REVISED DEFINITIONS

Note: this list uses the new numbering of categories – have amended references to section numbers where necessary to reflect this.

0. REJECT SECTION

Ginger:
When you look at "mistakes/perpetuating mistakes" it says to reject things that we know now that weren't known at the time (eg the "married couple" to whom Sirius refered). How far do we take that? And what effect does it have on predictions? For example, there are a TON of "Who will die in book 5" posts. We now know who it was. (sniff) so these go under predictions, right? The entire 4th man Avery ship sank, but that's still good to code, right?What kinds of things do we reject? 

Jen: 
I'm wondering this, too. I haven't rejected many with this code, but just yesterday I debated over a post saying "how do we know Snape was ever picked on in school?" Now, it's still subjective in some poster's eyes, but I thought the Pensieve scene made it clear that on at least *one* occasion, Snape was indeed picked on. So I rejected that under perpretrating mistakes.

Am I putting my own bias on that one? The post didn't add much else so I would have rejected it anyway. But I wanted to use something other than my fave, "Adds nothing new" and this looked like a legitimate opportunity.

Kelly:

I'll echo the confusion on this one. I use it only for posting mistakes, i.e. the poster should have known the detail at the time he or she posted. I've mentioned before that I don't think we should toss well-developed theories (or even not-perfectly-developed) theories based on the fact that subsequent books proved them wrong, because these theories are part of the history of this list. Someone may want to look up Fourth Man even knowing it was wrong.

Sean:

If it's in the VFAQ, or JKR has ruled it out, I think it's fair to reject: Fourth Man is quite valid to keep around, but insisting that Sirius is in Slytherin is not.

Debbie:

Two thoughts:  

(1)  JKR is so inconsistent, and corrects herself so often, that it's hard to know what she's ruled out.  She's probably reliable when it comes to Sirius' house, but in my view the Weasleys' ages are still wholly unsettled.  So I'd err on the side of caution, remembering that what one person thinks is settled is, to someone else, an invitation to speculation.

(2)  Even assuming JKR definitively said Sirius was not a Slytherin, I'd keep a well presented post arguing that MWPP represented the four Hogwarts houses, or one that argues well that Sirius has Slytherin traits.  I would, however, toss unsupported assertions or predictions, and mindless repetition, in the trash.
Ginger:

This makes sense now.  Basicly, if someone says "I think this will happen."  Or "According to my theory, this would be so." then we keep it (assuming it holds to standards).  But if they say "I think Remus' middle name was Harry." then we kick it out as JKR has stated it was John.  

So, in other words, if it is part of list history, we keep it, if it is something that came as a result of poor reading or mind altering substances, it goes out.  Not that some good theories may not have had mind altering substances involved.
Carolyn:

Yes, we've had this discussion a few times now. It is hard to be definitive. I always chuck things based on wrong canon, like the idiot I found the other day who was insisting it was the basilisk that killed Tom Riddle's parents, not Tom. However, I'd get a bit upset chucking out the wonderful Avery theories; apart from anything else, they are not all completely disproved. Since we know nothing very much about Avery, who's to say what back history might be revealed subsequently? The grain of truth in their fabulous 

inventiveness is that he *does* behave like an abject neurotic hysteric, as does Peter on occasion.. all grist to the mill if she is exploring cowardice and terror and why people betray others.

I am also with Debbie on keeping a well-argued MWPP post sorting them into different houses, firstly because we still don't quite know about Peter, and secondly because we may also find out that the Sorting Hat asked similar questions of Sirius (and maybe Lupin) as it did of Harry when he was sorted - ie, they would do well in Slytherin 

(or another house). I suppose I am saying I reject very little on the mistakes code. I tend to mostly use 'adds nothing new' - which gets a lot of exercise.
1.TEXT ANALYSIS

**********

1.1.1 Good vs evil

Dicentra:

Carolyn suggested I let you in on what I'm doing with the dread Good vs. Evil category before I get too far into it. Though it might be too late for that, as I've waded fairly far into it already and my kill ratio has been rather high... I hope that ends up being OK.

I've been keeping all those posts that discuss in the abstract what constitutes Good and Evil in the Potterverse (or Good and Evil in general) and discarding those posts that speculate whether a character is good or evil and can be redeemed (unless the post also attempts to define Good or Evil in general). I'm in the 32000s, so I've not yet come to the really frenetic epoch of ESE speculation yet. There's a separate category for ESE, is there not? I've also kept posts that speculate as to whether Good or Evil will triumph and why. I've kept some interesting threads intact. I've discarded lots of posts that are just plain lame in their treatment of the topic.
C - my main interest in this section is its potential or actual overlap with the morality sections. How are you distinguishing good n'evil discussions versus eg the rule breaking stuff, and also the freewill/choice stuff. They frequently get discussed in the same posts.
Dicentra:

I haven't run into much of the rulebreaking stuff. When I do, isn't there a separate category for rulebreaking? I'd move them there. I also save freewill and choice for its own category.
Dicentra:

I shrunk it from 815 to 227. Was that too much? Did I wash the wool sweater in hot water? I tossed all the posts that discussed whether X character was evil
without discussing what the nature of good or evil was.
**********
1.1.1.3 Religious banning/Sean
Initial posts: 339 (263 + 76)

Final posts: 327 (251 + 76)

Nothing to say about the Abanes category, but it was news to me that he'd even been on the list. Removed sundry Stouffer posts and a couple of obvious OT's, but otherwise left Religious Banning intact. Although the serried ranks of proud Wiccans was an eye-opener. And some of those anti-Harry sites are still up, running and ... totally barmy.

Carolyn:
Sean - point of clarification - should I merge together the religious banning category (1.1.1.3) with the Abanes/Harry Potter & The Bible  section (1.1.1.3.1) ? Really I need to in order to remove this 5th level heading, but this will disperse the Abanes thread throughout the other section. OTOH, the dates on the Abanes thread may mean it  stays together as an episode within the main thread.

Sean:
I don't think we have much choice in this. For your comfort, it isn't just Abanes who published anti-HP screeds, several different media including books have been used on behalf of religious interests; by far the biggest thread is of course the banning of HP in schools (and not just the American South either). I agree that Abanes is in keeping with much of the category timewise, the issue seems to have been largely dealt with in the club phase. Keep in mind that interested parties will hopefully have options to search this kind of stuff.

Group 1: Good vs evil (1.1.1.1 -1.1.1.5)
Dicey did a lot of this, but when I asked:

 

When you tackled the Good n'evil section, did you include in your review the sub-sections on religious influences, Wicca, Redemption and the theory LAMBASTING ?

she replied offlist:

I don't believe I did. I only looked at the one category: Good Vs. Evil. I did not look at the subcategories. I don't recall reading about Wicca at any point, nor the LAMBASTING theory, though I do know that from time to time I added a category to a post if it seemed to merit such.

 

CW: So, if anyone would like to pick up the sub-sections here, that would be great. Please note that Sean did 1.1.1.3 Religious banning.

J: I can finish this off as Sean did the big sub-category.
***************
1.1.2 Morality vs immorality/Laurasia (initial review):

I've now read through about 165 of the 237 "Morality vs Immorality" posts. My initial reaction was somewhat exaggerated, but the posts in the category stretch far and wide. Morality is a subjective category because there is no consensus on whose morals we should use to judge incidents by. God's? The law's? The reader's?

Some posts deal with whether JKR is writing a Morality Tale, others debate how characters' actions fit with Christian Morals (some posts from the dreaded Abanes 
Thread are here), many are to do with breaking Hogwarts School rules, some with ethics regarding Dementors and Unforgiveables, some stretch well into the realm of Good 
vs Evil, a lot question characters' actions in various scenes.

The most obvious problem is that the category `Following/Breaking Rules' wasn't invented until many posts had already been coded. A significant number of the early posts should probably be switched to this  category. 

Otherwise, I have no idea how to clarify this category. From my own observations, "Morality vs Immorality" is most often used to add a greater meaning to other 
categories. By that I mean, the post could be coded without it, but using it makes the moral issues explicit. 

For instance, there are a small number of Dursley Abuse  posts in the category. But, I would assume that most Dursley Abuse posts went without this extra category 
because it is assumed that the "Child Abuse/Mistreatment" category already had enough 
of a moral/immoral gist in it. Posts about the Unforgiveables don't always *need* this extra category, because the category `What is Dark Magic?' already seems 
to have a sense of Morality inbuilt into it. There are posts about Class and Prejudice and Justice and Religion, but I would also contend that these topics already have a degree of inbuilt "Morality vs Immorality" and don't always *need* the extra click. 

HOWEVER, adding this extra click strengthens these existing categories. It doesn't do any harm. (It just makes reading everything under this heading less helpful than you may have previously expected.) There are, naturally, some posts that fit perfectly in  this category and would be refugees without it. How many people would read an entire category like this, anyway? I think that my discomfort is something that very few catalogue users would ever experience. 

Talisman:

As to the "morality" category, I believe I *may* (I'm admitting nothing)have hit that one a few times in the first batch of posts, but now would only use it if a post were to focus on morality as an explicit theme. Otherwise the majority of posts will end up there 

due to the moral questions inherent in characters and events.

Carolyn:

The problem I know that we will have to sort out are different flavours of morality - what is a sin, what is a virtue, are breaking rules the same thing or not. Why should rashness & anger always be a sin... But I agree the section must be tightly limited to discussions 

about these moral questions, and be pruned of passing references, or unfocused examples.

***

1.1.3 Freewill, choice & fate - Boyd
There are 236 posts in this category, and I have read them *all*. 

Overall, they were quite well coded. Many had over 20 codes, and one had over 30! In general, Freewill is addressed in many of the best posts on the list.

Main Topics Covered:

* Does Weapon!Harry really have choices, or is he being connivingly manipulated?

* Other choices (of good vs. evil, proffered fate vs. chosen reality, religious/historical/generational parallels).

* Prophecies/dreams, Heirs, the Hogwarts Quill, the Sorting Hat and other expressions of fate.

* _Lots_ of time-travel discussions of "changing the past" or how the past has already been changed. (Is that redundant or an oxymoron?)

* Child development & abuse--what makes someone evil? Did they ever really have a choice?

* House elf servitude--nature or nurture?

Carolyn:

Of the list here, Boyd, in my view the first four are properly  relevant to the topic. I am not so sure about the child abuse one,  and I wonder if the elf topic is more thoroughly covered elsewhere.

Questions/Issues:

* Quite a few posts that I would have categorized as 'Adds Nothing New.' Does very short + no new points = Reject?

* How about where the "choices" quote is used to refute another's argument, with nothing else of value in the post? Keep these repeated quotings due to the varying contexts or chuck 'em as saying nothing new?

* A few said essentially, "I think that..." and never supported their view--at all. Are these keepers if the thought is new?

* A few that were more personal reactions to the whole idea that Harry is the One with the power to defeat LV, lamenting the lack of his choice in that. At what point does such a personal reaction become rejectable (from a coding standpoint)?

* Many posts discussed only time-travel. While the repercussions on freewill of going back in time are obvious, should we continue marking both categories in such cases? Note that the funniest of these by far is Joywitch in post #1500.

* Post #1350 said in its entirety, "[o]f course Heinlein did a ton of stuff about this in his Future History books." Why keep it?

* Post #18048 was in a good ongoing thread, but the post itself contained rather useless responses/personal reactions. Shall we reject those posts that Add Nothing New even if they come in the middle of a good debate? [Please say yes!]

Carolyn:

Most of these criticisms would definitely mean that the post should  be dropped from this category - not necessarily dropped altogether,  depending on where else it was coded. On the time-travel/freewill  debate, there are a lot of them, and I think they might justify a new  sub-category, alongside the prophecy discussions. The general answer on when to reject is it depends on context. What we are engaged in now is putting a bit bigger context round a post than the day to day coding we have been doing up to now. Seen in the context of a whole section, many posts are not going to make it through the night, when in isolation we may have stayed our hand, just in case...
Kelly:

I'm currently reviewing category 3.16.7.7 Divination, and a large percentage of the posts discuss who may or may not be a Seer. Because these posts tend to focus more on the characters being discussed than the topic of divination, I thought we could use a new category for Seers. I'm not quite sure where the best location would be, though. Suggestions...

Carolyn:

Certainly posts on who might be a seer should be taken out of this section. In as far as they can't be bounced back to their character categories (you need to be really firm about the Ron stuff going to that code for instance), I would vote for having a third subsection under 1.1.3 Freewill, choice and fate called 'Seers'. However, the definition of what goes there should be very narrow indeed - mainly the nature of seers, how many there have been etc. We need to ask Boyd, who is sorting out 1.1.3, how this might overlap with what he is finding there.

There is a further problem, in that I expect it will include mentions of Cassandra Trelawney - really, she should then get her own code under '2.12 Historical Wizarding Characters'.

Boyd:
Posts that discuss seers (who, how, etc.)should go under the new Seer code. Anything that significantly discusses the *impact on freewill* of seers/prophecies goes in 1.1.3 Freewill.

Boyd:

1.1.3 ****Freewill, choice & fate
This lot was scary. There are now 219 (I believe there were about 400 when I started).

In general, please reject the discussions that have obviously occurred before, unless there are new takes on them. Examples of oft-repeated topics include freewill for various races (esp. house elves), fate/destiny for Harry and/or Voldemort, Dumbledore's famous line regarding choices, and time travel (esp. the PoA episode).

1.1.3.1 ******Prophecy discussions
Just 79 of these left, down from 141. Lots of repetition here, given the great speculation early on about what Trelawney's first prophecy must have been regarding. Again, please reject very short posts that make obvious statements about prophecies. Also, please code to freewill anything that discusses how prophecies subvert choices/free will.

1.1.3.2 ******Seers
Down to 57 from a whopping 56, but 12 have been added during the past week (wow, that's some fast coding!) If a post is about Ron-as-seer, please reject it unless it offers fairly significant rationale for or against. And if a post mentions seers, that's not enough to get coded there; it must genuinely discuss them. Other than that, this section was very clean!
****

1.1.4/1.1.4.1 Friendship & Loyalty/Trust/mistrust
Sean:

On F & L, which I will be doing next: at this point, Trio Dynamics is looking
more and more like a special case of F & L. Trio SHIPping, when applied to
"outsiders" often overlaps also, but unless I'm mistaken, I think Hagrid will
be the only other major character outside the Trio to feature heavily in F &
L, notwithstanding the use of its subcategories for aspects of the Marauders
and Pettigrew. In fact, that argues more strongly for TD to be subsumed into F
& L, considering the large number of posts concerning parallels between them.
Think upon it as I delve into its mysteries....
Friendship & Loyalty Report

Initial Posts: 448; Final Posts: 276

Trust/Mistrust: 154; Spying/Betrayal: 44

What a terrible category. Not helped by a slow recovery from teeth extraction, I wallowed in this Slough of Despond this entire week, and have come to several conclusions:

1. It's generally useless except in terms of its two sub-categories.

2. It's all too frequently mistaken for Trio Dynamics.

3. It's easily the most overcoded category I've reviewed.

The basic rule of thumb deriving from the above conclusion is, unless a post

REALLY REALLY REALLY concerns F & L, don't even think about it, and ESPECIALLY NOT as an alternative to Trio Dynamics. TD exists precisely to mop up vague categories all dealing with the Trio; it is a large category because it's a List obsession, apart from Shipping. 
I expect F&L and its sub-cats to be a bit more useful post-GoF discussion; but the current quality of the discussion particularly re Snape and Ron leads to a surfeit of cynicism. The big surprise was how little Hagrid figured. THE canonical case of friendship & loyalty outside the Trio (TD is for *within* the Trio or Maurauder comparison), and few remark on it. God knows what I'm going to find in Hagrid, which is my next task.
Ginger:

Unless I am gravely mistaken, TD is a new category.  As I recall, I voiced approval at it's creation for that very reason, and since I haven't been in the office for long, that means it's really new.  I have uncoded the ship part of many a shipping post that didn't really ship, but fit better in the TD category.  Many of these were also coded to F&L.  Feel free to move them to TD.
Carolyn:

Would you define what sort of 'post REALLY REALLY REALLY concerns F & L,' ?? It's this squidgy stuff we have to pin down to stop all the over-coding happening in future.

Sean:
One that actually talks about F & L not half-a-dozen other things. Or is REALLY talking about Trio Dynamics. Not shipping. Or why Ron is still really going to betray Harry despite getting two out of three eriseds which is incredibly unfair.

*********

1.1.4.2 Spying, espionage and betrayal (was 1.2.4). 


Barry (initially): 

Sounds like a nice straight-forward group to review. Just the opposite. Think of the number of times posters have used any of those three words, sometimes in the vaguest of contexts with no canon backing at all. Ron/Ginny/Percy/Obediah Polkinghorn *might* betray Harry; *if* Snape is a spy it might explain this; James was not a spy; were these 
the actions of a spy? and so on.

The specific word has appeared, so categorise the post accordingly. Fair enough. But although I'm only part way through, I'm beginning to suspect that the category itself needs to be more closely defined. There are too many casual, non-specific references to dirty deeds in the files, most of which could be stuffed under this heading. Unless it gets tightened up the category will end up as a rag-bag of nothing very much and not be of much use to anyone. Advise please.

Carolyn subsequently:

I started to read this section this afternoon, and can only agree with this assessment. It is indeed a right mess.One approach would be to create sub-categories for different people - 

many discussions are about Snape and Pettigrew, for instance. This would be a solution similar to that I suggested for the Weasley family. Or should the posts discussing a particular character go back to that character, and perhaps form a sub-head there. Eg Snape/is he a spy?

Relatively few posts are about the nature of betrayal, but there are some, and things like Peg Kerr's essay on Secrets. You could argue that a section containing just these type of posts should be a sub-category in meta- themes alongside 1.1.3 Friendship, love & 

loyalty/1.1.3.1 trust/mistrust.

Barry:
I agree that any of these headings linked to a specific character should be under that character heading.Voldy and DD agenda should stay just that IMO, but as a subheading to character. Yeah, as a sub--head to a meta-type theme Spying would be OK. Throw in types of, the philosophy of, methods of, reasons for, low intensity warfare, personal betrayal, betrayal of class or ideology, etc. etc. and spying, treason and betrayal could be valid as a category. It'd certainly make more sense than keeping most of the stuff that's in there at the moment.

Carolyn:

I have [now] speed read them all, and I can only find 25 that might just qualify to be kept under this heading - about 5%, and even those are a bit doubtful. The problem is not that they have been wrongly coded, in the sense that they are often discussing spying and betrayal, but really that they belong under the various characters - mainly Snape, but also Pettigrew, Bagman, Fudge, Ron etc.

I am now defining this section as talking about the nature of betrayal, and what makes someone turn against their own side. There isn't really much on this - an essay by Peg Kerr on the theme of secrets, plus a short thread started by Amanda on hiding identities, 

symbolism thereof etc. I am also proposing to move the section to become a sub-head under 'friendship & loyalty' in meta-themes.
***********
 [1.1.5 Equality & fairness – Initial review, Eva] [section deleted in final review by Debbie]
Eva:
This category comprised 104 posts when I looked it through. The great majority of those deal with the House Elf Question. Then there are also smaller numbers dealing with:

- racism (race; blood; werewolves)

- class

- male/female

- stereotyping

- favouritism (Snape; Dumbledore)

- House rivalry

- treatment of Squibs

- wizard/Muggle relations, interaction, disdain

- power abuse (Snape; Moody; the Dursleys)

- rule breaking 

Only one post didn't seem to belong in the category at all (but I may  just have missed the whole point of it, of course :-). Most of the posts in 1.1.5 have also been coded under more specific labels, such as

1.1.1.5.1 (rule breaking);

1.1.1.5.3 (respect for authority);

1.1.6.1 (Child abuse & mistreatment);

1.4.0 (originality & use of stereotypes);

1.4.3 (Portrayals of males/females/gays);

3.2.2 (relationship with Muggle world);

3.2.6 (Class system, racism & bigotry).

Does the more specific category make their coding under 1.1.5 redundant, or do we want to adopt the system 'general'+'specific'?
Debbie:

No more equality and fairness. That's right, for those of you who don't think I wield a sharp enough axe, I'm proposing to delete an entire category, 1.1.5 Equality and Fairness (was 115, now 100 and shrinking rapidly) and perhaps its subcategory 1.1.5.1 Inequality, Bullying and Discrimination (was 215, now 179 and shrinking even more rapidly).

First, every Equality and Fairness post, and every Inequality post is (or should be) also coded to other categories where they fit much better, such as 1.1.2.1, Following/Breaking Rules, or 3.2.6, Class System, Racism and Bigotry. Coding something to Equality (or 
Inequality, if you can figure out which posts go where), doesn't really add anything. Besides, no one is claiming that the WW is, or should be fair. ;-)

Second, bullying and discrimination should be split into different subcategories, as they really aren't related. Bullying seems to fit better with 1.1.7 Parenting and Child Development than with discrimination and perhaps could be made a subset of that category.

Finally, I know there is a difference between 1.1.5.1 discrimination (as a theme of the books) and 3.2.6 racism and bigotry (in the WW). However, in practice it's very hard to decide what goes where; many posts touch on both. So we might want to consider merging the two. I hesitate to recommend eliminating discrimination as a metatheme 
category. If 1.1.5.1 and 3.2.6 were easy to distinguish, I wouldn't even suggest it, and it's just as easy for me to keep the category. 

So what does everyone think?

Debbie
noting that an astonishing 75 posts from a single thread ("Fred and George: The Bullies You Do Know" and its progeny) survived the first cut, and also noting that that we rejected over 200 posts from the same thread, a solid 2/3 plus rejection rate
Carolyn:

Cor, if some of the listies-who-must-not-be-named could see this Elf in action! Oooh, wouldn't there be complaints..tee hee. So, what this boils down to is splitting 1.1.5 between either 1.1.7.1 (Child abuse/mistreatment) - that's for the bullying stuff, or 3.2.6 (Racism & bigotry) - for the discrimination stuff? I have actually said several times that 3.2.6 poses some problems in overlap, so I am glad to see this happen. However... should we now move 3.2.6 up into metathemes, because it is such a major theme? DOUG - Oy! I know you are working on sections 3.1. - 3.2.6, have you got this far yet, what do you think?

Debbie - when you have moved these posts out, tell me and I will delete the section.
Debbie:

Yes, except that I'd put the bullying stuff in a separate subcategory (primarily because I've already reviewed those posts, but have been avoiding Child abuse like the plague). When the forest has been properly thinned we can decide whether to merge them. 

I'm now finished with Equality and Fairness. Not having heard any objections, I've done the following:

1.1.5 Equality and Fairness (was 115, will be 0)
I've moved the 10-15 posts that needed recoding, and the category (1.1.5.) can be eliminated.

1.1.5.1 Inequality, Bullying and Discrimination (was 216, now 77) I've removed all of the discrimination posts, plus assorted repetition and irrelevancies. A few were recoded to 3.2.6. (Class System, Racism and Bigotry) but most of the posts were already coded 
there. This leaves 77 bullying posts. As I mentioned above, I recommend that they be moved into their own subset under Parenting and Child Development, rather than being merged into Child abuse/Mistreatment for now.

I agree with moving 3.2.6 Class System, Racism and Bigotry to Metathemes. It could be plonked right into the gap left by the elimination of Equality and Fairness. However, I'd tweak the title slightly to say Class System, Bigotry and Prejudice. 

As it's the last subcategory under 3.2, and it contains 406 posts (including 9 posts I moved here from 1.1.5. and 1.1.5.1.), I'd be willing to bet that he hasn't gotten to it yet.
Carolyn:

Temporary category created called - 1.1.7.3 Bullying

Hope that was what you intended. I have left 1.1.5 until you have finished with it - tell me when you are done and I will remove it.
I never heard back from Doug, so I think we can assume he hasn't got there yet <g>. Therefore, arbitrary decision taken to move 3.2.6 up to metathemes. It will be re-numbered 1.1.10 temporarily until you have actually finished moving stuff out of Equality & Fairness, then, when I delete that section, I could move it up in the list.
Carolyn:
Debbie, I read your note slightly more carefully and checked what was currently in those sections, and as a result:
-moved the old section 1.1.5.1 Inequality, bullying and discrimination in its entireity to be new subsection 1.1.7.3 (77posts)and shortened its title to 'Bullying'
-renumbered old section 3.2.6 to be new 1.1.5 Class system, bigotry and prejudice (still to be sorted out)
- but left old section 1.1.5 (equality & fairness) as a subset of new 1.1.5 (and temporarily numbered it 1.1.5.1) because it still had 85 posts in it. According to your note, they are all due to be moved elsewhere, and then I can delete this for good.
Debbie:

Equality and Fairness is now empty and can be deleted.

C - now done.
Debbie:

I've finished 1.1.5 (Class system, bigotry & prejudice). It has been nicely slimmed from 406 to 246 posts. As reduced, this category is only for posts discussing class/race/prejudice *themes or undertones* in the books. It is NOT for posts discussing whether particular characters are prejudiced, whether house elves are 
enslaved, etc.
*******
1.1.6 Death and Immortality (261 down to 105)
1.1.6.1 Graveyards and Burial Practices (20 down to 15)

Jen:

The definition stated this category is not for Voldemort's immortality, but the WW at large, and I think we should keep it that way. HBP will bring a slew of posts dealing with souls which will probably go here or we'll need a new category when the time comes. 
So I uncoded posts in the first category that were primarily about the graveyard scene, MD and Voldemort's immortality/agenda.

Carolyn, there was a long thread or several threads of MD posts I axed which were also coded to: Dumbledore's agenda, LV/Tom Riddle, and MD. I don't know if you are considering a category under Voldemort for Immortality, but there must have been at least 40-50 posts dealing with his attempts to gain a body back and what 
transformations he went through to become immortal.

Another sequence of posts I uncoded were death predictions. Those are better coded in predictions or, if regarding how a certain death will fit into the story, plot development.

As for graveyards/burial practices, not many posts yet but those are coming with DD's funeral and the still unverified (?) comment by Cuaron about the graveyard in POA movie.
*********
1.1.7 Parenting & Child development
Debbie:

At last! I've finished Parenting & Child Development and its subsets maturity/immaturity and child abuse/mistreatment. I cut out over half the posts, leaving the ones that discuss the topic from a thematic (e.g., Harry's deficient father figures) or clinical viewpoint, draw parallels between different family groupings (e.g., Malfoys vs. Dursleys), or otherwise do more than discuss whether a character is abused/immature/a good parent.
*****
Preliminary results for 1.1.8 Bravery/courage (Laurasia)

I've looked at the first 40 posts in this category. Of them, I only found 3 that I thought were mis-categorized. Two of these dealt with PTSD and I felt should have been placed under 1.4.8 Psychological assessments (but were probably placed in 1.1.7 before the creation of that category), and one was a blatant Me Too post that should have been rejected. In addition to those three, seven other posts were ones that I may not have immediately placed in this category in and of themselves, but were part of a thread that did belong there. 
Carolyn:

This is a first half report - 1.1.8.1 Cowardice/fear yet to come. The main issue about this section is that there are virtually no posts on general bravery/courage. Virtually the whole section is about examples of courage from one character or another.

All of these posts are cross-coded to their relevant characters, and are often good in-depth ones from Elkins etc. So, the question is, do I leave them cross-coded to here as well as to their own character section? The major characters addressed are Neville, Peter, Harry, 
Ron,Hermione, Sirius, Snape, Draco and Lupin. Not sure I am advocating sub-sections within this code, so any thoughts? There is some mis-coding which should be under morality to be weeded out.
Kathy:

Actually, I think that once upon a time, we coded everything that was mentioned in a post. Remember those days of wild abandon? We also started creating headings for things that seemed to be mentioned a lot. Now that we're reviewing these, some of the headings are proving less useful than anticipated.

Do away with it. Or rather, does Bravery/Courage stand alone as a topic to look up? I would have thought we would see posts about JKR's opinion of courage and ambition, etc, etc. Of course everything I recall happens on the list after OoP. If it does stand alone, I'd vote for cross-coding if you think it's justified.
Carolyn:

Basically, if I remove all the character examples from this category, it will cease to exist. Is that what people want? I suppose it is interesting to see what people thought were examples of bravery and courage in the books. However, once I have done cowardice, I 
suspect that I will want to amalgamate the two, as everything is more or less cross-coded to both.
********
1.1.9 Ambition
Carolyn:

I'm dealing with a long thread on power - originating with a post of Melody's examining whether 'seeking' things is good or bad in the Potterverse. So far, I am putting it under the ambition code, and thinking of changing that code to read 'power & ambition', though they are not quite the same thing.The thread also diverges from time to time into what it is that Voldemort wants, but also into what Harry's role is (a seeker).
Jen:

Jen: Scrolling through the first section in the catalogue, several categories combine similar ideas like "friendship/loyalty" and "equality/fairness". They aren't exactly synonymous but have enough overlap to fit together. In short, I'd say power & ambition are close enough to live together in a category.

As for Harry being a seeker, do we need a category for Harry's agenda?!? Nah, mostly kidding, mainly because we've coded too many posts to go there now. I think JKR is writing Harry's ambition or goal as bravery/courage since she stresses that so often. Would the posts fit in that category? If not, you can't just code to Harry or Anne will pitch a fit. :)
Ginger:

I'm coding part of that thread too.  I decided how it should be coded by the tried and true method of looking up another post in the thread and finding how someone else coded it.  Ambition worked for me.  Once I saw you had coded it there, I thought "oh, that makes sense" and went on my merry way. I'm not sure about changing the name as power encompasses so many things.   I have coded several posts in that thread to other things as well, depending on the content of each post.  My end of the thread got into responsibility and choices as well, as in how Harry seeks his power for the good of others rather than his own ambition. Just my take on it, Ginger
Jen:

1.1.9 Ambition 
Starting: 98
Ending: 64

Most of the posts cut only mentioned the word ambition, most often in relation to Percy or the Slytherins, but the posts were really about other topics.
********
1.2.1 Academic books & articles about Harry Potter/Talisman
I have finished reviewing 1.2.1 and find, well, a mixed bag. There are certainly posts that can be tanked, and others that only say "I hate Lit. Crit.," and to the extent that they say anything else, belong elsewhere. There are 3 or 4 that attempt to analyze some aspect of the series from a Freudian/Lacanian or Jungian perspective, and the rest are either reviews about, or lengthy quotes from, books and articles that attempt to explain or evaluate the series.

All in all, I propose leaving the definition as it is with the exception of adding "& Articles" since people like the moronic Harold Bloom didn't write books. So, if all agree, reviews and references to books and articles about HP, and readings explicitly drawn from a defined critical perspective will lie entombed forever in this spot.

I considered whether I should axe the posts that merely quote other critics, but decided--pending group opinion--to leave them as they point to material that readers may want to chase down. 

1.2.2 What Genre/ (old 4.1.1) - Talisman:
All seems in good shape. Added 4.1.2. once.

Definition: posts that query whether HP is Sci Fi or Fantasy, Classic or flash in the pan, etc. 

1.2.2 What Genre? (was merged with old 1.3.1.1 Constraints due to Genre) - Talisman

Pretty straightforward and only a few chops/modifications.

Defined as exploring genre constraints and that is what posts explored (mostly): what is allowable in Fiction /Fantasy/ Sci Fi/ Children's Lit.

The last is the only question provoking aspect. I added code 4.1.2. where the writer was arguing pro/con kiddie lit; but, did not if they just discussed parameters under the assumption that HP series is one or the other. We'd just have to code everything there, as 

falling to one side or the other, if we're assigning assumptions. Opinions? 

Sean:

Likewise I expect the kiddie lit argument itself to get bigger. I agree if the argument is specifically kiddie lit. to code, but using the argument to talk generally doesn't merit it.

Carolyn: 
…. wonders whether 1.2.2 should be merged with 1.3.1.1 ??

Talisman: 

> Aw, what the heck. Good idea, I agree. 

We've all moved on, but just to follow up on your hanging comment:

The first few are a bit dodgy. Penny referencing an article that likens HP to King Lear (how's that for adult?), others chiming in on why they, as adults, like HP. I wouldn't keep anything like that of current vintage, but these are from early days and reference the naissance of HPfGUs, I kept some for nostalgic/archeological reasons. I don't let it go on for long.  I think I hacked about a third of the 1.3.1.1. posts, before the merge.

1.2.2.1. Adult/Child Lit. (was 4.1.2) Talisman

I'm axing 100 of the 297 in this category. Lots of nothing new, nothing at all, mere agreement, and OT. Kept some posts that were really not all that fresh but were at least carefully argued, maybe entertaining (rare), or closely tied to arguments in other categories that were useful. (E.g. better about genre, but closely tied to older ideas about age appropriateness.) Kept some posts that were mostly regurgitations of topic-appropriate articles critiquing the HP series because I think someone who actually wants to research this issue will find these references helpful.

Going forward, I would say: only code posts here if they provided a useful link/reference or a justified argument (for defining a target audience) drawing from a persuasive source, be it canon, critical technique, external references, etc. There should be something 

clearly beyond the poster's bald statement, personal feelings/morals, or experiences with local children. Even when an opinion is based on canon, let's shoot for insightful and interesting use of canon. Not just "If DD betrays Hermione's trust the children will never do their homework again, blah, blah, blah."
Carolyn:

... did you include 1.2.2.2 NY Times Bestseller List when you did the Lit analyis section? I am almost sure you did, but can find no note of it.

 

T: I found notes indicating that I did indeed review/weed-out the NY Times category. 

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

1.2.3 Literary sources & influences (Debbie)
-Many of the posts (including some of the best) are technically comparisons, containing no suggestion that JKR was influenced by the work in question. Don't know if the title can or should be amended to reflect this ("Literary Sources, Influences and Comparisons").

C: This is fair comment, I'll make this amendment to the title.

-I generally deleted the code from posts that did not either suggest the work (or genre) as a source or make a substantive comparison (e.g., posts that said simply "JKR borrowed elements of [insert mythology/fantasy/etc]")

C: The key word is 'substantive' - I think this is the same in all the categories. It's only when you see a whole series of posts together that you can make this judgement.

-To what extent should this section overlap with What genre? (Very pleased that What genre? has been moved to this section.) A reader looking for posts on, e.g., how well HP fits a detective novel pattern would likely look under "detective novels," but it seems that the "Detective Novels" category was made for these comparisons so I've left posts with detailed comparison of JKR with specific genre rules in both categories.

C:  I'd personally like to see the posts pushed down into as specific a category as possible - so I could easily read all the Agatha Christie comparisons in one place, for instance. I suppose the extent to which a post defies easy categorisation under these heads, then it is a candidate for the more general 'What genre?' heading.

-There are numerous works that could be coded to more than one category (e.g., fairy tales and children's fantasy lit). The actual coding was a bit arbitrary, especially between fantasy lit and children's lit. It might make the decisions easier if we made Children's Classics disappear altogether. We could move the children's fantasy to Fantasy Lit, move the children's classics (Little Women, Anne of Green Gables, etc.) to classic lit and kick

any leftovers to the general category, or to What genre/Are these kids' books.

C: I dunno. This is the essence of the NY Times bestseller list argument, isn't it? That you can't distinguish - the book either sells or it doesn't, and over time either drops into oblivion, or is seen as capturing eternal truths. I dither - re your examples below. I am more comfortable with Lewis Carroll or Pooh as classics, than Roald Dahl or Oz. I would be very seriously annoyed to find the dreadful Diana Wynne Jones anywhere near Virginia Woolf under the W's...  What do others think?

Debbie:

Do not fear. Diana Wynne Jones can be tucked into fantasy. So can Dahl and Oz, if need be. If fantasy gets too crowded we can give the biggest contributor(s) its own subheading. Lewis Carroll is indeed classic in my book, but is only a handful of posts. The fairy tales could go to myth/legends, where the toad-as-sexual-symbol posts were stashed.

-I recommend that we amend the definitions to list works with substantial mentions so they are coded consistently to one place.

C: Agreed.

1.2.3 Main heading (32 posts, now 15)
-Thread on extent to which JKR drew on her own life experiences and ability to convincingly portray abuse and its effects; would like to move to Abuse, but none of them was coded there. Plus one post on the Mitfords as influencing JKR's writing.

-Aside from the above, what's left here are (non-fantasy) movie and TV show comparisons.

C: The abuse thread doesn't sound literary - I would re-code as you suggest.

1.2.3.1 Children's Classics (91/71)
-The fairy tales are here. So is Lewis Carroll, Oz, Roald Dahl and others that are arguably fantasy or legend. Let me know if I should move them.

C: See comments above.

1.2.3.2/3 (was1.6.2) CS Lewis – 
Jo (initial review):
Many days late (and even more dollars short), Jo stumbles in to report that out of the 87 posts presently coded to CS Lewis, I found  7 which IMO don't belong there at all. As in many of the other reviews, I've also found quite a few coded to this category which  don't actually discuss Lewis' work, but merely mention his name in passing.

Debbie:

Tolkien (136/112)/CS Lewis (88/78)
-Mostly straightforward except that Tolkien's name is misspelled in the catalogue and it's driving me crazy!

-The Very Long Thread comparing HP to LotR and Narnia contained many thoughtful comments on the loose grammar in the series. IIRC, these were axed from Narrative Style, which makes sense, but is there no longer a place for discussions of JKR's use of language? (I confess, I enjoyed reading what people think of JKR's grammar, since it irks

me enough to think it detracts from the quality of the series.)

C: Oops..I'll correct it. I'm no longer much of a fan, so I was careless there. 
1.2.3.4 Fantasy (63/75)/1.2.3.5 Science Fiction (64/62)/
-Though I'm sure SciFi purists would disagree, instead of having to assign specific works being compared to one or the other category, it might be easier to combine these two categories.

C: Barry, Sean - what do you think? I suspect you'd like to maintain the distinction, but there are not many posts. However, if Debbie is also proposing merging some children's classics into Fantasy, it becomes more important to keep the categories separate, IMO.

Boyd: I was once an avid reader of SciFi/Fantasy, as well, and have no issue combining. They are often impossible to effectively distinguish, since one man's technology is another man's magic.
Barry: As a Sci Fi purist I'd hate to see it disappear - however there are very, very few worthwhile influences/parallels between HP and the pure stuff. Be interesting if someone wrote a decent essay on comparisons between them though - or at least comparing HP to a specific SF classic, 'A Canticle for Leibowitz' say. And no, I'm not volunteering.

Debbie:

Very true. If you remove the Star Wars (and most of the posts concern its fantasy/hero's journey aspects, not anything to do with sci-fi), there's not a whole lot left, except some posts asserting that JKR's magical world doesn't meet sci-fi standards, and a couple of stray references to sci-fi authors. But I'll hold off doing anything for the time being. The category is not large, and would be easy to deal with later.

1.2.3.6 Detective fiction
Carolyn:Debbie - was 1.2.3.6 detective fiction reviewed?

Debbie:Yes.
1.2.3.7  (was 1.6.8) Classic plot themes – 
Carolyn (initial review)
My section turned out to have 54 posts. Of these, about 70% were on  what I expected - theories of archetypes like Joseph Campbell, and other analyses of the role of the hero, baddies etc in literature. However, there were a fair number of posts about what the end of the  Potter series should be about. Some maybe should be here in that they stayed on the theme of what classic endings should be and compared and contrasted with other books. Some were just predictions though, and should not be here.There were also some posts which belonged under the science fiction or fantasy headings rather than this one.
There were one or two that did mention classic themes, but the mention was so small that it probably did not justify being coded here.

Debbie:

Classic Plot Themes (56/47)
-The category now consists of specific discussions (not mere mentions) of recurring plot themes and devices, including the hero's journey, deus ex machina, the tragic hero, etc.

-Where a classic plot was described with examples, I deleted all literary source codes except this one unless the post separately contained substantive analysis of a particular work.

-Nicholas Flamel is not a legend. But apparently, this is a legend: "House Elves are too ugly and repulsive for anyone to have sex with except a big-time pervert. "

C: If you look at my initial review of this section, I thought the content was only 70% relevant. My main definition would be the Joseph Campbell-type stuff, archetypes and so on. Erm, I don't think he addressed the House-Elf question in detail...

1.2.3.8 Literary Classics (91/80)
1.2.3.9 Old Myths & Legends (136/92)
-I put all references to retellings of the King Arthur legend here, rather than in classic literature, because the myth predated the literature.

-Also need to decide whether legends regarding specific creatures, such as basilisks and phoenixes, belong here or under the specific beast category. I think they should go under the specific beast category instead of (rather than in addition to) here, but want a

second opinion before I delete this code. We could cut at least 20 more posts from this category.

C: I would agree, ie, beasts to beasts (!)

********

1.2.4 (initial) Report on Parameters set by JKR/Authorial Intent, (was 1.3.1):
 
Debbie:
There were 427 posts in this category, and I read the first 120.  The first 30 or so included a surprising number of posts I would have rejected, as they did little more than direct the reader to one or another JKR interview transcript.  There were also a couple of canon-free predictions.  A much greater number of the early posts were almost entirely about other issues (such as whether JKR has or would write a gay character, her treatment of women) that have their own headings.

 

It appears we got better at coding to the category, though.  By the 100th post, most all of them seemed to fit the category.  I stopped at 120, pending a final decision whether to go back and fix now. I use Authorial Intent only for posts that actually discuss what they believe JKR intended and why. And, it seems to make more sense applied to Big Themes rather than plot-based theories.

Carolyn:

I had intended this category in the strict lit crit sense, for posts attempting any kind of formal analysis of what JKR might or might not have intended (eg intentional fallacy, ambiguity, reader response, deconstruction etc etc). And as I've coded there have been a handful of posters who deal with the subject like this - Luke Caliburncy and Elkins come to mind, and although we have not got there yet, some of Nora's guff probably belongs here. Where I know the category comes unstuck is the difference between it and 'reader response/subversive readings', because the two are a continuum in theoretical analysis 

terms.

As a compromise, I am probably guilty of putting some of those 'would JKR write this' posts there - the kind of furious responses Naama puts up to ESE!Lupin, for instance. The rationale for this is that I am very conscious that few readers are experts in this area, and this isn't a lit crit list. It is not possible to over-satirise academic analysis (Fforde does a magnificent job), and what matters at the end of the day is making the arguments real and accessible to people. So, good, canon-based exchanges on what JKR *may* have intended on XYZ subject have crept in there. I would be the first to agree that the section could easily be pruned and made more precise.
Debbie:

Interim Report on 1.2.4, Parameters Set by JKR/Authorial Intent, and its two hangers-on, What Is Canon? and FAITH.

1.2.4 PARAMETERS SET BY JKR/AUTHORIAL INTENT (was 480, now 296 and 

shrinking):

This was a bloated, overstuffed category, enough to daunt any would-be searcher. I am deleting 1.2.4 for any post that is appropriately coded to other, more appropriate lit-crit categories, such as:

Foreshadowing, clues and misdirection (JKR put in those clues on purpose!)

Plot development (where is JKR going with this theme, why doesn't Harry ask questions?)

Character development (where is JKR taking this character; is it believable)

Effect of POV narration (e.g, JKR is painting a biased view of 

Character X because story is told from Harry's POV)

Adult or children's books

Portrayal of males/females/gays (e.g., JKR would/wouldn't write a gay character, is/should JKR create a PC world)

Differences between editions (JKR's point lost in translation)

Sex in the WW (JKR avoidance of sex)

I'm not done with this shifting, as I considered what to do while reading the first 200 posts or so.

Then there are the metatheme posts (what did she intend with the House Elf subplot, what is her message re morality/rulebreaking/ambition, etc.). I think we should leave the 

metatheme ones with the theme and not in Authorial Intent. If searchers wants to know what JKR intended on some issue, they will search the issue, not here.

Another collection of posts shade into Reader Response/Subversive Readings (Are our theories outside the scope of JKR's intent; reading subtext, does JKR adequately convey her intent, etc.). My inclination is to put them into a renamed Authorial Intent/Reader 

Response/Subversive Readings category (most are already coded there, so it would not be a significant increase in number of posts). Thoughts?

Carolyn: 

It seems a reasonable decision to merge these two categories. As I said in earlier posts, they are part of a continuum anyway, so I would support this.
Debbie:

That leaves the following categories of posts that don't have a clear other home:

JKR's writing process (fan influences on her writing)

Use of language, sloppiness (including a short but very good thread on her use of distinctive speech patterns for different characters). These include the grammar posts I commented on the other day. I'd like to find a home for these posts, but don't think there is one.

Talisman, waxing lyrical as usual, declaims:

Grammar, capitalization and punctuation are PURE aspects of Narrative Style. They belong under that heading as no other, without qualification. Word choice is an essential part of an individual author's style. Do they have a jingoistic fervor for the stolid Anglo-Saxon, as Orwell did? Or, do they embrace the affectations of the upstart Norman tongue? How about the systematically sultry southern sibilance of William Faulkner? You sneeze at Capitalization? Can You Say Emily Dickinson? How about e.e.cummings?

And punctuation? Compare Rowling's complex sentences, rife with subordinate clauses, with Hemingway's staccato punctuation. This is the very core of narrative style. Imagery, meter, pattern, sound, use of trope, etc. are in there too, but grammar, capitalization, and punctuation are ground zero.

Please, let us put all those good things right back where they belong. (acknowledging that I haven't read the posts, and maybe they are just so bad that they aren't recognizable as being pertinent to the topic.?)

Carolyn:

OK OK, I agree! (Ahem - see my original definition to Barry as what Narrative style is really all about). It's just that a lot of these posts are not about anything so exciting, but instead whinging about how she doesn't adhere to whatever the writer thinks is 'good' 

English. Suggest a new sub-category under Narrative Style, called 1.2.6.8 Grammar, capitalisation & punctuation to capture them. The speech patterns thread is, IMO, not the same thing at all, and as I said, we already have three categories for handling this type of 

analysis (4.1.1/4.1.1.1/4.1.1.2) which Jo is reviewing. If you like, those sections could also be moved up into narrative style from section 4.

As for fan influences on her writing - suggest we fudge this slightly and include it in the merged authorial intent/subversive readings category.

Debbie:

Do you mean Pronunciation?  Or Differences between Editions?  I had conceived those as capturing something entirely different, and more narrow.  I see that 4.1.1.2 references speech patterns; I guess the problem is that it's misplaced in pronunciation and it would be better moved to Narrative Style.  I think we could move Differences Between Editions up, too (though speech patterns should move up separately, not as a subset) since the translation posts are largely about how badly translators have obscured her narrative style).  

However, neither "speech patterns" nor a new "grammar, capitalization and punctuation" section will capture word choice or sentence structure in the narrative outside of characters' direct speech.  How about if I just keep track of those posts until we find them a home?
Carolyn:

Looking at these headings more closely, I think that only 4.1.2.1 (Capitalisation, Punctuation) has anything to do with my proposed new category.
4.1.1 Pronunciation tends to be about how to say Hermione, or whether or not Voldemort has a silent 't', etc. I don't know that this has anything to do with narrative style - surely it is more fandom than anything, with a bit of origin of names thrown in?

4.1.1.1/4.1.1.2 Character accents & dialogue/speech patterns, are a bit more interesting, and throw light on what kind of characters JKR might be envisaging. Lots of useful questions from non-Brits being answered by Brits. I could see these going into the 1.2.10 

Characterisation section perhaps (?)

4.1.2 Differences between editions is all about the changes between the UK and other editions/translations. I don't know that it is really about JKR's narrative style, more about publishing decisions, surely? 4.1.2.2 Illustrations is even more specifically about the 

different covers and internal illustrations.

Debbie:

There are also some, but not many, posts discussing JKR's rules of magic and whether they work (the Parameters Set by JKR portion of the category). Dot suggested with respect to a similar batch of posts (actually, they're probably the same ones).

Dot:

They don't really discuss rules or ethics, it's more about the practical limitations on what is and isn't possible. I'll have a think, but they may just end up in General Properties and Types of Magic, possibly cross-coded to 1.2.4 Parameters set by JKR. Unless, of course, I find some more in Gen. Prop. Types Magic (there are already a handful of posts) in which case I may end up advocating a  new category... I'll come back to it.

Debbie:

I'm with you on the new category. The posts discussing the parameters set by JKR on WW magic, i.e., the rules of magic and whether they work, seem very different from the other posts I want to leave here. They are a distinct breed from the rest of the content.

Carolyn:

I don't mind a new category, but feel it belongs in the WW section, under 3.8 Magic. Shall we just call it 'JKR's rules for magic' ??

Debbie:

To make sure that posts going in (1.2.4) are likely to stay, here's my definition:

For general discussions of reader response to the books, including subversion, subtext, limits on speculation, relationship of fanfic to text interpretation, and approaches to interpretation/discerning authorial intent.

If the post discusses JKR's intent with respect to a specific theme (e.g., morality, rulebreaking, portrayal of females, etc.), or reader responses to specific characters I have taken it out of 1.2.4.

I have moved discussions of JKR's use of language to Narrative Style (but not the grammar ones, which are in its own subcategory) except for the speech patterns ones, which I have coded to Speech Patterns and which IMO should be moved into Characterisation (or Narrative Syle, maybe).

1.2.4.1 WHAT IS CANON? (was 98, now 66)
Very easy category. Posts here should be responsive to the question. Posts discussing when an interpretation strays too far from canon, or how fanfic taints (or assists) one's interpretation of canon, belong in Reader Response/Subversive Readings. (I am one 

of the guilty ones; I coded an entire thread to both categories and have now paid the price.)

1.2.4.2 FAITH (12/12)
We're not coding every mention of FAITH, are we? I did not delete anything because FAITH seems to have been cited primarily for Neville theories, and the 2 brief mentions were in Neville posts. I may revisit this; the FAITH reference doesn't exactly jump out of  the Memory Charm Symposium posts.

Carolyn:

No, we shouldn't code every mention. The purpose of this section is just so people can see the development of the Faith concept, and how she evolves through the TBays.

Debbie:

Careful mathematicians will have noticed that the numbers add up to about 590 posts, while the database claims there are 1088 posts. Do I assume correctly that the other 498 posts are in 1.2.5 Reader Response/Subversive Readings and its associated acronyms (which I can't find in the database)? They do add up to about this number. 

I suspect I've read a lot of these posts already. There are 2 distinct types: posts that discuss this as a concept and examples, in which posters acknowledge that their reading is likely subversive. Shall I ax the examples? Or keep them in a subcategory? It would be a handy little reference for some of the more outlandish theories to have graced the list.

Carolyn:

You are right Debbie, the section got split in two at the last sort out. Sorry, I thought I had tidied up the dbase, but obviously missed this one. The subversive section as it currently exists runs from 1.2.5 through 1.2.5.7, however, it contains one or two acronyms which Laurasia dealt with because at that point they were part of an anagrams & acronyms section within symbolism (for some reason which now escapes me). There are currently 534 posts within this whole section as it is currently structured.

As I understand what you are saying, most of the posts currently under 1.2.4 Authorial intent are also cross-coded to 1.2.5 Reader response? If we go along with the merge plan, I can do that automatically for you, saving you a lot of fiddly work. Merging one 

category into another only affects the two categories concerned, and does not affect the other coding on the posts.

I dither over the examples..not so sure they are so distinct from discussion of subversion as a concept. But, OTOH, we don't want great chunks of theories or character discussions to sit here, cluttering up the section.

Debbie:

I will chop judiciously, and keep track of the examples I keep.  I'll also generally keep an eye out for subcategory possibilities if this category becomes too large of a hodgepodge.  And I'll try to write some clear definitions for all of these categories, now that I'm totally immersed.
Carolyn:

Now merged - you have 589 posts in the new combined category, which is now called 'Authorial intent, reader response & subversive readings'. Please note this means we have now lost a section (1.2.5). I won't renumber yet because I want to see what happens to timelines, and also these other changes we are discussing from section 4.
Debbie:

I'm finally finished with 1.2.4, Authorial Intent, Reader Response & Subversive Readings and all of its subcategories. 

 

1.2.4 has been reduced from 588 (plus about 15 posts that Carolyn and/or Sean sneaked into the category after I started chopping, plus the posts I axed from Authorial Intent before the merge) to 280 - more than 50%.  The good news is that I cut nothing from the last 20 or so, meaning that the late add-ons really did belong here.

 

Only subcategory worth a mention is 1.2.4.4. ESE!  I cut it down from 94 to 84, but the real problem with this category is not that it's too fat; it's too lean.  Lots of ESE Lupin, but Pippin's original post is missing.  Likewise Elkins' Minerva McGonagall Is Ever So Evil.  In fact, a high percentage of the posts are defenses which begin with "so many posters are claiming that [name any character] will turn out to be evil."  Yet the actual accusations are not there.  How do we fix this?  Should we try?  The category looks oddly incomplete.
Potioncat:
In looking at the ESE code 1.2.4.4, I saw there are 100 posts.(Fudge and Bagman were the two who jumped out at me.) I think if each of those characters had their own ESE code, 1.2.4.4 would go away and it would be a better use of ESE for those looking for a particular character. Some characters who are here may not even need an ESE code 

at all. 

It would work OK if we all just uncoded 1.2.4.4 as we went along and if we asked for an ESE code for our character if needed. Then when all was said and done, there would be just be a few left for someone to sweep up. 

Carolyn:

Should we be putting the actual ESE! theories here? I have got Pippin's first post under ESE!Lupin (and indeed, many precursors to it - she had her teeth into him from waaaaaay back). Similarly we have ESE!McGonagall. It could get very big. Perhaps we should reserve it for the idea of suggesting various characters are ESE!, ie a subset of subversion. Or, simply have only one post there - the one that coined it (does 

that exist?)

Debbie:

I did review 1.2.4.4. back when I was doing Authorial Intent/Subversive Readings. I'm at work so I can't check right now, but I believe I concluded that the best use of the category was to code the initial ESE! posts for each allegedly ESE! character so we'd have them in one place. Unlike Lupin, most of them don't have their own subcategory, so it made sense to capture all the ESE! allegations someplace. But follow-up posts and rebuttals shouldn't be coded there.
Carolyn:
I checked our definitions files, and this was your comment when you had done, followed by my response (see above). Basically, we didn't make a final decision. I would still prefer not to put the actual ESE! theories here, but leave them under an ESE! heading with the character.

Potioncat nods:

I think ESE headings under characters would make a lot of sense. If the posts are pretty much like the ones I've seen for ESE!McG. I would think if there are only one or two for a character, or if the poster wasn't really serious they could just go into the character's heading without a special code of their own. Are there any posts about the process of determining ESE in general? Would it merit its own ESE code or would it fit under one of the Lit Crit categories?

Debbie:
This would be my preference (I see from what Carolyn quoted I have a few selective memory problems), but some of the subcodes would only have 1-2 posts in them, which is why I thought it might be nice to collect all of the ESE! accusations in one place. I think it would be nice to know the universe of people against whom accusations have been leveled.
IIRC there were no posts that I found defining what it means to be ESE, so if we don't use it to capture the original accusations, it will probably end up being empty. I think people were saying Ever So Evil and it just gradually got shortened. I believe that there may be a little bit of ESE in the Reader Response category.
Carolyn:
Debbie - was 1.2.4.4 ESE! reviewed?

Debbie:
This was reviewed, but I had some questions about it. I think the issue was whether we could (or should) capture all the characters that have been accused of Evilness. I see it still has 94 posts; I'll take another look.
(later) This is finished (was 93, now 51). This category is now basically for ESE! accusations (the more subversive the better). Many of the posts are quite funny -- no one and nothing is exempt, not even the Sorting Hat. I'm not convinced we've captured all of the 
characters who have been accused of being ESE! but there's a wide 
cross-section.I uncoded the defenses, which generally are less interesting (or at 
least less amusing) and they could've overwhelmed the category if they were included. People will have to find them under the character code.
*******
[1.2.5 Reader Response/Subversive Intent] subsequently eliminated/merged with 1.2.4
Jen: 
I would like to get consensus on how to interpret some of the more ambiguous categories. Like mine for Reader response/subversive reading. In my mind this category is for things like arguing over the canon interpretation of ESE!Lupin or wondering if there are clues for Draco's redemption. Theories that try to prove that certain canon examples are not as they seem, or are leading the reader to false conclusions. How do other people view this category?

Talisman:

I would prefer to eliminate this category. I think we all know that a subversive reading is one that deliberately subverts the author's intent, as opposed to a perceptive reading that recognizes the author's subversive message. Throw in merely bad readings, and you've got the potential for every reading to be considered subversive/reader-response in someone else's eyes. I don't like the idea that some readings end up under this discredited heading merely because the coder disagrees with the theory.

Technically, subversive readings require intent, and reader-response is a process, not a theory, which falls along a continuum depending on the theory employing it. What they have in common is the idea that the reader, not the author, is generating the meaning of the text. Sorting to this category allows the coder to be the arbiter of what Rowling means, and to opine that the poster is not true to that meaning.

If this category is employed at all I think it should be limited to posts where the authors present their ideas as intentionally subversive or as having been generated using a reader-response process. (There was one poster who essentialy used to do this. Was

it linlou?)

Jen: Perish the thought! Nobody in this esteemed establishment is guilty of choosing personal preference over critical thinking skills ;). But seriously, here's the definition we're working with: "What are the limits of allowable reader interpretation of JKR's writings?"

I'm wondering if the "Reader Response" aspect needs to be removed or made as a category by itself. In my limited review of the "reader response/subversive reading" category, many posts discuss why HP is so popular and what aspects of HP in particular make the series unique. These I would be more inclined to put in plot development, 

narrative style, humour or character development, depending on the post (and many are already coded as such, in addition to Reader Response.

And as for subversive readings, well it is subjective like Talisman said. Many people see no canon whatsoever for Redeemed!Draco and others can read the exact same canon and see quite a few reasons why this might be true. Which reading is subversive? Aack, frustrating. Of the 377 posts in this catergory so far, a fair few discuss whether fanfic or certain SHIPS are subversive readings. These posts will be better served in the SHIP category, authorial intent, perhaps the canon category, depending. Rejected as fanfic if no canon discussion. 

Possibly we could do without the category, or prune the posts in it. The problem is the range of posts which can conceivably fall under it. Right now it looks more like a dumping ground for every possible reader response to any part of canon. What we need is a more narrow definition. It will be difficult to limit it to posts defining themselves as subversive, though. Authors who believe their interpretations are a solution to a mystery don't consider their reading subversive! And why should they? It could be correct. 

Debbie:

Or for threads discussing reader response and subversive readings as a concept. 

Jen: Yes, I've run across several threads about this topic and they seem to be around the time TBAY is taking off, perhaps even a response to TBAY.

Carolyn:

Debbie's reading is closest to my original thought about this category, though Talisman nails what the actual problem is. There is a magnificent series of definitive posts from Elkins on the subject of when is a reading subversive. Frankly, not a lot else needs to be 

said, IMO. Her thesis - that nothing is subversive until the fat lady sings - is not original to Elkins, of course, but she does a great job of applying it to the Potterverse.

So, I would be reluctant to lose this category, but I could live with it being merged with Authorial Intent, and stripped of anything that didn't focus on what the nature of subversion was. We could lose all the posts that are simply exercising their right to play with so-called subversive ideas, because they can be easily coded elsewhere, 

eg to a character, a theory acronym or whatever.

The section should certainly not be used for posts about why the HP series is so popular! I have, however, used it sometimes for well-written whinges about why people *don't* like some aspect of HP, or HP fandom - eg that they don't like to see subversive theories 

discussed, or that they think some other types of theory are really good. I would not include the theories themselves here, ever.
*********

1.2.6 Narrative style (Barry)
Just getting into this one. So far the posts aren't so much about narrative style as such - more general critiques, recapping, plot holes, resolution devices etc. and comments on reviews of the books in newspapers, mags and the like.

Unfortunately except for the Header category there's nowhere else for them to go. Personally I don't think it really matters, but since the vast majority of the material is not about style it might be easier to relabel the category rather than try to devise further sub-groupings that will probably never be truly distinct anyway. Something like 'General comments and reviews on books' might be appropriate.

(later) A grumpy Kneasy stomps into the office. He's been growing progressively pissed off reviewing 'Narrative style'  and growing ever more convinced that there is no such thing *in isolation*. And if it can't exist on its own merits why have it as a separate category? Why not let all the associated categories (see below) discuss aspects of 'Narrative style' as it refers to their more specific analysis? 'Cos there's damn few posts under this heading that isn't also coded under something more relevant.

Try discussing Narrative style in reference to HP without the inclusion 

of: Characterisation; Genre; Authorial intent; Character POV; Stereotyping etc.

You end up with a couple of posts complaining about the use of adjectives.T'aint real. And if it ain't real why have it? Kneasy strongly suspects that it's one of these arty-farty litcritter phrases that means bugger all. And he's looked at 319 posts to back his contention.

Anne:

I always hated that category; I could never quite tell when it was called for and don't think I used it much. When I did, I felt guilty: damned if I ticked and damned if I didn't. I second Barry's motion to ax it.

Debbie:

And I support getting rid of narrative style, too. It's too vague to be useful and that coding to specific subcategories are much better,  even if we have to make something up for he GARBAGE SCOW

Carolyn:

Um...narrative style is really just about the way a story is told. It can be on various levels:

- who is telling the story (first person, second person, third person) and if it shifts about, what that means (if anything)

- the dialogue style and it's appropriateness to the character 

- the plot structure conventions 'demanded' by different forms of narrative type (novel genres, epics, tragedies, comedies, satires, poems etc)

- how the interaction of plot structure and narrative voice/style creates written effects; what works and what doesn't

It isn't about grammar, spelling or punctuation - or only in the sense of whether they are being used deliberately (or unconsciously) by an author, to create a certain effect. 
Since few people contributing to this board are lit academics, I am not surprised there is a mish mash to deal with in this section, and few posts purely on this kind of analysis, even if we wanted them. What to do?

By all means send them in the direction of the topics you've listed. Will this include the acronyms sitting in this section (REST, UNNECESSARY, GARBAGE SCOW, TOUCHE) ? If you look them up, they are all essentially about whether JKR's narrative style is any good. I've a hunch there are some posts associated with them which possibly 

justify a section for themselves, maybe not. 

Talisman - was there much under the lit crit head you just sorted out that could really belong under narrative style ? And what think you of merging narrative style (if there is anything left of it after Barry's finished), with eg plot development? It's not really the same thing..........just concerned we will get brickbats from some people 

who specialise in the area (thinks of justcarol67...).

Barry: That's pretty much what these posts coded to Ns *aren't* about, except those with a word to say on POV - which has it's own category anyway.There's maybe a dozen, probably not more than 20, that fit those parameters. Out of 300+. As I said, nearly all are variants on character portrayal, authorial intent, comparisons with Lewis and Tolkein, etc. etc. and codable elsewhere.

It rapidly became a meaningless exercise - so bad that after a while I just didn't care. Nearly all the posts still retain the coding because there was no sensible cut-off point given what had been coded to the category.

Carolyn:

It's ok - Paul can [remove the N code en masse]. If there are any that might be good to identify before he does...that 15-20 for instance that fitted the description, might be good to jot down their numbers, if you can remember which ones they were. Otherwise they will just turn up on the other codes they had.

Barry:

Fine. Most had multiple codes and so won't be lost. Of the posts that had Narrative style as sole code some have been recoded to other relevant categories and some junked because they didn't say anything new or about canon (complaints about critical 

reviews, etc.). The ones with Ns as sole code that IMO do fit your parameters: 23694, 24854, 25394, 30604, 32237, 34719, 40288, 40373 

Carolyn:

I took a look at these, and agree they are correctly coded, and really don't fit under other topics. Just to make sure they don't get lost when the existing code is taken out, I have temporarily created a new code: 1.3.3.6 New narrative style category under 1.3.3 Plot development, and re-coded them there. I have also made the acronyms that used to be attached to the old narrative category subsets of the new narrative category. The numbering and structure of all these sections will need a thorough sort out once we have agreed what goes under each heading.

Barry:

Finally cleared that Narrative style abomination. Started with 319 posts - ended with 8.

A 97.5% reduction. A new record, I think.

REST - 1 post (which doesn't define what REST is an acronym of).

UNNECESSARY - 2 posts

GARBAGESCOW - 11 posts

TOUCHE - 3 posts

**********

1.2.6.5 POV 
Barry:

Was 198, now 184 - those deleted mostly the result of authorial stereotyping cast as POV

Anne:

I wanted to check in the database if this subject (1.2.6.5) had been reviewed yet. Barry's name is there, so I assume he finished it. Anyway, I found this definition:

"This will mainly be about Harry's perspective and how that influencesour reaction to the text but other character's POV are also discussed.Don't forget to click the character as well."

I have amended the definition to make it "Don't forget to click the character as well in cases where it is NOT Harry Potter." Otherwise we have a great deal of redundancy as almost all POV posts are about Harry's POV, and I have been uncoding HP in these *unless* they also contain fresh character analysis of Harry. Which means I've been
uncoding most of them.



*********

1.2.6.6 Humour 
Barry:

- was 62, now 61

*********
1.2.6.7 Anagrams and other word games (was 1.5.9 - 1.5.9.3 ) 
Laurasia:
A few of the anagram posts were not about anagrams found in the HP series at all, rather posts saying 'Can someone make me an anagram for my theory?' I removed the code from these ones. Others were actually about Etymology so I swapped them over. Also, some of the posts coded to TAGS had only a tiny mention like 'P.S. TAGS does it again' at the very end. I removed the code from these. TAGS is an OT acronym anyway and I believe it should be removed entirely. But seeing as there are only three posts actually about it, I guess it won't hurt anyone.

Carolyn:
I have moved up the anagrams & acronyms section to 1.2.6 – it may not belong here. As I recall it is about two things – firstly JKR's love of word games: these posts belong in narrative style really; secondly – fans love of acronyms: these posts belong with

reader  response. [Laurasia please comment].

Laurasia:
In that category there were things that dealt with anagrams that people had found, anagrams of Voldemort in other languages and a few references to Perseus Evans. TAGS and TABOULI are to do with some fans' love of putting acronyms to their theories.

The category "Anagrams and Acronyms" itself contains no references to acronyms at all (only the next level). All the posts in that category could be moved closer to narrative style. And I agree that the TAGS and TABOULI posts would do much better in reader response. 

Barry:

1.2.6.7 Anagrams - 10 - unchanged. Surprising until I remembered that 

the great Droobles anagram frenzy came after OoP.

1.2.6.7.1 DARRIN - 0 posts.

********

1.2.6.8 Grammar, capitalisation & punctuation
Revived GRAMMAR argument (see Literary influences):

Carolyn:

Well, now, grammar. If it goes back anywhere near narrative style, I insist it has it's quarantined under its own sub-heading. Before we do, could we hear from Jo, who is tackling 4.1.2.1 Capitalisation, punctuation ? I think there is more of the same there.

Debbie:

This one could be broadened, I suppose, as I suggested in my other post.

Talisman:

As I mentioned a while back, I did write a rather long, almost finished, post regarding Narrative Style. I didn't post it because whatever was being said at the time, regarding cleaning up the category, seemed to be going along well.

But, I now feel that some clarifying discussion may be in order. In fine: Grammar, capitalization and punctuation are PURE aspects of Narrative Style. They belong under that heading as no other, without qualification.

Word choice is an essential part of an individual author's style. Do they have a jingoistic fervor for the stolid Anglo-Saxon, as Orwell did? Or, do they embrace the affectations of the upstart Norman tongue? How about the systematically sultry southern sibilance of William Faulkner?

You sneeze at Capitalization? Can You Say Emily Dickinson? How about e.e.cummings? 

And punctuation? Compare Rowling's complex sentences, rife with subordinate clauses, with Hemingway's staccato punctuation. This is the very core of narrative style. Imagery, meter, pattern, sound, use of trope, etc. are in there too, but grammar, capitalization, and punctuation are ground zero. 

Please, let us put all those good things right back where they belong. (acknowledging that I haven't read the posts, and maybe they are just so bad that they aren't recognizable as being pertinent to the topic.?)

Kelly:

If I remember correctly, there was some decent discussion in that thread regarding whether some of JKR's more liberal grammar uses detracted from the story. I agree, there should be a category for this debate.

Carolyn:
Debbie - we agreed a new section 1.2.6.8 Grammar, capitalisation & punctuation, but I am not clear if things were put into it, or if it  is still waiting to be populated.

Debbie:
I have populated it, though it's a bit thin.
Carolyn:

Debbie, re our discussion about the new category 1.2.6.8 Grammar, capitalisation and punctuation, I wondered if you should double check  what Jo had put into 4.1.2.1 capitalisation and punctuation in this section. There looks to be some potential overlap.

Debbie:
Done. Only one of 12 was deleted.
*******

1.2.7 Plot development (was 1.3.3)  -Barry

At start 591; now 426. Moderately brutal with this lot; "X will die" was not considered 

suitable for inclusion. But "X will die because..." or "X will die and the repercussions will be..." stood a pretty good chance of getting in.

The category has fuzzy edges - it gets so it's indistinguishable from Foreshadowing and clues, Authorial intent, Classic themes, Predictions and the two Agenda categories. It's sometimes a matter of judgement which one suits the post best, especially if the relevant bit is less than a paragraph. To get included in more than one of these categories 

there needed to be some meat on the bone.
Carolyn:  if you had to define what should go in Plot Development and what shouldn't, what are the guidelines?

Barry:

Mostly it's defined by what it isn't - with the other overlapping categories I mentioned it's much easier to decide what is applicable. Clues, foreshadowing, DD's agenda etc. are much easier to identify. What didn't fit comfortably in those but discussed things like plot 

arc, Jo's story construction (past and future) and the like got the plot development label.

*********
1.2.7.5 Bangs and ambushes (Barry) - was 76, now 70
************
1.2.7.6 Foreshadowing, clues and misdirection (Barry) - was 405, now 395

(Potioncat, initially):

I've reviewed 75 out of 291 posts assigned to foreshawdowing. 45 are in the right place. 30 did not seem to fit, but seemed to be predictions of readers rather than foreshadowing on JKR's part. A few posts could easily be rejected... Best line from the bunch...on characters who might join DD in his war against LV: I wouldn't want him (Aragog) in my army, no matterhow nasty my enemy is!

Barry:
Not much to tickle the fancy apart from a theory that Rita Skeeter is a bloke in drag (even does interviews in the closet) and an early post expressing confidence that JKR is not the sort of writer to kill her characters. Such touching naivety deserves nothing but the most 

traumatic disillusionment. Serve 'em right, says I.
Sean:

I've altered 1.2.7.6 (Foreshadowing, clues and misdirection) in the DefDB to read: "Suggestive plot elements; also apparent contradictions and mysteries."Hope that's ok with everyone; I found it necessary in the course of coding. Also War & Military Strategy was somehow given the same code, so I fixed that.
**********
1.2.7.7 War and military strategy (Carolyn/Barry) - was 39, now 25

(Carolyn, initially):

Well, I got off lightly on this one - only 39 posts.I thought at first this was going to be another section that had to be canned, but there turned out to be two interesting threads:

1) started by Cindy on the pros and cons of the people batting for the good side vs the bad side. Really, though, this turned into arguments about which characters were likely to go bad. It was all cross-coded to the main good vs evil heading, and perhaps it belongs there - not quite sure though; useful to have these kind of analyses pulled out separately.

2) superbly on-topic exchange between Grey Wolf, Pip and Pippin about the nature of the tactics to be used in the next war.

So, on balance, keep the category (cleaned up to around 25 posts) - and put it, as proposed, within the plot development section, as it gives plenty of pointers as to things that might happen. 
Barry, subsequently:
 I'm about half-way through this bunch - War and Military strategy -only 39 posts in the category, but I'm thinking that many don't deserve to be there. A mention of the forthcoming battle with Voldy or discussing who can't  be trusted to stay loyal doesn't gel with my idea of the category heading. Just what are the criteria for this one?

Carolyn: Oh, ok - I took a look at this section last week, but did not implement my comments because I thought best to wait and see what happened to the rest of the section. As you can see there was only one short thread which I thought was really on topic (the Grey Wolf, Pip one). The other major one could be left under Good & Evil if you 

like, don't feel that strongly about it.

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

1.2.8 - Back History; was 120, now 114 (Barry)
****************
1.2.8.1 - Godric's Hollow; was 481, now 443.
Most of the rejects contained either a non-significant passing reference, considerations about the Fidelius Charm (in isolation) or why Sirius was laughing when Peter pulled a fast one. It might be worth considering adding an extra category - The missing 24 hours - some of the posts concentrate on this and mention of GH itself is only marginal. I seem to recall that '24 hours' (in its own right) has generated a lot of posts in the last couple of years.

Note – new section added 1.2.8.2 Missing 24hrs
********
1.2.8.3 - Chamber of Secrets; was 35, now 34.
********
1.2.8.4 - Longbottom torture; was 53, now 50.
40871- Voldy possesses Neville after GH and Neville tortures his own parents. I do admire sick thinking like that.
*********
1.2.8.5 - About the OoP; was 35, now 26.
Note that 'the old crowd' is not the same as OoP - there is an overlap but they are not identical - so if the former was discussed with no reference to the latter the post got the old heave-ho.
*************
1.2.8.6 - About the DEs; was 181, now 159.
Posts intent solely on discussing any particular character as DE got junked - Snape (of course) plus a few Bagman.

KathySnow (initial review):

I started to review the Death Eater category code 2.10 (only) and after looking over the first 40 posts realized there was going to be a conflict. The majority of the posts dealt with the dark mark insignia, which 99% of the time will involve the death eaters as a

collective group. Now that's ok but being suspicious of the situation I looked at 3.9.4 the Dark Mark category and it has many of the same posts or ones that are very similar in nature. It's almost like there are two different categories representing the same ideas. My

suggestion would be to combine the Death Eater/Dark Mark into one category. The Dark Mark category however, is also used for the Morsmordre spell creating the symbolic dark mark, which I would suggest, moving to symbolism. Input please!

Talisman:

I'm not sure I would move the Morsmordre Spell to symbolism. <snip> I  think it is still primarily a spell, and one that has (apparently) exclusive DE meaning.

<snip>

Actually, I'd rather each topic have its own category (DE's/DarkMark/Morsmordre)

<snip>

The effect of combining the groups is that someone researching the Dark Mark has to wade through all DE-related posts, rather than pulling up the specific subgroup.
Snow:

True enough. I also thought of adding the Morsmordre to the spell list, which as you explain it, would be satisfactory for such posts. 

Carolyn:

We had a discussion a little while back about the two meanings for  the Dark Mark - the Morsmordre spell and the mark on the DE's arms, and we made a hasty passing judgement to leave the two under the same head for the time being (3.9.4). I think that the time has now come to separate out the two, so I will add a new code under 3.9 Dark Arts 

so you can sort them into one head or the other. I'm in agreement with Talisman that this should not go under symbolism, which is for more abstract notions. 

On the posts coded generally under DEs, but which in fact mainly refer to the dark mark insignia, I would de-check them from the 2.1 DE heading, and put them into one or the other of the dark mark heads within 3.9.

However, I think that will leave quite a lot of posts which discuss how Voldemort manages his DEs and their relationship to him which are not primarily about the dark mark. Should I create a sub-head under Voldemort for this? Please note, I have taken a minor executive decision, and will be reviewing 'Voldemort' alongside 'Voldemort's 

agenda', so easy to consider a new sub-head for DE-management during this process.

KathySnow:

One of the other idea's that was talked about under the Death Eater category was name origin. Here is an example:

<snip example>

Is it necessary to code to the subject matter when talking about the origin of a name? Posts discussing name origins often go off on a tangent or in this example make a brief reference to the subject matter.

Talisman:

I agree that this name origin example should not be coded to DE's. I don't think the brief reference is sufficiently substantive to put it there.

Carolyn:

I agree with Talisman. The quoted example had nothing to do  with DE's, and should only be coded to Sinistra - although even that is doubtful, if that was all there was to the post. On origins of names generally, I have tend to click 1.5.1 Etymology/origins of names plus the character concerned. I was vaguely thinking that someone might like to write a general review of name origin by browsing 1.5.1, and that it would be irritating to 

have to go through all the character codes to find the evidence. At the same time, it is useful to come across these posts if you are studying a particular character. So I think they should continue to be coded to both places.

Talisman:

I don't think there is any problem with one post being coded to DE's, Morsmordre, and the Dark Mark, if it actually pertains to all categories, which wouldn't be unlikely. There is going to be overlap in a cross-indexed catalogue. Actually, I'd rather each topic have its own category (DE's/Dark Mark/Morsmordre)

The problem would be if people were checking the DE category just because it's a DE spell, when the post is confined to discussion of a discrete topic, such as how the symbolism of the snake coming out of the mouth relates to parsletongue; how long the spell lasts; whether Muggles can see it; or other topics where any mention of either DE's or, in the later cases, the Dark Mark, is incidental.

Snow:

Agreed. That is exactly what I am finding, incidental mention between the two topics. If the post is discussing the death eaters but also makes a mere mention of the dark mark, should the post be ticked to both subjects? I had one post that was a one-liner suggesting McGonagall as a possible death eater. Now to me, if I were to keep the post at all, the subject matter is McGonagall and that would be the box I would tick unless the death eater subject was explored in relation to her, I would not tick the death eater category. 

Talisman:

I'm tempted to say the same with the Dark Mark question. Many posts may deal with both the Dark Mark and DE's, they are so closely related, but all posts regarding DE's do not involve the Dark Mark. The effect of combining the groups is that someone researching the Dark Mark has to wade through all DE-related posts, rather than pulling up the specific subgroup. And we all know how individual subject lines clarify everything. 

>snip<

Also, regarding your review showing that 95% of posts involving DE's also involve the Dark Mark (which text I snipped before deciding to add this) Did you find that 95% of the posts were appropriately coded to both?

I guess I'm surprised, either that or I think this trend won't hold. The reason I lean toward separate codes is my sense that I've read a lot of posts regarding DE's (their attitudes, their origins, what they did after LV was vaporized, etc.) that do not include probative--or even any--discussion of the Dark Mark.

Snow:

Yes, you are right and continuing to read on there are definite posts that only speak of the death eaters. Jumped the gun a bit when I reviewed the first 40 seeing basically posts that referred to either category. I agree to keep the topics separated but I think it best to 

define the heading use. A mere mention of a death eater in regards to the dark mark does not necessitate that it belongs in the death eater.  I made a complete run-through of the 245 posts ticked to 2.10 (only). The following is what I have found: 

The tally for the posts that I have kept under this heading is 180

Posts that should be dropped from this category, i.e. they make a mere mention of a death eater and belong to a more specific category stands at 40. There are a bit of one-line posts that were reiterated in following posts that should be deleted and a few OT type posts that deserve the axe as well. These rejected posts tally is 19. There are 6 questionable posts, which include:

The Slytherin gang that Sirius said Snape hung out with, should they be coded to Slytherin or Death Eater? There is very little mention of death eaters as a topic but more an assumption that Slytherin's are death eaters or will become one. The entire scope of the post is whether Slytherin's are good or bad. 

The one post had no reference at all to JKR or the books but was an answer to who Thanatosos was. I'm not sure if someone had kept this for some reason I am unaware of, so I thought I'd ask before deleting it. 

There are a few posts that talked about pureblood and whether or not this was the reason they became dark or evil but had very little, if any, reference to death eaters as a topic. These posts along with a few that need an added category will be dumped into the new review box for various reasons with an explanation in the comment box

P.S. To Talisman who was curious as to how many posts spoke of the Death Eaters in reference to the Dark Mark, the total is much less than the percent I had first quoted, only 35 out of 245 that gives us approximately 14% to date. Way off on that estimation wasn't I. Thank you very much for the input, Talisman, it is greatly appreciated and useful.

**********

1.2.8.7 – The Prank/Shrieking Shack (not PoA); was 145, now 128.
Barry:

Despite the heading there were posts that dealt solely with the PoA episode. Once again, I think there should be a Shrieking Shack II added to  the list - it's just the right time, too - Pip's 'Spying Game' posts have just hit the board and there's an awful lot of analysis of SS II from here on in.
Kathy W.

I agree. I know I've coded a lot of posts about the events in the Shack in PoA. Having it's own heading would eliminate the need to over code it.

Jen: I vote for a Shrieking Shack II category, as well as a category for the Graveyard. Otherwise the chapter headings will turn into the primary search vehicle for these particular scenes. As we discussed before, it could get a little frustrating with posts spread across three or more chapters.

Ginger (initial review):

There are 142 posts in this category. Most are about the "Prank". Several are about themes closely tied to the Prank, such as Snape's lifedebt to James. Some found parallels between the Prank and the Shreiking Shack scene in PoA, such as how the Prank effected Snape's feelings towards Sirius and Remus, and how that played out in the PoA scene. There were, however, some which talked only about the Shack scene in PoA with no reference to the Prank. I feel these were placed there in error. 

In all, this was a pretty easy subject to check. The other ones which are more ambiguous, such as Plot Development, are the ones in which I must admit I'm not very consistant. 

Dicentra 
Am I looking in the wrong place, or is there no code for the Pr*nk? Are those all locked up in Sirius/Snape posts? I swear, I will hand-code Pr*nk posts myself if only to have a separate category. This cannot stand!
  
Ginger: 
Having finished Lupin, I'd be willing to bet that they are found in large quantities in both Snape and Sirius, as well as in MWPP, but the ones about the You-Know-What itself are found under "Shrieking Shack *not PoA*", which is under back history.

Carolyn:
Yes, there are two Shrieking Shack categories under 'Back History' - one for the POA scene, one for the Prank (labelled *not POA* for extra clarity).
Dicentra:
In the final edit, I'd recommend changing this to "The Prank" because "not POA" isn't exactly clear. Or is that what you meant?

Kathy W: 
I agree. When we get into coding for OoP, we'll hit new discussions of "The Prank" from the Pensieve view. I think we'll want them here too. We may need to sort them out later...or maybe not...I don't know how much original material there really is.
C - Good idea, I'll change it now.
**********

Kelly:

Jen, Does the new 1.2.8.9 Graveyard re-birth (GoF) category include discussion about what Voldemort's plan was if the kill-Harry part went as planned? For example, whether he was going to send his DEs to Hogwarts via portkey? Or does it cover exclusively the rebirth sequence?
Jen:

This is a hard one. Since I haven't moved any posts from the Graveyard chapters, I'm not sure what's in there and how far the discussion goes. Besides the 'LV's agenda' category, I can't really think of another place to put a thread like you mentioned except the Graveyard scene. Since it's total speculation on something we know is non-canon....Guess I'd vote for 1.2.8.9 Graveyard. Anyone else?

Kelly:

Yes, Voldemort's agenda has already been ticked.The thread originated with discussion of the Cup portkey, and the various programming it might have had, and so I was placing the posts under The Third Task and portkeys. However, once it veered into possible return trip discussion, it got much more vague, since we're now discussing something that would have taken place in Priori Incantatem had things gone according to plan, but of course didn't.I'm strongly leaning towards using 1.2.8.9, since the post really is discussing Voldy's hypothetical agenda during that scene, unless there are any objections.

Carolyn:

I'm ok with coding it to Voldie's agenda and 1.2.8.9. Once I get to that post under the agenda heading, I'll have made a decision about whether to keep it on repetition or other grounds.

Dot:
Could someone clarify the distinction between 1.2.8.9 Graveyard rebirth, 3.9.8 Voldy's rebodification/use of human ingredients, and the chapter codes for 32, 33 and 34 of GOF? 3.9.8 refers strictly to  the potion Wormtail brews, but 1.2.8.9 and the chapter codes overlap, surely? Or has this been covered and I've forgotten?

Jen: I'll give you my take because I coded and moved a bunch of posts that were languishing in the chapter categories.

1.2.8.9, Graveyard rebirth, is primarily for posts giving an overview of the event or discussing multiple parts of the rebirth covering several chapters. Specific events within the entire scene, such as Priori Incantatem or Voldemort giving Harry his wand back, are coded just to the chapter and any other appropriate category (such as Priori Incantatem).

The rebodification/use of human ingredients is for the potion like you said, and also I would code discussions of Voldemort's body here: the nature of the fetal body, how the potion altered his body, any strengths/weaknesses from using that particular potion. Any of these discussions can be cross-coded to the chapter 32 as well, especially if the post brings up other parts of the chapter such as Wormtail tying Harry up.

Jen, glad we have until the end of the year for this review thingy.
*************
1.2.9 Timelines (Potioncat)
I'm working through the timelines and I wanted to get some feedback on section 1.2.9.1.1 significant dates.There are a number of posts about Halloween and the many things that happen on different Halloweens (inclucing the conception of the Boy Wonder) I was thinking of moving those to Festivals and Religion 3.7.6. 

There are a few posts about frequent use of specific days of the week and why JKR does that, which I think should be moved to narrative style 1.2.6.Ideas?This heading may go away, but I won't take any action until I've reviewed the others under timelines.

Talisman:

I think recurrent Halloween events stand out sufficiently to warrant a titular category, somewhere, probably under your Timelines heading. I'm wondering if other Festivals (Feast of Walpurga, etc.?) wouldn't fair better by being excised from Religion, per se, 

and moved here, either to their own level 2 headings, or to a "Other Festivals and Holidays" catchall, depending on importance.

I don't agree that this should go to Narrative Style. To the extent that Rowling is exploiting any connotations/superstitions/ mythological links, etc. with specific 

days of the week, this should be treated as symbolism, preferably with it's own section: Days of the Week, but I see it aptly cross-referenced with timeline considerations. (If we were discussing how Rowling's use of symbolism impacts the works/the experience of reading them, that would go to narrative style.)
Carolyn:

I would agree that the things that happen on Halloween should stay under significant dates, possibly gathered together as a sub-category. The Festivals & religion category in section 3 is more for discussing cultural aspects of the WW.

Those other festivals that Talisman mentioned should equally be sent to the section 3 heading, rather than be put under 'religious influences' in meta-themes. That heading is for discussing the influence of muggle religions on the underlying themes of HP.

Weeell....we should look at the posts. Kathy is right if the analysis is just about possibly lazy writing style - ie, she simply doesn't care if the 1st of September isn't always on a Monday etc. That does belong under narrative style. OTOH, yes, if the posts are about some symbolic association with days of the week, then we could put it somewhere under 1.2.13.11 Numbers, perhaps?

Kathy W:

Thanks to Talisman and Carolyn for ideas. There is a lot of stuff under timelines, it will be an interesting sort. I'm going to complete the timeline section before going into the characters' ages part.  I see that 3.7.6 is supposed to be why the WW celebrates Christian 

holidays. But we may need a WW holiday section code. I'll let you know more when I toss all these in the air and see how they land.

There were two threads about days of the week. One was that the days of the week didn't fit any year's calendar or remain consistent (First day of school is always a Monday.) And one that compared JKR's use of days to JA's use of days.

Also, so far, I have timelines for the books (determining dates) and timelines for events Shrieking Shack/PoA, Quidditch cup/House cup. The latter is part of the "how old are the Weasleys?" discussion. But I know we'll also see a timeline of the trip to the DoM, and for the battle there. Don't take action yet, but do you think we'll want one code for any discussion of a timeline, cross-coded to the event, or will we want subcodes?

(later):
I am making progress on timelines. I think we will end up merging several headings and possibly doing away with some completely. At any rate, we've probably had all the "dating the books" posts we're going to get.

Timelines of events is another matter. My current guess is that we'll do away with it as a heading because the only real place it would fit is under that event anyway. After I determine which events are discussed, I'll decide how they should be coded.

I haven't reviewed the Characters' ages section yet, but I suspect it's going to be another question of how many codes to use. I've already seen evidence that reviewers have taken characters out of these posts. To my way of thinking, unless the number of posts is 

huge, we could probably just code to that one heading and let readers wade through the whole thing.  

Kathy: Timeline Review

The numbers look like I performed major carnage, but I didn't. Most of these posts had 2 or more time related codes. Now only one or two posts can be found in more than one time heading. A few were rejected as adds nothing new, and a few were dropped from a time code, but exist happily elsewhere.  I'll wait for feedback before I make any changes in the database. I'll also work on the wording for the new definitions, but thiswill give you an idea of where it's going.

Timelines 1.2.9 was 14 now 9
This code is for posts that discuss the chronology of events within the books. Right now there are three groups under here: House Cup/Quidditch Cup issues, Shrieking Shack as it happened in PoA (and would cover three chapters) and time issues only. For the first two, 

the posts are coded to those areas as well. There is some carry over to characters' ages and are so coded. In the future we'll get timelines for the graveyard, timelines for the battle at the DoM and getting to the battle. Can you think of others?

What do you think? Do we need a code for timelines that fit within another heading? The only problem I can see for future coding would be if the event itself didn't have a good solid code. For example, it's much easier now that we have a code for the events in 

PoA in the Shrieking Shack. I could leave things as they are, move these posts out but leave the heading for future coding, or cancel this code. Thoughts?
Carolyn:

I would remove the timelines code from the first two that you mention here, as they already have adequate other codes elsewhere. I don't know why people would look here first to think about timelines relating to those events. What kind of subject is covered by the posts that would be left if you did that?
KW: I made the changes. (There are two posts left there also coded to dating the books.) I'd like to leave Timelines available for those posts that come up that don't have an event to be coded to. We may ultimately do away with it, but right now it is handy to have.

Dating Books 1.2.9.1 was 51 now 16 

This one is straightforward. Quite a few have worked out completely incorrect timelines, but that isn't the point. All have to do with "When does this story take place?" I'm almost

certain we won't get many more of these.

Significant Dates 1.2.9.1.1 was 29 now 11
This one has a change of definition. Most of the posts were comparable, but almost none fit the original definition. Now it will be something like: discussions about the significance of dates/holidays/days of week within the story. Almost all of these are 

about Halloween. One has to do with Hermione's birthday fallingat the autumnal equinox. 
Carolyn: Ok, but be sure to amend the definition in the new DB.

Comparing WW to Muggle 1.2.9.3 was 33 now 0
I suggest we delete this heading. Only one post really fit in here, and I managed to make it fit under another code.
Carolyn:

Where did the rest get put? I was interpreting this code as difficulties in making JKR's and RL timelines agree. Are these now in section 1.2.9.4?
KW: Yes. But I don't want to do away with it until I really look at 1.2.9.4. If we keep it, I'd like to change it to Comparing WW to Real World

Timing Controversies 1.2.9.4 was 75 now 94 (review not complete)
This is another one that hadn't followed the original definition. I'd like to suggest we change the name to Timing Controversies and Inconsistencies and then change the definition. Now it will be something like: discussions of inconsistencies concerning time and dates. It would be everything from "the moon wasn't full on that date, to the sun would have already set by that time, to Playstation hadn't been invented then. 

As you can see, I've added quite a few posts to this code and I haven't fully reviewed it yet. I may change my mind on what really fits here.

The days of the week questions sorted themselves out. The one I  thought belonged under narrative, did in fact have a follow-up post  that was already so coded. I rejected the one I had as a FAQ. The other days of the week went into Significant Dates.

I will complete the review of 1.2.9.4 then move on to characters' ages. Once I hear from a few of the group, I'll edit the database.
Carolyn: I'm happy to amend the name as suggested, and will do so now.
KathyW:
If set free, I will trim 1.2.9.4 from 95 to 32. I've continued with the theory that if the post can be coded to the event discussed, the timing code goes. If the post is about the timing issue itself, it stays. A few of these will be re-coded to a backstory code (missing 24 hours) or to characters' ages. Given that several of these time related headings are now pretty slim, we may want to combine sections and re-name the heading.
The Time section is done.

1.2.9 Timelines 5 posts

1.2.9.1 Dating the Books 16 posts

1.2.9.1.1 Significant Dates 12 posts

1.2.9.3 Comparing Muggle and WW timeline 0 posts

1.2.9.4 Timing Controversies 37 posts

Assigning posts to codes, I can do...organizing a catalogue, that's another story. Given the low numbers, are all these codes justified? Would one big "Timing Issues" do for the whole thing? Keep in mind there are lots of posts out there which deal with time,but also have better headings.(Shrieking Shack II, Godrick's Hollow, etc.)

If we are keeping these as they are, I suggest:

Omit 1.2.9.3.

Change 1.2.9.1.1 to Significant days/dates

Change 1.2.9.4 to Timing Controversies and Inconsistencies

Thoughts?

Carolyn:

My suggestion would be to combine:

1.2.9 Timelines 5 posts

1.2.9.1 Dating the Books 16 posts

1.2.9.3 Comparing Muggle and WW timeline 0 posts

into one section (1.2.9), but keep the other two as separate subheads:

1.2.9.1.1 Significant Dates 12 posts (re-number to 1.2.9.1)

1.2.9.4 Timing Controversies 37 posts (re-number to 1.2.9.2)

and also make the changes to the name that you propose. Anyone disagree?
KathyW

OK, Can you merge those 3. Shall we call them: Timelines/Dating the Books or just Timelines? 

CW:

All done. For the record, you ended up with:

19 posts in 1.2.9

12 posts in 1.2.9.1

37 posts in 1.2.9.2

*********
1.2.10 Characterisation
Jen:

There are only two posts in 1.2.10 Characterisation, which I can  move to another spot. Don't know what can be done, though. We have to have this section differentiated from the other Literary Analysis topics. 

There are two 1.2.10.3's: HONDA and Character development. Also, 
HONDA and PACMAN only have 7 posts total, although they are better 
left 'as is' in case we have more posts later, right?
C - I only see one HONDA (?). There are two PACMANs - two acronyms with different meanings.
Jen: 
What I meant was both HONDA and Character Development have the category code of 1.2.10.3. The rest we can decide later so I'll just drop that part.
*********

1.2.10.5 Racial & Cultural diversity [later renumbered to 1.2.10.6]
Jen: 
OK, reviewed the posts in 1.2.10.5 so that Debbie's section is now finished (I marked this section as completed in the review database).
Original: 137
Current: 121

Most posts were relevant, most related to class issues and/or portrayl of men/women, as well as this section.I have to say this section was an educational experience. I didn't realize the extent of clues about class issues which are apparently clear to Brits and some Americans, but went straight over my head. Take the Dursleys---reading the Daily Mail, saying 'ruddy' and wanting a vacation home in Majorca indicated lower middle rather 
than straight middle class. And Neville, from a working class background? News to me.
**********
1.2.10.7 Political stereotypes
Debbie:

Report on Political Stereotypes. Was 12, now 14, as I've pulled in two more Bleeding Hearts posts in the thread. This was another recently created category, so people may run across old posts that would appropriately be coded here.
********
1.2.10.8 Psychological assessments
Jen:

I'm about halfway through this category and want to make sure I'm on the right track. My dilemma is characterization vs. psychological assessments. For example, a post looking at possible motivations for Snape to join the DE's including the Prank, interest in pureblood 
ideology promoted by LV, etc., I would classify under characterization.

If someone were to analyze what we think we know about Snape's childhood, emotional responses to the Marauders, underlying motivations such as jealousy--that I would classify as a psychological assessment.

The characterization category has about 20 posts in it, some I moved there from psych assessments. The psych assess category started out with 286. I think it's fair to say characterization is being underused and psych possibly overused (especially when you think of the many Sirius posts we have coming our way post-OOTP <bg>).

Please give me input! I want to get finished this week, but need to know if my understanding of these categories fits the group understanding.
Ginger's input:

When I first started coding, anything that seemed to be related to one's psychological makeup went under psych.  Then I realized that about half of what I was coding there would have been better served under characterazation.  At that point, I started reserving Psych for posts about actual Psych diagnoses.  I could be very wrong about that, so input from others would be welcome from me too.

Kathy W:
I thought the psychological assessments was for those posts that ask: Do you think Sirius is depressed? Is Snape/Harry/Trevor suffering from PTSD? or any other such topic. 

Kneasy maintained those posts said more about the person writing the post than about the character.
Jen: 
I initially thought the same as you guys, keep it for actual psych diagnosis, psychological theory, etc., but started wondering if it would be too narrow. Like I read a post with a really good analysis of Hermione, but no formal terminology, and debated where 
to put it. If no one objects, though, I'll go with Ginger/Potioncat and stick 
the bulk of the posts in characterizaltion, leaving only the more formalized posts for psych assessment.
Anne:
For what it's worth, I've always coded this way as well – anything goes here that's attempting or considering an acutal psych diagnosis (even if it's pop psych). Otherwise, it's character analysis, no?
C - Yep, Ginger & Potioncat are right, go with the very narrow definition, if nothing else for Kneasy's sanity. If poked with a sharpish stick he may be induced to produce case studies illustrating state of mind of said posters.
Jen:

This category went from 286 down to 73 posts. Many of the chopped posts were actually re-coded to one of the other Characterisation codes. Approx. 10 were rejected as Adds nothing new. So the new rule-of-thumb for this section is to code only when a diagnosis or 
particular psychological theory is discussed. 

Anne, there was one post I re-coded to Harry's character traits/maturation becase it was threaded to another post coded that way (and fit better there). The two posts are 11166 & 11193.

This was the last sub-category in Deb's Characterisation section, so I marked it done.
*********

Debbie:

I'm about halfway done with 1.2.10.9 Portrayal of males/females/gays (about 400 posts). It's fairly straightforward, though a bit repetitive. My question is this: should we separate gender from sexual  orientation? The flavor of the gender posts (are there strong female characters, could Harry have been written as a female, is the WW sexist, etc.) is quite different than the flavor of the gay character posts, which all center on whether she would write such a character and how it could be done without offending the religious 
right.
Carolyn:
My vote is yes - it was a stopgap solution that needs sorting out; the two things are quite different as you say. BTW, if we create a new sexual orientation category in section 1, there is a subset in WW - 3.4.5 - which should probably be merged with it. Also, how would the new section relate to 2.17.4 Gay SHIPs (Ginger??)
Debbie:

Ok, I've looked at 3.4.5, and it is exactly the same discussion that is in 1.2.10.9.  So the simple solution would be to move 3.4.5 to Characterization and move the gay character posts from 1.2.10.9 to that category.  That would work quite well.  A post about WW attitudes toward gays could go under 3.2.6 (bigotry); I think that would cover it. I think we should leave 2.17.4 alone and use it for posts proposing a gay ship. 
Ginger:

It won't make a diddly bit of difference with the gay Ships category.  There are 38 posts now, most of which deal with specific couples and not how/if JKR would protray them.  Those that do are already crosscoded to the new category.  Call it what you will, it still works.  The thing that really surprises me is that there are NO Remus/Sirius posts yet!

 Just to add my 2 loons, I agree with the split as the 2 categories (male&femaes/gays) aren't really that closely related.  
Debbie:

At long last, I've finished reviewing "Portrayal of Males/Females". It's been chopped down to 263 from 400 plus. I think I could have done better, though. Blame the dull blade on my axe. Some of these posts just got pushed to Sexual Orientation, including some Perversion in the Graveyard posts. Since some of these posts suggest that the homoerotic undertones are more about rape than sexual orientation, I propose to delete the code and leave them coded solely to Voldemort. Any objections? I'll take my axe in for sharpening before beginning this review.
Debbie:
I have finished reviewing the reconstituted 1.2.10.10 (Sexual Orientation) category. The only question concerns a few posts included there relating to pedophilia, rape etc. There doesn't seem to be anyplace else for them and since there are less than 10 altogether, I don't know if a new subcategory is warranted. 2.17.3 (Sex in the WW) didn't seem appropriate because the focus of the posts was on the reader picking up the clues. I thought it was ok to leave them where they are, since they include a couple of posts 
specifically distinguishing pedophilia from consensual same-sex relationships. Any objections?

I did, however, move the posts discussing the unique problems raised by cross-gendered Polyjuiced characters having sex and getting pregnant to Sex in the WW. ;-). On to 1.2.10.6, racial and cultural diversity, and wondering about potential overlap with 3.2.6, Class system, racism and bigotry
*********
1.2.11 Group Dynamics (was 1.4.7 Family dynamics)
KathyK:

Now I've gone through the general heading 1.2.11. It had 26 posts, I propose 

axing the main heading from 16 of those. Most just need to be recoded to the proper sub-category, ie Weasleys. 

Some thinngs to consider with this category. Posts coded to specific families, again like the Weasleys: Do we keep the individual character codes as well? Some posts deal solely with the interaction of Percy and the Twins, for instance. Does this get coded to Weasleys under Group Dynamics *and* to F&G and Percy?

I know the ones remaining in the general heading should because they're about characters not covered by the sub-categories, like the Diggorys. There are a couple about Dumbledore & McGonagall and how they treat Harry, and whether or not they're acting as surrogate parents.Also, a couple in the general heading merely discuss the young age 

at which James and Lily married. They're not really what I have in mind for 'group dynamics'--interaction/relationship within families or the trio.

Carolyn:

The best thing is to leave the character codes well alone, and just concentrate on the Family dynamic group that you are dealing with. This is because lots of other people have been through the characters by now, and decided what they want to keep and what to chuck, so the character code should be mainly there for a reason. [Not all characters have been done yet, so this won't always be the case, but Weasleys have been done, as have muggles].
KathyK:

I managed to make myself wholly unclear. ::pats herself on the back:: Good Job, Kath. 

No problem with keeping to the family dynamics side of things. I asked about the character codes in conjunction really more with an eye on future coding for my own edification. My tendency has been to code just to a particular Group Dynamic, again like the Weasleys, and leave it at that. From looking over this category I can clearly see not everyone has been coding posts this way. 

What I meant to say:When we get back to coding and have a post that I code to Such and 

Such a Group Dynamic, would you also like me to code the characters as I have not done so in the past? 
Kathy W:
I'm finally starting on this group. Do I understand that 1.2.11 and 1.2.3 were done? I expected 1.2.11 to be empty. Here's the numbers as I get ready to start:

1.2.11 Group Dynamics 24
1.2.11.1 Weasleys 324
1.2.11.2 Blacks 8
1.2.11.3 Dursleys 207
1.2.11.4 Potters 31
1.2.11.5 Malfoys 102
1.2.11.6 Crouches 25
1.2.11.7 Trio 361
1.2.11.8 MWPP 165
I've gone through 1.2.11. As expected, all posts will be moved or removed. One thing we should determine, is whether characters in these headings are also coded to their names. I seem to recall that one of the reasons for forming G.D. was to avoid coding everyone in 
the post. If agreed, then I'll remove those codes as I come to them, or I can click review coding.
Jen: 
This cropped up in several posts I came across, esp. with the Weasleys. A post might be coded to 3-4 different Weasleys, plus the Group Dyn. code. I left them alone, but think all the individual codes should drop away. Well, unless the post looks at each character 
separately and isn't trying to talk about their interactions. Most of the ones I ran across were about the Weasleys in general, though, or MWPP as a group.
Kathy:

Here's the before review numbers. I've done 1.2.11 and will be moving a few posts into the other groups. Some of the ones I move might be rejected when that catagory is reviewed, but for the moment do not belong in 1.2.11. Should be done with that process today.
Kathy wrote:

To clarify, we can remove any individual character code from these posts if the the real intent is how the group/family interacts. That is what everyone agrees to?

Ginger:

That sounds like a plan to me.  I know I did that a lot on the Draco review.

***********
1.02.11.1 Weasley dynamics
Debbie (commenting on Fred & George section):

> But if you think about it from the perspective of the reader searching for posts, does this make sense? If I were searching F&G,  I would expect to find posts about their impact on the family dynamic, as many of these posts are very much about them. If I had 

to search family dynamics, I'd have to wade through lots of posts about Molly's impact on Percy, Ginny, etc. that have nothing to do with F&G. This is a case where many of the posts *are* about the characters and not just the dynamic.

Carolyn:

No, I don't think I do agree about this. I think if I was interested in the Weasley family dynamics, I would want to read right through that section, looking at all shades of argument about the interaction, including F&G's role. If I was looking at F&G, I would 

want to find mainly analyses about them as characters.

However, if people would like to have the Weasley family dynamics category sorted into sub-sections, that's ok by me. It wasn't very large (226) at the beginning of this process, but it probably should not be dealt with until all the Weasley sections are finished, when it might be much larger. You could then have Molly, Arthur, Percy, Ron etc sub-sections, as you wish.
Sean:

Although I know technically 1.4.7.1 Weasleys is under "Family Dynamics" the tendency to code for individual Weasleys when considered as a group (either in terms of their internal relationships, or more often as an example of having red hair for instance), drives me to recode under 1.4.7.1 where at least general Weasley stuff can be picked up. It might also be fairly said that 1.7.4.1 Weasley age gaps under the general Timelines header, is a fair subject in itself, and should be a sub-category of Weasleys. Occam's Razor made me do it (why code for 2 or 3 when you can code for 1 :))

Carolyn:
 (3) Seventh son/missing Weasley child(ren).  I propose that all these theories go to the Weasley dynamics code 1.2.11.1 for the time being, and then that category can be sorted out  in one go.

Anne:Agreed.
*******

1.02.11.3 (was 1.4.7.3) Dursleys - 66 posts - KathyK 

I did a quick skim of these posts. I do believe nearly every one  that is there belongs there. Yep, great place for reading up on whether the Dursleys are abusive to Harry and Dudley. Or if you want to know how or why Dumbledore left Harry with them and whether or not he's been keeping tabs. 

There are a couple posts that either mention the Dursleys almost in passing or really have more to do with one specific Dursley (usually Petunia). One was a post I coded so I just went ahead and corrected that error.  Otherwise this one looks good to me.
Laurasia:

The category "1.4.7.3 Dursleys" now has 159 post. It could be divided into two categories- one dealing with how the Dursleys interect amongst themselves, another dealing with how the Dursleys interect as a group with the outside world.

*********
1.02.11.7 Trio dynamics
Sean:
I hope Ginger will follow up on this, she will have seen many of the same posts. There are far too many posts centered on the Trio's dynamic without necessarily focussing on SHIPing (although SHIPing can be a motivating factor) that could lose Hermione Harry and Ron coding. As I'm also doing Ron I can tell you this would restructure about half the current categorized postings. Examples of this are many but I quote the following:

18900 - Amber wonders if Harry and Hermionie will have the same kind of fight

both he and Hermionie have had with Ron.

16925 - Demelza's massive inspection of the Trio Dynamic and not a few answers

back eg 17011

2514 - another post where the intention is specifically to focus on the Trio.

16480 - is a perfect candidate for Trio cat, and 16490 is typical of many

posts in the 16000's, most of which I feel need recoding besides their SHIPpy

content.

I propose the category be named 'Trio Dynamics' and probably belongs in the 1.4

hierachy, possibly 1.4.9? or a sub-cat of 1.4.1? Thoughts?

Carolyn:

This is an interesting problem, indeed. Thanks for bringing it up.  What do other people think about having a 'Trio dynamics' category as part of the characterisation section 1.4? This would be defined as non-SHIP interactions? How would we differentiate between this and 1.1.3 Friendship, love & loyalty?

So, Sean, if you had this, you would then restrict the Ron and Hermione categories to strictly character analysis of each of them as individuals, and presumably, Anne would attempt to do the same with Harry? I am in favour of it, I think. Also, I can feel a MWPP interactions category waiting in the wings.

Sean:
Exactly. My idea is that we should be restricting all character codes to posts specifically about them within reason. Grey areas do occur, for instance, I don't know that decoding Arthur and Molly for posts clearly naming them but generally treating them as a couple for the purposes of parallels is going too far (eg 33446)? The other case is where topics of parenting are involved, but I think I've dealt with most of that with Molly, but it may pop up again with Ginny and Ron when I get to them. I see a number of posts apparently

contrasting Weasleys with Malfoys but they're really concerned with what someone said in passing about Draco or Ron. Harry is a unique problem, he effectively "sees all", but I'd think Trio dynamics would make Anne's job much easier.

Most List discussion seems to run in the direction of these parallels or interpretation of canon, and often the characters involved are signposts to that. It's interesting that we're only finding out what the real categories are by indirection from character categories!

The Trio is a special case. There are complex issues with each character that only come to light in the context of the Trio, and again I hope to hear from Ginger about her view from the SHIPing side, but to take yet another example: there's a fair amount of stuff between Ron and Harry that gets mixed up with Hermione because she is mediating (eg the Great Fight), and vice-versa (Crookshankgate). Others get thrown into the mix whenever either a SHIPper or a non-combatant want to make a point about a Trio interaction (viz. Ron vs. Harry because of Molly). Most of their character development (from the List's POV) is in the Trio context too. And then there's the use of the Trio in

discussions concerning parallels with the Maurauders, rule-breaking in general, the list goes on. So much of Hermione is only in Trio context, and I have the same sinking feeling about Ron. It shouldn't have come as a great surprise, I suppose, but it is one.

1.1.3 can code to DD's loyalty to Hagrid or Snape. Or Sirius. Or you could stretch Krum and Hermione into there. What about the OotP group? IOW, it's much too general for the Trio, it would be on every post.

Carolyn:

I am going to add this category, and see how people get on with it. If it has the advantage of cleaning out the HRH categories, and it is possible to distinguish it from the SHIP posts, then it may be useful. What happens when the posts stray from strictly HRH, and start to  include Draco or something? Do they still go there? I don't think they should or this category will also become a ragbag.

Sean:
My guide is, what is the primary focus? Secondary categories are good if you're conversant with the ideas, but this is so mind-numbingly BIG no one person can keep a grip on that stuff. We have to be cruel about it or the ragbags will get us. If that means Draco misses out, I'm sure he'll get enough category action to make up for it. Machines can't do this, and humans are only barely capable. If that means I have to redo the Weasleys and Granger, I will gladly suffer that to get things as right as possible from the start.

Ginger: 
Yes, trio dynamics, aside from shipping is a good idea.  I think the trio has been analyzed in comparison to every trio known to man except Peter, Paul and Mary; Winkin, Blinkin and Nod; and Abraham, Isaac and Jacob.  Ship and no-ship are pretty cut and dried, but if they just hint at shipping, I don't think it'll matter if they end up in both for now, although I think that if I were looking it up, I would expect a shipping post to be more than just a hint at it.  

Sean:

Nine times out of ten it will involve a reaction by a proponent of an in-Trio ship, so I don't think the distinction is important. H/K almost always invokes Ron, H/G the same with Herm. Harry/Cho upset a lot of H/H'ers so it evens out in the end.

Anne:

I'm very happy to see this category (do we have "marauder dynamics,"too, or don't we need that yet?), and suggest another possible home for it. We could rename Family Dynamics to Family & Group Dynamics and put the Trio under there, along with the Marauders, and any others that may come up, if any. There are other groups, but I can't think of any but those that have codes elsewhere (Teachers, DEs, Slytherins, Gryffindors). The DA, for the future? Where *are* we going to putthe DA?

Leaving them out of Friendship, Love and Loyalty at least gives us flexibility to include groups whose dynamics are not based on thosehappy characteristics, so I agree with that.

The temptation, in a post about HRH(any two or more) vs. Draco, would be to code Trio and Draco categories (only two ticks), rather than Harry, Ron, Hermione, and Draco. Similarly for HRH vs. Snape or with Hagrid, etc.

Just to be clear, which way do we want to do such posts? Argument for ticking "Trio" is that they probably do act together as a group differently than as separate people, when interacting with other people. Argument against is that it muddies things up when anyone

else is involved, so that you have individual character codes for everyone but HRH.

I think I'm voting to keep Trio Dynamics purely for the relationships among the three (non-SHIP, of course. Gack). So I think I'm seconding what Sean said.
Dot:

Can I get a bit of clarification on the difference between 1.2.11.7 Trio dynamics and 2.17.2 Trio Ships? Basically, what do we do with posts which are about Trio dynamics in 
the context of potential ships? I don't want to code to both. I'd say that most of this thread about Ron and Hermione's banter (starting at 50601) should go under dynamics, but then I'd end up putting all posts that I'm not rejecting (on the basis that they have canon support) in dynamics, and nothing in ships.
Ginger:  
We started Trio Dynamics for non-romantic trio stuff.  There is lots of overlap.  I did a lot of the banter thread, so what you keep depends on where you are in the thread.  It did start out as a really cool thread, and lots of it was amusing.  General rule:  if they're talking about romance (for or against) it goes to ships.  If they're talking about their interaction as friends, trio dynamics.  As I said, there's a lot of overlap.
Dot:

Argh. But there's been no romance between Ron and Hermione yet, so does it also effectively equate to 'with canon'/'without canon' (which as a non-shipper I don't have any problem with...) It's all using the evidence from the books (their interactions as friends) to 
hypothesise about romantic potential. I think I'll code to both, for now, if it swings one way or the other later in the thread I'll drop a code.
Ginger:

Aaaaaargh, I was clear as mud! Let's try it again.  If the poster is trying to argue for or against a romantic connection between any members of the trio, either now, or in future books, or in the epilogue, it goes to Trio Ships. If they are talking about how the friends interact as friends, it goes to Trio Dynamics.  This includes a lot of discussions where the Trio is compared to the Id, Ego and Superego, or to body, soul and mind, or to Earth, Wind and Fire.  You get the idea.  Anyway, if the post is about the friendship, it goes here.

********
Marauder’s code 1.2.11.8  (under Group Dynamics)
KathySnow: 
The first sub-cat I would propose that would benefit other large categories as well would 

be a marauders code, much like the trio dynamics code. I have found several instances when the subject of the post speaks of the marauders collectively such as, the prank and the shrieking shack in POA. Also parallels between the trio and the marauders and which 

houses the marauders are in according to their personality. These posts don't dwell on any particular person but give points of view on each of the marauders or the majority of them.

Kathy W.

Just from coding in general, I'd agree. I've coded too many posts to all 4 individuals when the post was really about the lump of them.

CW:

A) If the post is about parallels between them and the kids (or anyone), I think the existing 1.2.10.5 Generational parallels between characters is the right category to use.

KathySnow:

Do you mean to code these posts only to parallels and not to cross code to the individuals as well? These posts have 1.2.10.5 ticked as well as trio dynamics and each of the marauders by name so I thought it would be easiest to follow suit and tick a marauder code rather than the three or four individuals that have also been ticked. 

I suppose I viewed this code, the marauders, more from a collectively speaking aspect than a dynamics of the marauders viewpoint. I feel that when I am reading the category heading about Sirius that I would expect to find topics that basically discuss him, `Dead Sexy Sirius' and the like. If the post is about at least three of the four marauders and goes into what part each played in the prank for instance, I would like them to be under a specific area heading and not under the main subject heading of Sirius, Lupin, Pettigrew and James. When and if the thread veers off to only speaking of one or two of the marauders, I would then tick it off to the individual. There are also posts on what animagus each become that involve the group collectively, which would be better addressed under a group heading of the marauders, again if we are cross coding to the individuals involved as well as the subject matter of animagus.

Sean:

I take your point about using the 1.2.10.4 cat, Carolyn, but I wonder if a pertinent theme (ie the Trio making a different choice to the Marauders) isn't going to come up at some point, which is a slightly different matter. I think we should keep our eye on this one anyway.

Carolyn:

Well, where do people want me to put this code? Under Group Dynamics? Just think of all the sections that need to be gone through to make sure the right stuff ends up here.

Anne:
I still think it's a useful category and can help control the size of the individual characters' sections. These Group Dynamics posts often Add Nothing New to individual character analyses, yet they take what's already
been said of the characters and combine these ideas in new ways while analysing the group. Did that make sense?
Carolyn:
Ok, since no more comments on this, I'll go ahead and add the code.
*********

1.02.12 Calculating the characters ages/1.2.12.1 Weasley age gaps
KathyW:

I'm working on the Weasley age gaps which sometimes includes the possible Missing Weasley and/or the Ron is a 7th son Weasley. Most of these seem to fit better in the Group Dynamics/Weasley family than in the "how old is______?" catagory. In some cases that would mean adding the code for dynamics. I'm leaning toward the age gap heading to be about the ages of the characters rather than possible scenarios of what might have been. So far I've marked over half to be removed from the heading or 

rejected completely. But I think I'll glance through the ones being kept to further weed out the duplicated ideas.

Along that line, did we already decide that I don't need every Weasley name to be coded along with the age gap code? Some posts are only about Bill and Charlie, some include everyone in the house. Right now, most are only the age gap. A few have more to say about a character and in that case the character is coded.

Carolyn:

In my view, 1.2.12 (calculating character's ages) should maybe be a subset of 1.2.10, characterisation, whereas 1.2.12.1 (Weasley age gaps) should maybe be a subset of 1.2.11.1 (Weasleys), except that would make it a level 5 head. Maybe all of 1.2.12.1 should just be folded into 1.2.11.1 and left for KathyK to sort out <g>...I wouldn't code all the Weasleys individually on these posts.
Kathy W.

Oops, sorry, I was only talking about 1.2.12.1 Weasley age gaps. within it are how old are Charlie and Bill? And how big is the gap? And why don't Molly and Arthur have more kids between Bill&Charlie and Percy. Is is family planning (or lack thereof) or a dastardly DE attack? With posts about birth control, infertility, depression...etc., etc. I actually thought you were kidding about giving it all to Kathy K. I've marked ones for elimination. Some that are worth keeping might fit just as well in the dynamics. So, should I cull the list (1.2.12.1) and let Kathy K consider how the keepers fit with the Weasley code of 1.2.11.1? In re-reading this, I think yes, my review confirms your view that it would be a subset of Weasleys or possibly even just within Weasleys.

I took action on the Weasley Age Gap posts 1.2.12.1: Was 109 now 36. Some of these are only coded to the one heading, some have other codes as well. Many of these are already coded to Weasleys. In that number I completely rejected a little over 20 posts.

Why don't we leave it be until I sort out 1.2.12 Calculating  Characters' Ages? That way, whatever we do with ages will be consistent. Because many of the Gap posts were also coded to Characters Ages, the  numbers for that have dropped too. 

1.2.12 was 204 now 185.
There are probably enough Weasly Age Gap posts now. If you come across any while coding, only code if it is about calculating the age gap and is a very good post. Any that have to do with whether Arthur was working too hard and wasn't in the mood or Molly's possible post-partum depression and not in the mood, or the war with LV and no one was in the mood...well, make your best judgement call.

Sean:
Is there a point in retaining 1.02.12? There are at least 20-30 posts droning on about a subject I thought long-settled. It appears to be irrelevant (certainly in reference to Granger, whose birthday is known, and noone these days doubts she is the same age as the boys), but was a kindred subject to the major discussion about the British school system, which is so mind-numbingly obtuse it made my hangover worse.
Potioncat:

Just a few tidbits here. At the rate I'm going, I'll be  removing/rejecting about half of the current number of posts coded to  1.2.12. Then we'll see what we have and how it should be managed. For now, only code to calculating ages 1.2.12 if the post has something 
substantial to say, and uses some canon basis. At this point,some of  the earlier posts are more for history, quite a few sounded good but  turned out to be wrong.
Kathy W. 
With about 40 more posts to review, I can say this: When all is said  and done, there will only be around 50-65 posts left under 1.2.12 Calculating Characters' Ages (out of 190) You can only read why Hermione had to have been born in 1980 or had to have been born in 1979 so many times. Most posts fall under a specific character or several characters, others fall under Hogwarts Admission Policy/British school policy.

So, either of these would work in my opinion: Keep 1.2.12 but do not cross code to character. Any catalogue user who needs this code can scan through the subject headings to get the posts  they are interested in. Get rid of the code number 1.2.12, keeping the code to the character or school policy for that post. I recommend the latter. And if we follow that line, I'd suggest merging the 1.2.12.1 Weasley age gaps into the Weasley Dynamics.
Carolyn:

Now people - pay attention to this - which would you prefer? My preference, like Kathy, is for putting the character's ages posts with the character, but within their own mini-subhead under the character main head, so they don't get lost.
Debbie: I like this solution.
Carolyn:

Characters' ages - please let me know what sub-heads will be required under characters and I will create them.

Kathy W.

That means the code number 1.2.12 will go away? Do I need to remove that code for each post, or will that happen when you take it away from the list? And how will that affect posts that only have that code now? Will they be lost in the shuffle? (Those that only have the one code which are not being saved under another heading, are for reject anyway.) And, for that matter, how will we code any new calculations of characters' ages if someone without that heading gets such a post?

Carolyn:
The ideal is that you move all the posts currently under 1.2.12 someplace else so we can get rid of the heading, yes. So, they either go to a new sub-head called (eg) 'Hermione's age' or banished to the Weasley family category or whatever. The question is, are there a bunch of posts that really require a general 'ages' category anymore?
Jen: 
I like this category. Potioncat mentioned there would only be  50-60 posts left in it, some only coded to that category. I recently  coded a thread on the ages of the 'gang of Slytherins' and Lucius which fit nicely in this category, but would have been overcoded if 
I tried to code to individual characters. If we're talking about creating sub-heads and ditching the category, could there be a sub-head for this group? We know their general ages now, but it seemed to be a big deal prior to OOTP and the website.
Kathy W.

Jen, you have a good point. There are several gangs that always show up together in the Age Calculation posts. After I finish the review and re-analyze the keepers, I'll see how it breaks down.

Ginger:

Character ages.  I rejected a whole thread minus one post that actually had a bit of merit.  It started with "Did James go to school with Tom?" and went on from there speculating on who may have been in school with whom.  Other than the post I saved, it was all babble and conjecture, half of which was either wrong or proven wrong with the release of OoP.  I can see saving the category in case we ever get a bunch of posts like that where the posters know what they are talking about.  As it was, the post I saved was MM and Tom.  It had a nice canonical summary based on their ages given in the book and in interviews.  I coded it to Calc. Ages and to MM and Tom.  On the other hand, I can see the ones where their ages are calculated frequently, (ie Weasleys) having a subcode.


Potioncat:
Hardly any post about someone's age is only about one character. If we slip "calculating ages" under a character's name, many of these posts would need multiple codes. If we kept the 1.2.12 as the main code, we could create new codes under it for the usual suspects. Then rather than having a code for Lily Potter's age, we could have a code for the Marauders' Generation (Marauders, Snape, Lily, Barty Crouch,Jr., Regulus, Florence, Bertha, Dursleys...did I miss anyone?) And any age post about any of them would go there. We would not need to code to character name, unless the post also concerned some other aspect of the character.

Hermione has about 16 posts; some refer to the other current students as well. Although most are about that incredibly stupid debate on whether she's older or younger than Harry....(Oops, did I say that out loud?) Neville also has a couple of posts about his birth year. Cedric and Angelina come up within Hermione's posts. I think a heading to cover all students would more than meet that need. It would also keep from multi-coding posts. 

Several posts compare DD&MMc, DD&Riddle, MMc&Riddle&Hagrid, Mr.&Mrs. Weasley with Hagrid or with Lucius. The Weasleys are tough because a great deal of them fall under Weasley age gaps but some fall into the Hagrid/Lucius calculations. We have scattered posts for Flamel and Hooch, Fudge, that sort of thing.

So, here is my recommendation:
1.2.12 Calculating Characters' Ages no posts go here.
1.2.12.1 Weasley ages (to include all Weasleys) renamed from Weasley Age Gap it would have more than 40 posts.
1.2.12.2 Students' Ages (to include those characters who are students during Harry's time, except for Weasleys. This would include Viktor, Flint, etc...should they come up. More than 20.

There are about 20 or so posts left. We could make it 1.2.12.3 Adults' Ages. Or there could be one for the Marauder Generation and one for older wizards. At the moment, I vote for one heading only. This leaves the only tricky one that sometimes Molly and Arhtur fit in adults and sometimes in Weasley. My feeling is, depending on the post it might go either way but not to both. 

When someone does the next big review, if the numbers have grown too cumbersome, codes can be reworked.I am assuming here, that the only use of 1.2.12 was ages and I was sort of guessing at the numbers. Weasley age gap was 1.2.12.1, not 1.2.11 wasn't it? 
Jen: 
I like it, and agree with having one Adult category. It's not like people will have to wade through thousands of posts to read about the Marauders or something.
Carolyn:

Yes, I don't mind this alternative solution - but only second-level headings automatically prevent you from coding to them. If the heading was X.X.X, it would always be possible to code something to it. I would not want to make this topic a second-level head, so I think you should only have the sub-heads you have devised - but where should they go?? Under character development maybe?
Potioncat:

The different headings for Calculating Characters' Ages could go under Character Development or under Group Dynamics. I sort of like Group Dynamics better, but in the long run, it doesn't really matter. Once I know which code numbers have been assigned, I'll go through and change them.
We need these categories for Ages. They fit well in either Characterization or Dynamics. It just depends on which is easier to add new headings to.

Change Weasley Age Gaps to Calculating Weasley Ages then change its number to go with these two new ones:
Calculating Adults' Ages
Calculating Students' Ages
Jen:

As for the Calculating Ages question, if you're really asking for my opinion ;), it looks easier to code them under Group Dynamics because they're already underneath that topic now. So then you would just switch the codes to these:

1.2.11.9 Calculating Weasley Ages
1.2.11.10 Calculating Students' Ages
1.2.11.11 Calaculating Adult Ages

Or you could get fancy and sub-code Calculating Weasley Ages under the Weasleys, Calculating Student Ages under the Trio, and....well, there isn't a good category to code Calculating Adult ages under. So I'd vote for the codes above.
Carolyn:

Please note that by implementing this suggestion I will have to re-number all the succeeding sections ....
Jen: Ack, is there a better way? .... 

Carolyn:
I only added the extra sub-heads within the existing category, as when I looked, I saw that the main head still had 191 posts in it, as Kathy was waiting for me to create the new heads before she could move things. Once that's done, we must make a definitive decision where this section should live. I'd prefer not to renumber all the next sections, obviously, but if there is no other way..
Potioncat:
I've started the process of moving posts into the correct numbers. And I think this will make future coding much easier! Instead of clicking each name, it's one simple code. The characters' names only need to be coded if they are discussed in some other way. Anyone who comes across an age calculation, go ahead and use Weasley, or student, or adult for the code. Now, as I understand it, Carolyn, I'll tell you when I'm done and you'll make 1.2.12 go away on all remaining posts. Is that correct? As far as I can see, the Calculating Codes can go wherever it's easiest for you to move them. Characterization fits as does Dynamics. Or it can keep the 1.2.12... numbers. Keeping the three together under one larger heading (whatever the heading) is a good idea.
I'm done. 1.2.12 can be removed from any remaining posts.

1.2.12.1 Weasley ages: 48
1.2.12.2 Students' ages: 18
1.2.12.3 Adults ages: 34
Carolyn:
Ah..I didn't realise we would be left with so many posts in 1.2.12. I am going to ask Paul to automatically remove the category from those, then make a decision where the sub-heads should live. If I renumber on the category list, all our database files will need 
to be altered too ...
**********
1.2.13 Symbolism
Kelly:

This first comment will apply to all symbolism categories. I'm undecided what to do about Stoned!Harry posts. Since this theory is so symbolism-based, most posts carry multiple symbolism subcategories: colours, green, red, wood, metal, and alchemy &
Rosicrucianism. I was thinking it might be easier to simply remove all the symbolism codes, since the Stoned!Harry code itself implies the link. For now, I've left them as they are, pending a group decision. Any thoughts?
Anne:
If a post is good discussion of S!H (i.e. more than just mentioning it in passing), go ahead and add the S!H code and also Review Coding. I'm not sure when your version of the catalogue is from -- it may be that some of those used to be coded for S!H until I uncoded them for being repetitious, or they may be ones I've never seen. That category is
not too big, and I was planning on doing a doublecheck of all of the Harry categories when I'm done, anyway.

As for all those symbolism categories, my suggestion is that you judge those independently of the S!H category. Meaning, if it's a post that you want for any given symbolism category, then code it there, otherwise, don't.

Kelly:

To clarify my previous comments regarding Stoned!Harry posts, I wasn't suggesting making any changes to the Stoned!Harry category, only the symbolism categories, since most Stoned!Harry posts carried a lot of those in addition to the theory name code.  It seemed like unnecessary clutter to me.  For now, I've left the Stoned!Harry posts I found in the the specific subcategories (but I continued to mark them as such), but taken them out of the main 1.2.13 category, since that one was too vague to begin with.

1.2.13 Symbolism
----------------
Kelly: Originally: 51
Now: 20

 

For any post that discusses symbolism as its main topic but does not fit any of the other symbolism subcategories.  Currently, this includes some animal symbolism, geomantic symbolism, characters as chess pieces analysis, and a bit of Freud.  

 

Many of the posts I rejected were already coded to many other much more focused topics (both symbolism subcats and others), so the symbolism code was unnecessary.

***********

1.2.13.1 Etymology & Origin of Names
Anne:

 I've been coding etymology of name to the character mentioned with the idea that people would want to search the database for "Etymology of name + Gilderoy Lockhart" (or

whoever).  

 Kathy W.

I've taken character's codes out of posts that have to do with etymology of names. It's a hard call, but the ones I came across had 6 or 7 characters listed and I was sure I wouldn't want to find that sort of post under a character heading. OTOH, would I want to read through all the posts about names to find out that McGonagall was a Scottish poet?
Carolyn:

Hm: I thought we had decided to leave etymology of a specific character's name in that section, as well as cross-coded to etymology. I can see both arguments. Etymology of names certainly does give insight into what JKR might have intended, on the other 

hand, it would be more useful to find them all in one place rather than trawl through a whole character section to find them.

It seems to me that we have two options. We either have an etymology sub-category for most of the big characters, or we break the general etymology category into lots of little sections. I slightly favour the former solution, which would leave the general etymology category for posts that were, well, too general to put under any particular character.
1.2.13.1 Etymology/origin of names

Kelly:

Originally: 591; Now: 457 (plus 29 name-variation)

... i.e. etymology, psuedo-etymology, ignorant-lumping-together-of-roots-from-different-languages-and-time-periods, historical references, literary references, and other obscure references that JKR may or may not have used to create her names, spells, and other 
terms, and how said origins may reveal the entire future plot of the series. There are a few very good, thorough derivations in here, but most of the posts of short and many are of dubious scholarship. For time purposes, I didn't sort by quality; there are plenty of websites available if people want a good analysis of Potter terms and names.

I think this category could use an additional subcategory for variations-on-a-name debates (e.g. whether the names used for certain characters are in reality nicknames, middle names, etc.). These don't discuss etymology, origin, or meaning of the names (the very few that do would go in both categories), but don't really belong anywhere else that I can see.

I limited this category to external etymology only. For example, discussion of who named the Death Eaters (Voldy, the group, or outsiders), the amazing coincidence of a child named Remus Lupin becoming a werewolf (Ginger, did you know Lupin means wolf?), or why parents of the current wizarding generation tend to use more Muggle-like names than previous generations do not belong here. Discussions of why JKR chose those names, though, does. 

I also kept a handful of posts discussing whether hidden and not-so-hidden meanings of names were maintained in translation. However, keep other discussion of translations out.
Keep witch/wizard/warlock terminology discussions in 3.2.5 Medals, awards, & titles. This is where most of the posts on that topic already reside; there were only a handful here, which I moved there. There is still some repetition in this category; because everything was so scattered and most of the posts were only one or two lines, it was difficult to catch.
********

1.2.13.2 Colours
Kelly:
Moving on to the Colors (pardon, Colours) category. I don't know if this problem only exists in my version of the catalogue, but I have two 1.2.13.2.1's: Green and GRIMS. They seem to peacefully coexist, but perhaps it should be fixed
Carolyn:
I fixed the numbering by calling GRIMS 1.2.13.2.2, and re-numbering Red 1.2.13.2.3. GRIMS stands for 'Green is Really Meaningfully Significant' BTW ! However, eventually we need to think of a way of removing these 5th-level heads, as we agreed we would only have 3rd and 4th levels. I agree with Anne's other comments about Stoned!Harry and green eyes.

 
Originally: 36; Now: 27
Discussion of colors and color symbolism, not specifically focused on red and/or green. If red and/or green is the main topic of the post (even if other colors, usually gold and silver, are also mentioned), keep the post in the subcategories. However, if red/green are
mentioned in equal weight to other colors (i.e. discussion of all house colors), use only the main category.

1.2.13.2.1 (a) Green
--------------------
Originally: 70; Now: 62
Discussion and lists of all things green. Many of the posts here disucssed the significance of Harry's green eyes. Because 2.5.1.0 Harry's eyes is a pretty recent creation, few
of the posts I came across carried this category. I decided to keep those posts in 1.2.13.2.1 but also to add the 2.5.1.0 code. Some carried the main 2.5.1 Harry Potter code, but those may have been moved to 2.5.1.0 in the Harry review, which isn't reflected in my version of the catalogue; I didn't touch these, just noted that the eyes category should be added.

About 20 of the posts here were part of the "All things green" St. Patrick's Day contest to list five quotes from the series referencing the color green. No discussion, but a handy list.
Anne:
This is all fine. Of course, no need to worry about anything already carrying 2.5.1, since I'm working my way through those anyway. They were well over 2000 posts when I started, and are now at about 800 left to go through, and *very* many are being uncoded for Harry altogether.

1.2.13.2.1 (b) GRIMS
--------------------
Originally: 1; Now: 0?
What does this acronym stand for? The one post here was about Harry/Voldemort yin-yang symbolism, and included some red-green discussion, but never mentioned the acronym. Perhaps it was coined later? Or was mistakenly placed here due to the double use of the category number?

1.2.13.2.2 Red
--------------------
Originally: 40; Now: 35
Discussion and lists of all things red, especially Gryffindor, Voldy's eyes, and hair. Much discussion in conjunction with green; these posts are dual coded to the two color subcategories (but not to the main Colours heading). 
********
1.2.13.3 Heraldry
-----------------
Originally: 28
Now: 21

 

Discussion of the heraldy symbolism with respect to the Hogwarts coat of arms.  No real problems here.  Just make sure that heraldic symbolism is being discussed; other coat of arms discussion can be put in 3.16.2 School motto and coat of arms.

 

1.2.13.4 Wood
--------------
Originally: 41
Now: 35

 

All discussion of wood and tree symbolism, usually with respect to wands.  No problems here either.

 

1.2.13.5 Metals
---------------
Originally: 7
Now: 4

 

Symbolism and significance of metals, usually in relation to alchemy or werewolves (silver).

 

1.2.13.6 Stars
--------------
Originally: 2
Now: 0

 

Kelly: I would like to combine this category with 1.2.13.10 Astrology (rename Stars and Astrology?), since star symbolism almost always refers to astrology.  The two posts here were definitely astrology-based; I have marked them to be moved to 1.2.13.10. 
CW - I don't have a problem combining stars and astrology - anyone else??
 

1.2.13.7 Flowers
----------------
Originally: 11
Now: 9

 

Discussion of flower symbolism.  Don't use this category for posts that simply note the abundance of flower names, only those that discuss the possible meaning of this.

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

1.2.13.8  Alchemy (Doug initial report)

Erm, well first of all it wasn't really all that horrid. I was a little surprised that only 59 posts have been coded to 1.5.8 Alchemy, because it seems I've seen tons of posts related to alchemical symbolism in the books during my time on HPfGU...but since that's only

the past year and a half or so, maybe the subject's come up more in more recent times. Anyway, many of the posts so-coded overlap with biographical questions about Nicholas Flamel (muggle or wizard? partnered with Dumbledore when and to do what?)

Of the 59 posts in the category I felt that about 80% were posts I would definitely expect to find if I searched the category. The other 20% were a bit off--some were mostly about Flamel but didn't really discuss alchemy except to mention that Flamel was an alchemist. It's probably fair to code those to 1.5.8, but one searching for discussion _about_ alchemy wouldn't find much to chew on.
Ginger:

I was thinking of Hans and his Character Discussions. Like filks, people either enjoy them or skip them alltogether. We have a seperate category for filks, why not one for the character discussions? It could be under religious influences. Then when we get to that series, we could just code it to that category, and maybe to the person being discussed, and it would save a lot of time. The devotees would have the series in one convenient spot. Their own little treasure trove, if you will, and those who prefer to skip those posts would be able to do so easily. His other posts would, of course, be coded as any other 

post would be. I'm sure Hans would feel special, his fans would be saved from a tedious search, and it would facilitate faster coding.

Potioncat:

That sounds like a great idea to me. I never read his posts, although I sometimes scan the comments that follow. It is a specific fan-base/anti-fan base.

Jen:

I remember reading in our archives some discussion about how to code his posts. Some people felt a separate category might provide undue encouragement, if I'm remembering right. Personally, I like Ginger's idea. We have some precedent for this with Peg's essays on sins/virtues. I mean, there's not an actual category with her *name* on it, but we could do what Ginger suggested with a cetegory under 'religious influences' where Hans and a few other similar posts could be housed. I'm for it.

Debbie:

What devotees? I started reading his posts when he started the Weasley body part analogies for sheer amusement value. But, yes, Rosicrucianism should have its own little category under Religious Influences where all his posts can be enshrined so that us Stoned!Harry enthusiasts can skip right over them.

Carolyn:

Well-remembered Jen. Early on, I made a similar suggestion to Ginger in that I thought Hans should be coralled in his own awful category, but I thought it should be under alchemy. Barry objected and said it gave him too much prominence. I wasn't sure back then, but as Hans' posts have progressed, I have come to agree that he is so completely off his rocker that he shouldn't really be given that kind of prominence. I would prefer to 

put them under alchemy, cross-coded to religious influences, and leave them for people to come across. If you want to create a sub-code Rosicrucianism under religious influences (like Wicca), I don't mind, just as long as it isn't called Hans.

Ginger:

Anyway, since we have to code them, and we don't want to encourageanyone, the Rocrutsian (or whatever) category sounds good to me.  As long as I don't have to learn to pronounce it.  Or spell it. 
Debbie:

I like this solution, as it keeps his posts out of the main Alchemy category.  In the end, I doubt anyone should have an eponymous category, not even Elkins.
Carolyn:

Question re Rosicrucianism - what is it's precise relationship with alchemy? Ie, should it be a sub-category of religious influences, or of alchemy?

 Carolyn: 
Alchemy/Rosicrucianism: I asked whether this should be under 1.1.1.1 Religious influences or  1.2.13.8 Alchemy. I think it should be under Alchemy. 
 I can't say I study Hans' posts in great detail, but they seem to be 
 adapting bits of Christianity to his own POV rather than vice versa.
Anne:
These posts are, IMO, singular enough to warrant their own subcategory, which I would like to see put in symbolism under Alchemy rather than under religious influences (as I sincerely doubt this was a true *religious* influence on JKR's story). It works all right, since Hans speaks of symbolism all the time.

I'm sure we all have an ulterior motive for capturing them (and their replies) in a separate category -- it is very difficult to understand exactly what he intends to say. This is not even meant to be a criticism (I used to read his posts with interest), it's just a fact. Rather than miscode due to misinterpretation, or sprinkle them throughout the character and event codes, let's just capture them in their own category. There are few enough of them that the category will not be huge, and they will not all be Hans's, as some will be replies. Just call it Rosicrucianism for now; we can adjust the title later if we see a need.
Carolyn:
Rosicrucianism is going under alchemy then.
Carolyn:

Check out post #55793.Correct me if I'm wrong, but this appears to be the dreaded Hans' 
first post on HPfGU. He has a bewildering number of names. In this one he posts under 'Ibot Bracchae-Breves'. As agreed, he is being bunged under Alchemy/Rosicrucianism.. but watch out for him from now on.
 
But be very careful, a simultaneous thread based on Stoned!Harry has also just started. I am only coding it to that heading under Harry, not alchemy under symbolism for the time being.
1.2.13.8 Alchemy and Rosicrucianism
-----------------------------------
Kelly:

Originally: 63
Now: 35

 

For all discussion of alchemical symbols in the books.  Most of the posts focus on traditional alchemy (philosopher's stone, eternal life, metal symbology, etc), but there were a handful discussing Jungian analysis (i.e. spiritual alchemy).  Most of the rejects here were discussion of Nicholas Flamel as a character.  Also, I rejected several Stoned!Harry posts where the discussion had turned away from the alchemical symbolism and on to predictions of Harry's death or survival.

 

After all the outcry on the catalogue list regarding the infamous Hans, I was expecting to finally be able to get a handle on what his posts were about by reading this category (I thought I was a pretty thorough reader of the HPFGU list during its heyday, but I must admit, I don't remember Hans' posts at all or really have any idea what he wrote about or why it was controversal).  And what do I find?  Nada, zilch, zero.  Not even a hint of rosicrucianism in this category.  Where did all those posts go?  Were they all rejected?  Or are they hiding in another category somewhere?

CW 

I ran my eye down the list and he is there, but he goes under a couple of different names. One is Ibot Bracchae-Breves, and the other is Ivan Vablatsky, plus Hans. However, his email address is always ibotsjfvxfst@y... Clearly multiple personality disorder is one of his numerous problems..
********


1.2.13.10 (was 1.5.10) Astrology (Laurasia)
There was a post that speculated Neville being a Pisces (in the context of MemoryCharm!Neville), but because we now know this is wrong I removed the Astrology code to avoid confusion.
***1.2.13.10 Astrology
-------------------
Kelly: Originally: 40
Now: 37

 

Discussion of the astrology that actually appears in the books (e.g. Divination class and homework comments, Mars is bright, etc.), and also attempts to use astrology to describe, analyze, and predict futures for various characters. 

 

1.2.13.11 Numbers
--------------------

1.02.13.11 (was 1.5.11 -1.5.11.4) Numbers (Laurasia) (done)
Kelly: Originally: 13
Now: 10

 

I think this category is far too small to have so many subcategories, especially with the amount of crossover found between all the subcategories.  For now, I've kept posts that discuss one number and one number only in the specific number categories.  Any overlap and it goes to the main category.  For the record, the number 20 actually had the most discussions devoted to it (7 posts), not 3, 4, 12, or 13.  

 

Pending group decision, I'd like to trash the subcategories altogether and just put everything (only 22 posts total) in 1.2.13.11.
CW - I would be happy to do this - anyone else??
 

1.2.13.11.1 Three
-----------------
Originally: 5
Now: 1

 

1.2.13.11.2 Four
----------------
Originally: 3
Now: 1

 

1.2.13.11.2 Twelve
------------------
Originally: 9
Now: 6

 

1.2.13.11.2 Thirteen
--------------------
Originally: 5
Now: 4

 

*******

1.02.13.12 (was 1.4.11)  RUNES
Anne (before):

By the way, several of these were speculating on the resemblance to a rune (Sigel). They seem to call for another category - Either adding "Runes" to the Symbolism list, or coding under 1.6.6. "ancient myths and legends" -- or should I just leave well enough alone? (#40355 is an example)

Carolyn:

I don't know why we don't have a runes category under symbolism – I will add one now.

Anne again:

Come to think of it, maybe because they'll all be about Harry? Does anyone remember any rune posts that weren't primarily about Harry's scar, even the Eiwaz/Ehwaz ones? On the other hand, you just know people are going to look under Symbolism for Runes. Besides, more runes might come up later.

******

BOOKS
Jen:

Help! I was wrong. The chapter codings are NOT cut and dried, right/wrong, etc. We need to answer a big question before I move on: What will people be looking for when searching a chapter category? 

A)Discussion and theorizing about events within that chapter, i.e., why did Dumbledore leave Harry at the Dursleys? Why did it take so long for Hagrid to arrive with Harry at Privet Drive? 

B) Discussion about the chapter itself. For Book 1, chapter 1 examples are: POV, clues JKR laid within this chapter (i.e. Sirius' motorbike), comments about how JKR introduced the characters, etc.

C) Only formal chapter discussions, either initiated by the group or when a poster does so informally.

D) Something else I'm not thinking of.

So far in reviewing chap. 1 of PS, most of the posts discuss events within the chapter and include theorizing about the hot button issues such as the letter, Dumbeldore's decision, missing 24 hours, etc. Myself, I've been coding plot points and theorizing to the chapters, but now it seems redundant. There are so many other ways to find specific plot discussion, and I'm thinking the chapter categories should include discussion more like examples B & C above.
Carolyn:

My input - definitely B) & C). 

A) is more difficult to define. I can only do it by examples. For instance, Part 1 of Magic Dishwasher is (largely) an extended analysis of the end chapters of POA. Not all theories are like this, but in this instance, is it correct to cross-code that lengthy theory post to those chapters? I know I have done, but that may not be correct. Similarly Part II Spying Game is an analysis of the graveyard scene in GOF.

In addition to these theory questions, the categories should both pose the key questions about a particular chapter (as the formal summaries do), and capture the best of the replies to those questions. The art is to know when to cut that discussion off, as it meanders off into being a thread on something else. Also, I am particularly keen to capture the quickies - where someone spots something in a chapter that is odd, and queries it.

Potioncat:
I just reviewed a slew of McGonagall posts within a chapter summary thread...Jen has my deepest sympathy. In the  past I used to code to a chapter if the post was part of a summary, if any reference was made to a chapter or in some cases, if I knew which chapter it belonged to.

Now, having slogged through some of those, I tend to think that the chapter codes should be for discussions about the chapter itself.  But in place of some chapters as codes, we may need specific events as codes. For example I'll bet there are hundreds of posts debating the events between the trio, Snape, Lapin, Black and Pettigrew in the Shrieking Shack. And I'll bet a number are coded to those 3 chapters.

Another problem, within the chapter summaries, I found a number that are coded appropriately to McGonagall as well as to other characters. But after a few, most can go. I would think it might be in Jen's domain to determine which ones stay. Or is that passing the buck?

Jen:

I finished reviewing PS chapter coding and am about halfway through COS. I think I've done enough to make a proposal for future coding:

1) Coding to the First Category, the Book Title. This is the spot for general book reviews and for posts touching on 3 or more chapters in a given book. That's an entirely arbitrary number on my part, but typically if a post is using multiple chapter examples, it starts straying into the territory of reviewing the book.

This one is a judgement call, of course. If all the examples are relevant but there's no connection made between them, it's better to code to individual chapters.

2) Coding to Chapters. So far, almost every chapter has a seminal event discussed ad nauseam which has become synonymous with the chapter. Examples: 'The Mirror of Erised' and the socks; 'Quidditch' and Snape saving Harry's life; 'Through the Trapdoor' and discussion about the tasks/DD's agenda. Readily identifiable events where most

people can tell you *exactly* what chapter they occurred in.

In light of this pattern, I left threads about very specific events coded to the chapter headings. I think people interested in Dumbledore and his socks will naturally tend to click on 'The Mirror of Erised' chapter code as a logical entry point for discussion.

But there are other events that most of us can't recall the exact chapter, nor do we care, and they aren't discussed nearly as often as the key events. Take for example Justin Finch-Fletchley discussing his background in COS. That doesn't need to be coded to

the chapter IMO, because most people won't know right off the bat where to find it anyway. Personally I would look up JFF first.

3) Posts with Extensive Canon References. Initially I was going to keep these coded to chapters, but then realized it was redundant. These posts are trying to make a point about the series, plot development, characterization, etc., not about the actual canon points used in the discussion.

There were a couple of these discussions, a very few, that seemed relevant to the chapters. Example: The POV shift in several key chapters. For those posts I left the chapter coding in as a reference guide.

Kelly:

How are you planning to deal with the graveyard scene in GOF? This scene covers three chapters but in my mind qualifies as a "very specific event". I had trouble deciding whether to code to chapters (and in the end I did check all three) when I came across the thread discussing sexual overtones in the graveyard scene.

Kathy W.

The other big scene that I've coded to several PoA chapters in the past is the event between Trio, Snape and former Marauders in the Shrieking Shack. You know: who did Lupin see on the map, why didn't he take his potion, who did Snape see, why didn't he bring potion, what was being said...what did Snape hear? what wasn't being said...etc, etc, etc...

How should we code that sort of thing in the future?

Jen: 

Those are tough ones. I guess I'll have to read the posts for those chapters and see if they fall into an obvious order or not. Probably big events will stay coded to several chapters, and people will just have to sort through a few posts until they find the issue of interest.

The problem I'm finding with coding to chapters is things aren't always obvious. Like there was quite a bit of discussion about H & H getting in trouble with McGonagall over the Norbert incident. Discussions about rule-breaking, why Hagrid didn't try to bail them

out, why they couldn't tell McGonagall the truth, etc. You'd think by cruising through the chapter titles that all this discussion should go into "Norbert the Norwegian Ridgeback," but the actual punishment and interaction with McGonagall takes place in the next chapter.

Now this isn't a huge deal; most people not finding discussions will either look up the reference in the book or just automatically click on the next chapter heading until they find what's needed.

So, coding to the three graveyard chapters (or three POA chapters) might cause a little confusion, but not so much as coding more minor events to a chapter. All my opinion of course; please dissaude me now if you see a better way!

Carolyn:

My two sickles is that the discussion of big events should stay coded to the relevant chapters. For instance, so much of Magic Dishwasher turns of the interpretation of the POA Shrieking Shack scene and the rebirth scene in GOF. In a way, I think it will be quite interesting to read through all this on a chapter basis, because the date order in which the posts come will give succeeding layers of interpretation some further meaning.

It is very noticeable how the interest in the Shrieking Shack scene revvs up from posts 30000 etc onwards, compared to the early discussions of it.

On the discussion of the smaller incidents, it is difficult to have one rule to fit them all. My definition as I have coded to chapter is if there was no other useful place to put it. Eg, discussions of the valentine in CoS - who sent it & why. Whilst that can be cross-coded to the various characters involved, in essence it is discussing an incident in Chapter 13. However, your JFF example should most probably go to the character, as you suggest.

On incidents which have been wrongly coded to a chapter - then, of course, correct them (I do try and look up whenever I am not sure!). She has the bit-part-publishing habit of leaving an event hanging at the end of one chapter so as you dive into the next to find out what happens..

As mentioned in the round up on Sunday, any general reviews of a book as a whole should go in the sub-category I have created for them - really useful to read through in one go, I thought. I found it really annoying not to be able to find these sort of posts when I first joined HPfGU.

The next thing is the chapter summaries and the questions related to them. Obviously, the headline summary should go to the chapter code, but then my rule of thumb has been to code reponses on a diminishing returns basis - ie, once they start to wander off into separate sub-threads rather than stay answering all the questions, I stopped coding to chapter.

Jen: 

I forgot to mention the posts coded only to the chapter. I'm  definitely keeping smaller incidents coded here esp. if there's no  other logical place to start looking. Like you said, sweeping through a review of Ron's category to find a discussion on the slug 

incident with Malfoy would be infuriating. 

As you know, I can't help myself from coding-to-thread a bit in these chapter summaries. Continuity and all. And right now we're still talking about *very few* chapters with more than 25 posts. I suspect in the end only a handful of chapters will have 100+ posts to wade through, maybe upwards of 200-300 when we get to post-OOTP. More than that would just be recycling the same arguments with each 

new wave of posters. We'll just have to pick the most definitive posts at each junture and then cull to the best of the best.

Talisman: 

Perhaps we could *establish* the events that are *big* enough to be coded to chapter with an explicit list--or, whether you mean events as they pertain to certain theories. I can see MD events in the Shrieking Shack/Graveyard. But, do you want every reference to these events coded to chapter? or just the ones that are directly responding to MD? Obviously every event happens in chapter. I'm concerned that these codes are susceptible to overuse and idiosyncratic use. 

In past, I have tended to use the chapter codes for 1) explicitly captioned summary discussions; 2) posts that explore the events in a given chapter fairly discretely AND have no other home. I don't mind adding major theories, in order to gain the retrieval option you suggest, but I'd prefer that we establish, rather than assume, which theories qualify.

Jen: 

I kept a thread about the Valentines because it was worth reading and was a pretty exhaustive look at all possible suspects and scenarios. I do think chapters are a good place to locate these threads with no other obvious home, cross-coded to characters like Eva is doing with a few of the Valentine posts.

You know, there are quite a few interesting debates captured in the chapter categories. Like for example in Heir of Slytherin, you can find the following:

*Any of Riddles power get transferred to Ginny?

*How did Fawkes poke out the basilisk's eyes without petrification?

*How much power did Diary!Tom actually have, could he actually *use* Harry's wand or was he posturing?

*Why didn't HP just talk to the basilisk?

My point is that some of the minor plot debates can definitely be housed in the chapters without having a bunch of cross-codings to other categories. 

Maybe what I'll do is try to scan though the chapters of all books and get that list together *first* before actually finishing my review? That way when people start re-coding, we'll all be on the same page for what to include, and it won't matter if I'm still cleaning out the chapters at the same time others are coding

PS/SS original posts: 704

PS/SS now: 540
COS original: 436

COS now: 315
POA original: 1197

POA now: 860
Just a few parting thoughts on chapter coding:

1) For the Shrieking Shack chapters in POA and the graveyard chapters in GOF, my suggestion is to code posts discussing the entire event (timeline, actions across several chapters, significance of the event, etc.) to the Shrieking Shack-POA and Graveyard headings. 

Events taking place within only one chapter can still be coded that way. And I left a few posts coded to a couple of chapters. Example: The Lupin transformation scene was typically discussed looking at why he didn't take his potion in Cat, Rat and Dog and his actual transformation in Dementor's Kiss.

2) It's a good idea to double-check the chapter if unsure about an event. It took a long time to sort out the last five chapters of POA because of mis-codings, and these sections will surely get unwieldy if we're sloppy and don't review again for awhile.

KathySnow:

Something else I forgot to ask about; the chapter review summaries and questions. I have come across three so far under the Sirius heading and questioned if they should actually be there until the thread stems off to the degree of talking about Sirius only. These review questions are equivalent to a multi post that is directed to more than one topic. I would suggest giving the reviewed chapter summaries either their own heading, treating them like a multi post or only coding them to the book's chapter they are referencing, the last example being my personal preference. Quite a few initially answered posts to these chapter review questions answer to most or all of the questions submitted, which I would also place with the original chapter post. Again, once the thread veers off to only 
answering a question concerning the individual I would then tick only to the individual's heading.

Carolyn:

I would agree that the chapter summary responses should mainly be with the chapter, unless they are significantly about something else, in this case, Sirius.
Jen: 

I agree we need to house the chapter summaries together coded to the chapter (or chapters) being addressed. There's no reason to overcode here, when there's a simple place to put them and direct people to. Most of the summaries cover so many questions they could easily be coded to about 15 different items, but it won't make them accesible that way. I view them as having historical value more than anything else and as such, they don't need to be viewed all over the catalogue.
THE LIST OF TOPICS TO BE CODED UNDER EACH CHAPTER:
Philosopher’s Stone/SS

Chapter 1 The Boy Who Lived

•
The letter Dumbledore left.

•
What made the Dursleys accept Harry?

•
Narrator in first chapter.

•
How did McGonagall know to go to the Dursleys and how to find the house?

•
Missing 24 hours.

Chapter 2 The Vanishing Glass

•
Examples of spontaneous magic.

•
Snake incident.

•
Significance of Mrs. Figg.

Chapter 3 The Letters From No One

•
How did the letters find Harry?

•
Method of addressing.

Chapter 4 The Keeper Of The Keys

•
Pink umbrella.

•
How did Hagrid get to the hut?

•
How did the Dursleys get back?

Chapter 5 Diagon Alley

•
Money conversion.

•
The snapping of Hagrid’s wand.

•
Wands in general.

•
Issues about the vault key.

•
Meeting Draco.

•
Ollivander’s comments about Voldemort

Chapter 6 The Journey From Platform Nine and Three-Quarters

•
Scabbers attacking Goyle

•
Ginny at the station and her perceived maturity level.

•
Initial relationship between Harry and Draco.

Chapter 7 The Sorting Hat

•
The sorting process.

•
Did the characters end up in the right houses?

•
Why does Harry’s scar hurt when he looks at Snape?

•
Harry’s dream about Prof. Quirrell’s turban.

•
Snape wanting the DADA job and narrator’s function in telling the reader about this.

Chapter 8 The Potions Master

•
Snape’s speech the first day of class.

•
Hagrid avoiding Harry’s questions about Snape.

Chapter 9 The Midnight Duel

•
Significance of Neville flying first during broomstick training

•
James as Chaser and Harry as Seeker.

•
Why was there a lock on Fluffy’s door and not a spell?

Chapter 10 Halloween

•
Wood practicing Quidditch with golf balls.

•
Where did the money come from for McGonagall to purchase Harry’s broom?

•
Why did Hermione lie to McGonagall after the troll incident?

Chapter 11 Quidditch

•
“Potter for President” sign.

•
POV change at the Quidditch match.

•
Lee’s magnified voice.

Chapter 12 The Mirror of Erised

•
Socks comment by DD.

•
Discussion about what Harry and Ron see in the mirror.

•
Percy finding sickles in his pudding and holiday traditions.

Chapter 13 Nicolas Flamel

•
Neville attacking Crabbe and Goyle.

•
Conversation between Snape and Quirrell in the forest.

•
Chocolate Frog Card of DD.

•
Thoughts on Flamel.

Chapter 14 Norbert The Norwegian Ridgeback

•
Hagrid letting the Harry and Hermione get in trouble over Norbert.

Chapter 15 The Forbidden Forest

•
McGonagall’s punishment for the Norbert incident; whether the punishment fit the crime.

•
Lethifold characteristics of Voldemort in the forest.

•
Centaurs and astronomy.

•
How much do Centaurs know about the future?

Chapter 16 Through The Trapdoor

•
How did Snape’s potion puzzle reset?

•
Chess game.

•
Dumbledore’s agenda.

•
How did DD return from London?

•
Where was Snape while the Trio was solving the puzzles?

Chapter 17 The Man With Two Faces

•
Why couldn’t Quirrell get the Stone?

•
Destruction of the Stone and DD’s talk with Flamel.

•
Whether DD is using the Elixer.

•
DD’s comments on why Voldemort couldn’t kill Harry as a baby and Lily’s role.

The Chamber of Secrets

Chapter 1 The Worst Birthday

•
Petunia overfeeding Dudley.

•
Significance of dinner party on Harry’s birthday.

Chapter 2 Dobby’s Warning

•
How did Dobby find out about the COS plan in the first place, then escape to tell Harry?

•
Speculation about Dobby as Potter’s House Elf.

•
Did Dobby tip off the MOM about the underage magic incident?

Chapter 3 The Burrow

•
Fred and George knowing how to drive a car.

Chapter 4 At Flourish and Blotts

•
Lucius and his plan.

•
Why did he choose Ginny?

•
Did he know the Wesleys would be in Diagon Alley that day?

•
Lucius’ understanding of the power of the diary.

Chapter 5 

•
The Whomping Willow

•
Ron performing underage magic and not receiving a notice.

•
Molly and Arthur not noticing Ron/Harry didn’t board the train.

•
Why was Snape the one waiting for them at Hogwarts?

Chapter 6 Gilderoy Lockhart

•
Mandrakes and ethical issues.

•
Colin standing up to Draco.

Chapter 7 Mudbloods and Murmurs

•
Ron’s broken wand.

•
Why the female characters don’t see Lockhart is a fraud.

•
How Hagrid can use his wand and not get in trouble?

Chapter 8 The Deathday Party

•
Significance of Nick’s Halloween death.

•
Did MWPP have a drawer in Filch’s office too?

•
Kwikspell course.

Chapter 9 The Writing On The Wall

•
Snape’s reaction to the Trio when Mrs. Norris is found petrified.

•
History of Slytherin and COS

Chapter 10 The Rogue Bludger

•
Homorphus charm.

•
Why Madam Hooch doesn’t realize the bludger is tampered with.

•
House-Elf magic.

Chapter 11 The Dueling Club

•
Did Snape deliberately set the snake on Harry to see if he speaks Parseltongue?

•
Does Harry have some type of protection shield around him?

Chapter 12 The Polyjuice Potion

•
Is Draco evil based on the conversation in the Slytherin Common room?

•
Recognizing Penelope.

Chapter 13 The Very Secret Diary

•
Who sent the Valentine to Harry?

•
Harry ‘recognizing’ Riddle’s name on the diary.

Chapter 14 Cornelius Fudge

•
Dumbledore seeing the Trio under the Invisibility Cloak.

•
Fudge: evil vs. clueless?

Chapter 15 Aragog

•
Why Snape is escorting the students between classes.

•
Spider phobias.

•
Aragog’s promise not to harm Hagrid.

Chapter 16 The Chamber of Secrets

•
Staff discussion of Ginny and the COS in the staff room.

•
How did the staff know so quickly it was Ginny?

•
Hermione tearing the page out of the book before being petrified.

Chapter 17 The Heir of Slytherin

•
Did Ginny get any of Riddle’s powers?

•
How did Fawkes poke the eyes out of the basilisk without petrification?

•
Riddle’s actual power as an image, could he use a wand?

•
How did Fawkes get in without Ron seeing him?

•
Harry not attempting to talk to the basilisk using Parseltongue.

Chapter 18 Dobby’s Reward

•
Dumbledore’s speech to Lucius.

•
Hermione not receiving an award along with Harry and Ron.

•
DD’s “why Harry was in Gryffindor” speech.

•
How did they revive Nick?

•
Dobby apparating.

•
Mandrakes and ethics of cutting them up.

Prisoner of Azkaban

Chapter 1 Owl Post

•
Discussion about the Dursleys being Harry’s only living relatives as mentioned in the narration.

Chapter 2 Aunt Marge’s Big Mistake

•
When Harry storms out with his trunk he never goes back to his room to retrieve clothes.

•
What if Petunia actually blew up Marge?

Chapter 3 The Knight Bus

•
Harry used a simple gesture and the Knight Bus arrived; coincidence or was it sent by someone?

•
Sirius knowing the location of the Dursley house.

Chapter 4 The Leaky Cauldron

•
Fudge knowing Harry was headed to Leaky Cauldron.

•
Crookshanks—animagus, kneazle or what?

•
Fight between Ron/Hermione.

Chapter 5 The Dementor

•
Lupin riding on the train.

•
Was Lupin really asleep the whole time?

•
Effect of the Dementor on Ginny and Neville.

•
Lupin’s bag and Professor title.

•
Students not clapping for Lupin at the feast.

Chapter 6 Talons And Tea Leaves

•
The length of time it took Draco’s arm to heal and Madam Pomfrey.

•
Hagrid carrying around the pole cat.

•
Blame for the Buckbeak incident.

Chapter 7 The Boggart In The Wardrobe

•
Why Lupin didn’t transform with the boggart and properties of boggarts.

•
Unidentified Gryffindor girls during the DADA class.

•
Snape leaving the staff room and discussion on what his greatest fear 

Chapter 8 Flight Of The Fat Lady

•
Death of Lavender’s rabbit.

•
Sirius and the knife incident.

•
Lupin speaking Voldemort’s name.

•
Lupin’s reluctance to talk openly to Harry.

•
Snape and Lupin discussing the cauldron of potion.

Chapter 9 Grim Defeat

•
Flint? Class said they didn’t learn about werewolves, but Lockhart talked about them in COS.

•
Snape not using Lupin’s class agenda.

•
Peeves in a student dorm when he wakes Harry up.

•
Dementors concentrating on Harry at the Quidditch match.

Chapter 10 The Marauder’s Map

•
Sirius giving his bike to Hagrid.

•
Sirius laughing when the Muggles were blown up.

•
Fidelius.

Chapter 11 The Firebolt

•
Why didn’t Ron see Pettigrew’s name on the map?

•
Trelawney’s prediction at Christmas dinner.

•
Harry’s daydream where Pettigrew looks like Neville.

•
Snape and the vulture cracker.

Chapter 12 The Patronus

•
Interaction between Harry and Lupin.

•
Lupin’s verbal and nonverbal communication with Harry.

•
Trio fight.

Chapter 13 Gryffindor vs. Ravenclaw

•
Crookshanks/Scabbers incident in the dorm.

•
How did Sirius get in the castle?

•
Draco’s Dementor trick at the Quidditch match.

•
Was Cho deliberately pointing out the Dementors to Harry?

Chapter 14 Snape’s Grudge

•
Did Snape know the Marauder’s nicknames?

•
Psychic link between Harry & Ron?

Chapter 15 The Quidditch Final

•
Harry’s dream they used Neville as Seeker instead.

•
How Lee can tell Fred & George apart on the Quidditch pitch.

•
Hermione’s apology to Ron.

Chapter 16 Professor Trelawney’s Prediction

•
Discussion about the 2nd prediction.

•
Divination final.

Chapter 17 Cat, Rat And Dog

•
Was Harry capable of hurting Sirius in the Shack and how would he kill him not knowing AK?

•
Sirius choking Harry.

•
Why didn’t Lupin see time-turned Harry and Hermione on the Map?

•
Why didn’t Lupin take his potion before heading to the Shack?

•
The flicker in Sirius’ eyes when the Trio faced off against him.

•
Lupin’s odd shiver when he says he doesn’t want Harry dead.

Chapter 18 Moony, Wormtail, Padfoot and Prongs

•
Lupin’s decision not to tell DD about Sirius and the animagi.

•
Lupin’s explanation of the Prank.

•
Why didn’t they investigate the creaking door?

Chapter 19 The Servant of Lord Voldemort

•
The sequence of Snape bringing the potion, seeing the Map on Lupin’s desk.

•
Apology between Sirius and Remus.

•
Sirius and Remus planning to kill Pettigrew.

•
Harry showing mercy to Peter.

Chapter 20 The Dementor’s Kiss

•
Why did Lupin only transform when he got outside?

•
Did he actually need his potion on full-moon night or not?

•
Sirius transforming from Padfoot back to human form in the face of the Dementors.

•
Lupin bit Sirius that night but he’s not a werewolf—why?

Chapter 21 Hemione’s Secret

•
Intricacies of time travel.

•
Snape’s explanation that the Trio were Confunded.

•
Snape/DD conversation about Sirius in the hospital wing.

Chapter 22 Owl Post

•
Snape’s scene in the hospital when Sirius escapes.

•
Life Debts.

•
What was Trelawney’s first prophecy?

•
How did Sirius get money out of his vault for the Firebolt?

GOF chapter review
Jen:
I'm in the middle of chap. 34 (GOF) and realized many of the posts are coded to both the chapter heading and the category 'Priori Incantatem' under Spells. 

****L.O.O.N warning**** 

I'm thinking we need to change the one on the spell section to "Priori Incantato" to distinguish between the spell Mr. Diggory cast on Winky's wand and the reverse spell effect seen in the graveyard. It wouldn't matter except there's discussion on the list 
around the same time reminding people to distinguish between the actual spell and the brother wand effect.Then I'll uncode the posts in Priori Incantatem to Priori Incantato 
and there won't be confusion. 

Also, having all these posts in one category will be a great way to point people in the right direction when asking, 'what discussion was there on the list about the James/Lily wand order when it was first published?' It *is* interesting to read all the ways people 
tried to make the mistake work before finding out it was a mistake!! So I'm expecting soon the discussion will lead to coding under 'differences between editions' too, as well as the chapter. Interesting.
Carolyn:
Hm... have given you the new category..hope you are sure about  this!

 Jen: Hey wait! You did this to me about re-coding the age categories  too. Argue with me, convince me I'm wrong. ;) 

Carolyn:
My thought is that it is more of JKR's cod Latin - a sort of declension on the lines of 'Amo, amas, amat' etc. Incantato could be a first-person command - Mr Diggory initiated the spell with his own wand, instructing it to reveal its last spell. Incantatem could be a 
kind of third person, or neuter situation where the spell occurs without the conscious wish of the protagonists, or as happened in the graveyard, when the wands are made with the same core.

Or the difference in wording could simply be a mistake on JKR's part -she has said she doesn't believe in magic and makes it up to suit herself.

Question - is it useful to searchers to separate the two, or would they prefer one section and see all such different views together? We could call it Priori incantatem/incantato to make clear we know there is a canon difference.
Jen: 
Ah, OK. I see why the hesitation. One thought I had while coding last night was having one category called Priori Incantato and name the other the Reverse Spell effect 
so there's no confusion. But, reading your thoughts, it's probably better just to combine the two. You know, if we get too complicated....*sigh* we'll just end up answering a bunch of questions.

About the whole wand order debate. I noticed you coded a few OT-ish posts in the chapter review section to round out the discussion on whether it was a mistake or not. I saw a couple of others rejected on OT grounds that I might include too. One very small thread was started by a guy who actually had e-mail access to JKR's assistant 'Fiddy' at the time and got 'offical' confirmation--those were the days, huh?!! At first I thought it was a joke but the thread is him, Penny and Amy Z. (I think) discussing his return e-
mail so I'm thinking it's legitimate. Anyone mind including just a couple more of these? It has historical value, I think ;).
Jen:

Whew! Finally finished. GOF

Start: 1856; After review: 1393

It looks like I took a machete to the category, doesn't it? Most were uncoded to a chapter for a variety of reasons and the rest were rejected for FAQ reasons. I've also updated the Chapter Coding Guide to include GOF. Sorry I couldn't think of a better format than just to list each chapter individually so it *is* 12 pages long. But it will likely be worth 
the paper to print this and avoid the cumbersome task of paging through each book. 

Last few thoughts on chapter coding:

**Chapter summaries and responses don't need to be coded to anything else but the chapter, unless a post takes one of the questions and goes off on a tangent. I don't see these as being the same as a Multiple post, where each answer needs to be coded individually. 

**I only kept posts coded to a chapter IF they are actually dissecting and event within that chapter. If a canon point from a chapter is cited as part of a larger argument, i.e. Fudge is Evil based on his behavior throughout GOF, one example being the scene in "The Parting of the Ways", then I uncoded to the chapters. Sometimes longer posts *do* analyze particular events in canon as part of the argument, and those I kept coded to the chapter. But if the canon point is just be cited with a passing reference to how it fits into the theory, I'd say don't code to the chapter.


****
1.12/1.13 FB&WTFT/QQTA
KathyK:

Preliminary viewing of both and a more detailed look at QTA shows I'll be chopping a bit out of there.  Many, many of the posts are coded there for a mention of the schoolbooks or because one of the books is quoted in a discussion.  My only issue is that several discussions--about specific beasts, for instance--initiated because of the books' publication.  

Oh, and there's one I really, really want to reject.  All it contains is a list of beasts we may see in future books, coded to FB and to predictions w/o canon.  Just a list, nothing more.  I suppose it is a prediction without cannon but...it's a *list.*  No discussion on how or why these creatures might appear.  Pretty please can we toss it?
FB Canon Discussion 1.10.1 

Was 74, then 88, now 48 with the potential of being reduced further. I was a little lenient with this category for posts placed there early on and a couple that would be rejected outright if I take away the FB code. Later on, anything that could be found simply by reading the schoolbook or visiting the Lexicon for information, I axed 1.12.1. Mostly these posts were about a particular beast or speculated about this or that (ie where the Potter's money came from, mentioning the invention of the golden snitch in GH) and had little to do with FB. 

Potential further chops: Club posts 4340 & 4371, & Group 12439. These three posts were written prior to the release of Fantastic Beasts and do discuss beasts, some that appear in FB (and 12439 is Lexicon Steve considering how to classify creatures on his site). They're not discussion of the book, they don't even pull from the book because it hadn't been published yet. There's no general category for beasts, right? Where do these go? I'm happy to keep them or toss 'em.

24528--about what 'dark creatures' are with just a passing mention of FB...If I remove 1.12.1 it will still be coded to 3.16.7.6 DADA & 3.16.7.5 COMC. Is this sufficient? 'Cause it sure don't belong under FB as far as I'm concerned.

25515, 25518, 25525--have to do with 'ghouls' (the Weasley's in particular) who appear in FB but do not have their own category. It's only 3 posts but if I were looking for past discussions on ghouls, I'd be looking for a 'ghoul' category. For now I'll leave 'em here. 

33838--Has to do with Hagrid's obnoxious skrewt experiment. There's two that kind of belong under 'skrewt,' which we currently do not have. 33838 will have no category if I remove FB. I took the code off 33919 because it had another category, 3.7.2, attached. Really, though these two belong in a skrewt category. Putting them with Hagrid didn't seem quite right...

Kelly:

I just reviewed that post the other day [24528]; it's part of a larger thread discussing the definition of dark creatures and why they are studies in DADA rather than CoMC, and I think it belongs solidly in the DADA and CoMC categories, definitely not in FB. I agree you should ax that code.

QTA 1.11.1 was 34, now 23 posts

Like with 1.12.1 I removed the code from any posts merely mentioning the book or discussing other things using quotes from QTA. I also removed it from a few that merely discussed quidditch as 3.6.1, History, players, balls & rules, sufficed. Best Post in the Categories:There's a great discussion on whether the two schoolbooks are canon that begins with Abigail in 38906.

******

1.14 Predictions (Boyd)
OK, done with my first skim-through of the Predictions categories, and enjoyed some of it--I love a good prediction. Unfortunately, most of these are tripe.

Observations:

* Many pre-GOF & -OOP predictions are quite apocalyptic, such as "Voldemort and his minions will establish control over Hogwarts" and "Dumbledore gets killed and Lucius Malfoy becomes Headmaster, as the Dark Side gains power"and "let's kill the Dursleys off, too." Either Kneasy's been time-turning to post these or we've found the source of all of his theories.

* Unsurprisingly, few pre-GOF & -OOP predictions were even close. Many based on unsubstantiated rumors. Most had little to do with the main plots, instead confining themselves to guessing at new characters, deaths, love interests, prefects, the Quiddich team, and so on. "How does Professor Crookshanks sound?" Or "Hagrid trys to learn more Wizard charms by taking after school classes from Prof. McGonagal. She becomes smitten with him and a slight romance develops."

Minor Issues I'll Resolve:

* A small number were incorrectly coded to the Headers instead of (or in addition to) the subcategories (e.g. #3722). Let's not do that any more. I'll move them.

* Two posts have been assigned to 1.13 Half Blood Prince (the main book heading) but are really predictions. I'll reassign.

* Too much cross-coding here. Most posts are either simple predictions or theories--not both. I think if it helps *explain* the past, it's theory, not a prediction. I'll uncode Predictions and either add 5.6 or reject as appropriate.

Help!

* I think we should have classified all predictions according to when they were *made* (ain't 20-20 hindsight great?). Instead, we have classified according to the book the prediction is about. But many predictions don't specify, e.g. "Dumbledore will die before the end." Where to code these? I say Book 7, but that poor category is going to get mightily abused. Any thoughts?

The Big Issue That I Need Feedback On:

We've already put over a thousand (actually 1,139!!!) posts into Predictions, but only 370 (32%) *with* canon. [Pause while that horrible truth sinks in....]

Are predictions without canon useful? How? If someone wants to bore us by pointing out how smart they were at baseless predictions, great. Do it offlist, and not with our Catalogue. Only canon-based discussion here, I thought. That way, we can actually *learn" something about the books, possibly see the foreshadowing that a prediction rightly points out.

Consider the patent office. They don't take fanciful inventions; for a patent you must have a working model or somesuch. In essence, you must DEFEND your invention as being likely to work. Let's use the same logic for predictions, shall we? But not all such patents are granted; they must be firsts! That's what "Adds Nothing New" is for, right?

So if a prediction is defended using something canonesque, *and* if it is original in some way, then it is kept. Just like any other post, actually. We'll also keep the resulting canon-based discussion of any prediction, so long as it remains original, too. But so it's clear, canon should be interpreted loosely in this category to include quotes, interviews, themes,

trends, parallels and similar devices.

===> So I'd like to reject well over half of the 1,137 and eliminate the Predictions without Canon categories. OK? [Since some need to be moved before the deletion, please don't do this yet.]

Anne:

I'm pretty sure I put some predictions in the "without canon" category because they didn't cite any; however they did seem to be made by someone who had paid attention while reading the books and seemed to have put some thought into their post. There weren't very many of those, though. On the other hand, I coded some nonsense into there, just because that seemed to be what the category was for. I think Barry just wanted to laugh at them.

As long as they're quarantined in there, I don't see the harm in keeping a representative sample, as a monument to what some people, as Talisman might say, "pull out of their back pocket and slap on the list." They'd be a sort of warning to people to *think* first.

That's probably a vain hope...
Jen:

Jen: I found it difficult to code to a book for all the reasons Boyd  mentioned. Most predictions are made prior to the release of a specific book, but who can say if a Seer hasn't had an off day, and  the prediction is really for two books down the line? I'd be all for having one main heading for "Canon Predictions" with sub-catergories for each book. That way if the post is very specific, it can be coded directly to the book.

The problem here is discerning "without canon." I may predict something without specifying the exact canon for it, but it's still a reasonable assumption based on the story so far. To me, "without canon" means literally there is nothing in the story so far to 

support the assumption, like JKR is going to introduce space aliens to save the day, or Ron and Hermione will turn out to be figments of Harry's imagination. And even those someone might be able to scour around and find canon for, god bless 'em. But if it's a truly convoluted prediction with no canon points to  make it clear of back it up, I would cut it.

Sounds reasonable to me if the parameters are broad. This will be an interesting category for people to go back to. I love running across the pre-OOTP posts that are dead on for what actually happened in OOTP. Like Grey Wolfe accurately predicting that OOTP 

would be about Dumbledore attempting to out Voldemort, who is working secretly without the WW knowing about his return. Sure it's reasonable to extrapolate that from canon NOW, but what about after GOF? Pretty on-target. And he never called it a 'prediction' per se, but I still coded it there, because that's the kind of post people will want to see there. Or I would anyway.

Debbie:

I vote generally to eliminate predictions that don't attempt to explain why canon supports it, because there are or were polls where people could register support for various predictions, and the closed polls are still accessible on the lists. I might make an exception for those eerily accurate predictions (though I can't imagine that Grey Wolf wrote his OOP prediction without including an explanation).

Carolyn:
In truth, I really don't care much what you do. I don't find this section of the catalogue interesting at all. I think it's because I've always seen it as a place to dump the one-liners, which I tend to include on the basis of (a) they were creepily right; (b) they were bizarrely wrong. Please do delete whatever you like.

I don't code lengthy predictions here at all - such as the Grey Wolf one mentioned. I treat them as normal posts, and code them to subject accordingly. The reason is that I have difficulty deciding what 'prediction' really means in this larger sense - you could argue 
most of the big theories are predictions with canon, if you liked. Take ESE!Fudge that I did last night. Big meaty posts with acres of canon - they might be right, they might be wrong; we still don't know. It didn't occur to me code to predictions, I'm afraid. I'm also curious to see how you classify any canon-based discussion of the chosen predictions as 'original'. However, don't let that stop you...

Boyd:
Sounds as though we're going to go more with predictions as entertainment. Fine enough! I'll keep anything merely entertaining in the 'without canon' buckets, while making sure that only those defended reasonably stay in 'with canon.' Further, I'll uncode from

Predictions those that are truly theories, leaving them their other more appropriate codes (e.g. Vampire!Snape) or adding the recode tag if necessary. Finally, I'll remove the repeated tripe. So going forward, the rules are,

1) Code to predictions only if the post is almost entirely a prediction—no general theories here, please.

2) Code to 'with canon' only if the prediction is well-defended somehow--we'll be liberal as to what canon means.

3) Code to 'without canon' only if it's unique. Err on the side of "toss the boring, keep the entertaining."

4) Within Predictions, please code only to 'with canon' and 'without canon' NOT to the book headers or Prediction header.
Dot:

Actually... I've been wondering for a while whether we need a category for the final showdown between Harry and Voldy. It might mean a lot of rearranging, but it could be useful for nice ideas that have nowhere else to go - would it cut down a lot on the Voldemort and Harry categories?

Anne:

Oooo, yes. It could go among the predictions, I suppose, since it'stoo broad for DD's or Voldemort's agendas an may well include Harry'sagenda should he form one in HBP.

Once book 7 is finished, we'd probably have to add a (Pre-Book 7) tagto the category to separate it from discussion of what actually *will*happen in the final showdown, but that's no problem. Assuming anyoneis actually still coding by then, the actual end of the series will cause a sea change in categories needed.

Carolyn:

Boyd/Barry - what do you reckon about this ? I think predictions would be the best place for it, if anywhere. Personally, I am not wild about the idea, but will go along with it if lots of you are in favour. The reason is that a lot of the ideas about the final showdown really relate to other matters - eg possession theory, or just plain old, vanilla-flavour good vs evil etc.

Boyd:

Carolyn, you suggested it go under DD, but that assumes he *knows* what he's doing. Wow, even saying that makes me feel subversive! What if he's just stumbling along matching up reality with Trelawney's 1st prediction without really knowing *how* all this destroys LV or saves the WW? Imagine his shock when he sees that he has destroyed the WW! We always assume DD knows all, but it's quite possible that he doesn't know exactly what's going to happen.

So I'd vote for placing such posts under Predictions for now--some of the coded Book 7 predictions are, in fact, right in line with this. Good job, everyone! Of course, after the series is over <ack!>, we could easily go back and find the closest theories and give them a special place of honor in the Catalogue.

Dot again:

I don't know... would it actually be useful? I was thinking primarily of the "What if, in the end, Harry has to ... to defeat Voldy" posts. (Which would mean no need for an End of Magic category, as they could all go in there.) Are there lots of these kinds of posts scattered around in different categories where they don't quite fit? If we really need it, I'd agree it should go in predictions, but do we really need it?

Carolyn:

So, this is a third category under Book 7: 1.17.4.3 Final showdown Harry vs Voldy

Will you be moving some predictions into this, Boyd? NB, please note the predictions section has just been re-numbered to be 1.12
Boyd:

Predictions now includes the following codes/#posts:

1.12 **Predictions [0 posts]

1.12.1 ****Book 4/GOF [0 posts]

1.12.1.1 ******Predictions/with canon [12 posts]

1.12.1.2 ******Predictions/no canon [62 posts]

1.12.2 ****Book 5/OOP [0 posts]

1.12.2.1 ******Predictions/with canon [241 posts]

1.12.2.2 ******Predictions/no canon [322 posts]

1.12.3 ****Book 6/HBP [0 posts]

1.12.3.1 ******Predictions/with canon [13 posts]

1.12.3.2 ******Predictions/no canon [37 posts]

1.12.4 ****Book 7 [0 posts]

1.12.4.1 ******Predictions/with canon [50 posts]

1.12.4.2 ******Predictions/no canon [149 posts]

1.12.4.3 ******Final showdown, Harry vs Voldy [70 posts]

1.12.5 ****Future lives of characters after Book 7 [0 posts]

1.12.5.1 ******Predictions/with canon [12 posts]

1.12.5.2 ******Predictions/no canon [57 posts]

A few things seem to give us all trouble with this section. Thus:
Predictions FAQ
Q: Do I code to predictions mundane things like guesses about who will die that are not based on canon?

A: Only if it's *extremely* novel or about books 6 or 7. Most everything normal has been predicted by post 40,000 for OOP. So the rest are 'Adds Nothing New' unless they are amusing or defend using interesting canonical arguments.

Q: Do I code to predictions guesses about who will end up shipping?

A: No. Those are Ships.

Q: What is canon?

A: Must at least be defended by canon-influenced logic to qualify as 'with canon.'

Q: Where do I code a prediction that doesn't say which book?

A: Most of the time, these are about the next book to be released (currently OOP where we're coding, soon to be HBP). A few are really open-ended; code these to each subsequent book if you must.

Q: What if this prediction didn't come true in OOP?

A: Code it anyway for posterity.

Q: Should I cross code to all of the subjects of the prediction?

A: Please be sparing, especially if it's a prediction without canon.

Ginger:

I'm in the series of posts where everyone is discussing JKR's newest release that Book 5 would start with a boy lying in a flowerbed. There were a ton of posts speculating who and why, and quite frankly, I rejected all but one, which also included a nice summarization of the beginnings of the other books (Pippin, I think). I coded that 
one to predictions for book 5, with canon (since she provided it). I thought the others were way too vague to clutter up the predictions category, especially since we now know that it was Harry and why he was there. 

Any thoughts on this? We are coming up on the time when speculation will be running rampant, and I think we need to define (or at least come to some general agreement) on what is a prediction and should be coded and what is to be rejected. What do you all think?
Carolyn:
Boyd has provided a careful series of definitions for what goes in predictions, see Humungous Catalogue Definition files part 1, Text analysis in file section (a Word file).
Jen: 
I ran across several threads of predictions in my last batch and referred back to Boyd's discussion about coding to predictions (in the "category definition" files Carolyn compiled). Seems he said the canon posts should be coded for historical value, but pick the best ones of course. The non-canon ones, esp. lists of who would die, need to be coded very cautiously (if at all).

This part *is* fun to read, esp. if you run across a rather Seer-like post. One post I had stated Sirius would die trying to save Harry during one of his reckless adventures. And in #49037, Sharana predicted we would see inside the MOM and St. Mungos in OOTP, and 
that there "should be a really good reason to force Harry to see the MOM." Pretty good!
Carolyn:

C - Just to highlight, there is a very long thread going right up to OOP publication entitled 'Rock Solid OOP Predictions'. I am keeping most of it for posterity, since it is the week before publication and virtually every single one of them are wrong - including those from the most experienced posters on the board! Could you keep this thread, apart from silly bits, OT replies etc?
Anne:
Didn't somebody gather up all the predictions into one post in the end? I think Cindy even imported it into the Hogs Head after OoP's release so we could see how we did. It *was* fun, definitely. Does your thread look like post #61289?
Carolyn:
It is the end of the same thread, but the posts I am keeping don't look like this, as this strips them of their authors and reasoning. Although this is a useful summary, it doesn't give the same amusement, IMO, as watching Pippin, Cindy etc etc get it completely wrong..I'd still like to keep gems from the thread for that reason.
Debbie:

They're all in a file in the Files section of the main list. I  don't remember if they're in a post. BTW, IIRC, the list (or lists, rather, as there's more than one  variant) that Anne quoted was a unique subset of the Rock-Solid Predictions in which one poster *predicted* that JKR would continue using the same language to describe particular characters' actions (e.g., "Snape will snap"). I always thought it was a humorous 
commentary on JKR's narrative style, but there are over 100 posts where people kept adding additional examples.

I'd vote to keep only the first one (to give proper credit to the original poster) and the complete list, both coded to predictions and narrative style.
******

