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Manichean Aesthetics - Conclusion 

In summarizing the introduction, JanMohamed is seen to concentrate mainly on the generic social and historic conditions, rather than on the idiosyncratic background of literary texts.  In doing so, this further allows him to treat the texts as expressions, which provides a link between the economic, political and social factors of a distinct colonial context.  This then allows for a fundamental “structural uniformity made up of the manichean opposition between subject and object, self and other, white and black” (263).

 JanMohamed also places a focus upon the relationship between colonial (Anglo-Saxon penned) and African fiction, in particularly the African reaction to ‘stereotypical’ colonial images of Africa and the oppositional views produced from these types of literature. He again goes on to explain that by focusing upon these issues that he is better able to conclude and summarize the textual-contextual relations discussed previously (in this book Manichean Aesthetics).

Hence, his reason for the inclusion of the six authors (Cary, Dinesen, Gordimer, Achebe, Thiong’o, Guma) which displays their “paradigmatic value and dialectical opposition to each other” in hopes of providing critics with ‘other’ views (those of other colonial and African writers) that lead to a redefining of generalizations.

This study as gathered by ideology being a subtext of a text can be linked to Fedric Jameson’s view that “all literature is informed by the political unconscious”(263-264), and that it must be read in accordance to the community in which it relates- the view that all literature gives information about the political unconscious.  He (Jameson) says it must be read as a “symbolic meditation on the destiny of the community and that the function of literary analysis is to interpret these works to showcase the social symbolism of the writings in relation to their setting (“unmasking of cultural artifacts as socially symbolic acts”).

It is through this interpretation he says that one gathers that there is a somewhat mirroring or a direct reference is made to a previous historical or ideological theme; that is this theme must be reconstructed after some given proof, as this is the way a text is better able to take shape.  He also states there must be certain conditions for this type of analysis to be created, the author must be immersed or have some knowledge of his class and society on a generic rather than on an idiosyncratic association. Whereby in a colonial context this process begins first with the author being able to identify the major social contradictions or rather fallacies and then determining the effect they (these contractions) impress upon him the author, where he is now able to say how these major contradictions, which have been changed in comparison to the originals, affect the literary work(s)(264).

Thus, within what Jameson terms the “first or political horizon of the text” there is seen an interconnection of the novel or autobiographical interpretation as it relates to the historical, economic and political location in accordance to the manichean structure of all colonial societies.  He again sums up the co-existence of a literary work and the colonial context from which it is derived, by showing it to be a fabrication of an oppositional nature of self and other (identity).  However this investigation of one’s true self versus other is as a result of the European influence.

He points out that through the analysis of these relationships between any colonial society and its resultant literature must be begin “with the fact that the Manichean structure of society is an economic, social, political, racial, moral elaboration of distortion of a fundamental ontological opposition between self and other”(264).  Stating that it is only through negation and mediation of the other that the self becomes ‘complete and returns to itself where the truth is now recognizable and the objective certainty of its existence can be held justifiable.
This notion of self and other likewise is reflected through a literary work in terms of object versus subject, where there is no true belief of what is real from what is fictional (lived) because it has been coined through the author’s exaggerated imagination.hence giving rise to no true objectivity or subjectivity considering it varies from author to author. Hence, the assumption which shows that “manichean organization of colonial society has a powerful limiting effect on its literature (Nadine Gordimer 265).
As Gordimer puts it when quoting Harry Levin, this makes us think about who we are in terms of our environment or cultural identity- ‘nothing more or less than the mean between selfhood and otherness, between our respect for ourselves and our relationship with our fellow men and women’. It is through cultural identity that the author is better able to explore his true self in terms of generating a national literature.

She also states that there lies a problem in literature within a “multiracial society, where the law prevents any identification of the writer with his society as a whole” (265). This creates a problem because it would be incapable for a national literature to be produced by a manichean society, as it would be composed of two different influences, which means it can either produce a separate African national or a separate European colonial literature, but never a combination of the two. It is through such literatures that people see a reflection of a ‘split’ yet together society, resulting in literature that defines the end of colonialism and show a move toward national consciousness (identity) through literature. 

            Again, another important point made is ideology affects the whole notion of self and identity, i.e. “the writer, by unconsciously attempting to valorize the position of self and his group in the face of an antagonistic alterity, is most often unable to proceed beyond the limited (and limiting) real economic and socio-political interests of his or her group”(266). This relationship between the real and the ideology is symbiotic yet treacherous, because reality always infiltrates ideology. Macherey also argues that if an ideology is incomplete that a text can complete it, and this supports Jameson’s ideas that the production of an aesthetic or narrative form is to be seen as an ideological act in itself for formulating imaginary or formal ‘solutions’ to unresolvable social contradictions, even though ideological intentions and functions are not necessarily synonymous.

            Through studying Eagleton, we can also distinguish “between the obvious (overt) or cognitive structure between an ideological discourse or its covert, emotive or “ideological” structure” (267). One must also be able to differentiate between the obvious and cognitive structures and the ideological function of a text, where the former depicts a certain theme or idea, and in some cases, world.  Eagleton also makes it clear two us that obvious and cognitive structure is of less importance than the ideological function. It is stated that the two above intentionalities and the ideological function of a text are characterized in terms of whether it is a “symbolic act or a rhetorical practice”, which perform certain functions, which makes it easier to define.  When this is the case, it is grouped into two major- the hegemonic and the nonhegemonic. 
Hegemonic literature being able to adjust an “established ascendancy, the ideological function of the text, in its existence as a symbolic act, is to ‘solve’ contradictions in order to secure a coherent world, but in its existence as a determinate object the ideological function of the same text is to preserve the contradictions it wishes to solve”(267). Whereas, the nonhegemonic is “concerned with defining and clarifying its values and priorities as with “subverting” the ascendancy of the dominating group, the primary ideological function of its texts as acts and objects is to bring to consciousness the deep contradictions afflicting the subjugated group and thereby to “solve” these contradictions by making them available to conscious, discursive analysis” (267).  This means that nonhegemonic “is more tolerant of heterogeneous definitions of self”, rather than trying to find in middle ground of where to fit in colonial setting.
            In summarizing the ideas and views of the six authors (Joyce Cary, Isak Dinesen, Nadine Gordimer, Chinua Achebe , Ngugi wa Thiong’o , Alex Guma)  JanMohamed  makes it clear that these authors seem to all hold a uniform viewed that “colonial society , with its highly charged, allegorical manicheanism and its pecularly inhumane drama, generates such a powerful socio-political-ideological force field that neither colonial nor African literature is able to escape or transcend it”(277).  He however makes it clear, that no matter how much they(the authors) complain, challenge, or try to or make better of their past situation(colonial experience) through the themes and aims works, that the past is what it is.
Hence, “the personal preoccupations, prejudices, and experiences of these given writers” influence their respective works. This being a reason why colonial literature proves to be more interesting, because of its subjectivity and noetic qualities.  On the contrary, the term “negative influence” speaks about the variations and similarities, which categorize colonialist literature.  There is also seen a difference between the colonial and African literature, which is called the “dialogic structure of class difference”, according to Jameson. This is where an author’s work can be refocused, despite a struggle between the class of African and colonial literature, as a parole or by the langue of the words he uses to emphasize his points.
            Again, when the “African writer reacts to the denigration of his past and present culture by embarking on a redefinition of self and society through a negation of the prior European negation, his literary ‘polemics’ must be read as the ideological component of a more concrete socio-economic struggle.”- The negation of the negation in the African colonial experience taking different forms. This is where African literature is more concerned with political and public issues, where there is a “more authentic and specific, though unidealized, version that is fee from the manichean allegory” (279); a sense of African realism.
            It must also be noted “because colonialism politicizes its world, African novels, unlike the early English novels, tend to be concerned with public and political issues. Therefore, they not only satisfy the formal criteria of Ian Watt but also the structural requirements of George Lukacs” (281).  There is also the reaction between universalism and romanticism of Africa, which is not only natural in colonial literature but also in Negritude movement. . 
            On a whole, through the example in Achebe’s work where he discusses the Igbo culture through the use of the English language that formulates a different experience of reality.  Thus making the only avenue for the alien writer to be heard is through the use of alien language, with the irony lying in the fact that even though literacy and English language contribute to the demise of the short-lived society, it however allows them to preserve their dying culture.  However, “literacy then leads to the development of historic consciousness by allowing any (literate) individual to scrutinize the fixed past, to distinguish between truth and error, and consequently to cultivate a more conscious, critical, and comparative attitude to the accepted world picture. Such an attitude eventually produces a sense of change, of the human past as an objective reality available to causal  analysis, and of history, and of history as a broad attempt to determine reality in every (diachronic) area of human concern”(280).
 

 

