Thank you for the opportunity to review your proposal. After studying Brill’s Author Guide, I suggest revising your current prospectus to reflect more accurately the contents of your book and its contribution to the field. Following are suggestions based on Brill’s Author Guide, as well as some general comments: 

Title. Vision of Colonial Judaism. Australian Jewish Visual Legacy, 1838-1878. As you note, this book offers an introduction to the history and theory of Jewish art and synagogue architecture in Australia, with a particular focus on Sydney during the mid-colonial period. However, nowhere in the chapter summaries do you mention other Jewish communities in Australia. If you do discuss other communities, it is advisable to mention them. Otherwise, you may want to reconsider your title so that it reflects the actual content of the book. 

Author. (Contact details and CV). Your current CV file includes a narrative-form biography and templated CV. The narrative form biography should include only that information which is relevant for this publication. strive to avoid repetition (i.e. names of institutions) and provide as concise an account as possible. That said, as your proposal is intended for an academic publication, the biography focusing on your academic and professional accomplishments is indeed most suitable, and I suggest formatting it according to the style guide applied in your manuscript. 

Short summary of the book. Brill’s requirements are for a summary that clarifies the research question and analysis. Although it appears from the chapter summaries that the book provides detailed historical background and an in-depth analysis of particular artifacts/synagogues as representing what you term a “visual identity” of the Jewish community in mid-19th century Sydney, the proposal lacks a clear statement of purpose – what are the underlying research questions or hypotheses. Instead of the current historical review provided in the “Abstract” (see General Comments) it is advisable to conceptualize a clear objective or objectives gleaned from the questions your discoveries raised for you and only then proceed to outline your methodology. 
Under this same section, Brill’s Author Guide poses rhetorical questions – does the manuscript offer a new hypothesis? What is the book’s significance in relation to existing literature on the subject? You address the latter in a separate section (“Scholarly value of Vision of colonial Judaism”) where the emphasis is primarily on “novel,” “pioneering,” and “original” methodologies. While new methodologies are obviously an advantage, considering the absence of a definitive statement of purpose, this emphasis may lead the reader to assume that the book’s contribution registers in its methodological innovation as opposed to new discoveries, theoretical developments, etc. It is important to note in this regard that the Author Guide highlights the shift from dissertation to manuscript as entailing a broadening of the potential readership, and therefore, the focus should “be less on the research process and more on the actual results.” 
In terms of the book’s significance vis-à-vis existing literature, you mention that your research explores the “neglected territory of Jewish art history and theory in Australia.” If there is a lack of research on the particular period your proposal addresses (a quick glimpse at research data bases indeed verifies this), you should mention what does exist (perhaps studies on the art of other non-indigenous cultures, or on Jewish visual culture post 1870s) as a way to demonstrate your familiarity with the field and stress how your proposed monograph will contribute to filling “the lacuna in art history in Australia.” 
Finally, you mention that this book is not a “definitive survey of art history...” but rather a “pilot study.” I would suggest clarifying how it constitutes a pilot study – due to a limited number of objects analyzed? Or in terms of its focus on a single community in one city? – and how does the combination of religious artifact and architecture figure in the same framework of exploration and analysis. Where do you think this “pilot study” could lead for further research or others in the field?
Another possible theme, albeit unstated, is that of how the Australian artistic journey provides insights into how the study of artistic elements can provide insight into the development of not only the Jewish community, but of immigrant communities in general. This can broaden the scope of those interested in the paper

Table of contents and summary of each chapter. Under this item, you are required to submit the reviews of your supervisors and complete manuscript. Both are not included in the current proposal. In reference to the guide’s requirement to indicate how you revised and restructured the dissertation into a monograph, your current account does not address how the revision targets “a larger audience of scholarly peers...and focuses less on the research process and more on actual results.” You may want to elaborate here on how different aspects of your work may appeal to other readers from different disciplines. For example, art historians (you mention filling the lacuna in art historiography in Australia and internationally), anthropologists (especially those dealing with cultural materialism), linguists (you mention visual semantics – a term, which as you can see in the general comments, warrants clarification), historians, etc. 
	Also in this section, you provide “a list of three core themes that hold the chapters’ essays together.” This raises two questions: first, do these themes figure in the dissertation or are they introduced in order to produce a monograph written for a larger audience; and second, how do these themes hold the chapters together, when, in fact, at least two (themes a. and b.) are replicated in the chapter titles 2 and 3, respectively. It is advisable to consider how these core themes serve as thematic and/or structural underpinnings for the entire work, and their specific contribution to the process of revision from dissertation to manuscript. A suggestion has been made about moving one of the chapters, which seems to break up the historical analysis.
	Finally, under Market, you mention that the monograph comprises “significant new material.” I suggest not only highlighting this under this heading, but more importantly, giving some indication of what this “new material” is – is it artifacts not discussed in your dissertation? Is it theoretical developments or new methods? This is a critical issue for publishers, and should be elaborated on giving as much specific information as possible.
	Table of contents. It is advisable to abstain from indicating the content of the Preface and Acknowledgments. A general suggestion is to strive for shorter and more focused chapter summaries. The current tendency to provide information not pertinent to the core topic of the chapter undermines the reader’s ability to identify its main ideas and objectives and in turn, to trace continuity as they progress from one chapter to the next. A practical solution is to determine what the purpose of each chapter is (similar to defining the purpose or objective of the entire work) and state it at the beginning. You may then indicate how you attain this objective by giving a brief account of the method. If the chapter is a survey (e.g., your Introduction), state what it is a survey of, and why and how it serves the book’s underlying thesis. It may be beneficial to follow a similar structural framework and approximate length for all of the summaries. 

Market. (The current position of this item does not comply with the guidelines). It is superfluous to mention here that the monograph is an edited version of your dissertation and to state the narrow readership of the earlier work as opposed to this version’s potential market. 
	On another level, you suggest that international historians (I am not sure there is such a group, do you mean historians in general?) will benefit from the book’s expansion “on the theoretical application of art history to gain a new insight into Jewish past.” Consider specifying which historians can gain a new insight into the Jewish past – art historians, historians of non-indigenous populations, historians of theology – what do you mean by the theoretical application of art history in the context of this particular book, etc. Again, considering broadening the scope to discuss the special insight the study of artistic objects can offer about the development about the Jewish immigrant community and immigrant communities in general.

Technical Aspects. Word count – it is advisable not to include the word count for each chapter of the manuscript, as you cannot determine how future changes in the text, and size and placement of illustrations will affect this number. Your current estimate of 80,000 words suffices as does the number of illustrations. 
  

************

General Comments
Terminology and jargon. The proposal has numerous terms and expressions drawn from multiple disciplines and jargons. While the use of terminology is common and most often necessary in academic writing, in this proposal, terms and jargon are used inconsistently and often without elucidation, definition, or determination of contextual relevance. For example, the author describes the book as “an introduction to the history and theory of Jewish art and synagogue architecture in Australia.” The coincidence of “history” and “theory” is confusing – these are two distinct perspectives from which to present and analyze both “art” and “architecture.” What is a theory of Jewish art? Will the author propose a theoretical framework for analyzing Jewish art in general, or Jewish art in Australia? Is this theory based on historical contextualization?
Another example of this kind of “pairing” appears in the first sentence of the summary of the Introduction: “The introductory chapter provides the theoretical, historical and visual underpinning for the book.” This introduction of a third perspective or analytical approach – visual – exacerbates the already potentially confusing pairing of historical and theoretical. Considering that the author has already established that the book deals with the “visual legacy” and “visual identity” of Australian Jewry and its institutions (primarily synagogues), distinguishing “visual” as a separate “underpinning” category for the book is superfluous and grammatically awkward.
Also notable in this regard is the use of the word “semantics” in various contexts. This contextual appropriation results in several obscure expressions, such as “Semantics of Jewish identity,” “semantics...of visuality,” “semantics of Australian colonial Judaism.” It would serve the author well to provide a definition of “visual semantics” (or reconsider its use), and only then employ it where relevant.

Structure and organization. The current proposal takes liberties with the structure outlined in the Author Guide. For instance, while the guide requires that the author “indicate how [they] intend to revise and restructure the dissertation into a monograph,” the current author first introduces “three core themes that hold the [book] chapters’ essays together.” This immediately raises the question as to if and how these “core themes” figure in the dissertation, and this becomes even more perplexing considering that the title of Chapters 2 and 3 are near replications of core themes a. and b. Thus, core theme a. “Provenance and symbolism of objects of Judaica and synagogue architecture attain a new meaning when transposed to the colonial frontier” is mirrored in Chapter 2’s title, “Provenance, significance and symbolism: metamorphosis of an object of Judaica.” Put differently, in the chapter summaries there is little, if no, indication that these themes function as unifying threads that run through the book and contribute to a sense that the chapters, despite their distinctive foci, are part of a greater whole – a thesis communicated in terms of a coherent argument, supported by extant research, new discoveries, proven hypotheses, etc.
Another issue is related to the fact that the research deals with both Judaica and synagogue architecture. While this double emphasis obviously contributes to the author’s aim to tell the story of Australian Jewry during the mid-19th century, the clear-cut division of the chapters into those dealing with Judaica – Chapters 2, 3, and 6, and those focused on synagogue architecture – Chapters 4 and 5, can undermine the desired sense of flow and coherence. From the current outline, it appears that the chapters are organized in historical chronological order, with the exception of Chapters 2 and 6 – the former dealing with the discovery of the rimmonim as a type of springboard for the research, and the latter, a more theoretical discussion on the linkage between an object and “identity visualization” and its significance for Australian Jewry in the mid-1800s. With this type of framing, one would expect that the interim chapters would deal with “objects” or “material culture” (a term I suggest considering as an umbrella term for Judaica, synagogues, portraiture [which you mention in chapter 4], and topographic drawings [chapter 6]). Instead, it follows a chronological order that contributes little to the overriding focus on the creation of a “visual legacy” of Australian Jewry. To rectify this, the author may consider reworking the chapters so that each focuses on a different aspect of this “legacy,” i.e. Judaica, architecture, portraiture and drawings, etc. An alternative structural framework may revolve around the question of how foreign and local influences affected the formation of a distinctive Australian Jewish visual legacy, i.e. connections with British Jewry, relationship with colonial government, encountering Christian missionaries, influence of Egyptian architectural style (note: in the summary for Chapter 4, there is mention of what this unique style was not a result of, without positing what was it a result of), the contribution of architect Thomas Rowe, and the impact of the “social and political changes accompanying the emancipation of the Jews in Europe.”

[bookmark: _GoBack]Writing Style and Proficiency. Considering that this proposal is the first step toward publication, it is imperative that it reflect the author’s ability to follow not only the basic principles of academic writing but also and perhaps more importantly, to produce a coherent, consistent, grammatically sound, and error-free text. Some light editing has been done on the materials presented as a guideline for a revised proposal.
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