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Abstract

The Reading to Learn ( hereafter R2L.) program ( Rose 2005a,
2005b, 2006a) is a Sydney School approach to genre pedagogy,
grounded in a functional model of language founded by Halliday
(1994 ) and a theory of genre developed by Martin and his
colleagues ( Martin and Rose 2008 ). Drawing from Martin’s (2008,
2010) commitment theory and Maton’s (2009 ) semantics, this
book examines the teachers’ use of commitment resources for
scaffolding academic readings in the Reading to Learn pedagogy
adapted in a tertiary setting. It also investigates the teachers’ views
and their adaptation of the approach as well as the students’
feedback. The data for analysis come from Rose’s ( 2003 )
demonstration lesson, two audio-taped classroom lessons and two
interviews given respectively by the two English teachers, using the
approach at a center for English teaching in an Australian university.
A questionnaire investigation was conducted among the students of
the course at the time of their graduation.

The analysis identifies three types of commitment resources,
namely metadiscourse, preparation cues and demetaphorization.
The discussion of metadiscourse focuses on the pedagogical functions
of graphological nouns and abstract nouns. Graphological nouns are
discussed in the light of topicalization and projection. As regards
abstract nouns, the way they are specified in the teacher talk
functions as exemplification. Three types of exemplification are
identified and found to interact with one another, contextualizing
abstract nouns with increasing commitment to lower the semantic
wave for students.

Preparation cues are discussed with reference to the use of wh-
interrogative and generalization. In the R2L classroom, wh-
questions are prepared with commitment ranging from the most
general to the most specific, depending on the difficulty of the
wordings to be identified. They may be used with positional cues
only, but more often they are used with both positional and



meaning cues. There is a continuum of commitment varying from
no-support generalized wh-questions to specialized supportive ones.
The variation corresponds with the movement of semantic gravity
and semantic density. Meaning cues may also take the form of
generalization, a type of commitment relationships within a sentence
or/and between sentences where one entity more general is related to
something more specific. Classification and composition are the two
types of generalization examined in the thesis.

The book also examines the pedagogical treatment of
grammatical metaphors given by Rose, designer of the R2L
program and the two teachers from the English center respectively.
Three types of demetaphorization are identified and analyzed. In
theory, the R2L pedagogy focuses on the unpacking of grammatical
metaphors. However, Rose’s demonstration class shows that his way
of demetaphorization also involves the use of synonyms and
paraphrases. The two teachers treat grammatical metaphors as new
words. They may demetaphorize the same metaphor differently in
different steps of teaching. Teacher A’s ways of demetaphorization
are more varied while Teacher B tends to use grammatical metaphors
himself and immediately demetaphorizes them. Both seem to depend
largely on their teaching experience and pedagogical intuition in
demetaphorzation.

As regards the teachers’ views and adaptation of the approach,
the two English teachers hold a positive attitude towards the R2L
pedagogy. They agree on both the reasons for its adoption and its
limitations. However, the two English teachers show marked
differences in their understanding of the R2L’s strengths. Teacher A
attributes the strength of the program to paraphrasing which serves
as a bridge for students to access academic discourse while Teacher B
holds that preview is the main advantage of the approach. Out of
this difference in opinion, their focus in the classroom becomes
different too. With some of his creative adaptation, Teacher A
seems to have put in far more energy than Teacher B in Detailed
Reading.

The questionnaire survey shows that students’ response is
generally positive towards R2ZL.. The reading stage is perceived to be
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particularly successful in helping students understand the meaning of
new words and important points of a paragraph while the
highlighting step proves to be most effective in comprehending text
organization. The joint-rewriting is found to be most helpful to
students in the choice of words. However, R2L is perceived to be
relatively weak in improving students’ confidence in writing though
it is perceived to be more a writing program than a reading program.
The unexpected perception probably results from the daunting
nature of the writing task and the dominant role of the teacher.

The discussion of pedagogical implications is concerned with the
importance of teacher directions, the problem of co-text and the
possibility of repacking abstraction in Detailed Reading.
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Preface

It has been a great pleasure to read this study by Liu Yi. Its insights
about the Reading to Learn pedagogy, and its potential for teaching
academic English, are well beyond what I could have expected. Its
first point of interest is a survey of fashions in theories of language
learning, under “ Background of the study”. It sometimes seems
that language teachers are taken on an endless roller coaster that
swings continually between “ restructuring or  creative

construction” , “explicit or implicit”, “code or communication” ,
“ grammar translation or direct method”, “audiolingual or cognitive
method”, “natural or task-based approach”.

Reading to Learn ( or R2L ) cuts through all of these
dichotomies, to analyse and design language learning as an
unfolding relationship between teachers and learners. This is of
course a Vgotskyan perspective on learning as a social process, but
R2L. goes further than Vygotsky in two ways. Firstly, using
discourse analysis, it describes the teacher/learner relationship as a
sequence, centred on the learning task, in which teachers and
learners exchange roles to build knowledge. The purpose of this
analysis is to design teacher/learner interactions that enable learners to
continually succeed with learning tasks, and so most effectively
build their knowledge. Secondly, R2L analyses the classroom as a
learning community, in which learners may be more or less engaged
and more or less successful. The purpose of this analysis is to design
interactions that engage all students equally in the classroom
community, and provide success for all (Rose 2014 ).

The outcomes of these careful analyses and designs are that
teachers using R2L consistently accelerate the language learning of
their students at double to four times expected growth rates. This
has been repeatedly shown for both school students and tertiary
students ( Rose 2015, Rose & Martin 2013, Rose, Rose,
Farrington & Page 2008 ). In response to these kinds of results, the
University of KwaZulu Natal invited me to initiate an R2L. program
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in South Africa in 2007. This project continues as a teacher inservice
program ( Reading to Learn South Africa 2016 ), and as a
postgraduate research program ( Childs 2008, Makathini 2015,
Millin 2011 ). In 2009, the University of Sydney’s Centre for
English Teaching invited me to train their teachers in the
methodology. This project was brief, but fortunately coincided with
Liu Yi's research in Australia.

Liu Yi has brilliantly analysed and compared teacher/learner
interactions in these two contexts, to show precisely how teachers
and learners exchange roles in the language learning process. He has
applied the theory of “commitment”  ( Martin 2008, 2010) to
show how teachers adjust their use of language to prepare students
for learning tasks, and then elaborate on each learning task to build
new knowledge. The insights he provides us are powerful tools to
enhance our teaching/learning designs. Can I recommend that readers
closely study his analyses and findings in this regard?

Also fascinating are the interviews and surveys that Liu Yi
conducted with teachers and students at the Centre for English
Teaching. The teachers’ training had been brief, and their classroom
implementation was in its early stages when they were interviewed.
From a teacher educator’s perspective, it is illuminating to see how
they interpret the R2L. methodology in the light of their existing
knowledge and practice. This is one reason that Liu Yi's summary of
language learning theories is so useful. A constant theme in many
theories is the influence or * interference” of L1 in L2 language
learning. In this case, what is interesting for teacher education is the
interference of these theories in teachers learning to use the R2L
methodology and to wunderstand its principles. Particularly
illuminating is their uncertainty about the engagement and learning
of their students during R2L lessons. In vivid contrast, Liu Yi's
surveys of student responses show that they overwhelmingly enjoyed
and benefited from the lessons.

One of the major benefits of R2L’s focus on the classroom as
community is the insights it gives teachers into the learning of each
one of their students, while they are learning together. In contrast,
the great teacher educator Graham Nuthall lamented that normally,
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“The teacher is largely cut off from information about what
individual students are learning ------ They are sustained, however,
by the commonly held belief that if students are engaged most of the
time in appropriate activities, some kind of learning will be taking
place” (2005:919-20). R2L sees this as a fundamental problem in
classroom practice, and seeks to overcome it by enabling teachers to
continually interact with all their students, around learning tasks.
Liu Yi’s study makes a significant contribution to understanding how
this works, and how we can improve it, both for language learners
in tertiary education, and for every classroom.

David Rose
Sydney
August 2016
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