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Abstract

This paper is part of a larger study aimed at expip

how instructors of catechism at informal learning
centres of the Society of Christian Doctrine in dal

respond to the diversity of their learners (Mizzi,
2007). Using a qualitative research design, si
catechists and three children from classes in six
different centres responded to semi-structured
interviews on how they responded to the individua
needs of their learners. Each catechist was also
observed teaching in three lessons. Data analysis
yielded seven key themes. One of these was thgat th
created a supportive learning environment in thei
classes. This was characterised by a feeling ehaes

of community where involvement was expected fron
all and personal relationships, humour and affesrew

cultivated, and by a harmonious and ‘safe’ climate,
This was described as being in contrast to whatsom
catechists experienced in the formal situation of
schools where four of them were also teachers.
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I ntroduction

Classrooms in Europe and the USA are getting iisangly
diverse (Bartolcet al, 2007; Humphreet al.,2006). And
Malta is no exception. Furthermore, most childreithw
individual educational needs in Malta are today
mainstreamed into the regular classroom and society
(Spiteri et al, 2005). There is also the wider democratic
concern that each learner is entitled to reachohisher
potential (Bartoloet al, 2005). We are also becoming
increasingly more aware that learners have difteren
interests, learning profiles, and readiness le{@snlinson,
1999, 2001, 2003, 2006).

This has given rise to the concept of differentateaching

to meet the strengths and needs of all learnersleVitie
differentiation of lesson content, process and pcbdhave
been highlighted in Tomlinson’s (2003) model, some
researchers have given more importance to theianeat

an inclusive learning environment (e.g. Bartolalet 2007;
Gregory and Chapman, 2002; Humphegwl., 2006).

Very few empirical studies of actual teachers aagachists
were found. One of these studies was across a rahg
primary schools in Northern Ireland and used swsyey
classroom observations and interviews with subject
coordinators and teachers. Amongst others, it dotinat
differentiated instruction was used to respond txedh
abilities, and that teachers were found to be mostl
differentiating within “an interactive teaching Ky to
support individuals during group tasks” (McGarvelyal,
1998, p.150). Another relevant research study among
primary school teachers from seven European c@asntri
(Bartolo et al, 2005; Humphreyet al, 2006) found that
teachers gave importance also to creating an inelusnd
caring attitude, which had to be shared by the wischool,
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and they deliberately tried to educate their cleidfor a
positive appreciation of difference.

These studies focus on differentiating instruction a
formal school context. Little research has eveenbe
undertaken in non-formal educational settings suash
voluntary organisations. One related study, Ker{gg04),
analysed the attempts and adaptations made by membe
the Society of Christian Doctrine in Malta to ind&u
children with a hearing loss between the agesw# &nd

ten. The results indicated that there existed &tude of
acceptance amongst the members, which honoured
diversity.

The Society of Christian Doctrine (commonly knowm i
Malta as M.U.S.E.U.M.) gives regular religious and
catechetical instruction to a large number of gkitdand
adolescents every evening. Because the M.U.S.E.U.M.
centres are area (town or village) based, theissela
contain a rich diversity of children and adolessegiMizzi,
2007). It was founded by Saint George Preca inchlar
1907 for Catholic lay men and women who want toickted
themselves fully to God and to help the Churchhm fiaith
formation of children, adolescents and adults. Niays,
the men’s section of the Society has a centre most
every parish in Malta and Gozo. The activities bé t
Society extend to Australia, the United Kingdombaia,
Sudan, Kenya and Peru. Every evening, after tin@imal
day’s work, the members of the Society open théresrior
the catechetical formation of children and adolatcand
occasionally for adults as well. This study wasuiked on
classes for nine-year-olds attending their Conftromaclass
in which a total of 1667 children were enrolled 2005.
These attended four times a week for lessons ohiddtes
each.



Method

The research question of this study was, “What edari
approaches to learning and teaching do catechisigt an
response to the reality of learner diversity inrtlsasses?”

The study’s exploratory research aim could best be
achieved through qualitative research that woulowathe
participants to describe how, each in his own whgy
approached the challenge of including all the ckiddand
how this was perceived by the different childrerlass (cf.
Humphreyet al, 2006).

Employing purposive sampling, six catechists welected
from six different M.U.S.E.U.M. centres on the Ilsasif
their being regarded by their superiors as actiwgiyng to
respond to learner diversity. Table 1 gives the
characteristics of the respondents.

Table 1: Teaching experience and class taught by
respondent catechists

Catechist Teaching Occupation No. of Number of
experience children lessons per

(years) in class week
C1 13 Teacher 18 4
C2 5 Teacher 42 4
C3 15 Teacher 18 2
C4 36 Manual labourer 21 4
C5 10 Skilled worker 19 6
C6 18 Teacher 17 4

NB: Please note:



i) The three boys interviewed from each class i sample will be
referred to as B1, 2, 3 of 1-6: e.g. B3.5 = thedthgarticipant boy in
C5's class.

ii) Ob = observation. Ob2.3 = second lesson olagem at Centre3

Each catechist responded to a semi-structuredviater
aimed at eliciting a description of teacher experes
relevant to responsive teaching. Each intervievk tisom

an hour to an hour and a half. Each participant was
observed for three lessons in order to examinesityréow

he responded to existing learner diversity. Lessdiserved
lasted around 30-40 minutes. Furthermore, threédrem
from each class were interviewed in an attempkpdoge to
what extent lessons were meeting their needs dacesis.
Each interview took approximately half an hour.

All interview data was transcribed and lesson oleens
written up and ATLASt software was used for the
gualitative and thematic analysis of the resultiata.

Various strategies were used to ensure that tree atat its
analysis reflected as truthfully as possible whaswoing

on in MU.S.E.UM. classes as regards differentiate
instruction. The use of multiple methods of daddection
helped to capture the process of differentiatiorstarg at
these classes in a rigorous and valid manner (Cehat
2001; Robson, 2005). The main author has also laeen
member of the Society for the last seventeen yaadshad
first hand knowledge of similar situations. At tilsame
time, during the course of the study, it was kephind that

the research was as much about the researcher's own
experience as it was about others (Vernon, 1998h
attempt was therefore made to avoid bias during the
guestioning and the writing up of the observatimies.
Furthermore, an attempt was made to take notel afatéh
including deviant cases (negative case analysis$. Search
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for negative cases was an important means of congte
researcher bias (Robson, 2005).

Results

Seven main themes emerged from the data (Mizzi7/;200
See Figure 1). This paper forcuses on Theme 4, Igaivedt
the catechists strove ta@reate a supportive learning
environmentin their classes. However, two other themes
were closely related to this theme, namely themes® 3
(see Figure 1)Adopingcaring and inclusive attitudes to all
and Educating in values of solidaritgarticularly towards
children with individual educational needs (IEN).

Participants distinguished the learning environmanthe

M.U.S.E.U.M. class as being in contrast with thaganool.

The former was described as characterized by afeef a

sense of community where involvement was expectad f
all and relationships, humour and affect cultivatedd a
harmonious and ‘safe’ climate developed (see Figre

A learning environment in contrast with schooling

Table 2 gives a list of contrasts between the dcaod the
MUSEUM environments. The catechists felt that: “fenis
a huge difference. Children certainly love M.U.&IB.

more than school” (C6).

Three catechists (C1, C2 and C6), who were alsodch
teachers, argued that at the M.U.S.E.U.M. class fwe
only provide learning but also formation” (C2). t‘dchool
there is the pressure of the syllabus and of psrefiu
must teach for exams at school. At the M.U.S.E.Uyéu
teach for life” (C6). Classes at the M.U.S.E.U.Mntres
were not streamed by ability but were of mixed ighil
Therefore, there were not the pressures of thenfsakeho
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urged their child to study to pass to a betterasir¢C2 and
C6).
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Table 2: Differences between a school class and the

M.U.S.E.U.M. class

In a class at school

In a M.U.S.E.U.M. class

Classes (for 9-year-olds) are
streamed by ability. Children
of different religions may be
present in class.

Classes are mixed in ability. B
children have the same religiot

=]

There is a curriculum with
high stake exams.

There is a curriculum, but no
formal exams.

Emphasis is on acquiring
knowledge to pass exams.

Emphasis is on personal and
social education and on formin
Christian attitudes. Such
formation is also pursued by
catechists during leisure. They
focus on establishing

relationships with their learners.

D

A child attends for the whole
day.

A child attended for a 30-

minute lesson four times a
week. There is less group worl
but more extra-curricular

activities, especially in summer.

In contrast with school, one
catechist, C3, felt that time wa
short so as to be able to
diagnose particular disabilities

Attendance is obligatory.

Attendance is also oltiga
for the Confirmation class.
However, the children seemed
to perceive M.U.S.E.U.M. as
more voluntary than school:
they came with enthusiasm.

A teacher may regard teachir
just as a job.

g’ hese catechists regarded the
teaching as a vocation.

=
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In contrast with school, at the M.U.S.E.U.M. clakere
was very little writing and drawing (C6). This widsed by
B3.5 (i.e. Boy Number 3 of the fifth class in thady), who
had dyslexia: “At school we write but at the M.UESJ.M.
we do not.”

Two catechists reported that the M.U.S.E.U.M. class
much less formal than school. For example, if ddctame
with a sleeveless shirt at the M.U.S.E.U.M., he \dauwt
be sent home the first time (C6). C1 argued thatendt
school there was a military type of discipline, s¢e the
M.U.S.E.U.M. class as a family, a group of friendsthere
everyone could feel safe, especially to make aakést

Two participants attempted to deliberately dissecitne

M.U.S.E.U.M. class from schooling: C4 tried to shthem

that the workbook tasks were not homework: “Her@as

school. Here is your home. Your second home.” G2 @6

believed that leisure time activities, particuladyring the

summer holidays, were crucial in helping the claiidr
realize that M.U.S.E.U.M. was different from school

As much as possible | try to remove the idea that
M.U.S.E.U.M. is something obligatory, boring and
routine, that needs to be done to receive the
Sacraments. (C2)

One catechist, C2, reported that at the M.U.S.E.l&dmtre
there was better access to ICT resources, botle thiothe
centre and of many catechists who invested in tbein
personal resources. He believed that with regard€T at
the M.U.S.E.U.M. there was “a better environmend @n
certain type of order.”

Even though having less pressures of a standartum
and exams, the dilemma of teaching a specific culrm
versus adapting to children’s needs was still ands One
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catechist in fact reported that he expected his)&a to fit
into the curriculum. On the other hand, the morfermal
situation and lack of high stake exams at the ME/IS.M.
class and the emphasis on character formatiortoledore
emphasis on personal and social education.

Building a sense of community

These catechists strived to buildcammunity spirit in
their classes:

With children you are always building an environmen
of unity, tolerance and friendship in class. (C2)

My measuring rod is always: what are we going tesdo
that everyone feels more together, that we are
together..... (C3)

If the group is united, they come for the groupeyh
look for each other, they enjoy themselves. (C5)

They were indeed observed showing care for alldofn.
For instance, they welcomed them individually asyth
entered the M.U.S.E.U.M. and inquired about thos® w
were absent.

The M.U.S.E.U.M. class was a place where friends. me
B1.3 enjoyed coming to this place because he neids
who attended different schools from his. B2.5 came
happily to the M.U.S.E.U.M. “because | am with my
friends.” B1.2 reported: “After school | stop a bBibm
homework and meet my friends again.” B1.6 liked the
experience of praying together at the centre “bseall of

us children are united together.” Both catechiatsl
children mentioned the family feeling:

We are like one family. (B3.2)
The children feel like a family, one family. (C2)
| see ourselves as a family, a group of friend8) (C
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In this sense of communitynvolvement was expected
from all:

As much as possible, if there is an activity, evesy
should participate. (C3)

For example, during Ob1.3 (i.e. the first obseormain C3's

class) a song was sung. The children clapped duhag
first stanza of the song, they stood up during $beond,
waved their hands during the third, and joined Isashating

the last stanza. All children were involved durthg song,
evidently in my feeling the odd one out. Howevdre t
catechist expected more involvement. Participatvoas

excellent when at the end of the lesson the childvere

asked to put forward their prayers, again makingeeéthe

odd one out.

Children who were in the lower streams at schoe¢l'tosy
and do not feel inferior to participate” (C2). Aotdowards
this aim was the skilful use of the questioninghteque.
Different questions were observed to be directatifferent
children. Higher order level questions were dirddie the
bright children, while questions requiring lessoeffwere
directed to children having lesser ability. Whenmsone
did not manage to answer, the catechist rephraked t
guestion in a manner that he could answer.

These catechists regardagersonal relationship as vital
in reaching out to all learners under their car@ iansetting
a positive classroom environment:

| love a personal relationship with the childrengigity
bothers me. (C1)

Building a relationship is of great importance. .That
little relationship helps. It is that which giveteloverall.
And you feel it sometimes. (C5)
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It is this personal contact that the children nsedhat |
reach out to them. ..... To reach out to each dhilded
to talk to them all. ... As they enter, | try to sayvord to
each of them. (C6)

The latter catechist was aware that during a leksomight
not have personal contact with each child. So hdeniaa
point that in a week he talked to each one of tla¢neast
for some instances. C3's task after taking corufa larger
class of children was that of developing a relatiop with
each child.

These catechists were observed striving to creatd
maintain personal contact with their children. ktstance,
when two children had to leave earlier, C3 attendeglach
of them, giving them their workbook, last lessocdsrected
worksheets, and instructing them to ask their titeii they
did not understand how to do next lesson’s workbiask
(Ob2.3). Another catechist, C4, was concerneddhbahg
a whole week he did not meet his children oncehiirt
class because they had the activities of the \éltagvn
feast. To maintain direct contact with them, hehgegd
them for some minutes in class after the activiggwver.

Establishing a loving relationship with the childrevas
regarded by these class catechists as an ingrefierain
ideal catechist. When asked what was such andregre
C5 replied immediately:

The relationship! The relationship! How you relate
them. Always. Always.

These participants believed that an aid to estahtissuch
a relationship was playing time, during informalntarct
with the children. Similarly, the activities, likerbecues in
summer, helped to reach out to them, provided thes
direct contact with them:
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If you are cooking and the children playing, these't
that direct contact. It is that contact that thidcthn need
so that you reach them. The personal contact. (C6)

The observations confirmed the positive and joyful
relationship this catechist had with the children.

These catechists cited four benefits of a caritaficnship.
They asserted that

When you try to build a relationship with the chéd
you come to know them. You come to know their
character. (C5)

Then, during lessons, catechists could mention plesn
that were of relevance to the children’s interestgh as
regarding their pets, what happened at school, vainait
they did at home (C3). Such a relationship helpeel t
catechist to learn about any individual educatiowesdds the
children might have (C1). Secondly, it made disoml
easier:

Even when you correct them, they accept it, bec#éuse
has been done on the basis of love. Because afabe
relationship. (C2)

Thirdly the children could find someone with whohey
could open up:

Because children do feel sad. They have things that
concern them. Maybe they talk with me. But with the
teacher who shouts at them they do not open up! (C1

Finally, an important benefit and aim of establighithis
personal relationship was that the catechist suletka the
formation of the children:

Here it is not only learning that we are imparting.
Formation also. And formation is given through the
relationship. (C5)
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Establishing a personal relationship with eachdclvbs a
source of satisfaction for these catechists. Asaatechist,
C3, who was also a teacher, put it:

This is the thing | appreciate most. The personal
relationship with each one. | am after this satitfa
everywhere, at school and with the other classes.

One boy, B3.2, confirmed that when the childrenawvelal
and the lesson progressed smoothly, his catecragily
enjoyed himself and it was “the best day of his.lit shows
... as he explains the lesson.”

There was a striking agreement among the catedhista
sense of humour added to these close relationships. Four
catechists reported that a sense of humour hetpeettto
know the children, to reach out to them, cultivagethappy
feeling” (C3) and a relaxed environment where “me as
tense” (Cl) and everyone could participate and yenjo
himself:

| joke with the children now and then during thsslens.
(C1)

When | joke with them, then they open up. And | tpet
know them. (C3)

Sometimes | tell them a joke. | keep them happyThe
ideal catechist) should have a smile. Maybe
sometimes this is missing, after a day’s work.
Children must see me with a sm{&4)

| think that even that smile and joke help to reaahto
children. (C6)

They were in fact observed joking with the childr&1.3
said that during the first part of the lesson, taegechist
loved to make them laugh a bit. B2.3 and B3.3 dt#tat,
apart from learning, they enjoyed the jokes and dwmnthat
their catechist shared with them. B3.3 reported tha
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school joking on the part of the teacher was lichibaly to
break times while “the catechist says a beautifatys...
and starts to make us laugh ...” B3.4 said his tadgec
“loved joking with them,” both during leisure timand
during the lesson.

The catechists strove to build a learning envirommehere
affect, prayerfulness, and motivation for learning were
cultivated. The centres were charged with positeagner
affect:

| think that the children feel at home at the
M.U.S.E.U.M. Because they come with huge
enthusiasm. (C2)

| think that children enjoy coming. Also the fabat very
often they come early. ..... The parents tell me, “higs
a craze for coming to the M.U.S.E.U.M. (C4)

They come willingly. The fact that they play andan
themselves. (C6)

The catechists attended to the emotional climater F
instance, B2.1 reported that his catechist knewnftbeir
expressions that they were not understanding, dviiey
did not raise their hands. The children reflectegoaitive
affect: “I like everything that is said in clas€34.4).

Prayer sessions were important in creating thiosjinere
where children felt emotionally connected. Theresvea
deliberate attempt to create a prayerful envirortmas in
this strategy for short prayer sessions held ab#gnning
of lessons during Lent and Advent:

| prepare the class beforehand, | dim the lightthwi
background music, so that when the children coreg th
find the class ready. (C1)

The children referred specifically to these sitoiasi. B3.3
recalled a prayerful Pentecost celebration as joyable
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lesson, particularly because of the affective aphese
created.

There was also a deliberate focus on motivating the
children. At Centre 1, everything that was menttbyg the
catechist to sustain the lesson, tickled the ol
imagination, and they researched it thoroughly. kvtrey
asked about something, the catechist used tchtatht“Try

to discover yourselves!” Similarly, when asked aodo
guestion, C3 would reply, “I was expecting this sfien
from you!” (B1.3)

Three catechists tried extrinsic motivators to migegning
more enjoyable. C6 explained the rationale:

If you want sweets you must pay attention. Therefor
there is the motivation to love learning. He lolesrning
because he loves sweets, but one goes with the othe

He also made it a point to show them that suchze prvas
won fairly. One reason why B2.2 loved coming to
M.U.S.E.U.M. was that some present was distributead
and then. Two catechists (C1 and C3) used a chasten
marks were awarded for attendance, good behaviour,
attending with the Society badge, and good workltasks.
The first four children were rewarded. At Centrehlldren
were responsible to operate the system - theydadd that
no one cheated. The children were observed to swit a
positive reinforcement. Six minutes from the stafrtthe
lesson, a child raised his hand and reminded ttezloist to
mark the chart (Ob2.3). And most children had camté
the badge. B1.3 reported that the children strowsinh this
race. When asked what he liked most out of hisoless
B1.1 replied, “To move forward. The race. | amtfinew.”
Negative reinforcement was also used: “| am talkantpt
and | am driven backwards in the race” (B2.1).
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Playing time was another important motivator: “Verfgen

it is the football that encourages the childrenctaone to
M.U.S.E.U.M.” (C6). Sometimes this privilege too sva
withdrawn for misbehaving children.

The findings of this section relate to the impoc&n
Tomlinson gives to the emotional aspect of learnirghe
adds knowing children’s ‘affect’ in addition to the
interests, readiness and learning profiles (Torahng003,
2006). For instance, catechists strove to creatense of
classroom community, where everyone was involvead A
the positive affect existing between the catechastd the
children helped the latter to be more fully engagetheir
learning (Tomlinson, 2003). Catechists manageenicst
the children’s interest by helping them to discovew
interests by ensuring that what they encounteredhat
M.U.S.E.U.M. class was engaging and satisfying
(Tomlinson, 2006). For example, C1 instigated thierdo
research, while at two other centres a new holveybrk,
was introduced and fostered.

Agreeing with Bartoloet al. (2007), a key element of this
caring and supportive learning community was a etpje
relationship with the children. Catechists deldtely
sought to cultivate a personal relationship witheirth
learners, ‘to connect’ with them. This was alsdraportant
finding of Bartoloet al. (2005): teachers interviewed talked
about how they strove towards establishing supgeorti
relationships in their classrooms. And such adspdisitive
relationship together with knowledge of the student
provided the basis for the differentiations in rastion
(Bender, 2002; Mizzi, 2007). In line with Bartolet al.
(2005), such a personal relationship between thechst
and the learner was used as a motivation for nitoe.e
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It is interesting that this study has also highteghthe role
of humour on the part of the catechist in aidingthe
generation of an environment characterized by lnfpef a
sense of community.

Working for a harmonious and ‘safe’ climate

The participant catechists attempted to keep aanisgd
physical classroom environment, foster respect for
classroom rules, cultivate a ‘safe’ climate, anduga clear
communication.

These catechists believed that anganised physical
environment helped to create and foster a positive
atmosphere in class. Things were in fact obsereetet
organized. For example, desks were not cluttereth wi
books, and rooms were adequately ventilated. Nobi@ess
were kept up to date, with suitable pictures anibucul
posters.

Despite the informal atmosphere, the catechistdlelneed
to haverulesto ensure harmony in the classroom:

“You have now played. Now let me deliver the les&on
And they understand me. (C6)

They emphasized with the children that they shoaide
their hands before speaking, thus respecting othdrs
were talking: “You say many good things, but yousinu
learn to raise your hand!”, C1l said to one boy (@p2
Some minutes earlier the boy was given a nasty flookot
raising his hand.

Five children reported that they expected an enwirent
where rules were respected. When asked if they edant
something more out lessons, two children replied they
wanted their classmates, including themselves, efoabe
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well (B1.5 and B3.6). The idea that classroom rslesuld
be negotiated with the children was put forward.48.3

At Centre 4 corrections were observed to be camwigdin
great harmony, without disturbing the flow of lessoUse
was made of non-verbal communication to attract
wandering attention. B3.4 confirmed: “If someonkgahe
doesn’t shout a lot, but tells him, ‘Be quiet’, ahd calms
him down further.”

Four catechists reported trying to create and foste

psychologically safe environment, especially a classroom
climate where learners felt safe to speak up an#ema
mistakes:

The children must be raised in this climate: “Listbere
everyone can talk, can make a mistake. Even | make
mistakes.” (C1)

Children should know that they are safe, have taier
security. That you show them that you love theng an
you care for them. ..... If the children are relaxduy

are more spontaneous to speak up. Because they won’
speak if they know that | would laugh at them or be
angry with them. | am thus giving them the ideatth
“We are here to learn ..... If you know everythinguy

do not need to keep learning.” (C3)

When someone made a mistake which was worth lagghin
at, C3 explained that they “laughed because ofwhg it
occurred but not at the person.” During Obl.3 he
reprimanded a child: “We do not laugh when someone
makes a mistake!” During Ob2.1, C1 drank coffeeain
relaxed manner; he was sending the message that the
children should be relaxed. B1.6 showed the n&éddren

had for a safe environment: the ideal catechisesdaot get
angry with the children and takes things calmly.”

21



Catechists encouraged those learners who had made a
mistake when answering to a question: “Good, yowveha
tried! It is good that you try. | appreciate it” §0.4). And

to those who did not know the answers, C4 said:n"Do
worry, tell me!” No ridicule existed. B3.4 repaodtehat
when they got a question wrong, he told them, “Dest

thing is that you have tried it out, and you hae¢ given

up.” This approach was beneficial to a boy at @ehtwho

had a speech problem to express himself better.

Two catechists tried to provide a safe climate wher
everyone was up to the level of the activity. Widewising
groupwork, C3 reported that he took care that |tlitg
children were not put at ‘risk’, in the sense ttrety might
not be up to the level of the work and ridiculed thgir
mates. When C5 tried to involve a withdrawn leaynes
concern was that of not embarrassing the child:

| try not to make him feel cornered. Because thaml
concerned ... knowing that he won't answer. Then |
would not like to see him embarrassed in front f h
peers.

He acknowledged their right to be withdrawn, argpeeted
it. But he tried to involve them in lessons eithgrasking a
simple question, or by continuing the story, oriagkfor

their feedback, or by joking with them.

During most of the classroom observations, a peacef
atmosphere existed. On particular occasions even th
sounds of the birds on nearby trees were captuyethdo
recorder.

At Centre 3 the children were educated to play in a
harmonious and safe environment in the playgrodi
message communicated to them was:
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You cannot make noise here. You cannot shout. Tisere
no need to play roughly here because we can gét hur
Because we do not enjoy ourselves. Because we cause
damage. (C3)

This catechist reported, “We have a generationhdtien
who have been raised in this climate. And thereftse
bearing fruit.” Because of the physical limitation the
playground, rules existed during playing time withe
purpose of safeguarding their safety. C3 also tiedisvith
the children that they must care for each othernndn@ng
to their class upstairs so that no one was huitd@m were
observed proceeding from the ground to their cless
silence. C3 was aware that during the Christmas Eve
procession the children felt lost and scared. Sorgenised
one for his class at the centre. During this precesall
children were involved and felt a sense of comnyunit

In this supportive environment, three catechistsuesd
clarity in communication: “| feel that we need to have this
guality of communication: that of sending and resj
feedback all the time” (C1).

Two catechists reported choosing their words to be
understood by the children. C3 believed that aityuaf an
ideal catechist was that of

being able to communicate with the children. Ine th
sense that they understand what you are tellinghthe
We say that you have gone down to their own level.

C4 reported that he asked a lot of questions toensake
that everyone was understanding (he was observied) do
S0):

Sometimes | get into the habit of saying some word.

And | would be thinking that 1 am being understood,
when | wouldn’t be.
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C3 argued that besides speaking at a level at wtneh
children understood, “even you must understand them
knowing what they are saying.” He tried to frequyersk

the children, “Listen, is it this that are you tigi to say?
Please repeat because | am not understanding Ziedr
communication skills on the part of this catechistre
observed. For instance, he spoke clearly and s|owly
repeating the key words. This was how the catedustd
help the children understand better (B3.5). When he
assigned a workbook task, he wanted everyone tddae
about what they were going to do (Ob2.3). So he was
observed dedicating the last five minutes of tresda to
explain in detail the assigned activities. In argpoeous
play with one boy, the latter was urged to speakiaudly

and clearly.

As argued in the literature (Tomlinson, 2006), tinelings
illustrate that supportive classroom environmentseng
learning takes place are ones that are safe arsistemtly
affirm that the learner is accepted and acceptablee or
she is. The educator ensures clear communicatloomys
respect for and believes in each individual, amt/est to
get to know each person.

The results also confirm that since order is nexgg®r the
learner-centred flexibility needed to meet the iseefithe
diverse learners, positive learning environmengsaaderly

and efficient. Such environments are enhanced when
learners are educated to feel a sense of ownefshighe
success of the classroom (Tomlinson, 2006), espedmn
respecting classroom rules.

Conclusion
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This study explored the strategies catechists imfmmmal
learning environment use to reach out to all ckitdit has
served, however, to raise challenges about thetipeaof
inclusion in schools. It has demonstrated, foranee, that
inclusion is first of all a social issue. For inste, for
students to feel included it seems that one ofpttharities
has to be the creation of a learning community wher
personal relationships between the teacher andttitents
and among students are valued. Examples are giieow
these catechists sought to know their children #redr
background also by using interaction during theisure
activities (Mizzi, 2007). It was within this caring
relationship that the catechists then also adapkesr
guestions and work expectations to enable eachtone
participate actively and successfully. The delibeenase of
humour for creating a relaxed atmosphere is alswiking
finding not reported in the literature on diffenation.

Another important principle that was highlighted sathe
importance of making learning relevant to the dleitds
lives (Mizzi, 2007). This concern seems to have@ds a
differentiating principle as the catechists thougbit
different examples that were linked to the learngdifferent
backgrounds.

Catechists who were also teachers in the schotilghtzt
the school culture, based on examinations, did not
effectively allow the application of the above mipies:
“You must teach for exams at school. At the M.U.B.H.
you teach for life” (C6). Maybe, then, we shouldicesly
rethink the use of examinations in our educatieyatems.

There is also scope for more comparative reseafch o
informal and formal education settings to discowarre
systemic elements that impact on the culture amddeur
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of both educators and learners towards more exeusi
inclusive practice.
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