S. GREENBLATT − REDRAWING THE BOUNDARIES
"The boundaries to be reckoned with in literary studies range from national, linguistic, historical, generational, and geographical to racial, ethnic, social, sexual, political, ethical, and religious. Moreover, literary studies have many demarcation lines that are less visible but no less determinative, boundaries that differentiate reading from writing, print cultures from oral, canonical traditions from heretical, elite cultures from vernacular, high art from popular. These boundaries can be crossed, confused, consolidated, and collapsed; they can also be revised, reconceived, redesigned, or replaced. The one thing they cannot be in literary studies is entirely abolished".

Modern criticism is based on the elision of traditional categories and hierarchies:
· Western canon vs. lack of canonicity

· tradition vs. intertextuality
· work vs. text

· monologic vs. dialogic 

· 'author'-ity vs. reader response

· high culture vs. low culture

· theoretical dogma vs. reading practice

· English literature vs. literature in the English language

BRENNAN'S "NATIONAL LONGING" VS. RUSHDIE'S "IMAGINARY HOMELANDS"
· As a Western artefact created in the 18th century, the concept of 'nation' has been exported and forced upon geographical areas whose society was not based on the tenets of this category, like India or some areas of Africa. Unity and homogeneity of culture, tradition, language, religion, and ethnicity, but also the division in social classes on which Western nations are based, all pertained to European states but were made to work in the colonies as well. As a consequence, claims for 'national' autonomy have been the basis of the post-colonial movements that sanctioned the end of colonial empires since the end of WWII. The lesson of 'nationalism' had been learned all too well by ex-colonised, Third-World countries that started to use it as a tool of their own, sometimes to detrimental effect (after gaining independence from the British Empire in 1947, India embarked upon a process known as "Partition" which led to the creation of Pakistan as a separate State and a Muslim nation).
· As a literary genre, the novel, also born in the 18th century, became to perfect tool to represent the 'nation' in all its aspects, for instance by conveying a whole and coherent portrait of society and its social classes. That is the reason why, like the concept of 'nation' itself, this literary form was later adopted by so-called Third-World writers to represent their newly-born nations. In contemporary literature the novel has a double value and function:
1. In Brennan's essay, what is being underlined is the 'national' function of the novel, still used by Third-World writers as a tool to represent their nation;

2. In Rushdie's essays, on the other side, what emerges is a view which is also the most widespread nowadays, that is, the novel as an 'inter-national' genre, a tool that has been appropriated by post-colonial writers to narrate their conditions as 'in-betweens', drawing on multiple cultures and traditions.
THE MAN BOOKER PRIZE FOR FICTION

The Man Booker Prize for Fiction, a.k.a. the Booker Prize or simply the Booker, is one of the world's most renowned (and richest) literary prizes. Established in 1968, it is awarded each year for the best original full-length novel, written in the English "by a citizen of the United Kingdom, the Commonwealth or the Republic of Ireland". This programmatic distinction between the UK and the Commonwealth, with the former being part of the latter on an equal basis, has raised some protests; so has the exclusion of US writers from the competition and the choice of longlisted and shortlisted writers over the years (see below).
S. Rushdie's Midnight's Children was awarded in 1981. In 1993, to mark the 25th anniversary, it was decided to choose a Booker of Bookers Prize, and in 2008 The Best of the Booker was awarded to celebrate the 40th anniversary. Both times Rushdie's novel won the prize.  
From The Guardian, 27th July 2012:

Since the prize's inception in 1969, only one Scot has won. Even then, there came a storm of controversy, with the media and booksellers roundly denouncing the decision, one of the judges publically slamming the book. In 1993, two judges successfully pulled Irvine Welsh's Trainspotting from the shortlist by threatening to walk out. Only five other Scots have been shortlisted. That might seem like fair representation, until the stats are examined. Only 3.6% of all shortlistees, 3.3% of the judges and a paltry 2.9% of the longlist have been Scottish. Wales has produced only one winner, while Northern Ireland has none. In the usual round of chatter about the exclusion of Amis, Barnes or McEwan in a given year, this anomaly goes unremarked. To ask ourselves why reveals uncomfortable truths about the structure of the "United" Kingdom. Booker is far more generous to former British colonies than it is to home Celts. Australia and the African nations have both won four times, Canada has won three, the Republic of Ireland three, India twice (thrice if one includes Anglo-Indian Salman Rushdie), and there are another two writers, VS Naipaul and Ruth Prawer Jhabvala, whose nationality is difficult to pin down. New Zealand is an honorary Celt in this respect, with one winner. We should call the Booker prize for what it is, then: not an award for the best in Commonwealth literature, but a reward system for the English establishment masquerading as magnamity. It should come as no surprise that the Man Booker prize for Commonwealth literature mimics the empire itself.

