* o Lexia
Lexia > BRI/ 1L
California “SAEMNYLILDN
LANGUAGE DEVELOPMENT

Language and Literacy Benefits of

Lexia English in California

e Among educators using Lexia English, 22% reported using teacher-led
Lexia Lessons while

on mylLexia at least once a week.

e Emergent Bilingual students (EBs) who used Lexia English scored

(ELPAC) compared to their peers.

e EBs who used Lexia English scored
(Smarter Balanced ELA) than students who
did not use the program, highlighting the role of language proficiency in

broader literacy development.

e EBs who used Lexia English
on the Overall ELPAC and the
Oral ELPAC.



In the 2021-22 school year, Lexia partnered with 3
school districts across the state of California to

conduct a large-scale study examining the impact

of using Lexia® English Language Development™
(Lexia English) on English language proficiency and
literacy outcomes for Emergent Bilingual students
(EBs) in grades 1-5. Lexia English is a blended
learning program designed to improve the
academic English language skills of EBs by
emphasizing explicit language instruction and oral
language practice. An increasing body of research
shows that the development of oral language skills
plays a crucial role in the acquisition of broader

literacy skills (NASEM, 2017), and it remains to be

seen how a blended learning tool such as Lexia
English impacts both language and literacy

outcomes for EBs.

In a previous study of EBs from one school district in California, use of Lexia English was
associated with higher English language proficiency scores compared to students not using

the program (Feroce, Liu, & Chattergoon, 2022). We build on this prior research by examining

a larger group of students in California, and specifically looking at both English language
proficiency and language arts outcomes while also accounting for students’ prior year
achievement. Furthermore, we also collected data from educators to begin to better
understand program implementation at the district level. By using a more robust research
design, the current study adds to the growing evidence base demonstrating the
effectiveness of Lexia English for EBs. This study provides Moderate evidence of effectiveness,

according to the federal guidelines provided by Evidence for ESSA.
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https://www.lexialearning.com/lexia-english
https://nap.nationalacademies.org/catalog/24677/promoting-the-educational-success-of-children-and-youth-learning-english
https://research-publishing.net/manuscript?10.14705/rpnet.2022.61.1444

We first examined English language proficiency outcomes based on scores from the 2022
English Language Proficiency Assessment for California (ELPAC). ELPAC scores consist of an
overall score as well as oral and written subdomain scores. Data come from 1452 students in
grades 1-5 (grade 1: 17%, grade 2: 19%, grade 3: 19%, grade 4: 24%, grade 5: 21%) across three
California school districts (district A: 35%, district B: 40%, district C: 25%).) Students were
considered Lexia English users if they had completed at least 1 unit in the online program
(n = 732). Lexia English users and non-users were closely matched on pre-test scores (2021
Overall ELPAC) as well as district, gender, race/ethnicity, and home-language.? In addition to
Lexia English, all districts were using various literacy programs with EBs, including Lexia Coreb®
Reading (Coreb). Students who used Lexia English had similar usage of Coreb (total program
minutes) as students who did not use Lexia English (8 = 67.260, SE = 53.226, p = 0.207). Thus,
any potential group differences in learning outcomes are not likely due to differences in

student use of Coreb. Student demographic data is provided in the table below.

LE Non-LE Total LE Non-LE Total
Avg. ELPAC Sp. 2022 Score 1492 1467 1480 - - -
Avg. ELPAC Sp. 2021 Score 1455 1442 1449 1477 1479 1478
Avg. SBAC Sp. 2022 Score - - - 2399 2381 2390
Avg. Weeks of Program Use 8 - 8 13 - 13
Avg. Minutes/Week 35 - 35 35 - 35
Avg. Program Units Completed 41 - 41 68 - 68
% Hispanic 92% 92% 92% 92% 92% 92%
% Spanish Home Language 92% 92% 92% 92% 92% 92%
% Female 48% 48% 48% 49% 50% 50%
n 732 720 1452 310 305 615

! Across both ELPAC and SBAC analyses, there were 1570 different students.
2 For pre-test scores, we used Mahalanobis-distance matching with a 0.20 caliper based on grade-standardized
scores for the 2021 Overall ELPAC (Austin, 2009; Stuart, 2011).
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https://www.lexialearning.com/core5
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1002/bimj.200810488
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC2943670/

We also examined student English language arts outcomes based on scores from the 2022
Smarter Balanced Assessment Consortium English Language Arts assessment (SBAC ELA). The
SBAC ELA is particularly important as it is the measure of student literacy achievement in
California as well as 11 other states. All students in California in grades 3-8 and 11 take the SBAC
ELA yearly. The sample consisted of 615 EB students in grades 3 to 5 (grade 3: 35%, grade 4:
32%, grade 5: 34%) across 3 California districts (district A: 26%, district B: 50%, district C: 24%).
Students were considered Lexia English users if they had completed at least 1 unit in the online
program. We followed the same methods as the ELPAC analyses and matched Lexia English
users and non-users based on pre-test ELPAC scores (2021 Overall ELPAC), district, gender,
race/ethnicity, and home-language. Students who used Lexia English had similar usage of
Core5 (total program minutes) as students who did not use Lexia English (g = -175.880, SE =
121.840, p = 0.149).

We analyzed students’ 2022 ELPAC and 2022 SBAC scores using linear mixed effect models,
controlling for prior year (2021) ELPAC achievement, race/ethnicity?, home-language
(Spanish-speaking vs. non-Spanish speaking), and gender, and a random intercept for
district.* We used students’ 2021 Overall ELPAC scores as the prior year achievement measure
for the SBAC analyses due to limited data availability of students’ 2021 SBAC scores. Inclusion
of language proficiency scores as a prior year achievement measure for literacy outcomes
is also accepted by external review organizations like the Johns Hopkins University
organization Evidence for ESSA. We also explored whether Lexia English users were more likely
than non-users to attain “Proficient” levels on the ELPAC (Level 4) and SBAC (Levels 3,4), as well
as whether they were more likely to increase a proficiency level on the ELPAC compared to
non-program users. For the proficiency analyses we ran logistic mixed effects models with

the same fixed effect predictors and random intercepts as in the scaled score analyses.

We also administered a survey to 189 educators and conducted focus group interviews with
5 educators to better understand implementation of Lexia English. We specifically asked
questions around implementation settings, self-reported use of teacher-led Lexia Lessons,

and engagement with myLexia student data.

3 Due to a small number of observations, we represented race/ethnicity as three dummy-coded variables for
Hispanic, Asian, and Other, with Hispanic being the reference group.
4 Analyses of student scores were based on grade-standardized scores and not the raw scale scores.
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Among educators using Lexia English, 22% reported using teacher-led Lexia Lessons, while

86% of educators reported accessing student data on myLexia at least once a week.

Data from the educator surveys and focus groups revealed that districts were using Lexia
English as intended, but there was considerable variability in implementation patterns.
Educators reported using Lexia English across a variety of settings, with 83% reporting using
the program in ELD settings, 28% in ELA settings, 20% as part of a targeted intervention, 11%
before/after school, 7% at home, and 6% in other settings. Approximately 22% of educators
reported using teacher-led lessons with their students, and this ranged from 18% to 63% across
districts. Of educators that did report using the teacher-led lessons, 62% reported using the
lessons for at least 30 minutes per week. Focus group data revealed that educators used
teacher-led lessons in various ways. One educator reported using the teacher-led lessons

both to re-enforce and pre-teach to students, as illustrated in the following quote.

Although use of teacher-led lessons was variable, 86% of educators reported accessing
students’ usage data on mylexia at least once a week, with usage varying from 86% to 89%
across districts. myLexia is the online platform that offers real-time progress monitoring of
student performance and language proficiency, providing educators with data to support
student achievement in a personalized way. During the focus group interviews, most
educators indicated that they found using mylexia data to be helpful in classroom

management as well as to systematically keep track of student program usage.
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Students using Lexia English scored 25 points higher on the California state English

language proficiency assessment than students who did not use the program.

EBs who used Lexia English scored, on average, 25 points higher than non-Lexia English users
on the Overall ELPAC, the Oral ELPAC, and the Written ELPAC.® Notably, for all three measures,
Lexia English users had statistically similar 2021 scores as non-users but statistically greater
2022 scores than non-users even when accounting for prior year achievement. Thus, the
differences on the 2022 ELPAC measures are not likely due to any pre-existing group
differences in students’ 2021 English language proficiency scores. These differences were
associated with effect sizes of 0.21 (Overall ELPAC), 0.21 (Oral ELPAC), and 0.14 (Written ELPAC).

Comparison of 2022 ELPAC Scores for
and Non-Users

1500
+25 points +25 points +25 points

1480
1480

1470 1471

1480

1450
Owerall Oral Written

5 These differences are based on raw means.
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Students using Lexia English scored 18 points higher on the state English language arts

assessment than students who did not use the program.

EBs who used Lexia English scored significantly higher than their peers on the SBAC ELA
assessment, even when accounting for prior year English language proficiency. Lexia English
users scored, on average, 18 points higher than non-users, which is associated with an effect
size of 0.22° It should be noted that 81% of educators reported having formal training in
teaching elementary education, and 76% had been teaching for 6 years or more. Thus, the
positive outcomes for the SBAC ELA may have been influenced in part by educators’ ability to
engage in using not only Lexia English, but also other district-provided supplementary literacy
curricula. Overall, these results highlight how Lexia English’'s focus on explicit language
instruction and oral language practice can support the development of students’ broader
literacy skills, a finding which has been increasingly documented in education research with
EBs (NASEM, 2017).

EBs who used Lexia English were more likely than their peers to reach proficiency and

increase proficiency levels on the Overall ELPAC and Oral ELPAC.

EBs who used Lexia English were more likely than their peers to reach proficiency on the
Overall ELPAC and the Oral ELPAC. For the Written ELPAC and SBAC, Lexia English users had
higher odds of reaching proficiency than non-users, but this difference was not statistically
significant. Additionally, Lexia English users were significantly more likely than their peers to
increase a level on the Overall ELPAC and Oral ELPAC. Lexia English users also had higher
odds of increasing a proficiency level on the Written ELPAC compared to their peers, but this
difference was not significant. This demonstrates that Lexia English can help students grow
in their English language proficiency as well as reach “Proficient” status on their English

language proficiency assessment.

® When including 2021 ELPAC scores as a predictor, we were able to explain 35% of the variability in students’ 2022
SBAC scores. This lends support to our analyses that students’ 2021 ELPAC scores are a valid prior year predictor
for their 2022 SBAC scores.
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The results of the present study align with previous research on Lexia English and strengthen

evidence of the program’s effectiveness in helping EBs attain greater English language and

literacy skills. In a previous study of EBs in California (Feroce et al, 2022), students who used
Lexia English had higher ELPAC test scores than their peers who did not use the program.
However, prior-year achievement scores were not included in the analyses and thus it is
possible that positive effects (effect size = 0.20) were driven by higher-performing students
using Lexia English. In the current study, Lexia English users and non-users had statistically
similar prior year ELPAC scores. Thus, the findings from this study (effect size = 0.21) not only
align with the previous study but provide stronger evidence around the impact of using Lexia
English given the similar group characteristics prior to program usage. The proficiency

analyses also align with a previous study in Arizona in which EBs who used Lexia English were

more likely than their peers who did not use the program to increase proficiency levels on the

state English language proficiency test.

The study also adds to our understanding of program implementation and the relationship
between program use and student literacy outcomes. Data from educators highlight that
there is varied use of the program'’s blended learning components, particularly around
teacher-led Lexia Lessons, but that there is overall high use of engagement with student data
on myLlexia. In future studies we may aim to examine more directly how educators are fully
utilizing Lexia English with students by conducting classroom observations and relating these
back to student English language proficiency outcomes. As a final point, this study shows that
students who used Lexia English had higher scores and rates of proficiency achievement than
their peers on a high-stakes, standardized English language arts assessment (SBAC ELA). This
lends support to the accumulating evidence of how providing targeted explicit instruction

and oral language practice may benefit broader literacy skills of EBs.

For more information and updates on research related to Lexia English, please contact

research@lexialearning.com.

i b £ P . .
Hfai] .':. k | '!'-_‘; | . | '_; Ir California Statewide Efficacy Study 7
LEM GUASE DEVELORRATNT


https://research-publishing.net/manuscript?10.14705/rpnet.2022.61.1444
https://lexialearning.highspot.com/items/6310d86b8fc459389c710bfd?lfrm=irel.0
mailto:research@lexialearning.com

Austin, P. C. (2009). Some methods of
propensity-score matching had superior
performance to others: Results of an
empirical investigation and Monte Carlo
simulations. Biometrical Journal, 51(1), 171-
184. https://doi.org/101002/bim}.200810488

Feroce, N, Liu, J, & Chattergoon, R. (2022).
Evaluating a novel CALL tool for the
development of oracy and academic
language in young English language
learners. In B. Arnbjérnsdottir, B. Bédi, L.
Bradley, K. Fridriksdottir, H. Gardarsdottir, S.
Thouésny, & M. J. Whelpton (Eds.), Intelligent
CALL, granular systems, and learner data:
Short papers from EUROCALL 2022 (pp. 113-
18).
https://doiorg/10.14705/rpnet.2022.611444

National Academies of Science, Engineering,
and Medicine. (2017). Promoting the
educational success of children and youth
learning English. The National Academies
Press. https://doi.org/10.17226/24677

Stuart, E. A. (2010). Matching methods for
causal inference: A review and a look
forward. Statistical science: A review
journal of the Institute of Mathematical
Statistics, 25(1),1-21.
https://doi.org/10.1214/09-STS313

b=
i E ) T . .
a2 | 'r_,l | | B California Statewide Efficacy Study
LEM GUASE DEVELORRATNT


https://doi.org/10.1002/bimj.200810488
https://doi.org/10.14705/rpnet.2022.61.1444
https://doi.org/10.17226/24677
https://doi.org/10.1214/09-STS313

Lexia

4 cambium .

Lexia®, a Cambium Learning Group company, is the Structured Literacy expert. For more than 30
years, the company has focused solely on literacy, and today provides science of reading-based
solutions for both students and educators. With robust offerings for differentiated instruction,
personalized learning, assessment, and professional learning, Lexia helps more learners read,
write, and speak with confidence.

lexialearning.com
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