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Magdalena Germek*

Mathematical Science of Being

Mathematics has an important place in the philosophy of Alain Badiou; it is a
carrier of a radical, innovative, disciplined, universal, and ontological thinking;
it is a scientific truth procedure and ontology. That mathematics can be ontolo-
gy is not an entirely new idea; it was already addressed by Edmund Husserl in
Formal and Transcendental Logic, arising from the idea of an all-inclusive sci-
ence that would be a formal mathematics in its entirety.! Husserl’s philosophical
position, however, is the transcendental phenomenology of consciousness, or
cogito, which was objected to by the epistemologies of Jean Cavaillés and Albert
Lautman, who argue for the primacy of concept, universality, and non-subjec-
tivity. They perceived mathematics as a rational and experimental science: the
former in the dynamic relationship of historical contingency and internal ne-
cessity,? the latter in a Platonistic version of understanding the dialectical struc-
tures embodied in mathematical theories. Under their influence, Badiou took a
step further with the thesis that mathematics — in the ZFC version of axiomatic
set theory — is ontology. This thesis is in a certain way paradoxical because Ba-
diou’s doctrine of truths is based on the concept of an event, which breaks the
ontological laws of being. Thus, mathematics is supposed to be both a science of
the ontological laws of being and at the same time a truth procedure that arises
from the eventful interruption of these ontological laws.

*  Edmund Husserl, Formal and Transcendental Logic, trans. D. Cairns, The Hague, Martinus
Nijhoff, 1969, p. 77: “Besides set and cardinal number (finite and infinite), combination (in
the mathematical sense of the word), relation complex, series, connexion, and whole and
part, are such derivatives. Accordingly, it is natural to view this whole mathematics as an
ontology (an a priori theory of objects), though a formal one, relating to the pure modes of
anything-whatever.”

2 Jean Cavaillés, On Logic and the Theory of Science, trans. R. Mackay, K. Peden, Falmouth
and New York, Urbanomic and Sequence Press, 2021.

3 Albert Lautman, Mathematics, Ideas, and the Physical Real, trans. S. Duffy, London,
Continuum, 2011.

ZRC SAZU, Postgraduate School ZRC SAZU, Ljubljana | https://orcid.org/0000-0001-5050-9276 |
magdalena.germek@gmail.com

53



54

MAGDALENA GERMEK

In the present article, we would like to address this double status of mathemat-
ics by following the intimate connection — which Badiou has placed under the
wing of the Platonistic orientation — between rational materialism and ontolog-
ical realism. Under the mark of rational materialism,* we understand the ma-
terialist epistemology of true procedures, which Badiou already set up in his
youthful writings, although at that time he had not yet developed his doctrine of
truths. Rational materialism is a rational materialist epistemology that analyses
autonomous, homogeneous, non-empiricist, innovative, and universal materi-
alist truth productions. On the other hand, ontological realism refers to ontology
and it is a position in mathematics that confronts mathematical formalism® by
pronouncing the firm, real existence of being as being. Taking into account the
necessary connection between rational materialism and ontological realism,
one can truly understand Badiou’s fundamental proposition that thinking and
being are the same.

Badiou believes that there are only four realms of human practices that can
generate truths, and they are love, art, science, and politics. Truths are sub-
tracted from general encyclopaedic knowledge and they produce universal and
radical truth-thoughts that Badiou names “generic thought.” Truth-thoughts
are generic because they are related to the generic truth procedures that have
the ontological status of generic multiples. The generic thought of a concrete
truth procedure is a specific thought. It is entirely autonomous and cannot be
approached from the outer instance. It means that it cannot be mistaken for ei-
ther philosophical thought or for knowledge or thought of any other truth pro-
cedures. Mathematics as scientific thought is thus the other in relation to philo-

4 We borrowed the expression “rational materialism” from the French epistemologist Gas-
ton Bachelard (Le matérialisme rationnel, 1953). As a synonym for rational materialism,
Bachelard uses other terms, such as: applied materialism, scientific materialism, dialecti-
cal materialism, technical materialism, materialistic rationality, and materialistic rationa-
lism. In the following, we will also use the term “materialistic rationalism”.

5 Badiou rejects the formalistic orientation that understands mathematics as a language
game and as a codified formal language producing rigorous manipulation with mathe-
matical concepts and objects, which are merely formal mathematical constructions. For
Badiou, Kant’s understanding of mathematics is also a formalism (as a transcendental
formalism). Cf. Alain Badiou, Gilles Haéri, In Praise of Mathematics, trans. S. Spitzer,
Cambridge and Malden, Polity Press, 2016, p. 30.

¢ Alain Badiou, Manifesto for Philosophy, trans. N. Madarasz, Albany, SUNY Press, 1999,
p. 81.
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sophical, political, artistic, and love thought. Nothing can think (in terms of its
production) certain generic and truth-thought but that concrete generic thought
itself, because generic thought is strictly bound by the material conditions of its
autonomous production protocol. Such thought does not use material and con-
tent from external, independent, objective reality, and therefore the material or
object of the truth procedure is exclusively produced by the internal process of
its truth production.

Generic thought is strictly subjective, but subjectivity here does not relativise
the universal and creative value of this thought. The emphasis on the subjectivi-
ty of thought means accepting the subjectivity literally as something that cannot
possibly be a matter of a correlative object. To be a subject, as Badiou says in his
Manifesto for Philosophy, means to be “without a vis-a-vis.”” In Anthropology of
the Name, Sylvain Lazarus, Badiou’s political comrade and a close theoretical
colleague, addresses such thought as “thinking in interiority”, and proposes
the thesis that thought is a relation of the real and not a relation to the real.® La-
zarus calls this “an approach ‘in subjectivity’” or thinking “in interiority”.? The
dialectic of the subject and the object is out of the question because thought is
“the subjective without a dialectic.”® Or, in the words of Badiou in his analysis
of Lazarus: “The whole problem is to think thought as thought and not as object;
or again, to think that which is thought in thought, and not ‘that which’ (the ob-
ject) thought thinks.”"

The notions subjective/objective do not have a special meaning here, because
what matters is the rational-materialistic logic, according to which: 1) the exte-
rior is disqualified and 2) the internal and homogeneous object, arising from au-
tonomous, generic, truth production, is the only subject of that production. That
is why such production is rational and not empiricist. Its subject is not found
in the exterior but is rather invented, making this production materialistic, be-
cause it brings changes, and intervenes by creating something new, something
that had not existed before. In the 1960s, Badiou recognised such production in

7 Ibid., p. 93.

8  Sylvain Lazarus, Anthropology of the Name, trans. G. Walker, London, Seagull Books, 2015,
p. xi.

s Ibid., p. 3.

©  Jbid., p. 4.

1 Alain Badiou, Metapolitics, trans. J. Barker, New York, Verso, 2005, p. 27.
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science (particularly in mathematics)™ and aesthetics (in Macherey’s concept of
literary criticism autonomy).s In the early period of his philosophy, Badiou un-
derstood the categories of subject and truth as ideological notions as the oppo-
site of the self-sufficient, autonomous, homogeneous, and objective procedures
of scientific production that can cut through the tissue of ideology. Under Al-
thusser’s influence, Badiou rejected all humanised versions of the conscious
subject as ideological forms of subjectivity, and understood science as a ma-
chine of objective mechanisms that break with ideology. Due to the non-inten-
tionality of the mathematical mechanism, mathematics was a strictly non-sub-
jective machine, functioning mechanically and following the pattern provided
by the concept of a Turing machine. With the doctrine of truths developed by
Badiou at the end of the 1980s, these notions changed. The innovative and uni-
versal, arising from the eventful breaking with the existent, became subjective
and entered into the service of truth procedures, while the status quo and what
is an immediate given gained the status of objective reality. Despite the rotating
subjective/objective marks, the rational-materialistic logic remained the same.
The swap was thus made without a significant problem, so it is not unusual that
Badiou kept the concept of subject as the agent of truth in a paradoxical image
of a non-subjective machine, as was lucidly noted by Zachary Luke Fraser, since
the new concept of subject is a matheme, which defies religious, ethnic, ethical,
psychological, conscious, or sociological characterisations."

This is followed by a question: How does insight into the concept of autono-
mous rational and materialistic scientific production, posited in the 1960s, help
us understand the step that Badiou made in his book Being and Event (1980s)?
From the concept of mathematics as a scientific mechanical automaton, intro-
duced at the end of the 1960s, in the late 1980s Badiou came to the concept of

2 (f. Alain Badiou, The Concept of Model: An Introduction to the Materialist Epistemology of
Mathematics, trans. Z. L. Fraser and T. Tho, Melbourne, re.press, 2007; Alain Badiou, “Mark
and Lack”, trans. Z. L. Fraser and R. Brassier, in P. Hallward and K. Peden (eds.), Concept
and Form, London and New York, Verso, 2012, pp. 159—-185; A. Badiou, “Infinitesimal
Subversion”, in P. Hallward and K. Peden (eds.), Concept and Form, pp. 187—207.

B (Cf. Alain Badiou, “The Autonomy of the Aesthetic Process”, trans. B. Bosteels, in A.
Badiou, The Age of the Poets: And Other Writings on Twentieth-Century Poetry and Prose,
London and New York, Verso, 2014, pp. 111-131.

4 Zachery Luke Fraser, “The Category of Formalization: From Epistemological Break to
Truth Procedure”, in A. Badiou, The Concept of Model: An Introduction to the Materialist
Epistemology of Mathemattics, pp. xiii-1xv, p. lii.
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mathematics as a scientific truth procedure and ontology, which, historically
looking, reached the stage of scientifically pronouncing being as being through
the axiomatic set theory of the ZFC system. By taking into account the rational
and materialistic character of mathematics as a truth procedure, we will read
the equation mathematics = ontology as an abbreviated form of the following
description: mathematics = an automated and mechanised machine that uses
an axiomatic formalized language as its writing; it is also an experimental scien-
tific practice that produces the object of its own production and operates with its
own material that does not arise from the empiricist exterior; and it is also on-
tology = science that pronounces the form of the multiple of being as being. We
must also take into account the paradigm of ontological realism that concerns
the ontological status of mathematical concepts and according to which math-
ematics has an “essential relationship with all there is.”> Rational materialism
and ontological realism here address each other perfectly well, which is explic-
itly shown by Badiou’s version of Platonism, which rejects the primary distinc-
tion between “internal and external” and between “the known and the knowing
mind,” because every assumption upon which a subject aims at an external ob-
ject (even if the object is ideal) is empiricist.’ In the mathematical process, there
is no subject-object difference, which means that all of the value of the imma-
nent ontological identity, “the same is thinking and Being,” is in that: “In so far
as mathematics touches upon Being, it is intrinsically a thought.”” This means
that Badiou’s thinking of ontology arises out of an implicit idea of mathematics
as a materialistic automaton of rational thought requiring special ontological
measures, which will be presented below.

Axiomatic Prescription and the Form of the Multiple

In the following, we will focus on the Ideas of the multiple and on the ontologi-
cal form of multiplicity, giving special attention to the axiomatic prescription of
ZFC set theory and its ability to construct compositions based on an empty set.
The emphasis on the axiomatic prescription or axiomatic presentation of set
theory will lead us to insight into the rational materialistic character of mathe-

5 Badiou, G. Haéri, In Praise of Mathematics, p. 50.

1 Alain Badiou, Briefings on Existence: A Short Treatise on Transitory Ontology, trans. N.
Madarasz, Albany, SUNY Press, 2006, p. 90.

7 Ibid.
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matical production, which corresponds to Badiou’s assertion that an axiomat-
ic set is an immanent form of being-qua-being.® At the same time, a composi-
tion based on an empty set will indicate the moment of being occurring in an
axiomatic presentation, which supports the position of ontological realism. In
this way, we will be able to show the presentation form of the pure multiple that
functions as ontological raw material for the mathematical inscription of being
as being. In the materialistic identity of form and matter, we will confirm the in-
timate connection of mathematical materialistic rationalism and mathematical
ontological realism, which eventually means that in mathematics, it is the same
to think and to be.

The mathematical theory of the ZFC axiomatic system is a referential place (to-
pos) of thinking being as being, where this “as being” is subtracted from the
normative power of the One. The axiomatics and the powerlessness of the One
at the level of being are mutually connected, since axioms can be understood
as propositions about the multiple that “exclud[e] any explicit definition of the
multiple - the sole means of avoiding the existence of the One.” Using an op-
erative form of axiom, mathematical set theory avoids the conceptualisation (a
concept is only another way to reinforce the normative of the One) of its materi-
al (pure sets). Badiou marks the nine axioms of the ZFC axiomatic system in the
Platonistic manner as “Ideas of the multiple,” or, in the Aristotelian manner, as
“the “first principles of being’.”*

There is no object in ZFC set theory, says Badiou in Being and Event, that would
be “addressed” by the theory. This non-existence of the object must be under-
stood in a triple manner. The mathematical material is not an object taken from
the empiricist experience, which is a directive that already exists in Badiou’s
early perception of mathematics as rational materialistic production. This idea
is also present in the ontological universe: “It can be described and thought only
on the basis of the axioms or principles with which it is consistent. [...] It is rad-

®  Alain Badiou, “Na poti k novemu miSljenju Absoluta”, trans. R. Bencin, Filozofski ve-
stnik, 32 (3/2011), pp. 7-22. Available at https://ojs.zrc-sazu.si/filozofski-vestnik/article/
view/4166/3862, accessed 15 December 2022.

¥ Alain Badiou, Being and Event, trans. O. Feltham, London, Bloomsbury Revelations, 2013,
p- 64.

Ibid.
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ically unempirical.”* This is connected to another momentum arising from on-
tological realism. Mathematics is thought as far as “mathematics touches upon
Being.” In this immanent identity of thought and being, however, there is no
place for the difference between a knowing subject and a known object. The
third momentum is that mathematics as the ontology of non-One does not af-
firm the form of an object. The ontological form is not a form of the object, which
is the form of the One. It is important because of the difference that Badiou artic-
ulates between ontology and phenomenology. Within the latter, the form of the
object is established as a form of appearance of being.

Given the three characteristics of the non-existence of an object in mathematics,
we can further ask what is “it” that mathematics operates with, what is the ma-
terial that is specific to the mathematical production? If there is no mathemati-
cal object (there is no One at the level of being), “what” then “is”?

If there is no object of mathematics, the latter does not present anything, but
while it does not present anything (because there is nothing to present), it pre-
sents the presentation itself.?? Ontology is a presentation of presentation® and
thereby a site where we can grasp the general momenta of the structuration of
the structure. Ontology is a presentation that does not present an empiricist ob-
ject; it does not present in the subject-object relation and it certainly does not
present in the form of the One. The axiomatic and subtractive character of on-
tology dictates that we must axiomatise, that we must present the raw matter of
ontology (whatever this raw material is) in the form of the non-One. This form
of presentation that manages to subtract itself from the normative power of the
One is a presentation form of the multiple-without-One.

If ZFC set theory operates with the presentation form of the multiple-with-
out-One, can the conclusion be drawn that being itself is multiple?

We must be careful here. To say that being is multiple is not the same as to say
that being is presented in the form of the multiple-without-One. In the latter
case, we take into account the ZFC set theory axiomatics, which, within its own

2 Badiou, “Na poti k novemu misljenju Absoluta”, p. 7.
22 Badiou, Being and Event, p. 7.
3 Jbid., p. 30.
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production, presents in the form of the multiple-without-One and thus through
mathematical axioms pronounces being as being. Mathematics analyses the
structurability of structures within its own mathematical situation, i.e. it analy-
ses what the structures have in common, which is “the fact of being, quite sim-
ply.”?* Non-mathematical (non-ontological) or, in the words of Badiou, an un-de-
termined situation “is not such that the thesis ‘the one is not’ can be presented
therein.”” “In an indeterminate situation there is no rebel or subtractive pres-
entation of the pure multiple upon which the empire of the one is exercised.”*
Ontology, as an artificial, highly formalised, experimental, and mathematically
defined situation, is the only situation that is capable of the subtractive process.
Ontology being mathematics literally means: it is a situation that is ontologi-
cal, because it is established within the mathematical axiomatic production;
ontology is absolutely not transferable, i.e. for a non-mathematical situation
(philosophical, artistical, poetic, theological, etc.) it cannot be replaced; only a
mathematician is capable of “ontologising” (of ontological activity);* access to
being, contrary to negative theology, is rational and immanent; and finally the
prescriptive characteristics of ZFC axiomatic set theory impose the form of pres-
entation that is the presentation form of the multiple.

Ontology, with its subtractive power, prevents being from expressing itself as
the being of the One, which, on the other hand, still does not mean that being is
multiple: from the fact that there is not the One at the level of being, it does not
follow that there is a multiple at the level of being. Being, says Badiou, is entirely
heterogeneous to the opposition One-multiple.?® The One is not is a decision-ar-
gument that only tells what is not there at the level of being, and accordingly de-
velops the ontological consequence that ontology subtracts or presents, which
means that ontology presents by subtracting and thereby produces precisely the
presentation form of the multiple-without-One. Between the ontological deci-
sion (that there is no One) and being (that we have thus far said nothing positive
about; we have only been speaking about it negatively — that there is no One at
the level of being), there is an ontological consequence that ontology presents
in the presentation form of the multiple-without-One. The multiple is not being,

% Badiou, G. Haéri, In Praise of Mathematics, p. 35.
> Badiou, Being and Event, p. 55.

% Jbid., p. 57.

7 Ibid., p. 13.

@ Jbid., p. 28.
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while at the same time, it has not totally disappeared, since it appears as the
form of presentation: “[T]he one and the multiple do not form a ‘unity of contra-
ries’, since the first is not whilst the second is the very form of any presentation
of being.”» The multiple is thus “solely the regime of presentation,” “a figure of
presentation,”° while the theory of the multiple is a “general form of the pres-
entation of being.”?* The question we cannot ignore concerns the role of pres-
entation in ontology, since it is not directly clear what purpose this duplication
or mediation with the concept of presentation serves.

Badiou does not always pay attention to the concept of presentation he intro-
duced in Being and Event, where being and multiple are quite often equated,
while in Briefings on Existence: A Short Treatise on Transitory Ontology the con-
cept of presentation is almost entirely missing. The consequences of this inex-
actness of Badiou also emerge in the secondary literature, which tends to put a
direct equal sign between being and multiple. We believe that this is a common-
ly missed point, which may be somewhat understandable, but we must never-
theless insist on the ontological presentation, which is exactly the axiomatic
prescription articulated through the form of the multiple. Therefore, we would
like to call to mind Badiou’s note to readers that sometimes he himself uses ab-
breviations which we should not understand literally:

I said that if being is presented as pure multiple (sometimes I shorten this peril-
ously by saying being is multiple), being qua being, strictly speaking, is neither
one nor multiple. Ontology, the supposed science of being qua being [...] must
present; at best, it must present presentation, which is to say the pure multiple.>

Ontology must therefore present presentation, and making an equation be-
tween being and multiple is a risky undertaking. However, to understand this
point of Badiou’s, we must find out, how Badiou understands the concept of
presentation at all.

» Jbid., p. 47.
3 Jbid., p. 26.
3 Ibid., p. 45.
32 Jbid., pp. 61-62.
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There is a remark of Badiou’s in his notes at the end of Being and Event that he
had borrowed the concept of presentation from Jean-Francois Lyotard.* In Lyo-
tard’s book The Differend: Phrases in Dispute, there is a chapter entitled “Pres-
entation”, which Badiou refers to in his essay “Custos, Quid Noctis?”, which is
his review of The Differend. In this text, published before the book Being and
Event, Badiou also pays attention to the concept of presentation by summaris-
ing Lyotard’s understanding of “Descartes’ doubt”. Doubt does not lead to evi-
dence in the form of “I think”, as with Descartes, but to the evidence that what
primarily happened was the phrase “I doubt”. Or in the words of Lyotard: “It
does not result from the phrase, I doubt, that I am, merely that there has been
a phrase.” This means that “I (speak, think)” is not the evidence with which
everything begins, but rather that “I” is a result, the conclusion of the phrase
that occurs before it Every phrase presupposes other phrases: “It presupposes
language, which would be the totality of phrases possible in a language.”* The
multiplicity of phrases is thus something that is before the subject or world.>”
But this multiplicity cannot be presented: “One can, in fact, describe, Language
is this and that, but not show. And this is language. The totality is not presenta-
ble.”s® In Lyotard’s conception of presentation, every following phrase presents
a presentation of the previous phrase: “The presentation entailed by a phrase is
forgotten by it [...]. Another phrase pulls it back out and presents it, oblivious to
the presentation that it itself entails.”® At the same time, it is true that: “What
is not presented is not. The presentation entailed by a phrase is not presented,
it is not. Or: Being is not. One could say that when an entailed presentation is
presented, it is not an entailed but a situated presentation. Or: Being grasped as
an existent is non-Being.”°

In his notes at the end of Being and Event, Badiou says that the presentation, as
a pure multiple, belongs to an important theme of the era, which is reflected not

3 Jbid., p. 513.

3 Jean-Francois Lyotard, The Differend: Phrases in Dispute, trans. G. Van Den Abbeele,
Manchester, Manchester University Press, 1988, p. 59.

35 Alain Badiou, “Custos, Quid Noctis”, trans. B. Bosteels, in A. Badiou, Alain Badiou, The
Adventure of French Philosophy, London and New York, Verso, 2012, pp. 223-239, 227.

3% Lyotard, The Differend: Phrases in Dispute, p. 59.

3 Alain Badiou, “Custos, Quid Noctis”, p. 227.

3 Lyotard, The Differend: Phrases in Dispute, p. 59.

3 Ibid., p. 77.

4 Jbid.
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only by Lyotard, but also by Gilles Deleuze. Unlike Deleuze, who thinks this con-
cept under the natural paradigm, and Lyotard, who thinks it in the name of the
juridical paradigm, Badiou sets this concept under the wing of mathematics.*
Nevertheless, certain similarities between Lyotard’s and Badiou’s concepts of
presentation still remain. That presentation is a kind of regime of the multiple,
which is prior to subject, is also Badiou’s starting point. Lyotard actually pro-
vides the idea, 1) that there is something not-subjective, which is “the ultimate
existential guarantee,”™ as Badiou calls it, of the phrase that had happened; 2)
what there is, is not presentable in its totality, but merely in its situation (we can
also say in its localisation); 3) therefore, what is not presented, simply is not, it
is a non-being; 4) and is simultaneously something that is presented with an-
other phrase by being included in the previous phrase. We can find all of these
elements later in Badiou. In this way, Badiou also uses a review of Lyotard to an-
nounce and promote his own project, which will be a theme of Being and Event.
In the same text, Badiou wrote: “I will only say the following — which is close to
Albert Lautman’s theses — namely, that mathematics in its history is the science
of being qua being, that is, being inasmuch as it is not, the science of unpresent-
able presentation. One day I will prove it.””3

The mathematical paradigm, Badious continues in “Custos, Quid Noctis?”, al-
lows us to think being in a consistent manner exactly like an “existential scis-
sion of the nothing and the name,” such as, for example, “the empty (nothing)
set (name) exists.”* A null-name, which refers to an empty or null-set, will be
marked in Being and Event as the proper name of being. Mathematics thinks be-
ing in a consistent manner in a form of an existential scission of null and name,
which is actually “the logic of scission as [a] form of the occurrence itself.”s If
we connect these words of Badiou’s with words from Being and Event, we find
an interesting momentum. In Being and Event, Badiou says: “the multiple is the
regime of presentation; [...] being is what presents (itself).”® Being is not a pres-
entation and Badiou requests “the expulsion of any presentifying assumption

4 Badiou, Being and Event, p. 512.

4 Alain Badiou, “Custos, Quid Noctis”, p. 226.
s Ibid., p. 237.

4 Ibid.

4 Ibid.

4 Badiou, Being and Event, p. 26.
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of being”;# what is not presented also is not (in the words of Lyotard), while
ontology is a science about being, even if there is no presentation of being (in
the words of Badiou). Mathematics is thus “a science of non-presentable pres-
entation” and an empty set is exactly this non-presentable of presentation. Be-
ing is thus non-presented, but it also somehow happens to the presentation, it
somehow occurs in the presentation; and this event (= occurrence) is reported
by ontology, which has the ability to present the presentation itself or the ability
to present what “occurs” in the presentation, that is, what happened to the pres-
entation. It is also true that at exactly this point, where being occurs in the pres-
entation, being itself is multiple, “because being is only multiple inasmuch as
it occurs in presentation.”® The form in which being occurs/happens/appears
in presentation is multiple, because the multiple itself is a regime, figure, and
form of presentation.

At this point, we have reached the crucial momentum. The concept of pres-
entation in the regime of the form of the multiple is important, because Badi-
ou has used it to philosophically describe the internal-mathematical activity,
which is exactly that the axioms of the ZFC system operate, present, or con-
struct “through” the form of the pure multiple. At the same time, the concept
of presentation allows being to occur [French: advient] to the ontological dis-
course. At the point where being “occurs” to the ontological presentation, the
independence of the ontology “object” (being as being) and its “dependence” on
the ontological presentation itself (= axiomatic production) are simultaneously
confirmed. In this minimal difference between the non-presentable (being) and
the occurrence of the non-presentable (being in presentation), being is quilted
with an ontological theory of the multiple. This is a point where the simultane-
ousness of ontologically-materialistic rationalism and ontologically-materialis-
tic realism is actually confirmed. The mathematical axiomatic production of the
ZFC system articulates or writes out what has occurred in its axiomatic prescrip-
tion. The ontological presentation thus does not cause, but still enables, the
real of being to occur, without requesting that we understand ontology as a re-
flection of the being’s objectivity (like some of the vulgar Marxist versions of the
mirror theory would suggest). The presentation paradoxically allows being to
be present without being presented and thereby lost. Being is included in pres-

47 Ibid. p. 72.
4 Ibid. p. 26.
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entation without being presented; it is present as the non-presentable or as the
“‘multiple’ of nothing.” Being is therefore with a negation, i.e. it is subtracted
from its own presentation. Being is with a negation, because it has its own pres-
entation subtracted. The One is not is a decision-argument that only says what
is not at the level of being, and accordingly develops consequences that have
nothing to do with what being as being is. This is important because exactly by
saying nothing about being, the decision says something important about being:
being is bound to nothing, which is the nothing of the subtracted presentation.
Being as being “strictly speaking, is neither one nor multiple.”® When we do
not confirm anything positive about being, we confirm being itself, which is the
null-presentation.

At this point, we need to be careful not to attribute to the negation more than
what the ontology’s intrinsicality allows. We must not understand the prima-
ry negation as an example of primality of logical laws over ontological laws,
since it is a consequence, not a principle* In the mathematical ontology of the
ZFC system, we can recognise the rules of classical logic, but it is not because
ontology would adhere to these rules a priori, but because being itself in math-
ematics is articulated and expressed classically. Mathematics sets the axiom of
the empty set, which literally decides the existence or the primitive name of be-
ing. The absolute initial point of being is articulated with the empty set axiom,
which states that there is a set without elements. Being and ontological pre-
scription (through mathematical axioms) are thus in a mutual grip. The ontolog-
ical prescription is inevitably immanent to the mathematical procedure, thereby
making axiomatics “the mathematical realization of the proper formalization of
this decision.”? If we can talk about the a priori conditions of ontology at all,
then such a condition would be that the intrinsic discourse about being as be-
ing must be developed in the frame of a situation that is necessarily ontological
(= mathematical), which is only another way of saying that mathematical access
to being requires that one understand ontology as an autonomous rational ma-
terialistic production.

9 Ibid., p. 71.

s Ibid., p. 61-62.

5t Alain Badiou, Tzuchien Tho, “New Horizons in Mathematics as a Philosophical Condition:
An Interview with Alain Badiou”, Parrhesia (3/2007), pp. 1-11, 5-6.

52 Ibid., p. 3.
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This entails a new characteristic of ontology; namely, it is an absolute referen-
tial universe, which is “absolutely intelligible on the basis of nothing.”>* Badi-
ou says: “In Set Theory, the primitive name of Being is the void, the empty set.
The whole hierarchy takes root in it. In a certain sense, it alone ‘is’.”> The ab-
solute initial point of being is expressed by the axiom of the void-set, which
states: “There exists a set which has no element.” An empty set is a universal
constructor of different structures that form rational orderliness and fascinating
mathematical architecture, where “special rules” are involved and dictated by
the axioms of the ZFC system. Ontology is a militant, rebellious situation exactly
because it is axiomatically formalised, which enables it to operate with only one
set type, namely with the pure set (= the pure multiple). Pure sets are pure exact-
ly because they contain nothing else than sets, which contain nothing else than
sets, and so on until the empty set, which is the first case of a pure set, which
everything begins with. “In other words, a pure set is either the empty set or a
set that contains other pure sets.”s® What is repeating, here, is not only an empty
set, but also the very form of the set, the form of the multiple of multiples, which
is “the form of presentation itself,” indicating that the structurability of these
structures is presented in the form of the multiple. The axiomatical presenta-
tional regime of the ZFC system is a regime that dictates the form of the multiple.
We must not forget that a pure set, the mathematical set that ZFC theory oper-
ates with, is not defined or conceptualised and it primarily denotes a certain
form and not a concept of mathematical axiomatic operativity. A pure set is sim-
ply an axiomatic prescription, a presentation. Axioms are applied to the vari-
ables a, B, vy, etc., “in respect of which it is implicitly agreed that they denote
pure multiples.”® Here, we are dealing with formal inscriptions, where a is of
the same “scripture type” as (3, which confirms that within the ontological sit-
uation, a uniformity of pure multiples exclusively prevails.® Ontology encoun-
ters nothing that would be external to it or that would be heterogeneous to the
pure multiple. By the example of the axioms of the powerset and of union, Ba-

53 Badiou, “Na poti k novemu misljenju Absoluta”, p. 7.

54 Badiou, Briefings on Existence, p. 98.

55 Badiou, Being and Event, p. 72.

56 Burhanuddin Baki, Badiou’s Being and Event and the Mathematics of Set Theory, London,
Bloomsbury, 2015, p. 40.

57 Badiou, Being and Event, p. 71.

58 Ibid., p. 64.

5 Ibid., p. 48.
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diou stresses that whether we go to the composition or internal decomposition
(dissemination) of a given multiple, “the theory does not encounter any ‘thing’
which is heterogeneous to the pure multiple.”® The axiom of replacement (or of
substitution) is particularly interesting in these terms, since it expresses exact-
ly that, even if the elements of a given set are replaced by other elements, the
result of this replacement is still a set. The implementation of an axiom is indif-
ferent to the “content” of the multiple, because “the attribute ‘to-be-a-multiple’
transcends the particular multiples which are elements of a given multiple.”
The main point is that despite the replacement of the elements, the form of the
multiple remains. Given that nothing can obscure the uniformity of presentation
in the form of the multiple, we can confirm that the homogeneity principle is an
essential presentation principle of being in the theory of the multiple.

When a concept fails, we do not enter chaos, but a form. The form is a rebel-
lion against the concept and is essentially a form-without-concept (reminiscent
of Kant’s concept of the two forms of intuition, space and time, which, strictly
speaking, are not concepts). The presentation form of the multiple-without-con-
cept (understood in the instance of the mathematical letter) is the ontological
form of mathematical operativity as ontology. Ontology operates with the onto-
logical form and it simultaneously also operates on it, because the set, “the Mul-
tiple, for mathematics, was not a (formal) concept, transparent and construct-
ed, but a real whose internal gap, and impasse, were deployed by the theory.”®
Badiou also says the following: “I began to think that if mathematics achieves
the secrets of thought it was because of the type of thinking that it is. My concep-
tion of ontology began to follow this line of thought as well as the idea that the
most sedimental thing will be pure multiplicity.”®

The pure multiple is not merely a form of presentation, but also a moment of the
real, which is “the most sedimental thing” without a concept. This thing-with-
out-concept that ZFC set theory operates on is the most primitive ontological raw
material of mathematical production. The pure multiple is the matter that is at

¢ Ibid., p. 69.

e Ibid.

¢ Jbid., p. 5.

% Alain Badiou, Zachary Luck Fraser, and Tzuchien Tho, “The Concept of Model, Forty
Years Later: An Interview with Alain Badiou”, in A. Badiou, The Concept of Model, pp.
79-106, 103.
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the same time the ontological form of the multiple. This equation of matter and
form is possible in mathematics because ZFC set theory is an inscription of being
in the instance of a letter. The formal inscriptions a, B, y, etc., are not only for-
mal, abstract marks of the multiple. They are much more. The mathematical let-
ter tells us that the multiple is and it lacks a definition of what this multiple is, it
is the “inscription without concept of that-which-is.”* Mathematics “is the literal
inscription of being,” and not a description of being.® It is a discourse that “refers
to nothing other than itself” and its marks or letters are “the sole reality of math-
ematical discourse.”® Being as being is thus not articulated through the abun-
dance of some ontological Presence, but rather in a formalised letter;*” ontology
“marks the absence of being qua being in through the agency of the letter.”®

This of course does not mean that Badiou advocates mathematical structural-
ism,® because even if every mathematical proof is “bound to a letter, it cannot
be reduced to it.””° The form of the multiple-without-One or a pure set reveals
the inexhaustive richness and “the banality of manifold-being.””* The empty set
allows us to think consistently very inconsistent and paradoxical “entities”, like
asserting there is a set of all triangles with four sides, thereby confirming the
existence of inconsistency as such. Being as being is inexhaustive, because the
inconsistency is inexhaustive. What is presented of being as being is, on the
other hand, consistent and structured in the form of the presented multiple.
So, there is being as being, the inexhaustive structurability of the structure or the
non-presented presentation of the presented, which is the inconsistency of con-
sistency, occurring as an empty set, which is included in every pure set; it isnot a
structure (the presented multiple, or consistency), even though the structurability

% Badiou, Being and Event, p. 48.

% Jon Roffe, “Alain Badiou’s Being and Event”, Cosmos and History: The Journal of Natural
and Social Philosophy, 2 (1&2/2006), pp. 327-338, 330.

% Ibid.

&  For the concept of letter as a primary condition, cf. Justin Clemens, “Letters as the Condition
of Conditions for Alain Badiou”, Communication & Cognition, 36 (1&2/2003), pp. 73—-102.

% Roffe, “Alain Badiou’s Being and Event”, p. 331.

%  Cf. Baki, Badiou’s Being and Event and the Mathematics of Set Theory, p. 88.

o Alain Badiou, ‘Préface de la nouvelle édition’, in Le Concept de modéle, Paris, Fayard,
2007, pp. 27-28; taken from Fraser, “The Category of Formalization: From Epistemological
Break to Truth Procedure”, p. xxxvi.

7 Badiou, Briefings on Existence, p. 30.
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(presentation, inconsistency, or an empty set) is what we operate on, what is the
matter itself of any structure of a presented, consistent multiple.

The ZFC set theory thus provides an ontological aspect of any given structure,
but it does not mean that an empirical or non-mathematical situation arises
from the mathematical situation or is based thereon. Badiou is not a philoso-
pher of “the ontological levels of reality” (like Nicolai Hartmann’s ontology),
neither does he advocate a discursive hierarchy (like Rudolf Carnap does). For
Badiou, a mathematical set is simply a “modus of thinking”, which thinks on-
tologically’ and is capable of thinking the firm point of the real. This real is not
a matter of concept, but a matter of form, which is the matter itself. At the level
of being and its presentation within ZFC axiomatic theory, it is the same to be,
to think, and to formalise or form-realise.”> We can conclude that ontological
rationalism and ontological realism in Badiou’s version of the intrinsic and Pla-
tonistic ontology are not mutually opposing, but rather complementary.

The Ontological Decision and Metaontology

Let us conclude with the elementary question: With what kind of concept of on-
tology does Badiou operate? In an Aristotelian manner, Badiou defines ontology
as discourse on being as being, which is an intrinsic understanding of ontology.
Jean-Toussaint Desanti stresses that intrinsic ontology can be defined according
to the minimum or maximum domain of interpretation based on how one thinks
being as being (on é on).* The maximum interpretation will exhaustively devel-
op all the conceptual richness of being as such, while the minimum interpreta-
tion will be limited to only the essential, asking: “[W]hat is the least that must
be thought in order to define the status of the proposition ‘there are beings’?”7
Badiou opts for the minimum interpretation of intrinsic ontology, which ena-

72 Fraser, “The Category of Formalization: From Epistemological Break to Truth Procedure”,
p. xli.

7 About Badiou’s concept of formalisation, cf. Magdalena Germek, “The Dialectic of
Formalization”, Filozofski vestnik, 42 (1/2021), pp. 25-47.

7 Jean-Toussaint Desanti, “Some Remarks on the Intrinsic Ontology of Alain Badiou”, trans.
R. Brassier, in P. Hallward (ed.), Think Again. Alain Badiou and the Future of Philosophy,
London and New York, Continuum, 2004, pp. 59—66, p. 59.
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bles him to divide the history of ontology in relation to the minimum question:
Should we think being-as-being as being-of-One or as being-of-multiple?

To this minimum question, however, philosophy does not offer a minimum an-
swer. Arguments come from both sides: the Parmenides-Zeno line paved the way
for ontology under the sign of the One, while the Democritus-Lucretius line did
so for the ontology of the multiple. Both lines, however, started a history of a
dramatic ontological struggle that has left us with only a portico of the ontology
of its “ruined temple.””® The ruined temple of ontology is nothing but a meta-
phor for constructing something that is destroyed in the process of construc-
tion. In Being and Event, Badiou compares philosophy with the phoenix, the
mystical bird dying and rising renewed from its ashes. Caught in a vicious circle
of self-destruction and self-awakening, philosophy is a “phoenix of its own so-
phistic consummation.””” The destructive cycle can be interrupted by admitting
that the rational knowledge of philosophical argumentation is clearly not the
one that leads to a final solution, since the philosophical argument itself de-
stroys the possibility of a final ontological proof. These problems came to phi-
losophers’ mind quite early. In Parmenides, Plato tried to systematically derive
argumentations from both sides and thoroughly examined, in the form of a log-
ical exercise, all of the possibilities implied by the assumption that the One ex-
ists, as well as the assumption that the One does not exist. And in the last line of
Parmenides, he captures the very essence of the impossibility of the philosoph-
ical derivation (argumentation): “if ‘one is’ or if ‘{one] is not’, [then] it and the
others both are and are not, and both appear and do not appear to be all things
in all ways, both in relation to themselves and in relation to each other.””®

Badiou intervenes exactly at this point. If we dismiss Plato’s conclusion as non-
sense that has brought us to the end of argumentation, we admit the weakness
and collapse of thought. The other option is to see only the beginning in this
impossibility, meaning that we recognise “the first example, though a purely
philosophical one, of an absolutely undecidable argument.”” The latter option
defends the rational argumentation that does not lead to the final ontological

76 Badiou, Being and Event, p. 25.

77 Ibid.

7% Arnold Hermann, Plato’s Parmenides. Text, Translation & Introductory Essay, trans. S.
Chrysakopoulou, Las Vegas, Zurich, and Athens, Parmenides Publishing, 2010, p. 217.

7  Badiou, Briefings on Existence, p. 92.
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proof, but to the final ontological decision in favour of the existence of the One
or multiple at the level of being. Badiou’s point is that at the level of being we
cannot make a rational deduction of the ontological proof, because that leads to
the absurd; instead, we can decide that the One does not exist at the level of be-
ing. This decision allows Badiou to claim that ontology is mathematics, because
it is precisely the mathematical set theory of the ZFC axiomatic system that sep-
arates being from the One and consistently pronounces the consequences of the
decision that there is no One at the level of being.

We could ask: Why is it so?, Why is there not One at the level of being, i.e., what
were the arguments that initially convinced Badiou to put his philosophy under
the condition of the ontology of the not-One?

However, we must warn that Badiou is not obliged to answer our question. At
the beginning of Being and Event, Badiou accepts the thesis that “the one is
not,”®° without offering an explanation of this thesis, either ontological or phil-
osophical. It is true that Badiou presents the consequences of the ontology of
the One in several places, but this presentation is only an address on behalf of
the opposite position. In the ontology of the One, he sees the weight of the re-
ligious, metaphysical, and poetic discourses that maintain the teleological and
theological approach to being, and are the ontological backside of phenome-
nology, which insists on the humanistic motive of finitude. His intention is to
avoid this motive, which led him to condition his philosophy with mathematics;
however, the purpose thereof is not a rational justification of the initial decision
that mathematics is ontology, which confirms that there is no One. The ration-
al justification of the ontological decision operates as a rational argumentation
that must be confirmed based on itself and thus cannot be bound to ethics or
politics, regardless of the emancipatory motives that may be there. Confirmation
that refers to itself is not a definition of its contents. A decision is exercised with-
out defined elements, meaning that it is “proven” without an explicit proof. So,
what is this proving-without-proving?

As Burhanuddin Baki says, Badiou implicitly refers to both theses — that math-
ematics is ontology and there is no One — to a consistency proof, which differs

8o Badiou, Being and Event, p. 26.
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from a direct proof.®' A consistency proof is used in relation to undecidability,
while a direct proof is “the mathematical condition for what we usually under-
stand as logical argument.”

Badiou’s genius — which must be acknowledged — was to recognize the notion
of consistency proof as another reasonable mathematical figure from which an
alternative form of argumentation can be conditioned. We do not need to argue
the conclusion from our basic assumptions; we can just demonstrate that it is not
illogical for us to decide the conclusion to be true. Between the axioms and the
end result lies a decision, a militant commitment. This gives us a great flexibility
for pursuing any line of reasoning. Whenever a detailed and straightforward ar-
gument cannot be given, one can decide for the proposition to be true, with this
deciding not being a simple recourse to subjective prejudices, but to the event of
decision itself, which Badiou will later link to an event of subjectivity itself, the

emergence of a new subject.®

In Being and Event, Burhanuddin Baki stresses, we will not find direct argu-
mentation of the theses that there is no One and that mathematics is ontology.
“Badiou only claims that there is nothing wrong with taking Being to be multi-
ple and mathematics to be equivalent to ontology. The validation of the propo-
sitions does not precede but comes after the decision.”® Exactly in this militant
commitment lies the “fidelity [fidélité] to the decision,” whereby the consistency
proof is “a license for decidability.”® Badiou finds this license for decidability in
the revolutionary technique of “forcing”, which was introduced in mathematics
by Paul Cohen. It is Cohen’s method of proving or forcing the consistency, which
is strictly different than the causality procedure.® Badiou recognises its value
particularly when it comes to the truth procedures that, as productions of some-
thing new, cannot be simply deduced from an existing situation. Even though
truths break with a given situation in such a way so as to expose the inconsisten-

8 Baki, Badiou’s Being and Event and the Mathematics of Set Theory, p. 84.

8 Jbid. “In the case of direct proof, there is a linear and necessary deductive thread from the
premise to the propositional end result. But in the case of consistency proofs, the proposi-
tion is only decided to be true, and that is already enough.” Ibid, p. 85.

& Ibid.

84 Ibid., italics added.

8 Ibid.

8 Ibid. p. 86.
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cy of the situation, they are not inconsistent themselves, but rather subjective-
ly decided towards productions (forcing) a new consistency. Thus consistency
and decision are related.®” Or, to express that by using the logic of consequences
that Badiou introduces in his book Logics of Worlds: “A truth affirms the infinite
right of its consequences, with no regard for what opposes them.”%® This means
that Badiou recognised the events (the Cantor-event, the G6del-event, and the
Cohen-event) in the historical development of mathematics that led him to the
recognition that mathematics is actually a truth procedure (it produces the new
and universal from the eventful interruption), which can — exactly because it is
a truth procedure — produce rational consequences (from the Cohen-event) that
justify the ontological decision that mathematics is ontology, which articulates
being without the One (from the Cantor-event).

Truth procedures are concerned with the production and construction of such a
world where the decided theses are true. With his book Being and Event, Badiou
thus hopes to bring attention to the possibility of the existence of a world (mod-
el) where both theses (mathematics as ontology and the non-being of the One)
are true. Badiou cannot prove this by forcing out this truth in the scope of philos-
ophy, because philosophy is not a truth procedure. Therefore, Being and Event is
not a direct spot to look for forced proofs that ontology is mathematics and that
there is no One; these proofs are in a way a matter of the historical development
of mathematics itself. Even if we spontaneously take both theses — mathematics
is ontology and there is no One — as consequences of the philosophical decision
(as a decision of the philosopher Badiou), it still needs to be stressed that the
philosophical decision is not the subject of an ontological decision, but, on the
contrary, its consequence. Mathematics cannot adhere to philosophical princi-
ples, conditions, or decisions because they are external to it. At the same time,
there is no personalised or transcendent decision-maker to decide upon being
as being in mathematics as a not-intentional, yet subjective, autonomous, ra-
tional materialistic production. All we can say is that there are different opera-
tive mechanisms in mathematics that decide like mathematical axioms because

8  Ibid.

8  Alain Badiou, Logics of Worlds: Being and Event, 2, trans. A. Toscano, London and New
York, Continuum, 2009, p. 7.

%  On the concept of a decision, cf. Jelica Sumi¢-Riha, “Tri pripombe k Badioujevemu pojmu
odlocitve”, Filozofski vestnik, 19 (1/1998), pp. 33—46. Available at https://ojs.zrc-sazu.si/fi-
lozofski-vestnik/article/view/4019/3728, accessed 10 November 2022.
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“the axiom is a regime of decision.”° The task of philosophy is then to position
itself under the condition of what was decided in mathematics.

That philosophy is conditioned by mathematics, however, enables philosophy
a vast range of philosophical approaches, since despite ontology being mathe-
matics, mathematics does not know anything about its ontological status. Philos-
ophy is the one to declare the thesis that ontology is mathematics. That mathe-
matics is ontology, Badiou says, is a meta-ontological or philosophical thesis,”
which is not a philosophical directive for mathematics, but an insight that phi-
losophy gains by its conditioning with the mathematical truth procedure. In
this conditioning, philosophy is closest to mathematical thought, because the
“conditioned concept of philosophy [...] is a way of philosophy trying to artic-
ulate the real from which it accepts its condition.” When philosophy thinks
mathematics as a thought, it simultaneously thinks mathematical thought as
a thought that touches being: “In so far as mathematics touches upon Being,
it is intrinsically a thought. Reciprocally, if mathematics is a thought, it touch-
es upon Being itself.” In the spirit of Badiou’s early epistemology, we can say
this as follows: mathematics is a thought that works like a machine, without
self-reflection about its thought and its object, but precisely as “machine think-
ing”, mathematics is a thought that thinks being. Philosophy is not ontology,
but when it thinks mathematics as a thought that as a thought thinks being,
philosophy is meta-ontology. This means that by recognising that mathematics
is a thought, philosophy accepts that being can be thought (in this respect, phi-
losophy differs from sophism).

Despite philosophy being external to mathematics, mathematics is not external
to philosophy, but is the philosophical condition that philosophy opens in its
meta-ontological momentum. We, therefore, do not agree with Bruno Bosteels,
who marked Badiou’s philosophical undertaking in Being and Event also as an
intermediation between intuitive approximation and strict mathematical for-

% Alain Badiou, Zachary Luck Fraser, and Tzuchien Tho, “The Concept of Model, Forty Years
Later: An Interview with Alain Badiou”, p. 101.

9 Badiou, Being and Event, p. 14.

2 Rado Riha, “Filozofija in politika realnega”, Filozofski vestnik, 21 (3/2000), pp. 41-53, 41.
Available at https://ojs.zrc-sazu.si/filozofski-vestnik/article/view/3753/3455, accessed 5
November 2022.

% Badiou, Briefings on Existence, p. 90.
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malisation.* Philosophy does not have the role of a mediator; it is autonomous.
The conditionality of philosophy is not its subordinance. Philosophy does not
translate mathematical formulae for non-mathematical readers (there are much
more efficient manuals for this purpose than philosophical books), but it po-
sitions itself under a condition that provides philosophy with the insight that
mathematics is ontology. Philosophy takes care of its own conditionality, be-
cause otherwise there is no instance that would tell philosophy that mathemat-
ics is ontology (mathematics is the last one to know anything about it). Mathe-
matics is in a privileged position vis-a-vis being, which nevertheless has its lim-
its. Although being as being is articulated in mathematics, it is articulated at
the point of mathematical ignorance and oblivion. In “Appendix 2” of Being and
Event, Badiou says that: “It is necessary to mathematics to forget being in order
to pursue its pronunciation,”® because being as being itself “does not want to be
written.”*® The highly demanding technical needs of mathematical science force
mathematics to forget the ontological destiny of its discipline. Similar applies to
the being of truth. Badiou differentiates between the de facto and de jure exist-
ence of truths and uses this difference to open a space to position philosophy
between the structural ignorance of mathematics and its truth production. For
Badiou, a generic set is mathematical de jure “proof” that the being of truths ex-
ists. However, mathematicians do not know that and consequently do not know
“how to name what was happening there.””” Mathematics is a truth procedure
that does not recognise its de facto truth status; it is philosophy that can pro-
claim the de facto existence of truths, due to its status of being conditioned by
truths. The limitation that prevents ontology from speaking for itself puts phi-
losophy in a special position: philosophy as the meta-ontology that can speak in
the name of ontology, but again, not as a meta-language, but by “adopting” the
voice of ontology. Only in one instance of Being and Event does Badiou “allow”
ontology to speak for itself, namely in meditations 33 and 34. These are the med-
itations summarising Cohen’s theory. Badiou says: “I have deliberately weak-
ened the explicit links between the present conceptual development and the
mathematical doctrine of generic multiplicities in order to let ontology ‘speak’,

%  Cf. Bruno Bosteels, Badiou and Politics, Durham and London, Duke University Press, 2011,
p.- 36.

% Badiou, Being and Event, p. 468.

%  Ibid.
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eloquently, for itself.”#® Other than this exception, everything in Being and Event
is a philosophical prosopopoeia: mathematics as ontology has lent its voice to
philosophy, i.e., philosophy has borrowed its voice from ontology. With its spe-
cialised formalisation, mathematics articulates being as being, without know-
ing it, which opens the room for philosophy that is conditioned by mathematics
at the point of this ignorance.

The science of being as being has already existed since Greek times and “the
sense and status of mathematics” is to pronounce it through its historical be-
coming.® The story of being existed, even if we never had the means to unrid-
dle it until now, which means that being is independent of the instance of the
comprehending (transcendental or any other) subject. The question is thus not
“How is pure mathematics possible?” and the answer to this question is not
“thanks to a transcendental subject.”*® In these terms, we must “water down”
the Kantian concepts and develop a critique of every critique.*®* A critique of
every critique is articulated by Badiou with reference to Mao Tse-tung: “We will
come to know everything that we did not know before.”°2 Before mathematical
set theory emerged, we had not had the means to determine that it is mathemat-
ics with its production that “lets being speak”. But now, after all the pioneering
and militant “mathematico-logical revolution of Frege-Cantor,”°3 we have re-
alised what we had not known before. Now, it is the task of the philosopher to
decide whether to accept the truth of mathematics that mathematics is ontology,
which is nothing more than accepting the scientific truth of being that it is not the
being of the One and it is the same to think and be.
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