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Perhaps the most prevalent trait of Deleuze scholarship has been its privileging of creativity, 

activity and the production of the new. The contemporary tendency towards these themes is 

foregrounded in the wide influence of Jane Bennett’s neo-Deleuzian project, to which action, 

the production of effects and the alteration of events are central.1 One page of Daniella Ange-

lucci’s new work on Deleuze’s cinematic concepts unreservedly claims that philosophy “cre-

ates” “new” concepts and art “creates” images as part of a “production, an invention.”2 Nad-

ine Boljkovac states she is most generally concerned to “negotiate and effect the new,” in an-

other recent book on Deleuze and cinema.3  The reception of Deleuze’s notion of the image 

has also privileged the production of the new. Anne Sauvagnargues suggests that the image 

opens up a “new process of creation,” “new potentials” and “new processes.”4 The image 

that opens new creations is thus “liberated” from the banal, to which it is “opposed.”5 This 

paper will take its cue from the only “grumble” that, in his 1995 tribute, Jacques Derrida 

claimed to have had about the content of Deleuze’s philosophy: the emphasis on creation.6 It 

will agree with Bernard Stiegler that Derrida is not correct about Deleuze, yet it will reveal 

that his critique is applicable to the highly prevalent reading of Deleuze that privileges crea-

tion and implies a Bergsonian choice that is fundamentally free.7 In order to show how this 

reading is mistaken, a concept of the image will be demonstrated in which creativity, produc-

tivity and activity are no longer primary.

The basic form of the argument posits the priority of ethics in relation to the creation of 

images. The standard claim in Deleuzian literature is that images of the intolerability of the 

world are necessary insofar as they call for the creation of new images. Sauvagnargues ex-

plicitly says that the “imperative” and goal of politics is to “think and create for the sake of 

the new,” whilst she suggests that ethics is merely “appreciating” the “new relations” into 

which we enter.8 This essay will reveal that the reverse is the case: the creation of new images 

is necessary only in order to force thought into a vision of the intolerability of the world, an 

intolerability that is continually arising anew and thus continually demands a new vision. 
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Images of the intolerable are now privileged as the aim of creativity, as opposed to creativity 

being the aim of those images. The primacy of ethics in relation to the creation of images will 

be revealed by first tracing the basic concept of the image as the fundamental matter of exis-

tence in Difference and Repetition, characterized by the passive fusion of external elements. 

The problem for Deleuze is to construct an image of time that is not merely immediate pres-

ence, as it is in passive fusion. We will outline how Deleuze reads this problem in Plato, who 

attempts to construct an image through a test carried out by the soul that selects images 

based on their participation in a purely present Idea. The standard Deleuzian literature then 

sees Plato as problematic because he is primarily concerned with the presupposition of an 

ideal world and the denial of the new; we will show, however, that Plato is fundamentally 

important for Deleuze because the construction of images is morally motivated for the first 

time in Western thought. Plato’s construction of images attempts to universalize the ideal of 

an orthodoxy, which is ultimately the State. Deleuze’s response to Plato is to suggest that, 

rather than attempting to construct an image that universalizes an ideal orthodoxy, we must 

construct an image of the irreducible splitting of time, which carries its own ethical impera-

tive. The splitting of time can only be imaged through the manner in which the present 

boundaries of thought continually impose themselves upon bodies, which are exhausted and 

eliminated by these boundaries. This exhausted impossibility of living in the present is the 

intolerable; the images of this intolerability force thought to abandon itself, and impose new 

boundaries on the present. Ethical images must be created that force thought to think its con-

stant imposition of deadly boundaries upon bodies, rather than being produced merely for 

the sake of creation. In this way, we will demonstrate that creativity in itself is not primary in 

Deleuze’s conception of the image, as the standard view of Deleuze claims; instead we will 

reveal the priority of ethics or the vision of the intolerable over creativity. 

THE UNIVERSE OF IMAGES

In order to disclose the relationship between images and ethics, we must first examine the 

basic conception of an image. On May 20th, 1980, closing his lectures on Leibniz, and just 

months after the appearance of A Thousand Plateaus, Deleuze presents the central concept of 

the history of philosophy as being that of appearance.9 Images are crucial for Deleuze pre-
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cisely because they constitute that which appears.10 As Heidegger demonstrates in his work 

on Plato, the Ideas are that “in whose light” beings themselves are what they are.11 The Idea 

itself is something “seen,” it is the “outward appearance” “in which beings as such show 

themselves,” which requires light.12 The understanding, the mind or thought is thus essen-

tially that which “illuminates,” it is the most “sunlike” faculty of the human being, and as 

Bergson claims, philosophy is thus a “gradual ascent to the light.”13 Derrida clarifies this re-

lation between understanding and light, in claiming that the space of ideality or the totality 

of the whole world contracted in the phenomenon is “light” itself.14 At the culmination of his 

reflections on light in the 1980s, in his Foucault book, Deleuze clearly shows himself to be 

part of this tradition of relating light and the ideality of things. What he calls “Light-being” is 

an “a priori,” within thought, that is able to “lay visibilities open to sight” and “to the other 

senses.”15 Deleuze himself directly cites Plato’s notion of “weaving” in the Philebus when de-

scribing the relation between light and logos or language.16 Light is fundamentally the realm 

of “qualities, things and objects,” as opposed to the realm of ideal sense and determination.17 

We must now ask: how can images constitute the realm of qualities, things and objects 

that make up that which appears?  Prior to Difference and Repetition, Deleuze invokes the no-

tion of the image at key junctures, but always in an opaque and brief manner.18 In Difference 

and Repetition, during a discussion of Plato, Deleuze states that an image occurs within a con-

templation that is not sensation, “memory” or “reflection.”19 Such an image is a living pre-

sent, which makes chaotic, material and external instants repeatable by fusing them into 

similar cases. In the fusion of the image, chaotic instants are constituted as instants; as mere 

chaotic materiality they are not even instants and they require contemplative fusion. The 

Cinema books will go further: because even chaotic, material instants require a contemplative 

image to be instants at all, chaotic instants of matter themselves are now also images, albeit 

instantaneous images without repeatability, past or future. Deleuze’s theory of the image be-

comes more consistent in the Cinema books, therefore, insofar he presents us, in Agustín Zar-

zosa’s words, with a “universe” in which everything is “an image that differs from others 

only by degree”: instantaneous actions of purely present consciousness without memory, 

sensation or reflection.20 The universe of images brings time into the form of an instant that 

involves a closed and spatial relation, that of movement. Things and objects appear in im-

ages because images divide time into spatial objects that are present and actual. Given that 

thought begins with present and actual images in which things appear, Plato and Deleuze 
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both face the dilemma of thinking in such a way as to comprehend time itself, which causes 

the present to become past and open up a future. We will now demonstrate that the problem 

of thinking time is not centered upon the problem of creativity, as the standard view of De-

leuze holds, but rather is centered upon an ethical relationship between thought and the 

body. We will begin by considering the initiation of the moral interpretation of the image in 

Western thought, which occurred, according to Deleuze, with Plato.21 

IMAGING THE SOCIAL ORTHODOXY

In Plato, thought always begins with a multiplicity of confused images, similar to the uni-

verse of chaotic, instantaneous images described above. This beginning is not temporal, but 

is the essence of the sensible, empirical world of opinion. These chaotic, instantaneous im-

ages are contradictory, always becoming one another, and thus lead us to pose problems 

about them, problems which demand creative solutions, solutions not previously given on 

the level of images.22 Creativity is inherent to the Platonic system, and this undermines those 

readings of Deleuze that suggest creativity is the locus of Deleuze’s break with Plato and Pla-

tonism. The creativity that leads beyond present images grasps that which has never been 

present and thus can only be remembered through reminiscence. The object of reminiscence is 

called an Idea, and despite having never been present must resemble something that has al-

ready been seen, for Plato. The strange resemblance or similarity between that which has 

never been present and that which is present means that the Idea has in fact been seen, “but 

in another life” or another world, a world in a “mythical present.”23 The pure past, which in 

fact does resemble our present, is an Idea that posits the essence of the Same as identity, 

rather than positing Sameness as confusion and difference as the confused images of the sen-

sible present do.24 

The strange resemblance between the self-identical Idea and the confused images of the 

present is not immediately given, but occurs when the confused images of the present imi-

tate the Idea.25 The Idea, as self-identical, “possesses” any given quality in the “first place.”26 

The imitation of Ideas by sensible images occurs when the soul selects and constructs images 

that are identical to themselves over time, which thus resemble the Idea that acts as a selec-

tive test for the soul. In this selective test, the soul predicates the image with properties that 
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“agree” with the Idea, the model of sameness.27 Sensible images are thus organized into 

those that resemble the Idea according to whether they possess the Idea’s quality in second 

place, third place and so on, up to those that do not resemble it at all. Images that do not 

agree at all with the Ideal model are called “simulacra” and are eliminated by this test. The 

order of resemblances and possessions produces an organized line of descent from the sensi-

ble back to the Idea.28 After the line has been drawn to the Idea, a line is also drawn back 

from the Idea to the sensible images, to which a new distribution is brought. There is thus a 

“turn” to the mythically present, self-same Idea, and then a “return” back to sensible images; 

this turn and return is eternally necessary, because there always remains a certain confusion 

at the empirical level to which we must return. The eternal turn and return of the soul to and 

from the mythical present introduces time into thought, a time that arranges chaotic images 

into an ordered circle of resemblances to the Idea. In this way, time imprints Ideal models 

upon rebellious sensible images as a “law” or an “order.”29 

The law imposed upon sensible images removes what Miguel de Beistegui has called the 

“essential ambiguity of the image itself,” by dividing images into those that resemble the 

Ideal model and those that do not.30 The division into good and bad images, into copies and 

simulacra, is the product of “dialectic,” which is simply the uniform rotation of the soul we 

have outlined above. Ronald Bogue presents this “uniform rotation” as the basic problem 

that Deleuze attempts to rethink in his Cinema works.31 However, although Deleuze does ap-

pear to present the project in this light in his first Cinema book, this is done primarily to out-

line the Bergsonian idea of “movement,” which frames his investigation into pre-war 

cinema.32 The true importance of the distinction between good and bad images is a moral 

one. Plato is the thinker in which we witness the birth of the moral vision of the world, be-

cause he does not presuppose a subject who imposes ordered form onto rebellious matter in 

the way that Western thought does from Aristotle to Nietzsche. Instead of tracing the order-

ing of chaotic images using criteria discovered in the subject, Plato discovers criteria in the 

world. What could motivate the philosopher to desire the construction of images that resem-

ble eternal self-sameness and the elimination of those that escape any self-sameness? Only 

that within the world that remains “identical to itself across its variations,” the organs of 

power that are essentially concerned to preserve and conserve themselves, capturing all exte-

riority. This self-identical, internalizing organization of power is what Deleuze and Guattari 

later name “the State.”33 Platonic thought that desires the division of images into the ordered 
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circle of time universalizes this self-same organization of power, which itself gives social 

authority to that morally motivated thought. In the words of de Beistegui, the potential anar-

chy of democracy leads Plato to turn philosophy into the “ultimate source of authority.”34 In 

Difference and Repetition, Deleuze has not yet developed a political philosophy, but he already 

suggests such a social and moral motivation: the division of images in Plato is driven by 

thought that appropriates the “ideal” of an “orthodoxy.”35 We must take the “law” and “or-

der” of the circular time of the soul in their political connotations as appropriating the ideal 

of an orthodoxy. The criteria for dividing images into good and bad is thus the universaliza-

tion of a purely conservative social order, orthodoxy or the State, a fundamentally moral mo-

tivation at the heart of Plato’s thought. Deleuze’s response to Plato is centered upon the ethi-

cal, and not merely upon the notion of movement or uniform rotation as Bogue suggests. The 

problem is not unleashing a cosmological creativity that is denied by Plato’s eternal, self-

same Ideas, but rather undermining the moral motivation that posits those Ideas in the first 

place. 

IMAGES OF THE UNLIVABLE PRESENT

We began with the conception of images as that which appears in the present or as time that 

is spatialized into qualities, objects and things. The philosophical problem was then how to 

move from these present, spatializing images to a notion of time as involving the past and 

the future. Plato solves the problem by subjecting present, chaotic and appearing images to a 

division that finds its criteria in that which remains the same within the world, an organiza-

tion of power that remains the same and captures all exteriority, eliminating all that differs 

from it. Deleuze challenges the lawful and ordered circular time that divides images with a 

new conception of time as essentially splitting, a conception that we will find is made neces-

sary by the intolerable world, which Plato’s thought universalizes. The argument for time’s 

splitting first poses the question to Plato: how did the mythically past Idea become past?  The 

present cannot pass in the past, nor in the future, and so the present must “become past” at 

the same time as it is present, in order that it might open onto a future present. Derrida 

shares this key insight with Deleuze, that the present is fundamentally “split”: in Husserlian 

terminology, retention is a “continuous composition” between non-presence and presence, the 
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present is continually becoming past at the same time as it is present.36 According to Deleuze, 

this split in time “exists forever” as the “inexplicable secret.”37 Splitting is eternal because 

nothing happens “in” the split; the splitting makes possible all events, all present moments, 

even the “mythical” present of Plato, and thus all images. As soon as there is an event or an 

image, which are essentially in the present, time’s splitting is interrupted. Readings of De-

leuze that privilege the creativity of the new above all else are faced with the dilemma that 

every creation of a new image interrupts time. We must search for a more specific criterion 

for the creation of images: these images must interrupt time’s splitting in such a way that the 

split is in fact mirrored and thus relaunched. 

The search for an image that both interrupts and relaunches the splitting of time is nec-

essary because if it was to become completed or finished; interruption is necessary, otherwise 

time’s splitting would end. The difficulty lies in discovering an interrupting image that does 

not simply cover over the splitting of time, but that relaunches that splitting.38 What exacer-

bates the difficulty of finding such an image is that humanity is defined by thinking using 

representational images, and thus humanity is always, in essence, too late to the splitting of 

time. Thought is basically a choice regarding the mode of existence of the thinking being, 

which consists in selecting images from outside of thought in order to constitute a present 

actuality.39 Readers who privilege the new in Deleuze face the difficulty that new selections 

are always already too late. For example, although Anne Sauvagnargues also focuses on the 

image that relaunches the splitting of time, named the “crystal-image,” she sees this as 

merely an image that “opens up a new view of the real.”40 Whilst this is certainly an impor-

tant moment of the crystal-image, Sauvagnargues’ privileging of the new ignores the fact 

that the truly essential moment of the crystal-image is its internal decomposition, that is, the 

decay caused by the impossibility of grasping an original splitting in time that we could 

grasp once and for all. As we have established, each time the present splits into the past, it 

transforms the entire past in general, and so each new present, and each human thought, 

confronts a radically new past, and thus human thought provides no possibility of grasping 

time once and for all. The first clue to a solution to finding an image that relaunches the split-

ting of time rather than covering it over is found in the body: humanity is united with the 

splitting of time in its bodily, sensual and perceptual nature.41 This problematic of the body, 

we can say in advance, will open up the ethical dimension of a non-Platonic image of time. 

CINEMA 6 · BARKER! 128



Although overly intellectual thought is continually covering over the splitting of time by 

transforming it into images of present objects, the body is united with that splitting of time 

because it does not only exist in the present. The body is composed of the deposited remains 

of past experience that are left over after actions and speech are finished, and thus the body 

is the preserved past.42 The remains of the past are within the body that Derrida describes as 

“neither perceptible nor invisible” but still “flesh.”43 The fundamental importance of this 

fleshy body lies in its ability to cause an eruption within thought that is continually attempt-

ing to transform it into images of objects present before thought. This eruption of the pres-

ence of objects is the attitude of the body called fatigue. Those readers who want to privilege 

the production of the new have not recognized the importance of fatigue, because it involves 

an unfree eruption of the present as opposed to an active creation of the new. Whilst Bogue 

acknowledges that fatigue “puts the past in the body,” he then reduces fatigue to the mark-

ing of the body by “past exertion,” and thus it is merely the retention of past time in the 

body.44 John Protevi also incorrectly relates fatigue to the “anticipation of the future,” in an 

essay that privileges creativity, defining life as “creative self-organization.”45 Bogue and Pro-

tevi reduce fatigue to the phenomenological dimensions of time, retention and projection, as 

opposed to maintaining its explosive nature, marking the passive limit at which the body can 

no longer live in the present. The body does not retain time in fatigue, facilitating an active 

production of the new; rather, there is a passive eruption of the present in which the body 

lives. The passive eruption of the present gives us an initial clue to what an image that re-

launches the splitting of time might look like, but it also introduces an ethical dimension to 

this image. Fatigue is essentially the impossibility of living in the present world, a present 

world that is thus intolerable. 

Humanity is united with the splitting of time through fatigue, which causes the eruption 

of the present. Yet, human thought and the images that thought has of things operate in the 

present. The body that is fatigued escapes from thought because it is the eruption of the pre-

sent, and thus in order to think an image of the splitting of time, thought must be made to 

confront its own impossibility. In everyday existence, when we are forced to think in con-

formity with a dominant reality, however, we necessarily presume choice is possible in order 

to make practical decisions: as Deleuze and Guattari write in A Thousand Plateaus, you are 

then “the one in command, in your capacity as a rational being.”46 Thought that presumes its 

own self-sameness over time and its own command over all exteriority must be shocked into 
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seeing that it is modelled on a social organization of power that presupposes its own ability 

to capture all exteriority and remain self-identical through all variation, as we analyzed in 

Plato. In seeing that it universalizes a purely conservational organization of power, thought 

also sees that it universalizes the impossibility of life in the present for some bodies. These 

self-preserving organizations of power ensure actions are closely controlled and do not devi-

ate from their own boundaries, and they make life impossible for bodies that do not conform 

to those boundaries. For example, race is the first deviation that is normalized by the struc-

tural state violence of the police. Racism “propagates waves of sameness until those who re-

sist identification have been wiped out.”47 Thought that universalizes the model of self-

sameness also universalizes the wiping out of non-conforming bodies; such thought must be 

made to see the intolerable present that it universalizes and see its own embodiment in this 

intolerable world. 

The image of the intolerable will ultimately be produced in thought by a certain relation 

to language. A language transmits a set of ideal and uncrossable boundaries between 

bodies.48 These boundaries between bodies universalize the borders set up by the dominant 

organization of power of the society in which that language is used.49 As we have seen in the 

case of racism, these ideal, uncrossable boundaries universalize the spatial and temporal 

“end” of bodies, and thus mark the death of those non-conforming bodies. The system of 

ideal, uncrossable boundaries set up by our dominant global reality presently makes the 

“white, male, adult, "rational," man” into the “standard” of all things in universe.50 The body 

is thus a prisoner of “morality and feelings” that merely conserve unadapted, past values left 

unrenewed by thought.51 The regime of the present that imprisons the body in an unadapted 

morality, transmitted through language, causes certain bodies to collapse in fatigue. There is, 

however, a type of linguistic act that gives voice to this intolerable present in which certain 

bodies are wiped out in fatigue. This “speech act” is the production of a memory or a past 

that gives voice to the impossibility of living in the present for certain bodies.52 Speech-acts 

produce the memory that when one tries to decide upon a present mode of existence, a new 

set of bodies will be fatigued and thus life will be made unlivable for them in the present. 

They do this by telling the story of bodies that have no “place,” and for whom life is thus 

impossible. As Deleuze says, in summary, the “less human” the world is, the more we must 

produce speech-acts that give voice to such the intolerability of the present, and these speech 

acts form a kind of “ethics,” “morality” or “faith.”53 
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The ethical voice of the empty places of the present finally brings us to the threshold of 

a new, ethical conception of the image because it gives rise to a new kind of vision. The vi-

sion that the speech act gives rise to is “purely optical” in that it outstrips any possible ac-

tion or reaction and is not merely part of a pragmatic chain of use-values.54 A purely optical 

vision is not limited to the system of ideal, uncrossable boundaries of the dominant organs 

of power, and thus it sees what is “invisible” to ordinary vision.55 Such a vision is no longer 

merely a vision; it is an “immersion” of thought in the unlivable spaces of the present, no 

longer separated from those spaces but existing inside them. The optical immersion in un-

livable space is the precise definition of a Deleuzian event.56 Bogue’s claim that the event is 

the “passage of the power of the outside into the interstice” is not incorrect, but remains too 

general to highlight the true significance of events.57 On the present reading, in an event, 

which might be a singular life, a world or an episode, we have a vision that has previously 

escaped our thought. Because we are always born into a conformist mode of thought, the 

vision of the intolerable always comes as an event that shocks it.58 

The purely optical event is a vision not just for the eyes, but primarily for thought. Ethics 

is not a question of “speaking for the unhappy, speaking in the name of victims, of the tor-

tured and the oppressed,” but rather of giving voice to unlivable spaces, of which the brain is 

most intimate with thought.59 Although there is a widely differentiated set of bodies, from 

molecules to races, which are unknown by conformist thought, the brain is the unlivable 

space of thought itself, “a void, nothing but a void,” an uncertain, acentered system that 

must be brought together with thought.60 Any “journey” or immersion in an unlivable space 

is thus at the same time an “exploration of the brain” in which thought recognizes that the 

ideal, uncrossable boundaries it imposes upon bodies are also borders imposed upon the 

acentered mechanisms of its own body, which is the brain.61 The physical brain, studied by 

contemporary science, is much more than the “model” for a cinematic brain that Bogue 

posits.62 Rather, through the brain, thought is “brought face to face with its own impossibil-

ity” and with “what does not let itself be thought” “in thought.”63 Thought that sees its own 

impossibility becomes a mind in which there is only an automated, uncontrollable parade of 

“contradictory” images that cannot exist in the same present. Such automated thought can-

not choose or select images: it is a pure seer that necessarily grasps something in the world 

that causes bodies to find the present unlivable, and thus it grasps the unity of the fatigued 

body with the passage of the present, the eruption of the present.64 
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In the ethical vision of the unlivable, empty spaces of the present, thought is brought 

face to face with its own embodiment in the brain, and thus with the impossibility of its es-

sence, choice. We seem to be at a point of ethical transparency that might signal the possibil-

ity of something like progress based on continually unveiling the intolerable. Yet, vision also 

essentially buries and veils the unlivable spaces it sees. Vision covers over the actual, present 

image of its immersion in unlivable space with a “virtual” or past image.65 In this pure, vir-

tual image, the vision becomes “buried” “outside of consciousness” and exists within the 

past itself.66 These virtual images buried outside of consciousness form layers of “meaning,” 

and through these layers, history is established.67 In summary, we can now see that on the 

one hand, a speech-act gives voice to bodies, always including the brain, that have no place 

and thus can be wiped out in fatigue, which gives rise to a vision bringing thought face to 

face with its own impossibility, but on the other hand this vision covers over thought’s en-

counter with its own impossibility by burying it in the past.

Having outlined the speech act or sound image that brings thought face to face with its 

actuality and the visual image that buries that actuality in a virtual past, we must now note 

that these two images are in fact rigorously  incommensurate. The sound image and the visual 

image do not correspond to an object that remains the same over time, like Plato’s Idea. Time 

is continuously splitting, and so once we bury the actuality of the unlivable present in a vir-

tual past, a new present has already arisen, precisely because we have transformed the past. 

There is an irreducible resistance, heterogeneity and “always re-created disjunction” between 

the sonority of the speech-act and the burial of vision.68 The very “status” of the image as 

such is transformed by this heterogeneity: rather than separate sound and visual images rep-

resenting a single, self-same object like the Platonic Idea, there is a single image, a “truly 

audio-visual” image in which sound and vision are “continually separated” by cuts that are 

not obliged to represent actions.69 Vision and sound are now two “autonomous components” 

of a single audio-visual image that only has the continually relaunched disjunction between 

the visual and the sonorous as its object, a “common point” that is infinite in that it is never 

fully achieved, just like the splitting of time.70 The people to come, those who are called for 

by the speech-act, are precisely called upon to think this irreducible disjunction, and thus to 

continually rethink the ways in which the vision that thought has of its own embodiment is 

itself causing new presents to arise in which there are new unlivable spaces forming. The 

priority lies, first of all, in giving an ethical voice to body in such a way that a people is called 
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who continuously rethink the impossibility of thought, and, secondly, in covering over the 

vision of this impossibility in such a way that our history also stimulates us to resist the ways 

in which we cover over our visions of the unlivable spaces of our present. 

CONCLUDING REMARKS

To conclude, we must make explicit the priority of ethics over creativity in the account we 

have given of Deleuze’s conception of the image. The common view of Deleuze claims that 

he sees the image as attempting to open up a “new process of creation,” that it “awakens 

new potentials” and “breaks into new processes.”71 The image must thus be “opposed” to 

“pervasive mediocrity,” and its seeing must be “liberated” from the everyday actions of the 

sensory-motor system. The liberated image would “tear a true image out of clichés” and pos-

sess “intensive characteristics from reality.”72 Ethics on this view is reduced to mere apprecia-

tion; it is “appreciating the new relations into that we enter.”73 The liberation of an image 

which forms a “true” image and that possesses characteristics “from reality” seems to open 

this standard interpretation of Deleuze to Derrida’s ultimate critique that he “stakes every-

thing” on “a sovereignty of the responsible human Me” that is “capable of responding 

freely,” thus “retaining a relation of freedom” to the splitting of time.74 We do not believe, 

like Sauvagnargues and others, that it would be possible to freely tear a true image from real-

ity that would break into new creations, relaunching the splitting of time. We propose to fol-

low Deleuze and Guattari in being aware of the immense “danger” that those true images of 

creation might set up even worse borders between bodies that exhaust some bodies and 

eliminate others altogether.75 Again, following Deleuze and Guattari, our reading will be 

much more “cautious,” suggesting that creation must always aim at revealing the ever-new 

ways in which thought causes bodies, including the brain, to fatigue, and thus causes its own 

impossibility.76 

To measure the stakes of our reading against the standard view, we can point to Nadine 

Boljkovac’s prioritizing the creation of the new over “speaking in the name of others.”77 

Boljkovac uses this quotation from Deleuze and Parnet to illustrate that ethics is subordinate 

to creation, which she supports by quoting them next saying that what is really important is 

“producing a living line.”78 Crucially, however, Boljkovac ignores the passage after those she 
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cites, where Deleuze and Parnet go on to write that “creating new elements and relations” is 

not in fact primary; thus, the aim of Boljkovac’s book, to “negotiate and effect the new,” is 

shown to be not fundamental on Deleuze’s view.79 Rather, they go on to write that creation is 

always in the service of losing, abandoning, reducing and simplifying.80 Abandoning, as this 

essay has shown, is the continual abandoning of thought’s ideal boundaries that exhaust and 

eliminate bodies. Such an abandoning only occurs in the ethical vision that the speech-act 

gives rise to; yet, this speech-act is always covered over by vision, which buries it in the past. 

The continual creation of speech-acts and images of the intolerable is necessary because of 

the infinite disjunction between sound and visual images; we must affirm, in this light, Der-

rida’s highly prescient insight: for Deleuze, the best thought, the best writing, the best phi-

losophy does not merely create the new, but “lets itself” be unflinchingly “haunted” by the 

problem of thought’s impossibility or the horror of stupidity.81
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