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July 25, 2006

Dr. Chaim Noy

1/a Shalom Yehuda St.

Jerusalem 93395 ISRAEL

Dear Dr. Noy:

I am writing regarding the manuscript entitled " The Pragmatics of Tourist Narratives:  Performances of Identity and Transformation in the Everyday," which you submitted to us this past February for possible publication in the AMERICAN ETHNOLOGIST.  Thank you so much for letting us consider this essay and become aware of your most current intellectual concerns and passions.

I am sorry to say that I have decided not to accept your paper for publication in the AE.  The AMERICAN ETHNOLOGIST really seeks fully developed papers that intend to make a theoretical contribution of likely interest to sociocultural anthropologists (and related scholars) with different geographic areas of specialization.  Manuscripts we are interested in are also simultaneously deeply grounded in research, a good part of which is ethnographic.  While we seek some variety in the types of intellectual essays we include, we always seek a fuller analysis (or fuller evidentiary base) than the paper you submitted for review offers, in our view.  Please know that we also look for explicit engagement with ongoing debates and scholarly discussions in all manuscripts we receive and consider.

We appreciate your thinking of the AMERICAN ETHNOLOGIST as a possible home for your current intellectual work, and hope that this clarification will help explain the reason for our decision not to publish the manuscript you submitted to us. I share the reviewer's misgivings about your paper, especially about its unequal balance between theory and ethnography. I hope you are safe at the present and away from all the danger and carnage.

You should, however, know that all authors who submit essays to the AE are welcome to revise and resubmit manuscripts even if they have not been accepted at first.  We are happy to review such resubmissions anew, especially if I judge the revision that was undertaken to be substantial. There is never, of course, a guarantee that a revised and resubmitted manuscript would be accepted for publication but many authors still find it a worthwhile process.

I thank you again for letting us consider your manuscript for the AE, and look forward to future submissions and communications.

Sincerely,

Virginia R. Dominguez

Editor, AMERICAN ETHNOLOGIST

Reviews of manuscript #3822:

Review One:

The article has much to recommend it but it does not meet the criteria of American Ethnologist as it is not ethnographically specific.  In fact, there is very little data in the article, just snippets of backpacker stories.  It is really a theoretical article, without much supporting data, but with logical and interesting arguments.  I enjoyed the article but I must admit at the outset that I didn't understand it all because it is so oriented to linguistics and socio-linguistics, and is beyond my area of competence.  The article has "Tourist Narratives" in the title, about which I am competent to speak, but there are hardly any narratives in the paper, and really not that much on tourism.

Having said that, I think the author is a brilliant person whom I would love to meet and talk with.  I am sure that this author has a great career ahead.  But this paper just doesn't hang together.  It is not really about tourist narratives. it is about the role of listeners in storytelling and how this is related to the everyday.  It makes points which should be in a socio-linguistic journal or some other journal.  It should be published in revised form somewhere, as it says good things. 

Here are some specific points about the paper.  I'd like more than a footnote about the context of narration, the context in which the author recorded the stories.  I think that is critical.  Many Israelis after their military service become backpackers.  It is part of the culture that this backpacking experience will be transformative, and it may be part of backpacking culture everywhere.  After returning from such a trip, backpackers may say it was transformative because to do otherwise would be an admission of failure.  Also, listeners expect this response.  Thus one could question the very premise of the paper, but one has to be careful here in denying what people say, their statements.  However I must acknowledge my belief that travel is not necessarily a transformative experience, even though tourist marketing says it should be.  Is there any evidence for the transformation outside the stories.  

Who is the audience for these stories other than fellow backpackers.  The author elicited these stories as part of a research project but in everyday life, who is the audience?  How often are backpacker stories  told in everyday life, and who listens other than family and friends or other backpackers.  The most receptive audience for tourist stories are other tourists, or potential tourists.

What is left out of the research is what happens on the trip, as all these stories are gathered after the traveler returns home.  On the trip the vast majority of tellings are to fellow backpackers.  

What the author says about the transformations within the listener, and going from listener to speaker,  is fascinating and I think is the key  contribution of the paper.  A related and excellent point is the last sentence, that telling travel stories of the Other serves to establish ones position within Israeli society as  a Western person. 

The author makes a big point on page 3 that what runs through the last 3 decades of tourism research is that tourism breaks with the everyday.  I don't think it does.  I could cite sources in MacCannell on tourist agency paper, which the author cites, where he disagrees with Urry, and the introduction to Bruner's book.  But his would take a long discussion about the differences between tourist marketing and tourist experiences on the tour.  Its not bad that the author takes this position, or believes it, just that he doesn't cite contrary material or say that its problematic.

Also, the author sounds at times as if preaching to us, or explaining Bakhtin, but the reader of the American Ethnologist should know this stuff.  We want to know that the author has to say that is new.  And this author does have a new contribution to make.

On page 22 there may be some text missing.

Review Two:

This ms. posits that telling tourist narratives, specifically stories of backpacker-tourists’ experiences in Israel, is a performance that constitutes a form of ritual.  The author argues that tellings comprise a rite of passage:  the dialogic process of telling, and listening to, tourist narratives is a transformative experience for both narrator and his/her audience.  The author makes the interesting point that the experiences of tourism are not completely disconnected from travelers’ ordinary experiences: tourists’ narratives are important vehicles for bringing tourist realms into everyday life.  

While the author makes a number of points that this reader found very interesting, the paper suffers from overuse of jargon.  Significant amounts of technical literatures/terms (primarily from linguistic anthropology) are invoked; this suggests to this reader that this piece may be more suitable for a more linguistically oriented audience. 

The author does a very nice job of explaining Bakhtinian ideas that are employed in the argument.  Apart from this, the introductory section suffers from mention of theories and scholarship that are not so well explained.  The author could easily improve this by focusing the theoretical contextualization at the outset of the paper.  Perhaps readers would benefit not so much from explanation of Bakhtin’s ideas (with which most AE readers are already familiar) but from more explanation of literatures relevant to religion, narrative, and transformation that are essential, yet glossed over at the outset.   Further, when the author claims that narrators’ use of formal devices are used to attain a “state of ritual,” this reader wondered exactly how the author conceives of ritual.  A solid conceptual and terminological foundation at the outset of the paper will help.  

This reader was very perplexed that more information was not provided about the storytellers and their identities (and also the listeners, context of listening, or did these narratives only take place in the context of interviews with the anthropologist).  Were the travelers/narrators all of a certain age? Socio-economic background?  Who are these people?

The author does not explain the symbols used in the transcriptions. On p. 8, for example, how are readers to make sense of characters and diacritics such as: (.), <>, arrows and so on? These do not make any sense and readers wonder if such characters are included to bestow some sort of linguistic legitimacy on the text.

On p. 10, the author states that features of the narrative create an ‘overwhelming and absorbing effect.’ On what basis?  One might also argue that these features make the narrative too detailed and boring.  

The author might like to look at the edition of TEXT, edited by Alesandro Duranti and Donald Brenneis for some earlier perspectives on “audience as co-author.”

How does the author know, or on what basis does s/he infer, that the devices discussed are “completely unapparent to the storyteller and to the audience throughout the duration …” ( p. 11, 2nd paragraph)?

Additional thoughts:  Further explanation of the figure is necessary to make it understandable and helpful. 

The two additional illustrations that come on p. 28 are distracting; they wrench the reader away from the main line of argument.  

Silverstein may be a main voice, but certainly not the only one who speaks of the ‘pervasiveness of indexicality in social life.’  It would be good to cite Peirce who spoke of the social world being ‘perfused, if not entirely made up’ of signs.  

In the final paragraph the topic of capital is introduced.  This is certainly an important concept and no doubt travelers/backpackers acquire through the telling of travel narratives.  This could be introduced and developed earlier.

