16

Transforming the learning experiences of older adults in Higher Education in Scotland: the possibilities and challenges of participative dialogue for developing academic literacies
Chris McAllister

Grace D. Poulter 

Glasgow Caledonian University

70 Cowcaddens Road

Glasgow

Scotland

UK

T: +44 0141 273 1255

T: +44 0141 273 1832

E:   c.mcallister2@gcu.ac.uk
E: grace.poulter@gcu.ac.uk

Keywords: older learners, critical educational gerontology, academic literacies, dialogues of participation
Introduction: Positioning of theory in our practice
As adult educationalists and lecturers in academic writing at Glasgow Caledonian University, our evolving pedagogic practice is both shaped and challenged by the key values and principles of inclusive and empowering adult education. We believe that education in formal and informal settings is a driver of social change and justice and there is much that can be learned from the relationships between these settings. Our experience of lifelong learning (LLL) in the context of Scottish Higher Education (HE) accords with the position of critical adult educational theory that educational practices are never politically neutral (Shor 1993; Mayo 1999; Allman 2001; Kane 2001; Brookfield 2005). As a result, through our pedagogical practice, we seek to address the needs of marginalised, vulnerable and disadvantaged groups and counter the impact of the educational inequality they have experienced. Our positioning of theory in such practice necessitates that it is ‘eminently practical’, countering any notion that theorising is the preserve of, and restricted to, a small group of university based intellectuals only (Brookfield 2005: 3). Thus, rather than the ‘the production of an intellectual class hierarchy where the only work deemed truly theoretical is work that is highly abstract, jargonistic, difficult to read, and containing obscure references’,  (hooks 1994: 64), we adopt an open and expansive view of the process of theorisation and its application to practice. This is a teaching practice which gives primacy to theory’s emancipatory and transformative power for adult learners and educators, where the connections between theory and practice can be illuminating and reciprocal, where one enables the other.
In this paper we explore the relationship between theory and practice through critical engagement with the opportunities and challenges of adopting participative dialogue as a tool in our work with older adult learners and the extent to which it can create:
‘... space(s) where students are able collectively to decode the practices of writing, so that it is no longer mysterious and unknown to those who have not had access to the forms of literacy most privileged in academic spaces’ (Burke 2008, p.208).
Policy context 
We live in interesting times in Scotland, where the political agenda is currently driven by debates around the journey towards possible independence, following the national referendum in 2014. This raises profound questions for educational policy in general and the future of HE in particular. As adult educators working in a Scottish higher Education Institution (HEI), we have experienced both the national and local impacts of educational policy shifts and changing emphases. Educational policy research indicates that neo-liberalism has underpinned educational, as well as wider public sector policies, for the last three decades. Grace (2009:28) proposes that in the face of the neo-liberalist logic, ‘contemporary lifelong learning has been more economistic than socially orientated in its intentions’. This discussion continues in the new political agendas and educational policy discourse that have developed around the debates concerning education and nationalism, where ideas of a learner journey privileging the creation of human capital and a knowledge economy are very much present in tertiary lifelong learning (TLLL) policy (Scottish Government/Universities Scotland 2008; Arnott and Ozga 2010).  From this we draw the conclusion that adult learners will have access to HE as part of the Scottish Nationalist Party’s ‘social contract’ with the people. However, for many adult learners and educators, these claims of inclusivity and social democratic values may simply be a manifestation of party political rhetoric. The reality of achieving the expected outcomes of this social contract may be displaced by a focus upon the creation of human capital as measured in economic or neo-liberal terms. Therefore, although we have some optimism around notions of inclusion, we are wholly realistic about what this means in the context of the older adult learner’s progress through the complex process of achieving academic success, where they are often subject to exclusion brought about by unchallenged HE pedagogical practices. We propose that one of the best ways to minimise this exclusion is in the creation of dialogues of participation (Lillis 2001).
CEG and Academic Literacies theories: a productive convergence for practice 
Premised on this position, we propose that a pathway towards transformative learning and critical agency (Kauffmann 2010) for older adult learners may be achieved by combining Critical Educational Gerontological (CEG) (older adult education) and Academic Literacies (AL) perspectives. Effective learning and engagement with academic and assessment processes can be developed by explicit incorporation of the central tenets shared by these perspectives; namely spaces for critical dialogue and collaborative inquiry-based approaches. These theoretical perspectives have provided us with analytical frameworks which enable critical scrutiny of the impact of political-economic and socio-cultural factors associated with class, ethnicity, gender and age, and how these shape differential access to, and learning experiences in, HE. Both perspectives are also concerned with how the educational experiences of under-represented learners can be transformative and empowering, and thus achieve greater educational equality. 

CEG draws on critical social gerontology and the feminist, political economic and humanistic views which it encompasses (Phillipson 2000). In adult education and lifelong learning research, the interface between critical social and educational gerontology has been productive in tackling questions of the psychological, social and political nature, purpose and impact of learning in later life (Finsden and Formosa 2011). From the analyses this affords, CEG should inform educational providers on how they can lead older adults to higher levels of empowerment and emancipation (Formosa 2002), as borne out by our experiences. As such, CEG represents a way to include more critical discourses and attain a fuller understanding of the nature and purpose of older adults’ engagement in LLL (Glendenning 2000, Formosa 2002, Findsen 2005); for our purposes this is focused upon tertiary LLL (TLLL). CEG is primarily concerned with the transformatory and empowering possibilities of learning in later life, viewed as having a key role in re-defining how older people are located in the life course (Phillipson 2000). 

We have found CEG to have greater explanatory power, providing insights into older adults’ educational aspirations and learning experiences when these are not divorced from their social, cultural, political and economic circumstances (Findsen 2005). Allied with this, in our work we subscribe to a broad view of LLL (Billet, 2010). In practice this is actualised through dialogue with students in which we incorporate and discuss life experience and its value, as an equally important source of learning to that of the formal lecture, seminar or tutorial, in the traditional HE context. This is particularly apposite for our work with older adults who often ignore the significance of their life experience when addressing the academic writing requirements of their formal HE study. We accept that not all life experience is equally valuable in constructing academic writing, however we defend the need
to consider it. In short, CEG presents an altogether more complex picture of the nature and purpose of TLLL, than that suggested by conventional, uncritically constructed educational gerontology. Viewing older adults through a CEG lens highlights the need for a TLLL educational site which, supports and can address the more complex and multi-faceted learning needs and experiences which have been influenced and shaped by multiple contexts. CEG identifies pedagogic practice for older learners as critical gerogogy, ‘a liberating and transforming notion which endorses principles of collectivity and dialogue as central to learning and teaching’ (Battersby 1987:7). 
An academic literacies perspective positions such dialogical practice as central in recognising the pre-eminence of collaboration and negotiation in teaching academic writing specifically, and assisting academic development generally (Lillis 2001). 

The development of the academic literacies approach
The development of the academic literacies framework, and the subsequent application of an academic literacies approach towards student writing, academic engagement and development in HE was developed from three strands of research into areas of academic concern, located mainly in the 1990s. The first of these came about as a consequence of the New Literacy Studies (Street, 1997) and the social practices approach this body of work recommended. This research uncovered the complexities of literacies practices in general, and of academic literacies in particular, in terms of  “the institutions in which academic practices take place as constituted in, and as sites of, discourse and power” (Lea and Street, 1998: 159). The second strand arose from the problems, perceived or real, associated with issues of widening access and the presence of large populations of so-called non-traditional students, in universities (Jones et al, 1999; Lea & Stierer, 2000); ‘mature students’ fell into the ‘non traditional’ category (Ivanic & Lea, 2006). These older adult learners brought with them the necessity for HEIs to engage with the so-called lifelong learning agenda (Haggis, 2003; Ivanic & Lea, 2006). The third strand came from the growth of ‘professional education’ in universities, where students who had previously been engaged in vocational non-graduate courses leading to professional qualifications, for example in the fields of nursing and social work, became part of the HE landscape in the UK (Lea & Street, 1998; Lea & Stierer, 2000). The convergence of these three strands has resulted in the development of a new perspective on the problems students encounter in meeting the literacy demands in contemporary HE; the academic literacies approach (Lea and Street, 1998; Street 2004; Lillis, 2001, 2006). 

The problems that these new cohorts of students brought with them found a focus in the widely held perception that they could not write (Lea & Street, 1998). The traditional method of treating these problems was to locate the difficulty with the student and to adopt a ‘study skills’ approach towards rectifying the problem. This approach made three important assumptions, firstly that ‘traditional’ students could write, secondly that an inability to meet the requirements of academic writing was simply a deficit in the student and thirdly, that a generic model of academic writing, consisting of rules of grammar, spelling, language and structures, exists and can be taught. The academic literacies approach challenges all three assumptions (Lea & Street, 1998; Jones et al, 1999; Lea & Stierer, 2000; Ganobcsik-Williams, 2006; Lea and Street 2006).

One answer proposed to this ‘problem’ was the academic socialisation model. Again, important assumptions are made by this model and are, in turn, challenged by the academic literacies approach. The first of these is that ‘the academy is a relatively homogeneous culture, whose norms and practices simply have to be learnt to provide access to the whole institution’ (Lea & Street, 1998: 159). The second is that student writing is a relatively straightforward, transparent and objective activity that may stand alone and that does not reflect ‘literacy and discourse issues involved in the institutional production and representation of meaning’ (Lea & Street, 1998: 159). This has particular resonance with Mann’s (2001, 2008) analyses. She speculates on different ways of understanding the student’s alienated experience. The analogy of alienation arises out of being a stranger in a foreign land. This is particularly apposite for students we encounter, whereby they are estranged in a new land and have to learn the opaque language of rational, abstracting, academic discourse and processes (Mann 2001, 2008).   

In adopting an academic literacies approach we reject the deficit model of the study skills perspective and challenge the validity of the concepts that underpin the academic socialisation approach. In many respects, although we do recognise some virtue in the motivation behind these perspectives, it was the very failure of these models to deal with the problems of student writing in HE that has led us to espouse the academic literacies approach. We have revisited the need to engage with the contentious area of student academic writing and development in a more creative, effective and critical way.  Premised on this, theoretically our approach to this development is informed by the example of hooks (1994) and her adoption of a ‘complex and unique blending of multiple perspectives’ (p10), as a means of creating a powerful, critically engaged standpoint from which to work.

Essentially, the academic literacies approach sees the core of the problem lying in three distinct areas, all of which are concerned with the contested issue of ‘meaning-making’ in

academic writing. The first and second areas concern the dissonance between faculty expectations and student interpretations of what academic writing involves, and what it should actually consist of. The third area examines the impact of the unequal power relationship that exists between the student and the authority of the university and the staff who represent it; the university has the power to require the student to represent meaning in a way that academia recognises and within the framework that the institution has developed (Lea & Street, 1998; Jones et al, 1999; Lea & Stierer, 2000; Ivanic & Lea, 2006). Lillis’ (2001) concept of essayist literacy practice as privileging certain groups fits into this construction of the unequal power relationship. Essayist literacy upholds a hegemonic and exclusionary assessment practice (Burke and Jackson 2007). Instead of being the acquisition of a straightforward skill, academic writing demands mastery of a complex set of processes: producing an authorial and authoritative voice and writing within the parameters of a set of conventions that are unchallenged and often alienating (Burke and Jackson 2007). 
The academic literacies approach frames its discussion around accounts which can provide ‘evidence for differences between staff and students’ understanding of the writing process at levels of epistemology, authority and contestation over knowledge rather than at the level of technical skills, surface linguistic competence or cultural assimilation’ (Lea & Street, 1998:160). In other words, the academic literacies approach challenges essayist literacy practices, by questioning the basis upon which academic staff critique student writing and therefore measure academic achievement, development and success. Tutors may frame their criticism and feedback in terms of ‘poor structure’, ‘inadequate referencing’, ‘plagiarism’ and/or ‘too descriptive and not analytical enough’, and describe their students as ‘simply unable to write’ or ‘academic under-achievers’.  However, in brief, what they are really demonstrating is that their students do not see the world through the same lens as they do, nor do they frame meaning within the same context nor with the same language.
While CEG creates insight into the complex obstacles faced by older adult learners in HE, an academic literacies approach seeks to confront these issues by making the requirements of academic writing and progress within different disciplines very explicit by encouraging a dialogical approach and by deconstructing ‘questions’ to make their meaning and ‘answer’ demands very explicit.  There is a significant body of literature, within the academic literacies framework, that supports these observations (Lea & Street, 1998; Jones et al, 1999; Lea & Stierer, 2000; Ivanic & Lea, 2006; Burke and Jackson 2007). Upon the basis of this research and our own evidence based practice, we propose that although university teachers may frame their critique of student academic writing and consequent progress around what they see as structural, linguistic or technical transgressions, they are often really criticising the ways in which their students use writing to construct and frame meaning. This conflict can only be resolved when it is recognised, challenged and made transparent through informed and ongoing ‘dialogues of participation’ (Lillis 2001).

Dialogue as part of critical pedagogy

We privilege dialogue as the cornerstone to our pedagogical practice, both in the possibilities it allows and the ongoing challenges it represents. As Moriarty et al. (2008) point out the ‘antithesis of dialogue is represented in situations in which one person... imposes his or her views on those who are [or perceived to be] less knowledgeable’ (p.432). We aim to work in counter hegemonic and creative ways to deconstruct and challenge such traditional, exclusionary forms of HE teaching and learning. The power imbalance created by such monologic and transmission forms of pedagogy can be redressed through dialogical approaches. Through these we can actively address and work effectively against students becoming alienated and disorientated, encouraging their full and confident participation in HE study.
Dialogue is at the centre of critical pedagogy as developed in the influential work of Paulo Friere, which has its origins in the revolutionary literacy work he led in Brazil (Friere, 1993). Dialogical pedagogy has subsequently been adopted and adapted across a broad spectrum of adult education settings, ranging from the delivery of adult literacy programmes to its application in school classrooms and university settings (Weiler 1996; Roberts 1999; Ainley and Canaan 2005; Hardman 2008; Moriarty et al. 2008; Kauffmann 2010; Clarence 2012).  Dialogue is where student and teacher develop co-intentionality, or mutual intentions which make the focus of study collectively owned and not the teacher’s sole property (Shor 1993). The relationship between students and educator is thus based on partnership and the creation of conditions for collaborative understanding of the constraints of a situation, as well as, reciprocal regard and trust (Moriarty et al 2008). As Roberts (2000) highlights teachers become both teachers and students and vice-versa. In such a partnership dialogue becomes the pivotal pedagogical process (Roberts 2000). Entering into this dialogue the educator plays a guiding or directive goal. This reflects Freire’s acknowledgement of the educator’s authority and is a clarification of earlier work, from which it was understood that students and educators were on an equal footing. The dynamic of teacher becoming student and student, teacher, is particularly effective in the development of a creative academic writing culture, where authenticity and voice are vital.
We acknowledge the cultural specificity of dialogical pedagogy and act on the caution advised by Roberts (2000:6) who emphasises that care should be taken in interpreting and applying Freirian ideas in Western settings; the roots of his pedagogy are ‘deeply embedded in his experiences in Brazil, Chile and other Third World countries’. Consequently, we are fully cognisant that both the nature and severity of oppression experienced by older adult learners in a Scottish context will be very different to that experienced by those upon whom Friere developed his original thesis. Thus, as Kirkwood and Kirkwood (1989) did in their application of Freire to the Adult Learning Project in Edinburgh, we have not just simply uprooted and uncritically co-opted his ideas from their Latin American setting. Instead, careful application has demanded focusing on local conditions and analysing how these impact on and shape integration of Freirian inspired dialogical pedagogy. This accords with Freire’s own thinking, where he argues adaptation and reinvention of his ideas are appropriate, if not essential, to developing liberating education which addresses our own situations and in our own terms (Shor 1993). Moreover Findsen (1999) emphasises that adult education practitioners have to address complex realities and therefore employing Freirian ideas should be encouraged, though in a critical manner, ensuring thorough understanding of the social and historical context which shaped them. 
We therefore do not make any taken-for-granted assumptions in adapting Freire’s theoretical and pedagogical position.   By the same token, through dialogue with our students, we encourage them to adapt, experiment and question the utility of theory in relation to their local circumstances, be this to critically understand practice placement situations or wider life experiences. We thus aim to construct a process of theorisation that is accessible, productive and insightful for our students, in which, ‘reading theory helps us name or rename aspects of our experiences that elude or puzzle us... When someone else’s words illuminate or confirm a privately realized insight, we feel affirmed and recognised.’ (Brookfield 2005, pp. 5-6)
Application of dialogues in practice: making meaning in essayist literacy practice 
As we have suggested above, in the past we were required to teach academic writing as a discrete skill. However, we have come to recognise that:
‘The conceptualisation of writing as skill and technique conceals the onotological and epistemological dimensions of writing. It also ignores the struggles involved in writing at the intellectual and emotional levels, as well as the struggle for recognition, ‘voice’ and legitimacy.’ (Burke 2008, p.208) 
Our experience has brought us to align ourselves very firmly with Burke’s position. We have tried to create spaces in which the following forms of dialogues can take place. These are modelled upon, but also represent adaptation and extension of the work of Theresa Lillis (2001; 2006) to address the needs of the older adults in the context of the institution. 
Informing all these forms of dialogues of participation is the principal aim of demystifying the means whereby individuals can achieve academic engagement and critical agency, taking control over meaning making in essayist literacy (Lillis 2001). Our use of dialogue to create spaces of participative learning extends beyond one-to-one work with students, to inform the planning, delivery and interactions in small group and subject specific academic writing classes. What we learn in dialogues with students on a one-to-one basis contributes to how we teach and discuss academic writing in larger classes, enabling the creation of more meaningful, evidence-based approaches that focus more readily on the challenges students face and how these can be overcome. Overall, as Lillis (2001) illustrates, we actively ‘scaffold student-writers into a practice, rather than assume that they will somehow ‘pick it up’’ (p.158).
Dialogue of orientation

By a dialogue of orientation we mean the creation of a situation and the circumstances where the student is compelled to engage with study and research processes. The act of academic engagement is complex and takes place on a number of different levels.   However traditional teaching in HE seldom makes this explicit.  Indeed for some lecturers requiring the student to find a way through this complex of matrix of learning becomes part of the assessment process itself. For example the student who masters the intricacies of effective use of referencing immediately attains a higher status than the student who does not, regardless often of the content of their written text. This can privilege students who immediately come from an educational sector that favours preparation for HE study, under-privileging those who do not, for example adults who enter HE in later life. Therefore a dialogue of orientation involves not only engagement with writing, but involves all the activities that feed into the creation of effective academic text: selective and purposeful research, critical reading and logical, critically informed planning to address the needs of specific tasks, which are generally framed around the production of a written discussion or argument. This may require a one-to-one interaction which involves the deconstruction of an essay question or could be embedded in the design and delivery of a complete modular programme where the teaching and assessment is designed to foreground and accommodate both student-led and teacher led perspectives. Here the teacher might be viewed as a tour guide, introducing the learner to the entirely new HE landscape which they are now required to inhabit and where they can be orientated to become comfortable and familiar. 
This involves consideration and deconstruction of directive, task or instruction words commonly found in essay questions and which are assumed to be easily understood, such as critically evaluate..., critically debate..., examine the contribution of... or even simply, discuss.: the ‘how’ of the essay question. We question students on what they think these terms are instructing them to do. We work collaboratively with them to identify and make explicit, the implicit questions which are embedded within these terms and how this can assist with purposeful reading and the development of a structure for an assignment, for example: 

	Critically evaluate the key factors which influence the practice innovation in an entrepreneurial organisation
Process of critical evaluation -
· What is innovation? What are the characteristics of an entrepreneurial organisation? 

· Why is innovation an important practice in entrepreneurial organisations?
· What key factors impact on the practice of innovation?

· How do these factors impact on innovation?
· What are the challenges/barriers to innovative practice?
· From research studies, what is leading practice in managing innovation?


Tutor directive dialogue

This form of dialogue develops the orientation focus and involves us ‘talking students into’ the who and what of an essay, dissertation or thesis providing feedback on a draft of their written work and how they have constructed it. We explore why structure and coherence is demanded in essayist literacy and discuss where and how this can be built into the assignment or project.  For example, we may provide models of wording that is typically found in academic text to achieve coherence and contextualise this within their work, identifying where such ‘signposting’ can be located in their draft to create ‘textual unity’ (Lillis, 2001, p134). The emphasis in such dialogue is about making the writer’s meaning clear and supporting this through the modelling of writing which illustrates how clarity can be achieved in the specific and narrowly drawn parameters of essayist literacy. 
Collaborative dialogue/tutor-student dialogue – talking to populate with intention

This form of dialogue is about getting close to writer’s preferred or intended meaning. This process makes visible struggles of meaning making and taking control over language, bound up with encouraging the writer to develop a sense of authority, authorial presence and confident authorship (Lillis, 2001). Issues of the separation of the writer’s own voice and expression of opinion, from that of source text, present particular problems for novice writers who, whilst composing text for assessment are often also struggling to understand the basic concepts of their discipline. This combination leaves them without the means to express their thoughts, feelings and beliefs because of uncertainty on so many different levels. This uncertainty can result in texts which fail to meet prescribed assessment criteria. Collaborative dialogue creates space to pre-empt this conflict by illustrating through exemplar texts how, where and why other writers locate themselves in a text-based, academic discussion built on a variety of perspectives. The search for objectivity in written text can be one of the biggest challenges that students face and addressing this issue through collaborative dialogue can avoid failure. As Burke (2008) suggests there are questions that require to be asked and answered in this form of dialogue, which are the heart of the work that we do. These might be:

· How does the writer/reader locate herself in the writing? 
· Is she uses the first person, what effect does that have on the claims that she is making? 
· How does the writer draw on other writers exploring similar lines of inquiry? 
· Which voices are dominating and which are subdued or erased? 
· What is the relationship between the form and content of the text? 
(Burke 2008, pp.207-208) 
Challenges of adopting a dialogical pedagogy

There are on-going challenges in effectively creating spaces where critical and constructive dialogue may occur.   Within the overall framework and constraints of the contemporary, commodified,  mass HE system in the UK, we are subject to economic definitions of lifelong learning, ‘in which education becomes a commodity, a ‘thing’ for consumption…’ (Tedder and Biesta 2009: 75).  In this context, the creation of spaces for dialogue is frequently seen as a cost and construed as the provision of a luxury.  However, we would contend that the cost more than justifies the end where there can be significant savings in terms of student success, achievement, retention and progression.

Opposition to the concept of positioning dialogue at the heart of student engagement comes not only from the institution, but also from academic staff and the students themselves.  Some
staff contend that it is the very process of separating the opaque from the transparent and finding a way through the labyrinths of HE study, and most particularly assessment and the challenges of academic writing, that prove a student’s academic worth.  This holds true all the way through from first year undergraduate programmes to research and doctoral study.  Academic staff have, in the past, construed our dialogues around deconstructing essay questions as ‘too much help’ or ‘providing the answer’.   It is unfortunately also only too common to hear research students express anxiety around their supervisory team’s refusal to read drafts or discuss submitted text.  Some even go as far as to invoke rules and regulations around supervisory interference; none of which were designed for the purposes of excluding dialogue – quite the reverse in fact.

Students themselves can also see the creation of spaces for dialogue as intrusive and/or intimidating.  Where one-to-one provision is offered, students can perceive the offer of additional ‘help’ as one which casts them as deficient; when the opportunity for dialogue is embedded in the learning and teaching process, the curriculum design or the assessment practices of a course, programme or module, students can see the need to discuss their conceptual understanding as intrusive and/or unnecessary.  The creation of effective spaces for dialogue therefore requires careful planning and sensitive delivery, but the outcomes have proven to be worth the effort.

We believe that the evidence obtained from our practice of using a dialogical approach over a number of years, more than justifies our continued development of the theory that underpins our evolving strategy for teaching and learning.  As our students have testified:
The need to critically listen to and recognise the value of experience...

...I was actually a well qualified health visitor working in a crucial area of the NHS and well regarded by my colleagues and managers.  I brought that experience to my post-registration course thinking that it would be more than enough to get me started...I was wrong...when it came to the essay I felt as though they said ‘Aye, well that’s fine, you know what you’re doing in your job, but now that you’re at university we want you to write about it in French!’

[Male post-registration nursing student – 46 years old]

The need to open the closed doors of academia

‘It was the language of the essay... because I found it so difficult to understand, even the essay questions that they give you, which they describe in a way that is not everyday English, and most of the students go, ”I wish they would explain this...” I understand that you need to use certain words because they refer to a concept or an idea that is supposed to be shorthanded by using that word, but the terminology, if you like, has the opposite effect of actually being a barrier...’

[Female senior theatre nurse – 52 years old]
…through the lens of CEG. 

It didn’t occur to me at all to get any kind of education… I regarded my formal education as having stopped at primary school…I just worked for 10 years in various factories and shops…

[Male postgraduate Social Work student - 59 years old]

…I can see deeper into things, I understand even just how we came to be where we are. I’ve got opinions now and sometimes my opinions are better than his [husband]. Whereas before I didn’t have opinions. If I did have opinions I couldn’t back them up. So it gives you the confidence to argue and another thing you don’t really argue to win as when you come to university you have multi ideas and you can argue without falling out with folk.  I think university is good at teaching you that, well, there is an alternative view.



[Part-time undergraduate Social Sciences student - 58 years old]
The power of dialogical practice…

During consultations I am able to slowly read over my work, analysing and improving it as I go with the advice of trained professionals within this area. Concepts that I feel I have portrayed effectively are often picked up when reading over with someone not in my area of expertise; something that is often missed when talking with a tutor from my department...My course has taught me about the sector, the essential skills and background knowledge;

but the dialogue with staff taught me how important it is to be clear and coherent when projecting opinions and information. This department is essential within the university and I have a lot to thank them for.
Conclusion
As part of our ongoing praxis, we have drawn upon the exploration of the congruence between CEG and AL frameworks. This has been productive in achieving a challenging, yet theoretically rich pedagogical approach to the teaching of academic writing. The powerful outcomes this congruence has for pedagogic practices with older adult learners, presents an innovative solution through dialogues which can overcome the obstacles implicit in narrowly conceptualised lifelong learning agendas. However, we further propose that all students’ participation in HE study may be enhanced, whereby they should not be put in the position of having to simply listen, but should be entitled, invited, encouraged and ultimately required to participate in a learning dialogue. This could overturn the negative impact of formative educational experiences, predominantly characterised by severely limited choice and opportunity. Even more than this, it may open doors previously closed in academia to older adults and so-called, non-traditional students. The voices of our students testify to the need for these pedagogic issues to be understood and addressed at the levels of theory and practice. 
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