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Figher education policy 1s sceking, in the interest of *quality assuranced’. o reward waching and the
scholarship of reaching and fearning (80T, Academic language and learning (ALL) advisers, who
work closely with students o improve thelr performance in their courses of study, have much w
contribuiwe to Sa't’L ALL advisers who adopt an facademic literacies” approach share with lecturers
in the disciplines an engagement with ssues of “-ography” (Le. writing in and for a discourse
comnunity} - including the relationships between epistemology., form, and language  vet, miscon-
ceprions abour ALL advisers’ work can prevent discipline lecturers from consulting them when
thinking about questiuns of weaching and learing in their own field. This paper discusses AlLL
advisers’ accesy to insights inte students” experiences of leaming and of being tavghe, with relevance
both for particular disciplines and {or academic culture across the disciplines; their contributions to
SoT'L; the difficulties they encounter in trving (0 communicate acrnss the borders of the disciplines;
and ways of mmproving this situation in the coneext of the new emphasis on encouraging improve-
ment in the guality of teaching.
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the morning I was greeted by students passing my office on their way to re-enrol,
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each of them asking what 1 was doing at worlk, now that teaching had finished for
the yvear, I was reminded of how differently students and lecturers construct the work
of the university, For the students, it 1§ there to teach them and give them a degree;
for lecturers, on the other hand, as the sun sets at the end of each semester, the
lights come on and the real work of research can be given the attention it has been
demanding all vear. For some, teaching is a bit like vegemite, a nutritious bur rather
shudgy by-produccof the mitellectual ferment involved inresearch. Otlrers would prefer -
not to be expected to spend a third of their time on research; but whether or not we
choose 1t, the umperative o publish or perish has been a central fact of academic life
throughout our professional lives. This has long been the case for lecturers in the disci-
plintes, and 1s increasingly the case for academic language and learning (ALL) lecturers
like mysel.! ALL advisers’ research draws largely upon our experience of helping
students to learn and perform effectively in their disciplines, so that, in the main, our
publications belong to the *scholarship of teaching and learning® (SoTL). In this article,
I would like to discuss the ways in which ALL advisers” experience with this sort of
scholarship could assist other lecturers to enter into i, with benefits for ALL in the
process,

However interested lecturers are m teaching, we have found that, like virtue, teach-
ing has to be its own reward. Insttutonal rhetoric about a comniument o excellence
in teaching cannot hope to shift the balance of lecturers’ energics while performance
evaluations, promotion procedures, and awarding of granis continue to value
resecarch performance more highly than teaching. As Gaither observed in 1998
{p. 90), ‘changing the reward system to enhance resuits through professional commit-
ment is one productive way thar policy-makers can positively add ro both the debate
about quality and efforts to enhance i’. This is the challenge that governments
have faced, in recent years, when rthey have sought to re-align the priorities given to
teaching and research, to make universities more responsive to public expectations
that they should focus on, and indeed improve, their undergraduate teaching, The
Australian government Department of Education, Science, and Technology (DEST)
has consulted the experience of Britain and United States, as well as the views of
stakeholders in Australia, in formulating new policy discussed in Our Universities:
Backing Ausirafia’s Future (DEST, 2003a) and elaborated in a number of subsequent
documents on learning and teaching in higher education.

Shifting the balance

In its paper Learning and Teaching Performance Fund Issues (available at DEST, 2004),
DEST observes that “The main driver of excellence in teaching and learning is
currently universities” and individual scademics’ desirve to offer a high quality learning
experience to their students’ but clsewhere (DEST, 2003a) acknowledges that ‘the
existing funding and regulatory arrangements,..do not adequately recognise the
importance of quality teaching’, and DEST (2004) affirms that "internal scaff promo-
tion practices and institutional prestige tend to reinforce the importance of research
performance rather than teaching performance’.
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The government is therefore looking for more effective measures 10 encourage
systemic improvements n teaching across the sector, 17EST (2004) announced a
Learning and Teaching Performance Fund, which will grow to ‘$113.8 million in 2008
as part of this renewed focus on reaching quality in Australian universities’, To be eligi-
ble for this money, universities will have to ‘demonstrate a strong strategic commitment
to learning and teaching through: a current institutional learning and teaching plan

-or strategys {and) evidence- of systematic support for professional development-in -
learning and teaching for sessional and full-tme academic staff” (DEST, 2004).

In my own university, a Learning and Teaching Plan has been drafted with plans
to reform the rewards svstem and to encourage projects for enhancing teaching at the
faculty level. With regard to professional development, the Plan requires ‘Schools to
incorporate, ar least once annually, presentations on “scholarship of teaching” into
colloguia® (I.a Trobe University, 2004, p. 1.1.2). This seems likely to be a very good
way to build & bridge from valuing research to valuimg teaching; that is, to make
teaching an object of research, so that people can give it (re)focused attention without
neglecting their obligation o publish,

I'am conscious that T am giving more emphasis to this signal of encouragement for
SoTL than 1s given either in the Governnient's apnouncement or i1 11y ULIversity’s
Plan. However, I think it is worth highlighting because it may offer a middle way
between the expectation that academics must be active researchers and the alternarive
possibility, perceived by many academics as a threat, that Australian institutions or
Australian academic jobs may be divided into ‘research’ or ‘teaching-only’, Although
the announcement of the Teaching and Learning Fund says explicitly that ‘there is
no intention for any Australian university to become “teaching-only™ (DEST, 2004),
this assurance must be seen in the context of discussion around the idea of creating
some such distinetion, which has been Hoated in the past few years (DEST, 2002).
Academics may be understandably nervous abour devoring themselves further to
teaching if this could mean that they lose the option of research, which gives them a
zest both for their subject and an international community to which to belong,
Encouragement of SoTL, which combines research and teaching, may be a way of
developing the *ownership’ of change thart is alwavs crucial to its success (but only if
DEST cooperates by valuing SoTL as highly as conventional research in the disci-
plines). The outcorne, itis hoped, should be o *greatly encourage a stronger focus on
rescarch and evidence-based teaching practice’, as HERDSA’s response to DESTs
{2004) Issues Paper expresses it, in support of HERDSA's suggestion that ‘the schol-
arship of teaching would be a major indicator worthy of consideration” in decisions
about dispersing the Fund (Dearn, 2004).

In a Discussion Paper published in Seprember 2003 bv DEST and the Australian
Universinies Teaching Committee, the nexe step of wranslating reflection into action
is, rightly, envisaged as more difficulr:

While an understanding of what constitures effective weaching and student learning s
impaortant, the biggest chalienge is t apply this knowledge in the many different leaming
contexts and disciplines of higher edocation for the benefit of the diverse student
populaiton. . The reladonship between leamming and weaching cannot be separated from
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understandings of the disciplinary, inter-disciphnary and professional fickds in which
waching and learning are ¢nacted. The harnessing of understandings about learning to
enable more effective ‘reaching” will depend on building bridges hetween the two processes

(DEST, 2003h).

Opportunities for ALL advisers and lecturers in the disciplines

The official encouragement of SoTL. s likely to be welcomed warmly by ALL advisers
in the region, who work with students, individually or i groups, to improve the work
they are doing i their disciplines. Unul now, a good deal of the SoTL in Australia
and MNew Zealand has been carried out by ALL advisers. Not only can ALL advisers
benefit from the ‘growing recognition of the scholarship of “teaching and learning™
(DEST, 2003b), but we are also well-placed to help our colleagues in the disciplines
to take up this kind of scholarship. They will face the usual challenges of moving into
any unfamiliar *field’;

& Situating their own thinking in the context of the considerable literature that exists
already;

e Identifving needs and opportunities tor changes in their practice thar would make
a valuable contribution to the field;

o Dorming a picture of the venues for sharing SoTL: the conferences, journals, and
coliections through which this kind of work is disseminated and discussed.

In addition to the Hterature referred to in this article, readers will find a number of
journals on writing, language, comnunication and rhetoric “across the curriculum’ at
the very useful “WAC Clearinghouse’ at hitp://wac.colostate.eduy, and a bibliography
of SoTL ai the website of the Carnegie Academic for the Scholarship of Teaching and
Learning (Hutchings er af., 2002).

ALL advisers can help with all of the aforemennoned challenges, as well ag with the
larger chalienge of applyving understandings of learning to the activity of teaching, and
we would welcome the chance of *building bridges between the two processes’. This
would require, in addition, building bridges berween ALL and the disciplines,
Mostly, ALL advisers meer with and write tor one another, but this is not because we
do not wish ro communicate with lecturers in the disciplines. On the contrary, we are
chronically frustrated by the difficulty of sharing what we learn from our students with
the people who are teaching and marking them. In order for such sharing to take
place, however, some obstacles: both structural and cultural - would need w be
OVErcome.

Obstacles to communication

Structurally, ALL advisers are often located ar the margins of academic divisions,
with student services or in separate units outside of the teaching faculties. In abour a
third of Australian universities, the ALL advisers are classified us general stalf; in the
other two-thirds, we are classified as academic. but our teaching loads are typically
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heavier than those of academics in the disciplines, leaving little time for interaction
with our colleagues (Chanock e o/, 2004). ALL advisers cluster at the lower levels of
the academic ladder and are rarely promoted to, let alone beyond, level C (i.e. ‘senior
lecturer’). In terms of both space and status, thercfore, we often operate at the
margins of academic life,

More senior positions exist in the Academic Development units or centres
concerned with improvement of teaching and professional development of reaching -
staff. There is the potendal for bringing together ALL advisers, academic develop-
ment staff; and discipline lecrurers to collaborate in SoTL., and in some universities
this is happening. Elsewhere, it is more difficuls to bridge the gap berween staff in the
disciplines and staff concerned with students’ learning, a gap that is related to a set of
hierarchically valued pairs, which includes research and teaching, theory and prac-
tice, knowledge and skill, content and form, and thought and expression. The first
member of each pair may inform the second, but does not expect to be informed by
it. Indeed, as Squires (1990, ppr. 42-43) suggests, higher education defines irself in
rerms of research, theory, and knowledge, as distinct from *mere’ practice and skill.
The ‘othering” invelved in this sort of self~defmition is an obstacle to mutualicy
between ALL advisers and lecturers in the disciplines.

It is founded, however, upon a serious misunderstanding of the nature of ALL
advisers’ work. ALL advisers commonly find- -and widely lament - that students are
referred to us for help widh marters that Jecturers seem to regard as mechanical and
uninteresting, Tapper and Gruba (2000, p. 56) remark on ‘a strong tendency for
academics to refer students o learning support units rather than addressing students’
academic learning skills themselves’; more worrvingly, Boquet (1999), wha works in
a writing centre at an American university, has found that lecturers write on students’
papers, “Go to the Writing Center!” as if it is a punishment (p. 469). Whatever their
attitude to the ‘specialty” of work on writing, lecturers seem to see it as separate from
the project in which they themselves are engaged. Frequently, our centres scem to be
regarded as a form of crash repair shop where welding. panel-beating and polishing
can be carried out on students’ texts--an idea that makes sense only if you regard the
text as a vehicle for the writer’s thoughts, and separable from the thoughts themselves.

Commen ground between ALL and the disciplines

The relation of writing to thought, however, is more complex than this, and much
more interesting. As Linton and colleagues (1994) put ir, *Disciplinary styles are not
just frames or shells inte which content can be cast, but habits of thought and
commnrunication grounded In the objectives, values, and “world view” of each disci-
pline’ (p. 65). The forms of writing in a discipline both construct and are constructed
by the culture of enquiry in the discipline; they embody its epistemology; and they
carry aut the social purposes of its members. The international conmmmunity we call a
‘held” is constituted by its discourse, for most of its members are never going to meet,
and this makes the discourse an important object of study. Sometimes it is investi-
gated by members of the discipline reflecting on themselves, as in anthropology in




274 K Chunoch

recent vears (e.g. Clifford & Marcus, 1986; Geertz, 1988). Somerimes it requires an
outsider’s perspective, as 1 the sociology of scientific investigation (e.g. Knorr-
Certina, 1981; Gilbert & Mulkay, 1984; Latour & Woolgar, 1986). In North America,
rhetorical studies have been carrfed our within the disciplines (e.g. Nelson e af.,
1987) but also mn the field of compaosition studiey, There, the teaching of academic
writing has developed, institutionally, as part of the discipline of Iinglish, and scholars

~have drawn on'a range of other mtellectual sources inctuding rheroric, psychology and

linguistics. In Britain, academics in education have developed a “critical literacies’ or
‘multiliteracies’ approach (Ivamie, 1998; Lea & Street, 1998), focusing on the social
uses and social consequences of language choices. Evervwhere, the connections
berween language, literacy, knowledge and power are receiving attention, informed,
for example, by Bourdieu and Passeron (1990); and, in studies of the globalisation of
knowledge, the consequences of the primacy of English are critically explored (e.c.
Pennycook, 19943, The particular focus and emphasis of these discussions vary from
place to place, but they are connected, and they ¢an be brought to ralk to each other.
And it 1s this eclectic conversation that informs the work of ALL advisers, and to
which we conuibute in publicarions reporting and reflecting on our students’ experi-
ences Of learning ar university.

It is perfecdy true that we concern ourselves with matters of ‘correctness’, but we
find a good deal of overlap between what is ‘correct” and what is ‘approprate’, which
requires us to ask “appropriate for whar?’ We cannot effectively operate with the
assumption that, as Odell {1992) has put it, *Wiiting weell means observing conven-
tons of diction, usage, syntax, and organizacdon, conventions that are presumed to
apply t all good writing and thar can be identified even if one knows little about the
subject matter being discussed’ {pp. 86-87). No more can we share the helief Ann
Johns (1997} has found to be widespread among lecturers, that there 15 a single set of
academic values:

.good wrining, cffective reading, careful lstening and note-taking, and sound cricical
thinking.. Most faculeye belicve quite sineerely that Hweracy instructors can teach students
some generalized approaches to cach of these academic values, which will serve the
students in every contest and disciplinary culture. (p, 34

The widely varving respopses of lecturers in different disciplines to the same
students’ writing have shown us that this simply is not true (e.g. Bawm-Brunner,
1997). Thus, ALL advisers are quickly sucked beneath the surface of their students’
texts and immersed in the intellectual mateix of each different discipline, to grapple
with questions of ‘-ography’ (l.e. of writing in and for a discourse community); and
these are questions that engage discipline practitioners equally, if they are reflective
(Squires, 1990, pp. 52-539}). It should be possible, therefore, to build bridges into the
disciplines, at this level of thinking., What is lacking is regular institutional means of
bringing us into the same conversations, to share what we know on a basis of munal
respect (lecturers need 1o shed inadequate assumptions about what ALL advisers do;
but ALL advisery also need to overcome some irritation at what lecturers do). ALL
representation on academic commmittees, learning and teaching committees, and
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working groups can do much to reduce the social distance between ALLL and

discipline lecturers. However, it is rare for ALL and discipline lecrurers to artend one

unother’s research seminars, which is necded in order to reduce the perceived inrel-

lectual distance between them, Rare too, but not unheard of, are joint presentations

by ALL and discipline lecturers at research seminars. And here, the official encour-

agement of SoTLL should be helpful; for wherever ?()TL 15 to be bhdltd ALL 3dv1%u
- should be able to attend and participate.

What ALL advisers can contribute

What, then, do ALL advisers bring to discussions of teaching and learning? Qur work
gives us a perspective across the disciplines, across the various phases of higher educa-
tton, and across the cultures from which our students come. This overview is
informed by extensive conversations with students on the one hand, and by the access
our work gives us to the design of subjects in the disciplines, the discourse of lecrures,
the texts assigned by lecturers, and the comments they write on students’ work.
Although any lecturer sees a very limited range of some of these kinds of academic
discourse—limited, usually, to his or her own discipline and, often, to his or her own
subjects— we see samples across a wide range of disciplines and have a sense of where
the commuonalities and the contrasts lie, as well as a sense of wh;u causes problems
for students’ learning,

The major challenges in improving the experience and the competence of students
include managing the transition from school to university, and helping students o
understand what is commmon and what is pardeular across the disciplines, The purposes
of school and university are not the same, because at university there is an often new,
and always more pronounced, emphasis on exploring how knowledge is constructed,
and this must be examined and articulated i students’ learning is to be improved.
Crucial words like *argument’ and “opinion’ take on a different meaning at university
(Meyer, 1988; Chanock, 20044). At school, these words often referred to a rhetoric
of persuasion abour how public issues should be addressed (e.g. Should euthanasia
be legalised? Should there be public heroin injecting rooms? Students are asked to take
one position and argue it). At university, ‘argument” and ‘opinion’ more ofren refer
to a setof assumptions about the instability of knowledge and the methods of constract-
ing it through discourse. Students’ *opinjons’ are meant to be opinions about what
has happened, how, and why (matters that are not considered setded, at this level},
rather than about what should happen; and their arguments are meant o be demeoen-
strations of how these opinions are inferred from evidence, rather than exercises in
appealing to the feelings and interests of an imagined reading public. Differences of
style flow from differences of purpose (Ballard & Clanchy, 1988; Chanock, 2004a),
and 1tJs more helpful o ralk to students about purpose than simply to issue preserip-
tions about style (Chanock, 2004b}. Because lecturers are in a position to mediarte the
transition between school and university, this seems a fruitful area for action research.

Another focus for SoTL is the differences berween disciplines; here, informed
reflection on the purposes and values of cach discipline is crucial, together with an




276 K Chanock

undersranding that these purposes and valucs are not the same; that the differences
have consequences at every level of discourse; that the differences cause difficulties
for students; and that they can be described, explicated and mediated in ways that
help students to succeed. Much of the most interesting scholarship in teaching and
learning is about the differences between disciplines and the consequences of failing
to recognise these. For example, MacDonald (1987}, focusing on the different kinds
-of knowledge thar different disciplines produce; argues tharsocial sciences endeavour -
to reduce large amounts of data to demonscrable generalisations about the way things
happen, whereas literary studies seek to expand understanding of a single text by elab-
orating insights from it. Linton and colleagues {1994) draw attention to the role of
text structures in signalling different atritudes in disciplines’ toward the discovery of
knowledge. Scientists, they write, use the standard form of introduction-method-
results-discussion to ‘{impose] a particular order on experience which is more recur-
sive, less linear, less near than the model - fto make it] conform ro the ideal of the
empirical method’, thus atfirming, each time, ‘the importance of shared, replicated
methodology’ (Linton er ¢f., 1994, p. 68). In humanities, by contrast, ‘presentation
of the author’s central insight” comes early in the piéce, before the evidence from
which it has been drawn (Linton o o, 1994, p. 67), with the effect that an idea,
rather than a method, governs the piece. Another difference is the use of cirations,
which i scientitic writing are listed ‘withour discussion’, in a ‘highly condensed form
of communication with other members of the discourse community’, whereas ‘in the
humanities, analysis (rather than identification) of previous work is often used strate-
gically to anchor discussion’ (Linton ¢ f., 1994, p. 69). This echoes a similar obser-
vation made by Bazerman (1981), discussing how different disciplines establish a
problem early in & piece of writing: scientists work with shared problens, so only the
maost recent and relevant work muust be cited; soctal scientists, on the other hand,
often devote a good deal of space to establishing that they have a problem tw discuss.
A large and interesting body of literature of this kind already exists {e.g. Ballard &
Clanchy, 1988; Herrington & Moran, 1992; Langer, 1992; Baum-Brunner, 1997;
Saunders & Clarke, 1997), but there is certainly scope for more, and ALL advisers
could encourage lecturers 1o see their experiences as a source of ideas for publication.
Baurmn-Brunner {1997) has rightly stressed:
...the need for faculey o articulate disciplinary expectations with a level of precision that
ts all Loo rarely enacted. By researching further - from a muldplicity of data sources and
purspéctives on our personal, disciplinary and vhetorical domains and belicfs - we can
clarify vur expectations and vnderlying intentions, and nprove not only our reaching bug
our students’ writing and the conversations that cross departmental fines. {p. 93)

With greater awareness of the varieties of disciplinary discourses, ALL advisers and
discipline lecturers can devise activities and materials to focus students® attention on
particular features of discourse as a regular part of learning in their subjects {fur an
example, see my kit for discipline lecturers in Chanock; 20044).

As well as having o negotiate movement among disciplines, students from over-
seas are faced with a transidon between academic cultures, in which misunderstand-
ings unfortunately abound, Lecturers who teach a high proportion of international
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students might like to undertake action research, perhaps consulting the insights of
writers like Canagarajah (2002), Fox (1994}, Ivanic and Camps (2001), Leki (1962),
Maralene (1985), Phan (2001), Wilkinson and Olliver-Gray (2006), or the collection
edited by Zamel and Spack (1998). Combining their knowledge of contrastive rhet-
oric with the comments and explanations of students theyv have taughrt, these scholars
shed valuable light on behaviours of international students that often puzzle lecturers,

- demonstrating that approaches, styles, ways of using sources and text structures that
violate Western readers’ expectations are not signs of deficiency but of explicable,
and interesting, cultural differences,

In action research, in partcular, there may be opportunities for collaboration
between lecturers and ALL advisers. ‘Collaborative research, undertaken to answer
teachers’ questions about their own and their students’ practices is...essental’,
according to McCarthy and Walvoord (1988), and ‘this research is based on the
assumption that knowledge is gained not only through action but also for action’
{p- 86). One form that such research can take is what McCarthy and Walvoord
(1988) call:

The Focused Pair, T this model...a writing specialist pairs with a teacher from another
discipline, and rtogether they study the writing going on in the later's  class-
roont....Focused pairs, in many cases, produce not only professional growth and change
but also publications. (p. 80}

They may alse produce new approaches to teaching, when the researchers work
out, together, 2 new understanding of the reasons why students’ writing misses the
mark, or try out an intervention in the students’ learning that seems to be effective.
For exampie, I have worked with a lecturer in History to introduce an explicit focus
on the structure of academic argument into his regular teaching of a first-year subject
(Chanock & Tyrrell, 1996). In another example, Iris Vardi (2003) worked with a
lecturer teaching a subject on industrial relations, who assessed students on their
production and revision of a series of drafts of a single piece of work:

Those students who had agreed to participate in the stody gave the fecturer permission to
photocopy, for analysis, all their written texts for the unie, along with the wacher written
feedback they had been given. Thix allowed Vardi o undertake in-depth analysis of the
texrs, the types of feedback the students had reecived, how the texes changed over thme,
and how the changes observed related w o the feedback and the asscssment process,
(Chanock & Vardi, 2003}

The vesults of these collaborations, and others like them, have been disseminated
in conference presentations and publications that are likely to be hetter known to
ALL advisers than to many lecturers in the disciplines; and, as I have already
suggested, ALL advisers could readily help lecturers to find venues for their work in
SoTL. In Australia, some of my colleagues and 1 have compiled a list of conferences
and journals in which ALL professionals have published (Maxwell ez af., 2003). Many
of these are in Applied Linguistics and these journals would require authors to show
a degree of technical expertise in that field; but others are well suited to SoTL by
people in diverse tields.
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Conclusion

In all these ways, then, the expansion of SoTL offers opportunities for sharing that
may benefit both ALL advisers and lecturers in the disciplines and, hence, benefit the
students whom all of us teach. ALL advisers may well be able, in the wavs 1 have
suggested, to assist with the uprake of SoTL in our institutions,

Notes

I “Academic language and learning’, with the acronym "ALL’", has recently replaced the term
language and academnic skills' CLAS’) ta refer to this professional field.
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