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CYCLICAL VISION: CANCEL CULTURE AND THE LOSS OF PERSPECTIVE 
 

This article offers a philosophical analysis of cancel culture as a specific regime of public 
obviousness emerging within digital public space and characterized by a gradual loss of perspective, depth, 
and the capacity to see otherwise. The central thesis is that contemporary public violence increasingly 
ceases to appear as a discrete event endowed with procedure, responsibility, and symbolic finality, and 
instead operates as a regime: continuous, decentralized, and self-reproducing through repetition, archiving, 
and algorithmic amplification. 

Cancel culture is examined not as an isolated moral practice or a mere form of social sanction, but 
as a symptom of a deeper transformation of publicness itself ² a shift from dialogue and argumentation 
toward a rhetoric of obviousness in which complexity is perceived as a threat and alternative perspectives 
as a defect of vision. The article introduces the concept of cyclical vision to describe a mode of perception 
in which repetition replaces understanding, the circle supplants the route, and obviousness takes the place 
of truth. Within this regime, exclusion is enacted without formal decision or explicit verdict and arises as a 
VLGH�HIIHFW�RI�FROOHFWLYH�FRQVHQW�WR�´QRQ-LQWHUYHQWLRQµ� 

Methodologically, the study combines discursive, phenomenological, and conceptual analysis with 
D� VWUXFWXUDO� UHDGLQJ� RI� P\WKRORJLFDO� ILJXUHV�� +RPHU·V� &\FORSV� �3RO\SKHPXV�� LV� LQWHUSUHWHG� QRW� DV� DQ�
emblem of archaic brutality but as a model of single-perspective vision that admits neither doubt, 
dialogue, nor return. Opposed to this figure is the politropic navigation embodied by Odysseus ² a 
UKHWRULFDO�ORJLF�RI�GLVSODFHPHQW��GHOD\��DQG�UHIXVDO�RI�GHILQLWLYH�LGHQWLILFDWLRQ��´1RERG\µ���ZKLFK�SUHVHUYHV�
meaning and subjectivity in an environment where language functions as an instrument of capture. 

The article argues that cancel culture not only produces victims but progressively sacrifices the 
very possibility of perspective, imagination, and closure. In relinquishing finitude, it transforms violence 
into a background condition rather than an event. Philosophical analysis of cyclical vision thus emerges as 
a form of critical resistance aimed at restoring essential distinctions ² between obviousness and truth, 
repetition and understanding, the closed circle and the open route ² without which public space loses its 
capacity to function as a site of shared thinking.  

Keywords: cancel culture, cyclical vision, public obviousness, rhetoric, public violence, algorithmic publicness, 
Cyclops. 

 
Publicity rarely goes blind all at once. More often, it loses its sight gradually ² not as an 

organ, but as the capacity to distinguish. First, depth disappears; then perspective; and only at the 
very end does the question vanish: is it possible to see otherwise? The world remains illuminated, 
forms remain discernible, figures recognizable. Yet this is no longer vision in the strict sense of 
the word. It is repetition [Jay, 1993]. 

The contemporary public sphere is increasingly organized not around dispute, argument, 
or a shared search for meaning, but around self-evidence. Self-evidence requires no proof and 
admits no objection. It is closed in upon itself and therefore stable. There is no movement from 
one perspective to another ² only a return to what has already been seen. Thus emerges a regime 
in which public speech ceases to be an address and becomes an indication: this is how it looks, 
this is how it must be understood. Everything else becomes either superfluous or dangerous 
[Bourdieu, 1991]. 

It is precisely within this regime that what is commonly called cancel culture arises. It 
does not require a theory and does not rely on an articulated doctrine. On the contrary, its 
strength lies in the absence of a formulated foundation. Cancellation operates as a self-evident 
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JHVWXUH��QRW�DV�D�GHFLVLRQ��EXW�DV� UHFRJQLWLRQ��QRW�DV�D�YHUGLFW��EXW�DV�FRQILUPDWLRQ� WKDW�´LW�ZDV�
DOUHDG\�YLVLEOHµ��,W�GRHV�QRW�SHUVXDGH�² it closes the circle [Butler, 1997]. 

Within this circle, perspective disappears. The possibility of seeing otherwise begins to be 
perceived not as a right, but as a defect. Complexity ² as an attempt at justification. Distance ² as 
coldness or complicity. Publicity increasingly resembles a space in which only one scale, one 
focus, one angle of vision is permitted. Everything that does not fit this focus is not discussed ² it 
is discarded. Thus emerges vision without depth and speech without return [Chun, 2016]. 

This form of publicity is neither accidental nor new. It reproduces an ancient type of 
thinking in which the world is divided not into true and false, but into permissible and 
impermissible. Yet, unlike archaic forms of exclusion, contemporary cancellation does not 
present itself as an event. It has no ritual, no moment of completion, and no recognized 
responsibility. Exclusion is not carried out ² it is sustained. Through repetition, recall, and 
archiving. Thus the circle closes again and again [Girard, 1977]. 

The problem, however, does not lie in the existence of this circle as such. The circle is an 
ancient form of order, and human communities have always returned to it in moments of anxiety. 
The problem is that under conditions of digital publicity, the circle begins to claim completeness 
of vision. It no longer recognizes itself as a limitation. It presents its closure as self-evidence and 
repetition as truth. In this sense, publicity loses not only perspective, but also the memory of the 
very possibility of perspective [Chun, 2016]. 

Thus emerges a figure in which these processes converge: the figure of the cyclical, or 
cyclopean, gaze. This is neither a metaphor of physical defect nor an image of an external enemy. 
It is a structure of vision for which there exists only a single angle and a single distance. Such a 
structure knows nothing of binocularity and has no need of dialogue, because it does not 
conceive of a second perspective. It does not know doubt, because doubt requires depth. Nor 
does it recognize return, because return presupposes a movement beyond the circle [Jay, 1993]. 

It is here that cancel culture reaches its limit. In seeking to eliminate danger, it eliminates 
difference; in attempting to fix the boundary of the permissible, it deprives itself of the ability to 
see beyond that boundary; in producing the victim, it gradually sacrifices the very possibility of 
imagination. Publicity continues to function, but does so blindly ² by inertia, by the memory of 
gesture, by the trace of its own gaze [Zuboff, 2019]. 

The philosophical task in this context is not to issue a moral verdict or to propose an 
alternative norm. Rather, it involves a more precarious movement: an attempt to restore 
distinction where it has been declared superfluous. The distinction between self-evidence and 
truth, between repetition and understanding, between the circle and the route. In this space, the 
figure of navigation becomes possible once again ² not as escape and not as cunning, but as a 
way of resisting final blindness [Detienne & Vernant, 1978]. 

It is precisely from this point that the present study begins: from an attempt to see how 
publicity loses its sight by mistaking the circle for the horizon, and what forms of thought remain 
capable of preserving perspective where seeing otherwise becomes dangerous. 

The relevance of analyzing cyclical vision and the rhetoric of self-evidence is determined 
not so much by the growth of conflict or the radicalization of the public sphere, as by a 
transformation in the very form of publicity itself. Contemporary forms of communication 
function increasingly less as spaces of argumentation, interpretation, and shared meaning-making, 
and increasingly more as environments of immediate recognition, in which complexity is 
perceived as a threat and ambiguity as a defect. In this context, publicity ceases to be a site of 
encounter between perspectives and comes to resemble a closed circle of repeating gestures, 
images, and evaluations that do not allow for perspectival shift [Jay, 1993]. 

The urgency of this problem is further intensified by the development of digital forms of 
publicity. The acceleration of communication, the algorithmic distribution of attention, and the 
archivability of utterances lead to a situation in which public violence loses its character as an 
event and becomes a regime. Exclusion here is not framed as an act; it has neither beginning nor 
end and is therefore not subject to fixation or reflection. It is reproduced through repetition, 
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recall, and self-evidence, becoming part of the background of public existence [Chun, 2016; 
Dean, 2010]. Under these conditions, cancel culture appears not as a particular moral practice or 
a form of social sanction, but as a symptom of a deeper shift ² the loss of perspective as a 
structural element of public thought [Norris, 2023]. 

The relevance of the study is further reinforced by the fact that contemporary forms of 
exclusion are increasingly accompanied by a refusal to recognize violence as such. Exclusion is 
carried out not in spite of rationality, but in its name; not through direct coercion, but through a 
rhetoric of self-evidence that leaves no room for response. Public speech retains the form of 
address, yet loses its dialogical symmetry, turning into an act of assignment and fixation [Butler, 
1997; Bourdieu, 1991]. As a result, the victim emerges not as the outcome of a collective 
GHFLVLRQ��EXW�DV�D�E\SURGXFW�RI�FROOHFWLYH�DJUHHPHQW�´QRW�WR�LQWHUYHQHµ�DQG�WKH�DVVXPSWLRQ�WKDW�
´HYHU\WKLQJ�LV�DOUHDG\�FOHDUµ�>*LUDUG������@� 

In this situation, a philosophical analysis of cyclical vision acquires fundamental 
importance. It makes it possible to consider cancel culture not as an anomaly or an excessive 
reaction, but as a form of a new dogmatics ² a dogmatics without doctrines, without an 
institutional center, and without recognized authority, yet governed by a rigid regime of self-
evidence. Identifying the mechanisms through which publicity loses perspective and sacrifices its 
own imagination becomes a necessary condition for critical thought in an environment where 
seeing otherwise increasingly entails the risk of exclusion [Jay, 1993; Butler, 1997]. 

The problematics of public violence, exclusion, and the victim have a long and 
multilayered tradition of philosophical reflection. Ancient political and legal practices of exile, 
sacrifice, and judicial violence were extensively analyzed in the context of the formation of the 
polis, collective responsibility, and the maintenance of social order [Vernant & Vidal-Naquet, 
1988; Detienne & Vernant, 1978]. These studies made it possible to conceptualize violence as a 
recognized form of action, endowed with procedure, symbolic articulation, and an event-
character [Girard, 1977]. 

In twentieth-century philosophy, significant contributions to understanding the 
mechanisms of exclusion were made within analyses of power, language, and discourse. Studies 
of symbolic violence, discursive normalization, and the production of the permissible 
demonstrated that exclusion can operate without direct coercion ² through the distribution of 
discursive roles, regimes of visibility, and the boundaries of the sayable [Bourdieu, 1991; 
Foucault, 1972; Foucault, 1977]. In these works, power appears not as an external prohibition or 
sanction, but as an internal organization of the field of statements, in which some positions 
become legitimate, while others are rendered invisible or unthinkable. In parallel, theories of the 
sacrificial mechanism developed, within which the figure of the victim was understood as a 
structurally necessary element for the discharge of collective tension and the stabilization of 
social order [Girard, 1977; Girard, 1986]. 

However, despite the breadth and depth of these approaches, the question of the 
transformation of the very regime of public vision remains insufficiently clarified. Most existing 
studies either focus on institutional forms of violence and disciplinary practices [Foucault, 1977], 
or analyze the rhetoric of exclusion as derivative of ideological, legal, or media structures [Butler, 
1997; Brown, 1995]. At the same time, the mechanism of the loss of perspective itself ² the 
transition from dialogue to self-evidence, from argument to repetition, from distinction to a 
closed circle ² generally remains at the periphery of analysis and is not treated as an independent 
epistemological problem [Jay, 1993]. 

Equally underdeveloped is the question of how cancel culture functions not only as an 
instrument of exclusion, but also as a form of self-inflicted damage to publicity, leading to a loss 
of depth and the blinding of collective imagination. In existing research, the phenomenon of 
cancellation is most often examined either from a normative-moral perspective or within the 
context of political conflicts and identity disputes [Norris, 2023; Butler, 2009]. Yet its rhetorical and 
epistemological foundations ² linked to repetition, archiving, algorithmic amplification, and the 
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regime of self-evidence ² point to a deeper transformation affecting the very structure of public 
perception and the capacity to navigate within the field of meaning [Chun, 2016; Dean, 2010]. 

The present study seeks to address this gap by proposing to consider cyclical vision as an 
autonomous analytical object, and cancel culture as a regime of public self-evidence in which the 
figure of the victim and the loss of perspective are structurally intertwined. The recourse to the 
mythological figure of the Cyclops does not serve to allegorize the problem, but to articulate the 
internal logic of a publicity that has lost the capacity to see otherwise. In this sense, the study 
both continues and reinterprets the existing tradition of analyzing power, violence, and exclusion, 
shifting the focus from violence as an event to the loss of vision as the condition of its 
reproduction [Foucault, 1977]. 

The aim of the present study is a philosophical analysis of cyclical vision as a specific 
regime of public self-evidence within which the rhetoric of exclusion functions as a form of 
public violence that does not require institutionalization, formal recognition, or symbolic closure 
[Girard, 1986]. 

The study seeks to identify the structural conditions under which cancel culture ceases to 
be a particular moral practice or an instrument of social critique and becomes a dogmatic regime 
of publicity, grounded in the loss of perspective, the reduction of complexity, and the 
reproduction of a closed circle of the self-evident. 

Particular attention is given to analyzing how, under conditions of digital publicity, the 
victim is produced not only as a social figure of exclusion, but also as the result of a more radical 
process ² the self-blinding of the public imagination, which loses the capacity to see otherwise 
than at a single scale [Chun, 2016]. 

To achieve this aim, the study focuses on analyzing the transformation of public violence 
under conditions of contemporary, and above all digital, publicity, where exclusion loses the 
character of a discrete event and begins to function as a stable rhetorical regime. The concept of 
cyclical vision is introduced and conceptually elaborated as a form of public self-evidence 
grounded in repetition, closure, and the refusal of perspectival shift, and its role in the 
reproduction of cancel culture is demonstrated. Particular attention is devoted to the analysis of 
the rhetoric of self-evidence as a mechanism through which exclusion is enacted without 
argumentation, dialogue, or formal verdict, while disagreement is interpreted as a defect of vision 
or a form of complicity. In this context, cancel culture is understood not only as a mode of 
producing the victim, but also as a process of the self-blinding of publicity, leading to the loss of 
collective imagination and the capacity for return. A methodologically significant element of the 
analysis is the recourse to the mythological figure of the Cyclops as a structural image of publicity 
deprived of depth of vision, and to the figure of Odysseus as a principle of navigation within a 
field of rhetorical exclusion, where the preservation of meaning is possible only through a refusal 
of directness and self-evidence. 

The methodological strategy of the study is structured as a polytropic navigation within 
the field of public forms of visibility and does not presuppose a reduction of analysis to a single 
explanatory theory. The analytical approaches employed are treated not as universal methods, but 
as ways of maintaining distinctions within an environment in which publicity tends to erase them. 

Hermeneutic analysis is applied primarily to the interpretation of philosophical, 
mythological, and cultural texts in which forms of collective vision, regimes of self-evidence, and 
modes of the loss of perspective are articulated. The focus here is not on historical events as 
such, but on structures of perception and understanding through which publicity organizes the 
permissible and the impermissible. 

Discursive analysis is used to identify the mechanisms by which the rhetoric of self-
evidence operates ² recurrent formulas, gestures, and intonations through which public speech 
FHDVHV�WR�IXQFWLRQ�DV�DUJXPHQW�DQG�EHJLQV�WR�DFW�DV�LQGLFDWLRQ�RU�FRQILUPDWLRQ�RI�ZKDW�LV�´DOUHDG\�
YLVLEOHµ��3DUWLFXODU�DWWHQWLRQ�LV�SDLG�WR�WKH�ORVV�RI�GLDORJLFDO�V\PPHWU\�DQG�WR�WKH�WUDQVIRUPDWLRQ�
of disagreement into a defect of vision or a sign of complicity. 
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Phenomenologically oriented description serves to register shifts in the structure of public 
experience: the loss of depth, perspective, and the possibility of response under conditions of 
accelerated and algorithmically organized digital publicity. The analysis here is focused not on 
subjective experience, but on the transformation of the very horizon of the visible and the 
thinkable. 

Conceptual analysis is aimed at clarifying and differentiating the key concepts of the study 
² ´VHOI-HYLGHQFHµ��´SHUVSHFWLYHµ��´UHSHWLWLRQµ��´SXEOLFLW\µ��´H[FOXVLRQµ��´YLFWLPµ��´F\FOLFDO�YLVLRQµ�
² in order to prevent their conflation into an undifferentiated descriptive language that would 
reproduce the very regime under investigation. 

The recourse to the mythological figures of the Cyclops and Odysseus is fundamentally 
methodological in character. They are employed not as illustrations or allegories, but as structural 
models of publicity and thought: the Cyclops as a form of cyclical, single-perspective vision that 
does not allow for displacement or return; Odysseus as a principle of navigation, involving 
movement between perspectives, delay, detour, and the preservation of perspective under 
conditions of rhetorical pressure. Such a juxtaposition makes it possible to consider cancel 
culture not as a collection of discrete practices, but as a specific optical and rhetorical regime of 
publicity. 

In the Homeric tradition, the Cyclops is rarely considered as a figure of vision ² he is 
typically perceived as a figure of brute force, coarseness, and pre-political existence. Yet it is 
precisely his mode of seeing that proves crucial for understanding a form of publicity structured 
not around argument, but around self-HYLGHQFH��7KH�&\FORSV·�VLQJOH�H\H�LV�QRW�PHUHO\�D�SK\VLFDO�
defect or a mythological curiosity. It is a structural characteristic of a regime of perception in 
which vision does not presuppose perspective, differentiation of planes, or shifts of scale 
[Homer, 1996; Detienne & Vernant, 1978]. 

7KH� &\FORSV·� YLVLRQ� LV� QRW� ´SRRUµ� RU� ´GHILFLHQWµ� LQ� DQ\� TXDQWLWDWLYH� VHQVH�� 2Q� WKH�
contrary, it is absolutely certain of itself. It neither doubts, nor refines, nor relates what is seen to 
other possible viewpoints. The Cyclops sees at once and definitively. His gaze does not move ² it 
fixes. For this very reason, his world has no need of dialogue: everything that enters the field of 
vision is already determined. The stranger here is not an interlocutor; he is immediately either 
prey or obstacle. Such a mode of vision fundamentally excludes perspective. Perspective 
presupposes at least two viewpoints, as well as the space between them in which doubt, 
clarification, and translation become possible [Merleau-Ponty, 1964]. 

7KH� &\FORSV� LV� GHSULYHG� RI� WKLV� ´LQ-EHWZHHQµ�� +LV� H\H� LV� D� FORVHG� FLUFOH� RI� WKH� VHOI-
HYLGHQW�� LQ� ZKLFK� WKH� GLVWLQFWLRQ� EHWZHHQ� ´VHHLQJµ� DQG� ´NQRZLQJµ� FROODSVHV�� 7KH� YLVLEOH�
immediately becomes true, and the true indisputable. In this sense, the Cyclops is not a figure of 
archaic savagery, but of radical self-evidence. His violence requires no justification, because it is 
QRW�H[SHULHQFHG�DV�YLROHQFH��,W�IROORZV�GLUHFWO\�IURP�WKH�IDFW�WKDW�´WKLV�LV�KRZ�LW�LV�VHHQµ��+HUH��
there is no transition from perception to decision: the decision is already contained within the act 
of seeing [Foucault, 1977]. 

In contrast to perspectival vision, which presupposes the possibility of displacement, 
cyclical vision knows no forward or inward movement. It moves in a circle, constantly returning 
to what has already been fixed. In this regime, the new is not disclosed ² it merely confirms what 
has already been seen. Every event is interpreted not as rupture, but as repetition; not as a 
challenge, but as proof [Chun, 2016]. 

Cyclical vision gives rise to a specific form of public rationality in which arguments lose 
WKHLU� VLJQLILFDQFH�� ,I� VRPHWKLQJ� LV� DOUHDG\� ´VHOI-HYLGHQWµ�� LW� GRHV� QRW� QHHG� WR� EH� H[SODLQHG��
Moreover, any attempt at explanation begins to appear suspicious: why explain what is already 
visible to everyone? At this point, rhetoric ceases to be a means of persuasion and becomes a 
mechanism of identification: it distinguishes not between true and false, but between those who 
VHH�DQG�WKH�´EOLQGµ�>%RXUGLHX������@� 

It is here that a specific dogmatics of self-evidence emerges. It does not take the form of 
a doctrine and does not require theoretical assent. Its force lies in repetition. The same statement, 
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the same formula, the same accusation, circulating in public space, begin to perform the function 
of seeing on behalf of all. The community ceases to look ² VRPHRQH�KDV�DOUHDG\�´ORRNHGµ�IRU�LW�
[Dean, 2010; Jay, 1993]. 

The cycle here plays a dual role. On the one hand, it produces a sense of stability and 
order: the world appears intelligible, distinctions simple, boundaries clear. On the other hand, it 
destroys the possibility of exit. Everything that does not fit into the circle of the self-evident is neither 
refuted nor discussed ² LW�LV�VLPSO\�H[FOXGHG�DV�´LQYLVLEOHµ�RU�´LQGLVWLQJXLVKDEOHµ�>&KXQ������@� 

In this context, cancel culture appears not so much as a moral reaction or a form of social 
correction, but as a practice of cyclical vision. Its effectiveness is grounded neither in evidence 
nor in procedure, but in its capacity to reproduce self-evidence. The subject being cancelled is not 
so much recognized as guilty as declared to be already visible as such [Butler, 1997]. 

What becomes decisive here is not the content of the accusation, but its repeatability. 
Each new act of repetition adds no information, yet intensifies the visual effect. The image is 
fixed, deepened, and ultimately closed in upon itself. Any attempt to break this cycle ² to provide 
context, introduce distinction, or offer an alternative perspective ² is interpreted as a refusal to 
see what is self-evident [Dean, 2010]. 

Thus, cancel culture does not merely produce the victim. It produces a regime of vision 
in which the victim becomes a necessary element for sustaining self-evidence. Moreover, this regime 
gradually sacrifices the very possibility of seeing otherwise. Perspective is lost as something dangerous, 
complex, and potentially disruptive to consensus. The community does not go blind because it has 
been deprived of sight, but because it has voluntarily renounced depth [Jay, 1993]. 

The decisive moment in the episode with Polyphemus is not the physical blinding, but 
the operation of naming. Before losing his eye, the Cyclops is already struck at a deeper level ² 

WKH�OHYHO�RI�ODQJXDJH��2G\VVHXV·�DQVZHU�´1RERG\µ��¯c´©²) is not a mask in any trivial sense and 
cannot be reduced to cunning. It is a rhetorical act directed against the very structure of 
cyclopean vision [Homer, 1996; Detienne & Vernant, 1978]. 

The Cyclops thinks in a mode of immediate identification: to see is to know, to name is 
to fix. In this regime, the name functions as the final stabilization of being. It does not open a 
VSDFH� IRU� GLDORJXH�� EXW� EULQJV� LW� WR� D� FORVH�� )RU� WKLV� UHDVRQ�� 3RO\SKHPXV·� TXHVWLRQ� ´:KR� DUH�
\RX"µ�LV�QRW�DQ�LQYLWDWLRQ�WR�FRPPXQLFDWLRQ�² it is a procedure of capture [Bourdieu, 1991]. 

7KH�DQVZHU�´1RERG\µ�GLVUXSWV�WKLV�SURFHGXUH�DW�WKH�OHYHO�RI�IRUP��,W�QHLWKHU�GHQLHV�WKH�
question nor evades it, but shifts it into a different logical register. A name that fixes nothing 
becomes unusable within the cycle of self-HYLGHQFH��´1RERG\µ�FDQQRW�EH�VHHQ�DV�D�ILJXUH��FDQQRW�
be held in view, and, crucially, cannot be transmitted further without the disintegration of 
meaning. 

The rhetorical force of this operation lies in the fact that it does not directly oppose truth 
to violence. Odysseus does not prove his innocence and does not demand justice. He deprives 
violence of its instrument. The Cyclops may cry out, but his cry becomes devoid of content: 
´1RERG\�LV�NLOOLQJ�PHµ�² a formula which, within the regime of cyclical vision, nullifies the very 
possibility of collective response [Foucault, 1977]. 

3RO\SKHPXV·�UHVSRQVH�WR�WKH�RWKHU�&\FORSHV�UHYHDOV�D�NH\�YXOQHUDELOLW\�RI�WKH�UHJLPH�RI�
self-evidence. Collective vision functions only so long as it relies on recognizable figures and 
repeatable designations. As soon as the name ceases to indicate and the designation to fix, the 
cycle breaks. 

It is important to emphasize: this is not a victory of truth over falsehood. It is a 
EUHDNGRZQ�RI�WKH�SURFHGXUH��7KH�RWKHU�&\FORSHV�GR�QRW�GRXEW�WKH�UHDOLW\�RI�3RO\SKHPXV·�SDLQ��
yet they are unable to translate it into collective action. Their vision remains one-eyed, but the 
object is lost. Violence encounters not resistance, but a void in which it can no longer reproduce 
itself [Girard, 1986]. 

In this sense, the blinding of Polyphemus is secondary. It merely consolidates a 
disruption that has already taken place at the structural level. The Cyclops loses his eye because 
he has already lost the capacity to distinguish. His gaze no longer holds the world, and his cry no 
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longer gathers the community. Self-evidence ceases to be self-evident ² and therefore ceases to 
be effective. 

7KH�QDPH�´1RERG\µ�GRHV�QRW�GHVWUR\�WKH�HQHP\�DQG�GRHV�QRW�DEROLVK�YLROHQFH�DV�VXFK��
It creates a temporal gap ² a space of delay in which movement becomes possible. This is 
precisely what polytropic navigation entails: not a breakthrough and not a frontal collision, but a 
turn that makes it possible to exit the field of direct capture [Detienne & Vernant, 1978; 
Montiglio, 2005]. 

,Q�FRQWUDVW�WR�FDQFHO�FXOWXUH��ZKLFK�VWULYHV�IRU�GHILQLWLYH�QDPLQJ�DQG�IL[DWLRQ��2G\VVHXV·�
rhetorical operation demonstrates an inverse logic. It does not produce a victim, but disrupts the 
YHU\� SRVVLELOLW\� RI� WKHLU� LPPHGLDWH� SURGXFWLRQ�� ´1RERG\µ� LV� D� QDPH� WKDW� FDQQRW� EH� FDQFHOOHG��
because it cannot be fixed within the archive of self-evidence. Here, a fundamental distinction 
emerges between a rhetoric of capture and a rhetoric of navigation. The former requires 
transparency, immediate visibility, and a determinate name. The latter operates through 
displacement, delay, and the refusal of final identification. It does not seek to be understood at 
once ² and precisely for this reason preserves the possibility of return. 

,I�2G\VVHXV·�UKHWRULFDO�RSHUDWLRQ�GLVUXSWV�WKH�SURFHGXUH�RI�FDSWXUH�E\�UHIXVLQJ�D�IL[DEOH�
name, then cancel culture can be described as the systematic elimination of the very possibility of 
such refusal. Cancel culture functions as a regime in which naming becomes obligatory, and 
anonymity becomes suspect. Here, it is impossible not to be named, impossible to remain 
´QRERG\µ�� LPSRVVLEOH� WR� ZLWKGUDZ� IURP� WKH� ILHOG� RI� YLVLELOLW\� ZLWKRXW� EHLQJ� LPPHGLDWHO\�
interpreted as evasive, guilty, or concealing. 

Cancel culture does not tolerate emptiness in the place of the subject. Wherever a gap 
appears ² an absence of response, a delay, a complexity ² it seeks to fill it immediately with a 
name, a biography, an archive of statements, a set of attributes. The name ceases to function as a 
means of address and becomes an instrument of retention. It fixes the figure within the field of 
visibility, making it available for endless repetition, citation, and reproduction of accusation 
[Butler, 1997; Dean, 2010]. 

,Q� WKLV� VHQVH�� FDQFHO� FXOWXUH� LV� VWUXFWXUDOO\� LQFRPSDWLEOH� ZLWK� WKH� ILJXUH� RI� ´1RERG\µ��
2G\VVHXV·�UHVSRQVH�ZRXOG��ZLWKLQ�LWV�ORJLF��EH�LQWHUSUHWHG�QRW�DV�D�UKHWRULFDO�RSHUDWLRQ��EXW�DV�DQ�
additional ground for accusation: the refusal of a name is read as a form of guilt. The question 
´ZK\� DUH� \RX� KLGLQJ"µ� DOUHDG\� FRQWDLQV� WKH� YHUGLFW�� $QRQ\PLW\� KHUH� GRHV� QRW� SURWHFW� ² it 
aggravates [Brown, 1995]. 

It is crucial that cancel culture does not merely produce a victim ² it requires a victim in 
the form of a name. The victim must be named in order to be effective. Without a name, neither 
collective outrage, nor the distribution of responsibility, nor the maintenance of the cycle of repetition 
is possible. This is why cancellation always operates through a concrete figure, even when it formally 
FODLPV�WR�EH�GLUHFWHG�DJDLQVW�D�´SKHQRPHQRQµ��D�´VWUXFWXUHµ��RU�D�´SUREOHPµ�>*LUDUG������@� 

Within this regime, the name performs a dual function. On the one hand, it renders the 
victim visible and available for collective action. On the other, it itself becomes an object of 
destruction. The name of the cancelled subject loses its capacity to function as an address and 
begins to operate as a label. It no longer designates a speaker ² it designates a violation. In this 
VHQVH��WKH�YLFWLP·V�QDPH�QR�ORQJHU�EHORQJV�WR�WKHP��LW�LV�DSSURSULDWHG�DQG�LQFRUSRUDWHG�LQWR�WKH�
circulation of public self-evidence [Bourdieu, 1991]. 

Thus emerges a paradoxical form of self-sacrifice within cancel culture. In striving for 
maximal visibility and moral clarity, it sacrifices the very possibility of distinguishing between the 
name as address and the name as verdict. The name becomes irreversible. It can no longer be 
UHLQWHUSUHWHG�� UHFODLPHG��RU�´VDLG�RWKHUZLVHµ��7KH�DUFKLYH�GRHV�QRW� IRUJHW� ² but neither does it 
understand [Chun, 2016]. 

Cancel culture demands one-eyed vision not in a metaphorical, but in a structural sense. It 
is capable of seeing only at a single scale ² the scale of the evident violation. Everything that does 
not fit this scale ² context, change, temporal distance, irony, rhetorical complexity ² is declared 
noise, justification, or manipulation [Jay, 1993]. 
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Thus a regime of cyclical vision takes shape. Cancellation reproduces itself through the 
repetition of the same gaze, the same utterance, the same accusatory gesture. Each new act adds 
no information ² it merely confirms self-evidence. The cycle closes, and it is precisely in this 
closure that cancel culture derives its force [Dean, 2010]. 

Yet here its limit also emerges. One-eyed vision is incapable of perspective. It does not 
distinguish distances, does not perceive depth, and does not recognize movement. For this 
reason, cancel culture struggles with return, change, and forgiveness. These phenomena require at 
least a form of binocularity ² the capacity to hold contradictory images simultaneously [Merleau-
Ponty, 1964]. 

As in the case of Polyphemus, one-eyedness is not a final stage. It leads to blindness. The 
constant reproduction of self-evidence exhausts the very capacity to see. When each new case is 
already inscribed within a ready-made schema, reality ceases to resist interpretation ² and 
therefore ceases to be visible [Han, 2017]. 

Cancel culture gradually loses the distinction between violation and accusation, between 
action and reputation, between event and archive. It begins to see not the world, but its own 
repetitions. In this sense, it indeed sacrifices the possibility of seeing ² sacrifices perspective for 
the sake of immediate clarity. It is here that the figure of Polyphemus ceases to be merely a 
metaphor of an external enemy. He becomes a structure of publicity itself ² a publicity that first 
demands univocal vision, then loses depth, and ultimately is left with a cry that can no longer be 
heard as a signal, but only as noise [Detienne & Vernant, 1978]. 

If in the classical sacrificial mechanism the victim is offered in order to restore order, 
then in cancel culture a fundamental shift occurs: the victim becomes the very mechanism that 
secures the visibility of order. Cancel culture does not merely produce a victim ² in the process of 
its own reproduction, it sacrifices the very possibility of seeing, distinguishing, and bringing 
closure. This sacrifice is neither recognized nor reflected upon, yet it is precisely what renders the 
mechanism stable [Girard, 1977]. 

Cancellation functions as a system incapable of stopping without losing its own 
legitimacy. Each act of exclusion requires confirmation by the next. Each gesture of 
condemnation demands repetition; otherwise, it loses its status as self-evident. Thus, cancellation 
does not so much resolve tension as translate it into a regime of continuous circulation. 
Collective excitation is not discharged ² it is sustained [Zuboff, 2019]. 

In this sense, cancel culture sacrifices finality. It refuses the possibility of saying 
´HQRXJKµ�� VLQFH� DQ\� FORVXUH�ZRXOG�DSSHDU� DV� D�EHWUD\DO� RI� VHOI-evidence. The victim no longer 
dies symbolically ² they remain within an endless present of accusation. Along with this, the very 
possibility of sacrifice as an event disappears: violence loses its form and becomes background 
[Girard, 1977; Girard, 1986]. 

A decisive role in this process is played by the algorithmic logic of digital publicity. The 
algorithm is not a subject of violence and does not deliver verdicts. It merely amplifies what is 
already being reproduced. Yet it is precisely this formal neutrality that makes it the functional 
equivalent of a priest without an altar or ritual [Dean, 2010; Zuboff, 2019]. 

The tag, the repetition, the trend ² these are not instruments of communication, but 
elements of cyclical movement. The tag does not explain or argue; it connects. Repetition does not 
clarify; it fixes. The trend does not evaluate; it normalizes. Together, they form a kyklos ² a closed 
circle of visibility in which meaning moves not forward, but along a circumference [Chun, 2016]. 

The algorithm does not distinguish between true and false, just and unjust, completed and 
requiring interruption. It distinguishes only intensity. This is precisely why cancel culture proves 
especially compatible with the algorithmic environment: an accusation devoid of finality is ideally 
suited for endless amplification. Each repetition adds no new content, but increases the weight of 
what has already been said [Dean, 2010]. 

Here a decisive shift occurs. Whereas one-eyedness once secured self-evidence, it now 
becomes superfluous. Algorithmic publicity no longer requires even a single eye. Vision is 
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replaced by correlation. Reality by statistics. The event by pattern. In this regime, cancel culture 
goes blind not because it is deprived of sight, but because it ceases to need it [Jay, 1993]. 

It no longer looks ² it counts. It does not distinguish, but correlates. It does not 
remember, but retrieves. Memory here is not narrative; it is flat. Cancel culture sacrifices 
imagination: the capacity to envisage an alternative development, a different outcome, another 
interpretation is lost as inefficient. The imagined reality of the community ² the space in which 
return, change, and difference remain possible ² is replaced by a model in which only the 
repetition of what has already been fixed is permissible [Anderson, 2006; Chun, 2016]. 

The cycle becomes the norm. Return becomes suspicion. Interruption becomes a threat. 
Within this logic, anyone who attempts to step outside the circle is perceived as a violator of 
order, even when that order leads nowhere but to its own reproduction. Thus, kyklos becomes 
the embodiment of dogmatism without doctrine, belief without creed, violence without a name. 
Its force lies not in asserting truth, but in eliminating alternative trajectories [Foucault, 1977]. 

It is here that cancel culture ultimately becomes a victim of itself ² a sacrifice offered for 
the stability of a mechanism that can no longer stop without losing its own legitimacy (Kafka!). 

Within this space, the figure of Odysseus once again becomes significant ² but no longer 
as a trickster, nor as a savior. He appears as a reminder that there exists a movement that does 
not coincide with the cycle; a path that does not close upon repetition; a departure that is not 
equivalent to defeat [Detienne & Vernant, 1978; Montiglio, 2005]. Yet this exit is no longer 
guaranteed. In algorithmic publicity, any maneuver risks being immediately transformed into a 
new pattern, any withdrawal into yet another tag. Polytropy here becomes not a strategy of 
success, but a form of risk. It is precisely this risk that marks the limit of cancel culture. Where 
the circle begins to demand ever greater acceleration, where repetition becomes an end in itself, 
where visibility definitively replaces vision ² there arises the possibility of interruption. Not as a 
decision, but as a breakdown. Not as a gesture, but as a pause. 

A pause that the algorithm cannot process. 
Conclusion: After the Circle. The analysis of cancel culture as a rhetorical and algorithmic 

regime makes it possible to understand it not merely as a form of public condemnation or moral 
regulation, but as a specific configuration of visibility in which violence loses its event-character 
while retaining its effectiveness. Within this regime, exclusion no longer requires recognition or 
completion; it is reproduced as a circular movement in which repetition replaces argumentation 
and self-evidence replaces distinction. 

Cancel culture appears not so much as a mechanism for producing victims, but as a 
process in which the victim loses the status of an event, while the community loses the capacity 
for perspective. The striving for maximal clarity and immediate moral reaction leads to a 
paradoxical result: publicity loses depth, time loses direction, and responsibility loses localization. 
Violence ceases to be something that is carried out and becomes something that happens by itself 
² as an effect of the circulation of speech, attention, and tacit consent. 

The figure of the Cyclops, in this context, is no longer merely a metaphor of unilateral 
vision, but an indication of the limit of the very logic of self-evidence. Algorithmic publicity no 
longer requires even a single eye: it functions without vision, replacing it with correlation, 
calculation, and repetition. Thus, cancel culture sacrifices not only particular subjects, but the 
very possibility of imagination and return ² the capacity to see otherwise, without which the 
public sphere becomes a closed circuit of self-confirmation. 

Yet the limit of the circle is not a point of resolution. It rather marks a zone of 
breakdown in which the previous metaphors ² vision, blindness, self-evidence ² prove 
insufficient. Where cancellation ceases to see and even ceases to require sight, a different kind of 
vulnerability emerges: the loss of control, a false proximity to the goal, the breakdown of the very 
means of movement. 

At this point, the next analytical step requires a shift in optics. If in this article cancel 
culture has been examined as a regime of cyclical reproduction and loss of perspective, further 
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analysis will turn to situations in which danger arises not from closure, but from a false return; 
not from repetition, but from the error of proximity. 

The figure of Aeolus will point to the problem of control and trust: to how the loss of 
control occurs not far from the goal, but at the very threshold of Ithaca. The Laestrygonians will 
allow us to fix the moment of irreversible loss ² not symbolic, but material ² when the cost of 
error becomes disproportionate. Circe, in turn, will lead the analysis toward the transformation of 
the subject, where the loss of human form occurs not through exclusion, but through voluntary 
entry into a regime that deprives one of speech and distinction. 

If the Cyclops marked the limit of vision, then these subsequent figures will mark the 
limits of navigation, form, and selfhood. Where publicity is no longer blind, but disoriented; 
where the path is open, yet the means of movement are undermined; where danger lies not in the 
verdict, but in transformation. 

This will no longer be an analysis of the circle, but an analysis of regression. Not the 
PRPHQW�RI�FDSWXUH��EXW�WKH�PRPHQW�RI�ORVLQJ�RQH·V�FRXUVH��$QG�SHUKDSV�LW�LV�KHUH�WKDW�DQRWKHU�
form of resistance becomes discernible ² not through distinguishing the self-evident, but through 
preserving the capacity not to rush toward return. 
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üûþÿ�üûïû� óòýÿï��� þíùû�� ùûóøõï�þÿ�� üòýþüò÷ÿõïõ�� ��ïõ� ö ôíïòý�òúú��� á�øûþû�þ	÷õö� íúíø�ô�
�õ÷ø��úûðû�ôûý��üûþÿí���÷��ûýùí�÷ýõÿõ�úûðû�þüýûÿõï���þüý�ùûïíúí�úí�ï�ñúûïøòúú��ýûôý�ôúòú	�ù�ó�
û�òïõñú�þÿ�� ö �þÿõúû��� üûïÿûýûù� �� ýûô�ù�úú�ù�� ÷ûøûù� ���ø��ûù�� îòô� �÷õ�� ü�îø��ú�þÿ	� ïÿýí�í��
ôñíÿú�þÿ	�î�ÿõ�üýûþÿûýûù�þü�ø	úûðû�ùõþøòúú�. 

×ø��ûï�� þøûïí� ÷�ø	ÿ�ýí� þ÷íþ�ïíúú��� �õ÷ø��úõö ô�ý�� ü�îø��úí� û�òïõñú�þÿ	�� ýõÿûýõ÷í�� ü�îø��úò�
úíþõø	þÿïû��íøðûýõÿù��úí�ü�îø��ú�þÿ	��×�÷øûü. 
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