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An6epto

ToCKaHO Moke nu pa ce mucau

HacuncTBoTo? Pasmucnu
3a baajy v 3a moxHocTa 3a
(mapKkcucTuuka) nonuTuka*

KakBa e BpckaTa Mery MHUCJIEHETO Ha HACHJICTBOTO U
MUCJIEEETO Ha IMOJIUTUKATA BO JiesiaTa Ha AseH banjy?
ToxMy TeKCTOT BO K0j bajijy, Ha TakaHape4eHUOoT Kpaj Ha
HeroBaTa COIICTBEHA MAOMCTUYKA WJIM MapKCHUCTUYKO-
JIEHUHUCTUYKA HU3a OJf ITOJIUTUYKU aKTUBU3AM, IIpeJ-
Jjlara ,yHUIITYBame“ M ,IIOBTOPHO COCTaByBame" Ha
MapKCHCTUYKaTa IOJIUTHKA ce BuUKa Modce au da ce
mucau toauituxaitaa? Ha caMHOT IOYETOK O OBaa
KpaTKa KHHUTIQ, BO IpUjaTesICKa, HO I[BpCTa IMOJIEMHKA
CO MHCIIMPATOPUTE Ha CEMUHApHUTEe OJi KOU € U3Bejie-
Ha — JKan-JIlyk Hancu n @unun Jlaky-JIabapt (xoj BO
1983-84 ro nokanua banjy oBa Aeso Jila ro mpeTcTaBu
Bo HuBHHOT Centre d’étude philosophique du poli-
tique) — Bagjy, WHTepBEHHPAJKU BO €IHA JIEKCUYKA
KOHTPOBEP3a IITO BO IOBEKe OOJIHMIY Ce MPOjaBUia BO
HEKOJIKY IOJUTUYKO-(PUIOCOPCKU CpeAVHU, LBPCTO
CTOU Ha CTaBOT JleKa HeroBa IIpeoKymalnuja e iloau-
tukaitia (la politique), a He tioauttiuuxkoitio (le poli-

* EmHa moctapa Bep3uja o7 OBOj Hamuc Oellle IIpeTCTaBeHa
BO HOEMBPH 2005 TOAWHA Ha TOAUIIHATA KOH(MepeHIHja
Ha cnucanueto Hciliopucku mailiepujarusam, moj; HacJIOB
,PacTypame Ha IeNeJoT: BUCTUHATA U HACHJICTBOTO BO
Mapkcu3MoT Ha bazjy“ 3a Bpeme Ha enHa cecuja co Macu-
murjano Tomba, HacsioBeHa ,MUCehe Ha TOJTUTUIKOTO .
Cakam a uM ce 3absarosjapam Ha MacUMIIHjaHO U HA IIy0-
JIMKAaTa 3a MpalliamaTa 1 3a0esIelKuTe.
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Notes on Badiou
and the Possibility
of (Marxist) Politics*

What is the relationship between the thinking of
violence and the thinking of politics in the writings of
Alain Badiou? The very text where Badiou proposes — at
the putative close of his own Maoist or Marxist-Leninist
sequence of political militancy — the “destruction” and
“recomposition” of Marxist politics, is entitled Can
Politics Be Thought?' At the very outset of this short book,
in amicable but firm polemic with the instigators of the
seminars from which it is drawn — Jean-Luc Nancy and
Philippe Lacoue-Labarthe (who had invited Badiou to
present this work at their Centre d’étude philosophique
du politique in 1983-84) — Badiou, intervening in a
lexical controversy that has taken on different guises in
several politico-philosophical settings, is adamant that
his preoccupation is with politics (la politique) and not
the political (le politique). The political, he stipulates,
must be fixed in its status as a fiction, the fiction of
the link between the social bond and its measure (or

* An earlier version of this paper was presented at the annual
conference of the journal Historical Materialism in No-
vember 2005, under the title “Scattering the Ashes: Truth
and Violence in Badiou’s Marxism” in a session with Mas-
similiano Tomba, entitled “Thinking the Political.” I'd like to
thank the Massimiliano and the audience for their questions
and remarks.
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tique). IlomuTUYKOTO, TBPAHM, MOpa Za Ouje IBPCTO
YTBP/IEHO BO CMHCJIa HAa HETOBUOT CTaTyc Ha dukyuja,
OJTHOCHO (UKIHjaTa 32 BpcKaTa Mery OIIITECTBEHATA
IIOBP3aHOCT U Hej3MHATA Mepa (WM Hej3WHATa MEPKA).
Co gpyru 360pOBY, IMOJUTUYKOIIO € HEIITO HAJIUK Ha
TpaHCIle/IeHTaJIHaTa WiIy3Hja 32 OJHOCHOCTA, 32 KOMYH-
CKHUTE BPCKHU U Ha CyBepeHa BJjIaCcT HaJ, OIIITECTBEHOTO.
Bo oBOj morses, KpaTKOBe4uHaTa IIOMOJIHA CKJIOHOCT
KOH ,,[IOBJIEKYBAIETO HA IMOJUTUIKOTO* He Tpeba J1a ce
JIO’KMBYBA KaKO MOXKHOCT 32 OECKOHEUHa MeJIaHXOJIHja
Iopajy ucuesHaraTa CylITUHA WIH YIIPA3HETOTO MECTO
Ha MOJINTUYKOTO, TYKy IONPBO Tpeba Jja ce M03/IpaBu U
Ja ce mpudaTy Kako MOXKHOCT 32 OOHOBYBarbe Ha He-
3aBHCHATA CWJa U JEeTEePMUHHUPAHOCTA HAa MUCJIEHETO
Ha floautliuxaitia, MUCJIee Koe Basjy ro ysionupa mery
MakujaBesnu u JleHUH 1 une puno30¢CcKo 10JI0ByBaAmbE
mnpezjjiara Jia ce OpraHusupa CO CpeicTBaTa IITO T'H
3aBellTasle, KaKo IIITO TOj T HAPEKYBa, ,4eTUPUTEMUHA
rosiemu ¢pannycku aujasexktudapu: Ilackan, Pyco,
Manapwme, Jlakan.? He HapyeryBajku BO mpupojata
Ha GUI030(PCKUOT U METANOJUTUYKHU IIPOEKT IITO T
nmokpeHa Modce au 0a ce mucau ioautiukaiaa?,* Mmoke
Jla 3a0eyie’kNMe JIeKa UMaHeHTHaTa KpUTHKa Ha banjy
KOH COIICTBEHUTE IIPEeTXOJHU CTOjJIUIITAa — HETrOBUOT
,IIOCT-JIEHUHU3aM ", KaKo IIITO CAMHUOT TOj IO Pe3UMHUpa,
WJIN HETOBUOT ,IIOCT-Maou3aM®, ako ce IOTCeTHMe Ha
BIeYaTnBaTa cTyauja Ha bpyHo Boctuin® — nobuBa 06-
JIVK Ha MPOTJIacyBame asilioHoMUja uau 0080jysare Ha
tioauttiuxaitia 00 tioauttivukoitio. Kako mTo u3jaByBa
Banjy: ,IToauiliuukoilio HUKOTAI He OMJI0 HUIITO JIPYTO
ocBeH (PUKIMja IITO MOJUTHUKATA ja MPOAYIYUIIA KAKO
JlyIIKa Ha HacTaHoT".°

3omTo 0BOj OKyc KOH TeMaTa Ha HACHJICTBOTO Kaj
Bagjy? Ilpuuymnarta e aBojHa. I[IpBO, cakaM BO MOETO
TEKOBHO MCTpakyBame 3a HCKpPUBEHATa II0BP3aHOCT
Ha Bazjy co Mapkcu3MOT Jia 0/leKHyBaatr febaTure us-

measurement). The political, in other words, is something
like the transcendental illusion of relationality, of
communal ties and a sovereign authority over the social.
In this regard, the short-lived vogue for the “retreat of
the political”™ is not to be read as the occasion for an
endless melancholia over the vanished essence or empty
place of the political, but rather to be welcomed and
assumed as the opportunity to recover the independent
force and determinacy of a thinking of politics, a
thinking that Badiou locates between Machiavelli and
Lenin, and whose philosophical capture he proposes to
organize with the resources bequeathed by what he calls
“the four great French dialecticians”: Pascal, Rousseau,
Mallarmé, Lacan.® Without entering into the nature of
the philosophical and metapolitical project initiated by
Can Politics Be Thought?,* we can note that Badiou’s
immanent critique of his own earlier positions — his
“post-Leninism,” to follow his own shorthand, or “post-
Maoism”, to recall Bruno Bosteels’s impressive study® —
takes the form of declaring the autonomy or separation
of politics from the political. As Badiou declares: “The
political has never been anything other than the fiction
which is punctured by politics as the hole of the event.”®

Why focus on the theme of violence in Badiou? The stakes
are twofold. First, I wish to make my ongoing research on
Badiou’s contorted relationship with Marxism resonate
with the debates elicited by Etienne Balibar’s recent work
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BeJIEHH O] HeOJIaMHEIIHOTO Jieyio Ha Etujen Banmubap
3a HCTOPHCKO-MAaTE€pPUjaTUCTUUKUTE KOOPAMHATH W
aropuH MITO co cebe ' HOCH IIOUMOT 2eganill (cuia/Ha-
cunue/Gewalt).” I HaBUCTHHA, KaKO IIITO U Ke YKaXKaM
M3BeyBajKU 3aKJIy4OIl¥, Pa3MHUCIYyBAakETO BO CMHCJIA
Ha I'esaniti [Gewalt], HamecTo BO cMHUCJIa HA OOMYHOTO
HACUACITIBO, MOYE Ja OBO3MOXHM 3HAUMTEIHO KOMII-
JINKyBalkhe Ha OHOCOT Ha bajajy KOH MapKCU3MOT U
Ha HErOoBHOT IIPEJJIOT 32 aBTOHOMMja Ha IOJIUTHKATA.
BTopo, 3aToa mTo TOKMYy IIpEKy UMaHEHTHaTa KPUTHKA
Ha JICHUHUCTUYKOTO IMOJIUTUYKO HCKYCTBO 3a Gopbara,
opraHu3anujaTa, CyAupoT U (Jp>KaBHATa) MOK, KaKO U
3a HHUBHHTe (UecTomaTH IMapa3UTCKH) peaKIMOHEPHHU
OCy/lH, MpaIlakbeTo Ha HACUJICTBOTO OJUTPAJIO KIIyYHA
yJiora BO HH3aTa OOU/IM — KaKO HAIPeIHU, TaKa U Ha3aI-
HU, J1a Ce YHUIITH U TIOBTOPHO /Ia C€ COCTaBU MapKCH3-
MOT (MJTH, MOKeOU ITOYEeCTO, CAMO /Ia Ce YHUIIITH).

ITorpebHa e, usriena, ymre eHa, TPETA U IOCIETHA
3abeJrelka, a ce OJlHECYBa Ha yJioraTta Ha TaKBUTe pas-
MUCJIyBakha BO KOHTEKCTOT Ha HAYMHOT HA KOj cera ce
JIO’KUBYBaar Aesara Ha banjy. Hakparko, Bo aHII0(pOH-
CKOTO nozpayje (Kajie HErOBUTE IIPETXOIHU ITOJTUTUYKI
JleJla U CTaBOBH JypU HeOJaMHA Ce H3/JUTHAaa HaJ
PaMHHINTETO HA ONAYHU IJIACMHU) BHUMAHHETO 3a
IOJINTHYKATa MUcJIa Ha Bazjy, ocobeHo Bo muoHepcKaTa
pabora Ha [Tutep XosBaps, 3amouna co GOKyc KOH 3a
HEro CBOjCTBEHHOT aKCHOMATCKH erajutapusaM H, Ja
pedeme, ,IENU3UOHU3MOT * ITO HABU/YM Ce IIPOjaByBa
BO HETOBUTE ,3peyn JieJjla — CO KOHKPeTEeH OCBPT Ha
HOBUTETOT Ha €/IeH HeCcOIWjaJIveH, Ma Aypu U aHTUCO-
[[UjaJIeH TpeTMaH Ha IOJIUTUYKOTO JI€jCTBYBalbe M Ha
MOJINTHYKATA WHOBanuja. HaTaMOIIHUTE HCTpaXKyBamba
Ha IIeJINOT OIICEeT Ha HETOBOTO JIEJIO JIOBEJIE JI0 ITOOIICTOj-
HU Pa3MUC/IN 32 HETOBUOT OTHOC KOH MapKCHU3MOT H, Ce
pazbupa, KOH Maou3MOT. Toa OBO3MOXKH IIOM3pa3eHa
MO3UITMja HA KOHTHHYUTET, yOe/UIBO IPOMOBHPAHA Of
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on the historical-materialist coordinates and aporias that
inhere in the notion of Gewalt.” Indeed, as I will suggest
by way of conclusion, thinking in terms of Gewalt,
rather than mere violence, might open up the possibility
of considerably complicating Badiou’s relationship to
Marxism and his proposal of an autonomy of politics.
Second, because it is through the immanent critique
of the broadly Leninist political experience of struggle,
organisation, conflict and (State) power — as well as of the
(often parasitical) reactionary condemnations thereof —
that the issue of violence has played a key role in various
attempts, progressive and regressive, to evaluate the
vitality and possibility of a Marxist politics.

A third and final remark is perhaps required, concerning
the role of such reflections in the context of the current
reception of Badiou’s writings. In brief, attention to
Badiou’s political thought in the Anglophone arena
(wherehis previous political deeds and opinions have only
recently risen above the level of sinister rumour) began,
especially in the pioneering work of Peter Hallward, with
a focus on the uncompromising sui generis “axiomatic”
egalitarianism and, so to speak, “decisionism” seemingly
manifested by his ‘mature’ works — with a specific
attention to the novelty of a non- or even anti-social
treatment of political action and innovation. Further
investigation of the full scope of his work has led to more
sustained considerations of his relation to Marxism
and, of course, to Maoism. This has allowed for a more
“continuationist” position, persuasively promoted
by Bruno Bosteels in several articles that hone in on
Badiou’s “post-Maoism,” disinterring his tracts on the
cultural revolution and the militant and theoretical texts




12

Alberto Toscano Can Violence Be Thought? Notes on Badiou and the Possibility of (Marxist) Politics

crpana Ha bpyHo Boctumic BoO HEKOJIKYy HAIUCH IITO CE
doxycupaar Ha ,ltocT-Maou3MoT Ha banjy, koja ru us-
HecyBa Ha CBETJIMHA HETOBUTE TPAKTATHU 3a KyJITypHaTa
PEBOJIYIIMja ¥ AaKTUBUCTUIKY TEKCTOBH IIITO 'Y HAITHIIIATT
Jlofieka OWJI efieH OJ BOZauuTe Ha MasaTa (ppaHIfycka
MaouCTUYKa rpyma UCFML.® Ce 06u0B 1a NpU0HECaM
KOH OBaa Jiebara IpeKky HEKOJIKY HAIMCU U W3JIarama,
0/1 KOM IJIaB€H € HAIHCOT CO HACJIOB ,, KOMyHHU3MOT Kako
pas3aBojyBame”. Bo TOj TeKCT — KOj yOe/sInBO, aKo He U
neduHUTHUBHO (IJIeAajku o1 MoeTo 6e3pyro MpucTpac-
HO TieguinTe) Oelre KpUTHUKYyBaH o7 Bocruic 3amrro
BO HEro IMPeMHOTY PEBHOCHO Ce MO3UIIMOHUPA U3BeCeH
,METAIIOJINTHIKN packuH“ okoiyy 1985 roguHa (kora
Oerre 1 ob6jaBeHa Modce au da ce mucau ioautiuxaiaa?)
— Ipe/JIOKUB U3BECHA MEepUO/IM3aIija Ha MUcCIaTa Ha
Banjy Bo cMmciia Ha HEJ3UHUOT OJTHOC KOH KOMYHU3-
mot. Camuot bazjy, mefy npyroro, € ¥ BIIeYaTIIUB U
HEJIOBOJIHO IIEHEeT TeopeTHYap Ha Iepuojusanujata.’
Cnenejku ro, mepuoaM3alifjaTa cakaM Jia ja MHUCIaAM
KaKO Cc€ OCBEH €/IHOCTABHO Ipalllalhe Ha CerMeHTanuja
Ha BpPEMETO M MMCJIAaTa; IOMPBO cakaM /ia ja IOMMaM
KaKo ,,CIIUPAJTHO® JIBMKEHE YCIIOBEHO 07 Hajpa3InNIHU
CIUTHU OYEeKyBama, IIOBJIEKyBalba U IPECBPTH, a /1a HE
300pyBaMe 3a Bpakamwara (0] KOU He IOMaJIKy BaJKHO €
IIOCJIEZTHOTO BpaKkame Ha MaTepHjayInCTUYKaTa Jujajie-
KTHKa, BOo BagjyoBata Logiques des mondes oz 2006,
00eMHOTO Ha/IOBp3yBake Ha builiueilio u HaciilaHoill
[Being and Event]). Mayiky npepaboTyBajku ro JaTu-
PameTo IIPE/JIOKEHO BO TOPEHABEIEHUOT HAIHC, ha3uTe
BO Zies1aTa Ha Bazjy Moxke /1a ru ucnpraMe Ha CJIeTHUOB
HAYUH:

- IlIped 1968: ,umpakyBameTo“ Ha bazgjy kaj Caprtp,
[0 KOe CJIeflyBa YYeCTBOTO — OJ Majia JIUCTAHI]A — BO
AnTrcepoBara IKoJia Bo Bpemeto 1mTo I'peropu Ejmor
ro HapeKyBa Hej3WHa ,BHCOKa“ nmobOa.” Co orsies Ha
caMokpuTuKuTe Ha Bazjy mTo ke yciienar, oBa MoXke 1a
ro HapeueMe (paza Ha WeopuUCKU KOMYHU3AM.

written as one of the leaders of the small French Maoist
grouping, the UCFML.® I have tried to contribute to this
debate with a couple of articles and presentations, the
principal one entitled “Communism as Separation.” In
that text, which was cogently if not (in my inevitably
biased view) definitively criticised by Bosteels for its
excessive zeal in positing a kind of “metapolitical break”
around 1985 (the year of publication of Can Politics Be
Thought?), I proposed a sort of periodisation of Badiou’s
thought in terms of its relation to communism. Badiou
himself is, among other things, a remarkable and under-
appreciated theorist of periodisation.’ Following him, I
would like to think periodisation as anything but a simple
question of segmenting time and thought, but rather as a
‘spiralling’ movement conditioned by all sorts of forceful
anticipations, retractions and reversals, not to mention
returns (not least the recent return, in Badiou’s 2006
Logiques des mondes, the massive sequel to Being and
Event, of the materialist dialectic). Slightly revising the
dating proposed in the aforementioned article, we could
sketch the phases of Badiou’s work as follows:

- Pre-1968: Badiou’s “apprenticeship” with Sartre,
followed by a participation — at a slight distance — in the
Althusserian school during what Gregory Elliot calls its
“high” period.” Given Badiou’s ensuing self-criticisms
we could call this the stage of theoretical communism.




Identities )

€11

- 1968-1977: Ilo HeroBuoT mMur Ha ,llaT xon /Jamack
¥ NIPEMUHYBAETO O] JUCUIEHTCTBOTO BO PaMKUTE Ha
IICY (Parti socialiste unifié) koH pakoBOACTBOTO Ha
YI®MJI (Groupe pour la formation de 'Union des com-
munistes de France, marxiste-leniniste), Bazgjy u Hero-
BUTE JIpyrapu ro (popMyvpaar OHa IITO IO HapeKyBaaT
KOMYHU3aM Ha ipouseoocitieo."

- 1977-1982: 3a BpeMe Ha OceKaTa BO MAaOHCTUYKaTa
HHu3a, bajgjy ja pekamuTtysupa TeopHjara 3a cuiara
U YHHUIITYBAaWKETO INTO ja CKUIHpasn Bo Teopuja Ha
tipoitiuspeuHocitia,”® cé ToBeKe OlajiedyBajKu ja of
KaKBO OMJIO NOBUKYBale Ha IPOU3BOJHUOT IpOIeC U
yJioraTa Ha MacHUTe KaKo IPOU3BOZCcTBeHU Kiacu. Cy0-
jexToT (T.e. mapTujara) 3a3emMa CpeJIUIITHO MECTO BO €JHA
rojiemMa M 3acTpallyBayka JujaJIeKTUIKa KOHCTPYKIIH]ja,
TPajHO Bp3aHa 3a HEIITO IIITO jaC PEIINB /Ia TO HAPEKY-
BaM KOMyHu3am Ha Odecilipyxyujaitia. Teopujaitia Ha
cyOjexitioi,"* Koja peKamUTyJIMpa U IPOIIUPYBa €THA
HU3a CEMUHApH OJ[pKaHU BO TEKOT Ha TOj IEepPUOJ, €
KJIYYHHOT TEKCT 3a 0Baa ,,JIeCTPYKTUBHA TapaJiurma.

- 1982-0denec? basijy ro o6jaByBa KpajoT Ha TPUTE TOJIEMU
pedepeHIn HA UCTOPUCKUOT KOMyHU3aM: pedepeHTOT
Ha ,,IP>KaBHOCTA®, T.€. IIOCTOEHETO HA IMOJIUTUYKH AKTY-
ajyn3aIi Ha KOMYHUCTUYKUOT IIPOEKT IIITO MOJXKe /1A ja
HOCH TeMara Ha ilobedailia, BOjJHUUYKUOT pedepeHT, T.e.
BOJHUTE 32 HAITMOHAJIHO 0CJI000/TyBakhEe IIITO CBEIOYAT 32
»A3yYMYBaH€TO, I10/] BOAICTBO HA HOBUTE IAPTUH, HA €JleH
HOB OOJIMK BOjHA, €lHA INICUMETPUYHA BOjHA, BKOPEHE-
Ta BO CEJICKUTE I10/payvja, BO KOja ce OpraHu3upa ceaH-
CTBOTO U KOja ce pa3Bp3yBa O/I0JIKEHO, BO ¢as3u“’® cyo-
JEKTUBHHOT, OJHOCHO KJIACHUOT pedepeHT, T.e. Cy0jek-
TUBHOTO IPUCYCTBO HA CaMOTO PAOOTHUYKO JIBIIKEHE.
TakaHapeueHaTa ,KpH3a Ha MapKCHU3MOT® ce cMeTa
3a MIPOTPECHBHO IpOIarame Ha OBOj cHcTeM Ha pede-
pennu. Mako crou Ha yOenyBameTo JieKa eJlHa BUCTHH-
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-1968-1977: After his “Road to Damascus” moment* and
the passage from his dissidence within the PSU (Parti
socialiste unifié) to the leadership of the UCFML (Groupe
pour la formation de’'Union des communistes de France,
marxiste-leniniste), Badiou and his comrades formulate
what they term a communism of production.*

- 1977-1982: In the ebb of the Maoist sequence, Badiou
recapitulates the theory of force and destruction sketched
out in Theory of Contradiction," detaching it more and
more from any reference to the production process and
the role of the masses qua producing classes. The subject
(i.e. the party) takes centre stage in a formidable and
forbidding dialectical construction, anchored around
what I have chosen to call a communism of destruction.
Theory of the Subject,"* which recapitulates and extends
a series of seminars given during this period, is the key
text for this “destructive” paradigm.

- 1982-present? Badiou declares the end of the three
great references of historical communism: the “statist”
referent, i.e. the existence of political actualisations of the
communist project that can carry the theme of victory;
the martial referent, i.e. the wars of national liberation
that witness “theinvention, underthe direction of modern
parties, of a new form of war, a dissymmetrical war,
rooted in the countryside, organising the peasantry, and
deploying itself in a prolonged manner, in stages™; the
subjective or class referent, i.e. the subjective presence
of the workers’” movement itself. The so-called “crisis
of Marxism” is seen as the progressive collapse of this
system of references. Whilst maintaining the conviction
that a true politics can only be a radically egalitarian
and in some sense communist politics — so that he will
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CKa TOJIUTHKA MOXKe Ja Oujie eIMHCTBEHO PAINMKAIHO
eraJluTapHa W BO H3BECHA CMHUCIA KOMYHUCIIUYKA
IIOJINTHKA — TaKa IITO Ke IMHUIIyBa 32 BEUHOCT HA KOMY-
HU3MOT KaKO ,BEYHOCT Ha eqHakBuTe ® — Bazjy Bpuu
JlercTopu3anyja u pasZip>kaByBambe Ha KOMYHU3MOT BO
OHilloNI0WKOIIO yOenyBame JieKa IO/ MOBPIIMHATA HA
dukiujaTa 3a ommITECTBEHATa M IOJUTHYKATa BpCKa
JIe3KM peasIHOCTa, WIN IONpBO PeasHOTO, HA pacKUHY-
Bame Ha BPCKUTeE, Ha e/lHa HeJI0C/IeTHOCT ¥ MHOTYKpaT-
HOCT Ko0ja e camo GUKIUCKY n30pojaHa U IpeTcTaBeHa
ox Ip:xaBata. CycrieHAMpameTo Ha CeKaKBa IIPEOHOCT
Mery cy0jeKTOT Ha IMOJIUTUKATAa M CHUTyallFjaTa BO Koja
TOj ce jaByBa (IIpU IITO PETKOCTA U AUCKOHTHHYUTETOT
CTaHyBaaT HENPUKOCHOBeHM) bajjy, mpeky Kareropu-
jata eceHepuuko, TO Ipeajara KpUTepUyMOT 3a OHa
IITO MOXKe /la ce CMeTa 32 HeMapKCUCTUYKU KOMYHHU-
3aM. Toa ce MHUCJIM KaKO €JIHO JIOKAJIHO U IUCKOHTHHY-
HMpaHO MPOU3BOJICTBO Ha McToBeTHOCT, BO (pasza 1ITO BO
»,KOMYHH3MOT KakO pa3/iBOjyBame“ ja oKBaIu(dUKyBaB
BO KOHTEKCT Ha ipousdsedysareitio komyHuzam.” Ce
pa3bupa, co orJieJi Ha HEOJIAMHEIIIHOTO CBPTYBame Ha
Bazgjy KoH ,MaTepHjadCTUYKATa AUjATIEKTHUKA®, MOXKe
Jla ce 3alpaniaMe JaIl MOXKeOM HEKAKOB OCTaTOK Ha
MAaOUCTUYKHU JyX BHECYBa HOB IIPECBPT BO CIIUpAJIATA...

Ho, Ha k0] HaUMH OBaa nepuoAu3sanuja Ha baajyoBara
UIMOCUHKPETCKA TPAEKTOPH]ja BO TEOPUCKATA TOIIOJIOTH-
jaHaMapKCU3MOT ce BP3yBa 3a IPAIIAheTO HA HACUJICTBO-
TO, 1A AYPH U co mpamameTo 32 Gewalt? Illemarcku,
MojaTa aprymMeHTaI[{ja € BakBa: II0 HETOBOTO JlaMac-
KHCKO IpeoOpaTyBamke BO MAaOWCTUYKH AaKTHUBHU3AM,
Bazgjy ro Hanuina eTHUOT O HAjIBPCTUTE, HAjIyIIHU/-
HUTe U HAjBO3HEMUPYBAuKUTE IpPUKa3u Ha ¢yHa-
MEHTAJIHO HACUJIHHUOT KapakTep Ha MapKCHCTUYKaTa
IUjayIeKTUKa, (QuiITpupaHa HU3 JIEHUHHUCTHYKATA U
MAOMCTHYKATa MMOJUTUYKA MHCJIA U mpakca. IlorouHo,
Banjy ja moBp3a cBojaTa MapKCHCTUYKO-JIEHUHUCTUYKA

write of an eternity of communism qua “eternity of the
equal”® — Badiou operates a de-historicisation and de-
statification of communism in the ontological conviction
that beneath the fiction of the social and political bond
there lies the reality, or rather the Real, of unbinding, of
an inconsistency and multiplicity that is only fictionally
counted and represented by the State. Suspending any
transitivitybetweenthesubjectofpoliticsand thesituation
in which it arises (rarity and discontinuity becoming
paramount), Badiou proposes, through the category of
the generic, the criterion of what might be regarded as
a non-Marxist communism. This is thought in terms of
a local and discontinuous production of Sameness, in a
stage that I characterized in “Communism as Separation”
in terms of the production of communism.” Of course,
with Badiou’s recent turn towards a “materialist dialectic”
we may wonder whether a recidivist Maoist spirit is not
giving the spiral yet another twist...

But how does this periodisation and Badiou’s
idiosyncratic trajectory within the theoretical topology
of Marxism relate to the question of violence, and even of
Gewalt? Schematically, my argument is as follows: in the
wake of his Damascene conversion to Maoist militancy,
Badiou produced one of the most steadfast, lucid
and unsettling accounts of the fundamentally violent
character of the Marxist dialectic, as filtered through
Leninist and Maoist political thought and practice. To
be more precise, Badiou linked his Marxist-Leninist
concern with truth, justice and the new to the immanent
requirement of a destructive antagonism, an argument
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rprrka 3a gucliuHailia, tipasdailia u HOBOIO CO UMa-
HEHTHaTa HYKHOCT O/ JIeCTPYKTUBEH aHTaroHu3am,
pacIipaBa IIITO € HajUCLPITHO U3HEeCeHa BO HEroBaTa Kpaj-
HO IIeJIaHTHA ¥ HACTOjJUYMBA ersere3a Ha MAaOUCTUYKUOT
ciorad ,JcrnpaBHO e OYHTYBameTO IPOTHUB PEAKIIHO-
HepuTte“.'® MoKHOCTA 0] PEBOJIYIIUOHEPHU HOBUHH WH-
THMHO Ce IIOBp3yBallle CO OPraHU3UPAHOTO, CUCTEMAT-
CKO U, MOIIIHE Ba)KHO, Hee2aauillapHoillo YHUIITYBabe
Ha peakIMOHEPHUOT NPOTUBHUK. O//1aedyBambeTo Of
OBaa JijaJIeKTHKA Ha YHUIITYBambe (Koja (pUI030BCKUOT
BPB T'0 JIocTHTHA BO Teopuja Ha cybjexitiott [Theory of
the Subject], HO BepjoaTHO MOJIUTUYKHU C€ HUCIPITH He-
KOJIKy TOAVHU IOPaHO) JI0OWBa JIMK Ha IOJpPENyBAabe
Ha TeMaTa 3a aHTaroHM3MOT Ha TeMaTa 3a He3aBUCHUOT
NOJIUTUYKH Kaillauuilelli u ,O0JINIIATE HAa COBECT” Ha
e/leH erajJiuTapeH KoJIeKTUBEH cy0jekT.” V1 HaBUCTHHA,
KaKoO IIITO YKa*KyBa PeTPOCIeKTHBATa Ha eJIUIITUYHA ca-
MOaHaJIu3a IIITO ce BociocTaByBa Bo Citiosettiuettio [ The
Century],*® npeobMucyBameTo Ha baajy dyHkInoHupa
CO pa3/iBOjyBame TOKMY Ha KOHIIENTOT Ha aHTaroOHU3-
MOT BO JIECTPYKTHBHA BapujaHaTa U BO HEUITO IITO TOj
ro HapeKyBa BapHjaHTa Ha O/i3eMame, EeKCIUIUIUTHO
IIOTCETYBAjKU Ha pasimkara mrto Mao ja mpaBu Mery
AQHTAarOHUCTUYKUTE CIIPOTUBHOCTH U CIPOTUBHOCTHUTE
Mery syreto. OBOj macyc — Ha KOj Ke ce HaBpaTaM Ha Kpa-
joT — 0cobeHO BO IIOHOBUTE TEKCTOBH, IO 0/10esIeKyBa
M3BeCHa MMIUIMIUTHA KPUTHUKA Ha IOJUTHYKOTO
HACUJICTBO KAaKO 3HAK 3a OpraHusalnuckaTta ciaaboct u
MeTadU3NUKaTa HArpu3aHOCT Ha eMaHIUIIaTopcKaTa
MHCJIA 107 ,MeTaU3NIKHOT" NIpeBe3 Ha MapKCU3MOT-
seHuHu3MoT.”! Co Apyru 300poBH, HAMECTO Jja ce TJe-
Jla Kako BpoZieHa cocToj06a Ha eraJiMTapHUTe HOBUHU,
Jecilipyxyujaitia e BUAieHA KaKo JIaXKeH 00U/ /1a ce 10-
MHHHPA CO HEKAKBO KOHEUHO pacKuHyBambe (déliaison),
U Toa MpeKy moryOHara (UKIMja 3a BpcKara IITO ja
naBaat /Ip:xkaBara, HanpjaTa, mapTUjaTa u/Win Kiacara
KaKO M3BPIINUTEJN Ha BUCTUHCKATA €HAKBOCT YUU efl-
MHCTBEHU 3HAIU MO2Ke /1a ce IP0jaBaT BO YHUILITYBaKETO
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that is most exhaustively laid out in his meticulous and
insistent exegesis of the Maoist watchword: “It is right
to rebel against the reactionaries.”® The possibility of
revolutionary novelty is intimately linked here to the
organised, systematic and, importantly, inegalitarian
destruction of the reactionary adversary. The movement
away from this dialectic of destruction (peaking
philosophically in Theory of the Subject, but probably
politically exhausted some years earlier) takes the guise
of a subordination of the theme of antagonism to that
of an independent political capacity and the “forms of
conscience” of an egalitarian collective subject.” Indeed,
as the retrospective of elliptical self-analysis constituted
by The Century suggests,*° Badiou’s rethinking functions
by splitting the very concept of antagonism into a
destructive and what he calls a subtractive variant, in
an explicit reminiscence of Mao’s distinction between
antagonistic contradictions and contradictions among
the people. This passage — to which I will return in the
conclusion — is marked, especially in more recent texts,
by an implicit critique of political violence as a sign of the
organizational weakness and metaphysical corruption
of emancipatory thought in its “metaphysical” guise as
Marxism-Leninism.* In other words, rather than an
inherent condition of egalitarian novelty, destruction
is seen as a false attempt to dominate a fundamental
unbinding (déliaison) and to do so through the lethal
fiction of the bond provided by State, nation, party and/
or class as agents of a real equality whose only signs can
be given in the destruction of the old. This centrality
of destruction was arguably at the speculative heart of
Badiou’s own Maoist phase.
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Ha ctapoTo. Moske /1a ce TBp/IU JieKa OBa CPEIUIIIHO MeC-
TO Ha JlecTpyKuujaTa Oellle CIEKyJIaTHUBHOTO jagpo Ha
MaoucTHukara ¢asa Ha camuot basjy.

Bo 1975, nox umnpecymor ,Jenadn“ (Yenan) ua UCFML
on emunujata Macnepo (Maspéro) (cepuja mITO
3aeHUYKH ja ypeaysaiie co CriBujan Jlazapyc), baajy
ro o0jaBu NMPBUOT 07 NaMdJIETUTE IITO T'U Oellre 3aMHC-
JINJI KaKO cepuja 3a AUjAIEKTUUYKHUOT MaTepHjaIn3aM,
co HacyoB Teopuja Ha tipottiugpeuHocitua (Theory of
Contradiction), mo Koj HapegHaTa TOAWHA ycjieau 3a
udeonozujaitia (On Ideology).** Bo oBue TexcroBu banjy
TPYZKJIMBO U IETAJTHO T U3JI03KH GUII030(PCKUTE OCHOBU
Ha e/lHA MapKCHCTUYKO-JIEHUHUCTUYKA TeopHja Ha pe-
BoJIT (u OyHT). [IpBEHCTBOTO Ha PEBOJITOT — OJJHOCHO
IIPBEHCTBOTO HA IIPAKCATA — BIIPOYEM € aKTUBUCTUIKHUOT
JIQjTMOTUB BO JienaTta Ha bazjy ox cemymzecerure. Toa
ocobeHo Baxku 3a Teopuja Ha tipoiliuspeuHociia, Koja e
KOHIIM3€H CIIEKYJIATHBEH KOMEHTap 3a u3peka Ha Mao
KOe IJIaCH ,,CEeKOTalll € UCIIPABHO Jia ce OYHTyBa IIPOTHUB
peaknuonepure®.*> Bo Hero ke mpouutame Jeka ,,0yH-
TOT HE ja Yeka cBojaTa MPUYMHA, OYHTOT € HEIITO IITO
CeKoralll CH IIOCTOH, 32 KaKBa U J1a e mpuyrHa. Mapk-
CH3MOT €JJHOCTAaBHO BeJid: OYHTOT € IPUYHHA, OYHTOT €
cyOjekt. MapKkcU3MOT € peKamuTyamyja Ha MygpocTa
Ha OyHTOT“.** TOKMY Bp3 OCHOBA Ha OBAa PABEHCTBO Mery
IOJINTHYKATA IIpaKca M aHTaroHU3MOT, bajjy moxke ma
3amnuie: ,PeasHOTO He cmojyBa, TYKy paszaBojyBa. Toa
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IITO ce CJIy4yBa € OHa IITO Pa3/iBojyBa“.

Tyka Mopa /1a ja caynrHeMe MarepHjajJiucTUIKATa Te3a
Jeka daxiliymolll Ha PEeBOJTOT — WU BO basjyoBuot
IIOCKOpEIIeH JHUCKYPC, YIaZoT HAa HACTAHOT WJIM JIHC-
dyHKIMjaTa HA TPAHCIEAEHTATHUOT PEXUM — Joara
IpB, a cy0jekTUBU3aIMjaTa € HA BTOpo Mecro. Ilo-
HaTaMy, BO OHaa Mepa BO KOja HeKOja CTPYKTypa Ha
CMECTEHOCTH, HeKoja  IIpeTcTaBeHa  CHUTyaIyja,

In 1975, in the UCFML’s “Yenan” imprint at the Editions
Maspéro (a series he co-directed with Sylvain Lazarus),
Badiou published the first of what were intended to be a
series of pamphlets on dialectical materialism, Theory
of Contradiction, to be followed by the On Ideology the
next year.* In these texts Badiou set down, in painstaking
detail, the philosophical groundwork of a Marxist-
Leninist theory of revolt (or rebellion). The primacy of
revolt — that is, the primacy of practice — is in fact the
militant leitmotiv of Badiou’s writings in the seventies.
This is especially true of Theory of Contradiction, a terse
speculative commentary upon Mao’s dictum “it is always
right to rebel against the reactionaries.” In it, we read
the following: “Rebellion does not wait for its reason,
rebellion is what is always already there, for any possible
reason whatever. Marxism simply says: rebellion is
reason, rebellion is subject. Marxism is the recapitulation
of the wisdom of rebellion.”* It is on the basis of this
equation between political practice and antagonism that
Badiou can write: “The real is not what brings together,
but what separates. What happens is what disjoins.”*

Here we must hear the materialist thesis that the faktum
of revolt — or in Badiou’s more recent discourse the
irruption of the event or dysfunction of a transcendental
regime — comes first, subjectivation second. Moreover,
to the extent that any structure of placements, any
represented situation, is in a sense the fallout from, or
recuperation of, its forceful dislocation by a subject,
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€ BO HM3BECHA CMHCJIA OCTATOK HJIM ONOPaBYBame Of
HEj3MHOTO HACUJIHO H3MECTYBam€ Off CTpaHa Ha He-
KOj cyOjekT, OTIOpPOT €, Kako IITO Beau banjy, Taj-
HaTa Ha JoOMHUHaIjata. baajy cracyBa HajOIHCKy 70
JyaJINCTUYKA MATPUIlA HA IMOJUTUYKOTO — KAKO IITO €
OHAa IIITO ja Mpe/JIaraaT epeTUUKUTE IOCT-MAOUCTUYKI
HoBU wino3odu (nouveaux philosophes) Kambe wu
Jlapapo (Jambet, Lardreau) Bo cBojaTa kHHUTa AHeeao0il
(The Angel) ** — kora usjaByBa zieKka lipuuuHailia 3a pe-
80/1ll0ilI € HEMEHJINBa, ,yIaboKa M HepaspenuInBa‘;
JleKa 0/I0MBAbETO HA BIIAJIEEHETO — KAKO IIITO € BJIasiee-
IbETO Ha BJIACTA U 3HAEHHETO — IIPETCTaByBa Cy0jeKTHBHA
JIaZIEHOCT IITO My IPETXOAN U Ha MapKCU3MOT U Ha ce-
KOja MPUYMHCKA WIN CTPYKTYpHA aHAJIW3a IITO MOXKE
Jla ja Jlazie eflHa KPUTHKA HA MOJUTUIKATA €KOHOMU])a.
Toa ykaxkyBa /ieka PpEBOJITOT OHTOJIOUIKU ITPETXOJIH,
JleKa IIOCTOM aBTOHOMHA CUJIa Ha erajluTapHa OIO3UIIH-
ja Koja JejcTByBa KakKO TPAHC-UCTOPHCKA KOHCTAHTA.

HaznoBp3ayBajku ce Ha MaocTUUKaTa Te3a JieKa rmoiesibaTa
€ TOKMY CYIIITHHATa Ha iujasiekTukata (, ExHo ce ;Bon Ha
JiBe“), TeopHjaTa Ha MPOTUBPEYHOCT Ha basjy ce 3acHO-
Ba Bp3 acuMeTpHjaTa Ha JIeJIOBUTE HAa IIPOTUBPEYHOCTA,
IIPEYNCTUTENIHA CUAd, Off €JHA CTPaHa, CHUCTEMOT Ha
Mecilia, ont ipyra crpaHa. Ho, a Tyka Jiexu u KJIydyHarta
IIOEHTa, HUTY € IPETXOJHO Ja/ieHa HEeKaKBa aHTeJIcKa
YHCTOTA, HUTy IAaK HUE MOXKEMe Jia ce HaJieBaMme Ha
HEKaKBa eJJHOCTaBHA enudaHyja IITO U3BUPA Off ypPHAT-
WHHTe Ha ctapoTto. Kako mTo ybenmuso TBpau bocruic,
»CIIEKYJIATUBHOTO JIEBUYAPCTBO“ M HATaMy € €JleH Off
e/leH O] IYXOBUTE IIITO TO IPOroHyBaaT basjy (moTosKy
II0’KECTOKO HararaHo, Ou ce pekJio, 10 CTENEH IITO Toa
IIpETCTaByBa MHTUMHA MOXKHOCT 32 HETOBO Pa3MUCIIY-
Bambe 32 Cy0jeKTOT, IIITOM Toa Ke ce 0JIBOU O/ CeKaKBa OT-
BOpeHa cucTeMcKa rnpeosHoct). Kako mrro baxjy nunrysa
Bo Teopuja Ha cybjexitioili: ,,BO ceKoja MPOTUBPEYHOCT,
cHjIaTa ja IOKa)KyBa CBOjaTa HEYHCTOTA IPEKy ajea-
TOPHHUOT IIpOIleC Ha HEJ3UHO IMpouucryBame”. Bo Te-

Journal for Politics, Gender, and Culture Vol. 5/No. 1/Winter 2006

resistance, as Badiou puts it, is the secret of domination.
Badiou comes closest to a dualistic matrix of the political
— such as the one propounded by the heretical post-
Maoist nouveaux philosophes Jambet and Lardreau
in their book The Angel ** — when he states that the
reason of revolt (or rebellion) is an invariant, “deep
and inextricable”; that the refusal of mastery — as the
mastery of authority and of knowledge — constitutes a
subjective given that precedes Marxism and any causal
or structural analysis that a critique of political economy
may be capable of providing. This suggests an ontological
anteriority of revolt, an autonomous power of egalitarian
opposition that operates like a trans-historical constant.

Following the Maoist thesis that division is the very
essence of dialectics (“One divides into two”), Badiou’s
theory of contradiction is founded on the asymmetry
of the terms of the contradiction, purifying force, on
the one hand, the system of places, on the other. But,
and here lies the key point, no angelic purity is given
beforehand and neither can we put our hopes in a simple
epiphany mechanically emerging from the ruins of the
old. As Bosteels persuasively argues, “speculative leftism”
remains one of Badiou’s nemeses (all the more virulently
attacked, one might argue, to the extent that it is an
intimate possibility of his thinking of the subject, once
it has detached itself from any straightforward systemic
transitivity). As Badiou writesin the Theory of the Subject:
“in every contradiction, force manifests its impurity
through the aleatory process of its purification.” In the
Theory of Contradiction, the thesis of the rightness of
rebellion (or of the justice of the new) is linked by Badiou
to a whole partisan theory of consciousness and truth,

B
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opuja Ha cybjexilioll, Te3aTa 3a UCIIPaBHOCTA HA OYHTOT
(wm 3a mpaBUYHOCTA HAa HOBOTO) Bajy ja moBp3aysa co
eZlHa IeJla MapTHCKAa TeOpHja 3a CBECTa W BUCTUHATA,
IIPH IIITO ¥ MAPKCU3MOT KaKO HayKa 3a OIIITECTEBAHUTE
dopmaruu 1 06jeKTUBHATA UCTOPHUCKA CTBAPHOCT HA pe-
BOJITH Ce IIPECTMKYBAaT ¥ HABUCTHHA ja HAoraat cBojaTa
MIPUYHHA BO CBECHOTO BIIPETHYBakhe Ha 33/IaUNTE Ha pe-
BOJITOT BO OPTaHU3UPAILETO U AUPEKTHUBUTE, HAKYCO, BO
tiapttiuja. MapkcucTUYKaTa BUCTUHA, KPYTO H3jaByBa
Banjy, ,e oHa Bo mITo OYHTOT ja Haora cBOojaTa MpPUYUHA
CO IIeJI J]a TO pacmapyd HempHjaTesoT M, CO TOH KOj
HaBHU/IyM I'O HEMa BO HETOBHUTE HAjHOBH Jiejia, U3jaByBa
Jleka OyHTOT 0T¢pJia CEKaKBO MPEIUMCTBO Ha €JTHAKBOC-
Ta Opej, BUCTUHATA.”

Bo nenara Ha Bajjy on cemymaecerTute, HO U BO HETO-
BHUTE HAjCKOPEIIHU JeNa, ,,Cy0jeKTOT" ja MMEeHyBa TOKMY
TOYKATa Ha KOja OHA IIITO € HEBO3MOXKHO BO /1a/IeHa CUTY-
anpja HacuJa ce IpaBu MOXKHO: ,,Cy0OjeKTOT e TOUKa Ha
IIpeTBOpame Ha HEBO3MOXKHOTO BO BO3MOKHO. DyH/a-
MeHTaTHATa olepaluja Ha cy0jeKToT Tpeba Ja ce OBU-
Ba BO TOYKAaTa KaJle HEIlITO HEBO3MOKHO Ce IPETBOPa BO
mMoskHOCT.*® TIpecyJHOTO Mpallame, JOKOJIKY Cakame
na ce 3adatume co pumocodcka pedekcuja 3a yiora-
Ta HA HACWJICTBOTO Kaj baxjy, e masm oBaa Touka Ha
MIPETBOpAalhe Hajlara JIeCTPYKTUBEH aHTarOHM3aM KaKo
MIPEYC/IOB, WJIU JAajid, KaKo IITO YKa)KyBaaT HEKOU Of
HErOBUTE TIOCKOPEIIHU JIeJIa, AeCTPyKIHjaTa, ma JIypu
U TEPOPOT MOXKe Ja Ouje (KOHTUHTEHTHA) MOCJIeINIIa
Ha M3BECEH KalalluTeT BP3aH 3a HACTAaHOT 3a HE3aBUC-
HO J]a ce IMOTBP/IA MTOCTOEHETO U e(EKTUTE O] OIPE/IeH
MTOJTUTUYKHU CYOjEKT.

Bo BagjyoBata Teopuja Ha iipoitiuspeuHociia HeMa
3abyHa BO OJIHOC Ha (PaKTOT JieKa TJIEUIITETO HA pe-
BOJITOT KAaKO IOTBPZla Ha OUTHETO € TeCHO MTOBP3aHO CO
MOKHOCTA 3a PaJUKaiHA JIECTPYKIIHja, MOHUIITYBaHhe

whereby both Marxism as a science of social formations
and the objective historical reality of revolts are doubled
by, and indeed find their reason in, the conscious
assumption of the tasks of revolt in organisation and
directive, in short, in a party. Marxist truth, Badiou
starkly states, “is that wherein rebellion finds its reason
in order to demolish the enemy”and, in a tone seemingly
absent from his latest works, declares that it repudiates
all equality before truth.>”

In Badiou’s work of the 70s, but also in his most recent
production, “subject” names precisely that point through
which what is impossible in a given situation is forced
into possibility: “A subject is a point of conversion of the
impossible into the possible. The fundamental operation
of a subject is to be at the point where some impossible is
converted into possibility.”*® The crucial question, if we
wish to engage in a philosophical reflection on the role of
violence in Badiou, is whether this point of conversion
demands destructive antagonism as a precondition, or
whether, as some of his more recent writings suggest,
destruction and even terror might be the (contingent)
consequence of an event-bound capacity toindependently
affirm the existence and effects of a political subject.

In Badiou’s Theory of Contradiction there is no mistaking
the fact that the view of revolt as an affirmation of
being is intimately bound to the possibility of a radical
destruction, an abolition — the ex-termination, to be




Identities )

— eKc-TepMHUHanujaTa, a OujieMe eTHMOJIOIIKH IIpe-
[U3HU, Oy1aroflapeHre Ha CUJIaTa Ha OJipe/ileH OYHTOBEH
Cy0jeKT Ha HEKOU M€eCTa U MIO3UIINHU BO TPETCTABHUIKUTE
CTPYKTYPH U CTPYKTYPHUTE Ha JOMUHaIujaTa.”® Vu, na
IUTUpAM eJleH OJi MOJIMPCKUTe McKasu Ha baxjy: ,Ha
HHUIIITO HOBO II0JT COHIIEBO MHUCJIEEHETO HA PEBOJITOT T'O
MIPOTHCTAaBYBa Be3/IeH HOBOTO OYHTOBHOTO IIPBEHO COHIIE,
IO/ Yre 3HaMe HeoTpaHu4yeHaTa adupMaTUBHA HAJIEK
Ha OYHTOBHUTE IPOM3BEIYyBAaYU CO3/laBa ITyKHATHHU".
Jla ce 3aBpIIIH CO TOA ,HUIIITO HOBO IIO] COHIIETO® TTOBJIE-
KyBa MOYKHOCT OJI IIeJIOCHa CMPT, cMpT 6e3 Aufhebung u
0e3 omtakyBamwe. Ha TakoB HaUWH, /1a peyeMe — CIIOpes,
eZleH O]l HajpeJieBaHTHUTe MpuUMepH Ha basjy — Tpeba
Jla yMpe KOJIOHHjaJIU3MOT, OCyZleH Ha BeueH 3abopas.
OBa He Tpeba ma ce cdaru BO oCHpOMAIlleHAaTa CMUC-
Jla Ha OJIpeKyBambe WJIHM PEINpecHja, TyKy MOIPBO KAKO
e(PEeKTUBHO YHUIIITYBalbe HA CUTE TParu O KOJIOHU]jaJI-
Hara pomuHanuja. OTTyKa, ,KynaTypHara peBosymuja“
ce adpupmmupa Kako aHTHMeMmopuja. [TapasokcoT mTo
OTBOpPEHO T0 3a3eMa bajjy, Koj cmeTaM JeKa IeJIOCHO
ro ondaka oHa IITO TO HAPEKOB HErOB KOMYHHM3aM Ha
pas3ZBOjyBarbe, € JIeKa YHUIIITYBAaheTO Ha HeeTHAKBOCTA,
30pHIIIYBAHETO HA TOCIIOAAPCTBOTO KAKO YCJIOB COJIPIKH
JlyaicTHYKa acuMeTpuja (Hakyco, KiaacHa 6opba).

Taka, mosTHUKaTa 3araTka € BO HY>KHOCTA Jia ce Toc-
nosiapu (KOHTPOJIMPA, HAcOUyBa U HACUJIHO /14 C€ BOJH)
CO maroT 70 6e3rocrofapcTBOTO, /1a ce JOMHUHUpPA CO
JIOMUHaNyjaTa 3a Jia MOXKe J1a JI0j/ie 10 HeJOMHUHAIH]a.
OBa e mapaIoKCcOT LITO BO UCTOpUjaTa Ha JEHUHU3MOT
ce HapeKyBa JUKTaTypa Ha mposerepujator. Ho, 6um
Ipariase, ITo CTaHyBa TOTAIl cO Tpe3BeHaTa 3abesielka
Ha Kpucrujan Kambe (Christian Jambet), nesrymuo yna-
TeHa W KOH bBazjy, mexka Temara 3a aHTUMEMOpHjaTa,
3a Hysrara ropuHa IITO TOJKY IPOYYTO Ce Bp3yBallle
CO MoJIMEbaTa Ha cMpTTa Bo Kammyuuja, 3aBucu o7 Haj-
pazuKasHaTa xunocraza Ha [ocmosapeTBoTo, 0f efeH
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etymologically precise, by the force of an insurgent
subject, of certain places and positions within the
structures of representation and domination.* Or, to
quote one of Badiou’s more lyrical passages: “To the
nothing new under the sun the thinking of revolt opposes
the ever new insurgent red sun, under the emblem
of which the unlimited affirmative hope of rebellious
producers engenders ruptures.” Having done with the
“nothing new under the sun” entails the possibility of
a total death, a death without Aufhebung and without
mourning. Such, for instance — in one of Badiou’s most
pertinent examples — is the way in which colonialism
should die, consigned to eternal forgetting. This is not to
be understood in the impoverished sense of a disavowal
or repression, but rather as the effective destruction of
all traces of colonial domination. “Cultural revolution”
is thereby affirmed as anti-memory. The paradox openly
assumed by Badiou, in which I think is encapsulated
what I have called his communism of separation, is that
the destruction of inequality, the obliteration of mastery,
has a dualistic asymmetry as its condition.

The political conundrum is therefore that of the necessity
to master (control, direct and violently lead) the path to
masterlessness, to dominate domination in order for
non-domination to arise. This is the paradox that in the
history of Leninism takes the name of the dictatorship of
the proletariat. But what then, we may ask, of Christian
Jambet’s sober observation, aimed in part at Badiou
himself, that the theme of anti-memory, of the Year Zero
so famously linked to the killing fields of Cambodia,
depends on the most radical hypostasis of Mastery, on
a discourse reduced to the inscrutable secrecy of an
unknowing command to work and submit to anonymity,
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JIUCKYPC CBEJIEH Ha HEIPOHUKJIMBATA TAUHCTBEHOCT Ha
eZlHa HeyKa Hapezba 3a paboTa 1 MOMHPJIUBOCT CO aHO-
HUMHOCT, JIOIIOJIHETa, MOKeOu HEMHHOBHO, CO Hajoec-
[IeJIHUTE ¥ HajHEPA3yMHUTE MPAKTUKUA HA W3HYAYBakbe
IpU3HAHMW]ja — 3a TOAa CBEJOYM JECTPYKTUBHATA KeC-
TOKOCT Ha 3aTBOPOT C-21 Bo [THOM ITen??° OxroBapajku
Ha TaKBUTE 3a0€JIEIIKH, MOKE JIa IIOTCETUME JIeKa e{Ha
O/ KJIYYHUTE Te31 Ha Bajjy, Koja mpoussierysa o Hero-
BOTO UMTaIbe Ha Mao, e Jileka HOBUHUTE IIPOH3JIeryBaaT
He O] IpHMapHaTa CIIPOTUBHOCT, OHaa Mely eKCIIoaTa-
TOPHUTE U eKCILJIOATHPAHUTE, TYKY O] U3BECHA ,,CeKYHIAP-
Ha“ CIIPOTHBHOCT, OJi Pa3/BOjyBame WIN Io/ea0a BO
peaoBHTE Ha caMaTa IIpUMapHa CIIPOTUBHOCT — Off IIap-
THCKaTa BUCTMHA Ha efHa (ppakiydja, Ha IPHUMeEP, Koja
ce 0Z[BOjyBa €O IieJI Jia M3ABOM (WM Ja HU3BJIeUe) eHa
BHCTHHHUTOCT IIITO ja OJIpPEKyBa JApsKaBaTa BO Taa CUTya-
1[1ja, OTHOCHO HEJ3UHUTE JOMUHAHTHHU U JOMUHUPAYKH
npercraBHuIM. Taa ja mpeobpasyBa oBaa ceKyHZapHa
CIIPOTHBHOCT BO IPUMapHa CIIPOTHBHOCT KoOja ja rpaau
dopmanuszanyjata mTo My mnpuiara Ha YHHOT Ha pe-
BoJIT. Co Jipyru 300poOBH, ilodeabailia u 0080jysar-eilio
— a He camo vuciliuoili dectipykiliugeH aHIIA20HU3AM
— Cce YCN08U 3a MOXCHOCT 3a c030asarbe 2eHepu4Ka eo-
HAKBOCI.

Bo oBue paHu zena, MOKe J1a ce BUAY Kako banjy TBpau
JleKa MPHUCYCTBOTO HA CYyOjeKTHBHOCT ja MEHyBa IIPHU-
pomaTta Ha camoTo HacuiacTBo. Co Orjies; Ha TOa IITO
JIMjaJIeKTUKAaTa Ha CTBAPHHUOT PEBOJIT BHECYBA KBaJIU-
TaTUBHU HOBHHU BO OJIpe/leHa CHUTyalHja — TaKBHU
mTo ,JIp:kaBaTa, OAHOCHO KOHIIEHTPUPAHUOT OOJIMK
Ha cuTe (peHOMEHH Ha JOMHUHAIMjaTa, BeKe ro HeMa
HHUTY WUCTOTO MMe“ — Taa ja JeJd U caMaTa CMPT Ha
HEIITO IITO € BrPa/ieHO U NMpeoOpa3eHo Cropes HOB 3a-
KOH (M1 CHMOOJIMYHO IPEHANUIIAHO, aKO caKaMe Jia
ynotrpebuMe enHa JlakaHOBCKa paMKa) M HEIITO IITO
€THOCTABHO Cce YKHHYBa. Bo uncTo cTpykTypHUTE (PeHo-
MEHHU cOoceMa JIMIIIEHH O] HOBHUHH, KaJie CTaHyBa 300D

coupled, inevitably perhaps, with the most pointless
and exorbitant practices of confession — witness the
destructive ferocity of the S-21 prison in Phnom Penh?%°
In response to such objections, we could recall that one
of the key theses in Badiou, emerging from his readings
of Mao, is that it is not from the primary contradiction,
the one between exploiters and exploited, that novelty
emerges, but rather from a ‘secondary’ contradiction,
from a separation or division within the camp of the
primary contradiction itself — from the partisan truth of
a faction, for instance, which separates itself in order to
separate out (or subtract) a real which is denied by the
state of the situation, by its dominant and dominating
representation. It is transforming this secondary
contradiction into a primary one which constitutes the
formalization proper to the act of revolt. In other words,
division and separation — and not just pure destructive
antagonism — are conditions of possibility for the
engendering of a generic equality.

In these early writings, Badiou can be found arguing
that the presence of subjectivity changes the nature of
violence itself. Inasmuch as the dialectics of a real revolt
introduces qualitative novelty into a situation — such
that ‘The State, which is to say the concentrated form
of all phenomena of domination, no longer even has
the same name’ — it divides death itself, into what is
incorporated and metamorphosed under a new law (or
symbolically reinscribed, if we wish to adopt a Lacanian
framework) and what is simply abrogated. In purely
structural phenomena devoid of novelty, in which it is
only a quantitative shift of places that is at stake, be it
colonialism or the first world war, the drive to conserve
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camMo 3a KBaHUTATHBHA IPOMEHA HAa MecTaTta, OWIo aa
ce paboTH 3a KoJOHMjasm3aM Ousto 3a IIpBara cBeTcka
BOjHA, MOPHUBOT 3a KOH3EPBUPAE U IPOJIOJIKYBAIbE,
criopen Bazjy, ro mpuapyKyBa CTPaBHYHO HACHJICTBO.
Kako 1mTo KpyTo Ke peue: ,Kora HHUIITO HE Ce MEHYBa,
ruHar Jyiyre”“. TOKkMy HEZIOCTUTOT Of] aCUMETPHja U KPaj-
HO HEaHTAarOHHWCTHYHATa OCHOBAa HAa MACHUBHUTE aHTa-
TOHU3MH Ce YMHU JIeKa Ce aHTa)KUpaaT Ha OOUIITETO,
IIITO 3HAYM JIeKA TAKBUTE , CTPYKTYPHU AHTArOHU3MHU
3aBUCAT O/ YMCTA KBaHTUTAaTHBHA mobena, Ia Taka ce
¥ 30UpHU, HEKPEATUBHU, 3/I0ZIEBHO [IOJITH, KPBAaBH U
jasmoBu“. Hakyco, Torami, HacIPOTH IPOTHBEHE KOH
OTIIOPOT W MOKTa, Bajjy mpezjara aujajekThka Ha
(MaTepujasTUCTHIKKA) CTPYKTYpa U (CyOjeKTHMBHA) TEH-
neHnyja. be3 ,HacuieH" 3amuc BO CUTyal[djaTa Ha e€/lHa
cyOjeKTHBHA TeHJIeHIIMja WM TpaHcgopMaIucKa cuia,
KOja M camaTa € MPOU3BOJ OJi BHATPEIIHU MOZAEI0U U
0/IBOjyBama, HU OCTaHyBa CaMoO Tarata OpPyTaJTHOCT Ha
CTPYKTYPHOTO HaCHJICTBO.

HeB03MOXHO € BO OBME KPAaTKU Pas3MHUCIH Ja Ce JI0-
JIOBAT MOJUTHYKATE U (PUI030(PCKUTE TPUYUHU 32
BazjyoBoTo mpemecTyBarbe Ha JI€CTPYKTHBHATa TeMa U
HETOBHOT IPEMUH KOH €/[Ha HOBa, MAaTEMATHYKU 3aCHO-
BaHa INjaJIeKTHKa Ha HEJOCIEAHOCT KOja T'0 MOTKOITyBa
KOHIIENITOT Ha [IeJIOCHOCTA U Ce AP3KK HACTpaHa O/ IJIaB-
HUTe pedepEeHTH Ha MAPKCUCTHYKATA MJIU UCTOPUCKO-
MaTepHjaJUCTUUKaTa Tpagunuja. Meryroa, Moxke aa
pedeMe JieKa Ipalamara mro u3Bupaat o7 bagjyosara
TeMaTH3alKja Ha HAaCUJICTBOTO U O/ HETOBAaTa MOJIUTHUKA
KPUTHKA Ha TEPOPOT (KPUTHKA IIITO CHJIOBUTO ja IPOTUB-
CTaByBa Ha OHA IIITO 'O CMeTa 3a KalUTAJIO-TIapaMeH-
TapHa ¥ aHTUTOTAINTAPHA KPUTHKA Ha TEPOPOT, KaKBa
IIITO MOKe Me Jja Hajaeme mely canynute Ha ®upe (Fu-
ret)) MosxeOu ce U IpalIama Bp3 OCHOBa Ha KOH Tpeba J1a
ce mpeoleHn BajjyoBaTa KOMIUIMKYBaHA U HeEIEJIOCHA
BpPCKa CO MapKCU3MOT, HacTpaHa CHUTe TBP/IEHbA 3a He-
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and continue is accompanied for Badiou by enormous
violence. In his stark words: “When nothing changes, men
die.” It is precisely the lack of asymmetry, the ultimately
non-antagonistic basis of the massive antagonisms that
appear to deploy themselves on the battlefield which
mean that such “structural’ antagonisms depend on
pure quantitative triumph, and are thus cumulative, non-
creative, interminable, bloody and sterile.” In brief, then,
against the opposition of resistance and power, Badiou
proposes a dialectics of (materialist) structure and
(subjective) tendency. Without the “violent” inscription
into the situation of a subjective tendency or force of
transformation, which is itself the product of internal
divisions and separations, we are left only with the dumb
brutality of a structural violence.

It is not possible in these brief considerations to track
the political and philosophical reasons for Badiou’s
dislocation of the destructive thematic and his move
towards a new, mathematically-founded dialectic of
inconsistency which undermines the concept of totality
and takesits distance from many of the principal referents
ofthe Marxist or historical materialist tradition. However,
we could say that the questions that arise from Badiou’s
thematisation of violence and from his political critique
of terror (a critique which he vehemently counterposes
to what he regards as the capitalo-parliamentarian and
anti-totalitarian critique of terror, such as we may find in
the likes of Furet) might also be questions on the basis of
which to reassess Badiou’s complicated and incomplete
relationship to Marxism, all claims to non-existence
aside...*" A preliminary conclusion, or perhaps a simple
intuition, is that the theme of Gewalt, of a tension
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OCTOEETO...>" E/leH MpBUYeH 3aK/IyYoK, WU MOXKeOu
€IHOCTaBHA MHTYHIIHja, € ieKa TeMaTa 3a I esanili (Ha-
cunue, Gewalt), 3a TeH3Wja U AUjaJIEKTHKA Mel'y MOKTa U
HACHJICTBOTO U 32 HEKAKOB eMaHI[UIIATOPCKU 00U/ Ja ce
pacKuHe COJUJAPHOCTAa Mel'y CUTe OBHE 3HAUEHha, MOJKe
Jla IPEeTCTaByBa eleH BH/I MPTOB aroji BO Pa3MUCIIyBambe-
to Ha Bazjy. IIpen na 3akiydrMme, a co IeJI CaMo Jia TH
[IOCTaBaM MMAaTOKa3UTe 32 W/IHUTE UCTPAXKyBama, O ca-
KaJ1 /1a HabpojaM MeT KJIyYHH TOUKHU CO KO ke Tpeba Oa-
peM MaJIKy /ia ce T03aHUMaBa CEKOe UTHO UCTPAKyBakbe
Ha TeMaTa Ha HaCHJICTBO BO MucJiara Ha Baznjy:

1. Mapxcusmoil, AeHUHUSMOU U MUAUTHapU3MOIL.
T'osem 6poj ox obugure Ha Bbanjy na dopmynupa mocr-
JICHUHUCTHYKA ,[IOJIUTUKA Oe3 mapTuja“ moynBaaT Bp3
Te3aTa JleKa erajuTapHaTa IOJUTKa Owia QyHmameH-
TAQJIHO Harpu3aHa, BO HEKOj BHUJ MCTOPUCKA HMHepLUja,
O/l CTpaHa HAa BOEHUOT WM BOMHCTBEHUOT pedepeHT.
BaxkHO e Tyka jia ce 3abesiexku feka bazjy, cienejku ru
BOeHUTe orjiei Ha Mao, OTHpBUH ja OpaHu u ja dantn
noceOHOCTAa HA MAOWCTHYKHUOT IPHIOHEC KOH HepaM-
HOMEPHUOT U KOMOWHUPAH pa3Boj Ha AHjaJeKTUYKaTa
MMCJIa ¥ Hej3uHaTa UCIpeKUHaTa epruou3anuja wox-
MY 80 cmucaa Ha 8ojHUuUKUile udymu Ha Mao tipoitius
JeHUHUCTTIUYKO-CIHaAUHUCTTIUYKUOTI MoOea. VIeTo Taka,
BpeJiU /la ce YKaXKe Ha HEYCOIJIaCEHUOT, HejaceH U Heu3-
BeCeH CTaTyC Ha KBa3HW-pedepeHIUTe IITO 'M UMa BO
BanjyoBuoT 06z ja pa3MuciyBa BO HACOKa HA IEMUJIU-
Tapu3UpaHa MOCT-JIeHUHUCTUYKA nosauTuka: Conupap-
HOCT, UPaHCKaTa PEBOJIYIH]a, UCKYCTBOTO O/ IBUKEHHETO
sans papiers 1, HeofjlaMHa, 3allaTUCTUTe BO MeKCHUKO.

2. Oddaneuenocitia 00 JIpxcasaitia. Tyka 6u Moskeste /1a
TBpAuMe Jieka bazjy ja usbeenyesa nujasekrukara Ha ['e-
BaIT (Hacuiuero, Gewalt) v ja mpaBy IBOCMUCJIEHA CBO-
jaTa BEPHOCT KOH HEMUHOBHUOT U 0JIarOTBOPEH MOBUK
Jla ce YHUIITH HACWJICTBOTO WJIH JIa C€ YHUIITH JIOMHU-

and dialectic between power and violence — and of an
emancipatory attempt to break the solidarity between all
these meanings — might constitute a kind of blind spot
in Badiou’s thinking. Before concluding, and in order
to simply lay the signposts for future research, let me
enumerate five key points that any further investigation
of the theme of violence in Badiou’s thinking will need to
touch upon:

1. Marxism, Leninism and militarism. Many of Badiou’s
attempts to formulate a post-Leninist “politics without
a party” rest on the thesis that egalitarian politics was
fundamentally corrupted, through a kind of historical
inertia, by the military or martial referent. It is important
to note here that Badiou, following Mao’s military essays,
initially defends and praises the specificity of the Maoist
contribution to the uneven and combined development
of dialectical thought and its halting periodisation
precisely in terms of the martial innovations made by
Mao against the Leninist-Stalinist model. It is also worth
indicating the disparate, ambiguous and uncertain status
of the quasi-references that populate Badiou’s attempt to
think towards a demilitarized, post-Leninist politics: the
Polish movement Solidarnose, the Iranian revolution,
the experience of the sans papiers movement in France
and, more recently, the Zapatistas in Mexico.

2. The distance from the State. This is where we could
argue Badiou evades the dialectics of Gewalt, and
equivocates in his fidelity to the inevitable and salutary
call for a destruction of violence or a destruction of
domination. Diagnosing the state either as the capture

9
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Haryjara. /J[MjarHOCTUIIMPAjKU ja ApsKaBaTa MJIM KaKo
3apo0yBame U KOONTHpAaIe Ha CUjaTa Ha Cy0jeKTHB-
HOCTa WIM KaKO HEj3MHO M30IauyBarbe BO €IHa yOuc-
TBEHA CIIMPaJIa Ha COMHEeBame (EKCIUTUIIUTHO CJIe/IejKI
ja XeresioBara KJacHYHa aHAJIIN3a HA TeEPOPOT BO DeHo-
MeHoa02uja Ha Oyxoill), U OLIEHYBajKkH JleKa 3apasara
co Hej3uHUTe 6e3Cy0jeKTHHM MeXaHU3MH € IOoryOHa 3a
ABTOHOMHUTE KallallUTETH Ha erajJiiTapHaTa MHUCIA U
IIpakKca, Te3aTa 3a IMOJIUTUKA IITO Ke OuJie HacTpaHa of
JIprKaBaTa — 3a MOJINTUKA Ha IPOIUIITYBalbe HAMECTO Ha
O6apama 1 Hanagu — 700U CPEUIIHO MECTO BO HopMy-
smanuute Ha Bagjy. [lypu u oBa n30erHyBabe Ja ce IpeT-
noctaBu Gewalt-0T o7 cTpaHa HA NOJIUTHYKUOT CYOjeKT
Celak ce 3aCHOBA BP3 MAaTEMATHYKO (popMasIM3Hpabe
Ha pobsieMoT Ha Gewalt Bo cMucyia Ha KJIydyHATa U UH-
TYUTHUBHO IIPUBJIEYHA Te3a 32 HEIPECMETINBHUOT BULLOK
Ha CKJIOIIOT Ha MOKTa BO JiaJieHa cutyaruja (/Ip:kaBara)
BO ofHOC Ha camarta curyanuja. Co npyru 360poBH, 3a
BUIIIOKOT HA 3aCTaITyBale€ BO OHOC Ha IIPETCTABYBAIbE,
Ha BKJIyYeHOCTa BO OJIHOC Ha IpumajHocra.’* Mcxo-
JIOT Off OBa € JIeKa KJIYIHOTO CO MOJUTHKaTa 3a banjy
JIeXKU BO HEj3WHHOT KalaluTeT /1a T'O Mepu U 3aIpe OBOj
BUIIOK Ha JIp:kaBaTa, HO O/ HAJBOpEIIHA IIO3UIY]a,
IIPEKY NOJIUTHYKY ¥ OPTaHU3AIMCKY KalaIl[UTeT ITO HE
ce IIPETOYyBa BO ITpaBHA, OMPOKpATCKa U BOEHA MOK.

3. Cunaitia Ha cy6Gjexiioi. 3a J1a OCTaHEME BO
CEMaHTHYKOTO noJie Ha ['eganiti (Gewalt), Tpeba na Ha-
IIOMEeHeMe JIeKa, BO IIEPUOJIOT IIITO TO HAPEKOB MEPUOJ,
Ha KOMYHH3aM Ha IMPOU3BOJICTBO U JleCTpyKIuja, bamjy-
oBaTa MaTepHjaIUCTUUKA JUjAIEKTUKA UMa JIBE CUTYPHH
yCHZIpyBamba: MOMMOT CuAd U, BO Jieyiata no builiueilio
u Hactianot (cnenejku ro marematuyapotT [Tos Koen),
IIOUMOT cuserse. Bo obaTa ciryyaja ©MaMe KOHIIENITH BO
KOH OJIEKHyBa MOUMOT [e8aailli U KOU IO KBATH(DUKY-
BaaT OIHOCOT Mery u3BeceH (IOJIMTHYKH) CyOjeKT U cO3-
JlaBalbeTO HOBUHH, €IHAKBOCT U IIpaBJa — WIH, Jia ja
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and cooptation of the force of subjectivity or as its
perversion in a murderous spiral of suspicion (explicitly
following Hegel’s classic analysis of the terror in the
Phenomenology of Spirit), and judging contagion with
its subject-less mechanisms to be fatal to the autonomous
capacities of egalitarian thought and practice, the thesis
of politics at a distance from the state — a politics of
prescription rather than demand or attack — has become
central to Badiou’s formulations. Even this evasion of an
assumption of Gewalt on the part of the political subject
is nevertheless based on a mathematical formalisation
of the problem of Gewalt in terms of the crucial and
intuitively attractive thesis of incalculable excess of the
power-set of a situation (the State) over that situation
itself. In other words, of the excess of representation
over presentation, inclusion over belonging.>*> The
upshot of this is that the crux of politics for Badiou lies
in its capacity to measure and arrest this excess of the
State, but from an extrinsic position, through a political
and organisational capacity that does not translate into a
legal, bureaucratic or military power.

3. The force of the subject. To remain within the seman-
tic field of Gewalt, we should note that the anchors of
Badiou’s materialist dialectic are, for the period that I
have called that of the communism of production and
destruction, the notion of force, and, in the work follow-
ing Being and Event (following the mathematician Paul
Cohen), that of forcing. In both cases we have concepts
resonating with the notion of Gewalt that qualify the re-
lation between a (political) subject and the creation of
novelty, equality and justice — or indeed, to use, the cen-
tral category of Badiou’s later philosophy, truth. The first
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yrnoTrpebaM IeHTpaHaTa KaTeropuja o/ MOI0I[HEKHATA
dunozoduja na bazxjy, suciiuna. IIpsoto (cuiiara) e mo-
BP3aHO CO IOUMOT Ha JIECTPYKIHjaTa, BTOPOTO (CHIIEHE)
€ TTOBP3aHO CO O/I3€MAambeTo, a 00eTe Kpy:KaT OKOJIy Ka-
MAIUTETOT HA CY0jEKTOT BO KOHKPETHU MHTOBH J1a UH-
fliepseHUpA BO JlaJieHa CUTYallHja Taka IITo Ke ja u3Hece
Ha BHUEJIWHA WIH Ke ja ciaenu aucyHKIUjaTa Ha Jia-
JIeH CHCTeM Ha JIOMHHAI[HAja, CUCTeM IITO basjy ymopHo
TO OCJIMKYBa KaKO CHUCTEM Ha CMECTyBaibe, UIEHTHTET,
Opoeme.* TokMy mpeky cropezdata Mely GyHKIHjaTa
¥ MOKHOCTHTE BPOJIEHH BO OBHE JIBa ITOMMa MOXKEMeE
Jla TIOYHEME U Jla IPerCIuTaMe YIITe e€JHa KOHCTAaHTa
BO MHcJIaTa Ha banjy, koja Bo cBUTe GJIaTOCKJIOHH Jiejia
ja Harmacu u CiaBoj JK¥>keK, OJHOCHO IIpallambeTo Ha
llapuiuckatia suciiuuHa.

4. Tepopoiu u iiepopusmoiu. 1ako BO CBOUTE CKOPEIIHU
nena Banjy ce obumyBa ga ro 0OHOBU MOUMOT jieka Te-
POPOT € HEOIXOJIeH, aK0O He W TeMeJieH, MOMEHT BO
MOJIUTUYKATA CyOjeKTHBU3aIMja,> eaHa KPUTHKA Ha
TEPOPUCTHYKOTO HCKYIIIEHHE € CTOXKEP BO HETOBUTE
,ITOCT-MaOUCTHYKH “ fies1a.>®> MeryToa, a 0Ba € OHa I10 IIITO
Bazjy TemesiHO ce pa3yiMKyBa O/ CUTE TPTOBIU CO PEBH-
3WOHMU3aM, MOPAJIN3aM M BHHA, €IUHCTBEHO €HO UMa-
HEHTHO U JIETEDMUHUPAHO 0/I3€Makhe O IECTPYKTUBHU-
Te U3YMHU Ha IIOJIUTUKATAa, CAMO KPUTHKAaTa Ha TEPOPOT
IIITO Ce BPIIX 00 CipaHa Ha emavyuilauyujaitia, Moxe
Jla HajaBaT HOBA MHCJIA 3a MOJIUTUKATA HAa JUCTAHIIA O]
npxkasata. Mcro taka, bazjy peunTto u jacHO ja moBp3yBa
3apa3HOCTa CO HACHJICTBOTO HA JIBAECETTHOT BEK HE CAMO
CO HEj3MHUTE MPAaYHU OCHOBHU BO KOJIOHHjaJTHUTE MaCOB-
HU KPTBYBamba, TYKy U CO ,eMaHIIUIIAaTOpCKaTa“ ujaeja
— II0 MHOTY HEIIITa U3POJIeHa O/ BAPBAPCKHUOT KOIIIMap
Ha IpBaTa CBETCKAa BOjHA — OJi HACHJICTBOTO IIITO K€ TH
3aBpIIH CHTE HACWJICTBA, BOjHATA IPOTHB CUTE BOjHU
(Tema mITo ja uMa u kaj Mao). AKo mpeMuHeMe Ha ITOHe-
MOCpe/IHaTa KOHJYHKTYpPa OJ1 KPajoT Ha CeAyMIECETTUTE
Y TIOYETOKOT Ha OCYM/IECETTHUTE FOJIMHH, ke 3a0esieskumMe

(force) is linked to the notion of destruction, the second
(forcing) to one of subtraction, and both circulate around
the subject’s capacity to intervene in a situation at spe-
cific points so as to elicit or follow the dysfunction of a
system of domination, a system that Badiou persistently
depicts as a system of placement, identity, counting.?® It
is from the comparison between the function and possi-
bilities inherent in these two terms that we might also be-
gin to reconsider another constant in Badiou’s thought,
which has also been emphasised in the sympathetic work
of Slavoj Zizek, that of partisan truth.

4. Terror and terrorism. Though in recent work Badiou
hastried to recuperate the notion of Terror as a necessary,
if not founding, moment in political subjectivation,3*
a critique of the terroristic temptation is a mainstay in
his “post-Maoist” work.>> However — and this is what
fundamentally separates Badiou from every stripe of
revisionist, moralist and guilt-monger — the underlying
argument is that only an immanent and determinate
subtraction from the destructive innovations of politics,
only the critique of terror from the side of emancipation,
could herald a new thinking of politics at a distance from
the state. Badiou also perspicuously links the virulence
of twentieth-century century violence not just to its
dark foundations in the colonial hecatombs but to the
“emancipatory” idea — in many respects born of the
barbarous nightmare of the first world war — of a violence
to end all violences, a war against all wars (a theme that
is also present in Mao). Moving to the more immediate
conjuncture of the late 70s and early 80s, Badiou sees
the emergence of ‘red’ terrorism in terms of a political
weakness, and moreover, of a fallacious relation between
movement, organisation and State.? In a text published
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Jleka bazgjy ro nokuByBa II0jaByBameTO Ha IPBEHUOT
TEPOpU3aM KaKO MOJIUTUYKA c1aboCT U, yIITe MOBEKe,
3a0iryiHAa Bpcka Merly JBIDKEHeTO, OpraHusanujata u
Jpxasata.®® Bo emen Tekcer obGjaBeH Bo Le perroquet,
namdsrreror Ha bagjyoBata YII®MJI u HEj3UHUOT HAcC-
snenuuk, I'Organisation politique, Toj pasmuciryBarie
3a KaractpodasHaTa KOMOHMHANMja — BO IIPUCYCTBO
Ha OpraHM3MpaHa IOJUTHKA BO paMKuTe Ha dabpu-
KaTa — O] ,,JIeMOKPaTCKO /IBIKehe  CO BOeHA TAUHCTBe-
HOCT, O] OHOj BHJI IIITO HAaKpaTKO Oellle ce 0fpa3uy Bp3
ex-Gauche Prolétarienne, u koj mojonHa UM HaHece
noynuTuyKa karacrpoda Ha I{psenute 6puranu, PA® u
HupekTHa aknuja (Brigate Rosse, RAF, Action Directe).?”
[Mumysajku nox nceBaoHuM, bazjy ro 3abenexa cien-
HOBO: ,,/J]a ce TUKBUMPA TEPOPUCTUYKOTO UCKYIIEHUE,
TEPOPUCTUYKOTO IIOBJIEKyBalbe, € IMOJUTUUYKHA KpUTe-
pUyM LITO Mopa Jia ce u3yMmu. Mcxo0T o7 TAKBUOT KPU-
TEPUYM € JleKa IOJIUTUKATa € CyllepHOpHa BO OJTHOC Ha
antaroHusMot. Ce pazbupa, peBoJIyifjaTa ceKoraml ce
CBe/lyBa Ha IpOMeHa Ha HeKOe HeIlpHjaTeJICKO CTBap-
HO, COCTaBeHO Oj] yTHeTyBame U mozenba. Ho, Bpen-
HOCTHUTE Ha eJJUHCTBOTO, O] KOU IIPOU3JIETyBa U KOU Ce
IIOBP3aHU CO OOJIUIINTE HA CBECTA, MMAAT BPETHOCT I10
cebe 1 3a cebe, a HE caMO KaKO WHCTPYMEHTHU Ha HaCHJI-
cTBO“. MaHUIyJINDaKkeTO CO OMpasaTa WIN CO CTPaBOT
O]l IPYTHOT KaKo 00eIMHyBayKH (paKToOp, HAMECTO TO4,
e IITeTHA I0jaBa Ha oHa mTo CapTp ro Hapeue ,0Opar-
CTBO Ha TepopoT®. 3aT0a, MAOCTUUKUOT CJIOTaH 3a TpeT-
MAaHOT Ha aHTarOHUCTUYKUTE CIIPOTUBHOCTH KAaKO CIIPO-
THUBHOCTH Mely JIyfeTo ce pa3brpa Ha CJIeTHHIOB HAYMH:
,MOpa BO CpIIETO Ha JIyfeTO Jia BOCIIOCTABHME HAYEJIO
Ha MOJIUTUYKO €INHCTBO 4Mj pedepeHT He e TOJIKY IIpo-
TUBHUKOT KOJIKY IIITO TOA € CTBAPHOTO LITO MOpa /ia ce
IIpOMeHU. 32 TEPOPU3MOT, €INHCTBEHOTO CTBAPHO € He-
npujaresnor. [TosruTrkara MoxkeOH MOYHYBa KOT'a YOBEK
ke ja 1 ja moApenu CJIMKAaTa 32 MPOTUBHUKOT HA IIPEO-
OpazbaTa Ha CTBAPHOTO IIITO caKa Jia ro cipevn. [Ipeqver
Ha TepOPU3MOT € OHa IIITO 'O IT0IIpevyyBa CTBAPHOTO, a He
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in the Le perroquet, the pamphlet of Badiou’s UCFML
and its successor, I'Organisation politique, he meditated
on the disastrous combination — in the absence of an
organised politics within the factory — of a “democratic
movement” with military clandestineness, of the kind
that had briefly affected the ex-Gauche Prolétarienne,
and which was later to wreak impotent catastrophe in
the Brigate Rosse, RAF and Action Directe.®”” Badiou,
writing under the pseudonym Georges Peyrol, noted
the following: “To liquidate the terrorist temptation,
the terrorist retreat, is a political criterion that demands
to be invented. The upshot of such a criterion is that
politics is superior to antagonism. Of course, revolution
always comes down to changing a hostile real, made
up of oppression and division. But the values of unity,
from which it proceeds, and which are linked to forms
of conscience, have value in and of themselves, and
not just as instruments of violence.” Manipulating the
hatred or fear of the other as a unifying factor is instead a
pernicious phenomenon of what Sartre had called “terror-
fraternity.” The antidote is expressed as follows: “we must
establish at the heart of the people a principle of political
unity whose reference is less the adversary than the real
which must be changed. For terrorism the only real is the
enemy. Politics begins perhaps when one subordinates
the image of the adversary to the transformation of the
real which he wishes to impede. The object of terrorism
is the obstacle to the real and not the real itself.” We can
register here the influence of Badiou’s heterodox reading
of the politics of Solidarnosc, especially in terms of the
idea of a primacy of popular unity over antagonism,
and the connected thesis that the essence of politics is
not war. Terrorism, and here Badiou concurs with the
later Debord of the Commentaries on the Society of
the Spectacle — a text that is also concerned with the
phenomenon of the Red Brigades and similar groups
— is simply a capitulation to the power of symbols and
media, a spectacle. Both terrorism and the State feed on
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camoto peanHo”. Tyka Moxe /ja ce 3abesiesKu BJIMjaHU-
eTo oj1 BasijyoBoTo unTae Ha nosuTHKaTa Ha Costraap-
HOCT, 0cOOEHO BO CMHCJIa Ha H/iejaTa 3a MPBEHCTBOTO HA
HApOAHOTO €IMHCTBO IIPEJ aHTATOHU3MOT M CPOJHATa
Te3a JIeKa BOjHATa He € CyIITHHA Ha TMOoJIUTUKaTa. Tepo-
pU3MOT, a Tyka bajjy ce corsiacyBa co MOJOIHEKHUOT
Jle6opa (Debord) ox KomeHitiapu 3a otiwiliecilieottio HA
tipusopoit (Commentaries on the Society of the Specta-
cle) — TeKCT IITO UCTO TaKa ce 3aHUMaBa cO HEHOMEHOT
Ha L[pBeHuTEe GpUTagU U CIUYHUTE TPYIIHA — €HOCTABHO
IIpeTCTaByBa KaIlHTYyJallhja IIpes; MOKTa Ha CUMOO-
JINTE U MEQUYMUTE, OJHOCHO Ipu30p. M1 TepopusMor
u JIp>kaBaTta ce XpaHaT CO OTCYCTBOTO Ha MOJIUTHKA, CO
OTCYCTBOTO Ha JIETEPMUHUPAH U HE3aBHUCEH IMOJTUTHUYKH
KaraiureT IITO €IHOCTAaBHO He J03BOJIyBa Jla TO all-
copbupaaT UTPUHUTE HA MOKTa U HEJ3UHUTE OOJIHITH
Ha HacwicTBo. OTTyKa M KJIydHATa Te3a JIeKa ,,Ce 3aBU-
CH OJI IIOCTOEEHETO, UJIU AYPH OJ €AHOCTABHUOT IIPOEKT
3a MMOCTOerhe, Ha MOJIUTHKA KOja MMa OCTATOK BO OJHOC
Ha [[pxaBata. Co apyru 360poBH, Koja He ce JeduH-
rpa cebecu co 3a3eMameTo Ha J[prkaBaTa, 1ma JAypu U COo
HEjJ3MHOTO YHHINTYBame . EHa erajiMTapHa MMOJUTHKA
IIITO MOKE J]a TO OCyeTH TepopoT (uau 6apemM Tepopus-
MOT) IO IIPETCTaByBa XOPU30HTOT Ha BajjyoBHOT mocT-
MAaOHMCTUYKH IMPOEKT, HO IIOEHTaTa M OBOj IaT € JeKa
TPENIKUTE HA Taa MOJIMTHKA Tpeba Jja ce MoAIoKaT Ha
TeMeJIHA aHa/IM3a TOKMY OJf TJIEIUINTEe Ha aBTOHOMHA
ITOJINTUKA Ha eMaHI[AIaIija, a He Bp3 OCHOBA Ha HeKa-
xoB raison d’Etat.>® OBa e cMucIaTa BO KOja MOXKe Jia ce
neduHHpPaA MeTaloJUTHKATa Ha Bajjy, BO KOHTEKCT Ha
KOHjYHKTypaTa BO KOja ce jaBuja, KaKO aHTH-aHTHU-TO-
TajuTapHa.>’

5. AHilla2oHu3aM. AKO ce IeMUJIUTAapU3UPAAT JIHjajieK-
TUKATa M TNOJUTUYKATA IpaKca, ako Ce HCKOPHAT Of
Jp>kaBarta u ce JUIIAT OJf HUBHUTE MUCTOPUCKU pede-
PEeHIH, IIITO OCTAaHyBA O] yJIoraTa Ha aHTarOHU3MOT, UJIN
oJ1 oHa mTo Bazjy, co eqHa nlaToHCKA YKUIIA, YECTOIATH

the absence of politics, of a determinate and independent
political capacity that does not simply allow itself to be
absorbed by the ruses of power and its forms of violence.
Whence the key thesis that “everything depends on the
existence, or even the simple project of existence, of a
politics that is excessive with regard to the State. In other
words, which does not define itself by the capture of the
State, or even its destruction.” An egalitarian politics that
can circumvent terror (or at least terrorism) constitutes
the horizon of Badiou’s post-Maoist project, but the
point, once again, is that it is from the perspective of an
autonomous politics of emancipation, and not on the
basis of any raison d’Etat, that one should subject the
mistakes of that politics to scrutiny.®® This is the sense in
which Badiou’s metapolitics could be defined, in terms
of the conjuncture within which it emerged, as anti-anti-
totalitarian.®

5. Antagonism. If dialectics and political practice are
demilitarised, wrested from the State and stripped
of their historical references, what remains the role
of antagonism, or of what Badiou, in a Platonic vein,
often calls the Two? To put it otherwise, can there be
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ro HapekyBa /IBere? lHaKy Ka:kaHO, MOKe JIU Jia I1OC-
TOjaT CIPOTUBHOCTH Mely yryfeTo 6e3 ImpeIuMuHapHaTa
KOHQPpOHTanyja cO aHTArOHUCTUYKU WJIH JAPACTUYHO
oJIEMHUYKH TpoTuBpeuHoctu? Bo Cilioaettiveitio (The
Century), baajy nunryBa 3a ,,aHTUIUjAJIEKTUYKO /[ Be“ KOe
€ BO CPEeINIITETO Ha ITOJIUTUUYKOTO eKCIIePUMEHTHPAbE
BO JIBAa€CETTHOT BeK, U 3a /IBa HAUMHA Ha IIOCTAByBaHhe
Ha KOH(POHTaIjaTa Mery eIHO ,,HHe", KaKo 6paTCTBO, U
OHa IIITO € Ha/IBOp OJ1 Hero: ,, /1 Ha Hero ce Iy1e/1a Kako
Ha noyimMopdHa 6e300JIMYHOCT — HApyIIeHA CTBAPHOCT
— WIN KaKo Ha dpy20 Hue, HaJIBOPEIIEH U, CJIEZICTBEHO,
AQHTAarOHUCTUYKU cyDOjeKkT”. Bo MpBUOT ci1yyaj, 3a/1auara,
Jla ynotpebam eJieH KiryueH o3HauuTe kaj banjy, e ,,dop-
May3anyja“, IpOTOKOJI 32 CO3/IaBabe Ha OOIUIIUTE IIITO
ke ro puBjIevaT HEHNE-TO KOH Hue-To. Popmanmzanu-
jaTta mogpasbupa BrpajiyBame Ha BUIJIMBATA JPYTOCT Ha
OHa IIITO € HaJIBOP 0/ MIJINTAHTHUOT Cy0jeKT BO HETOBU-
OT aBTOHOMEH KallalluTeT, BO OHA IITO Bo Logiques des
mondes bazjy ro HapekyBa ,Tesio-cy0jekT” (corps-su-
Jjet).** Onamy kajie mro popmanusamyjara e ciaaba win
He IIOCTOH, IJleflaMe IoZieM Ha efieH (pOHTaJIeH KOH-
I[ENT HA aHTAaroOHW3aM, Ha BUCTHHCKO COOYYBamhe Mery
JIBa CHJIHU, IIPETXO/THO KOHCTUTYHPAHU cyOjexTa. OBaa
BTOPA KOHIIENI[H]ja 32 OTHOCOT Mel'y HHe-TO U HEHHE-TO €
camo 1o cebe HaCHUJIHO, 8 HETOBOTO HACUJICTBO HE € caMO
HACUJICTBO Ha (POPMAIUCTUYKO ,IpeobpaTyBame”, TyKy
HACUJICTBO Ha ¢ppoHTAIIHA 60POA, IPH IITO HETOBA IIEJI €
»Ja ce YHUIITH ApyroTo“. TOKkMy BO KOHTEKCTOT Ha ,,JIU-
jaJIeKTUKaTa Ha HeIWjaJIeKTUYKOTO , Ha CyAHUPOT Mery
JIBa HAYMHA Ha cy/iupame bastjy, mpoBokaTuBHO, ce Bpaka
KOH e/IeH 071 CBOUTE TPAjHU BPYTOIIX HA METANOJIUTUIKA
nHcnupanuja: ,CylITUHCKAaTa AuUpeKTHBa Ha Mao e
‘CIPOTUBHOCTUTE BO CPKTA HA JIyFeTO HUKOTAII Ja He
ce TpeTHpaaT Ha AHTAarOHUCTUYKU HAYUH, KOHPAUK-
ol medy ¢opmarudayujaiia u decilipyxkyujaiia doa
ce paspewu co opmaausayuja. OBe MoxebU € efHa Of
Haj771a00KUTe, HO U €JHA O HAjCJIOMKEHUTE MOYKH IITO
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contradictions among the people without the preliminary
confrontation with antagonistic or drastically polemical
contradictions? In The Century, Badiou has written of
an “anti-dialectical Two” at the heart of the twentieth
century’s political experimentation, and of two ways of
arranging the confrontation between a “we,” a fraternity,
and its outside: “Either one sees it as a polymorphous
formlessness — a disordered reality — or else one
sees it as an other we, an external and consequently
antagonistic subject.” In the first instance, the task,
to use a key signifier in Badiou, is “formalisation,” a
protocol for producing the forms that will rally the not-
we to the we. Formalisation involves incorporating the
apparent alterity of what is outside the militant subject
into its autonomous capacity, into what, in Logiques des
mondes, Badiou calls a “subject-body” (corps-sujet).*°
Where formalisation is weak or inexistent, we witness the
rise of a frontal concept of antagonism, the veritable face-
off between two substantial, pre-constituted subjects.
This second conception of the relationship between
the we and the not-we is intrinsically violent, and its
violence is not simply that of formalist “conversion,” but
rather the violence of a frontal struggle, its objective “is
the destruction of the other.” It is in the context of the
“dialectics of the non-dialectical,” of the confrontation
between two modes of confrontation that Badiou
returns, provocatively, to one of his abiding sources of
metapolitical inspiration: “Mao’s essential directive
is never to treat the ‘contradictions at the heart of the
people’ in an antagonistic manner, to resolve the conflict
between formalisation and destruction by means of
formalisation. This is perhaps one of the most profound
lessons, but also one of the most difficult, that the century
has bequeathed to us.”*
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Pa3zBojoT Ha mosMTHYKaTa MHCJIa Ha baajy — BHa-
Tpe, HaJIBOp W Ha JINCTAHIlA OJf MapKCHUCTUYKAaTa MUC-
Jla, WIN OJi WHKOMIIOCUOWJIHUTE CHHTYJIADHOCTH Ha
,MapPKCUCTUYKATA“ IOJIUTUKA MOJKE /Ia Ce YUTa, 0COOEHO
BO KOHTEKCT Ha HErOBUTE PAa3MUCIH 32 JIBAECETTHOT
BEK, M KaKO CKpreHa KOH(PPOHTaIlMja co HaBUAYM IaM-
TUBEKOBHATA HCIIPEILJIETEHOCT Ha MOJIUTUKATA U HACHJI-
CTBOTO. /IBIIKEIHETO O] KOMyHHM3aM Ha JIeCTPYKIIHja KOH
KOMYHH3aM Ha pas/IBojyBambe** IITO Apyrajie ce TPY/eB
Jla TO cOoTJIeZilaM Bo JieyiaTta Ha Bajjy, ucro Taka e — Kako
IIITO MOXKE Jla YKakKaT HEKOU OJ 3a0esIelKUTE 3a CH-
JlaTa, aHTaTOHU3MOT M TEPOPOT IIITO THM U3HECOB IIOTOPE
— JIBIJKEIbe O] KOHIIENIINja 32 HACUJICTBOTO KaKO 8pPO-
deHo u tipupodHO 3a CO3/I1aBAFETO HA TIOJTUTUYKA CYOjeK-
TUBHOCT* KOH BU3Hja 32 HACUJICTBOTO KaKO YMHHTEJ IIITO,
HMaKo MO>keOH e Hen30erKHa IMoCIeIUIa O/ IIOJITUTUYKAaTa
BOMHCTBEHOCT BO OJIp€JieH! JI00po JiebUHUPAHU CUTY-
alyy, HUKOTAIll He CMee Jia ce ITOMMa KaKO KOHCTUTY-
TUBEH 32 HEKOj MOJIMTUYKH CyOjeKT. Bo 0BOj KOHTEKCT
MOKeMe Jia TH pazbepemMe HEOJaMHEITHUTE KOMEHTapH
Ha Bazjy 3a HarpusyBaukuTe eeKTH IIITO HACHICTBOTO
Ha rparaHCKaTa BOjHA T'M HMaile Bp3 OOJIIIeBHYKATa
MOJINTHKA: ,BO HEeKoW cyiydan HACHJICTBOTO € HEOII-
XOJIHOCT; CHUTE TO 3HaaT Toa. IIpobyieMOoT He € BO Toa.
IIpo6sieMOT € BO Toa IITO HACUJICTBOTO IPETCTaByBa M
cy0jeEKTHBHO KOpyMITHUpPame. Toa e roJIEMHOT MMOJTUTUYKH
npob6sieM. ITocTojaHaTa mpruMeHa Ha HACHJICTBO € CyO-
JEKTUBHO KOPYMITMpalhe W TaKa Mopa Jia ce OaMepyBa
HAaCHJICTBOTO, HEIIITO KAKO 3ay3/lyBarbe Ha HACHJICTBOTO
KOJIKY IIITO € MOKHO noBeke. CeKako, MPaBUJIOTO TJIACH:
,»AKO MOZKeMe Ja pellinMe HEKOj MpobJsieM 0e3 HaCHUJICTBO,
moso6po e taka“.* Iloj moBpIIMHATA HA OBUE HABUYM
CMHUPYBa4YKH 3a0eJIellIKA MOKe Jia TO corjezame dak-
TOT JieKa TOJIEM JieJl Off MOTUBanujaTta 3aj bajjyoBuoT
KOMYHH3aM Ha pas/[BOjyBaibe, HeroBaTa IIOJUTHUKA
Ha JaucTaHia oj /[p:kaBaTa, ce COCTOM OJi HaMmepara
OBaa KODYITHBHA 3aKaHa OJf KOHCTUTYTHBHO HaCHUJI-
CTBO Jla Cce JP’KHM TOJAAJIEeKy OJi MOJIUTUUYKUOT CyOjeKT.

The development of Badiou’s political thought — within,
without, and at a distance from Marxist thought, or from
the incompossible singularities of “Marxist” politics — can
also be read, especially in the light of his reflections on
the twentieth century, as a subterranean confrontation
with the seemingly immemorial entanglement of politics
and violence. The movement that I have elsewhere
sought to discern in Badiou’s work from a communism
of destruction to a communism of separation** is also
— as some of the above notes on force, antagonism and
terror might suggest — a movement from a conception
of violence as intrinsic to the constitution of political
subjectivity* to a vision of violence as a factor which,
whilst perhaps an inevitable consequence of political
militancy in certain well-defined situations, must never
be conceived as constitutive of a political subject. It is
in this light that we can understand Badiou’s recent
comments on the corrupting effects of the violence of the
civil war on Bolshevik politics: “In some cases violence
is a necessity; everyone knows that. That is not the
problem. The problem is that violence is also a subjective
corruption. That is the great political problem. The
constant use of violence is a subjective corruption and so
we have to measure violence, something like moderation
of violence as much as possible. Certainly, the rule is:
when we can solve a problem without violence, it is
better.”** Beneath these seemingly anodyne remarks,
we can discern the fact that much of the motivation
behind Badiou’s communism of separation, his politics
at a distance from the State, consists in keeping this
corruptive threat of a constitutive violence at bay from
the political subject. Badiou’s nuanced sublations and
revisions of a materialist dialectic can also be fruitfully
grasped in terms of an attempt to have done with what
Balibar refers to as ‘the theological and philosophical
schema of the conversion of violence into justice.”® The
externalization of the “agent” of conversion into the
event and the constitution of an autonomous subjective
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BazjyoBuTe HUjaHCHpaHU OJpPEKyBarba W PEBU3HH Ha
MaTepHjaJIuCTUYKATa AUjaIeKTHKA MOKE ILI0ZI0TBOPHO
Jla ce caTaT BO CMHUCIIA Ha eieH 00U/T /1a ce 3aBPIIH CO
HemrTo mTo banubap ro HapekyBa ,T€OJIONMIKA U (HU-
socodcka memMa 3a Ipeobpa3ba Ha HACHJICTBOTO BO
npapaa“.*® ExcrepHain3anyjara Ha ,BpIIATENIOT  Ha TOA
IIPETBOPahe BO HACTAH U I'PaJIelheTO aBTOHOMEH Cy0jeK-
TUBEH KalalUTEeT IITO He ro AeduHUpa AUjaeKTHKA Ha
JIECTPYKIIHja ce jaByBaaT KaKO CPEJICTBa 3a CIYIITAbe
Ha HACHJICTBOTO JIO IIOpEeZieHa yJiora BO PaMKHUTE Ha
HEIIITO IIITO K HaTaMy € MOJIUTHKA Ha PajuKaHa U era-
JuTapHa TpaHcdopmaryja. A cemak, BO CBETJIO Ha U3-
BOHpeZHaTa cryauja o banubap — koja ce yryieayBa Ha
BpOJIeHaTa HejaCHOCT Ha repMaHCcKoTo I esanili (Gewalt)
— MOJKe Jia ce 3ampaliame Aajau bajajy, yrBpayBajku ro
MMOJIUTUYKUOT Cy0jeKT KakO OHA IITO IPOU3JIETYBA OF
Mepee W ,IIPONUILYBambe ‘® BO 0Z/HOC Ha OCTATOKOT,
WJIN Ha/I-MOKTa, Ha /[p;kaBaTa (W1u, Monpo6ieMaTUaHO,
Ha Kanwuranor),” Baajy moxxebu He ro n30erHyBa OHa
mto Baynubap ro sedprHupa Kako TparuyHa BHATPEIIHA
IIOBP3aHOCT Mery MOJIUTHKaTa U HacuicTtBoto. Co zpy-
ru 300pOBH, Jlaid IieHaTa MTO Tpeba /Ja ce IUIaTH 3a
0/I3eMAaIbeTO Ha IOJIUTUYKHUOT KaIlalfUTeT Of aMopQ-
HOTO BJIMjaHHE HA MOJIMTUYKOTO HACUJICTBO — OWJIO J1a
€ CTPYKTYPHO, OMJIO J]Ja € MPavyHO WX IPOYHCTYBAUKO
— € /71a ce HeMa Ha4YWH /Ia Ce MUCJIM HACUJICTBOTO KOE My
€ BHATpeNIrHo Ha cybjexktoT? [la 6Gumam momperuseH, a
0e3 7a HaBJETyBaM BO CHUTE IIPOOJIEMH CO KOU H300HU-
JlyBa ujejaTta 3a ,IIpOMEHA HA CBETOT 0e3 3a3eMarbe Ha
MOKTa“, MOKe J]a ce 3ampaniame JaTu GopMyTHPAETO
Ha eJHA TOJIMTUKA Ha JIMCTaHIA O/ HACUJICTBOTO HC-
TOBPEMEHO He T0 3aMp3HyBa mpo0bJieMoT Ha /[p>KaBHHUOT
TI'esanili BO eieH BUJ CTPYKTYpHA HEMEHJIMBA IITO €1-
HOCTAaBHO CTOH HAJIBOp o (erajurapHaTa) MOJHUTHUKA
U HE JIMIIYBa OJ CPEJICTBATA 3a PA3MHUCIIYBabe — OTaZle
JIECTPYKTHBHATa MapajurMa — 3a Toa KaKo MOKTa H
HACHJICTBOTO MOKe /1a GYHKIIMOHUPAAT 80 pamKuilie HA
rpajbaTa Ha IIOJIUTHYKUOT cyOjekT. He e 10BOJTHO camo
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capacity which is not defined by a dialectic of destruction
appear as means to relegate violence to a subordinate
role in what remains a politics of radical and egalitarian
transformation. And yet, in light of Balibar’s outstanding
survey — which takes its cue from the intrinsic ambiguity
of the German Gewalt — we may wonder whether in
establishing the political subject as that which follows
upon a measurement or “prescription” regarding
the excess, or super-power, of the State (or, more
problematically, of Capital*’), Badiou is not evading what
Balibar defines as the tragic inner bond between politics
and violence. In other words, isn’t the price to be paid
for subtracting political capacity from the amorphous
pull of political violence — whether structural, opaque or
purificatory — that of not having the means of thinking
the violence internal to the subject? To be more precise,
and without delving into all the problems that are rife in
the idea of “changing the world without taking power,”
we may ask whether the formulation of a politics at a
distance from violence doesn’t freeze the problem of
State Gewalt into a kind of structural invariant which
is simply external to (egalitarian) politics proper whilst
simultaneously depriving us of the means to think
— beyond the destructive paradigm — how power and
violence may function within the constitution of a
political subject. To reintroduce the theme of terror
as that of a necessary, if limited, moment of outright
confrontation, as Badiou seems to have suggested in
Logiques des mondes, does not suffice, since it still
bypasses the problem of power as something that may
characterize the subjective procedure itself. Badiou’s
wish to surpass the paradigm of constitutive violence is
commendable, and remains a challenge worth pursuing.
However, it is not clear how a politics of prescription that
seeks to measure and halt the obscure super-power, the
immeasurable excess of what Badiou calls the State of
a situation can do without the “tragic” task of assuming
some of that power, and some of that violence, into

B
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ITOBTOPHO JIa Ce BOBEJEe TeMaTa 3a TEPOPOT KaKO TeMa 3a
HEOITIXOZIeH, MaKap U OrpaHUYeH, MOMEHT Ha JINPEKTHA
KOH(POHTAIINja, KaKo ITo u3riena bazajy npemoxu Bo
Logiques des mondes, 6ujiejku Taa u HaTamy ro u3oer-
HyBa Ipo0JIEMOT Ha MOKTa KaKO HEIIITO IIITO MOJKE /1A ja
O/UIMKyBa caMaTa CyOjeKTHBHA Iocramnka. yKenbaTa Ha
Bazgjy na ja HajMuHe mapajgurmata Ha KOHCTUTYTHBHO
HACHJICTBO € 3a rogasiba u MpoI0JI’KyBa J1a IIPETCTaByBa
IpeU3BUK Ha KOj Tpeba 1a ce pabotu. MeryToa, HejacHO
€ KaKo ITOJIMTUKATA Ha MPOIHIIYBahe Koja ce CTPEMU J1a
ja Mepu U TOINpeYd HejacHaTa HaA-MOK, HeMepPJIUBH-
OT OCTaTOK Ha oHa mTo Bazjy ro Hapekysa /lp;kaBa Ha
cCUTyalfja MOKe Jla U3/Ip>Ku 0e3 ,TparnuHaTta“ 3ajiada
3a Ipe3eMarbe Ha JIeJI 0] Taa MOK M Ha JIeJT O] TOa HaCHJI-
CTBO BO cBojaTa TpaHcopMmupauka narteka.*® Moxebu
Ou Mo>KeJie U J]a TO JIaJieMe CIeHOBO KaKo IIpUBPeEMeHa
HACOKa 3a HEKOE UJTHO UCTPa’KyBarbe: CEKOj MOJTUTHIKH
Cy0jeKT IITO ce CTPEMH HABHUCTHHA Jla IPOMEHU HEKoja
cUTyaluja He MOKe, a 1a He PU3UKYBa KOPYMIIUPAhe
CO HACWJICTBO; TO] HE MOXKE €THOCTABHO JIa ja OJIPKU
YHUCTOTaTa Ha CBOJOT IMOJIUTUYKHU KamamuTeT (a Toa, Ha
KpajoT Ha KpawuIlTaTa, € APYyT HAa4YWH Jja ce Kake MOK)
¥ Jla ja HaIpaBW HEJIONPEHA O UCKYIIeHHjaTa U Heo-
nxogHoctHuTe Ha I'eganiti-ot (Gewalt). Umajku ro Toa Ha
yM, OHa IIITO CEKOj IMOJIUTUUYKHU CyOjeKT Mopa Ja ro BOC-
IIOCTaBU € eJIeH BHJ 8HAllpewHa JUCTAHIA OJT HACHJI-
CTBOTO, HAUWH TOA J]a CE€ MHCJIH U ,MEPU" KaKO IIOTEH-
[AjaJIHa TI0CJIeIUIAa O/ HETOBUTE TEMEJIHH Hadesa U
aKCMOMU — 0e3 HeKOTalll Jla TO HallpaBU KOHCTUTYTUBHO
(wu, yiiTe 1OJIONIO, JJa TO IPETBOPU BO PeasiHOTO) 3a
HErOBUOT UJIEHTUTET, HUTY, I1aK, BO HETO J[a IO TJIe|a U3-
HYJIEHHOT JI0Ka3 JieKa HaBUCTHUHA IO CMEHHJI CBETOT.

ITpeBon ox anryucku jasuk: Oruen Yemepcku

its own transformative trajectory.*® Perhaps we could
give the following as a provisional indication for future
research: any political subject driven to truly transform
a situation cannot but risk the corruption of violence;
it cannot simply maintain its political capacity (which
is after all another way of saying its power) pure from
the temptations and necessities of Gewalt. Having said
that, what every political subject must establish is a kind
of internal distance from violence, a way of thinking
it and “measuring” it as a potential consequence of its
founding tenets or axioms — without ever making it either
constitutive (or worse, the Real) of its identity or seeing
in it the extorted evidence that it has indeed changed the
world.
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benewku:

Alain Badiou, Peut-on penser la politique? (Paris: Seuil,
1985).

Philippe Lacoue-Labarthe and Jean-Luc Nancy, Retreat-
ing the Political, ed. Simon Sparks (London: Routledge,

1997).

Bunu Peut-on penser la politique? u Alain Badiou, “Les 4
dialecticiens francais. Pascal, Rousseau, Mallarmé, Lacan,”
Le perroquet 22: 1/11-12. Kaj Bagjy, oBa pazmuciyBame
Ha MOJIUTUKATA, WX MO00p0, uejaTa JIeKa MOJTUTHKATa
W caMara € MHCJIA, € JUjaMeTPaJIHO CIIPOTHCTaBeHa Ha
MpaKTUKaTa ¥ UAE0JIOTHjaTa Ha floauiiuukaitia ¢guao3o-
duja, ocobeHo oHaa IITO ja popMysupase HaCAeTHUITUTE
Ha MucyiaTa Ha XaHa ApaeHT. Buau Alain Badiou, “Against
‘Political Philosophy,” in Metapolitics, trans. Jason Bark-
er (London, Verso: 2005).

Bo oBaa kxHuTa Ce Beke CKUIIUPAHU KJIyYHUTE KOOPAUHATH
Ha eHA OHTOJIOTHjaHa HeZOCJIeAHA MHOTYKPATHOCT M HA
eZlHa Teopuja 3a cy0jeKTOT BO YHe CPEAUIITE € HACTAHOT,
mITo ke OU/ie U IIaBeH MpeAMeT Ha 3aHIMAambe BO FOJIEMO-
TO AeJio Builiueitio u HaciiaHoil o, 1988.

. Bruno Bosteels, “Post-Maoism: Badiou and Politics,” posi-
tions: east asia cultures critique 13.3 (2005): 575-634.

Peut-on penser la politique?, 12.

Etienne Balibar, “Gewalt” in Historisch-Kritisches Wor-
terbuch des Marxismus, Herausgegeben von Wolfgang
Fritz Haug, Band 5: Gegenoffentlichkeit bis Hegemonia-
lapparat (Hamburg: Argument Verlag, 2001). ®paniyc-
KHOT TEKCT € JocTaleH Ha Ha: < http://ciepfe.rhapsodyk.
net/article.php3?id_article=49>. Anrmuckm mpeBox co
3abeJIelllKi U OATOBOpHU Tpeba Jia ce 00jaBu BO CIIMCAHU-
eto Historical Materialism.

Notes:

1. Alain Badiou, Peut-on penser la politique? (Paris: Seuil,
1985).

2. Philippe Lacoue-Labarthe and Jean-Luc Nancy, Retreating
the Political, ed. Simon Sparks (London: Routledge,

1997).

3. See Peut-on penser la politique? and Alain Badiou, “Les
4 dialecticiens francais. Pascal, Rousseau, Mallarmé,
Lacan,” Le perroquet 22: 1/11-12. In Badiou, this thinking
of politics, or better, the idea that politics is itself a thought,
is diametrically opposed to the practice and ideology
of political philosophy, especially as formulated by the
heirs to the thinking of Hannah Arendt. See Alain Badiou,
“Against ‘Political Philosophy,” in Metapolitics, trans.
Jason Barker (London, Verso: 2005).

4. In this book, the key coordinates of an ontology of
inconsistent multiplicity and of an event-bound theory
of the subject — formalised and elaborated in the 1988
magnum opus Being and Event — are already sketched
out.

5. Bruno Bosteels, “Post-Maoism: Badiou and Politics,” posi-
tions: east asia cultures critique 13.3 (2005): 575-634.

6. Peut-on penser la politique?, 12.

7. FEtienne Balibar, “Gewalt” in Historisch-Kritisches
Woérterbuch des Marxismus, Herausgegeben von
Wolfgang Fritz Haug, Band 5: Gegendffentlichkeit bis
Hegemonialapparat (Hamburg: Argument Verlag, 2001).
French text available online at: < http://ciepfc.rhapsodyk.
net/article.php3?id_article=49>. An English translation
with commentaries and responses is forthcoming in the
journal Historical Materialism.
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3a JerannTe BO BPCKA CO IOJUTHYKUOT aHTaXKMaH Ha
Banjy u 3a Teopucka aHayin3a Ha HETOBUTE OCHOBH U
pemnepkycuw, Buau boctuie, "TlocT-maousam" (Post-Mao-
ism). Tpeba /1a ce HamoMeHe JieKa KOHTHHYHCTHYKaTa
xunore3a Ha Bocruic ce oxpaswia u Bp3 camuot bagjy,
KOj CBOETO /IeJIO ITIOBTOPHO T'O CTABWUI I0J] 3aKpHJaTa Ha
MaTepHjaJINCTUIKAaTa JWjaJieKTUKa, Buau AsieH bagjy,
»/1€MOKPaTCKHOT MaTepHjan3aM U MaTepPHjaTuCTUIKATa
nujasiektuka“, Padukaana ¢gunosoguja (Alain Badiou,
“Democratic materialism and the materialist dialectic,”
Radical Philosophy 130 (2005).

Anen Bagmjy, Théorie du sujet (Paris: Seuil, 1982), 62-
65, co ocBpT Ha MapkcoBute u JIEHUHOBUTE O/JIETHU
onenku Ha [lapuckaTta komyHa. Bo omHOc Ha baxjyoBaTa
MEPUOAM3ANNja Ha ITOCMECTYBAaUKMOT KOHTEKCT 3a He-
roBaTa COIICTBEHA TeOpHja HA IOJUTHIKA MHUJIUTAHT-
HOCT U (MeTa)HOJIUTUYKA TEOPHja, HA UYUTATEJIOT My TO
mocouyBaMm “Preface to the English Edition,” in Metapoli-
tics, XXXiV-XXXV.

CnaBHu myOsivkanuu Bo oBaa ¢asa ce: “L’autonomie du
processus esthétique,” Cahiers Marxistes-Léninistes 12-
13 (1966): 77-89; “Le (re)commencement du matérialisme
dialectique,” Critique 240 (1967): 438-46; Le Concept de
modele. Introduction a une épistemologie materialiste
des mathématiques (Paris: F. Maspéro, 1969). BropoTo ox
oBUe Jiesia, aHaiusaTa Ha Pour Marx, Lire le capital u Ha
eneH nmamdJieT of AnTrcep, BeKe ja co3/1aBa OCHOBATa 3a
cuHTe3a Ha CapTp U AJITHCED U IO HABECTYBa OOJIMKOT Ha
MaTeMaTHYKUTE CKJIOHOCTH Ha Banjy Bo cMucia Ha Kpat-
KHUTE YKa)KyBama IITO T COZPIKU BO BPCKA CO €IHA TEO-
pHja Ha HICTOPUCKY CKJIONIOBU. YecTOoNaT! HeoueKyBaHUTE
Bpcku Mery CapTp u bazjy 3a ogHOCOT Mely OJIUTHKATA
U MaTeMaTHKara BIle4aT/InBO r'u uctpaxkysa Cratuc Koy-
BeJIAKUC BO CBOjOT TeKcT 3a Bazjy m Captp Bo “Sérialité,
actualité, événement, notes sur le Critique de la raison
dialectique” Bo E. Kouvelakis and V. Charbonnier, Sartre,
Lukacs, Althusser: des marxistes en philosophie (Paris:
PUF, 2005). Oanocot Ha Banjy xou CapTtp ce ucrpaskysa
Bo “Jean-Paul Sartre” (Paris: Potemkine, 1980), u “Saisis-

8.

10.

See Bosteels, “Post-Maoism,” for the details of Badiou’s
political engagement and for a theoretical analysis of
its grounds and repercussions. It is worth noting that
Bosteels’s continuationist hypothesis has affected Badiou
himself, who has put his work once again under the aegis
of materialist dialectics, see Alain Badiou, “Democratic
materialism and the materialist dialectic,” Radical
Philosophy, 130 (2005).

Alain Badiou, Théorie du sujet (Paris: Seuil, 1982), 62-65,
with reference to Marx’s and Lenin’s distinct estimations
of the Paris Commune. As far as Badiou’s periodisation
of the shifting context for his own political militancy and
(meta)political theory, I refer the reader to the “Preface to
the English Edition,” in Metapolitics, xxxiv-xxxv.

The key publications in this phase are the following:
“L’autonomieduprocessusesthétique,” Cahiers Marxistes-
Léninistes 12-13 (1966): 77-89; “Le (re)commencement du
matérialisme dialectique,” Critique 240 (1967): 438-46;
Le Concept de modele. Introduction a une épistemologie
materialiste des mathématiques (Paris: F. Maspéro,
1969). The second of these pieces, a review of Pour Marx,
Lire le capital and a further pamphlet by Althusser on the
dialectic, already lays out the groundwork for a synthesis of
Sartre and Althusser and prefigures Badiou’s mathematical
predilections in terms of its concluding suggestions
regarding a theory of historical sets. The often unexpected
links between Sartre and Badiou on the relationship
between politics and mathematics have been impressively
investigated by Stathis Kouvelakis in his article on Badiou
and Sartre in “Sérialité, actualité, événement, notes sur la
Critique de la raison dialectique” in E. Kouvelakis and V.
Charbonnier, Sartre, Lukdcs, Althusser: des marxistes en
philosophie (Paris: PUF, 2005). Badiou’s relationship to
Sartre is explored in “Jean-Paul Sartre” (Paris: Potemkine,
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Identities )

sement, dessaisie, fidélité”, Les Temps Modernes, 531-533,
vol. 1 (1990): 14-22.

3a mCcKa3u BO BPCKA CO HETOBOTO JOKMBYBame Ha 68,
Buau Alain Badiou, Le siecle (Paris: Seuil, 2005), 178, and
Bruno Bosteels, “Can Change Be Thought?: A Dialogue
with Alain Badiou,” in Gabriel Riera (ed.), Alain Badiou:
Philosophy and its Conditions (Albany: SUNY, 2005),
237-238.

Buu Toscano, “Communism as Separation.”

Alain Badiou, Théorie de la contradiction (Paris: F. Mas-
péro, 1975).

Alain Badiou, Théorie du sujet (Paris: Seuil, 1982).
Alain Badiou, Peut-on penser la politique?, 28..

Alain Badiou, D’un désastre obscur. Sur la fin de la vérité
d’état (Paris: I’Aube, 1991), 15.

Ha BakBara oneHnka 3a zies1oto Ha bazjy curHo ce cpo-
trctaBu bpyHo BocTtuiic Bo TekeroT ,,CieKysiaTuBHAaTA Jie-
BuIa“, objaBeH Bo moceOHOTO u3Aanue Ha The South At-
lantic Quarterly, HacioBeno kako “Thinking Politically,”
ed. A. Moreiras, 104.4 (2005): 751-767. VI okpaj Toa 1ITO
BO TEKCTOT YO€JIJINBO Cce OCTUKYBA Kako basijy Bo TeKOT Ha
[IEJTMOT CBOj IOJIUTUYKHU U (prytocodpCKU pa3Boj IBPCTO ce
CIPOTHUCTaBYBa HAa JECHUYAPCKUOT CTPYKTYPATUCTHUKU
JAorMaTtu3aM U JIEBUYAaPCKHUOT CIIOHTAHUCTUYKHU AEU3KU0-
HH3aM, BO IMe Ha HEKaKBa JINjJIeKTUKA Ha PA3/IBOjyBambe
(Tema 1ITO MCTO TaKa ja pa3BU BO CBOjaTa cTaTuja 3a ,,Iloct-
Maousmot“), Boctuic He ce ¢haka BO KOCTEI] CO TOA IIITO O
nosieTo Ha bazjyoBoTo pazmuciyBame IpoOIeMaTUIHO Cce
Opuille KPUTHKATA HA MOJINTHYKATA EKOHOMU)a, 1A KaKO
Jla BeJIH JIeKa MapKCU3MOT MOXKE /13 IIPOJOJIKH BO OTCYC-
TBO Ha TakBa pedepeHna. EnHocTraBHO, cMeTaM Jieka e
3a0Jryzia f1a ce TBpAY JeKa HeKaKBa KpyTa OJI0MBHOCT KOH
JIEBUYapCTBOTO (KOja HECOMHEHO IIOCTOU BO Jies1aTa Ha ba-
Ijy, a koja Boctruic 61eckaBo ja mpercraByBa) € IOBOJIHA

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.
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1980), and “Saisissement, dessaisie, fidélité”, Les Temps
Modernes, 531-533, vol. 1 (1990): 14-22.

For statements on his experience of ’68, see Alain Badiou,
Le siecle (Paris: Seuil, 2005), 178, and Bruno Bosteels,
“Can Change Be Thought?: A Dialogue with Alain Badiou,”
in Gabriel Riera (ed.), Alain Badiou: Philosophy and its
Conditions (Albany: SUNY, 2005), 237-238.

See Toscano, “Communism as Separation.”

Alain Badiou, Théorie de la contradiction (Paris: F.
Maspéro, 1975).

Alain Badiou, Théorie du sujet (Paris: Seuil, 1982).
Alain Badiou, Peut-on penser la politique?, 28.

Alain Badiou, D’un désastre obscur. Sur la fin de la vérité
d’état (Paris: ’Aube, 1991), 15.

This evaluation of Badiou’s work has been strongly
countered by Bruno Bosteels in “The Speculative Left,”
The South Atlantic Quarterly, special issue “Thinking
Politically,” ed. A. Moreiras, 104.4 (2005): 751-767. Despite
its persuasive depiction of Badiou’s resolute opposition,
throughout his political and philosophical development,
to rightist structuralist dogmatism and leftist spontaneist
decisionism, for the sake of a dialectic of scission (a theme
also expanded upon in his article on “Post-Maoism”),
Bosteels fails to contend with the problematic erasure of
the critique of political economy from the field of Badiou’s
thinking, and seems to propose that Marxism can continue
in the absence of such a reference. It is a fallacy, I believe,
to argue that a rigorous aversion to leftism (which is
definitely present in Badiou’s work, and which Bosteels
presents brilliantly) suffices to retain the reference to
Marxism. Having said that, Badiou does seem to propose a
kind of minimal Marxism, articulated around the concept
of the factory as event site, in a chapter excised from the
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3a Jla ce OJIp KU HEKaKBa BPCKA CO MApKCHU3MOT U yIia-
TYBaIb€TO Ha Hero. M MoKpaj M3HECEHOBO, Ce YMHH JIEKA
Bajijy HaBuCTHHA [Tpe/jiara M3BeCeH MUHUMA/1eH MapKCH-
3aM, apTUKYJIMPaH OKOJTy KOHIIENTOT Ha (pabpuKaTa Kako
MECTO Ha HACTaHOT, ¥ TOA BO €IHO IIOIJIaBje U3BaJEHO O]
[IOCJIEIHOTO U3JaHue Ha builiueitio u Hacitianoit. OcraHy-
Ba J]a Ce MPOIIEHHM JaIX TOA IIPETCTaByBa ILUIOEH MpaBell
3a pasrjielyBarbe Ha HEropaTa cerairta (Mera)oIuTHIKa
muciaa. Buau Alain Badiou, “L’usine comme site événe-
mentiel,” Le Perroquet 62-62, 1/4-6.

Alain Badiou, “An Essential Philosophical Thesis: ‘It is
Right to Rebel Against the Reactionaries™, positions: east
asia cultures critique 13.3 (2005): 669-677. Cranysa 360p
3a u3Banok ox Théorie de la contradiction.

Paul Sandevince, “Les formes de conscience,” Le perro-
quet 42: 5-6.

Alain Badiou, Le siecle (Paris: Seuil, 2005).

Bo mekoj Buj Xajaerepujancko scherzo, banjy nuirysa 3a
~E€KCTDEMHATA IMOJIMTHYKA C1a00CT Ha e/lHA IleJia ernoxa,
MapKCHUCTUYKO-JIEHUHUCTUYKATA JUIM CTAJIMHHUCTHYKA
€I10Xa, KOja BO OZIHOC Ha OHA IITO € IOTPeOHO 3a Ja ce
0besofieHN OUTHETO Ha IOJUTHKATA, Ke ce MOKaxe JieKa
Owia efHAaKBa Ha CTPOro MeTapU3MUKaTa eroxa Ha OBaa
nsrybena onrosoruja“. Metapolitics, 69-70.

Théorie de la contradiction, op. cit.; Alain Badiou and
Francois Balmes, De lidéologie (Paris: F. Maspéro,
1976). Kako mro 3abesexxyBa Bocruiic Bo “Post-Maoism”
(596), TPETHOT TOM HA OBHE AUAAKTUYKH TEKCTOBH O]
MAaOUCTUYKATa TeOpHja, Koj Tpebarie sa Guie HACTOBEH
Antagonisme et non-antagonisme: Les différents types de
contradiction, HUKOTAIIl HE U3JIe3€ O/ IeYar.

. OBaa makcuma Mokebu Tpeba Jja ja IOTIOJTHUME CO U3pe-

kata Ha JluH ITujao koja baxjy ja mutuparie HeompaMmHa
BO CBOjOT IPWJIOT KOH 30MpKaTa KPUTHUYIKU €CeH IITO ja
npupenu [Turep Xansapa: ,BO CyIITHHATA HA PEBU3HOHU-

18.

19.

20.

21.

22,

23.

final publication of Being and Event. Whether this is a
fruitful avenue for considering his current (meta)political
thinking remains to be evaluated. See Alain Badiou,
“Lusine comme site événementiel,” Le Perroquet 62-62,

1/4-6.

Alain Badiou, “An Essential Philosophical Thesis: “It is
Right to Rebel Against the Reactionaries,”” positions: east
asia cultures critique 13.3 (2005): 669-677. This is an
extract from Théorie de la contradiction.

Paul Sandevince, “Les formes de conscience, ” Le perroquet
42: 5-6.

Alain Badiou, Le siecle (Paris: Seuil, 2005).

In a kind of Heideggerian scherzo, Badiou writes of “the
extreme political weakness of an entire epoch, the Marxist-
Leninist or Stalinist epoch, which with respect to what is
required in order to unearth the being of politics, would
appear to have been equivalent to the strictly metaphysical
epoch of this lost ontology.” Metapolitics, 69-70.

Théorie de la contradiction, op. cit.; Alain Badiou and
Francois Balmes, De l'idéologie (Paris: F. Maspéro, 1976).
As Bosteels notes in his “Post-Maoism” (596), the third
volume of these didactic texts in Maoist theory, to be
entitled Antagonisme et non-antagonisme: Les différents
types de contradiction, was never published.

We should perhaps complement this maxim with the saying
of Lin Piao, recently quoted by Badiou in his contribution
to Peter Hallward’s collection of critical articles: “the
essence of revisionism is the fear of death.” Alain Badiou,
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3MOT € cTpaBoT oA cMmprra“. Alain Badiou, “Some Replies
to a Demanding Friend,” Think Again, 237.

24. “An Essential Philosophical Thesis,” 673.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

“Leréel n’est pas ce quirassemble, mais ce qui sépare. Ce qui
advient est ce qui disjoint.” Théorie de la contradiction.

Guy Lardreau and Christian Jambet, L’Ange (Paris: Gras-
set, 1975). IloreMenHU pasriie/lyBama 3a OJHOCOT Mery
nernara Ha YKambe u Jlapzpo 3a peBOJITOT U BJIA/IEEHETO
U 3a IPOMUCIIyBameTo Ha Baxjy, MmoxkaT fa ce HajmaT Ha
<conjunctural.blogspot.com>. Buau ucro Taka Bosteels,
“Post-Maoism,” 612-617.

Omenu Ha TeopujaTa 3a MAPTHUCKA BUCTUHA U HATaMy
uma. Bunm “Against ‘Political Philosophy,” in Metapo-
litics (London: Verso, 2005), 23, Kajie, allporo KOHIIEM-
TOT Ha KOHCEH3YC, MUIIYBa: ,,E/leH HacTaH HUKOTAII He €
3a€THUYKH, [yPH U aKO BUCTHHATA IIITO ja I[PIIUME O] HETO
€ YHUBEP3aJIHa, OU/ejKu HETOBOTO IPHU3HABALE KAKO HAC-
iaH eTHOCTABHO € BO CKJIAJ] CO MOJIMTUYKATA OJJTyKa“.

Alain Badiou, Théorie axiomatique du sujet, HeobjaBeH
pakomuc, 8. Bugu ucro taka “Livre I: Théorie formelle
du sujet (méta-physique),” Logiques des mondes (Paris:
Seuil, 2006).

EBe HekoJIKy pesieBanTHU 1utaTi o7 Théorie de la contra-
diction: ,ITocrojaTr paguKaaIH{ HOBUHH 3aTOA IIITO IIOCTO-
jar MpIIu mTo HUTY efHA Tpyba Ha CyIHHOT /IeH HeMa Jia
ru pa3bynu®; ,Jla ce pemu 3Ha4u z1a ce otdpiu. Mcropuja-
Ta HajroOpo paboTesa kora Hej3uHUTE OyHUIIITA OHIe Haj-
mosiHu; ,,IToJIeTo Ha MapKCUCTUYKOTO 3HEHE CEKOTAalll €
BO YPHATUHU — CE€Ta BUCTHHA BO CYIIITHHA € Pa3ypPHYBame;
»He ITocTon BEpoZ0CcTOjHA PEBOIYIIMOHEPHA MUCJIA OCBEH
BUCTHHATA IIITO JIOOWBA MMPU3HAHUE O] HOBOTO CE IypPH He
JI0j/ie Hej3MHATa HEMHUHOBHA CIIPOTUBHOCT, CTAPOTO MOPa
za ympe. ...He camo cMpT, TyKy U pacTyparse Ha memesnra‘.
JlokoJIKy He e OMHAKy 3a0eJIe’KaHO, OCTAHATUTE IUTATH
ce o1 GPpAHIyCKOTO U3/IaHKE HA TEKCTOT.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.
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“Some Replies to a Demanding Friend,” in Think Again,
237.

“An Essential Philosophical Thesis,” 673.

“Leréel n’est pas ce qui rassemble, mais ce qui sépare. Ce qui
advient est ce qui disjoint.” Théorie de la contradiction.

Guy Lardreau and Christian Jambet, L’Ange (Paris:
Grasset, 1975). More extended reflections on the relation
between the works of Jambet & Lardreau on revolt and
mastery, and the thinking of Badiou can be found at:
<conjunctural.blogspot.com>. See also Bosteels, “Post-
Maoism,” 612-617.

Echoes of the theory of partisan truth do remain. See
“Against ‘Political Philosophy,” in Metapolitics (London:
Verso, 2005), 23, where he writes, apropos of the concept
of consensus: “An event is never shared, even if the truth
we gather from it is universal, because its recognition as
event is simply at one with the political decision.”

Alain Badiou, Théorie axiomatique du sujet, unpublished
manuscript, 8. See also “Livre I: Théorie formelle du sujet
(méta-physique),” in Logiques des mondes (Paris: Seuil,
20006).

Here are a set of relevant citations from Théorie de la
contradiction: “There are radical novelties because
there are corpses that no trumpet of Judgment will ever
reawaken”; “To resolve is to reject. History has worked
best when its dustbins have been better filled”; “The field of
Marxistknowledgeis alwaysinruins — all truth is essentially
destruction”; “There is no veritable revolutionary thought
but for the one that takes the recognition of the new all the
way to its unavoidable obverse, the old must die. ... Not just
death but the scattering of the ashes”. Unless otherwise
noted, further quotes are from the French edition of this
text.
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Bunu ro nmornasjero Ha Kpucrujan XKambe Bo C. Jambet
and G. Lardreau, Le Monde (Paris: Grasset, 1978). Ctap-
HOCTA 32 TAPAHOWYHATA [TOJINTUKA HA IPOYKCTYBAbE IIITO
ja Bozmea llpBeHHnTE KMEpPHU HEOZAMHA ja 3abeJiexa JOKy-
meHTapenor C21: YoucrBeHara mammHa Ha l[pBeHwuTe
kmepu (S21: The Khmer Rouge Killing Machine (2002),
pexuja Rithy Panh).

»Jla bugaM MOIITHE IUPEKTEH, CMeTaM JieKa MapKCu3Moill
He Tioctliou. ... ‘Mapkcusmor’, [e] [mpazHoTo] ume(To) Ha
€JIeH aIlCOJIyTHO HEJOCJIEJIeH 30Uup, IITOM OJTHOBO Ke ce
yIaTH, Kako IIITO U MOpa Jia ce yIaTH, Ha UCTOpHjaTa Ha
MMOJINTUYKHUTE eAuHCTBeHOCTH . Metapolitics, op. cit., 58.

Buau Alain Badiou, Being and Event (London: Continu-
um, 2006), 93-111.

Tpeba fa ce HarlOMeHe JleKa OBaa CIOHTaHA (uno3oduja
Ha MOK W JIOMUHAIYja € BO CYAHp 3a HHU3a MpaIlama Co
JIPYTH IIPOIIEHKH 32 IPUPO/IATA HA COBPEMEHTHUTE 0OJIUIIH
Ha NPUHYZAA, HA IPUMeEp CO IPBUTE U IUIOLOTBOPHH KO-
menTtapu of XKuit lenes (Gilles Deleuze) 3a ,,0mirecTBoTO
Ha KOHTPOJA“ Wiu co mpobyeMaTnuHUTe 3a0esemKy Ha
Xapr (Hardt) u Herpu (Negri) 3a HeMepJIMBHOT KapaKTep
HAa UMIIEPHUjaIHATa CyBEPEHOCT.

Logiques des mondes, 96-98, ynaryBajku Ha... Pierre Bou-
lez.

Ipex ce Bo Alain Badiou, Ethics (London: Verso, 2000),
77, Kajie, MeryToa, I3pUYHO ce IPaBU pas3jInKa Mery Tepo-
POT U jakobuHCKUOI TeEpOP, cecTpaHaTta apupTManuja Ha
PaguKaIHUOT JUCKOHTUHYUTET 32 Koj banjy cmera fieka e
HEPACKUHJIUB JIeJI Off IIaTeKaTa Ha HEeK0ja BUCTHUHA.

3a KOHBEpPreHTHA aHA/IM3a Ha TEPOPU3MOT KaKO IIPOU3BOJ
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