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THE RHETORIC OF EXCLUSION: WORD, VICTIM, AND PUBLIC VIOLENCE  ² 

FROM ANCIENT BANISHMENT TO DIGITAL EXECUTION 
 

This article presents a philosophical analysis of the rhetoric of exclusion as a specific form of 
public violence that operates primarily through speech acts and does not require institutional legitimation, 
formal recognition, or ritual procedure. The study proceeds from the central premise that public violence 
emerges within the domain of language, which gradually loses its dialogical nature, ceases to function as a 
PHGLXP�RI�FRPPXQLFDWLRQ��DQG�EHFRPHV�DQ�LQVWUXPHQW�IRU�DVVLJQLQJ�JXLOW��GHVLJQDWLQJ�WKH�´VXSHUIOXRXVµ��
and delivering a verdict without the possibility of appeal. In such a configuration, the subject remains 
visible and present within the public sphere, yet is entirely deprived of the capacity to respond, thereby 
transforming ordinary aggression into symbolic, public, and irreversible violence. 

7KH�WKHRUHWLFDO�IUDPHZRUN�FRPELQHV�VHYHUDO�NH\�FRQFHSWV��-��/��$XVWLQ·V�WKHRU\�RI�VSHHFK�DFWV��3��
%RXUGLHX·V�QRWLRQ�RI�V\PEROLF�YLROHQFH��0��)RXFDXOW·V�DQDO\VLV�RI�GLVFXUVLYH�SRZHU�DQG�QRUPDOL]DWLRQ��DQG�
5�� *LUDUG·V� WKHRU\� RI� WKH� VDFULILFLDO� PHFKDQLVP� DQG� VFDSHJRDWLQJ�� 2Q� WKLV� EDVLV�� WKH� DUWLFOH� WUDFHV� WKH�
historical transformation of practices of exclusion ² from ancient institutionalized forms (ostracism, the 
ritual of the pharmakos, the trial and execution of Socrates), in which violence was structured by 
procedure, collective responsibility, and symbolic closure, to contemporary decentralized rhetorical 
regimes operating within digital public space. Particular attention is paid to how, in the digital era, violence 
loses the character of a discrete event with a defined subject, beginning, and end, while retaining high 
effectiveness through distributed responsibility, collective silence, strategies of non-involvement, and the 
mechanisms of cancel culture, which operate through repetition, archiving, and the continuous 
reactivation of the past. 

The central methodological principle of the study is politropicity, drawn from the Homeric 
tradition and interpreted through the figure of Odysseus. Politropicity refers not to cleverness or deceit, 
but rather to the ability to navigate complex situations where speaking plainly can be risky and language 
serves as a tool for control and manipulation. It constitutes a strategy for preserving meaning, subjectivity, 
and the possibility of return under conditions in which speech ceases to be dialogical and becomes a 
unilateral act of designation. The figure of Odysseus thus functions not merely as a literary image, but as a 
principle of thought and resistance, enabling passage through zones of exclusion without accepting their 
rules as final. 

The conclusion argues that the philosophical analysis of the rhetoric of exclusion does not offer 
moral prescriptions or protective strategies but performs a crucial function of resistance: the restoration of 
distinctions between speech and verdict, aggression and violence, silence and neutrality, presence, and 
inclusion. It is precisely the capacity to distinguish and to name the mechanisms of public violence that 
UHQGHUV� WKHP�YLVLEOH��SUHYHQWV� WKHLU�QDWXUDOL]DWLRQ�DV� D�´QDWXUDOµ�RUGHU�RI� WKLQJV��DQG�RSHQV�D�VSDFH� IRU�
critical reflection in conditions where publicity increasingly functions as an instrument of selection and 
exclusion without acknowledging its own destructive force.  

Keywords: rhetoric, violence, politropicity, Odysseus, cancel culture, sacrificial mechanism, discursive power. 

 
Public violence rarely begins with a blow. More often, it begins with speech ² uttered in 

such a way that any response to it becomes impossible [Austin, 1962; Butler, 1997]. In such 
moments, the word ceases to perform its classical function as a mediator between people. It no 
longer persuades, clarifies, or connects. It assigns the guilty, the superfluous, the unfit. It assigns a 
figure around which collective tension suddenly crystallizes. Speech, while retaining the outward form 

 
� Popova N. V., Shkurko A. A., 2026. 
 

 This is an open-access article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License 4.0. 

 



ISSN 2226-0994. Ï�þúõ÷�âÚà��ùòú��Ï� Ú� ×íýíô�úí��Þòý���©á�øûþû�����á�øûþû�þ	÷��üòýõüòÿ��ª��Ïõü�þ÷�74. 2026. 
   
 

Philosophical peripeteias, 74, 2026.                                                                       periodicals.karazin.ua/philosophy  

a 269 a 

of communication, loses its essence and begins to operate as a verdict. This transition ² from speech 
as dialogue to speech as an act of exclusion ² constitutes the object of the present study. 

At this moment, a rupture emerges: the person is still in the public space, still visible and 
audible, yet already deprived of the possibility of responding [Arendt, 1958]. Their presence 
becomes one-sided: they are the object of the statement, but not its subject. It is precisely at this 
point that aggression ceases to be a private effect and acquires the features of violence ² not 
necessarily physical, but public, symbolic, and irreversible [Bourdieu, 1991]. 

However, such a rupture is not an invention of modernity. It merely exposes a structure 
long present in collective forms of existence. Human communities have repeatedly encountered 
situations in which direct speech proved impossible or mortally dangerous, and the literal name 
became a vulnerability. Under such conditions, survival did not favor those who spoke louder or 
more purely, but those who were able to move within meaning, altering its form without 
destroying its direction. The ancient tradition preserved a special word for this ² polytropic (in 

Homer, the Odyssey opens with the formula: �­¤±¡ ¬¯© )­­¥°¥, �¯è³¡, °¯«½´±¯°¯­« ´Sing to 
me, Muse, of the polytropic man«µ °¯«½´±¯°¯² / polëtropos) [Homer, 1996]. It denotes neither 
cunning nor deception, but the capacity for multiple turns: for changing voice, role, name, and 
mode of presence depending on the dangers of the environment. Polytropy in this context 
signifies not a multiplicity of opinions, but a multiplicity of turns of meaning. The root poly points 
not to eclecticism, but to an excess of forms of presence ² the capacity of the subject not to 
coincide with a single name, role, or position. The term tropos essentially represents the act of 
turning ² a subtle change that maintains meaning without making it vulnerable to direct criticism. 
In rhetorics, this turn is conducted through tropes ² not merely as ornaments of speech, but as 
techniques of semantic navigation. Metaphors grasp the essence through a compressed 
comparison, allowing truth to be held in a condensed form where direct naming becomes 
untenable. Metonymic packages multiplicity, making it possible to speak of a structure through an 
element without exposing the whole. Periphrasis displaces the name, replacing direct designation 
with a circumlocutory description and thereby deflecting the strike of literalness; in its extreme 
forms, it unfolds into euphemism and dysphemism, shifting the affective load without altering 
the factual content. Antiphrasis ² from irony to asteism ² creates a semantic gap between what is 
said and what is meant, enabling presence without consent. Polytropy thus appears as the 
capacity to move within language without coinciding with its condemning directness. Polytropy is 
not opposed to truth; it is opposed to the violence of directness that deprives truth of the 
possibility of being heard. In this sense, the figure of Odysseus emerges not as a literary 
character, but as a limiting form (a second?) of navigation in a world where speech is capable of 
killing. He is not a hero of direct utterance and does not claim moral self-evidence. His path is 
one of detour, delay, mask, and translation ² a path in which the preservation of meaning is 
possible only at the cost of abandoning literalness. 

It is precisely such a polytropic logic ² a logic of capture and turning, of movement 
between speech and silence, between name and hint, between presence and disappearance ² that 
becomes key to the analysis of contemporary forms of public violence. In a world where the 
word loses its dialogical structure and turns into a verdict, directness ceases to be a virtue. 
Meaning here is not transmitted ² it is either surrendered voluntarily or taken by force. In this 
context, Polytropy appears not as a strategy of evasion and not as a technique of survival, but as a 
form of return: the return of meaning from the zone of capture, where it has already been 
declared a trophy and turned against the one who dared to speak. Historically, such forms of 
exclusion rarely arose spontaneously. They were institutionalized and formalized as recognized 
violence: the ritual of the pharmakos, ancient ostracism, the execution of Socrates ² all 
presupposed a procedure, a ritual, and a collective responsibility for what was being done 
[Vernant & Vidal-Naquet, 1988; Girard, 1977]. Violence was called by its name and thus, for all 
its cruelty, remained an event with a beginning and an end. Contemporary practices of exclusion 
seek precisely to dispense with this recognition. They proceed without ritual, without trial, and 
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without a final act that would allow what has occurred to be brought to completion [Arendt, 
1963]. Responsibility is dispersed, yet the victim does not disappear. 

Under the conditions of digital modernity, public speech retains the capacity to exclude 
but loses the necessity of acknowledging its own destructive force [Han, 2017]. The rhetorical act 
² a shout, an accusation, a viral utterance ² operates like a boarding action: sudden, asymmetrical, 
and not oriented toward negotiation. It requires no proof and does not need a formulated charge. 
Its task is neither to persuade nor to refute, but to seize the space of the permissible [Butler, 
1997]. In this process, a person is neither expelled nor definitively condemned; rather, they are 
gradually deprived of the right to return, becoming an impermissible figure without a formal 
verdict. Thus, the problem lies not in the aggression of speech itself, nor in the increasing 
conflictuality of the public sphere. What becomes crucial is the moment at which speech, having 
lost its dialogical structure, begins to function as a mechanism of sacrifice that does not recognize 
itself as such [Girard, 1986]. The transition from word to violence, from argument to verdict, 
from dispute to capture, allows contemporary forms of exclusion to be understood not as a 
historical novelty, but as a transformation of an older tradition ² a tradition in which violence no 
longer requires a name, and the victim emerges as a byproduct of the movement of collective 
language [Foucault, 1977]. 

In conditions where the public sphere is increasingly saturated with flashes of aggression, 
the social response to them undergoes a noticeable transformation. The repetition of acts of 
symbolic violence ² shouts, accusations, public humiliations ² does not lead to increased 
sensitivity and does not produce an effect of saturation [Bourdieu, 1991]. On the contrary, it 
forms a stable practice of evasion. Aggression ceases to be perceived as an event and begins to 
function as background. What becomes dominant is neither a stance of condemnation nor a 
readiness to resist, but a strategy of non-involvement: the main thing is not to be noticed, not to 
be next, not to enter the frame. 

Within this regime, silence loses its status as a neutral pause. It acquires a functional 
significance and becomes a condition for the reproduction of rhetorical violence [Arendt, 1963]. 
The public act of exclusion becomes possible not so much because of the force of the accuser, 
but because of the absence of an immediate collective response. The community does not 
pronounce the verdict directly and does not initiate expulsion as a formal act. It provides violence 
with its medium ² a dispersed, anonymous, outwardly non-violent environment in which each 
LQGLYLGXDO� SDUWLFLSDQW� UHWDLQV� WKH� SRVVLELOLW\� RI� VD\LQJ� WKDW� WKH\� ZHUH� PHUHO\� ´SDVVLQJ� E\µ�
[Foucault, 1977]. 

It is precisely in such an environment that the figure who becomes the object of public 
speech remains in view, yet loses the support of the horizon [Arendt, 1958]. The person is still 
present, but no longer included; still visible, but no longer recognized as an interlocutor. The 
camera continues to register their presence, yet the sound gradually disappears. Response 
becomes not prohibited, but excessive ² and therefore impossible. At this point, exclusion is 
conducted without gesture and without word, as a slow drift beyond the limits of the permissible 
[Agamben, 1998]. 

Such a dynamic fundamentally distinguishes contemporary forms of exclusion from 
historically institutionalized practices. Where violence was previously acknowledged and 
formalized in the form of ritual, procedure, or judicial act, it retained the form of an event with a 
beginning and an end [Vernant & Vidal-Naquet, 1988]. Today, however, violence is increasingly 
enacted as a discursive process that requires neither formal consent nor subsequent reflection 
[Foucault, 1972]. Responsibility is dispersed among participants, while the effect of a verdict is 
achieved without trial, without witnesses, and without a decisive point that would allow what has 
occurred to be named as concluded [Arendt, 1963]. 

Within this dispersed scene, the figure of Odysseus appears and disappears. He is not an 
active participant in the conflict, but a point of delay. He neither intervenes nor objects. He 
observes, remembers, and waits for the moment when direct speech becomes more dangerous 
than silence, and stepping into the light becomes premature. His polytropy here is neither a 
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gesture nor a strategy, but a form of temporary absence that allows him neither to dissolve 
entirely into the noise nor to be captured by the first verdict that arises. 

The relevance of analyzing the rhetoric of exclusion is thus determined not so much by 
the growth of aggression as such, but by changes in the ways it is socially accepted and 
distributed [Foucault, 1977]. The repetition of public acts of humiliation and exclusion ceases to 
be perceived as an anomaly and begins to function as a mechanism of normalization [Bourdieu, 
1991]. The fear of being noticed, marked, named loses its character as an exceptional experience 
and becomes the background of public existence [Han, 2017]. The danger lies not in the 
individual blow, but in the very possibility of a blow, constantly present and requiring no 
occasion. 

Under these conditions, public speech increasingly functions not as a space of dialogue 
nor as a form of shared reflection, but as an instrument of selection [Butler, 1997]. It neither 
persuades nor refutes ² it separates. The permissible from the impermissible, the visible from the 
displaced, the safe from what is to be removed [Foucault, 1972]. Speech here operates like a 
maritime inspection: without asking questions, without entering into negotiations, it checks 
belonging and decides who may continue the journey and who will be stopped and left 
overboard. For this reason, the analysis of rhetorical mechanisms of exclusion becomes necessary 
for understanding contemporary forms of public violence, in which the victim emerges not as the 
result of a collective decision, but as a byproduct of collective silence and the tacit agreement 
´QRW�WR�LQWHUYHQHµ�>$UHQGW������@� 

The problematics of public exclusion, sacrifice, and violence possess a long and 
multilayered history of philosophical reflection. From analyses of ancient political and legal 
practices [Vernant & Vidal-Naquet, 1988] to contemporary studies of language, power, and 
ideology [Foucault, 1972; Bourdieu, 1991], various aspects of the mechanism of exclusion have 
repeatedly become objects of theoretical inquiry. Yet, despite the richness of this field, one 
crucial point remains insufficiently clarified: how a rhetorical act can function as a form of public 
violence that does not recognize itself as violence and therefore requires neither justification nor 
responsibility [Butler, 1997]. It is precisely here that a different analytical move becomes 
necessary ² not the description of violence as an event, but its tracing as a movement. A 
movement in which meanings are neither proposed nor discussed but captured and redistributed; 
in which the public space turns into a zone of constant inspection; in which return loses its self-
evidence and becomes a problem. In this perspective, the figure of Odysseus appears as a 
principle of thought: a principle of polytropic engagement with meaning, capable of passing 
through zones of exclusion without accepting their rules as final. 

The history of the philosophical reflection on exile, sacrifice, and violence does not form 
a straight line and does not coalesce into a single theory. Rather, it resembles a set of navigational 
techniques accumulated at separate times and for different conditions of sailing. Each of them 
DQVZHUV� QRW� WKH� TXHVWLRQ� ´ZKDW� LV� YLROHQFHµ�� EXW� WKH� TXHVWLRQ� ´KRZ� GRHV� LW� SDVV� WKURXJK� D�
FRPPXQLW\�ZLWKRXW�QDPLQJ�LWVHOIµ��$QFLHQW�IRUPV�RI�H[LOH�DQG�VDFULILFH�UHJLVWHUHG�YLROHQFH�DV�DQ�
event: it had a place, a procedure, and a name [Vernant & Vidal-Naquet, 1988]. The polis knew 
what it was doing and acknowledged its own participation. Yet precisely in this recognition, 
violence remained localized and therefore limited. The contemporary public sphere operates 
differently: violence loses the form of an event and turns into a regime that requires neither 
announcement nor completion [Foucault, 1977]. Its analysis cannot rely on a single optic ² it 
UHTXLUHV�SRO\WURSLF�QDYLJDWLRQ��7KH�WKHRU\�RI�WKH�VDFULILFLDO�PHFKDQLVP�GHYHORSHG�E\�5HQp�*LUDUG�
provides a powerful sail for understanding why a community repeatedly requires a figure capable 
of absorbing collective tension [Girard, 1977]. However, under the conditions of a secular and 
digital world, this mechanism is deprived of its ritual form and therefore ceases to be 
recognizable as sacrifice. The victim emerges, but the victim is not named. The works of Michel 
Foucault make it possible to see how violence is distributed within the tissues of discourse 
without requiring a centralized subject [Foucault, 1972]. Power here operates not through 
command and prohibition, but through the production of norms of the permissible, within which 
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exclusion becomes a consequence rather than a decision. The diary writings of Victor Klemperer 
show how language is capable of gradually shifting the boundaries of thought without resorting 
to coercion [Klemperer, 2000]. Violence in this case is not imposed ² it is assimilated as habit, as 
D� IRUP�RI� VSHHFK� WKDW� UHTXLUHV�QR� UHIOHFWLRQ��)LQDOO\�� -DFTXHV�(OOXO·V� DQDO\VHV�RI� WHFKQLTXH� DQG�
language make it possible to register the autonomy of rhetorical processes, governed by their own 
logic of efficiency and reproduction [Ellul, 1964; Ellul, 1973]. In such an environment, the word 
ceases to be an instrument of the subject and begins to function as a medium through which the 
subject passes without controlling its direction. These approaches do not form a unified theory 
and cannot be reduced to a common denominator. Yet it is precisely in their irreducibility that 
their methodological value lies. They offer unusual ways of holding a course: a sail that allows 
one to catch the wind of collective tension; oars necessary in complete calm; a chart of shoals 
where the word most easily turns into a verdict. Polytropy here signifies not eclecticism and not 
arbitrary borrowing, but the capacity to move between modes of analysis without losing 
direction. The figure of Odysseus in this context appears not as a metaphor and not as a narrative 
frame, but as a principle of assembling a method. He knows when to raise the sails and when to 
accept the oars; when to take the wind and when to move against it, when to board meaning and 
when to let it pass by. It is precisely such polytropic navigation that makes it possible to analyze 
public violence not as a static structure, but as a movement in which return remains open, even if 
not guaranteed. 

As a result, the question remains insufficiently clarified as to how the word, having lost its 
dialogical function, acquires the force of public violence that requires neither formal recognition 
nor institutionalization. This transition ² IURP�´VSHHFK� DV� H[FKDQJHµ� WR�´VSHHFK� DV� FDSWXUHµ� ² 
eludes comprehensive analysis precisely because it does not take shape as an event. In 
contemporary forms of exclusion, the victim emerges not as the result of a collective decision 
and not as a consequence of a conscious choice, but as an effect of dispersed social silence, in 
which no one gives the order, yet each steps back. 

Despite the extensive tradition of philosophical reflection on sacrifice, violence, and 
power, the rhetorical dimension of exclusion remains conceptually blurred. It is often dissolved 
either in the analysis of institutions, in the critique of ideology, or in the description of media 
effects. Yet it is precisely here ² in the zone of transition from word to verdict, from utterance to 
exclusion ² that a specific mechanism of public violence is formed, one that does not recognize 
itself as such and therefore encounters no resistance [Butler, 1997]. This creates the need to 
consider the rhetoric of exclusion as an autonomous analytical object, one that combines 
elements of ancient sacrificial practices and contemporary discursive forms of power yet cannot 
be reduced to either. 

The aim of the present study is a philosophical analysis of the rhetoric of exclusion as a 
form of public violence operating outside institutionalized procedures and not requiring its own 
acknowledgment. The focus is not on identifying the intentions or motivations of participants in 
public conflicts, but on clarifying the structural conditions under which the word begins to 
function as a means of social removal and to reproduce sacrificial logic in an environment devoid 
of ritual and finality [Girard, 1986]. 

To achieve this aim, the study is structured as a navigation between several analytical 
regimes, each of which performs the function of a distinct element of rigging: 

1. The analysis of ancient forms of public exclusion and sacrifice (ostracism, the pharmakos, 
judicial execution) makes it possible to establish the initial model of recognized violence ² 
a model in which the victim was named, the procedure was formalized, and the collective 
assumed responsibility for what was taking place [Vernant & Vidal-Naquet, 1988]. 

2. The examination of transformations of public violence under conditions of late 
modernity reveals the transition from institutionally fixed practices of expulsion to 
decentralized rhetorical forms of exclusion, in which violence loses its event-character 
and becomes a regime [Foucault, 1977]. 
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3. Engagement with key philosophical concepts of language, power, and sacrifice makes it 
possible to trace how exclusion is produced not through direct coercion, but through the 
discursive distribution of the permissible and the impermissible, the visible and the 
displaced [Foucault, 1972; Bourdieu, 1991]. 

4. The analysis of silent consent and social non-involvement reveals them not as 
byproducts, but as functional conditions for the reproduction of rhetorical violence in 
contemporary forms of public communication [Arendt, 1963]. 

5. Finally, the justification of the structural necessity of the figure of the victim in the 
contemporary public sphere makes it possible to show that the loss of ritual and legal 
forms does not eliminate sacrificial logic, but renders it less discernible and therefore 
more stable. 
The methodological foundation of the study is composed of a combination of several 

analytical approaches, used not as universal keys, but as instruments for different segments of the 
path. Hermeneutic analysis makes it possible to work with historical and philosophical texts in 
which forms of recognized violence are recorded; discursive analysis ² to identify the 
mechanisms by which the rhetorical act functions in the public sphere; comparative analysis ² to 
juxtapose ancient and contemporary practices of exclusion; phenomenologically oriented 
description ² to register shifts in the structure of public communication; conceptual analysis ² to 
maintain distinctions between key concepts, preventing them from collapsing into rhetorical 
noise. Polytropy in this sense signifies not eclecticism and not relativism, but the capacity to hold 
a course in an environment where the very structure of speech ceases to be reliable, where 
GLUHFWQHVV�RIWHQ�HQWDLOV�ORVLQJ�RQH·V�ZD\��DQG�ZKHUH�UHWXUQ�LV�QHYHU�JXDUDQWHHG� 

It is precisely under such conditions that a shift becomes possible ² one that affects the 
very foundation of public speech. Speech initially presupposes an addressee, the possibility of 
response, and, at its limit, dialogue [Austin, 1962]. However, in an environment where 
responsibility is dispersed and publicity loses its event-character, this structure is disrupted. The 
word ceases to be an address and begins to function as an act of assignment ² no longer 
explaining, but fixing; no longer inviting a response, but preemptively depriving it of possibility 
[Butler, 1997]. This transition requires no formal legitimation and is not framed as a decision. On 
the contrary, it unfolds imperceptibly, within the space of everyday communication, where the 
distinction between speech and action becomes blurred. The utterance does not appear as a deed 
and therefore is not experienced as an act of responsibility. Publicity in this regime does not 
amplify the speaking subject, but dissolves it: what is said seems to belong to everyone and 
therefore to no one in particular [Arendt, 1958]. As a result, the word begins to operate without 
an owner and without an addressee. It circulates, repeats, intensifies, yet does not return to the 
speaker in the form of a response. The figure of Odysseus in such a space is significant not as an 
image of resistance, but as the capacity to move within a language that no longer guarantees 
either an addressee, or a response, or a return. 

The assigning word produces an effect of immediate simplification of social reality. The 
multiplicity of interactions, the ambiguity of roles, and the contextuality of relations are reduced 
to a single feature that is declared decisive [Bourdieu, 1991]. This feature, as a rule, takes on a 
bodily or symbolically bodily form ² which is precisely why it proves so effective. The bodily is 
easily imagined, difficult to refute, and perceived as given. In the rhetorical act of exclusion, 
corporeality begins to function as a form of evidence that requires no proof [Butler, 2004]. 

The force of such an act lies not in argumentation, but in fixation. It neither persuades 
nor explains ² it fixes, stabilizes, and cements [Austin, 1962]. The accusation becomes convincing 
not because it is substantiated, but because it concentrates an excess of situational tension on a 
single element [Girard, 1977]. In this case, rhetoric does not describe a violation but constructs a 
figure onto which responsibility for what is happening can be transferred. This is precisely why 
any response to such an utterance becomes structurally impossible: any attempt at explanation is 
read as justification, and any disagreement as confirmation of the already assigned guilt. At this 
moment, public speech definitively loses its dialogical symmetry [Arendt, 1958]. One of the 
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participants in communication is deprived of the status of a speaker, while remaining the object 
of public discussion. Social exclusion is carried out not through formal prohibition and not 
through expulsion, but through a rhetorical redistribution of roles, as a result of which one 
participant loses the right to participate in communication itself [Foucault, 1972]. 

It is important to emphasize that rhetorical violence does not necessarily take the form of 
direct accusation. On the contrary, one of its most effective forms is the redistribution of 
attention, whereby the figure of the victim gradually loses the status of the harmed party and 
begins to be perceived as the source of the event [Girard, 1986]. In this case, speech does not 
directly justify violence, but rewrites its structure, altering the distribution of roles and shifting the 
locus of responsibility. 

A classic example of such a shift is forensic rhetoric, where speech is initially endowed 
ZLWK� WKH� OHJLWLPDWH�SRZHU� WR� LQIOXHQFH� WKH� LQWHUSUHWDWLRQ�RI� IDFWV� >$XVWLQ������@��$Q�DGYRFDWH·V�
speech may not deny the fact of violence itself, yet it can consistently transfer responsibility from 
the act to the circumstances, from the subject to the situation, and ultimately ² to the victim. 
Rhetoric here operates not through falsehood, but through selection: from a complex and 
multilayered event, a single element is extracted and declared key and explanatory of everything 
else, while context, asymmetry of power, and the irreversibility of the act are gradually displaced 
to the periphery of collective perception [Foucault, 1972]. 

The specificity of such a rhetorical mechanism lies in the fact that it does not require a 
direct accusation of the victim. It is sufficient to present them as an initiating figure ² a source of 
affect, temptation, or a fatal conjunction of circumstances. In this case, responsibility shifts from 
the act to the very presence of the victim, which begins to be interpreted as provoking or 
dangerous [Girard, 1986]. Such rhetoric may be formally impeccable: it relies on logic, 
psychological generalizations, cultural stereotypes, and aesthetic images. This is precisely why it 
proves so persuasive ² violence here is justified not in spite of rationality, but with its active 
participation. 

As a result, rhetoric is capable not only of defending or accusing, but also of producing 
the victim post factum, rewriting their status in collective consciousness. The victim comes to be 
QRW�WKH�RQH�´WR�ZKRP�LW�ZDV�GRQHµ��EXW�WKH�RQH�´EHFDXVH�RI�ZKRP�LW�KDSSHQHGµ��7KH�IDFW�RI�
violence is not denied, yet it loses its unambiguity, which opens the space for its social 
acceptance. 

The rhetorical act of exclusion does not possess stability of its own. In order to produce 
its effect, it requires a specific social environment ² a space in which what is said can be accepted 
without immediate resistance. Publicity in this context functions not as a guarantee of 
transparency, but as a condition for the dispersion of responsibility, in which no individual 
participant becomes the bearer of the decision, yet the aggregate of silences makes exclusion 
possible [Arendt, 1963]. 

In situations of public humiliation or accusation, decisive is not only the content of the 
utterance, but also the structure of the response ² including its absence. Silence, refusal to 
intervene, demonstrative neutrality form an environment in which the rhetorical act acquires 
social validity. Violence here is neither directly supported nor openly contested; this alone 
suffices for it to become fixed and continue to operate. Such silence is neither accidental nor 
spontaneous. It is motivated and functional. As a rule, it is conditioned by fear of involvement, 
FRQFHUQ�DERXW�ORVLQJ�RQH·V�RZQ�SRVLWLRQ��RU�UHOXFWDQFH�WR�EHFRPH�WKH�QH[W�REMHFW�RI�H[FOXVLRQ��
As a result, the public space becomes filled not with solidarity or resistance, but with a cautious 
quiet that outwardly appears as neutrality, yet in fact performs a stabilizing role [Arendt, 1958]. 

Under these conditions, responsibility for what is happening loses its localization. No 
subject emerges who can be unequivocally named as the initiator of violence. The rhetorical act is 
FDUULHG� RXW� QRW� WKURXJK� VRPHRQH·V� GHFLVLRQ�� EXW� WKURXJK� D� FRRUGLQDWHG� DEVHQFH� RI� REMHFWLRQV�
[Foucault, 1977]. Publicity, deprived of responsive speech, begins to function as a resonator: it 
amplifies the force of the accusation while simultaneously freeing those present from the need to 
take a position. Such a configuration fundamentally differs from institutional forms of violence, 
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which presuppose clearly defined roles, procedures, and decision points. Here, violence is not 
carried out in a formally fixed order and does not require acknowledgment. It arises as a 
byproduct of communication in which each participant retains the possibility of distancing 
themselves from what is happening, asserting their own non-involvement. Thus, silence ceases to 
be a reaction and becomes a structural element of rhetorical violence [Bourdieu, 1991]. It ensures 
the reproduction of exclusion without the need for consent, approval, or conscious participation. 
In this logic, exclusion is carried out not through collective decision, but through collective evasion 
of responsibility ² a form of joint action that does not recognize itself as such [Arendt, 1963]. 

Digital publicity radically transforms the conditions under which rhetorical violence 
operates, without thereby creating a fundamentally new mechanism. On the contrary, it 
intensifies already existing structures, translating them into a mode of accelerated and dispersed 
reproduction [Han, 2017]. What previously required physical presence, a shared space, and 
immediate response now unfolds in an environment where publicity is deprived of bodily 
proportionality, and responsibility of temporal duration. 

Under conditions of digital communication, the rhetorical act of exclusion loses its 
locality. It is no longer tied to a specific scene, audience, or moment. An utterance initially 
addressed to a limited circle can be instantly extracted from its context, repeated, amplified, and 
turned into an object of collective attention. Publicity in this case does not expand, but 
fragments, which paradoxically increases its destructive potential: the blow is delivered from 
multiple directions at once and is therefore not perceived as a single act. 

In this sense, the digital environment resembles a space of rapid and unpunished raids. 
Meaning is captured, redistributed, and reused without the need to hold a position or bear 
consequences. Yet it is precisely here that the structural vulnerability of such violence becomes 
visible: it knows no measure and does not know how to withdraw in time. As in the Ciconian 
HSLVRGH�� WKH�VXFFHVV�RI� WKH� LQLWLDO�FDSWXUH� WXUQV� LQWR� ORVV�QRW�EHFDXVH�RI� WKH�YLFWLP·V� UHVLVWDQFH��
but because of its own inertia ² because of the desire to continue, intensify, repeat, without 
discerning the moment at which the action should be brought to an end. 

In this context, cancel culture appears less as a moral practice than as a rhetorical regime 
in which the verdict is delivered prior to inquiry, and inquiry itself loses its meaning [Butler, 
1997]. Speech here is no longer oriented toward the restoration of justice or the correction of 
behavior. Its function is to mark the boundary of the permissible and immediately fix its violation 
through exclusion, without raising the question of the consequences of further repetition. 

A defining feature of digital cancellation is the absence of finality. Unlike historical forms 
of exile or execution, it does not presuppose the completion of the act [Vernant & Vidal-Naquet, 
1988]. Exclusion does not end ² it is sustained through repetition, recall, and archiving. The 
victim is placed in a regime of endless present, where the past is constantly actualized, and the 
possibility of return to the public sphere remains indeterminate and not subject to verification. 

At the same time, collective participation in the act of cancellation is rarely recognized as 
violence. Each individual gesture ² a repost, a comment, silent consent ² appears insignificant 
and does not seem to require responsibility [Arendt, 1963]. Yet it is precisely this multiplicity of 
small actions that produces the effect of a verdict without a concrete subject, but with real social 
consequences. Violence here is carried out not in spite of rationality, but through its 
fragmentation [Foucault, 1977]. 

7KXV�� WKH� GLJLWDO� ´H[HFXWLRQµ� GRHV� QRW� DEROLVK� FODVVLFDO� PHFKDQLVPV� RI� VDFULILFH�� EXW�
transforms them [Girard, 1977]. The victim remains necessary for the discharge of collective 
tension, but is now produced not through ritual and not through formal decision, but through a 
distributed rhetoric in which violence dissolves into communication and therefore ceases to be 
UHFRJQL]HG�DV�VXFK��$V�LQ�WKH�HDUO\�HSLVRGHV�RI�2G\VVHXV·�MRXUQH\��WKH�GDQJHU�KHUH�OLHV�QRW�LQ�WKH�
possibility of capture itself, but in the loss of the ability to stop in time and to exit the scene 
without turning success into a source of new losses. 

If rhetorical violence is capable of reproducing itself in a distributed and anonymous 
form, this means that behind the multiplicity of small actions there lies a mechanism of their 
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symbolic reduction. Collective tension does not dissipate indefinitely ² it requires a point of 
fixation [Girard, 1986]. It is at this point that a figure emerges onto which responsibility for what 
is happening can be transferred, even if the violence itself is neither recognized nor named. 

The analysis of the rhetoric of exclusion inevitably leads to the question of the figure of 
the victim. If public violence continues to reproduce itself under conditions of the absence of 
formalized procedures, this means that the victim retains a structural function that exceeds 
particular historical forms. At this level, the concept of the sacrificial mechanism developed by 
5HQp�*LUDUG�SURYHV�SURGXFWLYH�>*LUDUG������@��$FFRUGLQJ�WR�*LUDUG��WKH�YLFWLP�HPHUJHV�QRW�DV�D�
consequence of individual guilt, but as the result of a collective necessity to discharge violence. 
Sacrifice does not eliminate conflict, but temporarily stabilizes the community by concentrating 
aggression on a single figure. Crucially, the effectiveness of this mechanism does not depend on 
the actual guilt of the victim: what is decisive is their capacity to be recognized as such and to 
assume the excess tension of the situation [Girard, 1986]. 

Under the conditions of the contemporary public sphere, the sacrificial mechanism does 
not disappear, but loses its ritual form. What was previously carried out through sacralized 
procedures is now realized through rhetorical acts devoid of symbolic recognition, yet retaining 
the same structural logic [Butler, 1997]. The victim is produced not through an official decision, 
but through the successive fixation of a certain image, trait, or characteristic capable of bearing 
collective tension. However, it is precisely here that a fundamental divergence from the classical 
Girardian model becomes apparent. Even in its latent forms, sacrifice in Girard presupposes 
subsequent symbolic articulation: myth, sacralization, or at least a collective memory of what has 
occurred [Girard, 1977]. Violence is masked, but does not disappear from the field of meaning ² 
it receives an explanation that allows the community to continue its existence. 

Contemporary forms of rhetorical exclusion operate in a different mode. Here, the 
sacrificial mechanism is reproduced without myth, without ritual, and without the need for 
subsequent reflection [Foucault, 1977]. Violence does not require justification, because it is not 
recognized as violence. It is neither sacralized nor demonized ² it dissolves into communication, 
accompanied by a gradual loss of memory of its own origin [Bourdieu, 1991]. In this sense, 
contemporary publicity increasingly operates according to the logic of the lotus-eaters. The 
collective does not so much deny violence as forget it, losing the very necessity of holding what 
has occurred within the field of attention. Forgetting here is not a consequence of time ² it 
becomes a functional condition of stabilization. The victim fulfills their structural role, but 
disappears not only from the public space, but also from collective memory as a victim. 

If in archaic cultures the victim ultimately became a figure around which a myth was 
constructed [Vernant & Vidal-Naquet, 1988], under conditions of digital publicity they are 
deprived even of this form of recognition. They do not explain what has occurred and do not 
symbolize the restoration of order ² they simply become impermissible, displaced beyond the 
limits of the visible [Agamben, 1998]. Collective tension is discharged, yet the cost of this 
discharge ceases to be reflectively grasped. 

Thus, the concept of the sacrificial mechanism retains its explanatory force, but requires 
refinement [Girard, 1986]. Contemporary public violence reproduces the structure of sacrifice 
while simultaneously stripping it of symbolic frameworks and memory. This allows us to speak of 
a transition from sacralized violence to unrecognized and forgettable violence, in which the 
absence of ritual and subsequent reflection does not weaken, but rather intensifies the 
vulnerability of the victim. 

Conclusion: Distinction as a Form of Resistance. The analysis of the rhetoric of 
exclusion makes it possible to consider contemporary forms of public violence not as a deviation 
or a crisis of communication, but as a transformation of deep social mechanisms. The transition 
from institutionalized practices of expulsion to distributed rhetorical acts does not eliminate the 
sacrificial structure, but renders it less discernible and therefore more resilient. Violence loses the 
form of an event, yet retains its function ² the redistribution of responsibility and the 
stabilization of collective tension. 
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Under conditions of digital publicity, public violence loses its center, its subject, and its 
finality, yet does not lose its capacity to produce real social consequences. The victim emerges 
not as the result of a formal decision, but as an effect of a constellation of speech acts and tacit 
agreements, each of which, taken separately, appears insignificant. It is precisely this dispersion 
that makes violence difficult to recognize and allows it to reproduce itself without 
acknowledgment or responsibility. 

Philosophical analysis of the rhetoric of exclusion is not directed toward the moral 
evaluation of individual utterances or actions. Its task is the restoration of distinctions lost under 
conditions of accelerated, fragmented, and affectively saturated communication. The distinction 
between speech and verdict, between aggression and violence, between silence and neutrality 
restores to public speech the boundaries and weight without which it inevitably becomes an 
instrument of exclusion. In this sense, philosophy offers no prescriptions and guarantees no 
protection. It does not abolish risk and does not promise a safe return. Yet it makes possible that 
without which any resistance is impossible ² the discernibility of the mechanism. As long as the 
structure of public violence remains discernible, it cannot operate as an unquestionable given or 
as a natural order of things. 

But distinction itself is not neutral. It disrupts the comfortable unambiguity within which 
violence prefers to remain invisible. Where the public sphere increasingly demands simple 
figures, a single perspective, and an immediate verdict, the attempt to sustain complexity is 
inevitably perceived as a challenge. A stone cast into such waters does not sink without a trace ² 
it sets circles in motion. 

For this reason, further analysis must turn to figures in which reduction reaches its limit: 
to situations where the gaze becomes singular, the voice monologic, and otherness mortally 
dangerous. Within this horizon appears the image of Polyphemus ² not as a mythological 
character, but as a structure of publicity incapable of seeing otherwise than at a single scale. Where 
public speech is left with only one eye, distinction becomes not merely a method, but a risk. 
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ýûô�ù��ÿ	þ�� úò� �÷� �õÿý�þÿ	� �õ� ��õøòúú�� ï�ñ� �þÿõúõ�� í� �÷� ôñíÿú�þÿ	� ñû� îíðíÿûðýíúúû�� úíï�ðí���� ï�
þòýòñûïõ����ñò�üý�ùò�ïõþøûïø�ïíúú��þÿí��þùòýÿòø	úû�úòîòôüò�úõù��í�ùûïí��²  ôíþûîûù�ôí�ûüøòúú��
ö üýõù�þ���ãò�þÿýíÿòð���ôîòýòóòúú��þùõþø���ùûóøõïûþÿ��üûïòýúòúú��ö þ�î·�÷ÿúûþÿ��ï��ùûïí���÷ûøõ�
þøûïû�üòýòþÿí��î�ÿõ�ñ�íøûðûù���üòýòÿïûý��ÿ	þ��úí�ûñúûþÿûýûúú�ö�í÷ÿ�üýõôúí�òúú���á�ð�ýí�Ûñ�þþò��
þø�ð��� ÿ�ÿ� úò� üýûþÿû� ø�ÿòýíÿ�ýúõù� ûîýíôûù�� í� üýõú�õüûù� ùõþøòúú�� ö ûüûý��� �û� ñûôïûø���
üýû�ûñõÿõ��òýòô�ôûúõ�ïõ÷ø��òúú���úò�üýõöùí��õ����üýíïõø�ôí�ûþÿíÿû�ú�� 

à�ïõþúûï÷��ûî�ý�úÿûï��ÿ	þ����û���øûþû�þ	÷õö�íúíø�ô�ýõÿûýõ÷õ�ïõ÷ø��òúú��úò�üýûüûú���
ùûýíø	úõ��ýò�òüÿ�ï��õ�ôí�õþúõ��þÿýíÿòð�ö��íøò�ïõ÷ûú���÷ø��ûï����ú÷����þüýûÿõï���ï�ñúûïøòúú��
ýûôý�ôúòú	� ù�ó� ùûïû�� ö ïõýû÷ûù�� íðýòþ���� ö úíþõø	þÿïûù�� ùûï�íúú�ù� � úòöÿýíø�ÿòÿûù��
üýõþ�ÿú�þÿ�� ö ï÷ø��òú�þÿ��� Þíùò� ôñíÿú�þÿ	� ýûôý�ôú�ÿõ� ö úíôõïíÿõ� ùò�íú�ôùõ� ü�îø��úûðû�
úíþõø	þÿïí� ýûîõÿ	� ��� ïõñõùõùõ�� ôíüûî�ðí�� ��� úíÿ�ýíø�ôí���� �÷� ©üýõýûñúûðûª� üûý�ñ÷�� ýò�òö� ��
ï�ñ÷ýõïí�� üýûþÿ�ý� ñø�� ÷ýõÿõ�úûðû� ùõþøòúú�� ï� �ùûïí��� ÷ûøõ� ü�îø��ú�þÿ	� ñòñíø�� �íþÿ��ò� þÿí��
�úþÿý�ùòúÿûù�þòøò÷����ÿí�ïõðúíúú��îòô�ïõôúíúú��ïøíþúû��ý�öú�ïúû��þõøõ. 

×ø��ûï�� þøûïí� ýõÿûýõ÷í�� úíþõø	þÿïû�� üûø�ÿýûüú�þÿ	�� Ûñ�þþòö�� ÷�ø	ÿ�ýí� þ÷íþ�ïíúú��� óòýÿûïúõö�
ùò�íú�ôù��ñõþ÷�ýþõïúí�ïøíñí. 
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