Aal

M Districts with Public Montessori
[ Districts with No Public Montessori
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vaz9aavhythy¥&Yent do the demogr @phi

Mont essor.i students difer fr

UsingleoOodata from the Power School dat abase, research:t
individual publ i c Mbomtteessssoorrii ssttuwddeemttss taoc rmossms t he st a
Figure 3. While the majority of Montessori students
t hat Montessori students wer eMosmtmeesasharti npou bel iacd vsacnht caggl
Mont essori stiumdeenme ave rceco mpaterdt € s BGr3i% wotf u cheomt s . I n t
approximately 55% of Montessori students were white,
ten Montessori students had a speci al educaton desig
Learners. Finally, female students were slightly ove
public school students.

Figure 3: Demographic Characteristics of Montessori and Non-
Montessori Students (2015-16)

63%
54% 55%
51%
°48% >0%
34% 34%
12%
10% 20 6%10%
1 on B
Female Low-Income Special Ed. ESL White Black Hispanic

Montessori B Non-Montessori

Results of this analysis demonstrate 4maompubli eehMo e
South Carolina and that a |l arge and diverse set of f
demographic diferences do exist, the popul aMomt ®$ s Mo
students from across the state.

I n order to beter analyze the-Mdintesswmces shetdwae s, Mand
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analyses were conducted. Figure 3 compared Montessor
analysis was | imited because there may have been | ar
Montessori educaton and those that did not. To contr
students partcipatng in MontesdMomit esdwaadat avihi dred stt hual e
school di strict, -w3diaga deamiac fyrear .t hRe Ldalr2c her-snpemé¢ or
students. Therefore, one is able to compaennttlees sbe mo
public school students in the same district. The res
di ferent school district. The districts | ocated in t
more | i keiliwycome baemidtoavo tvhoannt ensosnor i students within the
districts (16 of 23 districts) were in the | ower rig
be white -andometiMbawessmri students in the same di st
programs in these districts were partcularly appeal:i
these Montessor.i programs atracted parents who woul d
CA3IdzNE nY 5Aa0GNAOG 5SwWRE@NI LIKAO / 2 YLI NX
To
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g * e
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% White Difference (Montessori--Non-Montessori)
How Montessori students difer from other public scho
anal yses that compar edVoMotnetsessosroir is tsutduednetnst sa ctroo snsont h e
Montessor.i students were more advantaged, over all t h
However, the within district-ianoamgsssuidedi saaed tuhde
Montessor.i programs in many school di stricts that of
y|l An Evaluaton of Montes@oPublEdac@dcibomoli  South Car ol
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Montessori with fdelity?
On average, results showed that public school progr a
with fdelity, although there was variaton regarding

Mont essor.

Fidelity to the Montessor.i model was measured by pro
principals and by observatons of randomly selected c
study, across the state. The i mplementaton ssagedy fo
groupings, student assessment protocols, MontessoOr.i

assistant credentaling and training. Schools not mee
i mpl ementaton survey were excluded from the study an
students atending t hes eMosnctheososl osréfwoesrtetl theontt scpoancsti deerr aeldy s
Programs that met the minimum threshold for fdelity

the classroom observaton process.

Over the four years of the study, 126 randomly selec
Montessor.i classroom was observed in each program. T
on the size of the Montessor.i piThher amsanmd meme sl anselds
observatons were developed by the res-epmrricrhartye,am dwear
el ementary, andiunppededl emenhharydel ity study. The ma
includ® 2013y dEight Principles of Montessori Educat
2003) . Al instruments were reviewed extensively by

and were piloted and cradti émr an eldi. abinl iatdydi $tolndy awma d nd er
reliability of the data collecton instruments.

Each classroom observaton instrument had its own uni
classrooms of high quality fodrsetrivatt olnev enlt ,erivi eavd djiutes
all three |l evels were divided into the same areas: P
Teacher and Assistant. Following the forombhsecVvasaemoo
interview focused on three areas: Lesson Pl anning; R
The process to select the observaton sample was syst
order to nsure the appropriate | evels anldopgoghsensyv:
were unannounced and conducted by former Montessor.i

observed.

'Montessor.i programs araegéd ypliecmardegoms ivi fdemdt | hd e snuld tt o 3) ;
el ementary (ages 6 to 9); wupper elementary (ages 9 to 12);

An Evaluaton of Montess@riPubduadaatScit
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ure 5 below displays the fdelity scores for all/l p
res ranged from a | ow of 0% to a high of 100%. A
ervaton score between 88% and 100%. A program cl a
re between 75% and 87%. Any program with an avera

a | ow fdelit® pMomgreasm.orTihe omrsaujlecatnt assi sted with
ges.

rall, for the primary |l evel, 34 classrooms were o0
mentary | evel, 39 classrooms were observed with s
el , 25 classrooms were obser’sked wbsbrgabporwrsscangs
raged to determine the overall program fdelity sc
grams were classifed as high fdelity, 14 as mid f
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Rich data about Montessor.i i mpl ementaton can be gl ea
| ooking at results by |l evel &ndopufbddws sacrheoa.l IMome regtsio
positve classroom climate, Montessori credentaled te
students, demonstraton of the Montessor. phil osophy
| earning. Programs rated as | ow fdelity to the model
t he Montessor.i materi al s, an appropriate number of |
notes for evaluaton/record keeping.
As shown by Table 2, generally, across al/l Montessor
the area of classroom climate and the | owest scores
¢rofS HY /fFaaNRP2Y hoaSNBlIoeaz2zy {O2NBa oe@
. s L Ly ad NXzO 4 ]
t NB LJ NBERI & a NB{2uYdzR SpL O ¢ 20|t
OYVIBANRBYYSKXIU[SSI Nyx@’él-éKS&LﬁAéﬁﬁ?&'\lB
t NA Yl NE 78 % 88 % 85 % 78 % 82 % 82 %
[ 26SN) 9t SYSy3i% NB 95 % 93 % 86 % 88 % 87 %
I LILISNI 9f SY SHyBi%h NBE 90 % 77 % 84 % 8 4 % 81 %
Il SNI 3S 73 % 91 % 85 % 83 % 85 %
The @pbmsérvaton interview results in Table 3 provided
classrooms. The | owest scores were in the area of re
pl anning and student assessment.
¢l ofS oova§NAlGe 2y LYUGSNBASSG {O2NBa o0& [ SOS
. s 3 . {GdzRSyi ] 5 .
[ Saazy t{twy92aNH YSSLIAY 3 1 ¢e2ulFt [{ O2NE
laasSaays
t NA Yl NB 86 % 78 % 85 % 83 %
[ 26SN) 9f SYSydid me 80 % 86 % 8 3 %
PLILISNI 9f SYSydil ok 79 % 77 % 79 %
I SN 3 S 8 3 % 79 % 83 %
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I n Tabl e 4, perceptons of teachers regarding Montess
perceptonsbfliéeashénsmeet the needs of their studen
perceptonsabifliéeashénsi mpl ement authentc Montessor.i
|l ower, partcularly in the | ower and upper el ementary
¢ClFrofS -movaSNlie 2y LYGSNIIASGSG hLIAYA2Y vdzZSas:
ot S G124 4 A
L3t SYSVCSSf a dzilJLJ2 NI S
ots 2 |vsedsikal vAEE SVINed aazfiase
I.OI-RQYAC‘)())@ﬁ@a2NJ-&f [35351%2‘ Rg ngJNJ.uzr\
2 F éﬂdzﬁéyQ(FFéCﬁUdzlfeS)/?‘% § uKéNJ
AY N1JZ2 NJ o, 2K S INE ©
A0FGS adl y? NR'S
t NA Yl NE 8.3 8.0 8.6 8.3
[ 26SN) 9f SYSYTi.l NE 8.1 6.9 7.4
P LILISNI 9f SYSyYyT.l NE 8.3 6.7 7.9
I SNI 3S 7.7 8.1 7.4 7.9
FC2NJ 0KAA LRNb2Yy 2F GKS AYyGSNBASsT GSIFOKSNB 6SNB | aWSRGG2 NI
06AGK mn 08SAy3 GKS KAIKSAG0P® ¢KS | FSNIF IS Nlray3d FT2N SI OK ljdzSaas
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e f-M oonnt ensosno r i on student academic and

Using existng student record databases maintained by
team examined outcomes of Montessori students and | o
r
o

behavior, and student atendance. The datasel3 itne | 2l
16. |l mportantly, this database had an indic@dbomeaani
student achievement, researchers examined standardi z
ELA, social studies, and science. While all fve subj
as South Carolina eliminateld6 tshehooli tyngarasared simetntalfl
and social studies tests every year. The research te
atendance across all public schools the student aten
behavior, specif caslclhyo oilfo ®ar hamtaltd esruts pteands i @m iamd t he nu
during the academic year.

Selecton bias is a signifcant threat to evalwuatons |
Montessori schools may be quite diferent than parent
out comes, including test scores and atendance. To ad
three methods to accurately estmate the efect of Mon
analyses focused on individual student growtédarorarcdlay
of out comes. Second, the main analyses accounted for
behavior, such as family income and student di sabili
to produtcep alppd ecsompari sons b eMoweteens sMornit esstsuodrei n tasn.d Tnh
the virtual control records approach made popul ar by
Stanford University (e.g., CREDO 20009, 2015; Davi s a
to -NMontessor.i public school students using previous

limted to other students in the same grade who aten
student . From this pool, students were exact mat ched
educaton status, and fr'@eeneduesdaprcheed IQnnttebsdte tsactobr
the matchi RAn yp rpocteedrutrael. match with a test sc@®rteedthagc
by more than .20 standard deviatons was dropped. For
®The research team worked with Montessor.i schools to ensur
“I'n this case, exact matching means Moatt esaoh i Mentueadsendrsi wd
gender, poverty status, ESL status, and special educaton s
*Thi s process was completed separately for ELA, math, scie
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potent al mat ches at this poi ntMontthees sroegd e asrtauhd ethned asm ws &
were the closest to the Montessori student. The goal
Montessori sample that werPe as similar as possible a

t N2PUOASyYyOe

Before examining the results of the matched anal yses

achievement . For the most -térenb2Peatr BMoéndassaorciol $ o
standards in ELA, and 46% met or exceeded the standa
beter for science and soci al studies as 70% and 80 %,
standards in these subjects, as dMomtlees seaen sicrh ofeil gt
stat e, Montessor.i students were more |ikely to have

Figure 6: Montessori and NoMMontessori Student Proficiency in Math
and ELA (20146)

Montessori 23% 31%
=
<
=
Non-Montessori 25% 33%
Montessori 18% 31%
<
—
w
Non-Montessori 23% 25%
B Does Not Meet B Approaches Meets B Exceeds
®Given the stri ngent matching protocol, not al/l Mont essori
had at | eMesnit eosnseo rnio nmat ¢ h. Montessor.i students with no mat
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Social Studies

Science

Non-Montessori 34%

DNER ¢ ( K
The prev
profcien
scores ¢
preci se
school

di strict

Tabl e 5
OQut comes
indicate
Mont esso

Non-Montessori 26%

Figure 7: Montessori and NeMontessori Student Proficiency in Social
Studies and Science (2011%)

Montessori 20%

33%

34%

Montessori 31% 23%

25%

B Not Met Met B Exemplary

ious analyses only co-NMentessdifestendelsbt s ni Mo
cy. In the preferred analyses presenteld belo
hanged from one year to the next. Further, t
than 'Moofessency hethekbsement growth was compa
students &Momdes stohe statdendrsd whon wer e mat che
, grade, demographi & ethtarsaccdareegs .stcs, and the

summari zes-yelae mgeowltths modet sesehodomecd control
for each year are compared to how students
s that Mont esseewointegerseswtrh wa o whihg h ewrh etrlreaars o m
ri students exhibited greater achievement gr

"Anot her

advantage of standardizing the test score val ues

Given that South Carolina changed elx3amsR4)Nh3rt oou gAhCoTulth stpH iose SLCt
Ready -1(62015% he analyses here do not measure true growth in
exams should provide a proxy for student achievementicn tF
achievement .
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cording to Tabl e 5, Montessori students consistent
ntessori students across all three years of analys
ntessori students increased their testMomnacersesorhy s.t
ile these efect sizes are small, the diferences ar
udents across the state, there are few meaningful
hi bited greater growth-Mwheaessompastddént matohedenb
e Montessori advantage in math is apparent in the
owt h. Montessori students demonstrated statsteally
th&#426d8Bool year. There was no statstcally signif
e results for the science and social studies achie
viatons |l ess growth in scilednc el htibsamditfhea ematec hweads ssa
e 10 |l evMontMdMastsomed shaments al so had higher gr owt
was not statstcally signifcant. Ther elbvaswher adad e
ntessori students achiev-ed. hMgheesgoowt it udhestcs ema
e fnal two years of the analysis in social studies
at not all public school students take the science
the samples includegleam. thte ahadyisesi mpdretrangteatro |
ferences betweeMoNOREeOssOrstaddnhoanchi evement acro
th al/l estmheaeashl essatbeBaandaed deviaton.
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I s Montessorite feaait e osomer et udent s r a
Montessori students as a single group.
characteristcs, researchers pooled th

partcipatng i

ther than ot her
To examine th
e three years o

and @ atcest geadadree , ( Ipi

bet ween the Montessor. indicator
|l owest 20 percentl es) .

The average marginal efects of
are presented in Table 6. Positve
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nolhow income students. I n terms of race, signifcant
Montessori students displaying greater growth. While
no-Mont essori students across all fve subjects, there
t hose witnhetiiteanmeg@ory. The insignifcant fndings for His
due to smaller samples sizes for these groups. Both
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-Moonnt ensosnor i students on variables ge

State databases provided the research team with dat a

are i mportant out comes, the research team al so was i
coll ege and career readiness. To this end, researche
educaton and afectve outcomes, including creatvity,

Since measures of these outcomes are not found in st
assessments of these constructs t-Momt essaanprlie tf u dMomtt .
these outcomes are difcult to measur e. Further, t he

team at the beginning of the study were | imited. The
from age fve to age eight, so tatppalopo ivaaxe aealslugregi m
these | imitatons in mind, the research team used sev
of Montessori educaton on these key outcomes.

As noted earli r, selecton bias is major threat to e
educaton, it is challenging to isolate the efect of

these programs. A primary task of the research team
research team was unable to follow the popul aton of

chose a Montes®mor ic fewrtricceloll meni tt hsiat uat on, where Mont es:s
wantng to enroll their children in public preschool

Montessor i program, selecton bias may be |l essened (b
that the Montessori school included in this part of

measured by programmatc i mpl ementaton surveys and cl
Afer selectng the Montessori cohort, the research te
region of t he -Motnattees stoor ib ec otnhpea rniosnon school . Approxi ma
Montessori students were included in the analysis ea

The research team administered a number of di ferent

soci al skill s, wor k habits, and creatvity. To examin
noMontessori public school cohort, researchers wused
student race, poverty status, ESL status, gender, an
which included earlier outcome measures as covariate
outcome measures for the regression models were stan
one. This meant that the Montessor.i coefcient in the
students wer e avoonvee sosrorbelsoaw dneont s on that partcul ar
demographics. Table 8 presents the regression coefci

mul tvariate regressions.
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BRI EF questonnaire includedowppltagpmagetlyiveidad @t ¢ sne &lc
Behavioral Regul aton (I nhi Mett ac®hginfit omand | Emetaceral WOO
Organi ze, Organi zaton of Material s, and Monitor), as
account all of the clinical scales and represents th

wSa MEB®Ddze S Cdzy Oa 2y

The HTKS assessment was admiMoinstteesrseodr it oc othhoer tMo nitne stshoe
cohort was approximately age fve. Afer controlling f
the HTSK exam closely mirMonteals d direi petrd e mtas,c ea 0 fs d di

Both cohorts of students were tested with the NIH To
di ferences between the scoMonNtefssMont seguarint st e 204
students scored al most -Monstteasnsdoarrid sdteuvdieanttosn si na b2o0vle5 , n
Given that the cohorts receiveld atnldle52NsllcHh cacsls eysesanresn,t  tif
al so examined how NIH scores chdnrge&d Hf samr @&nmsteegsetars etd
covariate when examining the relatonship 44étwaadnt par
NIH score. The results from this analysis indicated
executve funct eln5 daucraidnegmitchey e2abrl 4 han di d the compari s
I n spring 2016, students in both cohorts completed t
Montessor. students scored .13 standard deviatons be

signifcant diference.

On the BRIEF assessment, there were no statstcally s
2014, howkwere,ssmon students had beter totPahiBRI Emesc
results from the BRIEF assessment are suggestve, the
Tool box, and MEFS, st ubennttess siomr i Mocrotheosrstosr iweaned nnoadn as s
rat her by htwhne tsetaucdheenrtss. I n additon, both cohorts had
compl eted the BRIEF assessments may have hadofdé&mer en
‘someténes e vésSri nce teachers only completed assessments
researchers to compare across cohorts or even across

use by schools, can be gleaned from the BRIEF assess
{20AFf {1Aff&a YR 22N)] | loAda
Teachers also rated students on social skills and wo

University. The Ratng Scale of Work Habits and Soci a
devel opment al -medwlsdatome sd etf aisleed by Br onson -s(c2al0e0) .

8Originally, the BRIEF assessment was coded so that wawer
changed in this analysis, so that the interpretaton for tF
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response items; 8 related to social relatonships and

rate e@8clcalielmdc performance (Ervin et. al., 2010).

performed OLS regressions while controlling for stud
partcipatng in Montessori and these three domains. T
compl eted student inventory as did the BRIEF discuss
According to Tabl e 8, Montessori studenMentwessornt ed
comparison group in 2013 and 2015, afer controlling

statstcally signifcant. There i s one st atvMotnd &lslsyorsi g
students in terms of work habits. According to teach
were rated by their teachers appMomxtiemadcerliy s t3u ddmtngd ac
statstcally signifcant result.

| NBI a @A (&

Creatvity is commonly acknowledged as the ability to
2012). Considered as one of the most important skil/l
indi @i gpuaslollem ng and innovatve ability, which play a
devel opment (Besancon & Lubart 2008).

The Evaluaton of Potental Creatvity (EPo0oC) measures
exploratory thinwkiegrandecohvekgegt This EPoC test i
t me alloted, same instructons, etc.) and requires st
stmul i. Researchers have-extpd dbemmttorgo mmlsditna reanreaandvi ewx ara
complete during a frst sespionaaondyt h e snktaeagordahtevioen dtieavsek
complete in a second session approximately one to tw
potental on two occasions (two diferent days) with t
(Lubart, 2011).

The EPoC was administered t eMonttedesmtrs icro htord sMantra sng
study. According to Table 8, Mont essor i -Motnutdeesnstosr is csot
on the total EPoC score. This Montessor.i advantage i
indicated that this result was driven by Montessori
exploratory secton of the EPOC assessment.
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Q wSAaASIHNOK vwbas2yvreA®d¥e demographic
teachers in South Carolina? What are
student s? What are perspectves of teacher g

For both years of admi-hdsandt anaf(aoesde meeesreyad &ch5e2r0s1 3 u
popul aton of public Montessori l ead teakheirscl dhed s’
guestons and had a 71% response rate (186 oL@ iorMcl2bde
80 questons and had a 72% response rate (192 out of

than the average survey response rate and provides f
Montessori teachers.

The fndings presented within this report are grouped
slightly adjusted to help in the summarizing of dat a

9RdzOF 4G2NJ 5SY23INI LIKAO&

More than half of those surveyed have been teaching

the Montessori c¢classroom for 10 years or more. Teach
average of 6 year s.@ Tdheeg rneaejso r(i6t7y%)h,a v@h idleaes 2% Ravde 1B
doctorate degree. Nearly all educators who responded
currently teach or will within the next year (95%).

credental was the American Montessori Society, and t
el ementary.

CNFAYAY3I YR tNRTS&aaA2ylf 5805t 2LIVSyi
Most Montessor.i educators report that they are obs
|l east 30 minutes (83%) and agree that they are pro

< D
- =

Slightly | ess than half of educators report that the
trainings every year (48%). Overall, 71% of educator
current in their feld. Most educators report-sphkeatifth
curriculum and |l essons instructon. Others would Iike
management, as well as more opportunites for network

W2o {laa¥Fl Os2y YR CdziidzZNS /I NBSNJtf Il ya

Most Montessor.i educators feel supported to some ex
adequate knowledge about Montessori (77%). Nearly a
teacher (98%). This is substantally higher than the
Survey who strongly agreed or agreed that they were
survey respondents plan to remain a MonMessesisoreac
(3%) or become a Montessori administrator (10%) .
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Most primary and el ementary | evel educat-agedrapootdt
t he Montessor.i Mo d e | (81%), while only half of middl
some extent that they can keep up with the multple a
educators report having between 21 and 24 students e
part tme teaching assistant (90%).
9RdzOF G2NJ t N} OaO0Sa Ay (GKS /flaaNepz2yY
Montessor. educators present an average of 6 | essons
they have all or most of the key Montessori materi al
educators use the Montessori curriculum/ sequence (tr
46% report that their school makes them use a pacing
Nearly all educators completely agree or somewhat ag
curriculum/l essons while incorporatng South Carolina
Sl'ightly more than half report that their school use
more informaton on the frequency of use with regards

cl assr ooms.

Figure 8:: Use of Educational Practices in the Montessori Classroom
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Provide Great oTh 975
Take daily o T
Provide community | T
I ntroduce Great yLee hal f of
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Give same |l essons to same grade
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ority of educators report that their st
are varying |l evels of consistency with
| assr oom. For more informaton on these

Figure 9: Student Experiences in the Montessori Classroom

M Yes B Somewhat H No
t heir 549% 37%
ompl ete tasks

tal actvites (i.e.

Use workbooks or worksheet s _

The majority
they are abl e
det ai | on spe

ment a
bl ocks, etc.)
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of educators agree to some extent that
t o meet the needs of t heir academicall
cifc student out comes.

Figure 10: Montessori Student Learning and Outcomes

HYes B Somewhat No
Abl e stpoecr?eaelt nbe 65% 23%
Abl e t o _meet d 5(:% 359%
speci al n elggESEESERUSgRSRRNENS
Abl e t o mg > d o
academically s 2
T SAAR I
Stude

tc S 4ha 63% 23%
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I n an efort to align public educaton in South Caroldi
Transf@ rrPmG | e of the South Carolina Graduate as its
admini stered duri-hg, acasemi chgreari 20I1b6ded a set @f g

i mpact on the development of many of the skills cite
are presented in Figure 11. There is widespread agre
promotes the skills noted in the Profle of the South

Figure 11: Educators Who Strongly Agree or Agree that Montessori Has
a Positive Impact on the Skills of the SC Graduate

Hel ps develop. critcal thinking and
probdelmvi ng skilTls
Hel ps devel op—e+reatvity—and
i nnovaton
Hel ps dedierl ot e 1 @
Hel ps devel op—scollaboraton/ 08%
t eamwor k
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

| dzi KSyoOAtGe 2F (GKS a2yidSaazaNA t NRINFY

Sl'ightly over half of all survey r&sMomtdesnd er iagpreceg rte
is decreasing each year. Most educators report makin
practces (63%), while 30% report making moderate mod
educators report that testng requirements have the |
Despite these challenges, most educators believe tha

be sustained and/ or gr ow.
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the promise the model has ofered to students across
in South Carolina to i mplement Montessor. in public
Title |, serve- hapge Baohbenrsooftlhowtudéni skien afenast
gueston of how these students perform and whether or
l ooms | arge.

This study atempted to answer these and other questo
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programs. Nonetheless, it remained an open queston w
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egalitarian possibilit-esc ome M®na daechtd seiva mdju lsavwuare.ntlso ve
from Montessor.i Whil e white Montessor. students exh
comparison group, so do black Montessori students. T
Montessor. has appeal to a broad range of parents in
educatonrangiwgdas wel |
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