Notes for the author

Proofreading: 
	Pg. 83, Moore’s film is Bowling for Columbine

On to indexing…

I have provided you three copies of the index, because some pretty serious decisions need to be made here, and I’m not qualified to make them. I have tried to break things down so as to make this process as rapid and smooth as possible. If you have questions, I would be happy to address them.
This book is tricky to index, because it is fundamentally a reference survey, which means that scholars who consult it will tend to rely heavily on the index and table of contents. The TOC gives the broad topical breakdown, but not (of course) the fine details, and what’s more it is not broken down by major author (Horace, Juvenal, etc.). This means that the index has to do a lot of work. In addition, a book like this naturally gets consulted by everyone interested in the field to see who’s who—and of course this also includes everyone who’s referred to (and who isn’t). As a result, one is inclined to index every instance of every modern scholar’s name.

Index version 01, marked “COMPLETE,” includes absolutely all of this material, as best I can. I have not indexed the following, which are normally not indexed:
· Bibliographies
· Scholarly names that appear exclusively in passing in footnotes
Otherwise I’ve tried to get everything. The result is unwieldy, and Brill may resist using it, but you might want to fight for it, so I leave it thus. (NOTE: if you keep this version, there are a couple of English names from the quoted list on page 80 I was unable to identify – who is Garth, for example? Encyclopedia Britannica doesn’t seem to know. These are marked in bold and highlighted.)

Index version 03, marked “TRIMMED,” is cut down to the best of my ability without making strong editorial judgments within a field far from my expertise. In short, I have cut the following:
· Scholarly names appearing exclusively in footnotes, including expository notes
· Additional names and terms that appear only once and look to me entirely incidental; a good example here is the English author Addison, who appears once in passing in a quoted list of English authors
· Subheadings from the main author entries that seemed so exhaustive as to be useless, such as Horace, Satires

Index version 02, marked “ANNOTATED,” shows the basics of my workings in getting from 01 to 03. The coding is:
· Green	Probably can be cut entirely
· Yellow	Should be weeded through to trim

I strongly suggest that you start by running through index #2 to familiarize yourself with the issues. Assuming you don’t want to submit the entire #1 index (as I say, I think Brill may resist using this), you can probably find more entries that ought to be cut, and I am sure you can prune those main-author entries much more severely than I can. But there may well be entries marked in green that ought to be retained—a scholar who’s so important that they should get indexed even if they didn’t quite make it into the body text, for example.

Additional Notes
1. Brill makes passing reference to divided indexing, which is something they do a fair bit in their publications. By this I mean having an index of classical names, an index of modern names, an index of additional topics or terms or whatever, etc. That’s fine, although the Chicago Manual of Style is against it. But I certainly cannot make such a division for you. I mean, yes, I can split modern scholars out, but would Alexander Pope and John Donne go in modern or classical? Would classical names include only Lucilius and Persius and such, or would it also include Maecenas (not an author)? Most importantly, would the remaining topical list be at all coherent? Personally, I would advise against making a split like this. If, however, Brill insists on it, I would argue for dividing the work exclusively into (a) classical and pre-modern topics and terms, and (b) names of modern scholars. Index (a) may sound a little strange, but the point of an index is to find what you’re looking for, and it would be irritating to look in the index and not find, say, Callimachus, just because he ended up as a name instead of a topic or whatever.

2. In quite a number of places, this index provides a considerable list of entries without subheadings: “Bartsch, Shadi 20-23, 24 n55, 40-41, 49, 52, 60–62, 67, 73”. This is not usual, as in indexes the general rule is that you should not have more than 5–6 entries without subheadings. Here, however, adding subheadings for every such heading would make the list ridiculously long—on the order of 13 pages, by my rough count. You may find that Brill complains about this, but I don’t see an effective solution. The only way to create the necessary subheadings would be to do more or less everything with cross-references (Bartsch, Shadi. See X; Y; Z; etc.). Not only is this much-deprecated in Manual of Style indexing practice, but it also would make the index almost unusable.

3. Brill does not specify whether they want run-in indexing or sub-level, mentioning both in their document. I have done run-ins, because this prevents any kind of electronic line-swapping, which I have seen happen not only in personal computers but also, all too often, publishers’ typesetting machines, with disastrous results.

In the end, I hope you find this useful. I apologize for leaving some decisions to you—I would rather deliver the whole thing wrapped with a bow!—but at this point the choices are editorial, and with your book in particular, those kinds of choices could have significant ramifications, not only for the utility of the book but also in terms of the internal politics of a scholarly field.

Thank you,
[bookmark: _GoBack]Christopher Lehrich
