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RESPONDENT PAPER: Critique of Matt Pennington’s Paper

Stylistic Issues


The style of Matt’s paper will be critiqued according to the SBL style guide.  This is the style guide that Matt said that he used when preparing his paper.  Each section will be analyzed thoroughly in order to point out major grammatical errors, as well as any other issues that need to be addressed.


Overall, the paper is somewhat on the spacing.  Each new section should have a 2” margin at the top.  The title page top margin is more like 1.5”, and also the space between the title and the next element does not equal 2”.  Subsequent sections also do not have the 2” top margin either.  The subheadings also need be looked at again.  The subheading is to come 2 full lines below the text it comes after.  Some of the subheadings have this spacing, while others do not.  


The table of contents looks great according to the SBL style guide.  However, there should not be a page number on the top of the page.  Table of contents are not supposed to be numbered.  The page numbers throughout the document are off.  Page one should begin on the Introduction page, and should appear at the bottom center on that page.  All other pages should have the number in the top right hand corner.


In the Introduction, the sentence, “within this proposal, the issues of teaching methodologies to be used will be discussed of how to effectively teach this course,” needs to be reworded.  It makes little sense.  A better sentence might be, “within this proposal, effective teaching methodologies will be discussed.”  This sentence is much shorter and more clear in meaning.  In the first sentence of the second paragraph, the word “as” should be changed to “and.”


In the first section, “Teaching Methodologies,” the opening paragraph is extremely wordy and makes little sense at times.  However, the last sentence in the first paragraph is great!  In the first sentence under the subheading, “Teaching the Material,” the word “enough” needs to be inserted after “interesting.”  This adds some to the clarity of the sentence.  The second sentence, “creating this stimulus for students to think about the material can be frustrating not wanting to make the material too hard to comprehend but not oversimplify it as well,” is wordy and much too long.  This should be separated into more than one sentence, and word choice should be more closely examined.  It seems that in many of the sentences, the insertion of one small word or the ommission of a word would contribute greatly to the clarity and organization of the paper.  Under the subheading “Teaching from a Confessional Perpective,” the first sentence, “teaching biblical studies from a confessional perspective does direct how one teaches the Bible,” literally made me say “HUH?!?!”  I understand what Matt was trying to say here, but I also believe there is a much better way to say it.  Perhaps “a confessional atmosphere will greatly affect how one teaches the Bible” would have been more effective.


In the second section, “Course Construction,”  some of the same problems as before come to the surface.  The idea that ommitting some words and adding a few small qualifiers and clarifiers can do wonders for the flow of a paper.  In the first sentence of the third paragraph under the “Content” subheading, “the method proposed in this proposal…” seems wordy and unnecessary.  As a rule, its never really a good idea, in my opinion, to use different versions of the same word in one sentence.  The sentence itself is pretty long and loses some of the effect by the time you get to the end of it.  The last sentence in this paragraph should end with the word “syllabus.”  The rest of the sentence after that is unnecessary and adds nothing to the meaning.  Throughout this section, attention should be paid to the length and wordiness of sentences.


The appendixes did not have the 2” top margin, in a similar fashion as the rest of the paper.  There are also a few spelling errors on the syllabus and the sample exam.  Otherwise, these were both very clear and neatly done.  The footnotes and bibliography were correctly done, aside from the top margin on the Bibliography page.

Content Issues


In the “Teaching Methodologies” section, the ideas presented could have been elaborated upon more.  Under the “Teaching Material” sub-section, the message seems to be that effective teaching is a desired thing.  However, little time is lended to how effective teaching takes place.  What makes up effective teaching?  What are good methodologies?  Also, it would be helpful to outline the way in which the class would be taught.  Some information is provided regarding the place of discussion in the classroom, but is this the main teaching method?  Would this be a seminar class?  Would it be primarily lecture based?  What teaching tools would be used? Would powerpoint be used?  

Under the “Creating an Environment for Learning” sub-section, there are some great truths and helpful hints asserted, but they too could have been fleshed out a little more.  How would you go about creating an effective learning environment?  What are some issues that you would need to take into account?  

In the sub-section “Teaching from a Confessional Perspective,” little is actually told about the confessional perspective.  A definition is provided, but not much other information is offered.  How does this effect your teaching?  Can you incorporate confessional theology in to a historically grounded Old Testament course?  If so, how?

In the “Course Construction” sections, most of the information is pretty straight forward.  I would have liked to have seen more about what topics might actually be covered, and how the Matt might go about dividing up these topics.  A topic with this much information, wittled down to one semester, should prove to be pretty difficult to divide up.  What is of the most importance in your opinion?  How might this differ from a critical biblical studies course?

In the section pertaining to the syllabus, Matt points out that the syllabus was constructed according to the “guidelines set by those determined by the University.”  What are these guidelines?  Is this an effective way, in your opinion, to create a syllabus?  What are helpful and necessary elements in a good syllabus?

Regarding assignments and exams, once again, I would have liked to have had a little more information.  How did you decide on these assignments over and against other possiblities?  How did you decide on the weight that each assignment would hold?  Is the exegesis paper required in all Old Testament survey courses?  Is so, how will you make it unique to your class (possibly motivating your students more)?  For the exams, why would you choose this style over multiple choice?  Would the size of the class effect the style of the exam?

The syllabus looked great.  It looked a lot like a syllabus that I might receive in any one of my courses.  It provided a wealth of information, including a week by week listing of topics to be covered in the class.

The exam that was attached looked good, but did not seem long enough to be a comprehensive exam.  For a comprehensive exam it seemed very short.  This may be a plus for many students.  Then again, the more weighted each question is, the more the student stands to lose.  I think that a multiple choice exam with essay questions at the end might be a more effective testing strategy for this type of survey course.

There were only three sources listed in the Bibliography.  More sources may have helped with the “fleshing out” of some of the ideas in the paper.  More than one textbook probably should have been listed and addressed as an option within the paper.  Sources dealing with pedagogy would have also been effective.  A good source on confessional theology may have also been a good resource.

Overall, the paper provided a lot of information.  I think that more attention could have been paid to the application of this to an actual course within the paper itself.  A lot was said about the areas that are good to consider when developing a course, with little information regarding those areas and their implications.

