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Why this topic?
First, I began exploring the Reading Clinic Model with Victor. We read… 

Victor’s Reading Level at beginning of project: L
Little Cat, Big Cat Reading Level: L

Learning Objective:  At the end of this lesson, the student will be able to articulate 
the purpose of a glossary and recall how specific words from the text’s glossary 
helped him better comprehend a specific portion of the text.    

Findings:
How does the glossary help us? 
Victor’s Answer: 
·     “Helped understand that cats can be good pets” 

Follow up question: What were those three words we read from the glossary at 
beginning? 
Victor’s Answer: 
·     Victor remembered all 3 words for recall (alike, purr and pounce) 
·     Victor did not remember when it talked about pounce- but he remembered the 
definition 
·     Remembered when the text used the word “purr” and could recall key details  



Why this topic?
Next, due to my findings from Victor and I’s first reading, we read… 

Victor’s Reading Level at beginning of project: L
Ships at Sea Reading Level: M

Learning Objective (remained the same):At the end of this lesson, the student will 
be able to articulate the purpose of a glossary and recall how specific words from 
the text’s glossary helped him better comprehend a specific portion of the text.  
  
Findings:
How does the glossary help us better understand parts of this text? 

·     “It helps me because it has the definition in the glossary and if you didn’t 
know what it meant before you can now know what it means.”

Follow up question: What were those three words we read from the glossary at 
beginning and where are some places our knowledge of these three words helped 
you better understand what the author was saying? 

·     Propeller- hovercraft
·     Containers- cargo ships- pointed to the word on the page
·     Runway- pointed to on page- runways are for taking off and landing 



What Next?

There are two possible reasons for the discrepancy in outcomes of Victor’s 
understanding of the glossary from our first reading to our second…

1. This is the second time Victor and I explored the purpose of a glossary and how 
to learn more about new vocab words from it

2. After our first reading together, I found out that Victor has an interest in ships, 
specifically the Titanic. I wondered if Victor’s comprehension improved due to 
his interest and prior knowledge of ships. 

I decided to explore possibility #2 



The question I explored...

Does a student’ prior knowledge on a 
particular subject allow them to read 

texts on that subject above their 
designated reading level? 



Background on F&P Reading Level 
Benchmark Assessment

For more information on Fountas & Pinnell Benchmark Assessments: 
http://assets.pearsoncanadaschool.com/asset_mgr/current/201626/BAS_3rdEdSample.pdf 

http://assets.pearsoncanadaschool.com/asset_mgr/current/201626/BAS_3rdEdSample.pdf


As Tompkins (2005) states...

Tompkins, 2005, pg. 107



According to the research...

According to Ken Goodman’s whole language approach (1986), “readers construct 
meaning during reading. They use their prior learning and experience to make sense 
of texts” p. 38

For readers to make meaning from what they are reading, their schema must be 
activated (Tompkins, 2005). 

Reading comprehension according to Shanahan (2010) is “bringing one’s capacities, 
abilities, knowledge and experiences to bear on what he or she is reading. These 
personal characteristics also may affect the comprehension process” (p. 5)



Oral Reading in Titanic vs. Balloon 
Readings

Victor’s Reading Level Now: M
Finding the Titanic Level: Q

Oral Reading Findings: 
● Accuracy Rate: 96%

● Less overall errors- both 
semantic and visual

● Split “shipwreck” into two 
different words- recognized 
both separately from prior 
knowledge and was able to 
make a connection to this 
new context

● Substituted “never” for 
“even,” which semantically 
made sense

Victor’s Reading Level Now: M
Up, Up and Away Level: Q

Oral Reading Findings: 
● Accuracy Rate: 87%

● Made more substitutions 
based on visual/graphic vues

○ Attitude for altitude
○ Experiment for 

equipment
○ Promptly for propane
○ Held for heated 

Many of these words are very 
specific to hot air balloons and not 
in Victor’s schema 



Runnings Records



Connection to Research
In a study in 2011, Priebe, Keenan & Miller discovered that prior knowledge does infact affect word 

identification skills in poor readers*. Poor readers with prior knowledge made fewer errors than poor 

readers without prior knowledge. 

They discovered that prior knowledge of the topic allowed poor readers* to make less errors that were 

simply graphically similar. In contrast, poor readers without prior knowledge relied more on visual cues to 

help determine the meaning of unknown words in the text. 

According to Priebe, Keenan & Miller (2011), prior knowledge appears to serve a compensatory function 

for poor readers, allowing them to utilize the additional semantic information to help determine the words 

identity” p. 10.



Victor’s Reading Level Now: M
Finding the Titanic Level: Q

Comprehension Findings:
● Victor recalled significantly more 

details without looking back 
through the text such as the date 
the Titanic hit the iceberg and 
how large it was in comparison to 
a Megladon shark

● Victor made references to his 
personal life and prior experience 
watching YouTube videos about 
the Titanic in his free time, 
sharing various insights such as 
the speed the Titanic hit the 
iceberg and the implications of 
that

Victor’s Reading Level Now: M
Up, Up and Away  Level: Q

Comprehension Findings:
● Victor was only able to recall 

a few new things he learned 
and often reached for the text 
to try and jog his memory

● Victor often reread a passage 
instead of recalling a fact 
from memory

● He did remember that they 
called it the hydrogen 
balloon- possibly because I 
provided him with 
background on what 
hydrogen was when he 
struggled to decode it

Comprehension in Titanic vs. Balloon Readings



Connection to Research

Knowledge of a content domain is a powerful determinant of the amount and quality of information 

recalled, powerful enough for poor readers to compensate for their generally low reading ability” (Recht, 

D, R. & Leslie, L., 1988, p. 19)  

● Victor was able to compensate for the fact that the Titanic text was above his reading level due to his 

prior knowledge of the subject 

It shows that the ability to comprehend a text is based on so much more than decoding because as Recht 

and Leslie discovered in their study, high level readers with low knowledge of the content area were no 
more capable of recall and summarization than students at a low reading level and low knowledge of the 

content (Recht, D, R. & Leslie, L., 1988, p. 19)  

Greater knowledge of the content area (no matter the reading level) results in more recall, better recall of 

important ideas, and incorporation of those importanti ideas into summary



Why is any of this important? Text selection 
is so important 
in the result of 

a student’s 
reading level. 

Essentially, 
Victor could be 
reading on two 
different levels 

according to 
two different 
types of texts. 

(Taft and Leslie, 1985. P. 177)



Larger Classroom Implications

In the classroom, it is important that students read a variety of different texts, and are 
able to choose books to read that they are interested in. -Shanahan (2012)- 
Recommendation 5

When introducing books on unfamiliar topics in the classroom, help activate students 
schema and prior knowledge by providing them with context and relevant vocabulary 
before beginning to read in order to set up all students to success.       As Tompkins 
(2005) states, “when students are preparing to read a book on an unfamiliar topic, they 
need to build background knowledge” (p. 111)

When choosing class instructional texts, make home-school connections. As Moll et.al. 
(1992) states, “funds of knowledge can be used to help improve student academic 
development” (p. 137). 
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