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Aspire Program Logic Model

Nationwide, only about 31% of eighth grade students are reading at a proficient level. Educators
have the single greatest in-school impact on student learning, but according to the National
Council of Teacher Quality, only 51% of higher education teacher preparation programs include
content on reading science. Lexia Aspire® Professional Learning is grounded in the science of
reading and designed to support all upper elementary and middle school teachers, including
classroom teachers, ELA teachers, content-area teachers, interventionists, speech-language
pathologists, teacher’s aides, and paraprofessionals. It is a flexible, self-paced digital solution
that empowers educators to accelerate literacy skills for students in grades 4—-8 by providing

personalized instruction for adolescent readers who have varied skill profiles.

Aspire is a professional learning course grounded in the science of reading and designed

to support all upper elementary and middle school teachers.

The Aspire Program Logic Model is a visual representation of how Aspire implementation is
expected to affect educators, schools, and students. It helps satisfy the “"demonstrates a
rationale” level of evidence for the effectiveness of an educational program, as described by
the Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA). The primary purpose of the logic model is to guide
Aspire planning and implementation efforts by identifying short, medium, and long-term goals
related to program implementation. The logic model can also be used to inform evaluation
efforts, but evaluators should also develop a theory of change that describes how factors

outside of Aspire are expected to affect the program’s implementation, output, and outcomes.
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Aspire Program Logic Model

PROCESS OUTCOMES

SHORT-TERM MEDIUM & LONG-TERM
INPUTS ACTIVITIES
OUTCOMES OUTCOMES
Program Program Educators Educators
Prowd(e-s explicit instruction to edu§otors on worAd Improved educator knowledge of Improved literacy skills of
recognition, language coAmprehens‘lo‘n, and reading the science of reading. students served by educators
comprehension and writing. ) ) .
d t Improved literacy self-efficacy. who completed Aspire.
Educators Integrated Bridge to Application exercises. ) ) ) )
Improved instructional practice. Improved educator well-being.

Includes online dashboards to support reporting on
educator engagement.

Implementation
Team

Implementation Team

Secure funding for Aspire.
Roster participants.
Assess, progress monitor, and support educators.

Develop and communicate the implementation plan
and rationale.

Distribute Aspire materials and local resources.

Educators

Engage with Aspire on a regular basis, completing
relevant courses and modules.

Earn Course Certificates.
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The Aspire Program Logic Model is divided into two main parts: process variables and outcome
variables. The process variables are the inputs, activities, and outputs that constitute the
essential components of an Aspire implementation. Most of the process variables can be
measured using Aspire program data. The few exceptions, which are described below, should
be measured using local data sources. The outcomes are the variables that Aspire is intended
to change. Outcome variables are grouped into three phases: short-term, medium-term, and
long-term. Variables within a phase are not necessarily expected to occur simultaneously. At
present, the logic model does not describe the potential relationships between outcomes

within a phase.

Aspire Inputs

Inputs describe the key components necessary to implement Aspire. Inputs can be broadly
divided into two variable categories: the program itself, and the people involved in its use. In
the case of Aspire, people include educators, a school/district implementation team, and

implementation support. Each category of input variable is described in more detail below.

Program. Aspire is a professional learning course for upper elementary and middle school
educators who aim to improve literacy outcomes for students. It provides educators with in-
depth knowledge and tools that they can use with any core curriculum. The program is

structured as follows:

e Two introductory prerequisite courses

e Three domains with ten courses each

e Knowledge checks at the start of each domain

e« Domain prerequisite courses

¢ Two additional courses focusing on assessments

e “Check for Understanding” quizzes at the end of each course

e Bridge to Application and classroom resources in each course

Aspire licenses are currently available in one-year and two-year durations. Aspire courses take
about one hour to complete. It is estimated that a typical user will spend about 3 hours on the
Introductory material (i.e, one hour for each course plus about one hour for the Bridge to
Application Resources). They will then have access to the Word Reading, Language
Comprehension, and Reading Comprehension & Writing Domain courses, each of which takes

between 11.25 and 15 hours to fully complete. However, completion time will vary substantially
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across implementations and educators because districts will typically customize the learning

pathway for each cohort.

Educators. Aspire is used by educators working with students in upper elementary and middle
school. Educators bring various levels of experience, knowledge, and skill to the process of
implementing the program. The Aspire Program Logic Model assumes that each educator’s
unique constellation of personal characteristics will contribute to program implementation and
program outcomes in different ways. Effective evaluations of Aspire should seek to identify and

potentially control for relevant educator characteristics.

Implementation Team. The Aspire Implementation Team consists of course manager(s) and
school, district, and/or state leaders. The purpose of the Aspire Implementation team is to
ensure local support for Aspire implementation and collaboration with Lexia team members.
To reap the full benefit of Aspire, it is essential that the Aspire Team implements Aspire with
fidelity. At a minimum, the Aspire Implementation Team should equip participants to use Aspire
in accordance with Aspire implementation guidance. Lexia also offers role-specific pathway

guidance and Professional Learning Community (PLC) guide companions.

Aspire Activities

The inputs identified above are necessary but insufficient to achieve Aspire’s intended
outcomes; achieving these outcomes is a process that depends upon specific activities. These
activities specify what each input variable does to produce the intended short- and long-term
outcomes. Activities are sometimes conceptualized as action variables, as they capture the

actions necessary to achieve desired outcomes.

Program. Lexia Aspire is based on the principles of the science of reading and Lexia’s expertise
in literacy. The program is designed to address educators’ needs for improving student
achievement by helping educators support learners in how to read, comprehend, and
articulate their ideas across various subjects. To accommodate educators’ busy schedules,
Aspire provides an on-demand, self-paced digital professional learning program that focuses
on training for Word Recognition, Language Comprehension, Reading Comprehension, and
Writing. To start, all participants complete the prerequisite requirements. Educators can then
complete the domains and course sequence(s) that their district or organization has selected.

There are a total of three domains, and currently, 31 courses. Additionally, there are PLC guides
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and modeling videos embedded in the program for stronger classroom application.
Throughout Aspire, Bridge to Application opportunities allow teachers to apply course concepts
and best practices to daily classroom instruction. Explicit directions are provided as well as
downloadable tools for support. Aspire also consists of Knowledge Check’ at the start of each

domain and ‘Check for Understanding’ quizzes after every course.

Finally, Aspire populates dashboards with data about educators’ participation. The program
gives participants and administrators the ability to measure participation and knowledge and

the flexibility for teachers to have agency over their learning.

Key

PROGRAM CURRICULUM Introductory Video I oo

Standard Course

What Is Structured Literacy?

Theories of Reading Development

\l\

¥

Word Recognition

Knowledge Check

Language Comprehension

Knowledge Check

v

Reading Comprehension
and Writing

Knowledge Check

Prerequisite Course

Fluency: The Bridge to
Comprehension

= Enhancing Academic Language e

Factors That Contribute to
Deep Comprehension

A Brief History of English

Working with Latin Morphemes

Working with Greek Morphemes

What Is Dyslexia?

Syllables and Common
Morphemes

Reading and Spelling Long Words

The Reading-Spelling Connection

Supporting Automaticity and
Phonemic Awareness

Explicit Vocabulary Instruction

Strategies for Incidental
Vaocabulary Acquisition

The Underpinnings of a Sentence

Structures of Sentences

Supporting Emergent Bilinguals

Subject-Verb Agreement

Phrases and Clauses

Sentence Comprehension and
Sentence Writing

Texts That Provide Information

Argumentative &
Persuasive Texts

Narrative Text

Paragraph Writing: Descriptive,
Narrative, Opinion, Persuasive

Developmental Language
Disorder

Paragraph Writing: Expository
and Argumentative

Essay Writing

Supporting Speakers of
Language Varieties

The Role of Assessment in

Literacy Instruction

Data to Inform Instruction*

Aspire Program Curriculum
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Implementation Team. To implement Aspire, a local Aspire Implementation team will:

e Secure funding to purchase Aspire licenses for educators.

e Develop and communicate the implementation plan and rationale to educators and
other relevant stakeholders.

e Roster participants into the Aspire Online Learning Platform and send onboarding
communications to the participants.

e Distribute Aspire materials and local resources, including time for course completion,
access to technology, and any relevant local materials that Aspire-completion is
intended to enhance, such as valid, reliable, and research-aligned assessments and

evidence-based curricular programs.

Once educators have begun Aspire, the Aspire Implementation Team will use the Aspire Online
Learning platform to assess, progress monitor, and support educator course completion. The
Aspire team should give careful thought to the implementation of program activities to
maximize the extent to which educators complete the intended Aspire components. Generally,
completing more courses is expected to lead to greater knowledge gains which in turn has
greater potential to influence classroom instruction. However, Aspire allows customers to set
their own learning objectives and pathways. Regardless of the local learning objectives, it is
recommended that the local Aspire implementation team prioritize the completion of Aspire
and create an enabling context for educators by providing the time and a rationale for
completing the relevant courses. For example, creating Aspire-focused professional learning
communities and having educators regularly meet to discuss their progress and learning may

improve course completion and the translation of learning into practice.

Program implementers and evaluators should note that comprehensively measuring program
activities requires access to local data sources, such as school or district records. Aspire
program data will only describe the extent to which rostered participants completed Aspire
courses. Course completion is important because positive outcomes depend on educators

successfully completing Aspire courses.

Educators. Educators’ core responsibilities include regular engagement with Aspire and
completing all components of the selected courses. The primary output of Aspire is course
completion, which can be described by the number of Aspire certificates earned (or courses

completed) and the number and type(s) of educators impacted by the course. Scoring 80% or
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higher on the “Check for Understanding” quizzes earns participant educators a certificate of
proficiency for that course, while scores below 80% receive a completion certificate. As
mentioned, users can return to courses in the future. However, they cannot retake Checks for
Understanding. Evaluators should consider that the number of Aspire-trained educators may
vary across schools and districts because of differing implementation plans and completion

rates, which may have ramifications for program outcomes.

Aspire Short-Term Outcomes

Short-term outcomes are the most immediate, measurable impacts of Aspire. These proximal
effects indicate progress towards the long-term outcomes of Aspire and are appropriate

targets for interim assessments of program impact and efficacy.

Educators. In the short-term, Aspire is intended to increase educator knowledge of reading

content and pedagogy. Generally, educators will improve their knowledge in three domains:

e Word recognition
e lLanguage comprehension
e Reading comprehension and writing skills

Knowledge gains in these areas are expected to help educators see the value of evidence-
based reading interventions grounded in the science of reading, such as Lexia's PowerUp. It
will also prepare all educators to weave literacy skills and strategies into their instruction so
they can support learners to read, comprehend, and articulate their ideas across various
subjects. It is important to note that gains in educator knowledge are expected to vary across
educators in accordance with their professional roles and background knowledge. Further,
they are expected to occur in proportion to the number of courses that are successfully

completed.

Improvements in educator knowledge will be accompanied by an increase in educator
literacy self-efficacy. Educators will believe they can better deliver effective reading instruction

as a result of their learning.

Improvements in educator knowledge and literacy self-efficacy will often be accompanied by

improvements to instructional practice through the incorporation of course concepts. That
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said, the degree to which instruction changes is expected to depend on improvements in
educator knowledge and self-efficacy, as well as the local context. For example, educators
who only complete five courses may learn less and change instruction less than educators
who complete a greater number of courses. Similarly, educators in organizations that support
their learning and its translation into practice are more likely to improve their instruction than
educators in districts that take a more “hands off” approach or that do not set expectations

about how Aspire learning should inform change to instruction.

Aspire Medium-Term and Long-Term Outcomes

Expected long-term outcomes of Aspire reflect ultimate goals of the program. More distal in
time, medium-term and long-term outcomes may emerge only after short- term outcomes

are observed.

Educators. Aspire is intended to improve student literacy and educator well-being.
Improvements in student literacy are expected to be observed across the three domains in
proportion to the amount of coursework completed in each. Educator well-being is a broad
construct that encompasses measures of burnout, stress, job satisfaction, and job
commitment. It is typically considered a distal outcome affected though changes in self-
efficacy. Long-term outcomes are expected to be contingent upon and proportional to
change in the short-term outcomes. In other words, improved student reading and educator
well-being may depend on educators first improving their knowledge, self-efficacy, and
instructional practice. To the extent that short-term outcomes are not observed, medium-
term and long-term outcomes may be attenuated. That said, the intensive and foundationall
nature of Aspire content is hoped to result in small but long-lasting benefits to even distal

outcomes.
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Aspire Theory of Change

The Aspire theory of change describes how Aspire is hypothesized to work in a local or state
context. It is intended to be used with the Aspire Program Logic Model to aid evaluators in the

development of an informative research plan.

For experimental research, it is recommended evaluators use the Aspire Program Logic Model
and Theory of Change to create an evaluation logic model that contrasts the use of Aspire with
a counterfactual condition in which Aspire, or a component of Aspire, is not used. It is important
for evaluators to develop an evaluation logic model based on the Aspire Program Logic Model
and the Aspire Theory of Change to promote the validity of their research. Studies that do not
measure implementation, account for rival theories of change, or address possible sources of
treatment variation due to external factors have a limited ability to promote accurate

inferences about the efficacy of a given program (Peck, 2020).

Other evaluation strategies, such as correlational and qualitative research, may wish to
reference the Aspire Program Logic Model and the Aspire Theory of Change to identify program
components or mechanisms that warrant special consideration. For example, it may be
informative to describe the local context of an Aspire administration, or richly describe how a

single input was implemented.

Program Administration

Aspire is intended to be administered by organizations with an interest in the professional
development of educators, such as education agencies. It is expected that organizations will
use Aspire to remediate historical shortcomings in teaching preparation in the science of
reading (e.g, Brady et al, 2009; Drake & Walsh, 2020; Greenberg et al, 2013; Joshi et al, 2009;
Malatesha Joshi et al, 2009). Organizations that use Aspire will have different organizational
contexts. They may differ in their missions and structures; resources and expenses; policies and
purposes; administration plans; and overall capacity. These differences in organizational
context are expected to influence the use and implementation of Aspire, and by extension,

program outputs and outcomes (e.g, Hajlund, 2014).
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The program components of Aspire consist of Aspire inputs and the activities that facilitate their
use. Educators progress through required introductory courses and optional domain courses
in the online platform. The Aspire courses are intended to address critical knowledge about
reading that is often not sufficiently taught in educator preparation programs, including
language comprehension (Bos et al, 2007; Cervetti et al, 2020; Fielding-Barnsley, 2010; Moats,
1994, 2009, 2014; Oakhill et al, 2019; Schuele et al, 2011). The rationale for emphasizing this content
is that knowledge and language drive reading comprehension in the later grades while basic
skills remain important, especially for students with reading difficulties (Cervetti et al, 2020;
Pearson et al, 2020). Aspire aims to provide educators the background knowledge necessary
for teaching these skills, which is a research-driven objective (e.g., Cervetti et al, 2020; Lyon &

Weiser, 2009; Pearson et al, 2020; Piasta et al, 2009).

Given the purpose and design of Aspire, it is expected that the local Aspire Implementation
Teams will promote the use of adherence to Aspire implementation guidance documents, and
ultimately, the completion of relevant courses. To achieve these ends, the Aspire
Implementation Team is expected to communicate the implementation plan and rationale for
adopting the program to participating educators. They are expected to roster participants into
the Aspire Online Learning Platform, and inform participants that they have been enrolled, and
distribute all resources needed for course completion, including time, access to technology,

and any local curricular materials.

Once participants have begun Aspire, the Aspire Implementation Team is expected to assess,
progress monitor, and support educator course completion to ensure that Aspire is
implemented with fidelity. It is assumed that school systems will aim to have all enrolled
educators complete Aspire in accordance with local objectives. To the extent possible,
evaluators should describe the extent to which program activities occurred in accordance with

the publisher’'s assumptions and expectations.
Outputs

The primary output of Aspire is course completion. Course completion can be described in
terms of the number of Aspire courses completed and educators trained. These outputs
indicate the extent to which requisite activities for improving knowledge, reading self-efficacy,

and instruction have taken place.
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Course completion is a necessary but insufficient output for observing program outcomes. If
courses are not completed with fidelity, there should be little expectation that improved
outcomes will be observed. The number of courses completed is expected to vary across
educators. Program outcomes are expected to improve in proportion to the number of courses
completed. Similarly, the number of educators who complete Aspire is a necessary but
insufficient output for improving outcomes that are measured at higher levels than the
educator. Organizations will vary in the extent to which they enroll their educators in Aspire. To
observe outcomes in units of analysis larger than the classroom (e.g., school, district, or stote),
a greater number of educators may need to complete Aspire. For example, it is unlikely that a
single educator can improve average reading achievement for their entire school even if they
successfully complete Aspire. Similarly, some outcomes, such as an improved core reading
instruction, may require a coordinated effort among school personnel and changes to school
infrastructure and resources, suggesting a benefit to training a greater number of educators
in Aspire. Evaluation efforts should correspond to local implementation plans, which may or

may not include all educators within an organization.
Outcomes

Aspire is hypothesized to improve educator knowledge, reading self-efficacy, and instructional
practice as proximal outcomes. Change in these proximal outcomes is hypothesized to

improve distal outcomes, including student literacy and educator well-being.

Proximal Outcomes. Aspire is designed to improve educator knowledge of reading content,

reading self-efficacy, and reading instructional practice.

e Knowledge: Aspire improves knowledge of word recognition, language comprehension,
and writing and reading comprehension. In so doing, it equips educators with the
knowledge and skills they need to identify evidence-based strategies derived from the
science of reading to a classroom of students who have varying levels of literacy

competencies.

e [iteracy Self-Efficacy. Literacy self-efficacy describes the self-referential judgments
educators make about their capability for teaching literacy (e.g, Cantrell & Hughes,
2008; Tschannen-Moran & Johnson, 2011). Aspire is hypothesized to improve literacy self-
efficacy. Literacy self-efficacy is in turn theorized to have a bidirectional relationship with
the quality of classroom processes (Zee & Koomen, 2016).

Lexia

%]ASPIRE’L Aspire Logic Model 12

PROFESSIONAL
LEARNING



e Instructional Practice: Aspire is expected to improve the ability of educators to weave
literacy skills and strategies into their instruction so they can support learners to read,
comprehend, and articulate their ideas across various subjects. Improvements in
instruction will be proportional to improvements in knowledge and also be influenced

by local contextual factors, such as the availability of curricular resources.

Distal Outcomes. If the proximal outcomes of Aspire are observed, student literacy outcomes
and educator well-being should also improve.

e Student Literacy Outcomes: Aspire is intended to improve student literacy outcomes
through primary improvements to educator knowledge. That said, if evaluators are
primarily interested in improving student outcomes, they should consider implementing
Aspire in conjunction with Aspire-aligned student-facing products, such as PowerUp
and Language! Live. Causal effects may not be uniquely attributable to Aspire in such a
study, but the logic model suggest this is a promising approach to improving student

outcomes given that Aspire is primarily focused on improving educator knowledge.

e [Educator Well-Being: Aspire is also hypothesized to improve educator well-being over
the long-term. Educator well-being is thought to be bidirectionally related to educator
self-efficacy, the quality of classroom processes, and student academics (Zee &
Koomen, 2016). Because Aspire is expected to improve classroom processes (e.g,
reading instruction), literacy self-efficacy, and student reading performance, it is also
expected that Aspire has the potential to improve educator well-being. Educator well-
being is a broad construct, but is often operationalized with measures of job
commitment, job satisfaction, and retention, or reduced levels of stress and attrition
(zee & Koomen, 2016). As is the case with student reading outcomes, the effect of Aspire
on well-being is expected to be modest and dependent on short-term and medium-

term outcomes.

Context and Population

The administration, implementation, output, and outcomes of Aspire will be affected by external
factors, such as the context (e.g, locale, time period) and population (e.g, type of educator,
student grade level) in which they are observed. Though it would be impractical to identify
every external factor that could influence the use and impact of Aspire, evaluators should be

cognizant of factors with a high likelihood of affecting impact:
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Policy Context. The policy context will influence the use and impact of Aspire. For example, many
states have policies that require educators to receive professional development on dyslexia
and scientific research on reading (e.g., Gearin et al, 2018, 2021). If Aspire is used to satisfy such
a requirement, the implementation of Aspire may be affected by other aspects of the policy,
such as external pressures or incentives (e.g., teacher evaluation frameworks; student retention
policies); required timelines for course completion; required use of the program; and use of the
program beyond the intended audience. These factors may variously facilitate or hinder Aspire

implementation and have corresponding effects on program outputs and outcomes.

Educator Characteristics. Educator characteristics will also affect the use and impact of Aspire.
Prior to using Aspire, educators will differ in characteristics such as background knowledge,
motivation, self-efficacy, instructional ability, decision-making authority, years of experience,
and setting. These differences will likely affect the use and impact of Aspire (e.g, Cunningham
et al, 2004; Piasta et al, 2009; Tschannen-Moran & Johnson, 2011). For example, educators with
initially high ratings of background knowledge, self-efficacy, and instructional practice
theoretically have less room to grow from Aspire; and educators with low levels of motivation

may be less likely to complete the program with fidelity.

School Characteristics. Just as educator characteristics will affect the use and impact of Aspire,
so too will school characteristics. Prior to using Aspire, schools will differ in the extent to which
they use curricular materials that are aligned with scientific research, and the extent to which
they have effectively implemented an effective multi-tiered system of support (e.g, Berkeley et
al, 2020; Mellard et al, 2010). These and other between-school differences imply that schools

will differ in the extent to which they and the individuals within them stand to benefit from Aspire.

Student Characteristics. Finally, student characteristics will likely influence the impact and use
of Aspire. Though research on the potential moderators of professional development’s impact
on student reading is still emerging (Didion et al, 2020), certain characteristics likely have
implications for evaluation efforts (e.g, Baird & Pane, 2019). It is expected that student
characteristics such as baseline reading level, disability status, grade level, and language
status may influence both the likelihood and magnitude of positive effects on student reading

because they predict student growth in reading even in the absence of Aspire.
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Conclusion

The primary purpose of the Aspire logic model is to guide Aspire planning and implementation
efforts by identifying short-term and long-term goals related to program implementation. The
Aspire Theory of Change describes the rationale behind the model, and how factors outside
of Aspire are expected to affect the program'’s implementation, output, and outcomes. For
experimental research, it is recommended evaluators use both the Aspire Program Logic
Model and Theory of Change to create an evaluation logic model that contrasts the use of
Aspire with a counterfactual condition in which Aspire, or a component of Aspire, is not used.

These practices will promote the validity of the research findings.
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