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This paper focuses on Principle 3 of the DepartmehtEducation,
Employment and Workplace Relations’ (DEEWR)od Practice Principles
(GPP) for English Language Proficiency for Interivaial Students in
Australian Universities Here DEEWR (2009) notes that students have
“responsibilities for developing their languageefiey during their study at
university” and should be advised of this priotheir enrolment. Arguably,
Principle 3 is applicable to all students if thdioo of “language fluency” is
broadened to incorporate English, academic andptiisary language. It is
argued that while ALL professionals may conceivesafdents having a
responsibility for academic language and learnivggknow very little about
how they conceive of that responsibility, assumitgt they have a
conception. Further complicating the issue is thersgnal nature of
conceptions of learning, and students’ linguiséducational and cultural
diversity. This complexity can potentially constraiur pedagogy such that
we become very didactic in our teaching. Howeveadly it has the
potential to free us up to explore and negotiageltbundaries to a shared
conception of responsibility for academic languamed learning with
students. In this article | explore what we coséy to new students about
their responsibility for academic language and rewy in line with
DEEWR'’s Good Practice Principle 3, and argue thadents need to cross
the boundaries of their understandings to work wfith network of ALL
assistance we offer, as do we as ALL professionals.
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1. Introduction

Principle 3 of the Department of Education, Empleytn and Workplace Relations’
(IDEEWR], 2009)Good Practice Principles for English Language Peadincy for International
Students in Australian Universitiesotes that students have “responsibilities forettgying
their language fluency during their study at unditgt. For academic language and learning
(ALL) professionals, this has resonance. We knowessence that to take responsibility for
learning means the development of “learning tonégroficiency. And by default we also
know, as Grubb and Cox (2003, p. 98) point out, wkiidents do not succeed academically,
“invisible disjunctions between the students anachers’ understandings [can] become the
students’ responsibility”. Bensimon (2007, p. 46es this further: “the dominant scholarship
attributes success [or not] to individual effortf.then DEEWR (2009) is expecting that
students should be informed of their responsib8itprior to commencing a program of study,
and if the notion of student responsibility liesthe heart of metacognition “which ... is
essential in order to develop reflective thinkingl difelong learning” (Devlin, 2002b, p. 138),
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to what extent can ALL professionals explicate stitdesponsibility for learning to students?
Daily we teach young undergraduates with competeather than fluent English language
skills, and this directly impacts on our work wittem on ALL issues; in particular their ability
to be metacognitive about their learning. We cancminmit to this Principle unless it is
possible to develop a shared conception of studesgonsibility, and do so in a way that
recognizes competing social, cultural and econa@oitexts.

The ten DEEWR (2009%p00d Practice Principles for English Language Pecancy(GPPs)or
International Students in Australian Universitiespresent a concerted effort on the part of
DEEWR, universities and stakeholders to seek wdysemnonstrating commitment to the
quality of student learning, particularly with regpto the role of English vis a vis employment,
and “the fundamental nature of language in learind academic achievement in Australia”
(DEEWR, 2009). English language proficiency is defl as the ability of university level
international students

to use the English language to make and communinatming in spoken
and written contexts [ranging from] discussing work with fellow students,
to complex tasks such as writing an academic papéelivering a speech to
a professional audience. (DEEWR, 2009, GGP3)

The Principles are necessarily broad given thersiityeof student populations and university
contexts, and although not all international steslepeak English as an additional language, the
GPPs arguably offer an opportunity to review angrione practice for all students. At issue
then is how might students and ALL professionalslieate student responsibility for learning?

Taking heed of Devlin (2002b, p. 126), | acknowledat the outset that from the ALL
professionals’ point of view “one’s conception efining is a personal construct and learning
therefore cannot be defined in any absolute way whth make sense equally to a range of
individuals”. As a corollary, students’ conceptioofstheir responsibility are also personal and
impact on the ways in which they approach theidangc environments. This makes reaching a
shared conception of responsibility for learnindficlilt. Further, | broaden the notion of
language to include English, academic and dis@pjiranguage in recognition of the ways in
which students need to be literate in a rangerafuages and genres — in other words, they need
to be multiliterate, which necessitates a move afn@y a purely language-centred approach to
learning. Below | draw on selected research froenUhited States (US), Europe and Australia
to draw out some of the complexities of concepsiradj student responsibility.

2. Student responsibility: US and European considerations

Pace (1990) surveyed US college undergraduatd®ii280s. His respondents indicated that
they knew that if they were to benefit from collegieey had to engage with it, and make a
significant effort — it was a personal investmeytchoice. Australian research strongly supports
that view (Krause, Hartley, James, & Mclnnis 20@jnkworth, McCann, Mathews, &
Nordstém, 2009). Pace’s (1990) respondents knew ttiey had to make, and did make,
conscious choices to improve their ability to thimidically, logically and analytically, and to
test their ideas. This research is significant coaple of ways. First, it is one of the very few
research projects that actually consults studetisuta how they conceptualise student
responsibility for learning. Secondly, student mggents assumed that they had to consciously
improve their abilitiedn certain areas, rather than they assumed iramligy. This is important

if we envisage learning as developmental, and ifaneeto work with students on the basis of
what they know and can do — rather than what wektthiey should know and be able to do.
Finally, the notion of improving one’s ability thitk critically, logically and analytically and to
test those abilities (including, for example, thghwacademic writing, seminar presentation, and
exams) fits well with our work in academic language learning.

Also in the US, Bacon (1993) explored what studesponsibility meant to middle school
students in accord with six assigned categoriemgdthe work; obeying the rules; paying
attention; learning or studying; trying to makeedfort; and acknowledging that responsibility
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is something given or taken. Bacon'’s students kitevas better to hand in “something” even
though it was not done properly; they believed thag to pay attention (this did not necessarily
mean listening); they were focused on “getting digit’; and making an effort was sometimes
seen as synonymous with studying or learning: éag las they handed in something, credit for
effort was somehow due” (Bacon, 1993, p. 207).dmms of submission of academic work,
Bacon'’s students were likely to blame someone fels¢éheir failure to complete assignments,
rather than take responsibility for learning thelvsg Overall, Bacon found that students in his
study had a concept of student responsibility that they often chose not to take responsibility.
There are resonances here for ALL professionalsalv&now of students who are merely
focused on passing courses, who believe that riogdeell academically implies that they are
not studying hard enough (vs. effectively enoug)o want to know all that is “needed”, “who
want the answer”, and who expect that academicessds somehow “due to them”, rather than
earned. The difficulty highlighted here is the drigjtion between how Bacon’s respondents’
views create a discord with ALL professional preetand the notion of developmental learning.
Do tertiary students conceptualise their respolitsitfior learning in the same ways, or are
tertiary students’ conceptualisations deeply asaslith how we might conceptualise them?

Knoxville Center for Literacy Studies at the Unisiy of Tennessee explicated to students a
concept of student responsibility for learning thasitions students as being active, reflective,
and strategic agents of their own learning:

Taking responsibility is doing away with excuses ffiot performing. It is

accepting that you must take action or make chaihgeorder to take

responsibility for learning you need to be ablauta@erstand your learning

style, and the styles of others, value differeroetsveen individual styles,

and learn from these differences. You need to He &b identify your

strengths and weaknesses, identify strategiesefimning, and know when

existing strategies are not working or when theg ahallenged. (Ford,

Knight, & McDonald-Littleton, 2001)

Pace’s (1990) respondents conceptualised themsasdvesstical, analytical thinkers, prepared to
test their approaches to learning, and strategiealjust them in the face of challenges. Ford et
al. (2001), however, assume students — “have” Hi@yato take responsibility for learning —
they are silent on the notion of a developmentptagch to learning.

In Europe there has been a considerable researubk ém the concept of “learning to learn”, its
indicators, and how those indicators might be mesuand monitored, but very little
explication about what student responsibility faarning entails. The European Union
Educational Council has defined the concept ofrfigey to learn” as the
[a]bility to pursue and persist in learning, to amnge one’s learning,
including through the effective management of tiamel information, both
individually and in groups ... This .includes awareness of one’s learning
process and needs, identifying available oppoitsjitand the ability to
overcome obstacles in order to learn successflils ... means gaining,
processing and assimilating new knowledge, andsskik well as seeking
and making use of guidance. (Hoskins & Fredrikss@@06, annex,
paragraph 5)

In an ideal world, these characteristics of “leagnito learn” resonate best with ALL
professional practice: they are all characteristican active, reflective student, responsible for
his/her own learning. This is what we concern duesewith in our teaching — whether in class
or consultation — and what is significant herehiat tthis ideal student “seeks and makes use of
guidance”. The first difficulty, however, is thaiis conception of responsibility for learning
again assumes students “have the ability”: contthist view with that of Pace’s (1990)
respondents conceptualizing student responsil@ktypeing developmental, that is,imaprove
their ability. The second difficulty is that thisorception is not necessarily shared by all
students. A third difficulty is that this concepiti silent on student voices. | would argue that a
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conception of student responsibility for learnitiggrefore, needs to incorporate the notion of a
developmental approach, needs to incorporate diyeasid needs to be articulated by students.

3. Student responsibility: Australasian considerations

In the Australian higher education context, McIn901) and Devlin (2002a) have been
relatively lone voices on both the conception aidsnht responsibility for learning, and within
that, the silence of students’ voices. There issm@rable first year experience literature
documenting how to target, facilitate, mentor, axin support, and engage students.
Considerable reference too has been made to apgepstudent characteristics — time
management, organization, motivation, balance,salient, determination and commitment —
but few of these explicate how students concep@alnd take responsibility for their learning.
Very often student surveys attempting to elicit hstwdents approach their studies do so by
asking about activities (e.g., how often to youtsviilown your academic goals? use a study
schedule?), or the characteristics of good lear(ény, are you a self directed learner? are you
communicative in discussions?). However, such duestdo not provide significant insights
into what students consider to be their respornsdsifor learning. In relation to the process of
transition from school to university, Mclnnis (2Q0Q1 112) noted, “we researchers have not ...
asked students enough questions about the reliatipertance of what we have assumed is
important”. Devlin (2002a) would concur.

Devlin (2002a) challenged the design of studentvesurinstruments, in particular the
Perceptions of Learning Environments Questionn@teEQ), arguing that its design obviates
against learning from students what they percer tresponsibilities to be. Extending the
PLEQ to PLEQ I, Devlin developed questions to gausfudent perceptions of their
responsibility for learning. She surveyed 100 ugdetuates in 1998, finding that respondents
perceived themselves “to have much more respoitgilidr their own learning, than they do
their teachers, colleagues, or other people omfgctand than all these factors combined”
(2002a, p. 298). From the respondents’ perspecinae than half of the responsibility for
learning (56%) rested with the students themsela@sl what Devlin noted was that this
represented a shared notion of learning betweaheées and students (p. 298). Twenty-four
percent of respondents identified their own behavias being a major contributor to — or
detractor from — their learning. Tentatively, givitre small sample size, Devlin concludes that
this positions respondents as conceiving of theraseds having significant responsibility for
learning, despite the fact that they may or maytake up that responsibility.

Most recently, Bright and von Randow (2008) surektiee experiences of later year ESL/EAL
students in the New Zealand higher education corddthough a small number of respondents,
these later year students reflected on what adtieg would give to commencing students in
relation to developing their English language preficy. Their advice revealed their
conceptions of responsibility: to work at theirdalage studies consistently; to take the initiative
in mixing with native speakers; to identify langeagirengths and weaknesses and act upon the
weaknesses. Advice does not necessarily translae Bright and von Randow’s students
experienced — into “taking responsibility” for learg in practice. These were later year
respondents who had not initially taken such resjdity when they had commenced their
studies. What Bright and von Randow bring to the mmbwever, are cross-cultural student
voices. As Bright and von Randow (2008) point dutan be extremely difficult for students to
take responsibility for learning when it is not fpaf the educational culture from which he/she
comes. These are the students with whom Stant@z&a(2001) is particularly concerned in
his research: young students who may have no cooétégking responsibility for learning, and
even if they did, may choose not to take it. StarBalazar researched the psychological
orientations of low status migrant Latin Americasuth, many of whom hawerientations “that
either prevent them from seeking help or rendemtlh@receptive to the supportive actions of
significant others” (2001, p. 3). For all adolegseim his research — high/low achievers,
domestic/recently arrived — psychological oriemtasi were frequently “more about self-
protection and the guarding of self-esteem tharutbetwork-building and the necessity of
accessing key forms of social and institutional psuwy (2001, p. 212). Students taking
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responsibility for learning is clearly mediated twyltural factors that as ALL professionals we
need to directly and explicitly address.

The whole notion of student responsibility for l@ag is complex, and our work as ALL
professionals is complicated, and often times, comgsed by such complexity. Undergrad-
uates — particularly first years, and those for mHenglish is an additional language — reflect a
continuum of diversity, confidence, ability, expataddns and engagement. We need to explicitly
facilitate their taking responsibility for learninthey are as diverse as are their conceptions of
taking responsibility for learning. Students witindlish language competence, rather than
fluency, for example, may not have the languagé wihich to express their metacognition.
Other students may not know how to learn effecyivglite apart from entertaining the notion
that they can be responsible for it. Still otheraynself-impose barriers to the successful
realisation of their academic potential, claimifay, example, that their poor learning outcomes
are the university's fault and/or the teachers’ltfakor these students, responsibility for
becoming active, responsible, critical learnersr fmeing academically successful, for
developing language proficiency and so on, doesrewitle within the control of the student.
And it is the case that while some students magvisere of their responsibility for learning, it is
the case that they may encounter barriers to asguthat mantle of responsibility because of
other factors (e.g., trauma, casual work commitsjent

While Australian universities have adopted, if eotbraced, ALL centres, the assumption is
that “responsible” students will take advantagethefm for their own academic “good”. Yet
often we have all heard the lines: “we told thene; ecommended they do these things — but
they don’t take advantage of them”. If we are t@nh¢ students for not taking responsibility for
learning, then we need to be clear about what resibitities we are expecting them to take and
ensure that our assumptions about that respomgibilatch those of the students. Here we
encounter an enormous silence. What do studemighl/e simply do not know. Yet the notion
of “student responsibility for learning” is critice student learning. One of Bacon’s (1993) key
conclusions was that if students had a conceptigesponsibility, and more importantly, if it
was a shared conception, it offered a startingtdomeducators — ALL professionals — to create
the conditions which could assist students to tiat responsibility. Moreover, we need a
shared starting point, given our diverse tertiamptexts and student cohorts, and our need to
account for students who have not been broughtitipthhe same educational ethos, who have
not been socialized into learning expectations, sfeak English as another language, and who
come straight from high school.

Importantly, conceptions of student responsibilityPace’s research were coming from students
who, as Pace (1990, p. 151) points out, choseutty st university. There are strengths in this.
At the Australian National University, the AcadenSkills and Learning Centre provides direct
ALL teaching to over 8,000 students who choose ttend our consultations, courses and
workshops each year. These are not courses foit,aned are students compelled to attend. In
other words, students are actively choosing to takponsibility for learning how to improve
their academic skills and learning. This understamés critical to informing the ways in which
we conceptualize students and student respongibilfe need to start from the premise that
students in higher education are demonstratingafivié, not compulsion: they do want to
develop their academic skills and learning absitiend they do want to be at university, even
though, in our view, for some students it may netitieir best option at this particular point in
time. These strengths provide a beginning. Otheingths include the fact that, compared to
respondents in earlier Australian first year exgrece surveys, the latest first year experience
survey (2004) respondents indicated a sense in whichwhexg better prepared for, and had a
clearer appreciation of what university requiretie{f were increasingly more informed, more
likely to seek assistance, and more likely to wwith fellow students on course subject areas
where they had problems (Krause et al., 2005). Meoently, respondents in Brinkworth et
al.’s (2009) research recognised that successfokition was dependent on academic ability,

! A total of 2,786 surveys were administered, witheffective response rate of 28%.
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but also on “an ability to make a rapid adjustminta learning environment that requires
greater autonomy and individual responsibility thatudents expect” (p. 168). These
respondents were aware of the importance of tak@sgonsibility for learning. From these
strengths, then, how might we work with studentacluding those with a first language other
than English — to conceptualise their responsjbiiitr learning, in particular, for developing
“their language fluency during their study at umsry” (DEEWR, 2009, GPP3).

4. Student responsibility: towards a conception

In preparation for this discussion, it has not beessible to set up a systematic and robust
survey to explore the question of student respditgilfor learning from the students’
perspective on a meaningful scale. However, itdesen possible to reflect on ALL professional
practice and the ways in which we might begin tooemage the conditions in which we can
facilitate a shared understanding of student resipoity for learning with students. | am not
sure that we can conceptualise a single concegtudent responsibility for learning per se: our
student cohorts are too diverse, and approachlesutoing too personal. Thus, while we might
agree with DEEWR’s (2009) Good Practice Principléhat “students have responsibilities for
developing their language fluency”, and more brpattat all students do, and even more
broadly theyall have responsibilities for developing their academainguage and learning
skills, it is less clear how we might articulatedlk responsibilities to students prior to their
commencement of studies — particularly as we doknoiv how students understand, if not
conceptualise, those responsibilities.

If it is not possible to articulate a conceptiontaing responsibility for learning that resonates
with all students, what then can be done? In atb ALL teaching, individual consultations
(ICs) offer an extremely important context in whitth work with students on the notion of
taking responsibility for learning. In ICs we carmnk with students such that they begin to
understand what taking responsibility for acadetaigguage and learning means in terms of
their own approach to learning, and the discipineontexts in which they are learning, and
then negotiate the kinds of strategies they cantadgeke up that responsibility. In induction
advice to new ALL staff | suggest that working wiskudents such that they take a shared
responsibility for learning is a key principle ofiroprofessional practice. As staff, we need to
agree — amongst ourselves, and with students -tk are limits to our professional expertise
and mandate, and that we cannot teach or act is thay are beyond them. For example, we are
not trained English language specialist teachews,ame we tasked within the university to
provide English language teaching. As a consequehaecognising these limits, we have
systematically and deliberately moved away fromlishdanguage teaching, discontinuing our
delivery of the University English Language ProgratdELP), some five years ago.
Interestingly, much of what was taught in the UEp@®gram — seminar presentations and
participation, listening to lectures, vocabularyildhnag — is now being delivered as part of
regular academic skills and learning courses/wanishand is attracting both native English
speakers and speakers of other languages. Thigd®as a critical success for a humber of
reasons, not least of which has been to dissoumfeom English language teaching per se in
the minds of those students who would see us a$ixiees/editors” of their English. This shift
away from a language-centred view of academic lagguand learning has enabled us to
encourage students to develop notions of multddgy that is, to encourage students to “engage
with a multiplicity of communications channels amedia” (Cope & Kalantzis (Eds.) 2000, p.
5), a pedagogical approach explored in relatiothéoALL profession by Craswell and Bartlett
(2001).

Further to encouraging student responsibility fearhing, although not necessarily always
understood in similar ways by all amongst studem&shave been clear in all our publicity that
we:

do not offer a proof reading or editing serviceekvf English is not your

first language, the Adviser’s role is to clarifyipts of language and help
you to develop good independent editing strategiesproofread or edit for
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you. You need to develop your own editing strategfAcademic Skills and
Learning Centre, The Australian National Univergity

Nationally, this sentiment is echoed by a rangAldf centres/units:

The Writing Centre is not an editing or grammar altieg service ...
(Writing Centre, University of Adelaide); Pleasetexdhat we are not an
editing service ... (Academic Skills Unit, University Melbourne); Please
note that we do not proofread and correct yourye$sayou (Learning
Centre, University of New England); We don't ediuy work for you ...
(STUDYSmarter Team, University of Western Austrgli@ve] do not offer
a proof-reading or editing service .(Learning Skills, Charles Sturt
University).

At the same time, ALL centres/units suggest whatliadone:

Skills Advisers can assist you to develop your Iskiin structuring

assignments ... [and to] develop your own study atiing skills (Learning

Skills, Charles Sturt University); The focus of thppointment is ... on
giving feedback on the strengths and weaknessgewfwriting and what

you can do to further develop your skills (STUDY SteaTeam, University
of Western Australia); Our aim is to teach stude¢hesacademic skills and
techniques they will find helpful for a Universigducation, and to help
students develop independent learning skills amdesd with their studies
(Learning Centre, University of New South Wales).

This does not necessarily prevent students fromtiigeng their key ALL needs as being

“English”, or from misconstruing our teaching of Rlissues as being “fixing their English”.

But in our publicity statements to students andf,st@e can create the preconditions for
conversations about what we do, and what it meansttidents to take responsibility within

their own contexts of learning which students cadeaustand. Very often a student or staff
member hearing that we do not proof read/edit, &g, “Well what do you do?”, which lends

itself to a conversation about responsibilitiesteaching and learning.

To share responsibility for learning means thatlestiis must first have the ability to do so, and
then to make conscious choices about improving thkL skills, including language skills.
There needs to be a willingness on the part ofestisgdto engage with our teaching and
guidance. Given that students at the AustralianoNat University are not compelled to attend
Academic Skills and Learning Centre courses orviddial consultations, our work is made
considerably easier because, in the main, studamsconsciously choosing to seek our
assistance. Nevertheless, there will always beestsdwho, having attended a class or
consultation, choose neither to learn nor accegitadThat is their choice. Encouraging shared
responsibility for academic skills and learningoaimplies that when we meet with students in
individual consultations, we make our professiopctice explicit to them so that they can
make a conscious choice about whether they wishatike use of our expertise. Together with
the student, it is important to agree on the maoreerns on which we shall advise them: in our
Centre we specifically comment on focus, wide aritical reading, reasoned argument, and
competent style and presentation. In this we canowage students’ conceptions of
responsibility for learning as articulated by Pac€1990) respondents: to think critically,
logically and analytically about their strengthslameaknesses, and to act on their weaknesses
in academic language and learning. We can alsoueage them to actively test their ideas with
us about their ideas of, for example, ALL issuegy.(ewriting introductions, developing
coherence, presenting seminar papers), or withr ffeers and disciplinary teachers through
intellectual engagement.

In individual consultations too we can be cleart #hBL issues are relevant to macro concerns
such as focus, critical reading, reasoning andesgmd presentation, and should not be
considered as related to “English language” perTéés in essence conveys to students that
English language fluency is not the primary detesniof their grade, and that we are not
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responsible for editing — or re-writing — their wokVe can be clear that responsibility for proof
reading, editing and reworking English languageuass lies with them, not with ALL
professionals. The question of whether the studeabses to take that responsibility lies with
the student, and unquestionably, there are sonderstsl who choose not to assume that
responsibility — hence choices to cheat, plagiangh intent, or seek other significant input.
But from our point of view, the integrity and respility of the student for authorship is
upheld. Equally we can challenge the view of soragkers/supervisors that they need to spend
considerable time re-writing a student’s work: tisisiltimately disempowering to students and
suggests to students that responsibility for leeayms not theirs; that is, re-writing by someone
other that the students themselves, does not aaegelopmental approach to learning.

In the context of individual consultations with agers of languages other than English we can
also encourage the notion that improving one’s acudd language and learning, including
language fluency — English, academic or disciplinais developmental, takes time and is the
result of flexibly adopting a range of appropriateategies. Here we can return to Bright and
von Randow’'s (2008) student voices on the overatchprinciples: to work at language
consistently, to take initiative and to identifyestgths and weaknesses — and act on the latter.
To this end we can draw out a range of strategiesuit the student’s individual approach,
context and needs. At the end of the conversat®oan also ask students what action they now
intend to take — that is, what have they priordisand to what extent are they going to take
responsibility for developing their academic langeiand learning. This has a double effect:
encouraging students to understand, develop andradheir responsibility, and for us as
teachers, checking the degree to which students tnadlerstood our teaching.

Understanding the degree to which students hawentegsponsibility for learning is important
feedback for us. In measuring this, the Knoxvillen@e for Literacy Studies lists three
categories:

Fluency of performance — level of effort or ease required ... to retrievel

apply what [the student] knows in order to takepogesibility for learning.

Independence of performance — extent to which [a student] needs direction
or guidance in organizing, solving and communigatfhis/her] learning
goals; strengths and weaknesses and achievemieatroing goals; and
Range of performance — both how well a [student] can use learning skill
and whether [he/she] can transfer learning from aorgext to another. This
includes both a range of kinds and complexity afksaand a range of
contexts and audiences for tasks. (Ford et al1200

These criteria are potentially very useful in gaggivhether a student has understood and taken
responsibility for academic language and learniagd how well we have facilitated that
understanding. The criteria encourage us to dyemddress the needs of students who have
limited performance fluency — be that in acaderaitguage and learning more broadly, or in
particular areas (e.g., academic essays, tutoredeptations) — and recommend appropriate
strategies and action. They encourage us to directtiress the need for independence in
learning, which can only be achieved as studentgldp their metacognition and ability to
reflect on their strengths and weaknesses as releadknd finally, they encourage us to directly
facilitate a broadening range of ALL performancdiether that perfomance relates to cross-
disciplinary academic writing, delivering conferengapers, writing journal articles, web pages,
or blogs and all the attendant issues of audiendecantext. As ALL professionals this offers
the opportunity to work towards a pedagogical frawmd that truly incorporates the concept of
multiliteracy (Craswell & Bartlett, 2001).

What could we say to new students about their respdity for academic language and
learning in line with DEEWR’s Good Practice Prifei@? First, to students we might say, you
are nofjust students: you have the power to engage with, steaquemaster ALL strategies such
that you can be come critical, analytical, refleetlifelong thinkers. Second, we can ask them
what their understanding of their responsibility @arning is, and help them see the benefits of
this, as well as negotiate ways they can begiake it such that they can become more active,
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reflective learners. In this, as Bueschel (200&)motes, we can “accomplish a great deal when
[we] treat students as valuable partners in imprgveaching and learning”. Third, we might
encourage students away from a purely languageezeniew of their academic skills and
learning responsibilities, and encourage them togeise their need for multiliteracy. Such
conversations are essential if students are to rata@l and knowingly construct their
responsibility for learning. As ALL professionailse are uniquely placed to contribute to this
process because as Stanton-Salazar (2001) pointsfulurealisation of responsibility for
learning can only be achieved through students gingawith and mobilising networks of
assistance. In other words, students need to tiiedsoundaries of their understandings to work
with the network of ALL assistance we offer, andevversa.
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