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E-Seminar/Tamar's response
I am very grateful to David for initiating and orchestrating this seminar, to Wendy for her extensive and thought-provoking response, and to all those who enriched the discussion with their insightful and intriguing comments and fieldwork examples. I am a bit overwhelmed by the many thoughts triggered by this exchange, and will try and address some of the issues raised, leaving the rest for future exchanges.
First, let me note that the instructions for writing this essay were to focus on research conducted within Communication over the past 25 years (and not to exceed 2500 words, refs. included). Given the nature of the journal, I figured the primary audience was a general scholarly readership within the discipline, which dictated my choice to provide a general overview and develop one particular argument in some detail over what would necessarily have been too much of a shorthand discussion had I tried to do more. I felt my challenge was to do so without belaboring the obvious for the kind of readership represented by people on this list. I therefore chose to dwell on the notion of 'encoding' to signal what I consider to be an increasingly urgent focus for EC research. 

I want to combine the discussion of two themes that were addressed by several people – interdisciplinarity and the proliferation of labels. The first has to do with EC's relations to external, sister fields and approaches and the second has to do with the internal composition of EC research within Communication. Wendy, Donal and others pointed out that EC was conceived as an interdisciplinary enterprise from the very start, originally fusing linguistic and anthropological interests and forms of analysis, and always remaining open to additional conceptual and empirical inputs. To me this open-ended, deliberately eclectic approach is a major attraction of this research paradigm. Admittedly, this turns every new ethnographic project into a search for the specific analytic tools that are appropriate to the research occasion as well as to new scholarly literatures that can substantively illuminate various aspects of our study. Stephanie's account of the search that led her to recognize the fruitfulness of Bakhtin's notion of the chronotope is an illuminating example of the EC research process as I've experienced it all along. Moving from one project to another has often meant grappling for new concepts and insights from wherever I could find them, and using them to address the particularities of the field I was studying. 
I think the EC "manifestos", which Hymes and Gumperz formulated back in the 70s, provide a flexible and general framework that can guide our studies. This framework gives us an anchoring but also the same freedom of appropriation of concepts and insights from other research enterprises that its originators claimed for themselves. When Hymes was drawing on linguistics, the whole subfield of linguistic pragmatics did not even exist. It is now a flourishing and vibrant research endeavor, and concepts such as speech acts and others can at times enrich our own field-based research. I see no reason to forego them. Donal's use of the wind metaphor reminded me of a Gandhi quote I like and that I want to re-purpose for our discussion of how to deal with disciplinary boundaries (I start every day with a Gandhi quote that lands in my mailbox overnight, straight from Mumbai): "I do not want my house to be walled on all sides and my windows to be stuffed. I want the cultures of all the lands to be blown about my house as freely as possible. But I refuse to be blown off my feet by any." To me, EC is a house whose windows are wide open, and my recognition of the ways in which this research program was originally conceived, implemented and developed over the years has kept me from being blown off my feet even while searching for new ways to address new substantive issues time and again.
The second issue was poignantly raised by Trudy and further elaborated by Jay – the concern about the proliferation of nomenclature in the internal conversation of EC researchers. I see Gerry's SCT and Donal's CDA as re-articulations and updated elaborations of the fundamental concepts of code and cultural meaning that are an integral part of the EC research program. Each of these re-articulations provides us with an elaborated and refined analytic apparatus that can help us proceed with our research without being blown off our feet. But I agree with Trudy & Jay that a more sustained discussion of the differences and overlaps between these re-appropriations and their relation to the EC framework as originally formulated would be very helpful and might make for an interesting, separate e-seminar. I propose 'encoding' as the kernel of another such re-articulation, and I hope future empirical studies will flesh it out as an ethnographic perspective on process and emergence, but I do not think of it as a new theory. Gerry's suggestion to try and map out specific articulations of time-related cultural and discursive nodes is intriguing. I'm sure there is a rich literature on temporality in various disciplinary fields that can be drawn on in such a pursuit. As I'm on my way to joining Gerry on the bench, we can perhaps discuss this further at our leisure at some future point. Saskia's fascinating examples and her past research on spatiality point to similar possibilities in relation to space, and Lydia's intriguing example of mobility and its consequent code-mixing adds another layer to it.
Wendy's comment concerning an overlap between 'encoding' as signaling  process, emergence and a 'temporality of becoming', with the concept of entextualization, is indeed well-taken. 'Entextualization' was proposed and developed within Linguistic Anthropology by Michael Silverstein and his students since the mid-late 1980s, inter alia in an influential volume edited by Silverstein and Urban, Natural Histories of Discourse (1996), which I reviewed for the J. of Ling. Anthropology. This research program, which is grounded in Peircean semiotics, highlights the indexical and performative dimensions of language use. Rosaldo designated it as the third period of Linguistic Anthropology, as I mentioned at the end of my essay. In fact, I was introduced to Silverstein's work back in UW in courses by Valentine Daniel, a semiotic anthropologist hailing from Chicago, and it greatly informed my analysis of dugri speech and on. Daniel's courses attracted me precisely because of their semiotic bend. I had taken seminars on C.S. Peirce's semiotics and phenomenology when doing my MA in Linguistics in Haifa and was curious about their possible applications to the study of ethnographic contexts. During  sabbatical time at Northwestern, I was further exposed to these possibilities when invited by Silverstein to participate in regular study group meetings that brought  together Midwest-based linguistic anthropologists to discuss these issues. I mention this fortunate intellectual journey because I sense ambivalence in Wendy's comments about semiotics (a field whose relevance to communication research she has stressed in the past). I find that despite its sometimes arcane vocabulary, semiotic theory is an invaluable resource for developing a good and workable conceptualization of how signs work that can guide our ethnographic observations. In my view, Peircean semiotics is a good place to go for such guidance, as the incisive 2014 review article by Manning & Gershon on language and media that has informed my essay amply demonstrates. 
That said, I prefer the term 'encoding' to 'entextualization'  for the same reason that Hymes eventually chose 'communication' over 'speaking'. While Hymes was concerned with addressing multimodality, I also want to foreground the materiality and fast-pacing of our current communicative environment, and Kristine's wonderful examples of young people's communication scene indicate that this added focus might indeed be welcome. Chaim Noy's example of his student's study of the camera app underlines the need for an analytic language that can encompass technological change. The shift he describes from a past-memory oriented code of camera use to a present-display oriented one are similar to the findings reported in an M.A. thesis by Elad Hamo that my colleague Rivka Ribak and I co-advised some years ago. The thesis tried to capture the transition to digital camera use and its social consequences before such apps were available. This suggests that the adoption of new apps may rest in social changes that predate them and become part of their affordances. Probably app developers' keen intuitions with regard to such changes contributes to  the commercial success of such apps, which in turn reinforces those new cultural codings. 
Talking about encoding also allows me to link to Gerry's project with its focus on codes. I do not see the focus on encoding as dismantling code theories; it just locates their objects, established codes, within an ongoing process in which socially meaningful forms and patterns are forever made and remade, forever in flux (a process of semiosis in semiotic parlance). We need to be able to speak about codes if we want to speak about encoding, and vice versa. 
A final point relates to the issue of the relationship between critical approaches and ethnography. I consider myself as doing 'critical ethnography' in two senses –in the sense Hymes referred to as 'studying up' in his edited volume Reinventing Anthropology. I see these studies as offering a complementary, ethnographic version - a reading from below - to the text-based (and indeed often jargon-filled) critical studies of institutionalized discourses of power in the Critical Discourse Analysis vein. I gather from Gerry's and others' comments that there is some tension between EC and CDA concerning how and when to address the workings of power in our research. It seems to me that in studying institutional discourses we cannot ignore the exercise of power and the way it shapes both the said and the unsaid in those institutions. This was brought home to me forcefully in my studies of heritage museums. A critical-ethnographic approach to the study of such contexts invites a hermeneutics of suspicion. I think we might do well to turn more directly to the long-standing tradition of rhetorical criticism within our own discipline, largely ignored by CDA approaches developed since the 1980s, for concepts and ideas.
My main research in the past fifteen years or so, however, has been critical ethnography in a different sense, in the sense that it focuses on what I call 'ethno-criticism' of grassroots activist groups that organize around the articulation of dissent and resistance, sounding a critical voice that speaks truth to power and otherwise disrupts established, widely accepted cultural codes.  I'm particularly interested in grassroots challenges to cultures of militarism. These challenges by marginalized groups are usually suppressed in mainstream discourse, as my studies in Israel, Berlin and London suggest. I'm not sure how my conception of critical ethnography relates to the ongoing debate about the role of critical theory in EC research that I seem to have missed out on. I'd be happy if we could devote an e-seminar to this issue. 

And before I go off on a reading spree to cover at least some of the many great references that surfaced throughout this exchange, I want to thank David, Wendy and all of you once again for your careful and thoughtful reading of my essay, and express the hope that this is just the beginning of what will become a living tradition of equally stimulating e-seminars. 
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