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Overall, I feel that McTighe made some good points about what we all should be aiming for as educators.  I agree with him that it’s not all about covering a textbook cover to cover – something that, quite frankly, is probably impossible in typical classrooms.  Instead, our main goal as educators is to teach for meaning and understanding.  That does not mean rote memorization, but instead to teach students about various concepts through inquiry and real-life connections.  Then reinforce their understanding through assignments and tasks that will allow them to apply and practice the skills we want them to attain.


It was very interesting to me that in other countries that proved to be more educationally successful especially in math and science, such as Japan, they actually cover less material and fewer pages in their textbooks.  Prior to reading this, I thought the opposite would have been true.  However, I now see that they focus their instruction on teaching for understanding in which their main objective is for students to focus on “genuine reasoning and problem solving” (McTighe, pg. 3).  That gives those students a skill that can help to deepen their true understanding of mathematical or scientific concepts for the short term as well as the long term.

Additionally, McTighe’s article reinforced something that I strive to do on a daily basis in my lessons: connect what students are learning in class to the real world as well as their personal experiences.  I have firmly believed, and still do, that getting students to make those connections will help build deeper meaning for them.  Also, it can be something that motivates them to inquire and to want to learn more about that topic.  Students are always asking or saying things like “When are we going to need this?”.  By bridging that gap with them through personal and real world connections, I find that it (one) answers those types of questions, (two) intrigues them to learn more, and (three) helps them to understand the topic better.
McTighe brought up some interesting ideas when it comes to the “Yes, buts…” that he hears from educators.  I totally agree with him that it is often necessary to combine certain standards when developing lessons.  Honestly, I couldn’t believe that other educators would try to teach each standard separate from another.  It was a concept that had never occurred to me before.  It was something I found surprising especially in today’s world in which our standardized tests (i.e. the PARCC) are requiring students to complete tasks that are a combination of several standards.  On the other hand, I think there is some validity, even though McTighe would disagree, to educators’ concerns about “teaching to the test”.  I would never advocate that an educator “teaches to the test”.  However, in my experience, I have found that several students struggle with standardized testing primarily because of its format.  Though I do not spend the entire school year prepping for standardized tests by any means, I feel that there is some benefit to taking some time to expose students to and allow them to practice questions that are formatted as the standardized test questions are.  It will help ease some stress students have particularly with new, computer-based tests that they have never experienced before.
To conclude, I have to say that I agree with most of McTighe’s points.  Much of what McTighe mentioned are things I strive for in my own lessons.  The main goal of education should be to deepen students’ meanings and understandings as well as encourage them to inquire, explore, make real-life connections, and apply their newfound knowledge.
