7

Copy

Screening for Reading
Difficulties Including
Characteristics of Dyslexia
using Capti ReadBasix

Margaret Opatz, Ph.D.

September 2025



Screening for Reading Difficulties Including
Characteristics of Dyslexia using Capti ReadBasix

Executive Summary

One of the most common forms of learning disability is dyslexia, which, by some estimates,
accounts for over 17 percent of K-12 students (Shaywitz, 2004). In general, dyslexia is primarily
characterized by difficulty in word-level reading ability. Given that recent legislative priorities
have included dyslexia screeners, we present the use of Capti ReadBasix as a universal dyslexia
screener to provide teachers with the data to respond to students’ reading needs. Capti ReadBasix
includes six subtests, four of which measure foundational reading skills that provide insight into
dyslexia risk. Dyslexia risk is especially apparent when students fall below the Decoding
Threshold discovered by Wang et al. (2019) or are identified as inefficient decoders (Wang,
Sabatini, & O’Reilly, 2020). The Decoding Threshold provides a way to identify students who
struggle with word-level skills and will likely continue to struggle until word-level skills can be
improved, which will likely increase reading comprehension once the reader is above the
threshold. Inefficient decoders are those who tend to spend less time trying to decode novel
words as compared to more skilled decoders.

ReadBasix is backed by more than 20 years of research and development and is designed to
screen (i.e., identify students who may be at risk for having reading difficulties), diagnose (i.e.,
identify students’ strengths and weaknesses), be a formative assessment (i.e., benchmark or
interim assessments that provide actionable information for teachers), and to be a summative
assessment (i.e., provide outcome information; Sabatini et al., 2015). To help schools meet the
new dyslexia screening requirements in Grades 4-12, ReadBasix contains four subtests that
measure word-level skills and reading efficiency (i.e., alphabetic principle and decoding, word
reading, vocabulary, morphology, and silent reading fluency). Students with difficulties in these
areas demonstrate a higher level of risk for reading difficulties, which may include
characteristics of dyslexia. With decades of research, scholars have established validity evidence
to support the use of ReadBasix as a screener for reading difficulties including characteristics of
dyslexia.

This report summarizes the characteristics of ReadBasix and provides evidence to support the
use of Capti ReadBasix for universal screening of reading difficulties including dyslexia, help
educators identify the various reading skills students need, and use data to match students with
effective interventions based on their individualized results.



Background

As 0f 2024, 49 out of 50 U.S. states have legislation regarding dyslexia (National Center on
Improving Literacy, n.d.). Though legislation does exist, state policies and implementation differ.
Themes across states include implementing dyslexia screeners, interventions, and multi-tiered
systems of support that call for explicit and systematic instruction to support students and
teachers in reading instruction (Gearin et al., 2018).

A key factor in a system designed for identifying dyslexia and other reading difficulties is a
universal screener. A universal dyslexia screener serves as the starting point in identifying
students who are at-risk for academic difficulties. An effective dyslexia screener can predict
students’ future performance to determine if a student will benefit from intervention.

Most of the state legislation related to dyslexia focuses on students in Grades K-3. However,
there are many students beyond Grade 3 who struggle to proficiently read (e.g., U.S. Department
of Education, 2022). For students in Grades 4-12, reading screeners need to focus on the
foundational reading skills that may be an indicator of dyslexia and other reading difficulties.
And, while there are differences between universal screening for dyslexia and general reading
difficulties, an effective screener should not only identify those at risk for dyslexia, but also those
who are at-risk for other reading difficulties and will likely benefit from further testing or an
intervention. Since dyslexia is a specific form of reading difficulty, screening often focuses on
the primary symptom of word reading difficulty.

What is Dyslexia?

Defining dyslexia is an important step in establishing what it means to be dyslexic. The

International Dyslexia Association (IDA) defines dyslexia as:
“...a specific learning disability that is neurobiological in origin. It is characterized by
difficulties with accurate and/or fluent word recognition and by poor spelling and
decoding abilities. These difficulties typically result from a deficit in the phonological
component of language that is often unexpected in relation to other cognitive abilities and
the provision of effective classroom instruction. Secondary consequences may include
problems in reading comprehension and reduced reading experience that can impede
growth of vocabulary and background knowledge” (Lyon, Shaywitz, & Shaywitz, 2003).



Screening System for Students in Grades 4-12

A screening system needs to identify students facing reading challenges and discern the specifics
of their difficulties to inform instruction. Screeners can help to identify students at risk for
reading difficulties including dyslexia who may need additional support in the learning process.
While a screener can identify students who are at risk of dyslexia, the screener results do not
indicate a dyslexia diagnosis.

In the primary grades (K-3), most states require that dyslexia screening focuses on the skills that
illustrate dyslexia risk: phonological awareness, rapid automatized naming, alphabetic principle,
and word reading. For adolescent readers (Grades 4-12), a common perception is that the
challenges encountered by adolescent readers stem primarily from difficulties in vocabulary and
comprehension skills (Catts et al., 2005). Yet, research indicates that older struggling students
may encounter difficulties not only with comprehension but also with decoding and/or fluency
(commonly observed with dyslexia) (Compton et al., 2008; Leach et al., 2003; Lipka et al.,
2006). Therefore, reading screening for adolescent readers needs to focus on foundational skills
including word-level skills, often used to identify students at risk for dyslexia, fluency skills, and
comprehension skills to identify specific interventions that will likely support adolescent readers
(Torgesen & Miller, 2009). It is imperative to note that a dyslexia screener identifies students at
risk for dyslexia; however, it is up to the teacher and instructional team to conduct further
diagnosis, interpret the data, and use it to inform subsequent intervention and instruction.

Further, as part of a comprehensive assessment system, districts and schools should conduct
assessments at the start of the school year for several reasons: validating the outcomes from the
previous year’s summative assessments, screening students who are new to the school system,
determining which students performance declined over the summer break, and identifying
students who require additional support. Following best practices, benchmark or interim
assessments are to be repeated at least twice more during the academic year, usually in the winter
and spring (Johnson et al., 2000).

Another aspect of a screening system for Grades 4-12 is the need for effectively utilizing time
and resources. Fortunately, the advances in technology has allowed for reading skills to be
assessed using computer-based measures, which both reduces the number of resources and
allows for a more efficient use of time when compared to paper-based assessments that must be
delivered by a trained test administrator typically in a one-on-one setting (for examples, see
Richter et al., 2013; Schaefer et al., 2015).

With technological advances, computer-based screeners present advantages over paper-based
assessments. First, the administration of computer-based assessments is systematic and,
subsequently, produces informative results, including more accurate scores and the reporting of
response time (Protopapas & Skaloumbas, 2007). Response time is important because it



illustrates whether or not a reader is able to complete the task with automaticity. Computerized
assessments also promote a standardized manner of administration, which enhances the
reliability of the assessment (Terzis & Economides, 2011). Whereas a paper-based assessment
relies on the test administrator to follow the procedures, a computerized test can precisely control
the timing and presentation speed (Singleton, 2001).

Second, computerized assessments promote an effective use of time. The use of computers helps
to obtain immediate and specific scores, and helps to present teachers with support in
synthesizing and interpreting the results (Protopapas & Skaloumbakas, 2007). Immediate scores
and reports make it possible for educators to focus on informing instruction, thus reducing the
amount of time needed to make educational decisions.

Capti ReadBasix as a Screener for Reading Difficulties Including
Characteristics of Dyslexia

ReadBasix is a computer-based assessment that measures Word Recognition and Decoding,
Vocabulary, Morphology, Sentence Processing, Reading Efficiency, and Basic Reading
Comprehension. The range of foundational skills included on ReadBasix is consistent with the
developmental progression of reading comprehension. ReadBasix begins with the recognition or
decoding of words, then moves to understanding the meanings of words and sentences, and
building meaning from a passage (RRSG, 2002). ReadBasix was designed for the following
purposes: screening (i.e., identify students who may be at risk for having reading difficulties),
diagnosis (i.e., identify students’ strengths and weaknesses), formative assessment (i.e.,
benchmark or interim assessments that provide actionable information for teachers), and
summative assessment (i.e., provide outcome information; Sabatini et al., 2015).

In developing ReadBasix, the Educational Testing Services (ETS) research team, under the
direction of Dr. John Sabatini, made significant efforts to ensure that the assessment is
psychometrically sound, meaning that the subtest constructs are reliable and valid measures of
foundational reading skills. ReadBasix was created under the Reading for Understanding
Initiative funded by IES in the U.S. Department of Education. This funding allowed for the
testing and validating of the measure for students in Grades 3-12.

Given the wide range of grade levels, a large pool of items was established and placed on a
common (i.e., vertical) scale to allow for the development of forms targeting specific difficulty
levels and comparisons across grades with respect to growth or change in skills. The assessment
includes three difficulty levels (i.e., low, medium, and high) that correspond to Grades 3-5, 6-8,
and 9-12. The difficulty levels create a test that is suitable for different grades and presents
students with age-appropriate content and vocabulary.



As a screening system, ReadBasix can identify students who are at-risk for a variety of reading
difficulties. Four of the ReadBasix subtests (Word Recognition and Decoding, Vocabulary,
Morphology, and Reading Efficiency) measure skills essential for identifying reading difficulties
including characteristics of dyslexia. Each of the subtests can be administered in 5-10 minutes,
meaning all four can be completed in approximately 40 minutes, which also contributes to

efficient use of assessment time. Critically, Capti does not claim that this evidence supports the
use of ReadBasix in dyslexia diagnosis, but rather only for its use in screening for dyslexia risk.

Table 1 shows the recommended uses for ReadBasix subtests related to screening for reading
difficulties including characteristics of dyslexia. Word Recognition and Decoding, Vocabulary,
Morphology, and Reading Efficiency are recommended for screening dyslexia risk, as these
subtests focus on the areas most closely aligned with dyslexia-related difficulties.

The use of ReadBasix increases the efficiency of time as not all students in Grades 4-12 who
complete the screener require additional measures to determine their needs. ReadBasix does not
assess Rapid Naming Ability, which is an indicator of dyslexia for students in Grades K-1, and
Phonological Awareness, which is a skill typically measured in Grades K-3 using a measure of a
student’s ability to perceive and manipulate the sounds of spoken language (e.g., The
Comprehensive Test of Phonological Process [CTOPP-2]; Wagner et al., 2013). Although Rapid
Naming Ability and Phonological Awareness are not measured by ReadBasix, low performance
on ReadBasix may indicate a need to screen students individually in those areas.

Table 1.

ReadBasix Subtest Alignment with Dyslexia Screening Areas

Subtests Alphabetic Principle Word Reading
Word Recognition and Decoding + +
Vocabulary +
Morphology +

Sentence Processing
Reading Efficiency +

Reading Comprehension




Alphabetic Principle/Decoding Screening

The Word Recognition and Decoding subtest is a measure of students’ fluency with the
alphabetic principle and ability to decode unfamiliar words in Grades 3-12. The subtest has a
time limit of 8§ minutes to complete the task. The time constraint allows for a measurement of
students’ completing the task with efficiency. The Word Recognition and Decoding subtest
presents students with one isolated word at a time that is one of the three item types listed below.
1. Real words — Real words are focused on the kinds of words that students encounter and
use in school. Some examples include elect, mineral, and symbolic.

2. Nonsense words — Nonsense words cover a range of spelling and morphological patterns.
Some examples are clort, plign, and phadintry.

3. Pseudohomophones — These are special kinds of nonsense words that, when pronounced,
sound exactly like real English words. Some examples are whissle, brane, and rooler.

Students see one of the types of items on the screen at a time and are asked to decide if what they
see (1) is a real word, (2) is not a real word, or (3) sounds exactly like a real word.

By including all three types of words, the Word Recognition and Decoding subtest offers an
approximation of students’ grasp of the sound-spelling patterns and the skill of blending sounds
into words. The use of nonsense words is common within dyslexia screeners because students
cannot rely on sight word recognition to complete the task as they must rely on phonic elements
(Snowling, 1981). The ability to recognize nonsense words is crucial for accurately pinpointing
students who struggle with decoding. In a study with fourth graders, Spear-Swerling (2004)
found that nonsense words “may be more sensitive indicators of word-level reading difficulties
than measures involving real words” (p. 141). This is because some students, such as those with
dyslexia, may acquire enough memorized words to compensate for their difficulties, making
their challenges less apparent on assessments using real words (e.g., Brdten, Amundsen, &
Samuelstuen, 2010; Snowling & Hulme, 1989; Uhry & Shepherd, 1993). Adolescent readers
who rely on sight word recognition as a compensatory strategy struggle when confronted with
more complex spelling patterns in unknown words or with nonsense words. Further, Horwitz et
al. (1998) found that when normal readers took part in reading nonsense words, activity in the
parts of the brain related to reading were correlated, but when individuals with dyslexia
performed the same task, those same parts of the brain were uncorrelated. Therefore, using
nonsense words for screening students for dyslexia is an effective way to signal who may need
additional support.

ReadBasix takes nonsense words one step further by including pseudohomophones or words that
sound like a real word when read. Pseudohomophones are used in reading assessments to
evaluate a reader's ability to apply phonetic decoding skills accurately as an indicator of being
able to perform letter-by-letter decoding. Students who are unable to perform such a task are
signaled as being at risk for reading failure (e.g., Stanovich, 2000; Troia, 2004; Vellutino et al.,



2004). Pseudohomophones are not represented in orthographic memory, so the reader has to rely
on the grapheme-to-phoneme conversion to read the word rather than relying on sight word
recognition (Miller, 2005). By including pseudohomophones in assessments, educators can
assess a reader's phonemic awareness, phonics skills, and ability to decode unfamiliar words,
which are essential components of proficient reading. Additionally, pseudohomophones help
identify students who may struggle with phonological processing, guiding targeted instruction
and intervention to support their reading development.

The Word Recognition and Decoding subtest correlates with an external measure of
decoding ability (i.e., Test of Word Reading Efficiency [TOWRE]; Torgesen, Wagner, &
Rashotte, 1999), which meets the criteria of being an excellent screening tool (Swets, 1992) and
has been used to validate other commonly used dyslexia screening measures for Grades K-3
(e.g., Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills 8th Edition [DIBELS-8]; University of
Oregon, 2018-2019). In an unpublished study of 327 students from Grade 5, 7, 9, and 11,
researchers found a correlation between the Word Recognition and Decoding subtest and
TOWRE of = .58. The same study found a correlation between the Word Recognition and
Decoding subtest and the Test of Silent Read Efficiency and Comprehension (TOSREC; Wagner
et al., 2010) for Grade 5 (» = .44) and for Grade 7 (r = .57).

Score Interpretation

A final, but important, component of the Word Recognition and Decoding subtest is the
implications of its score. The ReadBasix subtest includes a vertical scale (190-310) that allows
for cross-grade score comparisons.

Decoding Threshold

Over the course of a three-year study, Wang et al. (2019) observed a relation between decoding
and comprehension for students in Grades 5-9. The researchers determined the Decoding
Threshold which asserts “that the relation between decoding and reading comprehension
becomes unpredictable when decoding falls below a threshold” (Wang et al., 2019, p. 3). The
threshold is at the scale score of 235, meaning that reading comprehension remains limited with
no obvious relation between decoding and reading comprehension when at or below 235.
However, when a student scores above this threshold, the relation between decoding and reading
comprehension may follow the Simple View of Reading’s idea of decoding x linguistic
comprehension = reading comprehension (Gough & Tunmer, 1986). This has important
implications as the ReadBasix Word Recognition and Decoding subtest can efficiently identify
students who struggle with decoding; any student who falls below the threshold of 235 on the
Word Recognition and Decoding subtest would be considered at risk for dyslexia.



[nefficient Decoding

The Word Recognition and Decoding subtest also allows for the identification of inefficient
decoders. Wang, Sabatini, and O’Reilly (2020) conducted a study over three years with 956
sixth and seventh grade students to compare how poor-performing and normal-performing
decoders process the three types of items on the Word Recognition and Decoding subtest. The
three types of items include decoding real words, nonsense words, and pseudohomophones. The
results indicate that the time spent decoding novel words positively predicted decoding
development. More specifically, poor decoders were slower than their peers in processing real
words and pseudohomophones, but spent less time when decoding nonsense words (see Table 2).
These findings demonstrate that poor decoders have lower decoding efficiency and spend less
time trying to decode novel words, which suggests that poor decoders engage in fewer recoding
cycles that provide decoding development opportunities. Conversely, normal decoders spent on
average 0.4 seconds of extra time on pseudohomophones than real words, and the longest
amount of time decoding nonsense word items as they spent 1.2 seconds of extra time. This is an
efficient way to determine students at risk for dyslexia. It is also an important way to determine
which students above the Decoding Threshold may have characteristics of dyslexia but have
learned to compensate for word-level difficulties by memorizing words.

Table 2.

Average Response Times on Three Decoding Item Types (in seconds)

Normal Decoders Poor Decoders
Real Word 2.1 2.4
Nonword 3.2 2.8
Pseudo-Homophone 2.5 2.8

Note. Wang, Sabatini, & O’Reilly (2020), N=956 students

Being able to measure readers’ processing time of the items on the Word Recognition and
Decoding subtest allows for a deeper level of analysis to determine inefficient decoding practices
and identify readers who may have dyslexic characteristics. Wang, Sabatini, & O’Reilly (2020)
explain that if a test-taker engages in effective decoding practice, the test-taker is expected to
spend longer time on words they do not yet know. Thus, they should spend longer time on items
they identify as nonsense words as compared to items identified as real words and
pseudohomophones. When the cutoff point is set to capture readers’ whose average time on
nonsense word responses is no longer than pseudohomophone responses, they are identified as
inefficient decoders. With that stipulation in place, about 45% of students below the decoding
threshold qualify for this criterion, and about 25% of students above the decoding threshold



would be labeled the same way. This is an important data point as students above the Decoding
Threshold may also have difficulties in decoding as a result of dyslexia.

Word Reading Ability Screening

Given that dyslexia “is characterized by difficulties with accurate and/or fluent word recognition
and...decoding abilities” (Lyon, Shaywitz, & Shaywitz, 2003, p. 2), word reading inclusion on
screeners 1s imperative to identifying students at risk for dyslexia and other reading difficulties.
Additionally, for adolescent readers, vocabulary measures should be included as a common
characteristic of individuals with dyslexia is “weak vocabulary knowledge and use”
(International Dyslexia Association, n.d.). ReadBasix includes three subtests (i.e., Word
Recognition and Decoding, Vocabulary, and Morphology) that require students to perform tasks
related to word reading. Additionally, the Vocabulary and Morphology subtests address
vocabulary knowledge, which is important for screening adolescent readers for reading
difficulties (e.g., Clemens et al., 2017).

The Word Recognition and Decoding subtest assesses students’ ability to read real words,
nonsense words, and pseudohomophones in isolation. Students are presented with the words and
silently read those words. Students are given 8 minutes to decide if the various words are:

1. Real words — Real words are focused on the kinds of words that students encounter and
use in school. Some examples include elect, mineral, and symbolic.

2. Nonsense words — Nonsense words cover a range of spelling and morphological patterns.
Some examples are clort, plign, and phadintry.

3. Pseudohomophones — Pseudohomophones are a special kind of nonsense word that, when
pronounced, sound exactly like real English words. Some examples are whissle, brane,
and rooler.

Students see one of the types of items on the screen at a time and are asked to decide if what they
see (1) is a real word, (2) is not a real word, or (3) sounds exactly like a real word.

The Vocabulary subtest includes both general academic (i.e., tier 2) and discipline-specific
words (i.e., tier 3; Beck, McKeown, & Kucan, 2002; 2008) that are both decodable and
non-decodable. Students are presented with a target word on the screen and are asked to select
either a synonym or a topical associate of the target from three given choices. The subtest has a
time limit of 9 minutes. The Vocabulary subtest uses two types of test items to measure a
student’s vocabulary knowledge:

1. Synonyms — Synonym items ask students to identify words that mean the same thing. An
example is data (information, schedule, star).

2. Topical associates — These kinds of items ask students to identify words that are
connected to the same topic. An example is thermal (heat, bridge, evil).
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The Morphology subtest focuses on morphological awareness, which is the ability to
consciously identify and think about the various morphemes or word parts in a word (e.g., Nagy
et al., 2003). Morphological awareness is an important skill to measure because, as Duke and
Carwright (2021) posit, morphological awareness acts as a bridging process between word and
language skills. This research helps to confirm that the morphology subtest is a critical
component for screening readers in Grades 4-12.

The Morphology subtest measures derivational morphology—words with prefixes and suffixes
attached to a root to recognize words, comprehend sentences, and learn the meaning of new
words. Morphology is important for developing new vocabulary and differentiating nuances in a
word’s meaning (Palumbo, Kramer-Vida, & Hunt, 2015). Below grade-level performance could
indicate poor vocabulary knowledge and/or a lack of understanding of how words are
constructed. The Morphology subtest has a time limit of 10 minutes and uses two types of items
to measure morphological knowledge: prefixes and suffixes. Prefix items ask students to select
the prefix that fits the context. Suffix items ask students to select the suffix that fits the context.
The Morphology subtest uses a fill-in-the-blank style to measure a student’s understanding of
morphology—the parts of words. In practice, this means how well students understand the
impact prefixes and suffixes (such as un-, il-, dis-, -ize, -ist, -or) have on word meaning and parts
of speech. An example is “She is good at many sports, but her is
basketball.” (specialty, specialize, specialist).

The Word Recognition and Decoding, Vocabulary, and Morphology subtests correlate with
an external measure of word reading (i.e., the TOWRE; Torgesen, Wagner, & Rashotte, 1999),
which meets the criteria of being an excellent screening tool (Swets, 1992) and has been used to
validate other commonly used dyslexia screening measures for Grades K-3 (e.g., DIBELS-S;
University of Oregon, 2018-2019). For instance, in an unpublished study (referenced in Wang et
al., 2019) of 327 students from Grade 5, 7, 9, and 11, researchers found a correlation between the
Word Recognition and Decoding subtest and the TOWRE of » = .58.

In a study by Foorman et al. (2015), the Vocabulary and Morphology subtests were administered
with other clinical psychology reading assessments that were designed to measure foundational
reading skills, including the TOWRE, a vocabulary test (Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test
[PPVT]; Dunn & Dunn, 1997), and language tests (Clinical Evaluation of Language
Fundamentals, Recalling Sentences subtest; Semel, Wiig, & Secord, 2003; the Comprehensive
Assessment of Spoken Language,Grammatical Judgment subtest; Carrow-Woolfolk, 2008) to
more than 1,700 students in Grades 4—10 grades. The ReadBasix vocabulary and morphology
tests were correlated with the TOWRE from » = .36-.56, the PPVT from » = .52-.57, and the
language measures from » = .38—.51. The ReadBasix subtests of vocabulary and morphology
subtests demonstrated moderate correlations to proximal constructs of word identification,
vocabulary, and oral language.
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Score Interpretation

The implications of the scores on the ReadBasix Word Recognition and Decoding, Vocabulary,
and Morphology subtests can help to identify students at risk for dyslexia and other reading
difficulties. As mentioned in the Decoding Threshold section of the Alphabetic
Principle/Decoding Screening Score Interpretation section, students falling below the Decoding
Threshold (less than 235 on the Word Recognition and Decoding Subtest) in Grades 5-9 are
at-risk for reading difficulties in decoding and word reading, along with comprehension. The
Decoding Threshold indicator can effectively identify students who struggle with decoding so
much so that comprehension is limited. Additionally, students may be identified as inefficient
decoders, which is outlined in the Inefficient Decoding section of the Alphabetic
Principle/Decoding Screening Score Interpretation section.

The scale scores for the Vocabulary and Morphology subtests are vertically scaled, meaning that
scores are comparable across grade levels. Further, the scale scores are broken into four
performance bands (see Table 3). The performance levels support identification of students’
at-risk for dyslexia and other reading difficulties. In Grades 5-12, students are expected to be
skilled (i.e., High Average or Strong) in the foundational reading skills included in ReadBasix;
therefore, students scoring in the Weak or Low Average performance levels on the Vocabulary
and Morphology subtests are considered at-risk for dyslexia and other reading difficulties and
likely require additional support in those specific skills. Performance in the Weak and Low
Average levels can indicate a number of difficulties: limited vocabulary knowledge, limited
morphological awareness, and most importantly, inaccurate or labored word reading.

Table 3.

ReadBasix Subtest Scale Score Performance Levels and Corresponding Score Bands

ReadBasix Subtest Performance Level ReadBasix Scale Score Band
Weak 190-235
Low Average 236-249
High Average 250-264
Strong 265-310

Through the use of three subtests, word reading ability can be evaluated using regular and
irregular (i.e., decodable and non-decodable) high frequency words, and, given the time
constraints of each subtest, general fluency in each task can report a student’s level of risk in
reading accuracy. The four performance levels can help to indicate risk for each subtest, and
taken as a whole, the three subtests can offer insight to students’ risk for dyslexia. For instance, if



12

a student scores within the Weak performance level on all three subtests and is in the 5™ grade or
above, the results indicate the student is at risk for dyslexia. From the results, it is up to the
teacher and instructional team to determine the course of action.

The Reading Efficiency subtest measures silent reading fluency, which is an essential skill for
adolescent readers. Silent reading fluency reflects how quickly and accurately students can read
and comprehend text without vocalizing the words. As students move into upper grades, their
ability to read efficiently becomes increasingly important for understanding complex texts across
all subject areas (International Dyslexia Association, 2019).

The Reading Efficiency subtest uses a maze-style task in which students read a passage where
one word in each sentence is replaced with three options, and they must select the word that best
fits the context. This design captures both speed and comprehension, providing a reliable
measure of how efficiently students process text.

Maze-style tasks have been shown to correlate strongly with other well-established fluency
measures. Fuchs and Fuchs (1992) reported a correlation of » = .83 with read-aloud tasks, and
Espin et al. (1989) found correlations ranging from » = .77 to .86 with oral reading fluency in
Grades 3-5. Research also indicates that maze-style tasks are particularly effective for older
middle and high school students, while oral reading fluency measures are more appropriate for
younger students (Wayman et al., 2007).

While ORF provides general observations about speed and accuracy, it does not directly measure
the root causes of reading difficulties and can lead to misclassification. Two students with
equally low ORF scores may have very different underlying issues—one may have dyslexia,
while another may read slowly due to anxiety, limited practice, or English language acquisition
challenges. Furthermore, ORF offers limited instructional insight, as a low score does not
indicate which specific skill—decoding, vocabulary, or background knowledge—needs to be
addressed.

By measuring silent reading fluency through a standardized, research-backed maze task, the
Reading Efficiency subtest provides a more accurate and developmentally appropriate way to
screen older students for reading difficulties. This data helps educators identify students who
may require targeted interventions to build fluency and comprehension skills, ensuring they are
supported as they encounter increasingly challenging academic texts.

Score Interpretation

The Reading Efficiency subtest produces a vertically scaled score that allows for comparison
across grades and progress monitoring over time. Scores are divided into four performance
bands, which indicate the level of risk related to silent reading fluency:
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Table 4.

ReadBasix Subtest Scale Score Performance Levels and Corresponding Score Bands

ReadBasix Subtest Performance Level ReadBasix Scale Score Band
Weak 190-235
Low Average 236-249
High Average 250-264
Strong 265-310

Students scoring in the Weak or Low Average performance levels are at risk for reading fluency
challenges and may require interventions targeting fluency and comprehension. A score in the
High Average or Strong range indicates proficiency and suggests that the student can read
efficiently enough to support comprehension of grade-level texts. When interpreted alongside
decoding and vocabulary data, Reading Efficiency scores help educators identify whether
fluency difficulties stem from foundational decoding weaknesses or other factors such as limited
practice or comprehension challenges.

Comprehensive Score Interpretation

When interpreting ReadBasix results,

1. The Word Recognition and Decoding subtest should always be considered first.
e This subtest directly measures the hallmark of dyslexia: difficulties with
decoding and accurate word recognition.
e Students scoring in the Weak and Low Average performance levels are at risk
for persistent reading difficulties and require immediate intervention targeting
decoding and word-level skills.

Once decoding performance is at the High Average or Strong performance levels, the other
subtests—Vocabulary, Morphology, and Reading Efficiency—should be used to better
understand the nature and consequences of reading difficulties:

2. Vocabulary and Morphology
o These subtests provide insight into a student’s language and word knowledge.
o Weaknesses here may indicate secondary effects of dyslexia (e.g., limited
exposure to print) or separate comprehension-related challenges.
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o Scores in the Weak or Low Average bands suggest a need for explicit instruction
in vocabulary and morphological awareness.
3. Reading Efficiency
o This subtest reflects how fluently and efficiently a student can process connected
text.
o Weak performance in Reading Efficiency should be interpreted in relation to
decoding ability:
m If decoding is weak, fluency deficits likely stem from slow, inaccurate
word reading.
m [fdecoding is adequate, fluency difficulties may reflect limited practice,
attention factors, or comprehension issues.

Putting It All Together:

Step 1: Identify whether Word Recognition and Decoding is in the Weak/Low Average or High
Average/Strong performance level. If students’ scores are in the Weak/Low Average performance
levels, provide a word-level reading intervention.

Step 2: Examine Vocabulary and Morphology scores to determine if there are secondary
language impacts.

Step 3: Consider Reading Efficiency to understand how decoding and language skills translate to
connected text reading.

Step 4: Use the combined data to match students to targeted interventions, ensuring decoding
needs are addressed first, followed by vocabulary, morphology, and fluency supports as
appropriate.

Summary

As dyslexia-specific legislation and screening requirements continue to emerge, it is important to
have universal dyslexia screening for adolescent readers in Grades 4-12. While the legislation
and screening requirements focus on dyslexia, other reading difficulties can be hard to
differentiate from dyslexia. Therefore, screening procedures should encompass a comprehensive
assessment system that not only screens students at the beginning of the school year, but also
measures students’ progress across the academic year. In doing so, students’ risk of failure is
reduced because of the monitoring that allows for educators to make meaningful instructional
decisions that support students’ on a path toward reading proficiency.

ReadBasix includes four key subtests—Word Recognition and Decoding, Vocabulary,
Morphology, and Reading Efficiency—that support the identification of dyslexia and other
word-level and fluency-related difficulties. The correlation of these subtests with other
well-established assessments, namely the TOWRE and other fluency measures, demonstrates the
validity of using ReadBasix as a measure for screening adolescent readers for dyslexia and other
reading difficulties. The Word Recognition and Decoding subtest has been established as an
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indicator of the alphabetic principle/decoding ability and as a measure of word reading, the
Vocabulary and Morphology subtests have been established as indicators of word reading, and
the Reading Efficiency subtest strengthens the assessment system by addressing silent reading
fluency, a crucial skill for older students. Taken together, these subtests provide educators with
actionable data to make informed decisions about intervention and instructional support,
ensuring that all students receive the resources they need to develop as proficient readers. Score
interpretations, namely the Decoding Threshold, Inefficient Decoding, and performance levels,
help to identify students at risk for reading difficulties including characteristics of dyslexia.

Additionally, the ReadBasix results support educators in making data-based instructional
decisions by pinpointing the specific needs of students and matching students to appropriate
reading interventions. And, through the use of ReadBasix as a progress monitoring tool,
educators can use its data to support the intervention system established throughout the school or
district. Whether or not students have a learning disability, research is clear that all struggling
readers benefit from interventions (Scammacca et al., 2015); therefore, identifying students at
risk of reading failure should prompt interventions for all students who demonstrate a need.
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