[bookmark: _Hlk117346954]Essay as a heteroglossic genre: Discourse analysis of Mizrahi non-fiction essays
Keywords: essay, genre analysis; utterance; Mizrahi; heteroglossia; hybridity
The aim of this study is twofold: (1) To describe the characteristics of the non-formal essay genre using a multi-method approach based on tools from critical discourse analysis and discourse analysis and terms coined by discourse philosopher Mikhail Bakhtin; (2) To examine how the essay genre enables writers to address a relevant social issue while expressing their individuality. To facilitate the first objective, thirty essays written by writers considered originators of the genre, such as Montaigne, Swift, and Emerson, will be analyzed. To achieve the second objective, thirty essays written in Hebrew by writers of Mizrahi origin and dealing with the Ashkenazi-Mizrahi conflict in 21st-century Israel will be analyzed.
It is commonplace in the research to characterize the essay genre as informal and versatile. In this vein, the essay is perceived as a free and boundaryless style of writing, as opposed, for instance, to the formal academic essay whose guidelines are clear and defined by the discipline in the framework in which it is written. Despite the existence of essay anthologies (Gross, 1991 and others), it is difficult to point to a systematic methodology of characteristics and rules for researching the non-formal essay.
The main methodological claim for this study draws on Bakhtin, who is considered the founder of scholarship on discourse genres: the essay is a hybrid and heteroglossic discourse genre that enables the writer to express their individuality in the framework of a concrete utterance produced in a social dialogic context. Bakhtin claimed that this active participation occurs in living heteroglossia and therefore has the ability to create a linguistic profile and style which expresses individuality no less than it expresses linguistic norms (Bakhtin, 1981: 272).
This claim is the basis for the current study, which will demonstrate how every essay, both canonical and those penned by Mizrahi writers, creates an individual utterance that enriches the social heteroglossia of the period. The characteristics of heteroglossia are likely to contribute to research on the essay, in general, and on the expression of a variety of voices in the context of the Ashkenazi-Mizrahi conflict, in particular.
The justifications for choosing case studies of essays written by Mizrahi writers are first methodological: from the beginning of the 21st century, there has been a shift in the discourse of Mizrahi writers when the discourse expanded from the historical, literary, and cultural to the writing of non-fiction essays. The second reason for examining the unique characteristics of this essay discourse is to explore its specific contribution to the expansion of the range of Mizrahi voices for a more complex understanding of the Ashkenazi-Mizrahi conflict.
Scientific background
For decades, the term “genre” has served a wide variety of disciplines including literature, linguistics, art, film, and music. The most comprehensive and classic definition of genre is the “codification of discursive properties” featuring unique semantic, grammatical, pragmatic, and verbal characteristics (Todorov, 1976: 162). In the framework of discourse research, “genre” indicates a type of text with permanent features used as “a communicative apparatus to achieve objectives in the framework of any given social mechanism” (Livnat, 2014b: 298). In this sense, the genre is a communicative event typified by a certain permanency and provides the addressor with a formal pattern into which they can cast new content. For the addressee, it provides a system of expectations, which enables them to identify the type of message and its purpose.
The division into genres originated in the writings of Plato and Aristotle who distinguished between three types of genre: the epic, the lyrical, and the dramatic (Aristotle, 1941). Aristotle systematically distinguished between genre types in literature and rhetoric and determined the distinctive characteristics and criteria applicable to each (Aristotle, 1941: 1454-87). In the course of history, the status of such meticulous distinctions was destabilized, and in 20th century postmodern thinkers, such as Derrida and Roland Barthes, attempted to diffuse genre boundaries and minimize the importance of distinguishing between them. However, in the second half of the 20th century, parallel to the development of new discourse genres in different types of media (Giltrow and Stein, 2009; Lomborg, 2013; Kelly and Miller, 2017), a renewed burgeoning of genre research occurred. This, among other things, was a result of the work of Mikhail Bakhtin (Swales, 2009) and the development of the field of discourse studies in modern linguistics.
Bakhtin was the first to formulate the problem of discourse genres and coined terms in genre studies, such as speech-genres, utterance, dialogism, and heteroglossia (Bakhtin, 1981, 1984, 1986), initially in his research on the novel, and later in his work on colloquial discourse (Bakhtin, 1986). Bakhtin demonstrated that generic terms are susceptible to change as a result of social processes occurring in everyday life (Bakhtin, 1986). One of his most important proposals was to view literary genres as part of a comprehensive and rich system of speech-genres (Bakhtin, 1986: 60-61), with each genre based on existing traits of the language as a system and emphasizing a part of them. The problem, according to Bakhtin, is that while literary genres can be studied in a text “in and of itself” (in the spirit of New Criticism), discourse genres have not been studied. This lack of attention is due to their two key properties: the extreme differences between discourse genres (for example, between a letter to income tax authorities and a television interview), and the difficulty in defining the utterance, given that it is an individualistic expression, whose beginning and ending are definable, on the one hand, and a part of “an ocean of heteroglossia,” on the other.	Comment by Elizabeth Zauderer: בכוונה - על פי בחטין? או עם הניסוח של בחטין?
Bakhtin opposed the idea of language as inherently ‘unitary,’ or homogeneous (as implied in Saussure’s concept of ‘langue’) and argued that “each socio-ideological grouping in society has its own ‘language’: a language of social groups, ‘professional’ and ‘generic’ languages, languages of generations and so forth” (Bakhtin, 1981: 272) against which unifying, centralizing forces in the society attempt to establish homogeneity. A text [...] may draw on these different languages, which appear as more or less distinct, identifiable voices” (Thompson, 1996).	Comment by Elizabeth Zauderer: Is this all a quote from Thompson? It is unclear if you are quoting both Bakhtin and Thompson.
Indeed, an utterance is produced in a heteroglossic and dialogic system, however, Bakhtin argued that it is individualistic and therefore cannot reflect the speaker’s intent. Bakhtin’s second key argument in this context is that there are differences between the ability of the different genres to reflect individual character. The more the genre is formal (i.e., a formal document), the more difficult it is to reflect individual character in its framework. Finally, his third argument is that different sides of an individual personality can be exposed in different genres (Bakhtin, 1986: 163-165).	Comment by Elizabeth Zauderer: Full intent? 
The most important term and “tool” in Bakhtin’s theory is heteroglossia which originates from the combination of the Greek words “other” and “speech.” It was with this term that Bakhtin paved the way for researching the social significances of discourse (Bailey, 2007). Since the 1980s, this term has become an interpretative tool mainly in literary and anthropological studies (Ivanov, 2008). At the beginning of the 21st century, its use expanded to research on educational discourse (Creese, 2014), and, naturally, to research in multilingualism and discourse studies (Bailey, 2012). Bakhtin coined the term in his book The Dialogic Imagination (1981) as a natural characteristic of the language system:
At any given moment of historical existence, language is heteroglot from top to bottom: it represents the co-existence of socio-ideological contradictions between the present and the past, between differing epochs of the past, between socio-ideological groups in the present, between tendencies, schools, circles and so forth, all given a bodily form. These “languages” of heteroglossia intersect each other in a variety of ways (Bakhtin, 1981: 108).
Changes in language studies also impacted genre studies. From the 1950s, language scholars began scientifically describing and researching large linguistic units in the sentence and focusing on the natural use of language. In this way, they provided answers to two major problems in language studies: (1) the description and analysis of the general structure of the discourse beyond the sentence and the examination of the relationships between the text and the context of its creation; (2) questions regarding correlations between culture and language (Harris, 1952).
Research in discourse genres in the framework of language studies is a sub-field in discourse research and its purpose is to analyze and clarify how people use language resources for different discursive actions that occur in certain contexts. Genre studies draws on different theoretical approaches, including rhetoric studies (Miller, 1984), the semiotic-social approach of systemic functional linguistics (Halliday, 1994), and applied linguistics (Bhatia, 1993; Swales, 1990; 2004). It should be noted that each of these approaches emphasizes the fact that the speaker operates in the framework of “discourse community knowledge” (Beaufort, 1998: 64). This knowledge is comprised of four components:
Subject matter knowledge, rhetorical knowledge, writing process knowledge and genre knowledge. According to Beaufort then, genre is indeed a frame, a shuttering, that provides only a relatively small part of what might in the end be needed for fully effective communicative action. As a result, genre knowledge is often a necessary but never sufficient condition for discoursal success. (Porter, 1992)
In the 21st century, it is agreed in the research that the term “genre” is one with open boundaries (Frow, 2005), while in recent years, scholars have focused on an attempt to explain how different genres are employed to achieve different actions with special attention dedicated to the hybridization of genres (Polese and Caliendo, 2011; Bentall, 2016). From this perspective, genre is no longer regarded as a permanent and absolute set of conventions but rather more as a “dynamic set of conventions that are related to changing social institutions and purposes” (Corbett, 2006: 287). In this framework, Wittgenstein’s term “family resemblance” is used to propose a more open and flexible definition of genre (Swales, 1990) or the term “prototype,” drawn from Eleanor Rosch’s prototype theory (Rosch & Mervis, 1975). Genres are perceived as categories in terms of prototypes or typical examples, that is, the category includes cases that are more epitomic and cases that are less so (Paltridge, 1995).
This study’s methodology for discourse research will examine the properties by means of which people write essays as the performance of a social, political, cultural, and personal act. This approach was developed in the framework of systemic functional linguistics in which systemic correlations were found between variety of forms of language and social variables. In this context, the emphasis is on the simultaneous multi-functionality of the text: ideational – representation of the world (physical, social, and mental); interpersonal (enact social relations), and textual (focus on the text’s grammatical and structural traits) (Halliday, 1978, 1994). Put differently, it deals with three types of meaning: ways of acting, ways of representing, and ways of being (Fairclough, 2003). In the context of the social theory of discourse, the discoursal practice is “constitutive in both conventional and creative ways: it contributes to reproducing society (social identities, social relationships, systems of knowledge and belief) as it is, yet also contributes to transforming society” (ibid: 65).
The essay genre
Michel de Montaigne (1592-1633) is considered the first essayist in Western culture, and as establishing the structure and basic process of the modern essay, although preceded by Cicero and Seneca. Montaigne coined the term Les Essais, whose meanings are experience, endeavor, and attempts, and repeatedly stressed the need for experiencing social reality individually:
My trade and art is to live; he that forbids me to speak according to my own sense, experience, and practice, may as well enjoin an architect not to speak of building according to his own knowledge, but according to that of his neighbor; according to the knowledge of another, and not according to his own. (Montaigne, 2002: 248)
The structure of Montaigne’s essays includes a first-person speaker who presents a rhetorical process (interdisciplinary) that addresses and attempts to persuade a certain audience of the justification for his personal stance regarding the need to change a position about a certain social issue. Montaigne’s essays demonstrate that the essay did not take shape in a defined disciplinary context, but rather crystallized as a discourse of reaction to a concrete social problem.	Comment by Elizabeth Zauderer: Move?
In “The Essay as Form” (1984), philosopher Theodor Adorno described the essay as a hybrid genre lacking a defined tradition and not bound to “rules of the game,” but rather to the uncompromising examination of any idea whose purpose is to generate social change. The ambiguities of the essay’s structure stem from two main factors: the first is that its length can span from a single page to a book (everything from Locke’s An Essay on Human Understanding to a school-boy composition (Abrams, 1971; Chadbourne, 1983; Gross, 1991)). The second factor is that the essay’s objective is defined in general terms as a discussion of some topic, without the definition of characteristics of form or a relationship between form and content. The only distinction is made between “formal” and “informal” essays based on the distinction between two types of discourse: in formal discourse, the topic is a fundamentally theoretical discussion, the speaker is impersonal, and the content conveys the authority of knowledge and is systematically organized. In contrast, the informal essay features a speaker who employs an intimate tone and integrates commonplace subject matters while its discoursal organization may be unique to a specific essay. Nonetheless, there are examples of essays that combine both types of discourse (first and foremost Montaigne’s).	Comment by Elizabeth Zauderer: הסוגריים הכפולים בעברית אינם מובנים - של מי שציטוט?
In methodical terms, the essay as a genre consists of a personal-constructive aspect when the historical review and references to sources from other disciplines are part of its construction, as opposed to the factual review which strives toward an objective presentation. The essay presents conflict directly and offers a straightforward way to deal with it (following Shukrun-Nagar’s qualitative study and in contrast to social-historical research).
Until now, the essay genre and its unique characteristics have received neither systemic academic attention (in Hebrew and in general) nor a commonly accepted definition. Previous studies focused on the essay genre only in its variation as a scientific article (Livnat, 2010) and in its more comprehensive form, the academic dissertation (Thompson, 1996; Paré, Starke-Meyerring, and McAlpine, 2009). Despite the fact that in research on discourse in journalistic language, texts were analyzed in different contexts, for instance, to locate and characterize different linguistic phenomena, such as irony, direct and indirect speech, and ideological aspects (Tanya Aldeya Weizmann), a separate discussion on the fact that many journalistic texts are written in the essay genre has yet to be conducted. Likewise, although essays are also written for academic conferences or literary and philosophical anthologies, they too have not been addressed in a separate discussion on the linkages between the essay as a hybrid genre and its content.
Essays by Mizrahi authors
The theoretical point of departure for the second part of the study is based on the sociological distinction between “Mizrahim” and “Ashkenazim,” that is, the distinction between Jews whose origins are in Islamic countries and those whose origins are in Central and Eastern Europe (Shalom-Shitrit; Buzaglo; Abutbul-Selinger, 2022). From a socio-historical viewpoint, this division began during the first two decades after the establishment of the State of Israel, and was manifested in “ethnic geography” and the differential allocation of resources. Later, as a result of these factors, two economic-cultural classes developed, and in the 1970s changes began to occur in this ethno-class structure (Cohen & Leon, 2008). The gaps in household income between the two groups decreased considerably, as well as cultural differences. The rise in the rate of mixed marriages contributed significantly to the decrease in cultural disparities, and sociologists have already pointed out the formation of an “Israeli identity.” At the same time, there has been a notable shift in the research, from a post-colonial trajectory based on criticism of the “melting pot” policy and its implications (Shenhav, 2003) toward a post-liberal approach. Sociologist Nissim Mizrahi formulated this approach based on a “sociology of meaning.” (Mizrahi 2011, 2017). Its main premise is that the meaning of ethnic identity should not necessarily be examined and understood in accordance with liberal values, but rather according to values significant to those who hold the same ethnic identity. In a similar vein, Meir Buzaglo, a philosopher and leading activist in the Hakeshet Hamizrahit movement, proposed in his essay “A New Phenomenology” that identity formation be grounded in values, such as the continuity of parental traditions, the relinquishing of the universal validation of life-guiding principles, and an obligation toward the Jewish past and tradition (Buzaglo, 2009).
Despite the ethnic mobility and major changes in the place of Mizrahi culture in Israeli society, tensions of various kinds rooted in a sense of ethnic belonging are still substantial. In their essay “The Question of Becoming Ashkenazi in the Mizrahi Middle Class: Towards a Theory of Ethnic Tension,” Orna Sasson-Levi and Nissim Leon describe how ethnicity is expressed in the process of social mobility and causes “ethnic apprehension”: restlessness and ambiguous conduct regarding identity. This term represents complexity and an interpretative tool for this study and will supplement Bakhtin’s and others’ methods for discourse analysis.	Comment by Elizabeth Zauderer: Which term? 	Comment by Elizabeth Zauderer: לא כל כך ברור לי השילוב של השניים? 
The term “Mizrahiness” has been employed from the beginning of the academic discussion on the relations between Ashkenazi and Mizrahi Jews in the early 1980s (Shalom Chetrit, 2004: 457) and is still prevalent in the historical-sociological research today (Abutbul-Selinger, 2022). Nevertheless, it is customary to note the differences between the “first generation,” “second generation;” and “third generation” of Mizrahim, and one can point to a range that spans from restlessness to frustration and even deep rage regarding the sense of belonging to Israeli society. The term “Mizrahiness” is not isolated and is part of a complex semantic field, which includes the term traditionality, as well as terms that communicate conflict, such as “melting pot,” “suppression,” “authenticity,” etc. The root of this complexity (as demonstrated, for example, by Buzaglo, Shenhav, Rachamim,) is that it is a factor in a contrast (“Ashkenazi-Mizrahi”) that characterizes the Jewish society in Israel (Buzaglo, 2002). Thus, a discourse by Mizrahim about Mizrahiness began to form which distinguished between the “old discourse” (the 1980s to the early 21st century) and the “new discourse” (21st century) (Abutbul, Grinberg, Moztafi-Heller, 2005).
The new Mizrahi discourse broadens the viewpoint on Mizrahiness so that discussions do not focus on the historical and social circumstances which created the Mizrahi ethos and responses to it, but rather highlight other aspects. The Mizrahiness discourse of the 21st century addresses the unique qualities of Mizrahi culture and the legitimacy of providing the Mizrahim with a place in the Israeli public sphere. Among these qualities are the political dimension of Mizrahi language and its linguistic versatility (Adaf, 2017; Buzaglo, 2015) and tolerance and broadmindedness in the Halachic-religious context (Buzaglo, 2008; Yadgar, 2011; Ben-Haim, 2022) both of which led to a wide range of Jewish and ethnic forms of identity, established first and foremost with the formation of “The Mizrahi Democratic Rainbow” (Hakeshet Hamizrahit) movement in 1996. The main difficulty to which the movement’s founders pointed was the imposing of the melting pot narrative upon the Mizrahim who did not partake in this act of policymaking. Accordingly, it was necessary to redefine the nature of Mizrahiness.
From the beginning of the 21st century, one notes the emergence of an interesting and important shift in sociological studies. Focused on the examination of identity patterns of Mizrahiness in Israel, this new direction has underlined the formation of a Mizrahi middle class, has marked growth in the number of “mixed” families and has pointed to a shift in attitude between Ashkenazim and Mizrahim in many areas, such as artistic production (music, theatre, literature, etc.), municipal government, high-tech, and, naturally, in the political sphere. Still, major gaps continue to exist in other fields, such as academia, medicine, the judicial system, and media.
Until now, the discourse on Mizrahiness has taken place in different disciplines, such as sociology, cultural studies, gender studies, and literature. This study will explore the discourse on Mizrahiness from a linguistic perspective of discourse studies in the essay genre, which has hitherto not been researched.

Research objectives and expected significance
The structural obscurity of the essay genre constitutes a major challenge for genre studies and for the identification of its unique characteristics. The present study proposes to undertake an initial investigation of the genre from a multi-method approach drawing on concepts from the philosophy of Bakhtin and areas of discourse studies and critical discourse analysis.
The study’s objective is twofold: (a) to construct a methodology of research on the essay genre that will facilitate the exposure of its unique characteristics; and (2) to examine how the essay genre contributes to coping with individual identity formation in the context of an actual social issue, as in the case study presented in this research – the establishment of Mizrahi identity in the context of the ethnical conflict in twenty-first century Israel.
In more specific terms, the current study sets the following objectives:
1. To reveal the syntactic, semantic, lexical, pragmatic, and rhetorical properties of the essay genre by pointing to the family similarity between canonical essays. The identification of these properties will enable the outlining of the nature of prototypical cases in the genre, as opposed to less typical cases positioned at the margins of the category. Thus, the study proposes to deal with a genre that has so far not been researched in a systematic and methodological fashion. The study will add to genre studies the prominent characteristics of the essay genre and will set it against similar genres, such as scientific articles, news articles, etc.
2. To examine the connection between the linguistic properties of forms of language use and different social aspects.
3. To investigate, by way of Bakhtin’s term “heteroglossia,” how the essay operates on three planes of multiplicity: multidiscursivity, multivoicedness, and linguistic diversity (Bakhtin, 1981, 1999; Busch, 2014).
4. To examine how the essay’s multi-functionality (ideational, interpersonal, and textual), or in Fairclough’s words (2003), its three planes of meaning – ways of acting, ways of representing, ways of being – together with its hybrid and heteroglossic properties, enable the combination of individual identity formation and social aspects and aspects of group belonging.
5. In the context of the Ashkenazi-Mizrahi conflict, the study strives to shed light on the conflict from the point of view of essay discourse research, which has so far not been conducted in this context. In this sense, the study contributes to the enrichment of the methodological toolbox for research on this contemporary conflict, to expanding the perspective through which the conflict has been studied until now, and to decoding the linkages between different themes related to the conflict and their language forms.
6. Following the perception that views discourse as a social practice, the study will explore how the essay genre constitutes a speech act that strives to generate social change by studying essays written by Mizrahi writers and which deal with the conflict.
7. In the framework of applied linguistics, the location and definition of the essay genre properties will enable the development of instructive courses in essay writing within the academic framework (an important contribution, especially in light of the CHE’s directive to include in academic criteria the advancement of academia-society relations).
A detailed description of the proposed research
Working hypotheses
As a hybrid genre created in the everyday discourse of social life, the essay includes properties that enable the expression of personal experience, on the one hand, and the addressing of social issues, on the other. The heteroglossic interpretive viewpoint enables the examination of the transitions between genres in the discourse as a key to understanding the dynamic meaning of identity and culture.
1. Literary genres reflect cultural trends and may influence them. At the same time, given that the essay’s primary objective – from its formation by Montaigne in the 16th century to the 21st century – is to express a stance regarding social life, the “intentionality,” of the essay is to produce public impact (Searle, 1983). Thus, the essay may make a unique contribution to the democratization of the discourse. In the context of the Ashkenazi-Mizrahi conflict, in recent years one can see a significant rise in essays on this topic in newspaper supplements and essay collections, as well as in dedicated academic conferences. Consequently, the current study’s premise is that the examination of the properties of the discourse on Mizrahiness in the essay genre will deepen and enrichen the knowledge, understanding, and communication among readers regarding the heteroglossia of the Mizrahiness discourse.
The Ashkenazi-Mizrahi conflict is a central conflict in Israeli society, and since the beginning of the 21st century, the writing of essays on this subject has burgeoned. While historical-sociological research has discussed the Mizrahi discourse, a comprehensive study whose point of departure is a focus on language and its analysis has not yet been conducted. This does not imply that Mizrahiness can be reduced to language only, but rather that language is an inseparable part of social life and therefore it is necessary to focus on its analysis as well (Fairclough, 2003).
2. Drawing on Bakhtin, the study will be based on the assumption that discourse is grounded in a language system and is dynamic and everchanging in line with the social circumstances, on the one hand, and in individualistic conclusions, on the other. Like any genre of discourse, which is fundamentally a communication act, the essay is a means to obtain communicative goals in both the individual and social spheres. Accordingly, the study will strive to reveal the connections between the text’s individual and social objectives and the various linguistic devices directed toward achieving them.
3. Analysis of the essays will be conducted based on the principle of free choice: while some of the linguistic components and textual organization are required as per the conventions of the genre, which are expected to be revealed in the study, there is still a significant degree of free choice in terms of forms of writing in the essay genre. The individual freedom which exists in the formulation of the utterance, according to Bakhtin, is a basic axiom for locating individual voices in different texts. This is the foundation for the premise that there is a range of possibilities for Mizrahi identity, which has not yet been disclosed and presented. This range may enrich the social discourse in Israel, in general, and the discourse associated with the Ashkenazi-Mizrahi conflict, in particular.
4. Inspired by Austin and Searle’s speech act theory, as well as Fairclough’s social theory of discourse, the study regards the text as action. The essay constitutes a “linguistic performance” that simultaneously embodies individual action (in Bakhtin’s terms) and the form of an act, by way of which people operate in the world and in society. In this framework, the textual analysis will focus on three planes: first, on the ways the essay writers use language “to construct and disseminate discourses – ideologically specific representations of some aspects of the world” (Van Leeuwen, 2006: 166), in the present case, in the context of the Ashkenazi-Mizrahi conflict; second, on the ways they use language to criticize the existing reality and achieve certain social objectives; and finally, how they use language to construct and enact social identities (Fairclough, 1993: 134).
5. The study follows the systematic functional linguistics school, which was established by Halliday who found systematic correlations between variety in forms of language and social variants. Based on this hypothesis, the study will propose to investigate the linguistic properties of forms of language use and will examine their linkages to social and communicative aspects. In this context, the study will also adopt Fairclough’s development of Halliday’s theory of the multi-functionality of the text (Halliday, 1978, 1994). According to Fairclough, there are three constructive aspects of discourse. First, discourse contributes to the construction of social identities and subject positions for social subjects and types of self. Second, it contributes to the construction of social relationships between people, and third, to the construction of systems of knowledge and belief (Fairclough, 1992: 64). Fairclough offers an alternative formulation of these constructive aspects as three types of meaning: ways of acting, ways of representing, ways of being (Fairclough, 2003).	Comment by Elizabeth Zauderer: אם הוא מצא קורלציות, כיצד זה היפותזה? 
Research design and methods
The study will focus on the essay genre and therefore the corpus will include texts defined by their writers or editors as “essays.” The study will identify and define unique properties for the essays on three linguistic levels: the structural level, the lexical-semantic level, and the functional level.
The study includes two processes: the first is diachronic and seeks to characterize the essay genre through the discourse analysis of canonical essay texts. The second is synchronic and will include the analysis of essays written by Mizrahi authors in the 21st century that deal with individual identity formation vis-à-vis the Ashkenazi-Mizrahi conflict and the different voices that express it.
The corpus will include essays from different periods written by prominent authors (from the 16th to the 20th century), each of whom has made a significant contribution to understanding the nature of the essay genre. Given that the essay genre was created by its writers, the objective of the research on these essays is to shed light on properties unique to it. In the first part, the foundation laid by Michel de Montaigne (1533-1592) for the essay genre will be analyzed. Next, we will analyze essays by other prominent essayists, such as Joseph Eddison [(1672-1719) considered the inventor of the modern informal essay)], Ralph Waldo Emerson (1803-1882), Gilbert Keith Chesterton (1874-1936), George Orwell (1903-1950), Virginia Woolf (1882-1941), and Susan Sontag (1933-2004).	Comment by Elizabeth Zauderer: זה לא כל כך מובן - כל אחד מהם יצר את הסוגה?
The second part of the corpus will include essays published in Hebrew that deal with an actual social issue: the contemporary Ashkenazi-Mizrahi conflict in Israel. All of the essays combine personal and social viewpoints on the conflict.
The criteria for selecting the essays included in the corpus are:
a. The author – the essays were written by authors of Mizrahi origin.
b. The content – the essays deal directly with the Ashkenazi-Mizrahi conflict in Israel.
c. The essays were published between 1980-2022.
d. The essays combine dealing with individual identity formation in the ethnic context and coping with the social conflict, in other words, they integrate the individual (subjective) with the social.
The essays in the corpus are different from one another on many accounts: length, linguistic properties, and the individual positions regarding Mizrahiness and the conflict.
The essays range from 5-25 pages.
The analyzed corpus will include thirty essays in the first part and thirty essays in the second part.
The analysis
The field of genre studies has developed much in recent years in the framework of the broader fields of discourse studies and critical discourse studies. Accordingly, the analytical methodology applied in this research combines tools from both fields. To allow an understanding of the multi-genre of the essay, we will use a multi-method approach to genre analysis which aims to examine the different dimensions of the essay genre, its patterns and features, its different uses, and the different ways authors use it. We will explore syntactic, semantic, and lexical properties of the texts corresponding to the essay genre from the perspectives of both discoursal analysis and critical discourse analysis.	Comment by Elizabeth Zauderer: Hybridity? 	Comment by Elizabeth Zauderer: Corresponding with?
The analysis of the text will include the following stages:
1. Text analysis – Analysis on the level of the text will strive to locate common grammatical patterns as opposed to unique patterns in language usage among the different authors. We will also examine the use of the following concepts:
a. Word frequency – using a computer concordance program, we will examine the most frequently occurring content words and phrases.
b.  Lexical choices – this concept enables us to conduct a paradigmatic comparison between different lexical choices whose referential function is identical. Thus, for example, it is possible to compare a particular addresser’s choice to use the term “Mizrahim” as opposed to a different addresser who chooses to use the term “Sephardim.” These choices, even if not always conscious, may be indicative of the addresser’s feelings, opinions, attitudes, and stances, and even how they perceive their belonging to a particular community (Van Dijk, 1997a: 11).
c. Pronouns – the use of pronouns to refer to the author, the target audience, and other sides of the conflict.
d. Self-representation – we will examine how the writers present themselves in general, and their Mizrahi origin, in particular.
e. Stance – as an expression of the speaker’s subjectivity. By examining the use of adverbs, modal verbs, adjectives and nouns, and attitude markers, we will address aspects by which the speakers express their subjective evaluation of the topics discussed in the essay and their identity vis-à-vis their Mizrahi origin.	Comment by Elizabeth Zauderer: You seem to alternate between addresser and speaker - if not deliberate, I suggest using the same throughout for consistency
f. Use of figurative language – we will examine the use of metaphors and figurative devices (similes, metonymies) in accordance with conceptual metaphor theory, which demonstrates how metaphors can provide a glimpse into cognitive and conceptual processes and even impact our perception of reality (Lakoff and Johnson, 1980).
g. Presumptions – we will explore the use of words such as understand, know, remember, etc. which commonly carry a presumption that is not communicated in an explicit sentence, and through which the content communicated after them is an agreed-upon truth.
2. Move structure analysis – The definition of the genre as a communicative act with communicative objectives provides it with an internal schematic structure. Thus, analysis on this level will strive to reveal the essays’ schematic structure to characterize how they achieve their communicative goals. A move is defined as a “discoursal or rhetorical unit that performs a coherent communicative function” (Swales, 2004; 228-229). Variety in the texts’ rhetorical structure will facilitate our understanding of the genre. Comparison between the schematic structure of each one of the texts in the corpus will enable us to identify properties unique to the essay genre. Our interest lies in the question of how the different authors structure their texts in order to create coherence. The term coherence will help us examine how the addresser chooses to organize the discussion topics, the relationships between sentences in the text, and even the global meanings generated as a result of the relationships between the texts in the same discourse. Another term relevant here is ‘sequentially,’ that is, examining how structural units, such as sentences or paragraphs, are described or interpreted in relation to other parts. These choices can reflect the prioritization of logical connections (causal and others) between different events, and eventually, reflect the addresser’s worldview and even influence the public worldview. In this framework, we will combine critical analysis which examines “textual silence” or “exclusion,” that is, what topics are missing from the discourse.

Initial chapter list for the study
Preface
Adorno: The essay as a form and the essayist as a creator and a cultural critic.
Methodological introduction to research on the essay:
1. Bakhtin’s discourse studies: Language as a heteroglossic system and the genres of discourse.
2. The place of genre studies in discourse studies.
3. The essay as a speech act: Between intentionality and social conventions.
Part I
Milestones: Founders of the none-formal essay genre
1. Michel de Montaigne (1533-1592)
2. Joseph Eddison (1672-1719)
3. Jonathan Swift (1667-1745)
4. Ralph Waldo Emerson (1803-1882)
5. Gilbert Keith Chesterton (1874-1936)
Part II
Mizrahi heteroglossia: Select essays
Shimon Adaf, Sammy Buzaglo, Shva Salhov, Admit Pereh, David Banon, Meir Buzaglo, Haviva Pedayah, Shula Keshet, K’tziya Alon, Yehezkel Rachamim, Matti Shmuelff, Almog Bahar, Sigalit Banai, Yonit Naaman, etc.
The division of the chapter into sub-chapters will be conducted during the research process, in accordance with similarities and differences between the authors.


Part III:
Family similarity between essays – An intercultural discourse investigation
This part will include a summative comparative discussion between the elements of essay discourse in different periods and cultures. It will distinguish between properties common to the different essays and characteristics unique to the authors.
Preliminary results
1. Articles on Bakhtin’s method and the work of Shimon Adaf (including references to his essays)
· Lemberger, Dorit. 2015. “Questioning Boundaries of Language and World: Ambivalence and Disillusionment in the Work of Shimon Adaf,” Hebrew Studies 56, pp. 201-230.
· Lemberger, Dorit. 2019. “Bakhtin and Wittgenstein on Dialogue as a Methodological Concept and Theme,” Journal of Dialogue Studies 6, pp. 37-54.
· Lemberger, Dorit. 2021. “Traces of my happiness’s gaze”: Between Language as a Theme and Language as a Method in Shimon Adaf’s Prose,” Mikan 21, pp. 87-113.
2. The location and formulation of properties of the essay genre.
3. The distinction between cultural and transcultural characteristics.
4. Presentation of a heteroglossia of Mizrahi voices as represented in the essays.
5. A proposal for ways of coping with the Ashkenazi-Mizrahi conflict in Israeli society.
6. Following an experimental program established in 2021-2022 for essay writing in the Department of Jewish Philosophy at Bar-Ilan University, the construction of an academic instruction course for essay writing.
The researcher’s resources for conducting the research
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