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vs. Object as Statist Particularity
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 In the gap [l’ecart] between the spaces of thought of 
Alain Badiou and Jacques Rancière exists a topological invariant, 
preserved under homeomorphic transformations of the Real—
the continuous deformation of R in the terms of object-ifications, 
the n-tuples of re-presentations, each coordinate counting 
according to some relative center of gravity respective to it, that 
is, an implicit Master who distributes the status quo by positive 
category (inscribing places of the Real with predicates, roles 
and functions). The topology is collective, as the Real constitutes 
itself universally by the postulation of a single axiom as True: 
the equality of everyone and anyone in the universal capacity 
to contingently declare in a moment the subject-ivization of 
a singularity (the void that is devoid of all predicates or place 
[lieu], real-ly infinitely dense with the excess of a positively New 
category of being). 
 While both thoughts reject the discourses tied 
to Mastery, whether it be the exceptionary belonging of 
Judaic political theology or the logo-centric wisdom of the 
political-philosophical project, Badiou remains intensely 
theologico-political in a Pauline modality of evental fidelity, 
a diagonalization of the subjective figures in the situation of 
“prophet” and its obverse “philosopher” to “the apostle”; on the 
other side, Rancière’s politics pre- and supersede the conjunction 
with the “theologico.” For example, Rancière demarcates the 
historical-epistemological definition of the “theologio-political” 
offered by Claude Lefort—after the dis-incorporation of the 
“double body” of the king, mortal and divine, democracy 
births the epoch of indetermination through the sacrifice of the 
symbolic body: the empty place left to violent reincorporations, 
such as totalitarianism and terrorism—as particularist, 
wherein the doubling of body is not an originary theological 
sacrifice persisting throughout time (like original sin), but the 
inherent opposition within which Nature itself is battling for its 
performative self-constitution. The “double body” is atemporal; 
its historicity is not an ontological dimension. So Rancière does 
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not constitute the division between “void” and “excess” after a 
moment like the event, as an ontological division demonstrated 
through the singular 1-off acts of subjectivity. 
 The following text is an attempt to outline the structural 
contours of identification by reading a constellation of texts by 
Badiou and Rancière—the Police in Rancière’s Disagreement and 
the State of the Situation in bi ts of Badiou’s Being and Event and 
Saint Paul—as to hopefully graph the torsion of the asymptotal 
remainders to identification: disidentification in its anti-
philosophical intensities. 

An attempt to summarize Badiou’s ontology, albeit somewhat 
simplistically: 

 In his magnum opus Being and Event, Badiou makes 
an ontological distinction between the positive order of Being 
and the Event. Being is in identity with Knowledge, which is 
particularizing and objective, since it names elements of the 
situation as parts or objects that occupy place within an algebra 
of discerned particulars, the very language of the situation 
that registers elements symbolically as finite totalities through 
encyclopedic classifications (genuses, species, etc.,). Whether 
or not those classifications are “proper” to an element, or to 
definitively determine the transformation of an object in the State 
of the Situation, is completely indifferent since the consistency 
of the presentation of names is ontologically of the first order of 
Being, which is immanent to the situation, so the enumerative 
transformations are in relation to the transformations of the 
language that names parts/subsets. These are regenerated from 
the point at the edge of Being, the void forming the site of the 
Event. The Event ruptures the positive order of Being (beings, 
what there is), subtracting out from Knowledge something 
substantively New in the realm of Nonbeing (nonbeings, what 
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is not), deposing the constituted knowledges of the State of the 
Situation: a Truth that is universalizing and subject-ive, since the 
Event acts as as supplement to all potential subjects who create 
the Truth bit by bit in declaring militant fidelity to it, thereby, 
symmetrically, composing themselves collectively as a New 
subjectivity. 
 Badiou insists that mathematics is “the science of being-
quabeing.” If “Mathematics = Ontology” and philosophy is 
“metaontology,” then there is somewhat of a return—through 
a mappable homology—to Platonic Forms: the domain of the 
constructed set is the realm of appearances in which a consistent 
multiple presents, with a localizable geometry, an instantiation 
of the pure multiple, a being that is inconsistent in multiple 
(the pure Idea). Truths oppose opinions—which he calls 
representations without any truth. Opinions are the material of 
everyday communication; opinions need only be communicable 
and circulate as the “cement of sociality.”1 An element or multiple 
from the perspective of Opinion is approached as a constructed 
set (classified and represented with certain discerned, finite 
predicates). 
 Truth is of the realm of noncommunication—“what 
is not known”—and fundamentally unrepresentable as 
Totality. What Badiou calls the “void,” which is the site of an 
Event, is mathematically expressed as the empty set, which 
is included within any set. An element or multiple from the 
perspective of a Truth-process— declaring fidelity to the 
Event—is approached as a generic set (destitute of all categorical 
differences and classifications), infinite in the size and scope of 
its nondiscriminating address to all potential subjects. Badiou 
then draws a distinction between two types of multiplicity. There 
is the objectal, particularizing multiplicity—which is statist, as 
it carries its own limit, marked by a predicate, an object that it 
names in finite terms in the language of the situation, and the 
objective then becomes to void out, to annihilate, everything 
but the abstract, constructed multiple of a single set of predicate 
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totalities. The objective multiplicity is also multiplied by the 
finite objectification of the Real (as is evidenced in all discourses 
tied to Mastery, through the Totality of re-presentation) like the 
consistent multiple or constructed set.2 The Power Set of any 
constructed set (the enumeration of all elements, the counting of 
all elements “as One”) is mapped to the power of the State of the 
Situation. Ethically, the living animal that thinks in terms of pre-
identified objects (predicates that assign predicates to objects) in 
the constituted knowledges of the state of things is the Mortal, a 
being-for-death whose thought dies away just as he does. On the 
other hand, there is the subjective, universalizing multiplicity—
which is always in excess of itself, supernumerary relative to itself 
and to any distributions by an objective situation (representations 
or the constructed sets of finite totalities); that is, destitute of all 
differences and therefore addressed to all subjects, who declare, 
as militants, conviction to the event.3 The subjective multiplicity 
is multiplied by the infinity of the Real, its always being in excess 
of being (as are the post-Cantorian transfinite sets, varying in 
sizes of infinity, from which Badiou’s ontology is based), and, like 
the generic set, is inconsistent in its multiple-being. Man is the 
Immortal who thinks as a subject that takes it upon himself to 
declare fidelity to a Truth that will last for eternity. 

THE DISCOURSES OF MASTERY 
FOR BADIOU’S ST. PAUL 

For Christ did not send me to baptize but to preach the 
gospel, and not with eloquent wisdom, lest the cross of 
Christ be emptied of its power. For the preaching of the 
cross is folly to those who are perishing, but to us who are 
saved it is the power of God. For it is written, I will destroy 
the wisdom of the wise, and thwart the cleverness of the 
clever. Where is the wise man? Where is the scribe? Where 
is the debater of this age? Has not God made foolish the 
wisdom of the world? For since, in the wisdom of God, 
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the world did not know God through wisdom, it pleased 
God through the folly of what we preach to save those who 
believe. For Jews demand signs and Greeks seek wisdom, 
but we preach Christ crucified, a stumbling block to Jews 
and a folly to Gentiles, but to those who are called, both 
Jews and Greeks, Christ the power of God, and the wisdom 
of God. For the foolishness of God is wiser than men, and 
the weakness of God is stronger than men. For consider 
your call, brethren; not many of you were wise according 
to worldly standards, not many were powerful, not many 
were of noble birth, but God chose the foolish things of the 
world to confound the wise, and God chose the weak things 
of the world to confound the strong; God chose what is base 
and despised in the world, and even things that are not, to 
bring to nought things that are, so that no one might glorify 
himself in his presence. (1 Corinthians 1.17–29) 

 Paul, often referred to as the Apostle of Nations, 
mentions the entities “Greek” and “Jew” within the lexicon of his 
letters. Most famously in Letters to Galatians 3.28, Paul writes, 
“There is neither Jew nor Greek, there is neither slave nor free, 
there is neither male nor female.” Badiou goes so far as to say 
these multiples do not refer to discrete ethno-social-religious 
customs, peoples, or territories, but rather refer to a set of two 
subjective dispositions represented by the discourses of Greek 
philosophy and Judaic law—the constituted knowledges of the 
State of the Situation of Paul’s time. St. Paul was a distant figure 
from Christ; he did not know him personally and only declared 
his fidelity to the Christ-event three to four years after the event 
on the road to Damascus—definitively without any memory or 
material witnessing of the event. For Badiou’s Paul, the event—
Christ dying on the Cross and being resurrected—is not a matter 
of a facticity, verifiable or falsifiable, subjected to mere proof, but 
of conviction and faith [pistis]. Faith is what subjectifies: 
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Resurrection summons the subject to identify himself as 
such according to the name of faith (pistis)… In the guise 
of the event, the subject is subjectivation. The word pistis 
(faith, or conviction) designates precisely this point: the 
absence of any gap between subject and subjectivation. In 
this absence of a gap, which constantly activates the subject 
in the service of truth, forbidding him rest, the One-truth 
proceeds in the direction of all.4 

 When Paul goes to Greece, he gives a big speech to the 
Athenian philosophers, the usual spiel—Christ died and was 
resurrected—to which they all burst out laughing and leave. 
The subjective figure presented by the Greek logos, the wise 
philosopher, asks questions and finds answers insofar as to 
Master the finite totality of a thing through the allocation of 
the real place of that thing within the totality (Whole) of the 
cosmos. For what else is the exertion of Mastery other than the 
one who can master the place of each and every thing within the 
cosmos through the imperative of Q&A? Similarly, the Judaic 
commandments inscribe a predicate of finite terms in stone for 
eternity. What else is the subjective figure of the Jewish discourse, 
the prophet, other than the one who seeks to be a Master of the 
scripture— the Judaic law—through re-interpretation of any 
sign of the Messiah’s coming (any signal of the exception to the 
Whole)? 
 What is the difference between posing good and bad 
questions? The bad questions already have answers to them (a 
“multiple choice” of sorts) and the good ones remain without 
the presupposed standardized categories. The bad questions that 
already have the answers, which assign the real certain object-
al descriptions, falsely establishing identitarian categories as 
the basis and assumption for which the singularity of a thing 
must be explained as mastered. What he calls a “materialistic” 
philosophy is not the subject’s radical negation of all being that 
is in existence, but the subtraction of a New category of Being 
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out from Being through declaring fidelity (a faith) to an Event 
in order to create a Truth (out from non-being) that becomes 
the basis of not just his whole life, but a subjectivity-Truth for an 
eternity of lives to come. St. Paul would combat the mortality, or 
being-toward- death, in the statist law that organized the state 
of things (to the commandments of Moses, which allocated the 
functions and roles of life, Paul would at one point say in Romans 
7.11: “the law killed me”). 

 THE ABSOLUTE DISJUNCTION

The thought of the flesh is death, the thought of the spirit is life. 
— St. Paul in Romans 8.6 (Badiou’s translation) 

 Alain Badiou’s antidialectic between death and 
resurrection presents not negation of the previous term, but 
instead extraction, subtraction out from the previous term. 
Jesus Christ subtracted with his Resurrection a New modality 
of being—that is, Life—out from the finite modality of being, 
that is Death. The antidialectical method presents an absolute 
disjunction between death and resurrection. There is no negation 
of death into resurrection, but rather, a subtraction of death, 
which could then, potentially but not necessarily, form the basis 
of a site for the Truth-Event, the void out of which the ontological 
situation could reinvent itself through an immanent break in the 
situation with an Excess of New Being, namely the modality of 
Life. Christ is not the mediation to know God, but a coming, an 
encounter that interrupts the previous regime of discourse.5 St. 
Paul presents a genuinely New subjective figure that opposes the 
Master of the two previous discourses (which Badiou compares 
to Lacan’s “antiphilosophical”): the apostle. Paul had said in 2 
Corinthians 12.1–2: “The Lord said to me: ‘My grace is sufficient 
for you, for my strength is made perfect in weakness.’ I will all 
the more gladly glory in my weakness, that the power of Christ 
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may rest upon me ... for when I am weak, then I am strong.”). 
Just as in 1 Corinthians 1.17–29, Paul is militant in pursuing the 
discourse of folly and weakness, and never glorifying himself 
in the wisdom and knowledge of the Master. The apostle is 
not mediated by History (for Paul had no memory or material 
witnessing) but rather stands only by what can interrelate to an 
object that is not autonomously located with a determined place 
(role and function) in the order of things, but the very Real that 
is forever incomplete and inconsistent in its multiplicity, which 
the subject becomes through its faith and conviction. The Death 
of Christ—for Badiou’s Paul—sets the evental site within the 
“situation” at its void, which acts as an immanentization of the 
situation—subtracting a new relation, the becoming-son (God-
filiating Son), out from the previous relation to the situation and 
God—God as transcendent Father figure. After “the sending of 
son,” all that matters is that Jesus was resurrected and nothing 
else is particular about him, imbuing a new creature devoid of 
predicates, the relation of the becoming-son, as in Jesus, so that 
we all can filiate with God as universal subjectivity.

 
 RANCIÈRE’S POLITICS 

The first requirement of universality is that speaking beings 
universally belong to the linguistic community. It is always 
dealt with in “abnormal” communication situations… Such 
polemical situations are those in which one of the partners 
of the interlocution refuses to recognize one of its features 
(its place, its object, its subjects).6 

Whoever has no part—the poor of ancient times, the third 
estate, the modern proletariat—cannot in fact have any part 
other than all or nothing.7

Politics has no objects or issues of its own.8
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 In Disagreement, Rancière’s entire political project starts 
by reexamining “the beginning” of the whole political question by 
zooming in on the singularity: Book I of Aristotle’s Politics. The 
basis of the morphology for Aristotle arises from a performativity 
of subjectivity, playing on Aristotle’s distinction between the 
human and the animal, and the distribution of sense proper to 
each: to speak is already to possess a logos, to exist as a human 
being within the body-politic, the “distribution of speaking 
bodies,” that is, to be seen and recognized within the sensible 
field, “the partition of the perceptible,” and so to have the sense to 
express what is useful and harmful (and thus to place in common 
what is just and unjust within the community of parts); to moan, 
to growl, or to emit noise is to possess phonos, which simply 
relates to the possession of the organ of the voice, endowed to all 
animals, and has a limited purpose, merely to indicate—not to 
express—what is pleasure and pain, a sense that exists outside the 
distribution reserved for speaking bodies (which can express the 
just and unjust) in order to exist within the community of parts.9 
 For Aristotle, there are three axia (quality or rank)—
oligio or wealth, arête or virtue, and demos or freedom—which 
mark the three bodies of beings in the community: the oligarchy, 
the aristocracy, and the democracy. The law of the oligarchy 
is clearly the governance of the arithmetic of exchange. After 
the abolition of slavery, which promoted the submission of the 
balancing act of exchange and reparation, the arithmetic order, 
to the ideal constructions of proportion, the divine geometric 
order, Rancière amalgamates the law of the oligarchy with 
that of the aristocracy for a negative definition of qualis of the 
demos: without any positive quality of their own—“no wealth, 
no virtue”—the people appropriate freedom as their own 
proper quality, when in fact, the other axia—the oligarchy and 
aristocracy— share an entitlement to this right that defines the 
demos’ community. 
 Rancière begins his political project by re-evaluating 
Aristotle’s opposition between speaking body and organ of 
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the voice, as not the inherent given on which politics must 
be based, but rather the very dispute or contention that must 
institute politics itself: to manifest the wrong [tort] done to those 
speaking bodies without any qualification or political capacity 
(as a member of the community of parts), who are mystically 
deemed animals, incapable of speech, by the underlying symbolic 
order. To begin to come to terms with politics is to recognize 
the battleground of the opposition between body and voice: the 
wrongs done to those speechless beings who can actually speak 
because of the “double body” of speech. Logos is, in one sense, 
simply to possess speech, but in another sense, it is the account 
of speech by the social order. The social order demarcates 
the domain and power of logos based upon the “partition of 
perception,” and so those who are visible within the field of 
perception are assigned a count, namely, the privilege to speak 
and thus a part to place in common what is just and unjust in 
the community of parts.10 Those who are invisible within the 
field of perception are assigned no count (are unaccounted) and 
thus have no part in the community but all or nothing: no special 
privileges, just what is shared with all animals, the emission of 
sound (rabbling and revolting away, but tamed in perfunctory 
fashion by the great animal-tamers, the marked logos-bearers). 
 Politics occurs in the space between the two senses of 
logos, by the playing out of the relationship between speech 
and the account of it. This is to set up a series of speech 
acts emanating from the bodiless beings, to expose the 
incommensurable at the basis of the distribution of speaking 
bodies: to have a social order, a community of parts in measured 
proportion, is to understand logos as that which orders and gives 
the right to order. Society has order because there are people who 
command orders (the bodied, counted, logos-bearers) and people 
who obey orders (the bodiless, uncounted, logos-less); but for 
one to obey an order is already (1) to understand the order and 
(2) to understand that one must obey. The first understanding at 
the level of the content of the order demonstrates an inegalitarian 
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division between the two people—You do this! I do not!—and 
the second meaning at the level of form of the order of sensible 
presupposes an egalitarian division—you understand that I have 
logos and you do not, yet to understand the mark of speech is to 
have speech. A famous tale of Livy’s, rewritten in the nineteenth 
century by Pierre-Simon Ballanche, highlights the revolt of 
those nameless beings, the Plebeians, against the community 
members, the Patricians, in the Roman era. Instead of staging 
a violent revolution, the Plebeians decided one day, through 
a series of speech acts, that they too could speak. They “wrote 
themselves a name in the sky,” conducted meetings with their 
own oracles, and decided that they too can draw up contracts 
and baptize representatives. When they meet with the Patricians 
who were astonished that they were speaking, the Patricians 
give an apologia that lasts an entire day, explaining to them that 
there was no way in hell they could speak. The Plebeians, having 
understood, knew that they too could speak, and simply listened 
to the apologia, thanking them only insofar as to get onto what 
they want to do all along: to make a treaty.11 As if to re-evaluate 
the relationship between speech and its account, which is divided 
by the perceptual configuration that demarcates the domains 
of the logos and phonos, the Plebeians, without any measurable 
count in the community or partition in the perceptual order, 
constructed their own existence within “partition of the 
perceptible,” in which they could be seen and recognized within 
a symbolic order, and could thus, as speaking beings—they just 
like the Patricians— become members of the community and the 
body-politic by manifesting the incommensurable that escapes 
the count, that the adding up of the parts of the community, the 
multiple, never sums up to the whole. The Patricians’ domination 
has no effectiveness other than the sheer contingency of any 
social order whatsoever (the absence of an arkhe, a beginning/
founding, of community). 
 The police distributes logos to those individuals that 
appear within the partition of the perceptible and leaves 
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those without logos unaccounted for. The police logic is not 
to be confused with the petty police, concerned with “law 
enforcement”; the police logic is the accounting apparatus of 
identification, which assigns individuals the roles and functions 
allotted to them by their partition of the perceptible. 

The police is, essentially, the law, generally implicit, that 
defines a party’s share or lack of it. But to define this, you 
first must define the configuration of the perceptible in 
which one or the other is inscribed. The police is thus first 
an order of bodies that defines the allocation of ways of 
doing, ways of being, and ways of saying, and sees that those 
bodies are assigned by name to a particular place and task; 
it is an order of the visible and the sayable that sees that 
a particular activity is visible and another is not, that this 
speech is understood as discourse and another as noise.12 

To put it simply: the politeia of the philosophers is the exact 
identity of politics and the police. This identity has two 
aspects. On the one hand, the politics of the philosophers 
identifies politics with the police. It places it in the regime 
of the One distributed as parts and roles. It incorporates 
the community in the assimilation of its laws to ways of 
life, to the principle of the breathing of a living body. But 
this incorporation does not mean that political philosophy 
comes down to the naturalness of policing. Political 
philosophy exists because this naturalness is lost, the age 
of Khronos is behind us, and, anyway, its much-trumpeted 
blissfulness celebrates only the imbecility of a vegetative 
existence.13 

 The political philosophy project, which Rancière 
dismisses as the very identity of police and politics, can be 
read through the lens of Theodor Adorno’s philosophical 
negativity. For Adorno, after the Second World War, or event 
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of the destruction of everything, often referred to as name 
“Auschwitz,” humankind sat in a mode of vegetation beyond any 
means of conceptually identifying, for a subject to specifically 
identify a concept would act as a simplification of the unrealized 
suffering of countless victims. That is, specificity presupposes the 
impossibility of describing the apocalypse; hermeneutic skills for 
the subject are simply gone. (This may correspond to his readings 
of “No Thinking after Auschwitz”). Anything that can be said is 
not negative for Adorno; the identical is unmediated and the only 
immediacy is through the nonidentical: when Inhalt is completely 
emptied out and all that is left are the remainders of thought at 
the level of pure Form, our minimal existence. Time as Khronos 
has now stopped, along with the historical epoch, and if the 
subject were a historical category, then it is completely abdicated, 
for it cannot even consciously conceive of its consciousness in 
history because it has forgotten it. Politics, then, arises from the 
contention between the police logic, which is identificatory, and 
the egalitarian logic, which is disidentificatory. Or put in other 
words, there are no rights that articulate self-evident premises 
on which one is entitled to a certain place (a role and function) 
in the order of things (e.g., because I am a “worker,” the space of 
work is demarcated to the private space; because I am a “woman,” 
the space of life is demarcated to the home, etc.), only wrongs, 
which manifest the part who has no part in the order of things 
by demonstrating their (formerly unaccounted for) existence 
via the presupposition of the equality of everyone and anyone as 
speaking subjects. Rancière maintains that the egalitarian logic 
sets up an equality between any speaking body whatsoever, that 
anyone can potentially speak, even those that the police logic (the 
Master) identifies as incapable of such. 

Any subjectification is a disidentification, removal from the 
naturalness of a place, the opening up of a subject space 
where anyone can be counted since it is the space where 
those of no account are counted where a connection is made 
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between having a part and having no part.14 

 For Rancière, only through disidentification are subjects 
actually created at a moment when the bodiless can demonstrate 
their capacity to actually speak by the presupposition that 
to understand a command is already to possess logos. 
Disidentification is always a one-act performance that can 
never be set up in advance, occurring through the inscription 
of a subject name that is different from any identifiable part of 
the community. It makes apparent the wrong of identification 
whose prescriptions are ostensibly to enable a social order to set 
up a community of parts, for a generality of time (manyacts), 
but in fact, it is ultimately and utterly contingent. A good 
example that Rancière reads is when, in 1832, a judge asks the 
revolutionary Louis Auguste Blanqui to give his profession, to 
which he answers, “proletariat.” The judge responds by saying 
“that is not a profession.” To which Blanqui responds, “It is the 
profession of thirty million Frenchmen who live off their labor 
and who are deprived of political rights.” His answer bypasses 
the domain of the symbolically recognized sense of the word 
“profession,” (a title, job, occupation, place, function) for an 
absolutely poetic manifestation of a new mode of subjectivity, 
that of the unaccounted masses. On the one hand, there is the 
identification that assigns a specific labor a set of properties, and 
the disidentification that exposes the wrong on which any societal 
order must base itself: the lack of account of the uncounted 
through the setting up of a new world in lieu of the old, one in 
which a new man is free to become in any sphere of activity. A 
subject does not exist before the subject’s declaration of wrong, 
for the subject name cannot be relegated to and regulated by the 
domain of the police logic—the identification of a community 
of parts. Politics, that is subjectivization, can only exist in its 
manifesting itself in a one-act performance, as the Plebeians or 
Blanqui did, for how else would one come to comprehend the 
singularity of a completely new and revelatory subject whose 
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count is always supernumerary? Already in the attempt to set up 
politics in advance, the subject is registered in the identitarian 
logic within the regime of the preestablished categories. The 
Real is only its very impossibility of communication. It is the 
disidentificatory rupture that abolishes the state of things, being 
as it is for a completely New modality out from a universal 
singularity.
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1 “Every truth, as we have seen, deposes constituted knowledges, and thus 
opposes opinions. For what we call opinions are representations without truth, 
the anarchic debris of circulating knowledge. Now opinions are the cement 
of sociality [socialité]. They are what sustain all human animals, without 
exception, and we cannot function otherwise: the weather; the latest film; 
children’s diseases; poor salaries; the government’s villainy; the performance of 
the local football team; television; holidays; atrocities far away or close to home; 
the setbacks suffered by the Republican school system; the latest album by some 
hard-rock group; the delicate state of one’s soul; whether or not there are too 
many immigrants; neurotic symptoms; institutional success; good little recipes; 
what you’ve been reading; shops in which you find what you need at a ‘good 
price’; cars; sex; sunshine …. What would become of us, miserable creatures, 
if all this did not circulate and recur among the animals of the City? To what 
depressing silence would we condemn ourselves? Opinion is the primary 
material of all communication.” Alain Badiou, Ethics, 50–51.

2 Georg Cantor’s work in Modern set theory explained that the cardinality (or 
size) of the set of the Natural Numbers, which is infinite, is countable, while the 
cardinality (or size) of the Real Numbers is uncountable.

3 In Badiou’s Ethics, he goes on to say that the One in the first case of the 
objective, particularizing multiplicity is a communitarian division or the pure 
substance— for example, in false truth-processes of the Nazis, the objectal 
limit was the single predicate “Aryan” which named the pure substance. The 
Multiple is everyone’s being-toward-death, just as the Nazis voided everyone 
but the arbitrary predicate named “Aryan,” what becomes addressed to 
all—the “everyone” dominated by the “few”—is death. On the other hand, in 
the subjective, universalizing multiplicity, the One is the universality of the 
structure of address to all potential truth-bearing subjects.

4 Alain Badiou, Saint Paul, 81.

5 Alain Badiou agrees with the critique of dialectics that politics cannot be 
defined by contradiction as Gilles Deleuze has said. For example, the horrific 
totalitarianism of the Stalinist state which viewed itself as the negative necessity 
or mediation to sublate into a new and even better, potentially classless society, 
as part of the Historical Necessity that is Communism, was a reduction of the 
Truth- Event of the October Revolution.

6 Rancière, Disagreement, 56.

7 Ibid., X.
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8 Ibid., 31.

9 “Nature, as we say, does nothing without some purpose; and she has endowed 
man alone among the animals with the power of speech. Speech is something 
different from voice, which is also possessed by other animals also and used by 
them to express pain or pleasure; for their nature does indeed enable them not 
only to feel pleasure and pain but to communicate these feelings to each other. 
Speech, on the other hand, serves to indicate what is useful and what is harmful, 
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