[bookmark: _GoBack]	The opening chapters of How People Learn and the selection of “The Standards for Teaching and Learning Mathematics” share the same subject matter; the foci upon which a successful teacher should concentrate in order to achieve what the National Research Council committee states is the “goal of education”: “helping students develop the intellectual tools and learning strategies needed to acquire the knowledge that allows people to think productively…” (Learn, 5). In this broad sense, the two readings fit together as they both address the same issues. However, there exist areas of disconnect between the readings. This is unavoidable, as the authors of the readings come from different backgrounds (interdisciplinary cognitive scientists vs. mathematics education professionals), and they speak in their own languages. The authors present differing issues in today’s classrooms and therefore necessarily present different solutions. However, the readings are compatible in that the target audience (mathematics educators) can synthesize the proposed methods into a composite that is sensible and can plausibly chip away at the barriers to student learning described within each reading.
	There are many instances in which passages from the two readings arrive at identical conclusions, only the jargon being used is shaped by the realms from which it originates. For example, the cognitive scientists argue it is important that students are taught to develop “usable knowledge”, not just a collection of disjointed facts. This “usable knowledge” supports understanding and transfer to other contexts, which can further aid learning in additional disciplines (9). Using different language, the math education professionals state that teachers who are effective enable students to view math as a coherent, connected endeavor rather than merely a set of facts (11). Both sets of experts agree that rote memorization is not enough; in order for students to learn successfully, they must be able to form relevant connections between concepts presented in class. Another area of similarity in the readings is the topic of how classroom operating procedures affect learning. The cognitive scientists state that the norms of the setting dictate students’ learning style. For example, allowing for inter-student communication and the free flow of ideas are consistent with more effective learning. The math educators state that teachers should create an environment in which answers must be justified, and that it should not be enough for an answer to simply be “correct”. Both sets of experts agree that the nature of discourse in the classroom has a significant effect on the quality of instruction.
	However, there are differences in how the two sets of experts approach these proposals. Throughout the first three chapters of How People Learn, the spotlight is primarily on the educator in terms of who affects improvement in the classroom. The educator must actively assess the levels of competence in their students. The educator must analyze the individuals in the classroom to determine the best teaching practice for the situation at hand. The educator must always be on the lookout for their students providing evidence of successful transference of concepts across contexts. On the other hand, the authors of “The Standards for Teaching and Learning Mathematics” allow for much more input from students in this process. Several of the vignettes presented feature dialogue between an educator and students whereby the educator is merely reactive to the students’ ideas, letting them drive discussion. The authors explicitly state that educators should explore questions posed by students, and promote independent thought and open questions. It isn’t that the cognitive scientists would disagree with this approach; likely, if the educator believed this approach increased competence in their students, they would endorse it. However, they do not explicitly allow for the educator to symbolically surrender control of the plan to the students. They appear to suggest that the educator should have the answers on how to maximize competence, metacognition and transfer among their students. While this is an admirable goal, the math education professionals appear to have a better understanding that in reality, the students are the ones in control of their education, and the educator is merely using their skills in the background to direct them towards the best education in a given situation. 
The cognitive scientists focus on the big-picture goals and provide an overarching blueprint to achieve them; the math education professionals have more hands-on experience in one particular discipline and concede that a successful educator has the tools required to respond to situations on-the-fly. Both sets of experts agree generally on what sets of skills a quality educator possesses, but they do differ slightly in their viewpoints of how to exercise those skills and in the language they use to explain their proposals.
