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The theological language of Montessori education and its effects on 
educational processes in childhood

Summary

The article relates to what historical educational research has been calling a theological heritage in 
pedagogy for some years now (e.g. Osterwalder 2005). The historical relationship between pedago-
gy and religion raises the question of how much theology there is in pedagogical concepts and what 
effectsthistheologicalcontenthasonpedagogicalpractice.Thestudyonwhichthisarticleisbased
(Neff2016) takesup these researchfindingsandconcernsandanalyses themusing theexample
ofMontessoripedagogy.Inadditiontothislegacy,findingsoftheanalysisofMariaMontessori’s
numerouswritingsrevealafurtherargumentthatmakesherpedagogyrelevanttothepresentday.
Furthermore,thediversereceptionhistoryofMontessori’sstatementsonreligionandreligioused-
ucation was analysed.
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Theresearchquestionofthestudy,thetheoreticalframeworkaswellastheindividualana-
lytical steps and research results are presented for two of the analysed areas of Montessori 
pedagogy: the criticism of the theological language of pedagogy and the reception of 
Montessori’sapproachinreligiouseducation.

Pedagogy from religion?

Research question

In his speeches on religion, Friedrich Schleiermacher (1995) claimed that everything 
couldbedonewithreligion,butneverfromreligion.Thisviewformsthebackgroundto
theresearchquestionofwhetherandtowhatextentMontessoriusedreligiousarguments
andtheologicalmetaphorstojustifyherpedagogy.Notonlyherwritings,butalsoreports
of an enthusiastic following give rise to this. To put it provocatively, the research question 
is: does Montessori propagate the belief in a certain view of the child, which can only be 
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followedwithfaith,oristherealsoapedagogicalargumentationinthesenseofascientific
argument that Montessori uses? Does Montessori pedagogy proclaim and promise more 
than that it operates with pedagogical arguments? Is it a pedagogical worldview that can 
only be defended emotionally? The research points in two directions: on the one hand, it 
askshowtherelationshipbetweenreligionandpedagogycanbedescribedinMontessori’s
writings and how much theological heritage there is in Montessori pedagogy. On the other 
hand,itexaminesifandhowthereceptionofMontessoripedagogyinreligiouseducation
continues or in forces the theological heritage.

Research design

The questions are based on research in historical pedagogy on theological language in peda-
gogyandtakeitscritiqueasacriticalfoilforthestudyofMontessori’swritingsonreligion
and pedagogy, as well as the early and current reception of Montessori in religious pedagogy.

The pedagogical critique of the theological language of pedagogy (Osterwalder 2005), 
dogmas(Oelkers2005)andsacralizations(Baader2005)wasfirstreconstructedasacom-
ponent of the research methodology. The impact of theological language in pedagogy on 
childhood educational processes can thus be demonstrated.

WithDietrichBenner’s(2005)proposalonthedifferentiationofrationalitiesofaction,
anotherperspectivewasadoptedinordertoseereligionandeducationastwodifferent
approaches to the world, each with its own inherent dignity. The dialogue to clarify and 
differentiatebetweentheologicalandpedagogical-sacralizingformsofargumentationcan
thus be opened up for Montessori pedagogy.

OnesubjectofthestudyisMontessori’snumerouspedagogicalwritingsaswellasall
heravailabletextsonreligionandreligiouseducation.Theyareanalysedwithregardto
the use of theological ideas and religious metaphors, her image of the child, and her atti-
tude towards religion and religious learning paths in the sense of Montessori pedagogy. In 
order to reconstruct the relationship between religion and pedagogy, a step- by-step passage 
throughMontessori’swritingsisundertakentoillustrateMontessori’sviewsusingoriginal
quotations.GermantranslationsofMontessori’swritingsareused;wherealreadypublished,
the historical- critical new edition by Harald Ludwig is used.

Montessorieducationhasbeenreceivedinverydifferentwaysinrecentyears.Onthe
basis of publications, the second part of the study analyses how the religious dimension 
of Montessori education has been received in the pedagogical and religious- pedagogical 
reception of Montessori. The aim of this investigation into the history of reception is to show 
howMontessori’swritingsareinterpretedandwhichaspectsandreasonsleadtoMontessori
pedagogy being understood as catechesis, theological anthropology, Catholic pedagogy, 
religious pedagogy, or as non- theological interpretation. The methodology of this study is 
a historical- systematic approach to reception.

AdetailedanalysisandevaluationofthreecontemporaryconceptsbyCavalletti,Berg,
andBerrymanonreligiouseducationandupbringinginthecontextofMontessorieducation
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iscarriedout,consideringtheirpotentialbenefitsforreligiouseducation.Montessori’s
explicitreligiouseducationconceptisusedforboth:catecheticalpurposes,suchasFirst
Communion preparation, and for religious education in schools. Sophia Cavalletti (1979) 
uses in her “Catechesis of the Good Shepherd” the liturgically orientated approach to reli-
giouseducationoftheearlyMontessori.Herapproachfocusesontheaffectiveresonance
inthechild.Montessori’sapproachtoreligiouseducationisbroaderbycomparison,asit
alsoaimsattheimaginationandthusgoesbeyondaffectiveresonance.JeromeBerryman
(1995) has developed the concept of “Godly Play” for the American Sunday school since the 
1970s.ItdrawsonCavalletti’sapproachandisexplicitlyunderstoodasreligiouseducation
basedonMontessori’sprinciples.WiththeintentionnottoteachchildrenwhoGodis,but
toenablethemtodiscoverthisontheirown,Berrymanfulfilsagenuinecharacteristicof
Montessorieducation.“GodlyPlay”isessentiallyavariantofcatecheticalcommunitywork
and can therefore not be used in its original form in school religious education lessons that 
areintendedtobeeducationalandreflective.TheGermanProtestantreligiouseducator
HorstKlausBerg(1999)takesMontessori’sdistinctionbetweenimplicitandexplicitreli-
giouseducationashisstartingpointandcontinuesMontessori’sapproachtothechanged
situationofreligiouseducationintheschoolcontext.HetransformsMontessori’swell-
knownsentenceinto:“Helpmetobelieveformyself.”WithithesupportsMontessori’s
demandforthechild’sownrightinreligiouseducation.That´swhyhisapproachcanbe
characterizedasfreedomofchoiceaccordingtoMontessori.

ThethreeconceptsrefertoMontessoriinverydifferentways.Theycanbecharacterized
ascatechesis(Cavalletti),children’schurch(Berryman)andreligiouseducation(Berg)
accordingtoMontessori.Theseconceptsareanalysedintermsoftheirviewsandtakeovers
ofMontessori’sapproach(Neff2016),buttheseresultscannotbepresentedindetailwithin
the scope of this article.

Analytical perspectives and theoretical framework

Theprocessofemancipatingpedagogyfromtheologyisstillongoing.Thecontextofthe
relationshipdefinitionreferstotheself-imageofeducationalscienceandthehistorically
grown relationship between pedagogy and religion. Religious education has increasingly 
incorporated educational science and general pedagogical topics in its developmental 
historytoprovideadualscientificfoundationforthediscipline.However,pedagogyhas
tendedtobreakofftheconversation.DuringtheEnlightenmentandmodernity,pedagogy
was emancipated from religion. Moral concepts and pedagogical anthropologies were 
formulated without theological presuppositions. However, historical pedagogy indicates 
a linguistic, thematic, and content- related continuity of a theological heritage, as well as 
sacralizationsinviewsthatareunderstoodaspedagogical.

At the end of the 19th and beginning of the 20th centuries, educational reform activities 
aimedatchangingschoolsbegan,particularlyinWesternEuropeandtheUSA.Different
hopesandaspirations,experiencesandconceptswerearticulated,sothatalthoughtheterm
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“reformpedagogy”isusedforthisera,itdoesnotrepresentaunifiedmovement.Effortsto
change schools include pedagogically, politically, and ideologically heterogeneous reform 
approaches. Primarily, this is understood to mean a school pedagogy that is described as 
“pedagogy from the child.” One aim of this movement was to transform receptive learning 
intoactiveandself-directedlearning(Link2018:18).

Argumentation: the pedagogical critique of the theological language of pedagogy

Inhisanalysisofthehistoryofpedagogy,pedagogyhistorianFritzOsterwaldershows
thatanoriginallyreligiousstyleofspeechwassecularizedwithoutlosingitsconnection
to theology. According to this, the school, the teacher, or a method are given power over 
theentirechild.Thisisneitherpedagogicallynortheologicallylegitimate.Osterwalder’s
thesisidentifiesatheologicallanguage,whichfavourstheperceptionasreligion,butat
thesametimeispeculiartopedagogy.Osterwalder’sreferencetotheologicalconceptsin
modernpedagogyoffersreligiouspedagogyayardstickfordistinguishingtheologyand
pedagogy from one another.

Rather than attributing the emergence of pedagogy to Rousseau alone, as is often as-
sumed, Osterwalder traces its roots to the development of a pedagogical theology in the 
17th century, formulated as a renaissance of Augustinianism. He shows that the pedagogical 
traditionofFrenchCatholicJansenismcontainstexttypesthatexhibit thepedagogical
paradigmusedbyRousseauandrecognizedas“modern.”Thetextsspeakfromadistance
aboutwhateducationisandhowtoeducate,butremaininthecontextoftheology.The
authorsofthesedevotionalmovementsbelievethateducationshouldbeorganizedin
awaythatkeepspeopleopenoropensthemuptotheworkofdivinegrace.Accordingto
their view, what happens inwardly in the individual is decisive for the educational process. 
SimilartoCatholicJansenism,numerousProtestantPietisttextsalsodescribehowaspecial
teacher-pupilrelationshiptransformsthepupils’innerselfandpreparesthemforsalvation.
Augustine’stheologicalassumptionsabouttheredemptionofthesoulanditstransformation
legitimizetheseeducationalwritings.Therefore,theycanbejustifiedonlyinatheological
context,accordingtoOsterwalder’s(1992;1995;2005)findings.

This dogma was the belief that there was something in man, fallen through original sin, 
that could be changed and led to salvation through pedagogy. An approach to inwardness 
that has been adopted for pedagogy since Rousseau: he claims redemption through peda-
gogy and understands pedagogy as redemption. The theology of this argument is obvious. 
Osterwaldercriticizesitasreligioninpedagogy,notinthesenseofacritiqueofreligion,
but as a critique of the method of educational science. Since the Enlightenment, educa-
tional science has seen itself as secular, but in fact uses religious patterns and arguments to 
justifyitsaimsandmethods.Osterwalder’sthesisisprovocativebecauseitcriticizesalso
pedagogicalconceptsoftheperiodofreformpedagogyastextsofpromisethatpromise
salvation through pedagogy. They elude argumentative criticism because they orientate 
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the educational process towards an absolute inwardness and an absolute end or goal. The 
criticizedsacralityofpedagogycanbeseeninthetalkofthechild,oftheeducator,who
must profess and serve the child, as well as in the understanding of education as an activity 
that creates wholeness or perfection, which stands in contrast to the profane world.

Rhetoric and dogma: Myth of the child

Osterwalder’scriticalthesisissupplementedbythecritiquesofJürgenOelkers.Inhispubli-
cationOelkers(2005)arguesthattheprotagonistsoftheso-called“reformpedagogy”from
1890 to 1930 revisited, bundled, and rhetorically reinforced traditional criticisms of schools 
andteaching,aswellasfamiliarmotifs.Heparticularlyanalysesthelanguageandcontexts
used in this era. A rhetorical relationship is established between the “old education” and 
the “new education,” although a thematic continuity in the discourse can be assumed. The 
authorssimultaneouslyhandeddownandrenewedjournalisticpostulatesandargumentsof
schoolcriticismandreform.Thepedagogicaltextsthemselveshavean”educational”effect
and are communicated in such a way that they can withstand any criticism.

The “from the child” argument was commonly used as a pedagogical formula with 
broad approval and great success, without recognition of its religious foundation. The 
authors made theoretical progress with the distinction between child and adult learning, 
butthisaspectwasovershadowedbytheromanticizedimageofthechildandthecultof
itsnature.Thepedagogicalreform“fromthechild’spointofview”wascharacterizedby
boundlessexpectations,wishes,andhopesforthechild,oftenwithreligiousundertones.
In the early 20thcentury,schoolreformersplacedgreatexpectationsonthechild,butin-
stead of focusing on the individual child, they created a mythical image of the child that 
dominated the pedagogical debate. This myth portrayed the child as both mentally pure 
and mentally oppressed. Even the emphasis on child psychology could not dispel this 
myth.Child-centrededucationisanapproachthatemphasizesthenatureofthechildover
theprojectionsofadults.Thechildshoulddeterminethegoodnessoftheirupbringingand
adultsshouldorientatethemselvestowardsthechild’sinnocentnature.Thepedagogical
emphasisonnaturethussimultaneouslycriticizesthepracticededucation(Oelkers2005).

OelkerscriticizesMontessori’sviewofthechildasamyth,assomethingsecularlysa-
cred,aswellasherrhetoricofhumandevelopmenttowardsperfection.Montessori’sidea
of a teleologically orientated inner blueprint of the child, which only reveals itself to the 
observer and can therefore only be discovered retrospectively, is pedagogically contradictory. 
Despiteturningawayfromtheclassicaltheoryofsubstance,Oelkersalsocharacterizes
Montessori’sconceptofdevelopmentasmythical.

InherlateworkThe Absorbent Mind (1949) (Montessori 2007), Montessori avoids the 
paradoxofpedagogicalinfluenceontheinnerbuildingplanbyusingabiologicalmeta-
phor: the child forms the future human being out of itself by absorbing its environment. 
Montessoriconsidersthisrealizationasthetrueinnovationofheranthropology.Oelkers
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highlightsMontessori’spedagogicalthinkingbasedonbiologicalindividualityasanov-
elty in pedagogical literature. Montessori is considered the most important representative 
of modern pedagogy owing to her focus on the child as the starting point for pedagogical 
considerations. She overcame pre- empirical doctrines of the soul and believed that education 
shouldservethebiologicallybasednatureofthechild(Oelkers2005:121–122).

Furthermore,OelkersseesMontessorieducationasateachingmodelandthusasan
inductive variant of school reform that has succeeded in changing current practice. Owing 
to the self- education of the child, it is less a typical teaching model and more a theory of 
childdevelopment.AccordingtoMontessori, thechild’sorder-creatingpsychological
processes of change, i.e. inner change through learning, are decisive for mental growth.

Religious metaphors

MeikeSophiaBaadertakesupOelkers’sthesisthatreligiousexpectationsliebehind
almost all reform pedagogical models. In her Habilitation thesis Erziehungals Erlösung 
(EducationasSalvation)(Baader2005),sheshowsthatschoolreformers,inthecontextof
modernizationprocessesatthebeginningofthe20th century, received decisive impulses 
from a preoccupation with religion that had previously been neglected in its reception. For 
Baader,religionandreligiosityhavenotdisappearedfrompedagogy,butappearinpeda-
gogical concepts in a transformed form. Education is conceived as a transformation of the 
path of redemption, i.e. it appears with the claim of wanting to redeem people.

BaaderalsocriticallyquestionswhetherMontessori’spedagogyisatransformationof
thepathofredemptionforaMontessorireading(Baader2005).ShefocusesonMontessori’s
portrayalin“TheSecretofChildhood”andcriticizestheideasofself-redemptionconveyed
bythechildandherstylizationasaredeemer.ThroughacomparisonwithEllenKey’sThe 
Century of the Child and an analysis of The Secret of Childhood,Baaderarrivesataninter-
pretation of Montessori that can be reduced to the following short formula: for Montessori, 
educationisthefulfilmentofadivinemission.Shethusstatesthatthechildissacredin
Montessori’swork.Hercriticismisdirectedatthelevelofreligiouslinguisticmetaphor.

Analysis of pedagogy and religion

TheinitialanalysisisconcernedwithMontessori’sfundamentalwritings,aswellastexts
on religious education as liturgical education, cosmic education, and late religious writings. 
ThesecondanalysisconcernsthereceptionhistoryofMontessori’sstatementsonreligion
andreligiouseducation.Eachanalysisexaminestherelationshipbetweenreligionandped-
agogyinMontessori’sargumentation,thetheologicalheritageinthesenseofOsterwalder,
dogma,rhetoric,andsacralization,MariaMontessori’spersonalfaith,andformsofimplicit
orexplicitreligiouseducation.
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Analysis of Montessori’s writings

WhenanalysingMontessori’slecturesandwritings,itwastakenintoaccountthatglobal
politicalcircumstancesandbiographicalsituationsinfluencedtheconceptualdevelopments
andthatMontessorieducationcannotbereadasaunifiedwork.Relevantcommentsonthe
translationorcontexthavebeenconsidered.RevisionsbyMontessoriaremarkedwiththe
yeartoindicatefurtherdevelopmentsinherthinking.

TheanalysisofthefundamentalwritingstakesintoaccounttheDr. Montessori’s Own 
Handbook (1914/1930/1939) (Montessori 2011), Il Metodo della Pedagogia Scientifica 
applicato all`educazione infantile nelle Case dei Bambini (1909/1913/1926/1948) (Mon-
tessori 2012) and L’auto educazione nelle scuole elementari (1916) (Montessori 2008). As 
demonstratedbytheyearsinbrackets,Montessorirevisedandrepublishedtheseworks,
showcasingbothfurtherdevelopmentandconsistencyinherideas.Montessori’slectureson
anthropologyarenotincludedinthisanalysis.Otherexcludedtextsincreasinglydescribe
psychological development, such as The Absorbent Mind(1949).Similarly,thetextson
PeaceandEducation,mainlywritteninthe1930s,arealsonotincluded.Thework“The
Secret of Childhood” combines religious metaphors with the physiological and psycho-
logicaldevelopmentofthechildandiscloselylinkedtothedebatesofschoolreformers.

Beforeconductingtheanalysis,abibliographicalandchronologicalsurveyofMon-
tessori’stextsonexplicitreligiouseducationwasperformed.Theanalysisincludesonly
writingsthatarenotexclusivelyorientedtowardstheliturgy.Theselectedtextsdemonstrate
that an orientation towards the liturgy of the Catholic Church is one fundamental aspect of 
Montessori’sreligiousthoughts.Duringtheinterpretationprocess,itwasconsideredthat
someofthetextsaretranscriptsofMontessori’sorallecturesandtranslations.

Under the heading Religious Education as Liturgical Education, nine lectures and writings 
byMontessorihavebeencompiledwhichexplicitlyfocusonpracticalreligiouseducation
according to the Montessori method, the life of children in the church, general principles 
of religious education and the relationship between God and the child. The focus of the 
contributionsisonthe1930s,butthepublicationperiodextendsfrom1913to1946.There
are only two lectures from 1935 and 1945 on the connection between religious education 
andcosmiceducation.Montessoriemphasizesthepositionofhumansincreationandthe
cosmictaskoftakingresponsibilityforcreation,preservingtheunityofhumankind,and
assistingtheweak.Twootherwell-knowntextsthatrefertoreligiouseducationandthe
confession of faith are La preghiera–The Prayer (1944/1949) and The Mirror of the World 
(1950), a conversation between Montessori and E.M. Standing, published by Standing after 
Montessori’sdeathin1958(Montessori2023).Thetextpresentsstatementsthatrequire
criticalevaluationowingtoidealizationsandapre-conciliarunderstandingoftheCatholic
Church.Additionally,thereareinterestingreflectionsontheCatholicChurchasasocial
organismanditsfocusonmarginalizedgroupsofpeople.
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Analysis of reception: religion in Montessori’s approach

A report of the reception of Montessori education as religious education can be found in 
GünterSchulz-Benesch(1962)fortheperiodfrom1920toaround1960.Additionalreviews
ofthisMontessoriinterpretationcanbefoundinFranz-MichaelKonrad(1997),Andrea
Kabus(2001),andHaraldLudwig(2008).Differentphasesofreceptioncanbeidentified:
prior to 1960, Montessori education had little impact on religious education. Since then, 
there have been observation reports and publications by Helene Helming. They were not 
utilizedinreligiouseducationlessonsinschools.ButHelminginfluencedaMontessori
reception that refers to her religious anthropology. Furthermore, since the early 1980s, 
Montessori pedagogy has also been incorporated into concepts of religious education owing 
to the resurgence of reform pedagogical concepts in school pedagogy. The late adoption of 
Montessori’sapproachinreligiouseducationcanbeattributedtoseveralfactors,including
thenegativeattitudeofsomeCatholiceducators,delayedpublicationofexplicitreligious
education writings in German, the need for a new beginning for Montessori education after 
theSecondWorldWar,andthelackofworkingmaterials.

For this part of analysis, only authors who refer to the entire Montessori pedagogy are 
selected.TheyinterpretedtheapproachwithconsiderationofMontessori’sstatementson
religion and religious education. The selected authors or concepts are divided following 
theirkindofinterpretation.

Asacatecheticalandreligious-pedagogymethod,therearesomeexamples:theSpanish
priestofBarcelonawhoinspiredMontessoritoreflectonreligiousanthropologyandto
developtheexplicitlyreligiousconcept.FrantišekTomášek,aCzechcardinalandprofessor
ofreligiouseducation,publishedin1940aworktitledThe Active School and Religious 
Instruction with Consideration of Maria Montessori’s Method. Helene Helming, a professor 
andfounderofaGermanMontessoriAssociationthatemphasizestheCatholicbackground–
sheinspiredmanypeoplewithMontessori’sapproach.Helmingseesthedistancingfrom
experimentalpsychologyinfavourofaChristianunderstandingofindividualityandthe
soul’sstrivingforindependenceasachangeinMontessori’swork.TheFrenchreligious
educatorofPolishdescentHélèneLubienskadeLenvalrecognizedinMontessori,edu-
cation principles common to the monastic tradition, e.g. self- activity and silence. For her 
religiouspedagogy,shealsoadoptedtheorganizationoftheenvironmentandfreemove-
ment as well as: the naturally given disposition to observational contemplation, to which 
religiouspedagogyshouldnotremainindifferent(LubienskadeLenval1946).Lubienska
deLenvalinfluencedthereceptionofMontessori’sreligiouseducationinGermany.Inthe
1970s, methodological and didactic elements of Montessori education were adopted for 
a concept of Catholic independent schools in southern Germany, the so- called Marchtaler 
Plan.BothChristiananthropology(everychildisauniquecreature)andMontessori’san-
thropology(self-realization,becomingmasterofoneselfinfreedom)providedtheimpetus
forthestructureelements:freedom,work,silence,cosmiceducation,peaceeducation,the
“sensitive phases,” prepared environment, and social learning.
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As“propaganda”textinthesenseofOsterwalder,thereisoneobviousexample:itisthe
publicationofEdwinMortimerStanding’sMaria Montessori. Her Life and Work (1959). 
StandingexpresseshisadmirationforthepersonalityandcharismaofMontessori,although
hewantedtofulfilMontessori’swishforasystematicpresentationofherprinciplesand
practice with this publication.

TheDutchmanBuytendijkhasbeenhighlyregardedwithinGermanCatholicpedagogy,
e.g.byJosefSchröteler(1929),andisoneoftheoutstandingrepresentativesof“Catholic
educational science” on an international level. In philosophical- phenomenological analyses, 
hereflectsontheproblemsoffreedomandattachmentaswellasthepedagogicalpromo-
tion of moral freedom. He interprets Montessori education as a successful contribution to 
solving these issues.

Representatives of an interpretation of Montessori as a theological anthropology can 
befoundinPaulOswaldundHildegardHoltstiege.Bothhadamajorinfluenceonthe
understanding of Montessori education in Germany. Ulrich Steenberg (1998) interprets 
Montessori’swritingsonreligiouseducationasanexistential-symbolicapproach,starting
inthe1990s.TanjaPütz(2005)comparesthepolarizationofattentionwithmeditationand
regardsMontessori’sapproachasreligiouspedagogy.

Threerecentdissertationsareusedasexamplesforanon-theological interpretation:
MartinPranieß(2008)concernsthereligious-ideologicalbackgroundofMontessoriinthe
serviceofherpedagogy.KyungSunKoo(2008)offeredadiscussionaboutThe dignity of 
the childandreflectedthepositionofthechildinthepedagogicalandreligiousanthropology
of Montessori. Mansoon Ahn (2008) compares the modern concept of the person with the 
dignityofthechildinMontessori’spedagogicalandreligiousanthropology.

Findings

ThebibliographicalrecordofMontessori’slecturesandwritingsonreligionalreadydemon-
strates that religion and religious education are integral parts of Montessori pedagogy.

The debate began in 1910, when Spanish priests discovered the Christian principles of 
Montessori’seducation,writtendowninIl Metodo (1909). They gave Maria Montessori the 
impetustotakeupthisidea,toconsideritsignificant,andtodevelopitfurther.Thepriests
turned to Montessori education out of a pedagogical interest. They interpreted the follow-
ing principles of Montessori education as religious education: the attitude of the teacher, 
self-activity,sensorytraining,silence,concentration,freedom,dealingwithmistakes,and
lovingrespectforthechild.Montessorisubsequentlydevelopedandsystematizedaconcept
ofexplicitreligiouseducation.SheputitintopracticelaterattheHouse of Children in the 
Church,aatriuminBarcelona,incollaborationwiththecommunityofpriests.
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Findings from Montessori’s writings

ThetextanalysisshowsthatMontessoriusedthetheologicallanguageofpedagogy,metaphors
andsacralizationsofthechildinherwritings.ThetheologicallanguageofMontessori’s
pedagogyisevidentfromtheveryfirstpagesofherhandbook.Montessoriwantstoexplore
themysteryofthechild,discoveritssoul,orliberatethechild’spersonalityandbringitto
development. According to Osterwalder, access to the child is through an absolute order 
thatispresumedtoexistwithinthechild.Educationalmeasuressuchasapreparedenvi-
ronment,freedomofchoice,developmentalmaterialsandexercisesareintendedtobring
outwhatishiddeninthesoul.ItcanthereforebesaidthatMontessorididnotfinallyescape
theabsolutizingdynamicsofpedagogical-theologicallanguage.Shedoesnotreducean
empirical-sensualistapproachtohumanbeingstothesumoftheirexperiencesgathered
through sensory impressions and available to their consciousness, but at the same time 
refers to the needs of the human soul and the mystery of individuality.

IngoingthroughMontessori’swritingsonreligionandreligiouseducation–fromthe
lecture On Moral and Religious Education (1913) to La preghiera(1952)–threequestions
wereaddressed:howdoesMontessoriorganizeandarrangetheenvironmentandmaterials
for religious education? What concept of religious education does she develop, and what is 
its goal according to Montessori? Lastly, what pedagogical arguments and language does 
sheuse?(Neff2016:236).

The result shows: in her early phase, Montessori understands religious education as 
liturgical education. It opens up faith to the child through action and the playful re- enactment 
of the liturgy, e.g. in the atrium, in short: through the church into the church. It is denom-
inational in character and thus stands in contrast to the view of many reform pedagogues, 
e.g. Ellen Key, who argued in favour of non- denominational religious education because 
the child would not understand the abstract teachings of the catechisms. Montessori also 
stood in contrast to the catechetical teaching common at the time and introduced a new 
approach to religious education that was based on respect for children and their freedom. 
In the concept of cosmic education, Montessori represents a more universalistic view of 
religious education.

Eveninherlaterwritings,sheremainstruetotheideathateducationshouldtakeplace
fromthechildandthattheeducatorfulfilsareligiousservicebyservingthemysteryof
thechild.AperfectupbringingcanonlysucceedifGodisrecognizedinthechild.God
reveals himself in the child. The aim of education should be to preserve the grace of God 
inthechild.Thechildispurifiedthroughbaptism.Throughfreeactionandself-activity,
it perfects its inner laws, which open up access to God. The teacher should treat the child 
with humility and respect.

TheanalysisofreligioninMontessori’swritingshasshownthatthechild’sprocessof
becomingahumanbeingisofcrucialimportancetoher.Shedoesnotleavethechild’s
developmentintoahumanbeingtoGod’sactofsalvation,butarguesfortherightbe-
haviour and the right way for the educator to treat the child based on the developmental 
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characteristics.Montessoridescribesthechild’sincarnationinpedagogicaltermsanduses
thetheologicalfigureofargumentinherentinpedagogy.

Montessori’stextsonreligiouseducationcontainavarietyofpracticalsuggestions.In
accordancewiththepreparedenvironmentandfreechoiceofwork,Montessoriadvocates
for a development- oriented approach in methodical variance. This includes suggestions for 
sensorymaterials,exercisesofpracticallife,exercisesofsilence,content-relateddevelop-
mentmaterials,stories,ideasforcreatingapersonalprayerbookormissal,theatreplays
(cf. The Mystical Drama), and instructions and guidance on material development. When 
designing the prepared environment and developing materials, it is important to analyse 
difficultiesinanage-appropriatemanneraccordingtosensitiveperiodsand,ifnecessary,
didacticallyreducethem.Thisapproachisdescribedinthetextsabouttheanalysisof
difficultiesinreligiouseducation(1939)andinanalysisofdifficultiesinlearningtopray
(1956/1964) (Montessori 2023).

Montessori approach and its relationship to Religion

OnthebasisofnumerousreceptionsofMontessoripedagogy,itisevidentthatMontessori’s
approach has been discussed in various ways regarding religious education. This ranges 
from the comprehension and misunderstanding of Montessori pedagogy as a catechetical 
method, prophetic proclamation, Christian educational theory, Christian anthropology, and 
indirectreligiouseducation,tothereversalinde-theologizinginterpretationsofMontessori’s
writings.Eveniftherearedifferentunderstandingsofreligiouseducation,therecipients
employMontessori’sviewofthechildandherteachingprinciples,andutilizethemin
religious education up to the current time. The receptions show that Montessori is often 
interpreted as a witness to Catholic pedagogy.

Buytendijk(1990)viewsMontessorieducationasaneducationinhumility.Hedevelops
this theological concept from the Christian doctrine of virtue (humility) not theologically, 
but pedagogically. Voluntary obedience does not come about through the imposition of 
externallawsorforeignauthorities,butonlythroughrelativefreedomandanattitudeof
humility.Inhiswork,pedagogicalpropagandaandtheologicallanguagegohandinhand,
aprocessthatcanalsobefoundsomeyearslaterinSchulz-Benesch(1962;1990).

TheJesuitSchröteler(1929)searchedforaneducationalmethodinlinewiththeCatholic
Church. His detailed analysis of numerous features of Montessori education served as the 
starting point for the adoption of Montessori education in Catholic education, particularly 
inthefieldofearlychildhoodeducation.Forhim,educationaccordingtoMontessorimeans
an analogy to the natural religiosity of the human being, namely the development of the 
inner life forces in the child that are waiting for an impulse: the development of the will 
andthespiritwiththeaimthatthewillguidestheactions.Inpractice,heemphasizesthe
principleofthechild’sfreedomwithinthelimitsofobedience,thepreparedenvironment,
andtheprovisionofobjectsthroughwhichtheinnerforcesshouldcometolight.
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Forexample,oneinterpretationofMontessoripedagogyasacatecheticalmethodis
providedbyFrantišekTomášek(1940).Hispositionshowsthebenefitsthatcanbedrawn
for religious education from the principle of active schooling and religious instruction 
accordingtotheMontessorimethod.Theauthor’scatecheticalconsiderationstakeupthe
concerns of the papal encyclicals at the beginning of the 20th century and are therefore set in 
acontemporarycontext.Theliturgicalmovementpropagatedanincreasedfocusonchildren,
whichiswhatTomášeksearchedfor:achild-orientedmethodofcatechesis.Theauthor
pleadsforalifeliketeachingofthefaithbasedonthelettersoftheapostles.Heappreciates
Montessori’sapproachtoreligiouseducationasameansoforiginalChristiancatechesis
becauseithonoursthephysical,emotional,andspiritualdevelopmentofthechild.Like
Montessori,heisconvinced:childrenneedtobeabletoexpresstheirpersonalfaith.The
atrium provides a suitable environment for the spiritual growth of children.

ThepublicationofStanding(1959)isproofthatMontessori’sspeechescanbeseen
as prophetic proclamations: he writes that Montessori described the discovery of the 
powersinthechildasaworkofprovidence.Hethusfollowsherself-portrayalandself-
assessment, according to which her discovery of the child has the character of a revelation. 
Henotonlyexpresseshisownreligiosityinthetext,butalsoMontessori’spersonalsense
ofvocation.DespiteMontessori’ssenseofmissionandthereligiousinterpretationof
Montessorieducation,Standingalsoreferstoherobjectivescientificspiritofresearch:
shewasabletoseparatereligionandmetaphysics,wasscientificandmystical.Standing
regards Montessori education as a religious path for both: the child and the teacher. The 
childisdescribedreligiouslythroughtheassumptionofanimmortalsoulandisreflected
pedagogically in the light of this religious argument. The orientation towards the mysteri-
ous inwardness of the child serves as a point of reference for education, which is geared 
towardsnormalizationastheabsoluteultimategoal.Theteacher’spersonalattitudeand
view of the child should be orientated towards something higher and based on the beliefs 
of“Montessorianism.”Theterm“Montessorianism”characterizesthetypeoffollowers
whohavedevelopedacultofpersonalityaroundMariaMontessoriandherworkand
canbecharacterizedasareligiouscommunity.

BeforeandaftertheSecondWorldWar,HeleneHelminghadasignificantinfluence
onthereceptionandpracticalrealizationofMontessorieducationinGermany.Sheand
subsequentlyherstudentsGünterSchulz-BeneschandPaulOswaldfocusedinparticular
onthereligiouscontentofMontessorieducation.Schulz-BeneschinterpretsMontessori
as a pedagogical concept from a Catholic perspective and with an educational purpose, i.e. in 
atheologicalsense.BollnowalsodescribesMontessorieducationasakindof“awakening”
andBöhmdicussesitinthecontextofgrace(Neff2016:484–494).PaulOswald(1987)and
HildegardHoltstiege(1999)reviewMontessori’sviewofthechildasdeterminedbyan
anthropology orientated towards Catholic dogma. Oswald was not interested in the level 
oflanguage,butinMontessori’scoreideasaboutthechild,fromwhichtheeducational
consequences are derived. Focusing on anthropology, he notes an overlap with Western 
Christian- Catholic anthropology.
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ThemorerecentworksbySteenberg(1998;2008)andPütz(2005)understandMon-
tessorieducation–inanutshell–asindirectreligiouseducation.Montessoriassumedthat
areligiousdimensionwouldemergethroughthechildasasubjectfordevelopmentsupport.
AccordingtoMontessori,religiouseducationrequiresself-activity,self-reflectionabout
moralquestions,self-reflection(thinkingaboutoneselfandthevalueofone’sownlife),the
searchformeaningandreligiousrealization.AccordingtoPütz(2005:307),theseterms
characterizeMontessori’sconceptofreligion.

Non- theological readings can be found in relation to cosmic education in Pranieß (2008) 
andinrelationtoMontessori’santhropologyinMansoonAhn(2008).Thepresentationof
thehistoryofthereceptionliteratureonreligioninMontessori’sapproachhasonlybeen
touched on here, but the insights nevertheless show that the reception has adopted Mon-
tessori’sreligiouslanguageandinplacesevenreinforcedit.

Gain in knowledge

Thereceptions,forinstanceofStandingandBuytendijk,makeitapparentthatthetexts
and lectures of Montessori served as a form of preaching or “pedagogical propaganda” as 
definedbyOsterwalder.ItisevidentthatMariaMontessoridedicatedherlifetoadvocating
the rights of children and promoting their independence from adults. With this endeavour, 
Montessoriarguesinthepedagogicalviewofthechild.Shedemands,forexample,respect,
humility,andobservation,butnotknow-it-allmentality,fortheteacher’sattitudetowards
thechild.Shejustifiesthisbehaviouroftheeducatorindifferentways,i.e.notonlyinterms
of developmental psychology or pedagogy, but also theologically: respect for the child is 
due to God in the child, because God reveals himself in every child. Respect for the child 
isthennolongerbasedonpedagogicalappreciationorconsiderationofthechild’sindi-
viduality and developmental psychological needs, but rather on the encounter with God 
inthechild.Thechildissacralized.Thetheologicalargumentationhasalastingeffecton
the way the child is treated.

ThereceptionofMontessoripedagogyinreligiouseducationisofteninfluencedby
atheologicalinterpretationofherwork.Someaspectsortheentiretyofherconceptare
seenashavinganaffinitywiththetheologicaltradition.Montessori’swritingsandlectures
aresometimesregardedasreligioustexts.

Today’sMontessoripedagogylargelylacksacontemporarytakeonreligion.It thus
meets the criticism of the theological language of education. After analysing the theological 
heritage,impulsesfromMontessoripedagogycanbenamedfortoday’sreligiouspedagogy,
e.g.theorientationofreligiouspedagogytowardsthechild’saccesstotheworld;amore
modest goal than the redemption of the child through pedagogy.

CleardifferentiationbetweenpedagogyandreligionwithinMontessorieducationcan
preventpedagogicaldogmasandthesacralizationofpedagogicalpractices,methods,
teacher roles, and room design. Even today, the dissemination of innovative pedagogical 
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ideas, methods or concepts often leads to the belief that this is the “only correct” concept. 
The analysis illustrates how using theological language in pedagogy and transmitting 
sacralizingdogmascanaffectperceptionsofchildhoodaswellasbeliefsandconvictions
ineducationalpractices.Itsobjectiveistoencourageself-criticalreflectiononpersonal
notions of educational practice alongside childhood and education.
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