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INTRODUCTION: THE LOGIC OF TWO WORLDS

In recent years, the growing number of  persons to whom basic human rights have been explicitly denied—
stateless persons, refugees, undocumented workers, sans papiers and unlawful combatants—has evidenced the 
logic of  contemporary nation-state politics.  According to this logic, the state defines itself  by virtue of  what 
it excludes while what is excluded is given no other recourse than the state for its protection. Hannah Arendt 
elucidates this logic when she observes that the stateless and the refugee can only be recognized as human beings 
when they have already been recognized as citizens.1  Their appeal to human rights for protection was fruitless 
because they needed to have citizen rights, the recognition of  a government, or of  other citizens who can appeal 
to that government, in order to invoke these rights.2  In the terms Arendt uses to name political action, one 
needs to be seen and heard already, the privileges of  those who are citizens, in order to appeal to be seen and 
heard.  Just as political life (bios), in order to be free, was only possible once the necessities were accounted for 
in natural life (zoē), so citizenship is recognized to the exclusion of  the non-citizen, that is, the merely human.  

Arendt’s analysis indicates the lacunae of  political theories from Plato through Habermas that assume the 
rationality of  political life. What remains unconsidered in those accounts is the power, even whim, of  the 
government or of  the community to determine who belongs.3  When recognition is needed before an appeal 
can be made, the appeal to be recognized itself  can never be heard.  Contemporary circumstances from Darfur 
to Guantanamo, whose occupants only appeal appears to be to human rights, exemplifies this impasse: the 
rights of  the politically excluded, the uncounted and unrecognized, seem impossible to secure.  

This logic of  two worlds, the political and the non-political, is formed by producing or excluding what the 
political considers non-political or not worthy of  belonging. Jacques Rancière argues that Arendt herself  is 
subject to the critique she launches against the nation-state, since she too defines political life in terms of  a 
division into two, the exclusion of  zoē from bios. Rancière reclaims human rights when he argues, contra Arendt’s 
analysis of  their impotence, that the subject of  the “rights of  man” is the one who can put two worlds or 
two spheres into one in order to activate the dispute between them.4 It is dissensus over what is political that 
makes the claim of  the one who is excluded challenge the given order of  who belongs and who does not.  This 
manifestation of  one world out of  two divided worlds—the excluded and the included, of  zoē and bios, of  the 
private and the political—draws Rancière close to Badiou in his conception of  political life. Both Rancière and 
Badiou take politics to follow from a particular subjectivization. Both achieve this subjectivization out of  the 
appearance of  one world.  

I turn to Badiou in this paper for his analysis of  this two-world structure and his conceptual counterpoint to it. 
Badiou formalizes the way the state operates so as to always bar some part that belongs. From Badiou’s account 
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of  the event follows a politics that performs the unity of  the world as a disruption to the totalizing and excluding 
efforts of  the State. Badiou problematizes the rationalist theories of  politics that assume that whoever ought to 
be included will be by showing that the reason of  the state cannot accomplish this end. Moreover, Badiou offers 
an account of  politics that is not rooted in a founding ban. The conception of  politics that requires exclusion 
has been criticized by feminists and critical race theorists who worry that certain persons must be kept from 
political life in order for it to be possible for others.5  If  the problem is that an uncounted is always at work 
within an community and the state works to close off  the dispute over the count, the solution is not to institute a 
community that always counts all the uncounted, leaving itself  open to similar critiques, but to develop a notion 
of  politics that keeps this concern at the fore, a notion that Badiou develops in his account of  the confrontation 
between the state and the politics of  one world.

I begin with a consideration of  Badiou’s ontology of  the multiple from Being and Event which explains the 
operation of  the count. This ontology, rooted in the multiple, exposes the project of  the state as a continuous 
operation to control and monitor the multiples in order to achieve consistency and totalization, which ultimately 
fails. Second, I explain the presence of  the void which testifies to the failure of  the totalizing effort of  the state 
and opens a site for the universalizing of  the political subject. Third, I develop the meaning of  Badiou’s claim, 
“There is one world,” as it follows from his evental politics. While this claim follows from Badiou’s ontology, 
it remains consistent with his phenomenology and is therefore consistent with his account of  many worlds in 
Logics of  Worlds.  And fourth, I elaborate the way that subjectivization and evental politics lead to a performative 
notion of  politics. These latter two points consider Badiou’s solution to totalizing politics as it is found in “The 
Communist Hypothesis,” and its expanded version, The Meaning of  Sarkozy.6 

THE ONTOLOGICALLY BASIC MULTIPLE

Badiou argues that it is a decision, rather than a logical conclusion, to determine that the one is ontologically 
basic instead of  the multiple. The one, for Badiou, exists as an operation.7 The multiple is the regime of  
presentation, that is, of  making things appear, and the one is the result of  that operation. In this way, Badiou 
distinguishes between what can be counted as one (what is multiple and presented in a situation as one) and 
what is ontologically one (nothing). Crucial to the understanding of  this operation is that we discern the multiple 
without having to make it a one, which means without having to define the multiple.8

As I have just said, ontologically speaking, the one results from the presentation of  the multiple in a situation, 
but the one is not.9 A situation is any presented multiplicity. The one, then, is the result of  the presentation of  
the multiple such that it can be counted; it is an operation whereby it appears as the count-as-one.10 The not-
one, the multiple, cannot be taken as an adding up of  ones, but rather the multiple of  a multiple.11 Unity is an 
operation performed upon multiples. This unity is what is presented in a situation. Being, which is the multiple, 
does not present itself; it is only being qua being, the one, that presents itself.12

Badiou considers multiplicity in the context of  set theory because the process by which things belong to sets in 
set theory denies the ontological unity of  being and hence, avoids the metaphysics of  categories and forms that 
have presented obstacles for thinking multiplicity since the ancient Greeks. A set is emphatically not that grouping 
together of  everything that shares a property. Multiplicities render incoherent the axioms of  any account that 
determine its elements in terms of  the properties and formulas that define the set.13 So, the multiple and the set 
cannot be defined, though the set can be shown to work and function in certain ways (through axiomatization 
which indicates the relations of  belonging, but importantly, does not define the set).14  Attempts at defining 
either the multiple or the set are attempts at reducing the multiple to the one and both result in inconsistencies 
and paradoxes. Every attempt at definition suggests that what is counted is one and not multiple which stands 
in contradiction to the ground upon which set theory bases itself—that what is counted is multiple.15 The set 
cannot be an intensive set, a set formed on the basis of  some property that is held in common. This property 
would be the more primary unity which would then make the one primary. If  the multiple is primary, it cannot 
be said to result from some more basic unity but from nothing.  This nothing that comprises each multiple is that 
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which is not presented in the situation’s presentation of  its count.16 Badiou names this nothing the void, which 
he argues is necessary for the multiple to be presentable in the set.17

By insisting on the primary ontological status of  the multiple, Badiou opposes the ontology of  presence, based on 
the fundamental and substantial being of  the one, to the ontology of  presentation, a thinking of  the multiple.18 
It is not the case that an individual must display a certain kind of  being (having been born here, having parents 
of  a certain citizenship status, having a certain rational capacity, any criteria the state establishes to determine 
who belongs and who does not) in order to be counted. This requirement supposes that the one is ontologically 
prior to the multiple and can be displayed prior to the political operation whereby it is represented. Belonging 
to the set is based on being present in the set rather than having an essential attribute by which the multiple 
belongs. By making the multiple ontologically basic, Badiou shows that within the set, there is fundamental 
equality between each multiplicity. Things don’t belong by virtue of  some property they do or do not have; they 
are equally different and their position in the set is one of  fundamental equality.  

Moreover, belonging to the set does not require an operator. Here, Badiou appears to overcome a century of  
debates over how to ensure that every proper member of  a community is counted by dismissing the power of  
the counter in accomplishing the count. Representative politics and its many mutations including deliberative 
democratic politics inevitably lead to the question, “Who does the counting?” And so representative and 
deliberative democrats alike are inclined to ask of  Badiou, if  the multiple of  multiple of  multiples becomes 
counted as one, who is counting? If  differences are rendered insignificant in this logic, who attests to that? 
But Badiou’s resort to mathematics as a way to think ontology sidelines this question by de-subjectivizing 
ontology and hence, the state structure. Without agency, “Mathematics… pronounces what is expressible of  
being qua being,”19 just as some argue that the poetry of  Hölderlin or Celan testifies to being. Yet unlike poetry, 
mathematics requires no interpreter; the count is accessible and true for all according to the logic presented; 
the count is im-personal.20 Where ontology is a matter of  what can be thought about being, we do not need a 
thinker to testify or legitimate that it can be thought. For Badiou, ontology is spoken of  in terms of  the count 
as organized by the situation and the state of  the situation in order to show consistency in being qua being. 
So while we speak of  presentation in the situation and the representation in the state of  the situation, there is 
no presenter or representer, there is the operation of  mathematics that works on its mathematical objects.21 In 
this de-subjectivizing ontology, the count is based on the functioning of  mathematics not on a capable counter. 
Furthermore, the subjectivization that occurs in a politics that challenges the count is itself  impersonal and 
universal.
  

UNIVERSALITY AND THE VOID: THE MYTH OF TOTALITY

Through the logic of  the void, Badiou shows how equality becomes universal. The void is that upon which each 
situation founds its presentation yet it remains uncounted, unpresented. The procedure whereby the void comes 
to the fore and appears as the generic shows everything presented to belong by virtue of  being in the situation.  
The void is included in all terms because all terms are multiples of  multiples and the multiples of  multiples are 
multiples of  the multiple of  nothing, since there is no basic one that is gathered to form the multiple. But in 
a situation, everything that is presented must fall under the law that organizes or structures the situation. The 
law of  the situation is that everything within the situation must be counted and nothing can be known or can 
be said to count that is not the multiple formed to count as one. In this sense, the law of  the situation aims to 
totalize, while the nothing that underlies the multiple shows that the count is always incomplete. The void is 
there, but it cannot be counted in the logic of  the situation. The void then instantiates uncountability itself; the 
unpresentable.22 The void in every situation testifies to the failure of  the operation to totalize.  

Totality in-consists; it is logically impossible, which is another way of  saying that the one is not. As Badiou 
writes, “Insofar as the one is a result, by necessity ‘something’ of  the multiple does not absolutely coincide 
with the result.”23 The set of  all sets that do not belong to themselves is an example that demonstrates the 
impossibility of  a totality that can include all sets.  In Logics of  Worlds, Badiou calls this set the “Chimera.”24 If  
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this set includes itself, then it does not belong to itself  and therefore, should not be included. If  this set does 
not include itself, then it does belong to itself  and therefore, should be included.  In this sense, the Chimera in-
consists and shows totality itself  to be impossible since it cannot situate this set. 

In order to address the threat of  the void, that uncounted element, a double count is introduced. The state of  
the situation (which in the historico-political situation is the state25) is the count of  the subsets formed from the 
elements of  the situation and the subsets that are counted are said to be included in the state of  the situation. 
This meta-structure that organizes the count of  the count attempts to totalize what the void made impossible 
to totalize by over-counting, over-powering, over-organizing the situation. Because the meta-structure is 
concerned to count what appears to be missed and hence what can be disruptive in the situation, what is 
included (the count of  the count) in the state of  the situation is always in excess of  what belongs to the situation. 
What is over-counted in the state of  the situation is not something necessarily pre-existing the meta-structure; 
the over-structure of  the count of  the count is meant to control what cannot be defined in the situation, and 
which thereby threatens to disrupt the count and the state’s claim to totality through its count. Yet this over-
count cannot prevent the void from being universally included since the subsets still maintain a relation to the 
nothingness that rests at the ground of  the multiples of  the multiples.

Badiou argues that the void is the danger of  the presentation of  ontology that “haunts” presentation. The 
situation hides the “anxiety of  the void” in its structuring of  the count of  the count.26 In the state, the void is not 
eliminated by the excess of  the count. Merely increasing the count will not change the operation of  the state of  
the situation which continues to maintain and control the parts of  the situation. To change the count, fidelity to 
the event that manifests one political world is needed.

Expanding the count appears to be Rancière’s strategy, but Badiou’s concern is that this does not change the 
operation or structure of  the state and its count. Jeff  Love and Todd May defend Rancière by arguing that 
Rancière is concerned for equality whereas Badiou’s philosophy of  the event appears to split the situation 
between those who become related to the event and those who do not, thereby introducing an implicit inequality. 
They argue that Badiou’s attempt at universalizing does not achieve equality.27 But this view supposes that the 
situation remains the same in light of  the event. The event manifests the state’s count; it puts the lie to the state’s 
claim to totality and thereby alters the situation by challenging the count of  the count.

The state of  the situation cannot endure the challenge to its totalizing claim which buttresses its operation of  
the count of  the count. For Badiou, the task of  politics is to manifest the count of  the count and to show the 
disparity between the count of  the count and the count and so to disrupt the state by showing that it, against its 
own best efforts, is inconsistent (precisely because it is totalizing). The state has within it elements that it does not 
count and parts that it excessively counts beyond what is included in the situation. As Hallward explains, from 
inside the situation, it is impossible to apprehend an inconsistency inaccessible to the count. The event disrupts 
the situation and thereby projects us outside of  it such that the inconsistency becomes accessible.28 As Badiou 
defines politics and the thought that follows along with it:

Finally to count as one that which is not even counted is what is at stake in every genuinely political 
thought, every prescription that summons the collective as such.29

Politics exists (in the sense of  an occurrence of  equality) because the whole of  the community does 
not count a given collective as one of  its parts. The whole counts this collective as nothing. No sooner 
does this nothing express itself, which it can do only by declaring itself  to be whole, than politics exists. 
In this sense the ‘we are nothing, let us be everything’ of  The Internationale sums up every politics (of  
emancipation, or equality).30

The presentation of  the nothing, impossible in the situation, is the collective action of  politics. Precisely because 
the state is bent on maintaining itself  by maintaining its claim to totality, the disruption of  the count that shows 
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the totality to fall short is a disruption of  the state.  

Empirically, this means that whenever there is a genuinely political event, the State reveals itself. It 
reveals its excess of  power, its repressive dimension.31  

So for Badiou, politics, wherein the uncounted comes to the fore, puts the state at a distance and only by so 
doing can offer a measure for the state.32

“THERE IS ONLY ONE WORLD”

The important claim that underlies Badiou’s ontology is the priority of  the multiple that prevents exclusion on 
the basis of  qualities or lack thereof. The priority of  the multiple enables us to think of  all elements or sets that 
are in the set as belonging to it. The one of  politics, however, is not ontological; it is evental.33  Badiou’s ontology 
of  the multiple allows us to think both the logic of  the state and the world of  the event. The logic of  the state 
and its pretension to totality appear to secure universality, but instead produce a division between the counted 
and the uncounted. This is a divided world, the insistence on two worlds.  

The evental disruption of  this operation testifies to the universality of  the truth of  politics and thereby produces 
one world. The political world can be said to be one, for though the one is not, unity can be performed. The two 
worlds formed by the totalizing state define two ways of  being within the same overarching ontology: counted 
and uncounted. The one world made true by the political subject is performed and activated.

In “The Communist Hypothesis,” the essay Badiou wrote after Sarkozy’s post-election charge to “do away with 
May ’68 once and for all,” Badiou argues for a performative unity of  the world.34 As performative, this unity is 
not ontological and it is not fixed. The oneness of  the world must be attested to continually. Badiou elaborates 
this view of  the one world of  politics in his expanded version of  this essay, The Meaning of  Sarkozy, where he 
dedicates a chapter to the axiom, “there is only one world”.35 Against the “artificial and murderous division of  
the world into two,” Badiou encourages a notion of  the political world that takes all others to belong to the same 
world as myself. Such a world is an “unlimited set of  differences” but these differences make the world the same 
because the beings in it are equally different.36 Badiou observes that “unleashed capitalism imposes” two worlds: 
the world in the service of  wealth and one that is excluded because unable to serve wealth.37 The first he calls the 
world of  things, the second, the world of  persons. The rule of  the world of  things is that there is nothing better 
than personal gain. Following this rule means dividing people “by and for the defense of  privileges of  wealth 
and power.”38 In a real sense, the world in the service of  wealth proclaims, “If  you’re not with us, you are against 
us,” and divides the world accordingly. The world of  persons, on the other hand, is “one of  living and acting 
beings existing in the same world with others – we can agree and disagree – but on the absolute precondition 
that they exist exactly as I do.”39  

Rejecting the world of  things and asserting the world of  persons requires rejecting all things in the service 
of  wealth and positioning oneself  from a point outside of  the rule of  that world. Set theoretically, this 
positioning follows from the evental disruption that recognizes that there is a “nothing” that grounds the whole. 
Subjectivization is the process of  working out the implications of  the evental disruption and forming oneself  
in light of  them, or of  transforming “consuming individuals” into “subjects of  a real process.”40 Yet the effort 
to make the rejection of  the world of  wealth impossible is precisely Sarkozy’s task when he claims to “do away 
with May ’68 once and for all”. He aims precisely to annihilate any idea that asserts that a position can be 
maintained outside the wealth-protecting and -serving state.41  

This is the continuum hypothesis of  which Badiou speaks in Theory of  the Subject whereby “those multiplicities 
that are too ambitious” are properly controlled and expelled.42 Contrast the continuum hypothesis with the 
communist hypothesis whereby we can deny that there are class relations precisely because there is only one 
world. The dividing of  the world into classes is the effect of  a totalizing state operation that cannot universalize, 
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that is, that cannot include all it purports to include.43  Badiou writes of  revolution of  an act of  a people for 
whom, “The proletariat only names the One, as the One of  politics.”44 When the proletariat becomes the One, 
there is no longer class struggle, there is now the universalizing of  politics to everyone. What had formerly been 
denied the proletariat is now set to work in the world as the unity of  that world. So to say that there is only one 
political subject is not to indicate one over another, but to stay more emphatically that the political subject is 
universal. 
 
To claim this point beyond the service of  wealth, beyond this totalizing world, is to engage in the practice and 
collective action of  challenging the world riven in two and to perform the unity of  the world. In the axiom, “the 
world is One,” we enact the truth that all those who live in this world exist as much as any other person who 
exists in this world.45 For Badiou, there is little difference between the truth of  a principle and the performance 
of  a principle. Any true principle affects our living and “separates itself  from domination and opens the field 
of  the possible.”46 Since the oneness of  the world is true, it is an axiom that must be performed. Badiou’s view 
is that politics is “collective action” to “develop in reality the consequences of  a new possibility repressed by 
the dominant state of  affairs.”47 This is subjectivization.48  Politics puts into motion the action that shows those 
excluded do belong; the axiom makes possible what was supposed to be unthinkable.  

For this reason, as Badiou writes, the mantra “there is only one world” unifies the multiples whose invariant 
being is human under the “same existential situation,” that is to say, in the same world.49 As a mantra, it is not 
a description of  what is as much as a collective action to bring about the unity of  the world. Badiou argues 
that excluding those who do not, for example, “love France,” as Sarkozy demanded after his election, is to 
have placed conditions on belonging, and hence to judge belonging in terms of  qualities presented rather than 
existence in one world.50 Such a practice denies that there is one world. The axiom that there is one world 
precludes any preconditions for existing in the world because to assert one world is to affirm that the world in 
which we all belong is the place of  unlimited differences, that is, to assert the being of  the multiple.51  

Badiou should be taken to be speaking in terms of  the political truth procedure of  the ontological situation 
when he speaks of  one world.  This affirmation of  one world is not at odds with Badiou’s position in Logics of  
Worlds that human beings appear in many worlds.52  Badiou explains that what is the same ontologically can 
belong to different worlds, and human beings in particular appear in a great number of  worlds.  Badiou draws 
the difference between the logical construction of  appearance (his phenomenology) which occurs in a plurality 
of  worlds, and the universal of  the pure multiple (his ontology) which exists in one world (his politics).53  The 
problem of  that ontology is that it totalizes, so politics is the evental truth procedure that must perform the one 
world.  In this way, there are three senses in which Badiou speaks of  world: phenomenologically there are plural 
worlds, ontologically there is a totalized world, and politically there is a universal and performed world.  

The understanding of  the world as one is the precondition for egalitarian politics, yet the egalitarianism that 
Badiou introduces here vigorously opposes universalizing from any one particular identity in order to achieve 
equality. Such a universalizing involves a recognition of  something held in common that ensures equality. The 
one world that must be performed is one of  both identity and differences where the differences do not challenge 
the unity of  the world and the identities do not establish it. Because Badiou bases his ontology on the multiple, 
he can base belonging on differences, which become the principle of  existence of  this world in which everyone 
belongs.54 “The single world is precisely the place where an unlimited set of  differences exists.”55 

Of  course, the significance of  identity is not nothing. Identity is the gathering of  multiples that comprise a 
self. The political consequence of  “there is only one world” is that what is common in each identity is joined 
together. But the common that follows from the ontological priority of  the multiple is nothing but their mutual 
presence in the world.56 (Elsewhere, Badiou calls this process subtraction.57)  An example of  this mutual 
presence is the demonstrations in Paris and on the streets of  Los Angeles (and throughout the United States) 
that undocumented workers belong because they are here. It is their presence that makes their identity universal 
and a part of  the one world that is. 
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Badiou distinguishes between several kinds of  identity. Static identity is the identity that makes us different than 
others. Dynamic identity is what does not become different in ourselves. In the performance of  one world, 
Badiou maintains that we assert each person’s effort to develop her identity, which means, to develop the ways in 
which she is different from others. We must protect these efforts because in performing one world, we perform 
a universality in which no single “identity,” especially the majority’s, is better than any other.58 

Badiou’s commitment to the multiple elucidates the meaning of  identity in our one shared world. In this one 
set of  infinite difference where what is in common is presence in the set, we are reminded that infinite alterity is 
not the exception, but precisely what there is: multiplicity.59 Infinite alterity describes what exists in the world since 
the multiples are as different from each other as from any other.60 From affirmation of  the ontological priority 
of  multiplicity, Badiou’s account leads to a politics that actively affirms belonging based on existence in the set. 
Such a politics stands in contrast to the metaphysics of  recognition that demands the appearance of  qualities 
and essences to justify belonging.61 

So Badiou can say in his Ethics that cultural, religious and national differences hold no difference for thought 
since the multiplicity of  humankind manifests differences everywhere such that difference is “as obvious between 
me and my cousin from Lyon as it is between the Shi’ite community of  Iraq and the fat cowboys of  Texas.”62 
Human beings are difficult to recognize, or in danger of  not being recognized, only when there is an essence 
that determines what makes one human. Having decentered a measure of  the human, by taking multiplicity 
as what is most ontologically true, we see that identity only follows upon that multiplicity, and hence, no one is 
more like a human than another.   

THE EVENT, SUBJECTIVIZATION AND THE PERFORMANCE OF ONE WORLD

The one world of  equality is achieved through fidelity to the event wherein what is not counted in the “world 
that counts” shows itself  to be a part of  that same world. The shift from the situation to this new logic is 
accomplished by what Badiou calls “evental politics”. As we have seen, the event brings to appear what the 
situation does not count and thereby affirms the generic. The generic is the positive designation of  what cannot 
be discerned in the situation but is in fact the truth of  the situation, the truth of  its being.63 In reply then to the 
accusations of  Love and May that Badiou’s event splits the universal and splits the situation, I maintain that for 
Badiou the event brings what was divided into its generic universality.64 The void shows that the situation has 
been divided between what makes the count of  the situation possible and the presented a consistent count. This 
division into two worlds is unified by the disruptive power of  the event. The event is the performance of  the 
universal insofar as it proclaims the generic, the inconsistent, the indeterminate, the unpresentable and shows 
it to belong and to be equally so for all parts. Badiou explains what we can say about being qua being, that is, 
ontology, in order to show what is left out; what is left out is a founding part – as the proletariat is for capitalism, 
and the immigrant for France. By living and working in relation to the evental rupture so as to show that the 
political world is One, we perform what Badiou calls the truth procedure of  politics.  

While ontology can say nothing about the event, the event is not entirely unrelated to what is since the event 
must be localized within a situation.65 Evental politics begin in an ontological position, that is, from within the 
situation.  But the truth of  politics is not itself  ontological. The subject of  politics is formed from an event that 
occupies a position that permits it to see from beyond the structure of  the situation and hence, to disrupt the 
count of  the situation.  Beginning from within a situation, the event is therefore localized, and its localization is 
the generic set, that which belongs by virtue of  belonging.66 The generic has no other property than belonging. 
This is the property that is shared by all other terms of  the situation, which is why it is called ‘generic’.67 The 
indiscernible possesses the properties of  any part whatsoever; it is generic because its elements are the truth of  
the entire situation. To be here is to belong, Badiou says, and in the situation, the generic that is manifested in 
the event makes that apparent.
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In subjectivization, the political subject is formed in its effort to activate the truth of  the event. In politics, 
this truth is the oneness of  the world, which is to say that the indiscernible is as much a part of  the world as 
any multiplicity. In its faithfulness to the event, the political subject exhibits the indiscernible as the being that 
belongs in so far as it belongs, and that is the generic.

It is ironic, conceptually speaking, that it is only in this world of  multiplicity and difference that one world 
comes to be. Badiou makes this distinction between what is and what comes to be at the heart of  the distinction 
between being and event, ontology and truth. What is is the multiple. The truth of  what is is the process 
whereby the one world of  multiple-beings comes to be. Badiou calls this world Sameness. He insists that the 
one world must be performed in the same way that the equality between persons must be performed.68 The 
one world must be performed because the politics that brings it into being is a procedure, not a structure within 
being.69  Egalitarianism is not a state of  being, but a performance. This egalitarianism is not the goal, but the 
assumption that politics is collective, that it makes an appeal to all and is thereby immediately universalizing.70 
Such universalizing produces the one world which we share.

The fidelity to the event that proclaims the generic is the performance of  equality, and this equality is at the 
heart of  what Badiou calls the communist hypothesis. As the title of  Badiou’s original essay against Sarkozy, 
the communist hypothesis is the charge to assert equality in the face of  division from the reign of  the wealthy 
and the powerful. The communist hypothesis is that a “different collective organization is practicable, one 
that eliminates inequality of  wealth and even the division of  labor.”71 Badiou argues that communism is not 
a program, but an idea with a regulatory function, an idea of  pure equality. Because the two worlds must be 
actively imposed by the state, the one world in contest with it must be performed, and hence, operates as a 
political imperative and a principle of  action.72  

CONCLUSION

Badiou’s account of  a politics of  “one world” exhibits the truth of  the conjunction “and” in his title, Being and 
Event. Badiou distinguishes ontology from ethics and politics to insist on the activity and performance of  ethics 
and politics. Finding in the administration of  state politics an ontology that attempts without success to totalize, 
Badiou insists on the separate order in which ethics and politics occur. This separate order activates what the 
world that is cannot achieve. The logic of  ontology, Badiou argues, will always in-consist, but the truth of  
politics testifies to the unity of  what that logic denies. Badiou hereby makes it possible to analyze the political 
situation before us, as seen in the problems of  appealing to human rights, and to see the causes of  division 
within this situation.  When the state is driven by the effort to totalize, there will always be that which is left 
out based on the logic of  totalities. Badiou’s division of  ontology from politics encourages an active response 
rather than resigned pessimism to this situation, a response that performs the truth that begins from within the 
situation as it is given. That truth is that the political world is universal.  

This twin analysis of  ontology and politics is made possible by Badiou’s turn to the multiple as what is 
ontologically real. The analysis that results from the ontology of  the multiple shows that the effort to achieve 
the one cannot be achieved by ontology, by the given situation, or the administration of  the state, but only by 
the truth procedure of  politics. This evental politics performs the belonging of  those who are uncounted rather 
than seeking, as the state continued to do, to more successfully totalize the world.  

The problem of  human rights with which this essay began further elucidates Badiou’s solution. People seeking 
human rights are those excluded from the world recognized by the state. They occupy the void, the uncountable 
within the count that the count must occlude in order to be consistent. Under these circumstances, an appeal 
to the state does not accomplish recognition and rights to these persons. But the performance of  solidarity with 
those who need rights, the performance that there is only one world, which is to say, the performance of  the 
communist hypothesis, enacts a politics of  equality. In contrast to the running of  the state, this true politics denies 
the power of  the count and instead asserts the equality of  the differences of  multiples. This politics shows that 
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it is not becoming countable but the performance of  equality that must be sought to address the circumstances 
that lead people to claim human rights. Recognizing the incapacity of  the state to count or recognize those who 
must appeal to human rights, Badiou calls for a collective politics that performs the belonging of  those who are 
uncounted. His account shows that no diplomatic recourse or pressure on governments from other governments 
will, for example, make the United States grant habeas corpus to “unlawful combatants.”  No doctrine of  human 
rights can show that undocumented workers belong. Only collective action to perform the unity of  the world 
can.

Badiou’s insistence on an indivisible world attests to difference at the ground of  being and the universalism 
of  politics. It follows that the difference between myself  and my brother as much as between myself  and the 
migrant workers down the road is both immeasurable (infinitely other) and insignificant (in-different) for our 
inclusion together in the world. We perform the unity of  this world when we insist that the plight of  those 
workers is as much our concern as the plight of  our own brothers and sisters.  
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