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Book Burger
The ubiquitous presence of McDonald’s branches is a testament to the dissemination of the global capitalist worldview, which focuses on the unification, routinization, and regulation of daily activities. Sociologist George Ritzer termed this phenomenon the “Mcdonaldization of society” (Ritzer 1995; Ram 2003, 203). McDonald’s capitalist standards, aimed at maximizing profits, are becoming increasingly accepted—and established—as social and cultural norms. In this context, Ritzer points to four main norms: efficiency, which enables the quick and easy consumption of products (French fries arrive in a matter of minutes); calculability, which focuses on the precise quantization of the product (the French fries’ portion size, raw materials and preparation time are measured and calculated in advance); predictability, which enables the uniform supply of products and services (the size, type and amount of French fries does not change from one serving to the next); and technical control, which enables the efficient management of manufacturers and consumers (the production and purchasing of French fries is computerized and engineered). McDonaldization, the all-encompassing commercialization of social relationships (Ram 2003, 206), is an incredibly appropriate term for describing the literature industry, which produces uniform and quantifiable products that can be easily and quickly consumed. It also manages its writers and readers by using technological means (buyers receive the book within minutes; the size, shape, plot, and number of letters are identical in every copy; production and purchasing are computerized and engineered). 
	The Mcdonaldization of literature establishes three fundamental approaches to understanding literary works in modern times. I term  these “the victim approach,” “the guerrilla approach,” and the “interlocutor approach.” According to the victim approach, literature has been mutilated and destroyed by industrial conglomerates and financial monopolies who have taken over private publishing houses and bookstores (Shifrin 2003). This approach is based on the assumption that art is moral. It may not be innocent of malice, pettiness, and envy, but at its core, it aims to evoke a love of others, compassion, beauty, and truth. Peddlers, merchants, bankers, and shareholders have contaminated art with money and material considerations, with greed and competitiveness. If only we could remove the binds of materialism, get rid of the capitalists in power controlling the literature industry and place a communist committee at the head of publishing houses, we would be able to enjoy high-quality art that is true and meaningful, instead of a market flooded with inferior, pseudo-artistic, and artificial products.
	The guerrilla approach is a derivative of the victim approach and views literature as a stronghold of stubborn resistance against the armies of capitalist imperialism. Literature contains the seeds of refusal, the voices of protest and the call to rise up against the increasing commercialization of society and its becoming a holding company subsidiary. In essence, the rebellion is linguistic and aims to create a language that undermines the economic syntax of the consumerist hegemony—a multi-voiced, dialogue-driven, defiant, and compassionate language, which speaks in the voices of the wretched and the oppressed who are crushed under the wheels of progress. This language is committed to social and political issues, exposes corruption, and condemns injustices. It is a language that offers linguistic models and alternative syntactic relationships that do not lean on materialistic considerations and class hierarchies. In short, this language disrupts and nullifies itself and the power positions it embodies. True, supporters of this approach concede, this language lives in a book that lives in a store that lives in a mall. True, they concede, this language is on sale, gives interviews to the papers and travels to conferences abroad. However, that is exactly what makes it an efficient secret agent that destroys the sophisticated mechanism selling it from within.[footnoteRef:1]  [1:  This approach was held by Theodor Adorno, who considered the creation of art to be the highest mechanism of negative dialectics, speaking in favor of different and distinct voices and undermining the ideology homogenizing the world (Adorno 1984).] 

	The third approach, “the interlocutor approach,”  sees literature as being in dialogue with consumer society. While literature obeys the economic and political centers of power and makes use of the distribution mechanisms of consumer society, it simultaneously contains autonomous spaces that allow for maneuvering, playing and deviating from the seemingly absolute rules of market forces.[footnoteRef:2] These spaces allow for other forms of discourse to take place: poetic, mystical, philosophical, psychological. Through the prism of literature, the homogenous neon light of the capitalist system breaks into myriad phenomena and visions that encourage independent and critical thinking, the forming of a local political identity, recognition of otherness and diversity, the preservation of common traditions, and the creations of new ones. Literature and capitalism conduct a fruitful and reciprocal relationship with one another. This relationship is not perfect—it is filled with tension, friction, and power struggles—but at the same time it allows both sides to thrive. Literature sublimates capitalist utilitarianism and directs it towards ethical purposes, while consumer society on its part, uses the local identity, cultural tradition, and artistic freedom to sell more products to more people. Literature is, therefore, a product of glocalization (Robertson 1995); just like the lamb Big Mac in India, the Mac Falafel in Egypt and the Mac Shawarma in Israel, there are Mac novels, Mac sonnets, and mac biographies written in Hebrew, or Japanese, or Polish or Finnish for example. The spices and the menus are different, the producers and the consumers are different, but the system is similar.  [2:  Pierre Bourdieu refers to literature’s partial autonomy as the “literary field”—a linguistic and creative space that partially follows the rules of the market and historical reality, but which conducts itself according to rules, a language,  hierarchies, and customs of its own. The struggles in it are over cultural power, hierarchy, power, money, and status (Bourdieu 1996, 215–223). The literary field is a form of bourgeois discourse; to enter it, one must adopt the rules, language, and values of the bourgeoisie. The purpose of class autonomy in the literary field is to convert the social struggle into a symbolic one—into a philosophical discussion, a literary debate, critical research—and thus to strip it of its meaning. “The purity of bourgeois literature, which presented itself as the realm of freedom, as opposed to a material praxis, was initially bought at the cost of preventing the lower class from access” (Adorno & Horkheimer 1992, 171). ] 

	However, I hold a fourth approach, one that is fundamentally different than the three presented here: modern literature, which grew, as we shall soon see, out of the genre of the novel, constitutes the historical source and conceptual infrastructure of consumer society. Literature is not the victim of the modern economy, it does not fight against its ills, nor does it sublimate its violence. Literature is the main cultural medium that has established and continues to establish the philosophy of commodification and the fetishization of commodities in Western society. It teaches its readers how to consume reality, how to trade it in for a more convenient product, and how to profit from the exchange. Hence, the Big Mac eaten at McDonald's is nothing but a late effect of the literary industry and an efficient implementation of its principles. 

Novelproduct
To understand how modern literature has written the recipe for the hamburger, coke and fries, let us go five hundred years back, to the print revolution in Europe.[footnoteRef:3] The invention of the printing press in the 15th century changed the face of history. The new duplication technology spread the written word and bequeathed it to the world, transplanting intellectual life from the monasteries to the universities, libraries and private homes, and instilling the values of humanism, progress, and universality. It established communities, languages, and nations, transferred scientific and research knowledge to its readers, collected humanity’s most creative and exalted thoughts and immortalized them in books (Febvre & Martin 1976, 11). The story of the print revolution is articulated in historical research thus: “Europe used to be full of laymen, and then the printing press was invented and the laymen disappeared, because the print revolution led to the spreading of literacy, which led to learnedness, which led to the development of—and here the story gets a little confusing—democratic self-realization in one form or another” (Thorne 2001, 531). The intellectual pleasure derived from this fine story stems from the belief in technological determinism, according to which the letter on the page is essentially liberating (Howsam 2006, 54–57). The other, less told side of the story, is that the printing press (like any new technology) has always been in the hands of the rulers and they used it to deepen, stabilize and justify their power and authority. The print revolution, like many technological revolutions before and since, has made the ability to homogenize, enslave, and destroy cultures more efficient.[footnoteRef:4] 	Comment by Daniella Blau: Insert the actual quote from the book here.  [3:  In China printed paper products had been in use since the ninth century (or the seventh, according to some sources), and by the 11th century Japan and China had typesetting (Braudel 1981, 399). ]  [4:  On the optimistic and fantastic aspects of printing press history see Raven (1998, 281–286), or Innis (2007), who presents the subject in more detail. On printing technology as a means of oppression and control, see Innis (ibid.); on printing technology providing the means for the colonial takeover of cultures built on handwritten or oral traditions, see Finkelstein & McCleery (2005, 36–42).   ] 

	The printed book was the first commodity intended for the masses and produced in an industrialized, serialized, uniform, and mechanical way (Anderson 1999, 65; Eisenstein 1979, 22). Not only did the print revolution precede the industrial revolution by about three hundred years, and not only did it lead to the industrial revolution, but it also provided the fundamental production model on which the industrial revolution was based (Febvre & Martin 1976, 394, McLuhan 2003, 201). By the end of the 15th century, about 20 million books were in print—more than all the manuscripts created in the preceding one thousand years (Braudel 1981, 400; Clapham 1957, 37). By the beginning of the 16th-century, printing houses were operating in every major European city (in England printing houses were limited to London), and by the end of the century, they were printing over 150 million books.   
	Printing houses were the first workshops that operated according to what we now know as the modern industrial capitalist model (Anderson 1999, 65; Barthes 2007, 115; Braudel 1982, 499). By the end of the 15th century, most of the printing houses had been transferred from private hands into the hands of bankers, moneylenders, and merchants, and by the beginning of the 16th century, most of the book markets were controlled by urban monopolies and capitalists (Braudel 1981, 401; Febvre & Martin 1976, 281; Watt 1957, 50). Printing houses operated like sweatshops. The long work hours, low wages, and exposure to hazardous materials led to workers’ strikes and riots in many cities, which were an earlier and miniature version of the worker uprisings during the industrial revolution in terms of how they were organized and how they were suppressed (Braudel 1982, 499).
	Printing house owners dealt with four main difficulties: finding markets for their products (an audience of buyers); selling as many products as possible (profits); as quickly as possible (cash flow); consistently over time (a steady income). The formula for financially thriving in the book market has not changed since: the literature industry needs many readers who read a lot of books, quickly and consistently. The printing houses’ major investment is in printing plates; once these are ready, the question is what the scope of printing will be. The more copies of a book are printed, the higher the return—provided most of the copies are sold (Febvre & Martin 1976, 216–217). As printing books was a complex and expensive task until the mid-19th century, several solutions emerged to minimize losses. Books were sold in advance before they were printed; a patron or institution was asked to bear the costs; well-known works were published; and only a measured amount of copies were printed (Eisenstein 1979, 153; Finkelstein & McCleery 2005, 75; Watt 1957, 49). The most efficient solution, which is still used successfully today, was to sell the book as a religious artifact. Despite the high price of prayer books, ethical books, holy books and mystical literature, the general public has no qualms about paying for them. The active market of holy items and the industry at the time easily incorporated sanctified printed products, with publishers often enjoying generous funding from religious institutions who sought to spread their doctrines and told their followers that by purchasing their books they were worshiping God. Useful books, such as guidebooks, books on etiquette, and accounting books (which contained only columns and lines), almanacs and study books, also sold well (Eisenstein 1979, 382; Elias 1978, 48; Zemon Davis 1983, 69-88). 
	Literary works were also well received. Even before the invention of the printing press, the bourgeoisie, who began to rise in the late 13th century, regularly bought and read literature on ethics and translations of masterpieces. As demand increased, workshops for copying books emerged, which were very similar to the factories for mass production that were established later on (Febvre & Martin 1976, 20, 28). With the invention of the printing press, supply was able to meet demand and even exceed it. Fable books, translations of ancient literary works, and anthologies of love poems became popular, but the biggest best-sellers were romance novels depicting stories of love and adventure of knights in the middle ages. These were printed in many editions, translated into local languages, and sold in hundreds of copies (ibid. 257, 285). And yet, only in rare cases were literary works sold in thousands of copies.[footnoteRef:5] The reasons for this were many and diverse: the low level of literacy throughout Europe, the plethora of local dialects, restrictions imposed by the religious establishment, censorship by the authorities and wars, the lack of sufficient lighting to read at night, and mainly, the price of books. Only a small group of wealthy aristocrats and capitalists could afford to purchase literature regularly (Altick 1998, 23). Literate members of the lower class who were able to set aside a penny or two for printed products made do with booklets and pamphlets that contained simplified and abbreviated versions of the romance novels, as well as fairy tales and ballads (Finkelstein & McCleery 2005, 112; Watt 1957, 37). [5:  François Rabelais’ books for example, were sold in tens of thousands of copies throughout the 16th century, and Miguel de Cervantes’ Don Quixote sold about 30 thousand copies in the decade following the publication of the first part in 1605. However, as aforementioned, such cases were extremely rare (see Febvre & Martin 1976, 274–275; Ormsby 1981, 76). ] 

	The success of the books written in the genre of the romance novel in mid-17th century France and in England at the start of the 18th century completely altered the book market. Books embodied the combination of mass communication, a developing leisure culture, and large-scale serial production and consumption—a combination that was expressed in high profits for the publishers. Madame de La Fayette’s La Princesse de Clèves could not be printed fast enough to meet the rate of demand. Samuel Richardson’s novel, Pamela, sold 20 thousand copies in its first year of publication and was the best-selling book of the 18th century. Henry Fielding’s Emelia sold five thousand copies in one week (Altick 1998, 49). While Robinson Crusoe made the owner of the printing house who published it a wealthy man, its author, Daniel Defoe, received no more than 50 pounds for it (Skirboll 2014, 99-100). Jonathan Swift’s satirical adventure story, Gulliver’s Travels, sold about 20 thousand copies within a few months (Hunter 2003, 216). For the sake of comparison, the most famous knight story in Europe until then, Amadís de Gaula, sold about 30 thousand copies from the end of the 15th century until the 18th century (Redal 2005). 
	The novel sells! The literary industry had discovered the novel’s extraordinary economic power. By the mid-18th century, tens of novels were published each year, and by the start of the 19th century, their number had risen to hundreds. Sales records were broken time and again, with Jean-Jacques Rousseau’s novel Julie, or the New Eloise, being printed in seven editions, Walter Scott’s books selling tens of thousands of copies within a few months, and Charles Dicken’s books—hundreds of thousands of copies (Altick 1998, 383; Drenton 2016, 229). The novels were translated into dozens of languages; they gave rise to sequels, sold accompanying merchandise (e.g. Robinson Crusoe pipes, the Sorrows of Young Werther plates), were adapted to the stage, and were published in newspaper columns. They were divided into volumes and appeared also in abbreviated versions, children’s versions, and illustrated versions. 	Comment by Daniella Blau: I’m not sure about the spelling here. 
	Nevertheless, despite its success, and mainly due to the cost of paper production, novels were considered a luxury item (Braudel 1981, 401). Their price made it possible only for members of the bourgeoisie to occasionally purchase novels. For the lower classes, the novel was out of reach. In 18th-century England the price of a single copy equaled the price of tea and sugar consumed by a wealthy six-person family over one month, a quarter of the monthly wages of a worker in a trading company or a skilled laborer, and the monthly budget of the average poor family (Altick 1998, 51–52; Watt 1957, 37). While it was possible to buy pirated, abbreviated and segmented copies, copyright law, which developed as the novel thrived, restricted, enforced, and regulated the novel’s means of production and distribution as well as how the profits from its sale were divided (Patterson 1968, 2–38). Its price significantly decreased only in the late 19th century, more than 150 years after its emergence (Eliot 2007, 292). 
	The novel’s commercial success deepened the gaps between the middle class and the lower class and fixed the book’s status as a product produced by the bourgeoisie, distributed by the bourgeoisie, and defined by the bourgeoisie.[footnoteRef:6] Until the 18th century, the term “literature” had applied to all types of writing—historical literature, philosophical literature, belles-lettres, and holy scriptures—and not to a specific kind of fictional work. With the emergence of the novel, the term began to denote a category of creative and imaginative works judged based on criteria of taste and sensibility and stemming from a national tradition. Creativity and imagination delineated a bourgeois space that disconnected “literature” from the mechanization, commercialization, and industrialization of reality (and of the literary products that depict it). However, taste and sensibility, which were presented as objective criteria for evaluating literary works, were in fact property-dependent and leisure-dependent social conventions that established “literature” as a form of bourgeois specialization. Presenting “literature” as stemming from the national tradition provided literature and the ruling class with historical validity, political power, and public legitimacy (Anderson 1999, 67; Eagleton 1983; Ross 1996, 18; Williams 1977, 47–50). [6:  The aristocracy, who constituted 2–3% of the population, considered the novel to be inferior, simple, and commercial bourgeoisie art (Watt 1957, 305). ] 


The Literary Republic
The novel’s “productness” played a crucial role in the development and functioning of the public sphere out of which modern democracy emerged (Habermas 1991, 49–51). As commodities, literary works were liberated from their ritualistic and religious role and from dependency on the patronage of aristocrats or government institutions (Luhmann 2012, 174). Political knowledge, logic, and discourse, which had been restricted by the authorities through censorship, funding, and taxation, were now appropriated by the community of readers through the purchasing of books. People bought their privacy, their critical thinking, and their free opinions by buying books and reading books. Literature’s commercial autonomy, in which one could purchase, write, and read relatively freely about freedom and property rights, enabled the establishment of an autonomous public. Once book consumers realized there were others like them, even if they did not know who they were, the basis for a common consciousness had formed (Warner 1991, 386–387). The heated literary discussion regarding matters of taste, style, tradition, and influence established a community operating based on critical principles and which encourages open dialogue and rational arguments. To this day, this community serves as a counterbalance against governmental and institutional centers of power, and to this day, it examines the reasons for their authority and undermines their status. 
	The principle of freedom and freedom of opinion allowed the reader community to imagine itself and the public sphere as being open to everyone. In fact, “everyone” was presented, described and understood to be referring to heterosexual, white, bourgeois men (Benhabib 1999; Fraser 1991). The public sphere was, and in many ways still is, the idealized self-image of the class of merchants and property owners in the 18th century. Criticism and common sense were nothing but a cloak for capitalist interests. From its outset, the public sphere has always called for the transfer of power, control, and money into the pockets of capitalists, justified the inequitable distribution of resources and blurred the results of economic exploitation (Eagleton 1984, 11; Habermas, 1991, 56; Warner 1991, 386). The role of literature was to provide a cultural seal of approval to the bourgeois hegemony and spread the principles of commercial humanism.
 	Commercial humanism establishes capitalist relationships between the individual and society. The citizen, who is subject to an all-encompassing hegemonic regime, gives up their political autonomy in favor of privacy and a unique identity achieved by consuming cultural products that are provided by commerce (Pocock 1985). Consumption of the novel, therefore, marks a new form of cultural control over the masses: the reading of novels privatizes and isolates the masses (every reader reads alone) who purchase private and isolated products (books) that describe private and isolated people (the novel’s protagonists).[footnoteRef:7] The novel’s main function, as a mass commodity, is not promoting a moral or political position, but rather the capitalistic/bourgeois socialization of its readers; in fact, this is its moral and political position. 	Comment by Daniella Blau: I’m not sure about the spelling of Dabor [7:  “Isolation underpins technology, and the technical process is isolating in turn. The chosen commodities of the ostentatious system all serve simultaneously as the weapons the system uses to continually reinforce the isolating conditions of the ‘isolated masses’” (Dabor 2001, 28).] 

	The contemporary literary community, which came together under the principles of commercial humanism, was aptly named by Albert Thibodeau the “Literary Republic” at the start of the 20th century. According to Thibodeau, the Literary Republic—and here I lean on Dan Meron’s description—is comprised of concentric circles. At its heart is the small group of people who create literature, and they are surrounded by a circle of mediators—literary scholars, critics, editors, and publishers—who are surrounded by a broader circle of literature consumers. These three circles create an imaginary space, a type of state-within-a-state that believes in artistic freedom, creativity, critical thinking, and ideological openness. Among the citizens of this republic exists a complex system of affinities and agreements, identifications, oppositions, differences, and contradictions (Meron 1987, 10–15). The Literary Republic, complex as it may be, is founded on capitalist consumer transmissions and a competitive economy that favors the inequitable distribution of resources and the accumulation of property. The Literary Republic is bourgeois.
	The republican, says Michael Warner, is one who eliminates the differences between his personality and his citizenship. He is res publica, just as the public is his property. His values, judgment and behavior are simultaneously both private and public, and as a result, he is the loyal representative of subjects who are prevented from participating and functioning in the public sphere, such as women, foreigners, and mainly, the poor (Warner 1991, 379–380). Literary republicans are much the same: they appeal to the public in the name of literature and act in the public’s best interest in the name of literature. They read openness, meritocracy, and tolerance in literature, and celebrate its showcasing of diversity. However, they fail to mention that the mechanism producing these literary assets is a bourgeois mechanism of control and that they are the very ones heading it. Literary republicans act as if they do not own the means of production, selling the products they make to the highest bidder. Rather, they claim to be public servants who receive a limited amount of financial consideration for the service they provide to the Republic (Hesse 1990).[footnoteRef:8] The bourgeoisie, says Alexander Kojève, must work for the other, because work necessarily stems from external pressure. However, as they have no master, they work for themselves (Kojève 1969 [1947], 65). The literary republican who dedicates his life to literature is his own other. The ultimate other for literary writing and research is not, as many tend to argue, women, the Palestinians, queer people, Mizrahi Jews, Blacks, the natives, or the workers, but the bourgeoisie writing and researching itself for itself.  [8:  The word honorarium—writers’ fee— means payment for a service given for free, or for which there is no obligation to pay under the law.  ] 

	The prevalent ideology throughout the Literary Republic is poetic patriotism. Literary republicans view literature as a second homeland, their place of origin, a civic duty, a mission, and even a religion. They are loyal and deeply dedicated to it, fight for it and fight for its institutions. They sanctify its past and sacrifice their lives for it, and mainly, they have a boundless, unconditional love for it. They dedicate their lives to the group’s identity (for the sake of Hebrew literature), make great efforts to preserve it (for the sake of Hebrew literature), and take pride in its beneficial and remarkable qualities (we have the Bible).
	In fact, the Literary Republic and the fashion world were among the first communities to organize around products. Today, many products have a group identity (e.g. soccer clubs, car clubs, wine communities, makeup associations). Poetic patriotism provides the citizens of the Literary Republic with a stable and organized framework for thinking, a distinct identity, a sense of self, meaning, and existential purpose. It is achieved through exclusions and inclusions, privilege, ceremonies and rituals, common fantasies, supervision, censorship, and control, and is an integral part of national patriotism (e.g. Hebrew literature, Israeli literature, Palestinian literature). Poetic patriotism makes it possible for the bourgeoisie to place themselves at the nation’s forefront and present literature as a national product, to write the history of capitalists and create the capitalist archives, all the while giving themselves cultural and economic precedence. And because national patriotism revolves around the level of willingness to die and kill for the homeland, Literary Republicans are constantly occupied with the aesthetic phrasing of the death agreements between the individual and the state—agreements in which, somehow, the lower classes always have to pay a higher price. Moreover, like the state, the Literary Republic has enemies that give it an identity, purpose, and a moral position. It views them as annoying types who reject textual pleasures due to uncompromising rationalism, political moralism, asinine pragmatism, clownish naiveté, discourse destruction, and a loss of verbal desire (Barthes 2007, 34). Literary patriots are eager to go to battle against television shows, ministers of education and culture who are uncultured and uneducated, against books that are not literary, and against research that is not research-like. And just like the state’s security apparatus ultimately turns from being directed at the state’s external enemies to being directed at its “internal enemies” (endo-colonialism), the literary apparatus shifts from proletarian oppression to intellectual oppression (endo-capitalism).
	The other side of patriotic sentiment is mental and moral apathy (Kateb 2006, 3). Literary patriots love literature more than they love people. They believe all people are equal, but that writers, poets, and books are a little more valuable. They believe intellectuals should get preferential treatment and are fond of awards, budgets, conferences, government recognition, and intellectual esteem. In their view, because they are the ones caring for the wellbeing and rights of the state’s citizens, they should be granted privileges and enjoy a superior level of wellbeing (Tan 2004, 137). True, they say, the state needs to provide shelter for refugees and school meals for children from poor neighborhoods, but this should not come at the expense of good literature. Furthermore, Literary Republicans would argue, the very allocation of budgets towards literary activity will lead to greater empathy towards the refugees and those in need of school meals. For the literary patriot, it is not the person who is unique and boundless and therefore cannot be limited, but the literary work. Just as the public sphere is based on emptying and unifying the various bodies in favor of the ideal modal (Warner 1991, 391–392), the Literary Republic is founded on denial of the bodies that enable its existence. 
	The literary patriot’s basic assumption is that the world is cold and alienating, indifferent and lifeless, and that literature is the space containing the true feelings of the community, whose members have lost their devotion, their faith and their passion.[footnoteRef:9] They believe the devotion and commitment to literature restore the glory of the past, the splendor of tradition, the profundity and sentiment of the language, recognition of the other, and acceptance of otherness. However, this is a moralistic anachronism backed by a moralistic judgment that is sunk in an intellectual melancholy over the imagined loss of an imagined unity: one nation, one literature, one tradition, one god, one identity. The fantasy engulfing the Literary Republic is patriarchal and its heart beats with authoritarianism, ownerism, and poeto-centric racism. However, this fantasy should not be seen as degenerate thinking that has been overfed with self-delusions that prevent it from functioning, responding and resisting, nor the hallucination of a neutralized community preoccupied with the mysticism of duplicating the existing order. It should also not be seen as a cultural enclave in which literary prestige and aesthetic resources are fought for, nor as a fiction created in an ivory tower where vague and intangible matters are pondered. In fact, at its core, the republican fiction is a powerful, active, and efficient mechanism of social control. 	Comment by Daniella Blau: I was not able to find this term. Hopefully the author knows what it should be.   [9:  Thus for example, Roland Barthes hyperbolizes: “I love the text because for me, it is that same rare space of language, containing no ‘scenes’ (in the domestic, familial sense of the word) and no logomachia (verbal argument). The text is never a ‘dialogue’: there is no danger of a trick being played, of being attacked, or extorted, no rivalry between personal idioms; it creates a small enclave at the heart of customary human connection, expresses the asocial nature of enjoyment (leisure on its own is social), and provides a look into the scandalous truth of pleasure: that it can be—after the mock cancellation of speech—neutral, sexless” (Barthes 2007, 35). Of course, it can also be argued that the text is not a rare linguistic space, and that it is not devoid of domestic and familial “scenes.” That it is rife with verbal arguments and verbal rivalries, that it plays tricks on its readers, attacks them and extorts feelings from them. It can further be argued that it establishes a narcissistic enclave at the heart of customary human connection, fails to express the asocial quality of enjoyment, and provides a look into the non-scandalous truth of pleasure, which is in short, that the text is neutral and sexless as a result of the mock cancellation of speech. ] 


The Curse of the Bourgeoisie 
As noted, in the 18th century the novel was the property of the bourgeoisie. They were the ones who created it and they were the ones who consumed it. Despite the many changes that have taken place in book technology and the means of distribution, to this day, the novel is conceptualized as property, and control of the means of literary production and consumption has remained in the hands of the bourgeoisie. 
	However, is the word “bourgeoisie” even relevant to a contemporary literary discussion? Is it possible to attach this generalizing, outdated, confusing, and loaded term to today’s sophisticated, multi-registered, and multi-voiced literature and its myriad of identities? Is it possible to gain anything from using this worn-out term that had lost its power significantly by the 1950s and nearly was erased along with the fall of the Berlin Wall? Is it possible to use the anachronistic expression, “bourgeois literature,” when cultural criticism is dominated by postmodern, postcolonial, queer, feminist, psychoanalytical, speciesist, and ecological theories? Is it possible to use “bourgeois” at a time when social stratification is represented by other, more current, and accurate terms?, such as “elite,” “the top ten percent,” “capitalists,” “the middle class,” “the upper-middle class,” “the lower-middle class,”, “the new middle class,” “the private sector,” “free professions,” “liberals,” “neo-liberals,” “social democrats,” “white-collar,” “religious nationals,” “academics,” “Ashkenazim,” “Mizrahim,” “hi-tech workers,” “Leftists,” “state workers,” “Treasury clerks,” and “intellectuals?” Furthermore, none of these groups consider themselves to be bourgeois, they do not identify with the bourgeoisie and do not call themselves “bourgeois.” So is it possible to talk about the bourgeoisie when the bourgeoisie as a position, a status and an identity no longer exists?
	The bourgeoisie disappeared as a class but became established as the hegemony. Seemingly, the bourgeoisie, the most dominant class of the past 250 years, seems to have dissipated. Its values, power, nature, and authority have dissipated. Their name lives on as a curse, and not a very insulting one at that, somewhere along the lines of “scoundrel.” This dissipation was caused by the vitriolic attacks against the bourgeoisie during the 19th century by socialist and Marxist movements from the left and national and nationalistic movements from the right, attacks that became increasingly frequent and strong in the 20th century. The bourgeoisie, they argued, see the world in terms of profit, exploitation, and benefit. They strip the veils of religion, nationality, family, and spirituality off reality turning everything into a commodity while refusing to acknowledge their responsibility for their actions. They sacrifice the people and the state for personal gain. Bourgeois democracy, goes the argument, is nothing but a plutocracy whose absolute commitment to profit and commerce puts the nation in existential danger.[footnoteRef:10]	Comment by Daniella Blau: Verify spelling of “Sternhall” [10:  For such arguments, which are based on The Communist Manifesto and writings appearing in The Future of Science by Earnest Renan and Oswald Spengler’s The Decline of the West, see Marx and Engels (1998 , 41–43) and Sternhall (2016, 266, 394, 402). ] 

	These attacks seem to have achieved their purpose. The bourgeoisie lost its legitimacy to rule and class distinction eroded and disintegrated into sectors, ethnicities, professions, and nationalities. However, the weaker, more decentralized, and obscure the bourgeoisie became, the stronger, more stable, and steadfast became its grip on the social order. The bourgeois economic system—capitalism—became more sophisticated, complex, and entrenched as a global worldview, and continued to manufacture more and more goods and commodities that embody and market its principles and values. The bourgeoisie stopped being a class, an identity, a political position, or a community and became a consumer activity that encompasses, controls and governs nearly every aspect of daily life. It eats hamburgers, travels abroad, watches television, and renovates the living room; it writes nationalistic comments and posts enlightened messages on social media; it shaves, goes out to the movies, restaurants, weddings, and swimming pools. And it reads books—like this one, for example—and says, “oh please, give me a break.”
	To handle the “nation’s spirit,” which threatens to strip capitalists of their authority and nationalize their wealth, and to handle the “nightmarish spirit of communism,” which threatens to strip capitalists of their authority and redistribute their wealth, the bourgeoisie turned itself into a ghost and by disappearing made itself immune from attacks. If the bourgeoisie can no longer be called “bourgeois,” if it cannot be identified as such, then it cannot be fought against. If the bourgeoisie has no status, it cannot be toppled. To defend itself from the terror of the nation the bourgeoisie has completely assimilated itself into the institutions of the state and turned capitalism into patriotism: we must encourage growth, invest in development, educate for excellence. Who would dare attack corrupt bankers when they donate to hospitals? Who would dare attack industrialists who discharge chemicals into rivers when they light a torch for the glory of the State of Israel at the opening of the Independence Day celebrations? Who would dare complain about the owner of a clothing store chain who exploits foreign workers when his children are serving in the army? Nationalism allows the bourgeoisie to (always) be in power without declaring it. Resources are concentrated in the hands of the few in the name of national, political, and military needs. Economic, legal, and social equality is eliminated in the name of national values the principles. In the name of national crises, socialist discourse is pushed off the public agenda.[footnoteRef:11] [11:  Socialist logic reappears in times of economic crisis, not for the purpose of replacing the economic system but as a way of splitting the losses equally between the rich and the poor, in other words, privatization of the profits, socialization of the losses (Ben Porat 2011, 232).] 

	In response to the communist threat, bourgeois society concealed the proletariat. In Israel for example, the working class is relegated to development towns, hidden away behind the walls of penitentiaries, boarding schools, and slaughterhouses, cramped in shacks on construction sites, and crowded in divided apartments in South Tel Aviv. They are imported from the Occupied Territories, Africa, and China, and sent back when they complete their work. Some work in China, Africa, and the Occupied Territories, and only the product of their labor crosses the border.[footnoteRef:12] When bourgeois society is not able to get rid of workers, it organizes, educates, and fixes them using “the humanism of the commodity,” which essentially turns them into consumers of the bourgeois lifestyle. They are free to choose products, they are free to buy products, and they are free to own products. They buy—and by doing so affirm their disinheritance, exploitation, and subjugation as a way of life.[footnoteRef:13] [12:  Globalization intentionally excludes entire populations from history and the modern project, and dooms them to unemployment, poverty, and exploitation, see Jameson (1991, 147–148), and for a more detailed account, see Davis (2006). In Israeli society, the proletariat became significantly smaller after the Six Day War. In the first two decade after the war, Palestinians from the Occupied Territories worked in agriculture, construction, and cleaning, with no social rights or status in Israel and after the First Intifada they were replaced with foreign workers. As this was happening, the working class in Israel began to refer to itself as “the people” (Ben Porat 2011, 207–208, 227). ]  [13:  The commodity is the fundamental principle underlying bourgeois legitimacy, a consensus founded upon the directive to consume (Moretti 2013, 21–22). On the one hand, normalizing the working class involves the adoption of norms of oppressing others who are different or abnormal (Gane 2001, 85). On the other hand, it necessitate ever-increasing consumption, which weakens  the working class and highlights the gaps between the classes (Bataille 1985, 126).   ] 

	The bourgeoisie disappeared, the proletariat disappeared, and from their ashes emerged the bourgeois society that has near-absolute control over the horizons of human thought and behavior.[footnoteRef:14] The school system, the media, and consumer culture propagate its worldview. The universities and malls are open to the public, who is free to acquire knowledge and products based on their needs and means. Books, television series, and ads, ensure that bourgeois consumer culture is perceived as natural, logical, correct, and pleasurable. The courts and government authorities cement bourgeois values through laws and regulations. Newspapers, radio shows, and politicians present its violence and cruelty as necessary and ethical. “A class that manages to present its interests as general goals is no longer perceived as a sector or a power group. Precisely when it is at the height of its power, is its power hidden from view” (Eagleton 2006, 65).	Comment by Daniella Blau: Insert the actual quote here.  [14:  In this context, it is interesting to note William’s argument according to which the term “society” in its modern sense appeared as an act of bourgeois resistance and as a bourgeois alternative to the feudalism of the state (Williams 1977, 12). Thus, “society” always refers to bourgeois society.   ] 

	This power is not necessarily negative. The ideology of freedom, the right to property, and personal autonomy grew from the bourgeoisie’s real political triumph over the cruel oppression of feudalism and religious fanaticism. Bourgeois society allows for pluralism and fragmentation, a plethora of diverse lifestyles, customs, traditions, ethnic roots, languages, jargons, and national cultures. It is opposed to fixed identities and stereotypes, wary of absolute truths, promotes diversity, develops pluralistic and metaphysical discourses, calls for equal rights, and advocates democracy. Bourgeois society has enabled scientific research and technological progress to thrive and the standard of living and health have improved because of it. At the same time, because it is a package deal, democracy, freedom, rights, health, the standard of living, and art all undergo comprehensive commercialization, they are selectively divided between various groups and are defined as benefits and rewards. Bourgeois society controls its subjects through constant giving.  
	Since the Reformation, it became common practice among the eminent bourgeoisie to commission portraits of themselves with the aim of immortalizing their power and wealth (Gay 1999, 18). Nowadays, the entire culture is calibrated to produce bourgeois images. Billions of self-representations are distributed in the form of selfies, Instagram posts, television shows, newspaper images, and images on Facebook. The rapid increase in portraits gives one the sense—and rightly so—that bourgeois society comprises countless opinions, ideas, voices and languages. The faces are countless, yet their outline remains the same. In essence, the same five brushstrokes that painted the bourgeois portrait five hundred years ago are still being written on the page, still flickering on the screen:
Urbanism: In ancient France, the word “burgeis” meant “resident of the city.” The bourgeois space of thought is the city—as a place to live, a place to work, as territory, and as property.
Avoiding manual labor: The bourgeoisie abhor physical labor. They do not pave roads, slaughter chickens, clean houses, pick onions, carry furniture, or work as prostitutes. 
Economic independence prescribed by law: The bourgeoisie are entitled to hold, accumulate and bequeath property.
The party enjoying the asymmetric division of assets: The bourgeoisie receive more money for doing less work because they control the resources, means of production, legal authorities, and institutions of the state. 
Luxuries: The bourgeoisie deal with the perpetual production and consumption of luxuries.[footnoteRef:15]  [15:  The term “burgeis” first appeared in the 11th century to denote a city resident who was not subject to feudal jurisdiction. The legal term, which signifies freedom from authority, was expanded in the 17th century to include people who enjoy economic independence, do not engage in manual labor, and are not members of the aristocracy or clergy (Moretti 2013, 8). The bourgeoisie changed and expanded from one period to the next. In the 18th century, it mainly included small business owners, merchants and tradesmen. In the 19th century they were joined by clerks, professionals, and civil servants, who were gradually joined by bourgeoisie of property and intellectuals, or bourgeoisie of culture. The bourgeoisie also varies in nature from one country to the next (Kocka 1999, 193–195).  ] 



Literature and the Bourgeoisie 
The bourgeoisie secures itself a position of moral, political, and intellectual leadership by spreading a worldview that identifies its economic interests with the interests of society at large. According to this worldview, society is composed of free individuals seeking to fulfill their own interests. To prevent a violent clash between the individual and the bourgeois order, the individual must internalize the order’s systems and values and turn them into his own opinions, his own interests, and his identity. When you eat a hamburger, for example, you are ingesting an entire system of signs, customs, and symbols that organize, shape and arranging your consciousness and personality. A hamburger is a luxury item produced by the labor of dozens of people and the suffering of dozens of animals, yet it is sold as private property and the profits generated from its sale are divided inequitably. Add to this the name of the hamburger, which contains urbanism (“burg”), and here you have the perfect bourgeois food that instills in its consumers the language, ethics, and messages of bourgeois society. 
	Like the hamburger, literature is also a form of soft violence that supervises the individual’s consciousness, cultivates it, and manages it. Books are part of the standard bourgeois basket of goods (a car, trips abroad, meals at restaurants, physical grooming) through which bourgeois society inculcates conformity in its subjects (Riesman 1964, 129). Literature has been firmly established as a custom, a habit, a spontaneous activity, and a recreational activity. It is present in all the routine practices of daily life: memorial poems, children’s songs, study books, bedside newspapers, in the living room in front of the guests, in the language of lovers, on television shows, at cultural evenings for pensioners, in mall stands, and in the backdrops of photographs of important people. People speak literature, think literature, and buy literature, even if they do not read literature. 
	The violence of literature in bourgeois society is generally dealt with by dividing literature into “bad literature” and “good literature.” The problem of violence is presented as stemming not from the production mechanism and consumption system but from the products themselves. If we improve the products, if we know how to differentiate between high-quality products and low-quality products, if we buy the right product, if we know how to operate the product properly—if all of this is in place, then the product’s inherent potential will be converted into positive social energy. The proper literary product gives its consumers strength and improves them. This improvement can then be directed towards the improvement of society, which will now produce even better products and people. That is why it is so important to attach the words “industry” to the word “literature.” The very combination transfers the question of literature’s violence from the single product to the means of its production and the systems of its consumption. Some of the literature industry’s products undermine the bourgeois order and some expose the severe destructiveness of the patriarchal language. Several of its products represent the apex of humanity and others are nothing special, but as an industry, literature first and foremost produces, trades and sells products. The symbolic meaning of literary works and the relationships between the works and their readers are determined by an external force, an all-encompassing production system (Eagleton 2006, 28).[footnoteRef:16] The industry controls all aspects of literature, is spread over territories (this is another, ironic meaning of the expression “the deterritorialization of literature”), and breaks down into countless institutions, literary evenings, journals, studies, and languages. It is the exhaustive expression of what Antonio Negri called “a factory with no walls”: a society subordinate to capitalist-industrial logic that blurs the boundaries between work and leisure and makes it possible to work and consume from anywhere at any time (Negri 1989, 89). 	Comment by Daniella Blau: I think the footnote is not 100% clear: why is there no point in censoring an industry that controls itself according to market forces? [16:  This is why the literature industry is barely subject to censorship. What is the point of censoring an industry that ceaselessly processes, edits and adapts human fantasies and their symbolic function to meet market forces of its own volition? What is the point of censoring an industry that commercializes imagination on its own?] 

	The literature industry produces linguistic products that are more sophisticated or less sophisticated, more eloquent or less eloquent, more flowery or less flowery, and applies the simplistic syntax of property to them—a superficial and paltry system of signs that cannot serve as a language but functions well as a code. This code processes, translates and converts literary knowledge into a row of simple categories, sorting and classifying readers and books and determining their price, hierarchal position, and status. Books measure, symbolize, and determine who has power, authority and responsibility. The literary code is a socio-economic encryption, or to put it more accurately, an abstraction of books and readers into products and consumers, an abstraction that serves as the basis for ethical norms and moral values, emotional structures, and social obligations. Even if we take no part in this, and even if we oppose it, as long as people function by this code, that is, as long as they buy books, it remains effective. 
	Literary commercialization has significant benefits. It frees literary thinking from texts, rituals, traditions, and customs because it operates according to the glaring criterion of socio-economic discrimination. It enables an easy understanding of people and interpersonal relationships because it sorts and classifies them based on socio-economic discrimination. It also encourages empathy, altruism, responsibility, and reciprocity that are branded and labeled based on socio-economic discrimination. The literature industry presents a clear, reliable and readable array of delicate and vulnerable inter-personal affinities, which form and develop in a rich and layered language, be it more so or less so, produced by an opaque and unreadable production mechanism that provides order, consistency, discipline and meaning. The literature industry does not produce books but rather a means of control in the form of books—a means of control over the means of production that produce control. 
	The literary factory is bourgeois and the bourgeoisie plow through literature. It is their way of describing the world and taking part in it. The expression “taking part” can be understood at face value, as bourgeois literature describes a world that can be divided and taken, quantified and bought, traded and sold. The literature industry describes reality and thereby takes ownership of it. It appropriates the language that provides order and form to time and space. It advertises its linguistic products and markets them as bearers of truth, as high-quality items, and as cultural agents. Literature is the path through which the commodity penetrates every aspect of social life—our sex life and emotional life, our material life and our spiritual life. It wanders, undisturbed, through hospitals and schools, prisons and hotels, and instills in their dwellers objectified thinking, objectified feelings, and objectified relationships. It trades in human experience, sets a price on emotions and moral positions, issues memories, subsidizes love, plucks the beauty of the stars, and gets change back from War and Peace. Literature is the form embodying the commodity.
	Prose is the main literary genre responsible for regulating economic control. Its narrative structure and stylistic uniformity capture the experience of reality and its many contradictions, currents, and transformations and consolidate it into an artifact. It was no coincidence that the novel was a child of the bourgeoisie and came of age with the capitalist system (Moretti 2013, 13). Its appearance marks the moment in which the literary language and the commodity merged with one another. This merging of the two dimensions, the linguistic and the productive, the signifying and the producing, led to a far-reaching historical change: the commercialization of poetics and poetization of commodities.
	In the novel, the language ceaselessly expresses its maximal value, marking itself as a valuable product (before it is read, every novel signals: “I contain a lot of words—and they are worth money”). The style, ideas, and content of prose are commercial configurations (the novel is an ad). In the novel, the product is the message and the message is the product (the novel is a form of mass media). The merging of language and commodities, the consolidation of the production of labels and symbols with the labeling of products, blurs the novel’s contexts, allowing it to be produced and consumed with minor adjustments in every culture with a capitalist orientation. Just like a hamburger. Thriving literary commerce, which never stops producing new products, generates a cyclical movement reminiscent of the fashion world; the word “novel” is incredibly apt for this genre, as the novel is always new, always in fashion. The value of literary products is determined based on economic considerations, the value of other products, advertising manipulations, and random factors. The reader’s eye grows accustomed to the centrifuge of titles ceaselessly spinning around itself. 
	Prose creates culture (and therefore itself) as a commodity, a consumer practice and a consumer mentality. It is a literary form that requires no mental effort of its consumers. Its language is direct, clear, easy, and fluent. Its uniformity, consistency, and continuity are perceived as a rational expression that allows one to get to know reality, dispel misconceptions, and undermine immoral positions. It presents a fixed and unchanging perception of reality that operates according to a causal chain of events and its structure is routine, familiar, and full of repetitions. It provides an intelligent framework for psychological stress and irrational urges and serves as an effective defense mechanism against the horrors of reality, as it transmits knowledge without touching the horrors of reality. It stimulates, arouses, and satisfies curiosity. It is the topical anesthetic before the shot that injects the drug of reproduction into our consciousness. 
	Because the primary attribute of prose is reproduction. The novel is a replicating and transliterating linguistic form that produces itself over and over again. Book readers want to read more books like the ones they have read. They read more and more prose books, define themselves as readers of prose books, and confirm their identity by repeatedly reading prose books. In some of them, the desire to write books like the ones they have read arises, and they write books that are similar to the books they have read. The readers, writers, editors, sellers, and publishers, have all internalized the novel’s form, and to ensure that it does not become boring, they provide it with various content and styles (Davis 1983, 212). Due to the novel’s perpetual reproduction process and the perpetual printing of the prosaic pattern of thought, the novel is perceived as a framework of truth, a form of consciousness, a way of thinking, and as a factual typist. “In its modern sense, the novel presupposes a reality which is already organized into prose,” wrote Hegel in the 1820s (Hegel 1975, 1092). The novel offers a reproduced reality that can be replicated, quantified, and calculated—a capitalist reality. The ideology’s function, said Louis Althusser, is to reproduce the conditions for its production (Althusser 1971, 127). The novel’s ideology is the perpetual reproduction of the reproduction. 	Comment by Daniella Blau: Insert quote from some standard English translation of Hegel here. 
	The modern literature industry is based on the reproduction form typical of prose. History books are written as historical novels, biographies are written as bildungsromane, popular science books are presented as adventure books, and philosophy books feature the knights of reason battling the dragons of misconceptions in order to save the pure truth from their vicious clutches. Guidebooks promise health, wealth, and happiness, much like Grimm’s fairy tales, and recipes in cookbooks open with a story: “On my last trip to Italy I met a young man who made the most wonderful ravioli.” 
	The primary effect prose arouses is curiosity. Before the intellectual pleasure, before the delights of critical wrath, the narcissistic empathy, and the spiritual elevation it engenders, a book needs to be interesting. Interesting in terms of what happens next, interesting in terms of what the critics will have to say, interesting in terms of who stole the diamond, and interesting in terms of whether I will be able to finish it. The book is not that interesting. An efficient book is an object that stimulates curiosity throughout the reading process and causes readers to run down the lines, turn the pages quickly, and skip over entire sections to get to the story’s “hotspots” (Barthes 2007, 31–32). An efficient book leaves its readers’ nerves stimulated even after it is over so they go out and look for more books, more products that will provide them with anticipatory pleasure and pleasurable anticipation and their partial fulfillment. The curiosity aroused by prose is calibrated to find the “difficult to obtain.” This refers to what consumers do not possess. It refers to what is on the next page, in the next chapter, the next book, the next product. It is the excitement of the consumption routine: have you tried the new hamburger with the new sauce? Have you read the new Haruki Murakami? The novel is the psycho-poetic apparatus that arouses the gluttonous, envious, and voyeuristic curiosity, whose interest in goodness and beauty is secondary and whose lust for knowledge is a possessive one—a lust for “the acquisition of knowledge.” This coveting is so violent and erotic that it can only be bridled by the limits of the genre arousing it. Its power and the intensity of the pleasure it provides instills its readers with a spontaneous desire for the artificial. 
	Prose reinforces the capitalist thought patterns. The narrative structure, which is based on the gradual, persistent, and rewarding accumulation of information, is congruent with the dynamic of accumulated capital. The characters, descriptions, and language subject to the narrative mechanics demonstrate that the technical apparatus precedes the person. Reproduced writing precedes the individual’s speech. The books are more important than the readers. The products are more important than the consumers. This is the secret dialectics of the commodity’s form, which takes place between empty and lonely subjects (the readers) and objects that are fruitful and full of life (the books). Books are more sensual, more important, and more beautiful. They are wiser, better, more ancient, and fresher. They read to the readers, they tell them stories that are fun and disturbing. And the readers, on their part, are faithful servants, dusting the books, celebrating their birthdays, and showering them with honors. Literature generates the capitalist paradox in its full power: the property owner becomes the property of the property he owns, he becomes his property’s slave.
	According to Baudrillard, Marxist criticism “got even” with bourgeois morality but remained defenseless against bourgeois aesthetics, whose sophisticate vagueness allows it to be in deep collaboration with the political economy (Baudrillard 2006, 120). If The Communist Manifesto cried out: “Workers of the world, unite!” the literary industry writes, “Bourgeoisie of the world, evaporate.”[footnoteRef:17] It spreads a linguistic fog composed of spools of languages, slang, and terminologies taken from oppressed minorities that wrap literature up in a pluralistic, tolerant, and dialogue-encouraging atmosphere. Bourgeois society erases the other, flattens her into an economic function, and then discovers her literary humanity. Humanity is placed, in turn, in the store’s clearinghouse, where it is sorted, counted, and priced. The sorting of literary products serves identity politics, erases class politics, and generates a fictitious disconnect between national, religious, and gender oppression, and economic oppression. The community of readers organized around literary products, which are produced as private property, is based first and foremost on individualism, the promotion of self-interests, and a lack of solidarity.[footnoteRef:18] [17:  The middle class has inherited a kind of vagueness when it comes to social structures and relationships, and this vagueness helps it depend on linguistic choices and rhetorical structures more than the working class and the aristocracy (Wahrman 1995, 8). ]  [18:  The poetic uprising against the literary establishment is always successful, and the stylistic revolutionism of the oppressed minorities (Mizrahi Jews, women, queer people, Arabs, refugees, the poor) is always revolutionary. The success and the revolutionism are based on transferring the discussion to the cultural space, where the allocation of material and cultural resources is reorganized. However, as the allocation method remains in place, new groups, new publics, and new minorities will be created and oppressed. The literary establishment remains, and the oppressed groups become the oppressors. The literary industry promises compatibility and a partnership between the rebelling forms and the dominant forms.] 

	Literature does not distort material reality or deny its existence. On the contrary, it is a reliable witness to the state of affairs prevailing in bourgeois society. It reports on economic exploitation, accurately depicts the objectified (literary) nature of the capitalist order, and exposes the thought patterns and behavior underlying it. If anything, this state of affairs distorts literature: while it expands the limits of the imagination, identification, and personal experience, literature can only exist in a world of frozen phenomena. It exposes the network of trends and contexts underpinning this world, yet it cannot go beyond the limits of its form, beyond the orders of products. As a case in point, this book, too, which criticizes bookstores, is sold in bookstores. Our social practices, the selling of writing and the buying of reading, are the obstacle that blocks the ideas and interpretations through which we try to explain and justify the world they create. The mounds of books, the changing selection, the bookcase, the display window, the price and the deal, the ads and the reviews, the cover and the sleeve, the gift and the receipt, the carry bag, the e-reader—these are not marginal, extra-textual aspects, but forces and viewpoints that manage, determine and give meaning to the literary reality, its expression, and its messages, whatever they may be. 
