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The formation of the Association for Academic Laage and Learning in
2005 was a significant move, not only towards aatgecohesion among
Academic Language and Learning (ALL) practitionierd\ustralia but also
for the recognition of this group as a professiagatity by both academic
and broader communities. In a paper presentedet@@05 national confer-
ence O'Regan identified the development of themaktframeworks as
characteristic of any profession. She presentadber of frameworks used
in the past decade to describe the work of ALL ftianers. However, the
origins and evolution of all professions are alsaped significantly by their
contexts. This paper foregrounds the contexts withinich academic
language and learning practice was formed and tigsvin which these
contexts continue to shape both the practice ardréftical frameworks.
The contexts examined include those of higher d@utaand academic
literacies; specific institutions; specific studexathorts and student expect-
ations. This discussion about the contextual sligih ALL practice is
needed to focus and expand our communication with ether and with the
academic and broader communities and is esseatifiet survival and dir-
ection of ALL as a profession.
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1. Introduction

Concomitant with, perhaps even anticipating, thenadgion of the Association for Academic
Language and Learning (AALL) in 2005, has beenitiveease in attention given at Language
and Academic Skills (LAS) conferences to the thécakframeworks of ALL practice. At the
2005 LAS conference, O'Regan reviewed a range pérgaon theoretical frameworks (Lundell
& Collins, 1999; Pittman, 1999; Ryan, Powell, Caiglt, Hacker, McArdle, & Reidy, 1999;
Taylor, 1999; Wambach, Brothen, & Dikel, 2000; Gval & Bartlett, 2002; Gluck, Draisma,
Fulcher & Worthy, 2004; Chung, 2005) before conttibg an additional model around the
notion of defamiliarisation. These papers and tdrenktion of the professional association raise
at least two significant issues: the role of contaxraming and shaping ALL practice and the
implications of referring to ALL as a profession.

O’Regan’s 2005 paper is one of the first attempidraw together these theoretical frameworks.
We are not suggesting that ALL practitioners shouldfer one framework over another. A
close analysis and comparison of them is yet tarmertaken. It may be that it is possible to
use a combination of these frameworks to inform Akark. However it is our concern that
these discussions of theoretical frameworks degtraése the framing and shaping of ALL
practice. This decontextualisation creates thesidiu that ALL practice was framed and has
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developed unconstrained and that ALL practitioranes free to choose any theoretical frame-
work.

The argument of this paper is that context, atraber of levels has been, and continues to be a
major influence on both the initial framing and tegoing shaping of ALL practice. These
contextual elements have represented and contimuepresent both opportunities for and
constraints upon the development of the practidee $trengthening of the communication
among ALL practitioners through the formation opmfessional association offers a timely
opportunity to challenge those contextual factofsiclv are constraining. Without such a
concerted effort there is the real possibility tha constraints will remain a major shaping
force for ALL practice and we will remain pinnedttee margins of universities.

2. Analysing the context

To identify and analyse the constraining contexfaetors on ALL practice we have drawn on
our combined 33 years of experience in academgulage and learning practice as well as link-
ing with publications of other ALL practitionersu®own experience is used as a case study as
this method is ideally suited to the investigatafireal, ever-changing contexts and situations
(Burns, 2000). Case study as a method has bedriserit on the basis that the analysis of one
situation does not provide a sufficient foundatiorgeneralise the findings. In reply, a number
of authors have argued that case studies can loowrito a process of “naturalistic
generalisation” (Lincoln & Guba, 2000; Stake, 2000aturalistic generalisations” are arrived
at when readers recognize the similarities betweembjects, issues and happenings in the case
study and their own circumstances (Stake, 200@2p. Hence the following analyses of the
contextual factors which have shaped our expergesiree 1989 are likely to contain sufficient
similarities to our readers’ contexts to enablettinaistic generalisations” to occur. Although
the local responses and reactions may have vatedsame broad contextual factors have
shaped ALL practice across Australia.

The main features of our ALL context are as folloW#e have always worked as ALL prac-
titioners in a student services unit alongside selling, careers, international and disability
advisers as well as academic development staff.c@ssification has always been academic.
We have worked on the different metropolitan campusf a five campus University. This
means we have worked with students and staff enge of disciplines including business, art,
architecture and design, education, engineeringltthesciences (including pharmacy, nursing,
and physiotherapy), communication studies and mlism, social work and psychology. We
have worked with different cohorts of students uéhg undergraduate, postgraduate
coursework and research students; internationalt@msnational students; local and distance
students. We both have qualifications in the hutresiiand education, and both completed
postgraduate studies in applied linguistics whilerking as ALL practitioners. Both have
conducted research and published on aspects oftiiddry and practice.

3. The contextual framing of ALL practice

In Australia the contextual factors which have gthpLL practice include those which initial-
ly framed the practice in the 1980s and those whale shaped it since. In 1982, as part of the
Evaluative Studies Program for the Commonwealthtidigr Education Commission, Roe,
Foster, Moses, Sanker and Storey prepared a repdtie state of student services in tertiary
education in Australia. This report had a pervagiieience on the establishment of early ALL
practice. In the 1980s, student services in tgregaducation institutions were:

Personal/emotional counselling

Vocational/careers counselling

Course planning advice

Educational training

Accommodation advice/service

Emergency loans/financial assistance
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Contraception/pregnancy counselling
Employment interviews/placement
Personal development

Health services

Student employment services

Special programs for the handicapped
Legal aid/counselling

Chaplaincy pastoral/spiritual care
Fitness/recreation programmes

(Roe et al., 1982, p. 19)

There is no clear organisation to this list, ncg #ie individual items, such as “educational
training” defined. Despite the mention of “educatib training” the overall emphasis is on
“counselling services”, that is, services which astated to students’ personal rather than
educational “needs”. In another chapter on theviddal services, only counselling, health,
careers, accommodation, financial aid, childcaegial aid and chaplaincy are considered.
Significant by its absence is any mention of “ste#tifls”. Indeed it is not until a later chapter
titled “Some special considerations” that “studyllskservices are mentioned (Roe et al., 1982,
p.97).

However the Roe report was instrumental in sepagatiudy skills work from counselling and
in employing staff with educational qualificatiottstake the role of study skills “specialists”. In
the report there are also major assumptions maolet dfbe purposes and conduct of academic
language and learning advising which were not guest and which have continued to sub-
stantially constrain the practice since.

These assumptions concern the placement of ALLinvitirtiary institutions; the identity of
ALL practitioners; the organisation of ALL practicthe content of ALL practice; and the
positioning of students in ALL practice. Althoughet authors of the report acknowledge the
existence in some institutions of study skills pergs which are not part of general student
services units, they assume that these prograntsdewklop from within these units. This
assumption confirmed the separation of this aspkeetlucation from “mainstream” university
studies and reinforced it as ancillary, an optiaudplement (Percy & Stirlin@003,p. 55). So
although both authors joined a student servicesinitihe late 1980s/early 1990s as educational
specialists providing study skills programs, thésuon each campus were separated from the
faculties both organisationally and geographically.

The spill over of counselling practice to the piaetof these early study skills specialists has
often been commented on (see for example, Webb &aBwo, 1994; Craswell & Bartlett,
2002). It is interesting that the authors of theeReport did question whether counsellors were
the most appropriate group to conduct the studisgkiogram:

The major activity in student services in the ststtifls area has been by
counsellors ... It appears, however that the majousthof study skills
programmes is in the specific, practical skillsessay/assignment writing,
organisation of time, reading and note-taking, deample. Such skills are
not obviously related to a counsellor's expertisthey are educational skills
(Roe et al., 1982, pp. 107-8).

However it is clear that they still assumed tha&t tlew specialists in study skills would come
from the ranks of student services staff, possiiolynsellors with additional training.is clear
also from the study skills topics listed in theaggwith essay writing and seminar presentation
alongside motivation and relaxation/stress managgmihat the content of “study skills
programs” was regarded as an extension or expaon$icounselling services (Roe et al., 1982,
p. 107).

So with these assumptions unchallenged it is ngirising that a fundamentally clinical, rem-

edial model for ALL practice was established or foomed. In most places students were
booked in for hour long appointments additionaheir standard class timetable and away from
their usual class location. Our early practice med 5-6 individual consultations each day with
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the occasional lunchtime session on essay writigfggrencing, report writing or examination
preparation. Although the pattern of work has cleginigr us since, there are still signs that this
clinical model is dominant. For example, in ourtlenreporting systems there are currently
elaborate systems for reporting on one-to-one ctgtaith students, but far less detailed report-
ing on group sessions and virtually none on netjotia and collaborations with academic staff.
This is because one-to-one is the most common @rpractice adopted by the other service
providers in the unit.

Another element in this clinical model is the waywhich it positions the students. The students
are presented as having “problems” and in “need%efvices”:

Many student services staff would claim that presgassures on students
have increased both the demand and the need faewplices; that more
students than ever before are in difficulties amehéed of help and advice
(Roe et al., p. 142).

The authors of the Roe report did not include aersitions of developing academic teaching as
a means of improving student learning. In factthieir comments about linking with academic
staff, they appear to assume that academics aegtexp teaching in higher education which 20
years later is still not necessarily the case. €hrdributed further to tying the early study skill
programs to a discourse of student deficiency amiediation (Green, Hammer, & Stephens,
2005). Even in the late 1990s a survey of academidustralia showed that they “did not
perceive students’ difficulties as a reflectiontloéir teaching practices; instead they were more
likely to frame the problem as a remedial one neéagiintervention from support staff” (Green,
Hammer, & Stephens, 2005, p. 89).

Despite this construction of students as “problerntsd authors of the Roe report did raise the

question of whether study skills programs shoulddmeedial or provided for all students:
Sometimes, the study skills activity is an extensad normal response-to-
demand service, and caters for students who pregattt learning
difficulties; that is, its orientation is remed{&oe et al., p. 103).

However they did not recommend that this separatimuld be realised organisationally:
A study skills programme directed at the improvemadf learning
throughout the institution is different from theagnosis and correction of
individual learning weaknesses. Nevertheless tiwatk the remedial role to
student services, the developmental/educational tamlsomeone else, is to
deny the aspirations of some student services péBgle et al., p. 109).

Ironically, Roe et al. (1982) also pointed to tingportance of developing programs around
“educational skills” in collaboration with acadentaching staff:

People working in the study skills area, as “sget&, have become
increasingly convinced that success is dependeott the interest and active
involvement of academic staff. Development and owpment of learning
skills are essentially jobs for teachers, thoughilakility of expert help to
teachers and learners is obviously important. Troeia bottleneck is that
few academic staff are prepared to put the time effatt into study skills
programmes, and, since the pressures on them @emaging and since the
rewards in the area are meagre or non-existeihegat in universities), their
numbers may well become even fewer. (p. 109)

Again, however, they did not follow this idea te ibgical conclusion in operational terms. The
links between counselling and the work of ALL pidahers on a number of levels remained
unchallenged for many years. Even recently, inlbfeastaff to fill casual ALL positions, an
Australian University gave examples of degreesabist for the work. Significantly, degrees in
Behavioural Studies, Social Work and Psychologyewisted before Education (Association of
Academic Language and Learning (AALL) Forum 2007).
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4. The contextual shaping of ALL practice

Most aspects of this initial framing of ALL praatidhiave remained substantially unchallenged
by the wider university communities. However, thieawe been over the past 18 years a number
of developments which have significantly shaped direction that our work has taken. The
most significant of these developments are chat@bgiher education funding, the increase in
the number of international full fee-paying studeat our University, changes in technology
and operational changes within the University ftskl retrospect these contextual develop-
ments perpetuated the constraining elements innthal framing of ALL practice. However,
there were occasions where they opened new passgdnd opportunities.

The decrease in funding of universities in AustrgMarginson, 2000) in the mid-1990s led at
our University, as at many others, to a marked cto in staff including ALL practitioners.
The number of ALL staff was reduced from 11 in 1987 in 1999 and is at present 8.4, with a
likely drop to 7.4 in 2008. The decrease in fundivag also a major incentive for the University
to market its programs overseas and recruit intermal fee-paying students. The number of
international fee-paying students increased frosh fpielow 500 in 1991 to approximately 4,700
in 2006, a nine fold increase. From 1991 to 20@5tdtal number of students studying at the
University increased from 20,267 enrolled studémt32,456 enrolled students (Learning Conn-
ection, 2006).

This was a critical period in the University’s dement. For us it meant not only an overall
increase in the numbers of students seeking ing@idontact with diminishing staff numbers,
but also an increase in the complexity and muttifyli of the situations students sought to
discuss with us.

One of the major tensions at this time was relatdtie role of the ALL practitioner in working
with a student’s writing and was part of the interce of the 1980s remedial construction of
ALL practice. As ALL practitioners we took a devptoental approach to student writing, with
the goal of the student’s independence as a vaitdrlearner. Academic staff had expectations
of high levels of English proficiency and acadelit#racies in student assignments and saw the
role of ALL practitioners as “fixing” students’ wiig. Students responded in turn by approach-
ing us for what they believed was a “quick fix” tvithe request to “fix my grammar”. In the
same period the increasing publications about Bhgfor Academic Purposes (EAP) by
researchers such as John Swales, Ken Hyland, AmmsJnd John Flowerdew were beginning
to reveal the complexities of EAP and the firstgjismings of ALL practice as gatekeeping in
the academic world (Kramer-Dahl, 1995; Benesch,1?00ere indicating a more complex
reality. The “quick grammar fix” approach is baseda simplified view of language acquisition
and involves a lack of awareness of the differenoesveen formal and informal English,
spoken and written English and of the complexitieacademic English.

One of our responses to these challenges was tis foore on the production of resources and
group workshops in order to reach more studentd@pdoduce subject, even assignment spec-
ific resources rather than generic ones. At thattthere was a significant increase in the
number of resources and face-to-face workshopshafbimused on specific assignments, partic-
ularly at first year level. Generic workshops excep topics such as referencing and avoiding
plagiarism and exam preparation became rare. Ttategic approach (Kokkinn & Stevenson,
2004) dovetailed with the University’s responsehomw to manage the increased student numb-
ers and decreased staff. This was an emphasislioe delivery in its programs, resources and
administration and in the late 1990s the Universiy a goal of having a component of all its
subjects being taught online by 2005.

The technological changes that accompanied thigsfoepresent further contextual develop-
ments which had a significant role in shaping oorkvas ALL practitioners. This impact was
not so much from the implications of having a cotepwn our own desks but the pressure to
produce resources in online format and to adoptuosonal methods appropriate to online
teaching and learning, with little training or tir® learn the required software. As mentioned
previously, the constraints at times presented appities and in this situation the online
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student resources developed were recognised wiuatmalian Award for University Teaching
in 2002.

The period from the mid-1990s to the present hss ebntained a number of operational shifts
in the student services unit at the University.ofie stage the ALL practitioners and the aca-
demic development staff were combined to form areefor teaching and learning, although
still located geographically in a student servioe#t. The collaborations which followed and
extended beyond the life of the Centre as an dpesdtunit were based on close collaboration
between academic teaching staff, academic devedpped ALL practitioners to embed the
development of academic literacies in the currigulof subjects. A number of these collab-
orations had tangible effects in terms of studetgntion rates and pass rates (see for example
Feast, Barrett, Head, & Kokkinn, 1998) along witle imore intangible effects from sharing of
perspectives and expertise between the contentatipedeaching specialist and language and
learning specialist. This shift towards embedditsp accurred at a number of other Australian
universities, and is recorded in publications bylLApractitioners such as Hampton, Skillen,
Russell, Robinson, Rodgerson, and Rivett (2003hcdigh the embedding approach survives in
pockets of our work, it did not survive as the mdfoust for a number of reasons. It was time
consuming for all involved and was only successgfiaén the academic staff had the motivation
and time to commit to the approach (Catterall, 2008e increased casualisation of academic
teaching staff, itself a response by many univiesito decreased government funding, led to
frequent changes in teaching staff and the embgddinacademic literacies often did not
survive staff changes.

However, perhaps the most powerful factor was #msigtent belief by many university staff,
and indeed many students, that the only role of Alrlhctitioners was to “fix” wayward
grammar. While academic staff and administratotebe that students automatically become
familiar with the thinking processes of their dgmes, with the genres and concepts used in
them and the intricacies of the academic Engligdus realise them, there are major risks for
the future of ALL practice. For, if the situatios seen as one which can be remedied by
individual editing of students’ writing occasionalsupplemented with sessions on formal
grammar, there remains the real possibility that Adractitioners will be replaced by English
language teachers who would also be less expettsamploy. The recent restructuring of ALL
practice at a major Victorian university is an exdarof this.

So, following a restructure at the end of the 19@@sagain became members of a multi-
professional service unit which still included theademic development staff. It was decided
that the increase in student demand was to be ynieicheased group work, increased resource
development and the adoption of shorter contadfs students. A system of “drop-in” sessions
and short appointments was implemented. A “dropession” was the first point of contact for
students whereby an hour each day was set aside stingents were seen without appointment,
for 10 minutes, on a first come first served basise assumption was that if the students’
“problems” were more complex than could be manageld minutes they would be referred to
short appointments. Aside from the difficulties n@sponding to complex questions in ten
minutes and a limited number of short appointmanes, this system reinforced the remedial,
clinical assumptions about ALL practice and madedhvelopment and practice of alternatives
more difficult. In effect the clinical model addad emergency service component.

The 1990s saw additional approaches being add#dweteepertoire of ALL practice, but these
were superimposed on the initial fundamentally ickh remedial model established in the
1980s. The developments around embedding werenseambby a number of ALL practitioners
as significant. In fact, they may have been thst fiime that the potential of ALL practice
became clear and the first time that the practies wonceptualised as anything other than
clinical and remedial.
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5. ALL practice as profession

Initially we proposed that the recent discussiohsheoretical frameworks for ALL practice
raised two issues for us, of which the contextaatdrs which have framed and shaped the
practice was the first. The second issue is thdidgatons of referring to ALL as a profession.
ALL practice has been variously described as acfpime” (Garner, Chanock, & Clerehan,
1995), “a community of practice” (Webb, 2002; Mine&005) and now a profession. Whether
these definitions are synonymous, contiguous, &indit is a discussion that needs to occur. For
the purposes of this paper we want to focus onirt@ications of referring to ALL as a
profession.

Wilensky (1964) and Nunan (2001) have suggesteoh@er of criteria for a job to be considered
as professional. Both agree that for a group’s vtorke seen as professional it must be “built
on systematic knowledge” (Wilensky, 1964, p. 138)Ylave an agreed theoretical and empir-
ical base” (Nunan 2001, p. 4), and be the resulewfthy and prescribed training (Wilensky,
1964, p. 143) or “advanced education and train{hgginan 2001, p. 4).

At the 2001 Language and Academic Skills confereidéebb (2002) listed a number of gener-
alised assertions that she argued helped to expilaimarginalised position of ALL practice.
These were:

* No commonly accepted name for the professional role

« Roles poorly understood by others (as “the remdadialr”, “the English lecturer”, “that
person who helps students”, etc)

* No agreed standards for staff awards and levels

* Rarely a clearly identified career structure

« Few groups with anything approaching effectiveicaltmass

« A disproportionately high level of staff casualieat

* Few jobs advertised at more senior levels

« Generic institutional promotion criteria insenstito LAS work
« Few staff successful in being promoted to higheellpositions
* No professional association

» No professional journal or newsletter (although dscussion list Unilearn has been an
unparalleled success)

« In some contexts, explicit exclusions from rightsl &ntitlements conferred automatically
upon others undertaking academic work.

Although some of these conditions have alteredafsiptthose altered by the establishment of
the professional association) most of the remaiitieigs in this list can be categorised under
the nature of the role of ALL practitioners andithveork and the job status and career oppor-
tunities for those who hold these positions. Theral picture presented is one of an area of
work that is not understood by either those who thseservice or those who manage it; that
lacks autonomy and is segregated from the maimstogdeaching and learning. The 1995-1999
Position Satement: academic language and learning skills adviserg/lecturers in Australian
Universities (Berghout-Vanderwal, Hicks, McGowan, & Carmicha&999) which addressed
the role, values, principles, core objectives, ifjeal qualifications, experience and research of
ALL, also skirts around the idea of a body of kneslde and substitutes goal statements (such
as student independence in learning) and a ligeoéric skills as the content of the work.

Wilensky's criterion (1964) of a profession as lydmilt on systematic knowledge and Nunan’s
(2001) criterion of a profession having “an agréeebretical and empirical base” are linked to
Webb’s concern (2001) to establish a clear bodynofvledge for ALL practiceSome progress

has already been made by ALL practitioners (fomepla, Chanock, East, & Maxwell, 2004;

Percy & Stirling, 2003) to identify a body of knadge for academic language and learning
practice. Chanock, East, and Maxwell (2004) refeably to education and linguistics. Percy
and Stirling (2003, p. 58) locate pedagogy at thee ©f their model and this core comprises

aspects of “language”, “literacy” and “learning”hi§ lack of an identification of systemic
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knowledge with agreed theoretical and empiricaklias fundamental and ongoing cause of the
marginal-isation of ALL practice and without it veee limited in our ability to challenge the
prevailing clinical, remedial model.

Without an agreed systemic knowledge, it is nosjiide to specify what training is appropriate
for ALL practitioners which is another of Wilenskyand Nunan'’s criteria.

Wilensky (1964) points out:

Medicine, since its “reform” in the United Statesre sixty years ago, has
emphasized its roots in the physical and natur@nses along with high,
rigorously defined and enforced standards of trgiesigned to impart that
body of knowledge. (p. 138)

The 1995-199%osition Satement: academic language and learning skills advisers/lecturersin
Australian Universities (Berghout-Vanderwal et al., 1999), rather like tkeruitment advert-
isement mentioned earlier, identifies:

tertiary qualifications in aelevant discipline such as education, language
tuition, linguistics, psychology, numeracy, infortoa literacy,or any other
discipline, provided that the other criteria are met [emphadded]. (p. 3)

It is not inconceivable that the Association foraflemic Language and Learning (AALL), after
appropriate deliberation across the membershigdatevelop its own training and certification
of ALL practitioners as other professional groupsdidone. The alternative is likely to be “that
we will continue to be vulnerable to directivesrfrabove that will often run counter to our own
professional agendas” (Percy & Stirling, 2003). ldeer they do add:

This has not prevented our professional communitinfpushing out and, in
many cases, reconfiguring the boundaries that eefim field in the past and
nor should it in the future. (p. 185)

Wilensky’'s comments (1964) about medicine emphagigs roots in the physical and natural
sciences point to an additional challenge for AAhLsuch an undertaking. Spanning the social
sciences of linguistics and education means traiAMtl knowledge base is far less empirical
and less likely to be regarded as specialised.ekample, it is often assumed that any native
speaker of a language can teach that language wvigignificant training. Nunan (2001) in
writing of TESOL expresses a similar notion:

A challenge for education in general, and TESOlpanticular, is to define,

refine, and articulate its disciplinary basis. Eatian is a hybrid, drawing on

a range of disciplines such as psychology and kEmgyoln addition to these,

TESOL is influenced by linguistics (both theoretiead applied), psycho-

linguistics, sociolinguistics, cognitive sciencedamumerous other discipl-

ines. Partly because of this, we don’t have a shse¢ of rules of the game.

In fact we don’t even come close. (p. 4)
This is one explanation for the persistence ofatiieude that “anyone with a modicum of intell-
igence” can do the job of an ALL practitioner (Gradl & Bartlett, 2002).

Another difficulty in determining the ALL knowledgease is the separation of “content” in
academic studies from the discourses, cognitivegases and conventions used to realise that
content. Or as Percy and Stirling (2003) commérare might be no need for ALL practitioners
if we could:
expect the average academic ... to have a conscrerstanding and be
able to articulate for teaching and learning puesoshe discourse and
conventions of their discipline, or to teach studemow to learn and /or
communicate effectively. (p. 55)

Christie (1985) succinctly put it as:

Issues, content or ideas are realized in langubhgg;do not have an identity
apart from language patterns, any more than this gifi concern have an
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identity apart from the behavioural patterns in eblhthey find expression.
(p- 25)

6. Conclusion

The origins and evolution of the Academic Languagd Learning (ALL) have significantly
shaped the work of its practitioners and the sesvatill are situated largely in the early model
of remediation. The changing national context ghler education with the reduction in funding
and the resultant increase in international feermagtudents led to some changes in practice
that were creative and underpinned by researcimfysdnto English for academic purposes and
academic literacies in general. Institutional clemngvolving new technologies affected the
delivery of subjects and mode of communication galheamong the university community.
These too had an impact on the provision of ALbwt university and other universities around
Australia and pushed the boundaries of ALL workhstlat ALL support became available to
all students, no matter their mode or location toflg. However, the overall picture is of a
group of practitioners whose work is understoothestt obscurely by those who employ them
and those who use their services. They are ofteharfront line when cracks appear in their
institution’s most recent student recruitment siggtand are often downsized and downgraded
when belts are tightened. Yet despite inheritipyactice which was formed within the inhibit-
ing boundaries of a deficit view of student leagithey have forged a practice which shows
their ability to contribute to a learning environmién which students are engaged and enabled
to participate in and contribute to their discipkn

With its own association the ALL community is welaced to push towards recognition as a
profession. At present it is more of a proto-prefes. It lacks an agreed body of knowledge
and clear training pathway. It is possible thatamithe umbrella of the newly formed Assoc-
iation, members can emerge from the silos of imligl institutions and with deliberation
articulate and promote a unique body of knowledge jprovide accredited training. Through
this shared understanding they will be in a positm communicate more effectively with their
institutions and change how others perceive therkwWithout these directions, ALL practice
will remain pinned to the margins of individual fiistions.
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