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ABSTRACT

Many readings of Chinua Achebe’s novels come witieetations as regards the protagonists, that theyld be
pushing the cultural/nationalist agenda. To thoskose expectations are not met, the tendency isnteash moral
judgments on these characters. Reading with anrfop@nd, on the other hand, really amounts to regdagainst the
backdrop of the whole literary tradition, which wdiallow the spotting of similar and contrastingaferes to existents in
other literary works. Attempting such a readingusat enables us to see shared features with whehedvg is a literary
tradition. Such is the romantic traits we see mgagring in the characters. In this paper, we shedplore the way in
which the romantic traits of the characters in Alss novels reflect in their judgments and acticarg] often in the key

choices(proaresis) on which the sequence gaindiaitive orientation, namely, in Achebe, the tragien.
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INTRODUCTION

Many scholars feel ambivalent towards Achebe’'s atiers, especially those who mentally search teely text
for ‘structures-of-appeal’, and ‘offers-of-identifition’ (Jauss,1982, p. 144). Achebe reportdapes and impedimentd
a reader oNo longer at easeaot long after publication, expressing a wish Bat Okonkwo should have gone ahead and
married his fiancé, Clara, despite losustatus (1988, p. 28). Going against the cultuealition in that way which forbids
a so-called ‘free-born’ to marry asuwould probably have given Obi significance in tlye®of that reader. On the other
hand, Okonkwo oThings fall apartand Ezeulu oArrow of Godhave attracted negative comment, as some objéceto
because they disapprove of the actions these d¢bhesguerform. Here Bernth Lindfors(2014) preserksmkwo’s person

profile. He is:

An ambitious individual whose achievements as diietd, farmer, and warrior had quickly earned him a
prominent place in his community but who also haduanber of personal flaws—a hot temper, a contefoptess
successful men, a tendency to treat his wives &ildren harshly. Above all, he relentlessly sougthprove himself a
manly man, not a weakling like his father. Thesgatiee, antisocial traits put him on a collisiorucge not only with the
new religion and the colonial governing authorityt kalso ultimately with his own community, a cocflithat led
inexorably to his demise. (2014, p. 85-86)

The qualities are stacked in two columns, positind negative. The unspoken question is hovespondto this

man.
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132 Amechi N. Akwanya

Similarly, Ezeulu ofArrow of Godis discussed in terms of what ought and what oungittto be. In Julia

Udofia's'Arrow of Godand the Sanctity of Spiritual Values’, for instanae read:

And so, Ezeulu believes that the judgement agéisspeople in the dispute is a vindication of Ulptsition in
the matter; a divine will come true. Akuebue, whough is Ezeulu’s friend, is also his severestocdéphasizes this in
the sacred yam episode that Ezeulu is stubborrcdnmnot eat the sacred yam out of season and thémehldate its
spiritual import. (2014, p. 109)

As to A man of the peoplend Anthills of the savannalthere is much less ambivalence. The commentathesaa
hard position against one character and a favoratsdion towards another, believing that they adequately guided by
the narrator to do so, or by reason of the momahdihg of the particular character and his acti@@me like J.O.J.
Nwachukwu-Agbada(2016) think that they are simylagliided in their readings dfhings fall apartand Arrow of God.

Hence:

Both Okonkwo ofThings fall apartand Ezeulu ofArrow of Godpride themselves of being endowed with the
masculine principle. Whereas Okonkwo is subtly @nded by Achebe for his raw masculine brutalityela is an

intellectual bigot, an opinionated dogmatist. (B) 4

Achebe himself had, however, affirmed in an intewihat heather likedthe narrator oAman of the peopleot
because of the things he had done, but becausasteonestseeConversations with Chinua Acheb®n that same basis,
he could well havdiked both Okonkwo and Ezeulu. Both those heroes argesishof actions many scholars find
objectionable. But there is no doubt that theylerth honest.

There are often issues of general poetics thatedegant for the study of Achebe’s works but amelsabrought
to view in the criticism. Real literary ideas aralues can often yield interesting readings andgboint significant findings
compared to the frequently encountered ethicaliderstions, which eitheryield a moral judgment ba tharacter or a
suspension of judgment because of moral ambivaldnisenot certain that moral judgment is helpfuliterary criticism.

As Aristotle writes:

Likewise, the poet, while showing irascible andaleht people and those with other such characés trshould
make them nonetheless decent, as for example Hoaae Achilles good though an epitome of harshr{@885, p.83)

Okonkwo is portrayed in all his harshness and rasfirbut that need not render him obnoxious.

This paper brings up the notion of Romanticismragsaue in general poetics that is relevant inirepéchebe’s
novels. In this case, Achebe’s characters are et &0 terms of ‘representation of reality’ mgmesisis understood in
Erich Auerbach’sMimesis: The representation of reality western literature but ascongealed imagefrom poetry’s
repertoire (Claude Levi-Strauss 231). The spedifiage here is theomantic In the figuration, this congealed image
embodies the characters’ self-perception, the Wway see the situations facing them, and the habitsought reflected in
their inter-person interactions both in public tateces and dialogue, the last provisionally treatetlis paper apractical
discourse We shall see in the analysis whether dialoguallithe cases meets the requirements of practisabdrse and

the ways in which the character’s romantic traitea his participation in discourse.
Romanticism and Modalities of Mimesis

Although the ancient notiomimesisis universally recognized as the constitutive fiorctin art, much of the
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Chinua Achebe’s Romantics and the Limit§ Discourse 133

disagreements within criticism also hinge on tlataept. This is why it is important to underscotetmimesiss not. As
Paul Ricoeur explainspiimesisdoes not mean the duplication of realityimesisis not a copymimesiss poiesis that is,
construction, creationHermeneutics and the Human Scientd$). What is enunciated here is Paul Ricoeur’s reading
Aristotle’s Poetics,a reading which picks up what may be called thenstegam in European philosophy. Thairmesids
poiesis’, which is the key statement, in effect introducesooiity in the conceppoiesis which has always been
simplistically translated as ‘poetryit means thapoetryis not just a subtype of literature.nfimesids the characterizing
function of art, poiesiss art itself Martin Heidegger thus bluntly state3:he nature of art is poetryPpetry, Language,
Thought72), which may be reversed as followAll‘art as the letting happen of the advent of the truthviodt is, is, as
such, essentially poetry(70); and lest the point be missed, he writes: &atl is in essence poetry’ (70n the early

nineteenth century, G.W.F. Hegel had offered whightrseem an explanation in these terms:

Poetry in this matter appears as the total artussawhat is only relatively the case in paintimgl anusic, it

repeats in its own field the modes of presentatitaracteristic of the other arté\gsthetics: Lectures on Fine A27)

In Aristotle’s own analysis, the weight is on thenceptpoiedto make), which every art does, using contingent

matter:

So Art, as has been stated, is “a certain stateiiod, apt to Make, conjoined with true Reason; absence, on
the contrary, is the same state conjoined witheffteason, and both are employed upon the Contingatier. Ethics,
Book 6.1V 133)

What Ricoeur is saying that ‘mimesis is not’ is lpably the outcome of compounding and reductioniaérgent
interpretations of the conceptimesisby the ancients, from Alcidamas’s ‘mirror of humbie’, cited in Aristotle’s
Rhetoric,and ‘deprecated’ by him (Halliwellhe Aesthetics of Mimesi83n) and Parrhasiusisnaging/modelling of the
visible world’ (122) — which seems to be the bakis Horace's advice to the one ‘skilled in imitativarts’
(doctumimitatorem)‘to look to life and manners for a model, andvdriaom thence living words’ (Horace 317-18), to
Plato’s idea of making ‘semblances’ or ‘simulacr@jalliwell 136). What appears to have been excluded is Aristotle’s

idea of making based on probability, as it dodsseem to feature at all in medieval criticism.

Representatiomvas briefly used in twentieth-century theory anitiaism to translate Aristoteliamimesisput in
the usage of some scholars, it did not appear ¢mifgi a shift in meaning from ‘imitation’ or copyas
inAuerbach’8limesis,where ‘representation’ effectively substitutes Rasius’dmaging/modeling of the visible world'.
But there were some creative ideas for renderimgeasis during the twentieth century. Such isabecept ofplay, which
was first introduced by Friedrich Nietzsche in th nineteenth century concerning which we re&ihikiEugen Fink’s
Nietzsche and Philosophyn truth, the human artistic endeavor is a plawhich humans themselves are only characters
and appearances’ (18Hence parody is a modality of mimesis. Often tiharactersare well-known in the literary

tradition, like the Romantics we see in this aeticl

Romanticism as a literary movement is contempovatly realism and has accompanied it throughoutigtory.
The rule ofthe realmay be roughly dated to the early 17th centurjofaihg the attempted destruction of essentialist
philosophy under the weight of criticism by a va&ri®f emergent philosophies: rationalism, empiricisnominalism,
nihilism, etc. That was when science became passBuit art which always reserves a room for thexpeeted and the
apparently trivial and marginal could not unthirddin give itself away to the rule of the real. Int,aather they often

unaccountably erupt with volcanic foregs Chinua Achebe puts it:
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Art must interpret all human experience, for anythagainst which the door is barred can cause lgo#ven if
harmony is not achievable in the heterogeneityush&n experience, the dangers of an open rupturgreadly lessened by

giving everyone his dueHppes and Impedimendg!)
In any event, seventeenth-century art found roanthfe double perspective in Romanticism.
Romanticism as a Discursive Formation

Romanticism and realism are associated with poktftenment Europe. The periodpsstEnlightenment, not
because Enlightenment actually rolled to a stopsome definable date, or ever ceased. That greaement that
transformed Europe from the rule of tradition angesstition and unquestioning acceptance of orsg&ion’ in life as if
of divine order to a new awareness of the capaslibf reason to reconstruct the world and lever@myene prop or
another to reposition the self, the capacity tangleaperception itself, may have provoked an idepli@ Romanticism as
a rebalancing movement. Historical movements neoene to an end: they evolve and may intervolve wilv ones,
changing their outfit in the process. However, 1f83 French Revolution, which according to thedriahs is partially a
consequence of the Enlightenment, had a trauméfiéctein Europe, with much soul-searching espegiati other
countries outside of France. In terms of date, Rditiam comes on the heels of that Revolution; #wedhigh-water mark
of English Romanticism is considered to cover theriqu from about 1798 to about 1830 (see FletcR€Q?2).
Romanticism involves disillusionment with the prdicgy age, which may have over-delivered on expectstand had

yielded a Revolution attended by a Reign of Temdrich was well underway by 1793.

The literary movements that accompanied the Erdiginient were mainly neo-Classicism or pseudo-Classic
and realism. The first was literature for the emiémed, or at least those with classical educaReter Rabinowitz (1980)
seems to have precisely this kind of situation indrin his ‘What’'s Hecuba to Us? Audience’s Expecie of Literary
Borrowing’ in which the case is made that the dgplent of names, concepts and phraseology, sceafies)d, and so on
from the literary past is an indicator of the writgldressing a special audience expected to be@biake out the citation
and thereby become conscious of the artistic desitne neo-Classicists effectively romanticized entiGreek and
Roman art, especially the latter, portraying ithéghly organized in every way. But the concern eb+Classicism was
with poetry, narrowly defined. Their view, incorpting a passage from DryderEssay of dramatic poeswas ‘that
poetry was brought to perfection by the ancieritserefore they who practice afterward the samararobliged to tread in
their footsteps, and to search in their writinge tbundation of them” (Sambrook, 2005, p.).7%heir values which
comprise their standards of judgement of poetritratl, nature, and simplicity’ (p. 113). These samalues Romanticism

sought in an environment unspoilt by man and ‘digfdrom everyday business’ (Curran, 1986, p. 145)

Early eighteenth-century Romanticism preferred po#tat was spontaneous — whether when ‘recolleated
tranquillity’ (Wordsworth), or in the presence bktnatural situation or object, which appears t&béats’'s way, as in‘Ode
to the Nightingale’ and ‘To Autumn’. Similarly, referred for heroes humans who were spontanei&as, ¢rd Byron's

Don Juan. Spontaneity was for that movement a mfagenuineness and truth. According to Nicholas&ivsky,

No one will fathom nature who possesses no sensatafe, no inward organ for creating and dividiregure,
who does not, as though spontaneously recognizeliatidguish nature everywhere, who does not witlindorn creative
joy, a rich and fervent kinship with all things, mgle with all of nature’s creatures through the medof feeling, who

does not feel his way into them. (1992, p. 49)
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For Riasanovsky, clearly, the Romantic is a persathe artist himself;, and Romanticism is associatetth
certain kinds of writer-personalities: they have'iamward organ for creating and dividing naturedawill ‘spontaneously
recognize and distinguish nature every where’.A®eatic movement, it is taken for granted that figsson possesses not
only a ‘sense of nature’, but a style of writinghiah is not his own private style as such, but tifahe movement. The

clustering of values in some literary conceptshesn remarked by Sambrook (2005), where he wiitss t

Each genre had an appropriate style, form, andifumccorresponding to some different aspect ofirgatthough
critics might differ as to the detail of such capendence: for instance, pastoral is related tfiisl factors by Rapin

and to general human psychology by Fontenellel16)

Romantic literature is the style itself and cansken in the Romantic poets’ productions, whetheraimative,

lyric, or drama. That style is time-bound and,asas the historical evidence goes, belongs teeaifspspace.

However, there are such great romantic persond2oasQuixote and Emma Bovary who do not belong ® th
time and space historically assignedRasnantic.Therefore, although Romanticism is a movement astyla, with known
dates, the concept is wider in reference than wehaéesignated in the period studies. Romanticisry, imafact, be treated
as a discursive formation which, according to MidReucault, ‘is defined if one can show how anyticatar object of
discourse finds in it its place and the law of egeece; if one can show that it may give birth stamgously or
successively to mutually exclusive objects, withbaving to modify itself’ (1972, p. 44). Don QuixptGoethe’s Young
Werther, and Flaubert's Emma Bovary from differages and nations may all be thought of as comingbthe same
spirit of Romanticism. Similarly, there are chasastwith romantic traits in each of Chinua Acheba&or novels. To this
extentDon Quixote, The sorrows of young Werther, MadammeaBy and the novels of Chinua Achebe to be discussed in

this paper share the same discursive formation.
Dis-Ease With the Real

As a discursive formation, Romanticism renders ati@rsstory, which means that they have a density derived
from the literary tradition, and their reactiong at least to some extent influenced by this baggétjch they bring with
them to the scene of action. Some scholars restrécteference of ‘tradition’ with regard to Achetoethe Igbo culture.
But the citations, ‘things fall apart’ (W.B. Yeatahd ‘no longer at ease’ (T.S. Eliot) which sergetides of novels in
Achebe’soeuvresuggest that to the writer himself, the literamdition is not to be left out in the referencetrafition.
IkemOsodi of Achebe'dAnthills of the savannals in these terms one of the most Romantic of hiaracters, Obi
Okonkwo ofNo longer at easbeing a romantic of a different sort in that heidreamer, living half of the time in the

world of the imagination. The first brush Obi haishweality, however, is what it takes to put him out of play.

With lkem, there is no such divide between iniferand the outer. He has the spontaneity of thed&lgorthian
poet and fully committed to what he is doing a& tfiven time. Making for the Presidential Palacthisweltering heat of
a Kangan afternoon, because of the Abazon delegadidhe Head of State, he is caught up in heaaffidar Then he
notices:

One twitch of motion working its way down the litevards him. He awaited it eagerly but when it tgohim he
saw it amounted to no more than a miserable mepeogress. So he decided it was not worth the teoaba gearshift.
Save it up and add it to the next incremental mamet you will have a nice ride of two meters. Besjdeitating the clutch

unnecessarily can lead to... The car behind himeblés horn so loud that he fairly jumped on léatsand out of his heat-
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haze reverie; he looked and saw through his reas-wvnirror a man in great anger, his perspiring hismdst out of his
yellow taxi-cab, gesticulating wildly to him to mewn. Other cars and drivers were joining now i@ kharing and
shouting protest. He decided to ignore them all pratect the precious little space ahead of hingnei the heavens
should fall! (p. 28)

Ikem is mentally ready for a fight if the protestesinted one. So the following taxi-cab that has agad to edge
out from behind him and tries to squeeze into fyecs in front finds a private-car owner ready fion,hwhatever it may
take. The cab driver ultimately gives up the caontBat there is something Ikem gets out of thistest) besides winning a

friend in the cabman:

Ikem heaved a very deep sigh and then, gallanictory, pronounced it the work of the sun. We aaebpiled as

farmers do their rice to ease the shelling. Théeeafe take only five minutes to cook.
That night he composed his Hymn to the Sun. (p. 30)

What is recollected in tranquillity here is not efty the struggle, which he pronounces ‘the worktled sun’,
because there is something somewhat embarrassihgHa has, in fact, had an encounter with the &sia divine form.
What comes back is this encounter. The recolledaiso the ‘un concealment’, as Heidegger (194334) would say,

of this divinity, which has now become the recipieha hymn of praise.

Ikem reports that Chris calls him a roman#inthills of the savannalp.39). But the sense of romantic here is as
opposed to ‘realistic’. Thus he perceives thatmflief his as ‘an artist who has the example of Quaixote and other
fictional characters to guide him’ (p. 119), while himself is obviouslyealistic. But Ikem believes that he is connected
both to reality and to the ordinary people, altfohg has actually spent his entire life in circhdegere the ordinary people
are rarely seen. Yet they comprise the ‘sourcdalfilty and social meaning’ (p. 142). lkem does kiwow how well he

and Chris agree on this point.

Unlike Chris who we never see interrogate himsalttee level of his sharing and understanding ofctvamon
people, Ikem does face the potential absurdity ofiddle-class, or even upper-middle-class individtlaiming to be

connected with what the ordinary people are expeitg:

What about renouncing my own experience, needskaodledge? But could 1? And should 1? | could remce
needs perhaps, but experience and knowledge, htwefe Seems no way | can become like the poor exnefaking.
What | know, | know for good or ill. So for good @k, | shall remain myself, but with this delibéeareadiness now to
help, and be helped. Like those complex, multivakioms in Biochemistry books, | have arms thatheaut in all
directions—a helping hand, a hand signaling for help. With bskeall touch the earth and leave another fregaee to the
skies. (ibid)

Ikem wants to be a Man of the People, but not énitbny-laden sense of Chief Nangafoiman of the peopléle
wants to enter into a give-and-take relationshifhwhem, although what he will give is not spedfiéle is inconsistent,
however, in his assessment of the Kangan situa@@mthe one hand, he produces a penetrating asabibieit in the
narrator’'s report of his consciousness, that thering cadre is not connected to the masses gb¢lople, and neither one
nor the other seems to be going anywhere. Theafl&ation-building’ by which he had been persuadedeturn to the
country, whereas he could have stayed on in Eurdpi@ag what he likes doing, free-lancing, writingdagiving poetry

readings, after spending time in his home counay fow become ‘Such crap!” (p. 91). As far as theative goes, apart
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from the erratic white man Mad Medico, he is the evho says of the President that ‘right now heiikGK, thank God’
(p. 46). But he also expresses scorn for ‘Naiveamtias [who] would have us believe that this hedrthe core is in
perfect health. How could it be? (p. 141) — therthefthe nation, he means. So in hisown view, éhene others who are

romantics, but the identity of these others isregtaled.

Again as far as the narrative goes, neither Ikermnfeantic assessments of the nature of the crisisidathe
country and the way forward nor Chrig'salistic ones can save the situation. But they fail foredéht reasons. lkem
thinks that the problem is that the President is getting good advice and that he can supply itnfroutside the
government by his ‘crusading editorials’ in tNational Gazettevhich he edits. But as for the President himsatfht
now he is still OK, thank God'. Chris’'s ‘realisti@issessment, on the other hand, is that Kangatksdfia sense of
direction or purpose comes from a character flahiclv makes the President rankshift priorities, \Whidso renders him

susceptible to influence from the wrong quarteis iampervious to genuine advice (pp. 44-46).

However, neither of them would subscribe to thewtileat all would be well with Kangan if PresiderarSshould
leave the scene. The real problem seems to go meeper than the President. Ikem does not know déimeenof the
problem, only its manifestation, which he callsaision. He suggests that governance in Kangan é&as & pattern of

diversion from the beginning; and he and Chris hase played this game:
‘But we were too busy with our private diversionarar.’

‘Don’t be so hard on us; we were not alone in that. the wars ever fought in this country were, ,are
diversionary. So why not the little running battles staged now and again to keep our sanity. Dosgaun to doubt my
claim? All right, you tell me one thing we... tlgevernment... any of us did in the last three yeaosfor that matter in the

previous nine years of civilian administration thatsn’t altogether diversionary.’
‘Well the diversion has ended,’ said Beatrice.

‘Has it? I'm not so sure. This letter here andthié new theatre of the absurd that Sam is dirgdtinget rid of
me and to intimidate Chris, what's it in aid of A/Bision, pure and simple. Even the danger | semilugpahead when the
play gets out of hand, what has any of this to ith the life and the concerns and the reality oety-nine percent of the

people of Kangan? Nothing whatsoever.’ (p. 146)

If there is diversion going on, the President begtidj OK, thank God'’ is itself diversionary.Hiseing OK or not
being OK has nothing to do with the case. Theessnse of being out of touch with reality in ttied that it would have
been all right for the President to follow the Higprovided by some of his ‘crusading editorialg/ithout necessarily
identifying and confronting the deep-seated prob&drKangan, the attitude that meaningful prograspdssible without
identifying the underlying problem, whose existerisereally what renders any action taken in theitigal scene

diversionary

What divides Chris and Ikem with respect to thaatibn in Kangan, according to Chris, is ‘style sabstance.
And that is absolutely unbridgeable’ (p. 118). l#lscwhat goes on in the name of governance aattear He remains at

his post in the government not because he hopmske a change, but because there is no accepitavletve:

‘And even if | were to make one hell of an effondeturn in my paper today, what do | do after tHa&?into exile
and drink a lot of booze in European capitals dedpswith a lot of white girls after delivering @utionary lectures to

admiring audiences seven worlds away from whereproplem is. BB, | have seen that option; | havesaered it and
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believe me it's far less attractive than this cdarbere.’ (pp. 118-19)

The thing being evaded has almost been named: ngassness. In public affairs in Kangan, there ds n
meaning; there is no content; there is no purpbke.solving of such a problem is at the politiealdl, the level which as
a military Head of State, Sam has arrogated to diirtise responsibility for. But he does not knowawo do; he does not
even know that he is required to do something. ddwple who offer any kind of assistance from thtside are the people
who give him cause for action. This unasked assistaespecially from his oldest friends, Chris #aen, provokes him
to stage the great diversion of his time as Heafitafe. He defines these two as the enemy to tsu@dy hunted down,

and destroyed. Achieving their destruction is #ektto which he now dedicates himself.

But that the problem is deeper and systemic igctftl in the narration of the first summit of theg&nization for
African Unity meeting attended by Sam, the Predidehere he learns that being a Head of State iicd\fs a ‘role’ in
a‘drama’ (p. 53). From that moment onwards, he wstdads that his work boils down to implementafioiKangan. Even
the diversions, like the life-presidency plebisated the showdown with Chris and lkem, become scéndis show. A

real catastrophe, like the draught ravaging thezAbaegion, is also exploited for its dramatic ploitity.
We see it also in a telling dialogue in which highrow is narrated:
‘But how can a whole boss of State Security jusadpear? Like that!’

‘| believe you had already left Bassa when the lmdgbe State itself went missing.” Then he posiéid himself
as if he was talking to Beatrice and the othersah give a few facts that have emerged so faor@blOssai was last seen
going in to see the Head of State and has not biggmted ever since. Do you remember Idi Amin? Wadticording to
unconfirmed reports he used to strangle and beheadvals for women and put their head in the dddas a kind of

trophy. So perhaps Colonel Ossai is in the costemewhere.’
‘You don’t sound too concerned about your bossd 8atrice. ‘That's awful, you know.’
‘I I told you half of what | know about Ossai yevouldn't be too concerned either.” (p. 221)

The culture of statecraft in Kangan, possibly, iiniéa itself, according to this narrative, apperde something
deeply corrupted and which corrupts those who mway or another find themselves in positions aflership, especially
people like Sam who are neither strong nor britite,very kinds of people who become heads of statépnly half-wits

can stumble into such enormities’ (p. 46).

Ikem’s thoughts both here and elsewhere are @iptit is hard to make out the steps that leatthéoconclusion
about the kinds of persons who become heads & etathe conclusion that governance and publicitif&angan are
explained by the single concept, diversion. Hisdnivorks by what Ernst Cassirer calls ‘the mythievpo of insight’ — a
function Cassirer also sees to be at work in suehtgRomantics as Hélderlinand John Keats (p.©Bjis, however, tends
to see Ikem in terms of their everyday concernseamghgements, especially with respect to the dgsfumof government
in Kangan. In all the cases, lkem strikes him a®ailrstic and impractical. When he is confrontedk®m’s poetry during
the climactic moments of the Kangan crisis, hetigck not just by the romantic bard, but by thetifaty the poetry

embodies:

As the bus plunged deeper into the burning deswialihris reached into his bag and pulled out Ikem'signed

‘Pillar of Fire: A hymn to the Sun,” and began &ad it slowly with fresh eyes, lipping the wordeelian amazed learner in
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a literacy campaign class. Perhaps it was seemgutthills in the scorched landscape that set lifrmegealing in details

he had not before experienced how the searing acgaf the poet's eye was primed not on fancy aat. f(p. 209)

The story of lkem inAnthills of the savannah headed ‘Impetuous Son'. There is anotimpetuous sorn
Achebe’soeuvre:Okonkwo of Things fall apartwho is even more rash and violent in his actiomgpdtuousness can go
with Romantic heroes whose visions of self andhefworld are in conflict, but they do not accem tise of actuality to
correct the vision; instead, actuality is mentaigonfigured to conform to the vision. The greatreple of this kind of

hero is Don Quixote.

Don Quixotebelongs by date to the Baroque and early Enlightant but was more or less inducted into

Romanticism by German literary scholarship. Accogdio Anthony Close:

Don Quixoteis definitively enthroned as a classic. But whatlkof classic? Satire? Parody? Comic epic in prose?
The Age of Enlightenment did not come up with aséattory solution to these questions, until, acba800, the German
Romantics settled them once and for all by takiegv@ntes'’s novel, together with Goethé/helm Meisteras paradigm
of the genre they considered their own: the ncvadl as a key text in their reconstruction of adgth@nd literary history.
With this, they put an end to the Pirandellian cdynén which Quixote criticism had been involved throughout the

eighteenth century. The notion thdn Quixotes the first modern novel is theirs. (p. 238-239)

Attention has already been drawn to Chris’s refegeto the values of the hero Bbn Quixotein assessing the
behavior of Ikem. Although the man has much lessmodir of parody about himthan Don Quixote andveayg strong and
in many cases well-founded opinions, it would sekat his mythic power of insight on occasions geésbetter of him. It
does so crucially in initiating the sequence ofaact whereby Sam comes to the determination ofrfée& to be hunted
down and destroyed. And Sam is as out of touch &etkem himself trusting his thoughts on the wogki of government
seen from a fairly long way off more than the thioisgand perceptions of those who are nearer theesmehave observed

at first hand.

In taking the actions which Sam seizes upon aglénge’, if evidence were needed, to unleash viegette
tripwire of the sequenceioairesis),lkem places himself at the center of the storyt@priotagonist. But it is a position he
stumbles into by an error of judgment. Chris, fstance, who sees himself in Samuel Johnson’s tasrievel with life’,
has not only observed from close quarters but lsdsopersonally been put on notice by the Presitiante is ready to do

battle. But he has the following comment:

| am not saying that such a ridiculous threat itk keeping me at my post. | mention it only kmw how
tricky things can become of a sudden. That's whgve said a hundred million times to Ikem: Lie lfowa while and this
gathering tornado may rage and pass overhead m@rayvay roof-tops and perhaps... only perhapsveleis battered but

alive. But oh no! Ikem is outraged that | shouldonmmend such cowardly and totally unworthy behatadtim. (p. 119)

The result is that for all Ikem’s strength of ctaes and dignity, he rather cuts a figure as a Qaixote kitted up
as a medieval knight on an adventure for wrongsgttt and avenge. He has not deliberately cut Hina§efrom the real
Sam, but the change he himself reports to have avaethe President following his first Organizatimr African Unity
meeting does not reflect at all in his decisiond actions in the lead up to the crisis. In vieviho$ failure to allow reality

to correct long-held views, the character is alyeaut of touch and cannot achieve a meaningfukeffe

www.iaset.us ed@iaset.us



140 Amechi N. Akwanya

Okonkwo of Things fall apartsimilarly fails to take in the fact of Abame, whit¢tad been wiped out by the
colonial authorities in reprisal for the killing afwhite man who had ventured into that town alome bicycle. He thinks
that warlike Umuofia would be able to throw out thessionaries together with the district administra protecting them.
Abame is the sign that in the new age of the whiten warfare had changed irrevocably. The peoplgmitiofia have
grasped this and incorporated it in decision-makahgnost in an unconscious way. Okonkwo standsrothtat community

as one who is incapable of making out this reddityhimself.

At the scene of action and in the lead up to theting of the elders of Umuofia to consider howespond to the
white man, Okonkwo the man of spontaneity in spemuth action, whose acting, in fact, goes with hiaking, has his
soul filled to bursting from traumas of abuse amdhhiation, rage, desire for vengeance, and hatde lFppears to have
been the strongest of the emotions at work in himng the great crisis that would have decidedfttie of Umuofia,
whether it would go the way of Abame or some otheis first announced at a moment of indignitydetention when a

court messenger overhears the conversation of @mahUmuofia and comes in with swift punishment:

‘You are not satisfied with your crime, but you rk#l the white man on top of it.” He carried amtg stick, and
he hit each man a few blows on the head and badaniivo was choked with hate. (p. 64)

It is again highlighted at the interruption of tHenuofia meeting by the court messengers:

He sprang to his feet as soon as he saw who it Mesconfronted the head messenger, trembling watie,h

unable to utter a word. The man was fearless aradidtis ground, his four men lined up behind hipn.66)
He has long ceased being able to think, of colmsgond planning his revenge (p. 64).

Even when he is not acting under the rule of paskike Okonkwo in the face of the colonialist, ttiagic hero
will take his course, ‘though it might mean ruihuikécs, 1976, p. 434). In Achebe, however, theaof the community
itself is always survival, which means that thetagonist following his course with this kind of gla mindedness will
inevitably be isolated. On this point, Ezeulu i$ ofitouch. A very wise man, undoubtedly, but wiggard to his deity, the
reality is shut out from his thinking. The rule of thetgtas absolute; and he is unable to perceive thiat becoming, as
Things fall apartsays of the logic of the Trinity, insane. Here lomsiders the full consequences of the crisis oher t

three-month break in consuming the sacred yamsingetling Umuaro’sannual calendar:

Although he would not for any reason see the ptesend reversed he carried more punishment ande mor
suffering than all his fellows. What troubled hinost—and he alone seemed to be aware of it at presgas that the
punishment was not for now alone but for all tirtevould afflict Umuaro like arogulu-arodisease which counts a year

and returns to its victim. (219)

Ulu has become for this Chief Priest the first bagig and the Lord of History. Ezeulu has even dtten Ulu's
origin as an expression of the community’s willstarvive and therefore instituted as a purely floral deity. His being
entirely under the sway to this private mytholo@pat Ulu is as total as Don Quixote’s subservieondie code of knight-

errantry.

Under the impulse of survival, Umuaro would ultielgtabandons its Chief Priest and his ddilgnuaro’seity,
to their fatesThe choices are not as starkAirMan of the peoplebut there the impulse is the same. The peoplealihat
with Chief Nanga, their best interests are nothasatened as they might be in other people’s haBds.this Odili,

challenging corrupt Nanga for their parliamentargnolate, ‘Whose son is he? Was he not here where wieh were
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eating; what did he do about it? Where was he wbbief Nanga fought and drove the white men away?¥ \ghhe
envious now that the warrior is eating the rewdrHis courage? If he was Chief Nanga, would hedwomuch worse?’ (p.
138)

Okonkwo has full information about the destructmnAbame while in exile in Mbanta. His comment drait

occasion about the men of that town is rather thtess:

They were fools.... They had been warned that dawgsrahead. They should have armed themselves hveith t

guns and their machetes even when they went toahdgk 46)

In practical discourse, the participants make douations of speech actions ‘oriented to reachindeustanding’
(Habermas, 1994, p.50). For that reason, ‘Whaptrécipants must make an object of discussion @asimultaneously
function as a standard in the discussion’ (19989).Available objects of discussion include wha Abame might have
done differently when faced by the lone white mahat was the meaning of their action: could it béed an act of war?
On what grounds? And what they might have doneeufitly after, since the participants in this disse could learn
from these. Okonkwo’s participation in the instawéeliscourse in which he brings out the above @earlike using the
opportunity to hand down a law than to come to aresth understanding. In other words, his contribumnounces a
standard of behavior which the Abame should havewvkn a standard that can in no way be modifiechelight of the
narration of the event in Abame nor by the contidms of other participants. His contribution,ttHfere, frustrates the

reaching of an understanding by the participanthéninstance of discourse.

As we have seen, lkem discards usable evidencadtitfdinal change in Sam; what we see in the ahisve
Okonkwo discarding on the spot information he nead®rming a balanced opinion of the menace ofwinte man, an
opinion that would have stood him in good steadnaking a balanced estimation of the dangers thghtrthreaten
Umuofia’s survival by following the path of revenggainst the white man. That opinion would alsoehguided him in
estimating his capacity to impact upon the whitenrbg his actions. For those who are ‘level witle’lifconstruction and
reconstruction of reality is going on all the tins® that theware in touch; and practical discourse has a role infyiag
the validity or workability of these constructiof®r a Quixotic romantic, on the other hand, thestauction of reality is a
past event, and present reality can only be unolmiisin terms of that past. In Achebe, feopleare in the present. In

Arrow of Godthey are prepared to break with the past, to miakeliean break, if need be, for their own survival

A different kind of relation to time is seenAman of the peoplédere the present has aspects suggesting that key
rules of sense-making hallowed by the past haveus#ed or have become negotiable. A great exangpla iproverb
about taking ‘away enough for the owner to noti€dili thinks much about this proverb over the mgnof a shopkeeper,
Josiah, said by the villagers to have ‘taken awayugh for the owner to notice’ (p. 86). Odili's tking has a result: in
the case of Josiah’s infamy, ‘the owner knew, d@ldwner, | discovered, is the will of the wholeple’ (ibid). During

the political campaign he is involved in, he finds same will refusing to act on what is publiothedge:

Max began by accusing the outgoing Government|dfiatls of swindling and corruption. As he gavetame
after instance of how some of our leaders who veste mouthed paupers five years ago had becomemilianaires
under our very eyes, many in the audience laugBatlit was the laughter of resignation to misfogufiNo one among
them swore vengeance; no one shook with rage aveshany sign of a fight. They understood what waisd said, they

had seen it with their own eyes. But what did aryerpect them to do? (pp. 123-124)
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This election campaign, clearly, will not yield cigee. The people feel themselves to be in a hosdgation.
They cannot draw from the past to deal with thisiation. Although they understand that their votalld make a
difference, they are asking, ‘what did anyone ekpleem to do?’ They are hardly the same people lihdtreacted so
spontaneously and so effectively to bring aboutrthia of Josiah, or they are alienated and moraiiinvolved in the

whole ongoing national political process, with thresent election campaign and the political ctisit had led to it.

The people will, therefore, go through the motiarfissoting and will attend the rallies and listendpeeches,
possibly for the entertainment value. But things taking their course as planned by the powerskibaiNo change is
expected, nor will they do anything to bring abawtesired or acceptable outcome. The fatalistite shevitably ends in a
crash in which opportunists pick up the pieces J1B# contrast, irArrow of Godthe people are more involved in trying
to shape the flow of events, but with mixed resultutstrips them and yields a catastrophe wileeeonly ones left

standing, so to say, and in a position to take aidwege, are the colonial and missionary authorities.

None of the heroes we see in Achebe’s works prowdze able to seize the moment and take it in déwired
direction. The one exception is BeatriceAinthills of the savannalior her, rising to the occasion means building & ne
society from scratch. To this end, those who hawed| suffered, and changed through the crisis gusted, from all
backgrounds, ethnic, religious, and social, draagether by the force of events during the lateigrisave gathered
around her. She is unafraid. We see her bracinthfsitask in the narrative’s coda. One major sifjohange is that their
conversations are in the strict Haber masian sémsetical discourse’, with an object concerningieth all the
participants aim at reaching an understanding —cannabf which there emerge shared understandirggoriily, what the
people want is now heard; and it is articulatedh®/old man in his prayer over kola at the namifitkem and Elewa’s
child. What they want is improvements in the coindé of human life: the widening of access to doaraenities and
services. This chimes perfectly with a lesson bhouzack from Chris at the scene of his dying:* eaMare. This world
belongs to the people of the world not to anyditthucus, no matter how talented...” (p. 232). &lierlso a lesson from
Ikem, besides this one which, unknown to him, hialty shares with Chris. This other lesson is @med by Beatrice,
namely the need to value human life and be guideididas. What remains missing is a sense of aradlaipassageway
through which these ideas can enter into thinkindpe level of decision-making. Without this, thigide complained of in

Anthills of the savannabetween the rulers and the people will remain gl
CONCLUSIONS

Apart froma Man of the peopléhe novels of Chinua Achebe mainly turn on incidexther than on character.
The character does not initiate the action of #ruence nor does a decision of his cause the segterchange course.
The tragedy often has a personal accent becausmdhidual who attempts to influence the coursetltd action is
defeated in this enterprise and overwhelmed bysthmerior force of the unfolding action. And thegedy isclassicalin
that the law of necessity is at work both in higtigg involved and in his experiencing defeat. Ewégth respect to Obi
Okonkwo ofNo longer at easewhose significant action in terms of the sequescine breaking of his engagement to
Clara, he is always already in a bind from the mainoé the engagement to Clara. The very engageitsetit comes about
in a way in which going through with it is the onligble course. The situations of these charaetergurther complicated
by the fact that they are frequently misalignedeality. Obi would know what to say or do withiretepace of his interior
life, while reality would normally take him by suige and leave him stammering or with no good aytid he young men

of A man of the peoplespecially Odili and Max have well-articulateds for social progress, but the human community
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they must work with if their plans will see thehigof day would rather choose the devil they alyeldow than to stake
their chances with the angel they do not knowAmthills of the savannalikem has adequate insight into Sam, the Head
of State, as a charlatan, but he also holds wihateek philosophers that human action naturafigigeo ‘the good’. And
so since Sam is right now ‘still OK, thank God’caading to him, and ‘the good man is apt to go tjghccording to
Aristotle, ‘and the bad man wrong’ (2004, p. 4@grefore, it follows for him that all that Sam Hzesen missing all this
time islight. This light he is determined to provide with hisusading editorials’, so that Sam, being basicafjpad man,
will see and ‘go right’. His ‘light’, however, is at enables Sam to define him as a mortal enenbetgot rid of.
Similarly, Okonkwo and Ezeulu dthings fall apartand Arrow of Godrespectively, are following certain beliefs tha¢ ar
not conformable to the real historical contextshair actions, and are either ineptly reading gigrs of the times’ or are
altogether ignoring these, as if beneath theirceofrhey all suffer, but there is a certain poignyato their suffering. They
are not being quitat homein the space or time of their actions lends theendouble destinations which, according to
Paul Ricoeur (1974), applies to the tragic charaictéts classical figuration. In classical tragedlye action is no doubt

very important, but this does not obscure the emigranfolds in the dimension of thought; for:

If its theology cannot be thought, if it is, in theoper sense of the term, unavowable, still, vithaants to say —

and cannot say continues to be shown in the bpsittacle of the tragic hero, innocent and gu(lhy296)
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