"Sometimes you have to look back to actually move forward."
Figure 1. Design Map: Academic Engagement
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 	The design map from portfolio II has been revised to reflect a better understanding of research design (figure 1). I consider the theoretical framework improved, and the conceptualization of the constructs under examination more clearly defined. I had review the original design map of Portfolio II and reflect on the course work to see where I started; where I've been; [and] how I got here; to assess my direction (Matthew McConaughely, Lincoln Motor Company commercial).
     The revised design map indicates a change of direction in both the approach to research and my interests. Learning how to conduct research has been a slow and arduous process.  I struggled throughout the program to find focus, and  my cademic/scholarly writing voice. Nevertheless, four courses were instrumental in developing my skills for synthesizing research and finding my professional voice, EDEP 823, EDEP 824, EDRS 828 and EDRS 797. The extensive literature reviews and writing demands were integral to enhancing my skills. I owe a great debt of gratitude to Dr. Kitsantas, who has dedicated many hours to mentoring me.
     	Admittedly, I was not ready for EDEP 823. I lacked a solid plan to develop a framework for a study. I was ill prepared to write a comprehensive research proposal. The study I proposed was too complex. I grappled with understanding how to downsize it to its essential and more manageable parts. It took two additional semesters to realize that grounding my research meant conceptualizing and defining the constructs of my study by synthesizing prior research. When I arrived in EDEP 824 the following semester, the study remained too ambitious. The data collection plan was too complex, and my writing was not explicit and/or clear. It became apparent that if I wanted to successfully complete the class, I had to change gears quickly. I dropped my original intervention study and decided to use the PISA dataset to investigate engagement variables that predict mathematic achievement. I spent weeks teaching myself how to run analysis with a national dataset. Dr. Cheema from the University of Illinois mentored me through the initial stages, after which I spent endless hours writing the study proposal, running statistical models, and writing up the results. 
	I submitted this study to the American Psychological Association (APA) and will present it at a poster session in August 2015. I am currently revising the APA study utilizing what I learned in EDRS 828 and EDRS 797. This will ensure that I have aligned my rationale to the literature review and cross-checked research questions with the theoretical and conceptual framework proposed. Lastly, I am verifying that all terms are defined, described, and consistent throughout the paper. I am especially grateful for the opportunity to begin work on the indices for engagement in EDRS 797.  This course enabled me to work through the difficult process of creating measures from a national dataset. The final step is to advance my skills for interpreting the data and writing the results with clarity. To this end, I have chosen to take an extra methods course focused on working with national datasets. 	
     Post portfolio III plans include continuing to read research that examines the measurement of engagement (Blumenfelds, Frederick & Paris, 2004) and preparing the PISA 2012 data for testing the causal model proposed in figure 2 below. The focus of the research has changed from the portfolio II’s proposal to examine "how attribution belief is [a precursor] in learning to learn for struggling students"  to "What are the indicators and facilitators of engagement?" and "What is the role of engagement on achievement?"  
	The embarrassingly rudimentary path analysis model of portfolio II has been improved (figure 2) thanks to EDRS 797 course work. The diagram  maps the assumption that attribution belief in mathematics influences mathematics self-efficacy and  mathematics engagement. In addition, the model hypothesizes the mediating effect of academic engagement on achievement. A revision of this path analysis and the design plan is further explained in the pre-proposal paper submitted for portfolio III. Work on the revised model is currently underway.
Figure 1 Hypothesized Causal Ordering
[image: https://lh5.googleusercontent.com/bAevWcpSZVoV0-V8dw-lrkorrc6vxHP0UAkT3GSsrQCMPnMRx0oTXLfPzPZRL6_A4a6zRo5OBT-O4hjwJPTzyWwrilRWGG-WgBfRx7BD-oC8YGVk83dXgo59O4TY-nLIKIxwxI8]

[bookmark: _GoBack]The ultimate goal is to complete EDUC 998 in the Fall of 2015 and EDUC 999 by 2016. I plan to defend by June of 2016.
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Goal

1. What variables adequately represent the latent construct of
engagement?

2. How docs atibution for falure in mathematics relate to
‘mathematics self-effcacy?

3. How much of the variance in mathematics engagement is
accounted for by atribution for falure in mathematics and
‘mathematics self-effcacy?

4. How much of the variance in mathematics achievement s
accounted for by mathematics engagement?

2 Whati the unique contribution of cach dimension to
‘mathematics achievement?

b s there a difference by gender n the unique.
contributon of each dimension?

Conceptual Framework

“This study i focused on Bandura'ssocial cogitive theary of
psyehological functioning to explore @ model of engagement
nypothesizing (1) aibution for falure as directly influencing (2)
‘mathemaics self-cffcacy, the “essential [ngredient] for adaptive:
ehavior” (Heider 1958) influencing both (3) mathemaics
engagement and (4) mathematics achievement, while conrolling
for (5) gender and (6) social conommic status (SES).

Engagement
“Studentengagement refers o the sudent's active partcipation in academic

and co-curricular orschool elated acivie, and commitment o educational

goalsand leaning. Engaged students i learning meaningfil, and are

invested inthir earning and fuure. It is  mulsdimensional construc that

consiss of behavoral(including acadenic), cognitive, and affecive subiypes

Student engagement drives learning; requires energy and effr i afecied by

muliplecontextualinfluences; and can be achieved fo ll leaners”
(Cristenson, Reschly, & Wyli, 2012)

Methods
‘Data Source: Program for Intemational student Assessment
@isa2012)

Participants: The U.S. PISA 2012 natonal sudent sample:
consists of 4,720 students from 162 schools.

‘Measures: Atribuion for Filure, Self-<fficacy, Engagement,
Mathematcs Achievement, Gender, SES,

Analytic Approach: A confimatory factor analysis (CFA) and
structural equarion modeling (SEM)

Validity
(CFA: assesing the goodness-of- it of the thoredcal model of
mathematics engagement
‘CFA Invariance test: Engagement measure is equal or both
females and males,
SEM: assssing structural model validity and predicive povier
+ Acseptable reliabily for eachscle (a2.70),
+ Acseptable model it (CMIN'<5, TLI and CFI > 90 and
RMSEA=.08),
+ Acseptable factor loadings forftems (=50),
+ Acceptabe correlaton (1 <.90) among th ltent factors

figure 1: Engagement
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