
University of Bucharest Review   Vol. VIII/2006, no. 2 

 

109 

 

Daniela Cârstea  

University of Bucharest  

 

Manoeuvring Rhetoricity. Hollow Constructions in the Wake of Modernity 

 

Keywords: anarchetype, deconstruction, topos, rhetoric, postmodernism. 

Abstract: The premise that this article means to overturn is that the anarchetype and the 

archetype are autonomous existential and creative modes, irreducible one to the other. The claim 

stands in correction by at least one fallacy and a few analytical inconsistencies and sophistries 

even. I will try to prove, squarely, that the anarchetype is an autonomous formation (or 

paradigm) only at a primary level, but, in reality, it is dependent on the archetype, it is an 

apocryphal degeneration of the archetypal ethics. The postmodernist “vogue” repeats incessantly 

that the blame for all the disasters of the 20th century (totalitarianism, racism) is to be put on 

modernity as centralising propensity, obsessed with unity. This article takes issue with this 

presumption and nuances the judgmental opinion in saying that, as historians have shown, it is 

not modernity which generated the background for the proliferation of such accretions as, for 

example, more recently, Islamic fundamentalism, but, the crisis of value and judgement 

undergone by modernity at a certain moment, the inability of modernisation or a rash, faulty 

modernisation, conflated with the fear of losing “the tribal, collective, pre-modern stability”.  

 

 

 From Archetype to Anarchetype, written by a professor of comparative literature, 

Corin Braga, seems to fall under the heading of a new packaging of modernity and what came in 

its wake, postmodernity. Adopting a sceptical stance and having at the back of the mind 

Heidegger’s statement that (any) understanding always comes rhetorically packaged, I will 

undertake an unwrapping of the dichotomy featuring in Braga’s title by rhetorical means. And all 

the more so since in the hands of Chaim Perelman and Lucie Olbrechts-Tyteca, authors of a 

work entitled The New Rhetoric, which I will draw extensively upon in my analysis, rhetoric is 

understood along these very lines, as the ethically creative reception and comprehension of 

reality. 
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So, in what follows I will explore and develop the account, in their book, of the proposed 

topos, namely that of “philosophical pairs” in connection with the two terms put forward by 

Corin Braga in his book: From Archetype to Anarchetype, with the proviso that they are not 

employed in the sense that Northrop Frye does, in his Anatomy of Criticism. 

Corin Braga distinguishes in a chapter entitled “On anarchetypes” between two great 

traditions in the European culture: one of them, in full swing until recently would pertain to the 

“archetype” while the other, dominant in postmodernity is that of the anarchetype. Although the 

author goes to great lengths to present this topological delusion – as I will attempt to expose it – 

as a coalescing twosome, the forwarded opposition archetype-anarchetype serves, to all intents 

and purposes, at least, to a legitimation of relativism and postmodernism by pressing the claim 

that the two terms of the relation are to be considered independently and could not be reduced 

one to the other or judged, for that matter, one by reference to the other. Corin Braga goes even 

further and foresees the possibility of a future anarchetypal culture per se, existentially and 

globally autonomous, namely the postmodernity: “The anarchetype defines not only the 

deconstruction of the modern paradigm, but at the same time the way of functioning of a new 

paradigm which is underway of being constituted, both at the level of the individual and at the 

level of society.” 

According to Corin Braga’s own characterisation, the first term of the opposition, the 

archetype is to be construed in terms of a compact structure, to be tracked down on the modernist 

map of coherence, logos, centrality, unitary sense: “literary works displaying an archetypal 

behaviour are the ones who operate a conflation with the ideal of the centred, unique subject”. 

So, we are led to believe that we are dealing with a “structure which organises itself function of a 

unitary, central model”. And, moreover, generally: “An archetypal culture is a culture dominated 

by centred and globalising schemas, which operate a polarisation of the phantasmatic matter 

along pre-established routes, that can be ordered in a harmonious, Pythagorean solar system”. 

Contrariwise, Corin Braga defines the anarchetype as a “poietical mechanism which 

disallows claims to logos”, rejects centrality, pre-established schemas, univocity, introducing 

instead rupture, singularity, plurality irreducible to unification, the lax associative chain in the 

place of the coherent structure. And he adds that what we are dealing with, in the case of 

anarchetypal literary works (postmodernist in fact) is a “radical rebellion”, spurred by an utter 



University of Bucharest Review   Vol. VIII/2006, no. 2 

 

111 

 

discontent with the unique, integrative scenario, with any scenario perceived as normative, 

coercive, limitative and sterilising. 

So, in a nutshell, Corin Braga’s tenet would read, by and large, as follows: the 

anarchetype and the archetype are autonomous existential and creative modes, irreducible one to 

the other. Braga’s claim has a prima facie plausibility. But on second thought, and if analysed 

through the grid of dialectic rhetoric put forward by the aforementioned authors of The New 

Rhetoric, the claim stands in correction by at least one fallacy and a few analytical 

inconsistencies and sophistries even. Most of them are exposed by a reviewer of the book, 

namely Andrei Cornea, in a manner which I perceived to be in concurrence – although not 

deliberately, of course – with the principles forwarded in The New Rhetoric and particularly with 

the working mechanism of the already mentioned philosophical pairs. 

The general way that a philosophical pair works is that what was experienced as a unity 

comes to be thought of as two essentially different things. The prototype of this splitting-in-two 

is the appearance/reality pair. Because, in order to solve practical problems, reason produces 

what The New Rhetoric calls a “dissociation”. Pairs divide into a “first term” (appearance) and a 

“second term” (reality). The second term is what is invented rhetorically. So, it becomes a 

criterion for distinguishing between what has more value from what has less. 

Treading in the footsteps of this kind of censoring judgments endemic of the new 

rhetoric’s strategy of disavowal, Andrei Cornea’s effort has three parts: first, he argues that the 

anarchetype cannot be known directly and per se, as we are led to believe by the author of the 

book. Second, he argues that insofar as the anarchetype can be known, it gets its content from 

historically and culturally contingent realities. Third, he shows how the archetype/anarchetype 

dualism is an expression of other “dangerous dualisms” that control meaning in the wake of 

modernity. 

In relation to the first manoeuvre, The New Rhetoric maps certain common routes of 

argumentation that the very dissociation of philosophical pairs opens up. The second term, the 

anarchetype is a “construction” and cannot be known immediately, and it is supposed to offer 

both an epistemological criterion for distinguishing the “archetype” from its contender and a 

criterion of value – the anarchetype is meant to achieve an ascendancy over the preceding (at 

least chronologically) paradigm. An obvious counteraction to the distinction is to deny its 

validity, to highlight its (newly) rhetorical nature, its being a “construction”.  
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And this comes about the moment Andrei Cornea asserts, squarely, that the anarchetype 

is an autonomous formation (or paradigm) only at a primary level, but, in reality, it is dependent 

on the archetype, it is an apocryphal degeneration of the archetypal ethics. And the reviewer 

finds his bearings in Braga’s description of the anarchetype: “I would define the anarchetype as a 

mechanism of creation avoiding deliberately any association or connection that might lead to the 

formation of a global sense”. Or, in another place, the anarchetype is seen as the “deliberate 

refusal of central order put forth by the sense authority”, while the “anarchetypal structures are 

those in which the components are anarchically interrelated, with the systematic avoidance of a 

model or the integration of a unique and coherent sense. This terminology, not remotely 

anarchetypal, abounds in terms like “systematic”, “deliberate”, “structure”, “programmatic”, 

“organization”, which seem to impair, all the way through, the consistency of definition, by 

introducing the spirit of a system where it does not belong. 

 Another available manoeuvre, described by The New Rhetoric and also made by 

Cornea is the reversal of the value hierarchy of the terms. This is possible even if one 

undermines the distinction as long as one redefines the second term. And Cornea achieves this 

reversal by emptying the “anarchetype” of any traces of individual wholesome independence.  

The argument goes as follows: systematicity, deliberation, the programme, inherently 

introduce order, consistency, unity. There can be no systematicity without an integrative logos. 

In the same way, a programme invokes a search for the coherence of the act, while deliberation 

invokes the option for an alternative, with the exclusion of an other, and by no means 

contradictory, action. So, the anarchetype – as defined by Corin Braga – is not an offspring of 

hazard, of randomness, but derives from a systematic, deliberate, organised and programmatic 

intentionality, which makes it dependent on the archetype. At this point, the second term is on 

the verge of losing its intrinsic value and so making the argument itself not only valueless but 

also somewhat destructive, certainly incapable of addressing the incompatibility and realising the 

values for which it was created. And, once again, the argument follows pretty closely The New 

Rhetoric route for attempts to overthrow philosophical pairs. 

Another, and the last, central kind of argumentative rhetorical manoeuvre made by 

Cornea and also highlighted by The New Rhetoric involves linking the pair in question to another 

pair or pairs, for instance strong vs. weak thinking as theorised by Gianni Vattimo, construction 

vs. Derridean deconstruction, or solidarity vs. objectivity, the distinction put forth by Rorty. 
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Andrei Cornea’s move is, yet again, to continue the project of emptying the term of its value and 

expose the hollowness of this construction: 

 

We hereby derive an important consequence: if judging the anarchetype is premised, in 

fact, on the archetype and not on the anarchetype, it follows perforce that 

anarchetypalism cannot represent an equally powerful tradition, cannot even function per 

se. And to hypostasise, enthusiastically at that, the anarchetype as the paradigm of our 

time, and what is more, as the author recklessly proposes, to greet it as “a figure 

describing the mode of agglutination of the era we are about to step into” is an illusion. 

 

This is the frowned-on, judgemental opinion of the reviewer, who doesn’t refrain from 

asserting, in the bitter mode, that the postmodernist “vogue” (which seems to have contaminated 

Corin Braga as well – and here we have yet another disapproving remark) – repeats incessantly 

that the blame for all the disasters of the 20th century (totalitarianism, racism) is to be put on 

modernity as centralising propensity, obsessed with unity. Andrei Cornea takes issue with this 

presumption and nuances the judgmental opinion in saying that, as historians have shown, it is 

not modernity which generated the background for the proliferation of such accretions as, for 

example, more recently, Islamic fundamentalism, but, the crisis of value and judgement 

undergone by modernity at a certain moment, the inability of modernisation or a rash, faulty 

modernisation, conflated with the fear of losing “the tribal, collective, pre-modern stability”. And 

he concludes “Islamic international terrorism will by no means be quelled by an “anarchetypal 

war” (as seems to sound Corin Braga’s recommendation”), but, quite the contrary, by an 

archetypal recentring around the “strong” values, even if this means a reconstitution on bases 

more adequate than the older ones. 

In the last analysis, such manoeuvrings as those mentioned so far, making use primarily 

of rhetorical items serve to expose the high-mindedness of some constructions, which will be 

revealed as being no more than Ersatz, unworthy of lending a crutch to uphold them. But, before 

a final full stop, I would like to mention, quite briefly and only tangentially, another type of 

rhetorical manoeuvre, the sort which could be considered an instantiation of Gianni Vattimo’s 

weak thinking, different from the art of rhetoric, but practised as a kind of dialect by different 

“cultures”: the political-class culture, the football culture – and other such reifications of culture-
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as-commodity (which no longer appear to be disconnected enclaves, at least not since the 

chieftain of the Romanian Football Federation, Mitica Dragomir, decided, only two years ago, to 

run for mayorship – but, rather, they are connected through this widely-embraced practice of the 

rhetorical manoeuvre). 

In this case, a rhetorical manoeuvre could be construed as no more than escapism in 

tropes. Because, under the pretence of having recourse to illuminating detours, they obscure 

meaning and put forward a philistine “meaninglessness”. 

A vision may well be uttered in non-tropological language, as Peter Munz seems to argue 

in his extensive study on the issue The Rhetoric of Rhetoric. But when you dodge plainness 

rhetorically, you sort of attach a prosthesis to vision, to extend it. Yet this very prosthesis 

exposes the artificiality, the hollowness of the construction. So, briefly and by way of a 

conclusion to this latter appendix on another type of manoeuvring rhetoricity, I would say that 

rhetorical manoeuvres inherently dodge the clear-cut accuracy of truth or other such “strong” 

categories and undergo a slippage into relativism. It is a sort of self-indictment, the kind of 

linguistic practice that falls on its sword. 
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