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Chapter 7 Learning to read with grammatics

7.1 Introduction

The foundation exercises of Montessori pedagogy, the practical life and sense
exercises, were introduced in the previous chapter. The practical life exercises engage
very young children in everyglalomestic routines as a means of developing and
extending voluntary attention and the memorisation of complex activity sequences.
The sense exercises ritualise the everyday sensory experience of very young children,
systematising and organising it into amng systems which foreshadow the

organisation of educational knowledge. The recontextualisation of everyday

knowledge in Montessori pedagogy is, therefore, the origin of the development of
educational knowl edge, or s.dhedMontessbri ¢ conc
study of geometry, for example, originates in the exercises of the senses. It then
progresses along a decontextualisation pathway, comprising incremental steps through
which the combined use of objects and language evolves into abstthetmatcal
knowledge. This chapter traces a parallel pathway in the area of literacy development,
with particular emphasis on the study of grammar, which, in Montessori pedagogy, is

a key component of reading pedagogy.

The review of Montessori reading peday in this chapter exemplifiég®w a model

of language which accounts fibhre multiple strata ofinguistic organisation as
introduced in Section 54.can be usgto clarify, and move forwardlebates about
optimum approaches to early literacy devehemt which continue to the present day
The chapter also introduces the wagntessori pedagoggcontextualiseabgract
grammatical knowledgassemioticallyrich ensemblesf manipulable objects and
language usélhis chapter reviewthese ensemblesa means ofiot only making
grammatical knowledge accessible to young children dwathmore significantly,

making ita toolchildrencan use to interpret written language.

The chapter begins by sketchimgabackgroundo the study ogrammar in
Montessori schoolsThisincludes aeviewof unresolved debates about the role of
grammar in language education over the century since Montéssidoegan
designing grammalased reading activitiethcluded in the review is an account of
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Vy g ot enlloysérant ofthe study orammaras an aid tditeracy development, as

well asrecentproposals from the field of social semiotics for resolving the debates
aboutlearninggrammaiin schools.This first section of the chapter culminates in a

discussion about @potentially fruitful relation betweegrammar study anthe way

young children enjoplaying withlanguage, a discussion which combines both
Montessori 6s and Vygotskyods understanding
and thegenesiof imaginationand abstractigrwith particular reference literacy

development.

Thenext section of the chapter begins by reviewing contemporary debates concerning
t he 0 b litesacygpedagogyrthis is followed by an account of the way
Montessori literacy pedagggntroduces entyevel literacy skills, showing hothe
pedagogyshunts acrosthe multiple strataf languagehroughrealisation
relationshipsThe chapter conables withan investigatiorof how, in contrast tonore
conventional grammar activities fohildren,ensembles of multimodal resources are
deployed in Montessori grammar pedagofjye investigationusesanalytical
categories drawn from systemic functional linguist@s.the basis of this analysis, it
will be argued that the systematised, fumaél orientation of th&ontessori
multimodalresources, and the playful way children use thepresent a pedagogy
with the potential t@lrawyoungchildrerd attention taneaningmakingin a way
which enhances literacy development

7.2 A background to the study of grammar in schools
721 Grammar as parsing and etiquette
The grammar taught in Italian schools dur

parsing using the ningarts of speechollowed by the analysis of sentences. This
approach, and ¢éhplace of grammar in the curriculum, had much in common with the
following description of the place of grammar in literacy teaching in Australia during
the first half of the twentieth century:

The first years of a primary education were devoted to cogistdetters, then words, then

simple phrases and sentences. Once children had learned these, they graduated to learning the
parts of speech and to parsing, while sentence analysis, considered an advanced activity
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appropriate to the later stages of cdigmi, belonged to the upper primary school and the
secondary school. (Christie 1990, p. 6)

In other words, literacy teaching began with the smallest units of language, the letters
of the alphabet, and progressed step by step to the larger units of vesescdad
sentences and their parts. Underpinning this teaching practice was the idea that
languagecarried meaning and could be studied separately from meaning, in contrast
to thinking about language as a mearingking system for construing experce

andsocial relationships.

School children were required to copy the letters of the alphabet so they developed
neathandwriting. Similarly, the purpose for exercises in parsing and sentence analysis

was to implant aeatliteracy, based on rules for overcomimgtidinessn logical

thinking, spoken expression and written composition (Christie 1990, p. 9). This kind

of grammaiis described byalliday (2002[1996], p. 385)as O6r ul es of | ang
etiqguetted, comprising O0an featuresscontemmedy of ¢
with correctness rather than meanikignder this focus, the study of grammar is

Oweakened and i mpoverisheddéd (Christie 199

From the middle of the twentieth century, studies in Engdjgdaking schools seem to
show that this kinef grammar study makes little impact on the development of
literacy?! The study of grammar, therefore, gradually declined in Englistaking
countries, except, notably, where it was used to teach foreign languages and English
to speakers of other languadeT his has been reversed at the end of the twentieth
centurywith the partial return athe study of grammar to the English curriculum,
response to concerns about literacy standards and calls to bring bhekitise

although this return is highly fiticised and hotly contested.

The continued use of grammar to teach foreign languages and English to speakers of

other languages suggests that the study of grammar supports students, at some level,

! For recent reviews of this literature s&edrews, Torgerson, Beverton, Locke, Low, Robinsod a

Zhu (2004; Gregory(2003, Hudson and Walmslef2005 and Wysg2001).

2 My own experience suggests that grammar continued to be taught widely throughout this era in non
English speaking countries with a less mauttural worldview. In Italy, for exaple, students, with a
European perspective, expect to learn to speak at least one language other than their mother tongue
fluently.

% For an overview of these debates in Australia, see Gibbs (1998), and in the United Kingdom, see
Carter (1996) and Keith (290).
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as they learn to use an unfamiliar language. In Engligaking classrooms where
grammar has been abandoned students are left to work out for themselves how to
expand the meaning potential of the English they learned at home to meet the
unfamiliar demands of school English. For some time it has been evidéenhilaren
from backgrounds where language use at home supgEatégyogic discourse in

school typically achieve better educational outcomes than those for whom language
use at home is less in accord with the school (See, for example, Hasan and Cloran
1990 Heath 1983). This point is emphasised by those who argue for the reinstatement
of grammar in the curriculum as a means, among other benefits, of achieving more
equitable educational outcomes (Carter 1996; Christie 1990; Christie and Martin
1997; Hasan 136a; Martin 1985, 1993,998,1999 200Q Rothery 1996;

Schleppegrell 2004; Williams 1998, 1999b, 2004, 2005).

The reinstatement of grammar in school English, and its contested contribution to
literacy development, is often debated in terms of whetherrgearis concerned with
policing standards aforrectnessor whether something more is at stake. A
contrasting line of enquiry has emerged where, instead of askietherthe study of
grammar is valuable, the question posedhst kind ofgrammar might bealuable
(See, for examplazregory 2003 antyhill 2000).

7.2.2 Grammar as function and meaning

In response to the question abadiat kind ofgrammarHalliday (1979, p. 184)
proposes that a grammar for schaaod s shoul
oriented to meaning rather than to a set
speech6, which he describes as merely o0th
than being based on sentences isolated from a meaningful context, a functional
agmroach to grammar wi | | be concerned with
(Halliday 1979, p. 185).

Hal l i dayés proposal has been taken up by
reinstatement of grammar in schools becomes more thanaretuintodi es i n o6ve
etiquetted, wiadktobhasitcseemnossuggegBathet eh2000; Cope

and Kalantzis 1993; Derewianka 1998; Unsworth 1993; 200lliams 1999a,
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1999h200. Teachi ng o6ébasi c gr ammaMlliansd1099b, d e as 6
pl)las teaching parts of speech so children
remedy breaches of grammatical etiquette. While recognising that knowledgedof
classessveryv al uabl e, Wil liams questioaisn whet he
on grammatical structure through parts of
alternative approach is found in research data which tracks the introduction of a
functionadr, i emeadiorgammati cal studydé (Wil |
and Year 6 classrooms, revealing the way children in these classrooms learnt to use

their knowledge of gr amiodirn a\dy goatns k ynG = | 4 el

7.2.3 Vygotsky and the study of grammar

The value of grammar for scheaed children w&s supported by Vygotsky, but not,

as Williams (2004, pp. 24242) notes, in the narrow remedial sense. Significantly,

Vygotsky (1986 [1934], p. 183) recognised the redundancy inherent in the study of
grammar when he wr ot e t dtsaitdoed fougjventheiclile ot he
new skill sd. Nevertheless, he disagreed w
di spensed withé. Through the study of gr a
argues, the school child bamstesh®awar e o
skills consciouslydéd. This conscious refle
becomes skilled at checking for superficial errors, but because of the very nature of

written language and the way it differs from spoken language, imitsadevelopment

in childhood and its use throughout life.

Speaking and writing differ, Vygotsky (1986 [1934], pp. 4&83) writes, because a
child is O6hardly consciousdé of speaking,

operationsd i6fwdlrvdd,enwheamegasasge demands c

Omust explain the situation fully in orde
semantics del i berate structuring of the web of
written language startstodevelop,ii s characterised by O6[c]o
volitional control 6 and is 6acquired cons

and ¢ aw@ygaskyels88 [A934], p. 183). In summary, spoken language is
Ospontaneous, i nv o linontrastrtoyriting,; wdichhn s néabstcr ada

voluntary, and conscious?o. I f abstraction
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defining characteristics of written language, they are implicated in its development, as
Vygotsky (p 184) claims his study showsy got skyds cl ai ms sugges
the study of grammar enables conscious reflection on the meanings made by written
language andhereforegnhanced control of written language.

Vygotsky reached his conclusions without the benefinguistic studiesin the latter

twentieth century, including work in systemic functional linguistwkichprovide

detailed linguistic evidence of the patterns of similarities and differences between

spoken and written langua@feor exampleHalliday 1985; Halliday ad Martin

1993)I n summary, Oo6written | anguage tends to
removed froni or lessdirectly relatedtdt he categories of our e
(Halliday 1985, p. 96; emphasis in the original). In other words, written language has

less of the fluidity and immediacy of spoken language. Writing is less directly related

to immediate experience because the meanings of written language are designed for a
reader who does not share the temporal or spatial context of the writer. Furthermore

writing structures meaning more densely, makimganing harder to interpret for

those with experience of spoken language only.

The ways in which spg@n and written language diffarean that readers, especially

beginning readers, must attend to writtamglaage consciously and work harder to
construemeani ng from it. Vygotskyds arguments
has the potential to guide this attention in productive ways. Foreshadowing Vygotsky,
Montessori (1964 [1909/1912] pp. 3B@5) recognisd that children on the threshold

of literacy are learning to control language of a different order from the spoken

language they learned edants On the basis of this understanding, she developed a

reading pedagogy which children learn to attend tatten language in terms of

grammar categories.

“Montessorids first outline of TheAdwancaedMomessoer i al s a
Method Volume |Ipublished in Italian in 1916, and in English in 1918. A more comprehensive account

is said to be found in the unpublished w&dico Gramaticawritten in 1934, the year Mussolini

closed all Montessori schools in Italyhe work remains unpublished, but it is understood to be the

basis of the grammar pedagogy handed over to trainee Montessori teachers today. In an interesting

quirkofhi st orical timing, Vygotskyés arguments suppor
appeared iThought and Languaga work published in the year of his death, also 1934, before being
suppressed in Stalinist Russia.
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724 Grammar, grammatics and redundancy

Recalling Firthds description of |l inguist
Halliday (2002[1996], p. 384) describes linguistics as the metalanguage usedifo st

the phenomenon of language. He proposes an equivalengrammatics for the

metalanguage used to study the phenomenon of grammar. Distinguishing between
grammar and grammatics redirects many of the unresolved debates about grammar

teaching at schéanto more productive territory.

Children havaleveloped the basic grammar of their mother tongue by the age of two
and a half years (Halliday 1975; Painter 198409 orr 1998). Bythe time children
arrive at school, they have unconscioushrned grammar, and the learning of

grammar at school is redundant. This fact, at first glance, appears to support those
who claim that learning grammar is unnecessargontrary view ighatthe
redundancyelation central tahe study of grammar is educationaliluable. The
redundancy relation between grammatics and grammar offers children the chance to
attend to the grammar they use everyday, and to develop that grammar conssiously
one significant resource for meeting the demands of school education.

The andysis in Chapter 6 drew attention to the role of redundancy in Montessori
ensembles, the multimodal resources of the ensembles representing knowledge
redundantly in threelimensional concrete mode, twdamensional graphic mode and
linguistic mode. Followig this patternMontessori grammatics represents

grammatical categories using the external material redundancy of concrete, graphic
and linguistic modes as a multimodal means for conscious reflection on language and

its use.

7.25 Parts of speech: word @ss and word function

The gammar taught in the early twentieth century Montessori (1965c¢ [1916/1918]

p7) describes as Othe cruel assassin that
can be und e rnstthowewker dispeSde with grandnastead, building

on Itard and S®guinbs use of grammar to t

impaired, she refashioned the study of grammar into exercises for directing and
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stabilising the literacy emergirsp rapidlyin the young children in helassooms,

turning it into O60an amiable and indispens
di s c o (Mostessoli ®65c [1916/1918],7). This was achieved by

recontextualising the study of grammar into the instructional pattern established by

the foundition exercises: educational meanings, redundantly represented in the

coordinated use of objects and language, configured into dynamic activity sequences

and synoptic arrays. Al though Montessori o
from contemporary instational methods, she nevertheless retained the grammatical

metalanguage of her day, the names of the nine parts of speech.

The names of the nine parts of speech comprise the metalanvguiabecontinues to
beassociated with traditional grammar, a metalegg based on word classes.

Typically the study of grammar begins with students being taught to recdigaise

parts of speechs if this werdasicknowledge. In contrast, Williams (2004, pp. 243

244) argues that recognition activities based on partseafcbpcannot be presumed to

be basic, particularly if the study of grammar is to mediate literacy development.

Instead, heoroposes semanticalhoriented metalanguadpe provided to children

that is, a metalanguage which enallesmto reflect on languge and the work it

does. Having reviewed studies, spanning several decades, which suggest that
childrends spontaneous | angu atigegintggdstany 1 s d
how language works, Williams (2004, pp. 2246) claimsthatthe waya

senantically-oriented metalanguagegulates whathe teacher and children attend to

during literacy activitiegnhanceshe quality of childend s i ndependent r ef
language and saning. The value of learning this typenoétalanguage is described

by Williams (2004, p. 246) in the following way:

Studying grammatics while reading and writing texts in order to complete a practical
activity creates a potential for children to attend to the grammatical features precisely
as they are using the features ¢onplete the activity. As a result, the functionality of

the grammatical features is visible in a qualitatively different way from approaches
which begin with word class identification, then apply the definitions to the
identification of grammatical items itexts.

Although Montessori retained the metalanguage of word classes in her grammatics for
young children, the activity sequences she designed make visible the functionality of
grammatical features, as evidenced by the title of the first series of Montes

grammar exercise§he function of wordsrheseactivitiesdonott ur n chi | dr en 6 ¢
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attention tovord clasglefinitionsalone Instead, thegive children the opportunity to

play with language and its functionality.

7.2.6 Play and work, imagination andabstraction in literacy development

The way children play with language is identifiagd Williams (1999b, 2004) as

evidence of their curiosity about language and its use, as well as evidence that
language play is significant in language development.tigreéason, he argues that
language play deserves to be a part of language learning and teaching, in particular,
the study of grammar. Williams (1999b, p.91) clarifies, however, that he does not
mean playvhichma k es gr ammar mer el yl anbalkl &ed@i cTare
support his argument, Williams cites Chukovsky (1968 [1925]) and Bateson (1972),
contemporaries of Montessori and Vygotsky. Chukovsky describes children playing
with nonsense verse as pushing the limits of meaningful language use and Bateson
describes serious, collaborative, engaged play, which again, pushes against the limits
of functionality in order to build new understanding.

Adi stinguishing feature of the Montessori
independenthichosen developmental agty aswork, rather tharplay This

di stinctive Montessori conception of a <c¢h
prevailing assumptions about the nature of childhood, the roles of teachers, and the
purposesof c hool i ngoé ( Co s Jkerdndeption ish@sédednavipw 6 3)

of work as intellectualised, transformative process:

® Over the last century the Montesismethod has been regularly criticised as being opposed to children

playing. This misconception probably arose because Montessori discarded objects in the classroom

which she perceived did not interest children. Toys were placed in the earliest Morgelssols, but

the children chose theal objects and ignored the toyd@ntessori 1983 [1936], p. 13Mlontessori

also stopped telling fairy tales to children under six, again because they seemed less interested in these

stories than &ing told about regshenomena.

Mari o Montessor.i (1965, p. x) responds to critici!
If she seemed to dispraise play as well as fantasy, it is not that she did not recognise the value of
play é But at thadombimeed awittals yt lmendn otl awrya | chilc
veritable weapons in the hands of adults who us:
was the most frequent expression of those who did not want to be bothered by children. Fairy tales
were used at only to enchant and amuse them, but to reduce the children to immobility, to obtain
obedience with threats ¢
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The transition from one state to the other always follows a piece of work done by the
hands with real things, work acgopanied by mental concentrati@Montessori 198
[1949], p. 178.

Montessori activities identified agork can equally be recognised, however, as a kind
of play, but, as Montessori (1982 [1949], p. 156; emphasis added) explains, this kind

of play is effortful and futur@riented:

It is true in all thes activities, the child may be said to be playing. But this kind of play
is effortful, and it leads him to acquire the new powers which will be needed for his
future

Play is also described by Montessd®82 [1949], p. 23; p. 145) as a way of
owor ki ngaomd making conscious, something t

has already absorbedd.

The Montessori conception of play has, therefore, much in common with the serious,
engaged play described by Bateddiontessori teachers are trainedémove

obstacles such as distractions or interruptions, when children are absorbed in activity
marked by effort. The use of the wasdrkto describe this type of activity indicates

the level of respect Montessori believed this type of activity demanded, aflevel o

respect not wusually accorded to childrend

Play linked to futureoriented effort in the Montessori tradition has much in common

with play as described by Vygotsky. In play, writes Vyggték978 p. 93) o6a ch
createsamn magi nary situationdé, but not a fant a
background in psychiatry, like Montessori, Vygotsky saw living in a fantasy world as

a symptom of illness Instead he describes play as:

... more nearly a recollection of something thats actually happened than imagination.
It is more memory in action than a novel imaginary situation (p. 103).

In common with the Montessori tradition, play for Vygotsky is a developmental

phenomenon, in the sense that it is oriented to what a childenible to do in the

®Vygotsky (1978, p. 102) writes: 6To behave in a r
delirium. é& Si mid7H915]\p,43)Midtes tpartty also toideflécticlticism of her
method as stifling creativity:
More serious forms of O6illusions6 are the begin
concomitant with delirium. The insane create nothing, but neithérate children who are
condemned to the restrictions of an education which would unconsciously tend to develop childish
manifestations into illusions, that is to say, to develop manifestations of immaturity in normal
development.
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future. Play creates 06a zone of proxi mal
behaves beyond his age, above hisdaigyhavi our 6 (pv/y3.oMhenky 197 8
children play, they plan to achieve a purpose beyond their current |dualctibning.

They voluntarily submit to rules that regulate their behaviour in order to achieve the
imaginedfuture purpose. Thus, the play Vygotsky has in mind is ordered, not chaotic.

When, as part of this activity, a child imagines an object fulfilthngyfunction of a

different object, or undertakes an action to represent another action, the child is

operating with what these objects and actimesn) rather than with what they

actuallyare. When children play, therefore, they are only free to adtinvihe limits

imposed by theneaninggiven to the objects and actions that constitute the’play

In summary, when a child realises an imagisgdationinp | ay, the chil dos
regulated by meaning, that is, the activity is semiotically medi&ading the child

to a higher level of functioning. Through play children extdramnselves, beyond

what they immediately perceive, to a domain of me@aning that is, a domain which

is governed by rules generated, not by material reality, botdanirg relations.

Vygotsky (1978 p. 101) identifies two specific higher functions which are enhanced

in this way:the ability to make conscious choices and the ability to think abstractly

what could be understood as theoretical support for the developwaioe of the

Montessori exercises of pragl life, Vygotsky (1978p. 101; emphasis in original)

identifies relations which tie these functions to the objects and movements through

which play is enacted.

[O]perating with the meaning tfiingsleadstea b st ract t hought é t he
of the will, the ability to make conscious choices, occurs when the child operates with
the meaning oéctions

In other wordsyygotsky proposea genetic relation between imaginary play and
abstract thought. This relaf, as enacted in and transformed by the zone of proximal
developmentis represented ifigure7.1.

"As Vygotsky (1978 p.1®) points out, strikingly in accord wit
devel opment al i mperative, O6[s]imply running aroun/
appeal to children. o
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Independent level of Zone of proximal Higher level of
functioning development functioning

— Domain of Meaning

themeaning of consciais choice
objectsand action abstracthought
Imaginary play

Figure 7.1: Fromthe use of objectgobjects + action) in the material domairnto conscious
choice and abstract thoughin the domain of meaning

The serious imaginary plaf the preschool child, in which the imaginary situation is
not separate from the real one, is transformechraling to Vygotsky (1978. 104),

into the play of the school child, in which a new relation is forged between the field of
meaning (abstra¢chought) and the visual field (material reality). Play, at this point,
becomes internalised, and is incorporated bo#thfetictypeactivities and in

i nstruction andsschoatctwerky(baempgubn r ul

Imagination and abstraction, in tMontessori tradition, are interdependent functions
extending the power of the human mind beyond simple perception of the immediate
environment (Montessori, 1982 [1949], p. 1@@)aginationis the ability to think of

things not immediately present, aalbktractionis the ability to extract commonalities

from material reality in order to refine and order perception, and to build a framework

for theintellect.In other words, lastraction draws attention meaningfulelements of

material reality and orderké raw material of the imaginatiamterms of meaning

Thus, where imagination is unlimited, abstraction sets limitslirecting and

structuring and, in the process, makingnsciousattention, as well as choicen the

basis of culturallyshared meangs Inthisview t he Okeystones of at
order and precision, and these devel opmen
(Montessori 1982 [1949], p. 161). Imagination collects the raw material and
abstracti on si mp latithe miadscanasucceedunrekptessing infitite 6 s o

i mmensities in a determinate form . .. e mb
1982 [1949], p. 164). For this reason, Montessori (p. 161) argues against an

unbal anced emphasi s acvitesnagi nati on in chi
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At first glance Montessorios view of the
in devel opment appears to be a mirror i ma
I magination is a developmental tiporecursor
[which] can be regarded as a means of developing abstrach ought 6 ,(Vygot s
p. 103). An alternative perspective would
other half of a spiral in a developmental helix emerging out of the transformative

interplay between imagination and abstraction, as represerfeglire7.2.

Imaginationé

Material domain
objects + actions

Meaning domain
(abstraction)
directing and
structuring (and
making conscious)

attention and choice o
Imagination

ordered, future-oriented,
serious play; zpd

Material domain
objects + actions

Figure 7.2: Developmental interplay between imagination and abstraction

Vygot s ky ésslescnibed abbwveifers an extra dimension whicarguably,
underpins Mordg s s ayramn@agased literacy pedagogyte developmental link
between play and abstrabbught Vygotskyexemplifiesthis link in his description

of the development of written language. In play, the actions which represent other
actions are idatified by Vygotsky (1978p. 108) as symbolic gestures. It is these
gestures which dédassign the function of si
can only become a sign for a horse if it is possible to incorporate it in a gesture which
designates riding horse. As the child develops, these meaningful gestures evolve into
symbolic representation. Based on his observations of the differences in the play of
threeyear olds and skyearolds, Vygotsky (1978p. 111) interprets this evolution in
terms of moé: from play (action as gesture), to drawing (marks on paper as gesture)

and finally to writing (marks on paper as symbol). The way children use spoken
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language shifts as the evolution from play to writing unfoldisially children speak

about gesturesnd drawings in the same way as they do obj&tadually there is a
transformation as children use marks on paper to represent speech, as represented in
Figure7.3.

WRITTEN LANGUAGE
speechrepresentety
marks on papessymbob

DRAWING
marks on paper as gesture
accompanied bgpeech

PLAY
action as gesture
accompanied bgpeech

Figure 7.3: Developmental spiral from play via drawing to writing

This develpmental transformation is deribed by Vygotsky (197&. 111) in the

following way:

... symbolic representation as play is essentially a particular form of speech at an
earlier stage, one which |l eads directly t
proceedsthe general process of naming shifts farther and farther toward the

beginning of the process, and thus the process itself is tantamount to the writing of a

word that has just been named.

Vygotskybés trajectory from pha@swith o wr i tt e

Montessoriés interpretation of S®guinds Vv

According to S®gu iteachwditingv€e child whoatawspwalle d t o
write (Montessori 19641909/1912] p. 246)

By draw, Montessori suggests, Séguin means draamdesign, that is, planned,
ordered and controlled activity, not scribble. In her pedagogy this view is transformed
into two separate but pardlrands of skill development, approach to teaching

writingwhichc apt ur ed Vygotskyodés attenti on.
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Vygotsky (1978 p. 117) cites contemporary research which claims that most three

yearolds and all sixyearo | d s

meaningo6. From

mast er
he

6can

t his dr a

an arbitrary

t he

C

WS concl usi

years of agénvolves not so much mastery of arbitrary signs as it involves progress

with attenti on

and

me mor yo.

Progress with

the Montessori foundation exercigeexploited in the earliest exercises of the

Montessori literacy pedagwgglt is not surprising, therefore, that in advocating

preschool children (from three to six years) shouldhleaiting, Vygotsky (1978pp.

11771 18) <cites

Mont essor.i

0s

school s as an e

Montessori has shown that kindergari®the appropriate setting for teaching reading
and writing, and this means that the best method is one in which children do not learn
to read and write but in which both these skills are found in play situations. For this it

is necessary that letters bete
i nstance,

t hat

i n
[

el ement s

speech i

child] in her play (Vygotsky 1978p.118).

Vygot skyos

support,

howeve

| i fe
and wr |

chil drenos

€ Reading

r i's quesl i fied

not go far enough in making writing relevant and meaningful for children of this age.

The critique of

Montessor.i

to that critique, is the topic of the next section.

727

Writing as mechanics andwriting as meaning-making

When describing the writing of children in Montessori classrooms, Vygotsky refers

onl to the

y

f or mul

aic gree

visitors less than two months after their first literacy lessbtunfessori, 1964
[1909A4912],p. 270). Vygotsky (1978&).117) criticises Montessori for merely

teachi Wr it

ng

Montessori 6s

|l earningd, shoul

He did not t ake

ng
approach,

as 6a mot
wh i
d

be

nto

appl i
accou

6s |literacy ped
tings the child
or skil |l and no
ch herthdnescri bes
ed to oOdevel opi
nt , however Mo

writing in which fouryearold children in her school suddenly began usingjicto

cover the walls and floor of the classroom with words familiar to them from their

social context, as well as the explosion of interest, as small children rushed to read
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and act out commands she wrote on the blackboard and on little cards (Montessori
1964 [1909/1912], p. 289).

That there is more to writing than motor skill is repeatedly emphasised by Montessori,

for example:

Writing is a complex act which needs to be analyzed. One part of it has reference to
motor mechanisms and the other represamézl and proper effort of the intellect
(Montessori 1967 [1948], p. 203).

In order to stabilise and develop the reading and writing emerging so spontaneously

and abundantly in her classrogrhso | | owi ng t he dédnatural 6 dev
mechanics of writig praised so highly by Vygotsky, Montessori designed reading
exercises which demanded 6éa real and prop

constitute the pedagogical grammatics which is the focus of this ctfapter.

The ensembles in which tivontessori grammibased reading pedagoyrealised

follow the patternestablishedby the foundation exercises of practical life and the

senses: objectreused n édplkeeyy settings of time kind \
activity sequences culminating in ays materialising systems of meannetations

The children for whonthis pedagogy idesigned are in transition between the play of

the preschool child, described by Vygotsky as play in which the imagined and the real

are identified, and the play of tkehootlaged child, in which, according to Vygotsky,

®!Montessorids first publabkbededebopmepht oaf ofWwrihieng
appeared ifThe Montessori Metho@Montessori 1964 [1909 /1912] pp. 28@5). It is possible that

Vygotsky had access to this publication, although he may have only had less comprehensive access to

Mo nt e s s or,th@egh sore ohtleednany often fragmentary and poorly translated newspaper

and popular journal articles written by Montessori, or in her name, at the height of her fame between

1910and 191%2ur rent edi ti ons of Vygot dtinsobréransiationsof ngs do
Mont essori 6s books he had access to, nor when or
classroom, i f at all . Kozulin (1985, p. Il vi) poi ni
Thought and Languadeft him unablea prepare complete references for the 1934 edition of this

wor k. It is difficult to know whether this fact ¢
greeting written by children in an | tarkssan Montes.
Mo nt e ¢$Vggotsky, @978 [1935], p. 117). Here Vygotsiafers inaccurately to the facsimile of a
message written by afiseearo |l d chi |l d addressed to O6all 6ingegnere
Mari ad which appear ekdnhemmethboMontessos 10684i[1812], pf 270)let b o
6Princess Mariad was a member of the Italian roya
verifiable, inaccuracy points to the f&deh that Vy.
incomplete and inaccurate.

An account of Montessori grammar activities for children over six was first published in Italian in 1916

and in English in 1918 (Montessori 1965c [1916 /1918], ppl84). The description of the activities is
precededbyachapternt i t | ed O6The transition from mechanical
|l anguaged, in which Montessori explains at | ength
that transition. Montessori expanded this area of her pedagogy during the Ti82@smplete

Montessori grammatics for young children, however, has never been published.
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a new relation between imagination, abstraction and reality em&efese returning

to Montessori6s grammatics from this pers

review contemporary debates abthe teaching of literacy, and position Montessori
grammatis in relation to these debates.

7.3 Phonics is not the whole language story

73.1 A review of contemporary debates

Contemporary debates surrounding the teaching of literacy are often poitralyed
Englishspeaking world, both in the academy and the popular media, as battlegrounds
between two irreconcilable perspectives, generalised by Schleppegrell (2004,-pp. 148
149) as fAo6meaningd versus O6for mdboen and
thewhole languag@ndphonicsapproaches to reading instructibRecast in

linguistic terms, the debate represents a polarised opposition beditlesemantics

or phonology as the best doorway into literacy. In the context of this opposition, if
grammar is included at all, it is a rubgiented grammar introduced after literacy has

been achieved.

The poverty of the whole language versus phonics debate has been addmssed
helpfully by Schleppegrell (2004) and Pure€lates, Jacobsen and DegerZ804).

For Schleppegrell (2004) neither approach is sufficient and she argues for a richer,
textbased functional approach derived from social semiotics. Similarly, the debate is
portrayed by PurcelGates Jacobsen and Degen@004) as a standff betwea

those who support an approach based on cognitive skill development and those who
support a social practice approach, in contrast to a more productive combined

approach based on evidence that ol earners

participate ireatl i f e usedgp.1®8). | i teracyé6

Reallife uses of literacy are functional uses, and how these uses relate to print literacy
skills can be tracked along the realisation dimension of the language model used in
this study. This dimension models languageedundant strata of meaning and

expression realising the context of language use.

° An account of the history of this debate in Australia can be found in Gibbs (1998).
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7.3.2 Applying the stratified model of language to literacy development

Describing contemporary approaches to literacy development in terms of semantics
and phonology asompeting alternatives, with grammatics as supplementary or
optional, becomes unsustainable when reviewed from the vantage point of a stratified
model of languagea$ introduced isection 5.51). From this viewpoint, semantics,
grammatics and phonologydated along the realisation dimension of language, each
provide a different perspective on the same phenomenon, language. The redundancy
built into this layered model is a resource offering rich possibilities for exploitation in
pedagogy. The possibilisegfor pedagogy are skewed and diminished if one

perspective is favoured at the expense of another.

In practice, teachers of literacy inevitably find themselves grappling, even if not
consciously, with all three strata of language, coded in terms sytio@iss

grammarand vocabularyandwhole languager whole textsDifferent approaches to
literacy pedagogy, however, vary in terms of which layer of language is favoured,
how explicit and systematic the teaching oriented to each layer is, whether a
metalanguage for one or more layers is shared with the students, and if so, what kind
of metalanguage. The phonics approach to literacy pedagogy, described by Purcell
GatesJacobsen and Degern(@004) as the skills development approach, for example,

favours sygematic instruction focusing on the expression layer of language.

The favouringof the expression layer in the context of a skills development approach
to literacy pedagogy is exemplified in a recently released and influential handbook
(CIERA 2003). Thishandbook foregrounds phonology, under the head#gsmemic
AwarenessnstructionandPhonicsinstruction Instructional approaches concerned
with this layer of language are accompanied by a generous metalanguage, including
terms such aghonemegraphemephonics phonemic awarenesghonological
awarenesssyllable onset and rimeln comparison, ways of talking about the layer of
lexicogrammar are very restricted. Under the headmeabulary Instructiorteachers

are offered some terms related to morpgglowvord parts such as prefixes and
suffixes), lexical cohesion and spelling, but Ed@ency Instructiorchapter uses a
sparsenoit ec hni c al met al anguage, CIBRA2WZ ampl e
p. 23), with only a passing reference to clauses arasph. Furthermore, the chapter

concerned with semanticBext Comprehension Instructiosiresses the importance of
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metacognition in successful reading, but there are no metalinguistic tools offered to
achieve this. Instead teachers are provided witst @fiteaching strategies and target

behaviours.

Montessori literacy pedagogy comprises exercises which progressively and
systematically shunt childrenés conscious
meaningperspectives portrayed as irreconcilablenany contemporargebatesThe

next section will briefly review the Montessori approé@keaching what is termed in

the Montessori tradition as the Omechanic
about graphophonic relations between letterssanehds, knowledge, so often, and so

reductively, referred to as phonics.

7.3.3 The passage from a sensory to a literate culture

The trajectory of Montessori literacy pedagogy has its origin in the practical life and

sense exercises. A parallel seriesdken language activities (for example,

vocabulary building, conversation games, sound and rhyming gamestesdliogy and

poetry) precede and accompanychaldr6 s f i r st offeeegptochilden o | i t e
between the ages of three and four year@mRhe perspective of the stratified model

of language, thedestl essons turn childrends consci ou

plane of language.

Two discretebut paralle] strands of mechanical skill development were developed by
Montessoriinrespane t o S®guindés view that drawing,
naturally leads to writing. The first strand develops motor skills needed for

handwriting (holding and controlling a pencil), in children aged from three to six,

through design activitiessing plane geometry insets, boetalinsetsrather than the

wooden geometry cabinet ones. The movement used to trace around the geometry

cabinet insets with fingers is transformed into tracing around the metal insets with

coloured pencils in order to cteancreasingly complex designs. The considerable

enjoyment children derive from this work, combined with the conscious control
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needed to complete the exercises effectively, gives it the qualitkesioblis playplay

which emerges from the interactiontbeen abstraction and imaginatith.

»

PhotosICMS, Balmain NSW (2006)

Illustration 7.1: Presenting themetal insets

In the parallel strand of mechanical skill development children learn to distinguish and
retrieve salient individual sounds from tsteeam of spoken language, and to match
those sounds with graphic signs. This strand has its origin in the iconic Montessori
sandpaper lettersThe sandpaper letters represent letters, the smallest units of the
writing system (Halliday 2004a, p-#®, in atactile form. The letters are cut out of

fine sandpaper and glued omimoothcoloured cards, traditionally red cards for

vowels and blue cards for consonants, although this colour scheme is sometimes

reversed by commercial manufacturkrs.

Use of the samahper letters combines sensory contrast (auditory and tactile) and a
tracing movement with a naming lesson, the pattern established in the sense exercises.
In a further echo of the sense exercises, the sandpaper letters materialise sensory
qualities (lette shapes) as a system of values, each wittamé (that is, asound

used to label the shapdhus, in the same way as children learretathe sensory

alphabet of the culture in the sense exercises, they leegadthe sensory

expression of spokdanguage, enablintpemto attend analytically to the stream of

% Montessori designed the metal inset exercises to replace the copybooksneHtontessori 1964

[1909/1912], p. 278

1 Traditionally, sand paper letters are cursive letters beddaseessori observed that the flowing

gestures used to trace cursive |l etters were more
were the mvements needed to draw the straight lines and curves of print. Montessori (1964

[1909/1912], pp. 31:B12) also argues against breaking letters into smaller components such as lines

and hooks, and forcing children to practise these, because such exdist@®ss children from
meaning: O6the analysis of writing into |Ii

ttle str.
child a sign without significance, which therefor
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spoken language, a prerequisite for accessing the meaning potential of written

language?

After extended experience playing a sound game similaspy in which children

learn to distinguis and attend aurally to the initial, final and median sounds of words,
children aged about three years are presented with sandpaper letters in sets of three or
four letters at a time. They trace each letter and say the sound as they finish the

movement, ashown in lllustration 7.2.

Photo: Nienhuis Montessori (2006)

lllustration 7.2: Using thesandpaper letters

The first sets of letters presented to children comprise shapes, anchaouegl
which contrast strongly, for exampke,t andm. The sound rmaes of the shapes are
learnt in threeperiod lessons and memory games, following the pattern established in

the sense exercisés.

Learning thredetterrsound combinationat a time contrasts with approaches in which

children build an inventory dhese corhinationsone by oneRather, dMontessori
childés first experience with each | etter
future role in meaningnaking. While the tactile contrast between the rough

sandpaper and the smooth card gives the letteeggatened sensory quality, there is

12 Specifically, themetal inset@xploit thealphabe of abstract shapes children learn to distinguish
when they trace the frames and insets ofjgn@metry cabinefThesandpaper letterexploit the tactile
discrimination betweeroughandsmooththat children learn with theouch boardsas well as audity
discrimination developed through work with theund boxeand the Montessoliells

31n Englishspeaking classrooms children also work with a set of sandpaper letters representing key
digraphs such a#, er andqu.
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no attempt to embellish the letters with meanings which sdistyactingor
misleading meaning relations. The letters are never distinguished on the basis of
fantasy characters or settings, design elements charactefisarly literacy
workbooks, but rather on the basis of redundant sensory attritvotegh feel

(touch), letter shape (sight) and phoneme sound (hearnialgted as values in

abstract systems of comparison, as illustrated in Figure 7.4.

— alel

shape/sound/ —p— t_ /t/
L m/m/

Figure 7.4: A typical entry-level system of sandpaper
letter shape/sound/ contrasts

A threeyearold child using the Montessori sandpaper letters attends to the letters of

the alphabet as objects. Intriguingly, in her study ofone@hsld 6 nat ur al 6 | an¢
development from two to five years in a middle class setting, Painter (1999) found

that from the age of three and a half, the child began to attend to the letters in words

and to display interest in how the letter shapes are forAtdtlis stage, however,
although the child was O6tal king about sym
ent i(p.118)s 6Just before the age Painterdés sul
in words, children in Montessori schools are buildingesystic knowledge about the

formation of letter shapes as they trace sets of sandpaper letters, objects which

materialise the expression plane of written language, as illustrated in Figure 7.
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Semantics
(Meaning)

Lexicogammar
(Wording)

Expression

1. Sandpaper lette
attending to

graphophonic

¢ relations

{8 (shape/sound/) /

Figure 7.5: The sandpaper letters attending to the expression stratum of
spoken and written language gounds and lettershapes)

Neverthelessknowledge about the expression plane of language, however systematic,
takes children only so far into the domain of written language. Graphaphoni
knowledge makes it possible to attend to and distinguish particular sounds in the
stream of spoken language, sounds which are salient to written expression, but for this
knowledge to be transformed into literacy it needs to be connected with meaning. In
Montessori literacy pedagogy the connection with meaning begins withdheable

alphabet

734 Analysing the sounds of spoken language: thmoveablealphabet

As soon as children have built a repertoire of vowel and consonant sounds and letters using
the sandpaper letters, they are introduced tortbeeable alphabefThe moveable alphabet

is a set of loose letters stored in a box. The letters of the moveable alphabet are the same
size as the sandpaper letters, coloated to sustain the latent vovaehsonant

distinction* When children can analyse and decompose their own spoken language into

constituent sounds, they use the letters of the moveable alphabet to recompose these words

“ The vowelconsonant distinctiorsinot taught explicitly until after the age of six years.
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aswriting on a mat. Work with the moveable alphabet is described byddsori (1967

[ 1948], p. 216) as Oan exercise of the in
down by the need t oltiswiththeartowwable alph&betthat childnen w r
in Montessori classrooms begin to make meaningerfarm of written language by
composing their own meanings, rather than
to write [is] the result of the analysis
p. 97).

NSW (2006)

Photo: State Government &hives collection, Phota ICMS, Balmain

State Library of NSW (1914)

lllustration 7.3: Using the moveable alphabet in 1914 and 206%

From the age of four years, in the Montessori tradition, children experience an intense
interest, or sensitevperiod, in written language, enablithg transition to writing and

reading to occur with ease if graphophonic awareness and design skills are developed in the
lead up to thiperiod.The existence of such a sensitive period is again supported by

Painteb s d atnaevdrydagpm ca nt e Xhec {illI9® 9))n Pai nter 6s
interested in analysing words for soutfigsn the age of four. During this period the child

makes the transition from conceiving of letters as objects to using them as rgi@se of
phonemes. The distinction between letters as objects and letters as representations of
phonemes is described by Painter (1999, p. 125) in the following way:

As a graph, a letter is a material object
representation of a phoneme, a letter construes something much less fangiblest a
sound qua sound, like a bark or a crash, but a sound as a form of semiotic realization.

This transition is formalised in the Montessori tradition in the move frompsaer letters

to the moveable alphabet. The chil dbds cho
regul ated by the sounds of the childbs ow
*Children6s attention is not drawn to spelling col

writing they have composed.
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child. By four and a halftherefore children in Montessori class, no matter their social
background or first language, arecdmposing their own language into sounds, and
recomposing it as writing with the moveable alphabenging to consciousness the
relation between graphophonic knowledge and meamiaking, asllustrated in Figure/.6.

Seamantics
(Meaning)

2. Moveable alphabet

attending to the relation
between semantics and
expression

Grammar
(Wording)

Expression

attending to

graphophonic
relations

(shape/sound/)

Figure 7.6: The moveable alphabet:attending to the relation between the semantic
and expression strata of spoken and written language

Eventually childrerfind themoveable Bphabet too laboriou® maintainthe flow of
meaning. The childrendéds work with the met
over when the child abandons tmeveablealphabet for chalk or a pencil. At this point, the
child is said by Monintewitg(Ede Monesaiid¥®4 s t o 6
[1909A4912], pp. 287296). This transition often occurs around #ye of four and a half

The 6explosiond into writing exemplifies
valued in Montessori classrooms. It is the depeient which children achieve

independently through indirect preparation, which, in the context of writing, is desbgibed
Mont essor.i (1964 [1909/1912], p. 292; emp
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language is acquired and improved through egescwhich arakin tg but which arenot,

writffngo.

It was Montessorios use of indirect prepa
moveable alphabet) to teach the mechanical skills of writing which Vygotsky (1978 [1935]
p.118) endorsed, describingt as Oor gani sed devel opment r
advocated the same approach to teach o6t he
Montessori for not taking this step. Montessori, however, apparently unknown to Vygotsky,
did take this stefdyy using grammar as a means for organising the next phase of literacy
devel opment, a phase in which childrenos

phase is initiated by children themselves as described in the next section.

7.3.5 From decompasing the sounds of speecto interpreting written words

Initially, the moveable alphabet work is an analytical, experimental activity and children do
not read the words they have composed. After some time, however, children often realise
that they can decie the words they have laid out on the mat. This developmental transition

occurs typically, but not alwayBom the age of four and a haif five years.

When children begin to read the words they have written with the moveable alphabet, they
aredemontsr ati ng readiness for the transition
component sounds [of words] with the same slowness with which he would have written
thembé but oéthe sensed becomes evident whe
acent 6 (Montessor.i 1964 [1909/1912], p. 2
accent correctly on a decoded word, the child understandseteingof the word. The

accent on the syllable of an isolated word is equivalent to the beat in the dfyth
6connect Hdliday20®4acphld).

®I't was the sight of streetdtchgbdrenofwomtthg af ud
months of instruction in 1907 that propelled Montessori and her pedagogy into the international

spotlight.

" Montessori 1964 [1912] pp. 307; emphasis in the origiradserved that for children in the first plane

of dewe | o p ntempbsjtiof&ith the moveable alphabet, for example] mustceddogical reading, as
writing preceded the reading of the word?©o. For chi
the age of six, reading tends to emerge beforengrit
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Finding the accent in a word takes the child from individual sounds, with a tenuous relation
to grammar and meaning, to rhythm, a prosodic feature of language with a systematic
natural link with grammar angheaning, penetrating the otherwise arbitrary interface

between expression and lexicogrammar. Once children have reached this level, called the
word-readinglevel in the Montessori tradition, they are presented with a wide variety of
word-reading exercise§hesenclude labelling everyday objects and images, actiois

qualities, as well as concrete agr@dphic representations of categories of educational
knowledge'®At t he same time, childrenés attent.i

conventional spellingatterns of the language, as illustrated in Figure 7.7.

'81n her earliest schools Montessori (1964 [1909/1912], pp-3823 noticed that fivegrearold

emergent readers loved to decode individual words written on slips of paper, not out loud, but to use

them as labels for objects, actions and qualitiekérclassroom, that is, they loved combining practical

action with word reading. Later, also on slips of paper, Montessori sirogecommands for children

to act out. She monitored reading skills by obser:
actions, adapting the word | abel s30dnd commands to
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Semantics
(Meaning)

2. Moveable alphabet
Words conscious knowledge
and about the relation between
Gramm expression and meaning

Expressio

3. Finding the
accent

LABELLING

EVERYDAY
OBJECTS AND

IMAGES

|

SPELLING
PATTERNS

LABELLING
B CATEGORIES OF
EDUCATIONAL
KNOWLEDGE

Figure 7.7 Word reading: finding the accentas a first step towards attending to the
lexicogrammatical stratum of written language

Word reading games in the context obMessori pedagogy can be represented as
entry-level grammatics. These games draw attention to the organisation of meaning at
the word and morpheme levels of the grammatical rank,so&leduced in Section

5.5.6 while introducing features which reappé&ster in games concerned with units

of grammar higher on the rank scale.

First, the games challenge children to match a word written on a label to an object or
image, a typical Montessori exploitation of material redundancy for pedagogic
advantage. Moreayr, the material setting and the surrounding interactive spoken
language supply a tekke cohesion between the single words the child is decoding
This is achieved, for example, through the tbke objects or imaggsday in the

chil dbés eortbevglubshgobjécts brémageacquirein Montessori

activity sequaces, arrays and naming lesswitsch materialisdields of educational
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knowledge. The word level games also foreshadow the use of esleumeans of
distinguishing grammatical functio. In this caseredis used taolourcodeaction

words. Children read the words on these cards and perform the actions.

Photo:Montessori East, Bondi NSW (200

Illustration 7.4: Action word cards colour-coded red

Second, t he ¢ asmatestiordto tamvsferable iknowledge rakiout word
parts (morphemes), by challenging children to mix and match parts of compound
words, as well as affixes and word bases. In addition, when children label
representations of categories of educational knowletigg experience the challenge
of decoding technical terms. This labelling always occurs in the context of cohesive
taxonomies materialised in objects or images, for example, labelling the parts of a
flower (composition taxonomy/meronymic relations), leg seven triangles of reality

(classification taxonomy/hyponymic relations) iin 1992).

Engagement with morphemes and the lexical taxonomies of educational knowledge
written on manipulable labels gives emergent readers early experience with the
GraeceLatin vocabulary of educational knowledge, for exampbeolla (a part of a
flower) andisoscelega type of triangle), and the morphological systems underlying
this vocabulary (Halliday and Martin 1993, p. 12). Grakatin vocabulary is

implicated as onef the barriers to educational success for children whose
socioeconomic positioning limits access to interactions deploying this vocabulary
during childhoodSee, for example, Corson 1997). In Montessori classrooms the
threeperiod lesson is used to tedaelehnical terms to preschool children. After the

age of six, naming lessons include not only the technical term, but also its etymology,
giving Oaccess to the more concrete roots
transportability of these concessemantic origins, at the grammatical rank of

morpheme, to other educational contexts. This is exemplified by the etymology of
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corolla (from Latin meaning a concrete objectown) andisoscelegfrom Greek

meaning a quality of concrete phenomesgual £g9.**

Children whocan decodéndividual words are described by Montessori teachers as
being at the threshold of thilworwayto reading. They have achievegtchanical
reading, but have not yet fully entered the domain of written language, a level of
readng known in the Montessori tradition &al reading. Recast in terms of the
stratified model of language, children who hémendthe accent of decoded words
are reading units of grammar at the lower level of the rank scale (morphemes and
words), andareon the threshold of conscious awarenedsgltiier level units of
lexicogrammaKgroups/phrases and clauses), and the cohesive relations which tie
these together as texthis linguistic view reinforces the semiotic logic of

Mont essori 6s neeTDoipoweré¢hd teagstianifran nachanical to total
reading, Montessori developed a pedagogic grammatics, a study through which
children attend to the lexicogrammatical patterns of written language, the strata of

language which systematically links meanwith expression.

7.4 Grammatics as medi ati onal means

Vygot skyds support for Montessori os |
not think that what the children in Montessori schools were writing and reading was

relevant ® meaningful. This view, however, is contradicted by the Montessori

grammatics, an extended series of games which prepare children for reading, where

reading is viewed as a meaningaking activity of a higher order than mere decoding.
As a means afomparson, h order to highlight thelegree to which the Montessori
grammatics foregrounds the meaning potential of written langtlag@ext section
begins by reviewing a contemporary gramsteaching resource, designed in response

to the recent revival of gnamar teaching in Australian schools. This resource is

9 The value of etymology is expressed in the Montessori tradition in the following way:
To give the etymology of a word stenawhenwe o
can touch the essence, the 6etymoné or h
that word. I'n the Childrends House the ¢
children touch the heart, the essence, by trattiednistory of the word (Grazzini 1986,

l ectur e, Montessor.i El ementary Diploma cour se

Mont essoriani 6, Ber gamo, ltaly).

ter
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introduced to children who are alreagading and appears to have quite a different

pedagogic function despite the surface similarities in considering grammatics.

7.4.1 Contemporary grammar teaching resources

With the recent reintroduction of grammar into many syllabus documents,
contemporary textbook writers have designed appealing resources to introduce
grammar to young learners, as exemplified in Australia in two series of workbooks by
Clutterbuck 1998, 2000), under the titl€ood GrammarbndGrammar witha Grin.

The wording of these titles, and the ligigarted illustrations, echo the lehgld

tradition that grammar is a domain of knowledge which needs to be made palatable

for children {or further critique seeWilliams 1999h p. 90), a tradition exemplified

frombef ore Montessori 0s t i @ammbayin Ridgnmet er Cr an
(1868). Earlier generations of school students would find the orientation of

Clutterbuck (1998; 2000) familiaFirst, therecontextualisatiorof grammatical

knowledge, and the presentation of the metalanguage which encodes it, is achieved
through definitions, exemplified in sets of grammatically parallel phrases, sentences

or short texts written to highlight gramtieal categories rather than to achieve a

genuine social purpose. Second, metalinguistic terms are represented, in images and

| anguage, as if they were characters in a

The Clutterbuck publications achieve a high standard in termssadrg the

introductory spoken language games which prepare children for the written exercises

and the link made between each metalinguistic category anebthket does (its
function).Thewor kbookds present ati onphoweffer,gr ammat i
remains problematic for several reasons. First, the technical terms which label the

word classes are associated withtechnical descriptive adjectives:

Agile Articles, Nifty Nouns, Vital Verbs, Amazing Adjectives, Peculiar Pronouns,
Cool Conjunctions, Pulimg Prepositions

In this way, metalinguistic terms are presented as a cast of imaginary characters,
rather than as a set of abstract categories. Furthermore, categories above the rank of

word are presented in a way which obscures the distinction betheen t
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lexicogrammatical systeniPésky Phrase£rafty Clausepand the writing system
(Sensible Sentengd®erfect Punctuatin), as well as distinctions betweesnks

within these systemg&inally, and most significantly of all, the difference in meaning
between the adjectives, for examptefty and vtal, has no correlation at all with the
distinction between the general categoniesnandverb, and in fact makes the
category relation impossible to retrieve. The Montessori grarbased reading
pedagogy, irtontrast, demonstrates that it is possible to engage young children in
playful interaction with this field of knowledge, without havingdistort its meaning

potential.

7.42 Montessori grammatics: a passage from theechanical tological
reading

0 Ourr a mmBlont@ssori (1965b [1916918, p. 9)writes,6i s not a bookéd
Children are not ready to read books, in the Montessori tradition, until they can read
logical languagethat is, they can transformechanical readingdecoding the letters

of words irfo sounds) intaotal reading(the interpretation of written connected

discourse). The distinction between mechanical and logical reading is made by
Montessori (1964 [1909/1912], p304) in the following way:

The book has recourse to logical language, ntitdonechanism of language. Before

the child can understand and enjoy a book, the logical language must be established in
him. Between knowing how to read themds, and how to read the sensiea book

there lies the same distance that exists betweenikgdww to pronounce a word

and how to make a speech.

In Montessori pedagogy the distance between knowing how to decode letter patterns
and how to read the sense, or meaning, of written language is bridged by a
grammatics which draws on the potential & Montessori ensemble, the active use

of objects combined wittanguage use:

... just as the mechanisms of writing have helped us to integrate it with speech in the

first stage of our experiments, so here also language written grammatically, by means

ofoj ect s, games, and written words, can he
consists in the expressing of ideas (Montessori 1967 [1948], p. 259).

In other words, just as children use the manipulable letters of the moveable alphabet
to compose words from tleundof their own language, they use units of grammar

(words, groups of words, phrases and clauses) written on manipulable slips of paper to
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compose discourse from theeaningsf their own language. Thus, the

recontextualisation of knowledge about graan in Montessori pedagogy includes an
emphasis on composing written language from the meanings made independently by

the child, rather than analysing meanings made by an &dthis way,knowledge

about grammar ¢6eandindispensable livte theacomstradhdn of
connected discour sefdolg, Ma@nt essor i 1965b [ 1

Montessori found childrenb6s interest in g
effort, enjoyment and concentration, the characteristisembus play The key, as

pred cted by the evaluative rules of Bernst
chil dés act bfkrowlgdgai mt @ hr el dtiiedrd with the ¢

... the fouryearold child, when he passes from those meaningless sounds to the
composition of avhole, which corresponds to an idea and represents a useful and
wonderful conquest, is just as attentive as the philologist and perhaps even more
enthusiastic. He will find the same joy in grammar ... (Montessori 1965b [1916], pp.
7-8).
Just as the fouyearold is at an optimum age for analysing sounds to build the
mechanical skills necessary for writing, Montessori (1965b [1916], p. 8) asserts that
the fiveyearold is at the age when knowledge about grammar can be used in the

service of learning to read

Similarly the analytical study of parts of speech, the passionate lingering over words,
is not for children of all ages. It is the children between five and seven who are the
word-lovers

Children of this age, she aobpnéinerbaubbaivb
capacity to learn them. The study of grammar gives them a system for orgasising
discourse the large number of words they are accumulating.

The earliest published record of Montessori grammatics (1965c¢ [1916/1918]) is in the
context & thegrammar boxesa series of grammar games designed for children over
six. In the decades that followed, Montessori observed that younger children were also
interested in grammar so she designed another series of grdnasear games, the
functions of wrds (developed in the 1920s or 1930s). These games are presented to
children once they can read single womaischanically around the age of five. After

about the age of six, children progress to a parallel set of reading games based on

sentence analysend to the grammar boxesrom about eight years, childrase
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their knowledge of grammar to explore differstlesof discourse antb study

grammar as it is taught in their own language and cufture

Thus, there are Montessori grammar gamesaldsorbét mindchildren under sixor,

in Vygotskian terms, the period during which real objects and actions are the vehicles
for imagination and the construal of meanings not present in the material domain, as
well as for children aged from six to twelve, in #exond plane of developmemhe
chil dés ¢ ons ciptaneis descebgdn theMontesspriradition as the
reasoningmind. For Vygotsky, it is during this period that a more complex relation
emerges between imagination, abgtoacand reaty, a periodduring which there
emerges the potential for children to abstract metdoolsto regulateperception and

choice.

The remaining sections of the chapter will select examples from the Montessori

grammatics to illustrate how the pedagogy engadpddren with the meanings of

written language in a serious, but playful, and systematic way, from the preschool to

the school years. The examples are selected to demonstrate how objects and actions

are used in combination with an abstract metalanguagert e gul at e chi |l dr er
to the stream of meaning, just as the sandpaper letters and moveable alphabet regulate

the way younger children attend to the stream of solimel relation between meaning

and grammatical structure, and the way thisreldatian br ought to chi |l dr
in the Montessori grammar pedagogy, is analysed using the categories of systemic

functional grammar, as introducedSection 5.5.6 and elaborated in Section 5.6.

The three areas of the Montessori materialised gramnaaigdhie function of words

the reading analysiandthe grammar boxe3 he grammar pedagogy extends from

the Childrends CHaddsea etnd st lHeo ussceh patails ent at i
and fewer technical terntean presentations for scheae clidren. An overview of

the progression of the Montessori grammatics is provided in Table 7.1.

? Thefunctions of wordexercises araot published. Training courses integrate matérigh a range
of unpublished works written in the 1920s and 1930s, inclugsigoGramaticaandThe Parts of
Speech
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Chil drenos School
4 years 5 years 6 years Tyears 8 years 9 years
functions of words functions of words

reading analysis  reading analysis
grammar boxes

study of
0styl
texts

Table 7.1: The progression of Montessori grammar pedagogy from four to nine years

7.4.3 Functions of words: from metarepresentation to metalanguage

Thefunctions of wordseading games are described in Montessori traiotngses as
grammatical morphologyThey are a study of the padsgrammatical structures, and

the function of each part, analogous to studying the parts of a flower, such as the
corolla, and its function. This approachagiain,a feature of the way Maessori
recontextualises educational knowledge for young children. The design of the
functions of wordss distinctive however, because it accounts for the nature of
language as a semiotic, rather than a material, phenomenon. The parts of speech are
abstact categories without the tangible qualities of, for example, the parts of a flower.
This is addressed in the Montessori grammatics by representing the parts of speech in
the form of manipulable symbole grammar symbals

The grammar symbols are incorpted into ensembles of multimodal resources in

which knowledge about grammar is presented as a tool for learning to read. This
knowledge can be presented to children soon after they have reached tieasord

stage, from the age of about four yearsthAs early stage the presentations are

impressionistic and do not include technical terms suctoasor verh After

children turn six, the functions are presented, using the technical terms, in ways which
are designed t o c ap tsuallegrammar presen@toissre i magi n
given to small groups of about three children. During the activity sequence of the

presentation the teacher writes Omessages
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childrends attention t o eatotgachahmfuoectonafal f u
adjectives in the nominal group, moun familyas it is termed in Montessori

pedagogythe teacher might write the following on a slip of paper.

the pencil

After the child has read the label and fetched a pencil to matcteattieer might say,

with a theatrical flourish:

T h a tvérgnicepencil..but. . .nott hés one | wa olde. l o1 | gi ve

The teacher will then tear apart the article and the noun, and insert an adjective,

written in red to give it salience.

thegeenpencil

The child is now able to fetch the pencil the teacher wants. When all children have

had a turn, there is an array of labels and objects which foreground the function of

adjectives.

thegreerpencil

the purplepencil '

theyellowpencil

During the presentation the children change the order of the words, a step called

transpositionin the Montessori tradition, playfully experimenting to see which word
order sounds right. When the word order sounds peddl the greengreen pencil
theetc), there is usually much laughter, a reflection of the latent knowledge children
bring to the study of grammar. The children are given the name of the function with
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its etymology (The wordadjectivemeanghrown togethey, its symbol (a blue

pyramid/tiangle) and a probe question to identifgrds realising this function.

In an echo of the thregeriodnaminglesson introduced in Section 6.7.probe
guestiongink aconcrete representation wiglsymbolicong as exemplified in this

guestion probingdr the adjective in a nominal group
What word tells yowhich pencil | wanted?

As in the naming lesson, this probe question represents a gateway along a
developmentgbathway which has its origin in the use of a term sig/@al for

something physicallpresent in the material environment and which moves towards
the use of this term as a transportable abstsanbol In this case, however, the

question is configured around the procedis, which can be interpreted in this

context both as a verbal prese(an external orientation), and as an identifying
relational process (an internal orientation). Verbal processes and identifying relational
processes are, following Matthiessen (1991), both-gigducing resources of the

grammar.

From this perspectivey¢, chi | dés first response to the
oriented one, in which the child responds as Receiver of what theellsrd hat is,

when the child indicates the word physically present on the label, it is interpreted as
Sayer and its naning (vhich pencil | wantedas Verbiage. This response, however,
conflates with the corresponding internal orientation, in which the nominal group

what wordrepresents a Token amdhich pencil | wanteds Value, leaving an

60i mpr es s dp e o6 fuoctioa &mtheaasis of this interpretation, the child

becomes the Beneficiary of the impression. Recalling the geometry insets, this
grammati cal i mpression | eaves a oO0contour 6
future as a semantic frame into wiican be fitted the meaningrgenis an

adjective] wherethe specific wordgreen is a Carrierof the transportable abstract

Attribute adjective. This progression is illustrated in Table 7.2.
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Figure
Element Element Element Element
Ophyspresent &§ 6si g aslylmbrod 6chil Gpecifiedp e nc i |
What word tells you which pencil | wanted
SAYER VERBAL PROCESS RECEIVER VERBIAGE
[word on label] [signalling] [words specifyingbject]
TOKEN RELATIONAL PROCESS BENEFICIARY VALUE
[specific word] IDENTIFYING [ mpression of
[symholising] function]
[green is anadjective]
CARRIER RELATIONAL PROCESS ATTRIBUTE
[specific word] ATTRIBUTIVE [transportable

Table 7.2:Probe question as gateway from signal to symboknd future -oriented semantic
contour

In the context of thetudy of thenoun familythe probequestionfor the adjectivas
asked after the probe questions fortlben and the articleeach of which represent
the same type of saanic gateway

What word tells you theameof what | wanted?
What word tells you that | wantexhe particularpencil?

To answeia probe question, the child responds through action, indigaiing
signalling,aword by pointirg. This indication, or signalling, saptured, in a material
form, andtransformed still in a material form, into symbolising, when a concrete

grammar symbol is placed above the indicated word.

At the end of the presentation there is an array of objects and labels, with grammar
symbols arranged above each of the wosslslepicted in Illustration 3. The reading
needed to complete this taséis beempart ofan activity sequence incorporating
repetition and movementhich both consolidads decoding skills and presents

reading as active and fun.
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AA

greerpencil

the

thepurpl

theyellowpencil

lllustration 7.5: An array of labels, objectsand grammar symbols

Presentations are followed by a wide variety of lessons and games, dozens in all. New
games are introduced, as needed, to maintain interest, to increase the reading
challenge and to showvariations in the use of the function. Some of these games

centre on a mireénvironment, such as a farm with toy animals or a édbbsise with

furniture. Children read labels and organise the qamvironment accordingly.

Photo: Montessori East, BondSW (2006)

lllustration 76:Usi ng adjectives in 6noun famild.@
to organise and label the farm
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The description in this sectidras presented brief introduction to the Montessori
grammatics. The next sectionvestigatesn more detaithe grammar syndis, the
means devised by Montessori for representing abstract grammatical categories in
materialform. The analysis will again draw on the categories of systemic functional

grammar.

7.4.4 The Montessori grammar symiwmls as reading pedagogy

For each partfaspeech, Montessori designed a coloured symbol. These nine symbols,
the grammar symbols, are based on abstract geometric shapes. Each shape is
combined with a colour and a size and is materialised and duplicated in coloured
paper, and then cut out so @&tbe manipulated&Echoing the way the moveable

alphabet is used by children to attend to the stream of sound of their language, the
grammar symbols are used by children to analyse the stream of meaning of their
languageThis echo is visible in theompatmentalised bogs used to storthe

grammar symbolandthe moveable alphabetady for a child to usas shown in

lllustration 77.

V‘ﬂﬁzfg//
45[[

kA..vAAAA

Photo: ICMS, Balmain NSW (2006) Photo: Nienhuis Montessori (2006)

lllustration 7.7: Storing the Montessori moveake alphabet and theMontessori
grammar symbols

As described above, the function of each part of speech, or word class, is presented in
an ensemble of multimodal resources (objects, labels, technical terms with etymology,
moveable symbols, probe questiorig)owed by an extended sesief games. As the
games unfolénd children progressively learn to identify each word class, they read
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longer and longer combinations of written words. Children glue, or draw, the symbols

above the words they have read sbwn in lllustration 7.8

Photo: Montessori EagBondiNSW (2006)

Illustration 7.8: The Montessori grammar symbols in use

Montessoriés description of ashuehapautocess e

learning to reads it is about learning gramma

The activity of glueing or drawing the symbols encourages the child to read and
reread the words, phrases and sentences in a thinking way and not in a hurry. This
activity is useful because it combines active work together with a pause and rest at
eachword that one reads. The aim is not that of studying grammar in order to know
the parts of speech very well, but it is to give an incentive to keep rerefding

Thus, the i mmedi ate aim for childrenbés us

close and cafal reading based on:

... the grammatical role of each part of speech, using the most typical representative of
that part of speech ... Thigammar readingwhich is brief, simple and clear, enables

the child to explore his own language in terms of thestraction of its parts, in the

same way that the alphabet was a means to explore the composition of simple words
[emphasis addedf.

The functionsof-words activities centre on the contrast between nouns and verbs, the

nucleus, according to Montessori, and which the logical study of grammar orbits:

From 6World Illiteracy6, an essay -85)yMoMassoii a Mont e
Elementary Diploma course lecture. Barmo , I'taly: Fondazione 6Centro ir
Mont essoriani 6. See also Montessor.i (1955) .

2 Grazzini (198485), Montessori Elementary Diploma course lecture. Bergamo, ltaly: Fondazione
6Centro internazionale di s=ofi(985). Montessoriani 6. S



