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• 
TO THE READER 
(FOREWORD)

When everything started, everything was 
revolving around the concept of absence. 
It was about representing things that we 
cannot see, about the difference between 
the thought of it, and its visualization. 

All it would have been, probably, is a 
work of translation: from the theory of 
philosophical considerations about the 
binary presence-absence to the practice of 
graphic design. 

It is the demonstration, once again, that 
encounters happen.

My intention, here, is not  to try to give 
an answer but just to raise another 
question. 
And another. 

And another. 

(And another)



THREE BEGINNINGS

WHY PHILOSOPHY. 
about the man, 
the links, 
the words. 

RATIONALE. 
about the reason 
why, the belief,
the experience. 

RHIZOMATIC STRUCTURE. 
about the reader, 
the lines, 
the challenge.

CONCEPT 
(PHILOSOPHY)
about the base, 
the connections, 
the creation. THINKING 

(MEAT)
about the power, 
the image, 
the escape.

IDEA
(DESIGN)
about the virtual, 
the infinite, 
the problem.

THREE CONCLUSIONS

VIOLENCE ON THE MIND. 
about the recognition, 
the encounter,  
the collision.

ONE ACTUALIZATION (PAST).
about the process, 
the finding,
the old.

ONE ACTUALIZATION (FUTURE). 
about the perception, 
the cinema, 
the yet to come.

ABOUT SOURCES AND REFERENCES





T  H R 

 E E  B

E  G  I

N N  I

 N  G S

WHY PHILOSOPHY  about the man, the links, the words

RATIONALE  about the reason why, the belief, the experience

RHIZOMATIC STRUCTURE  about the man, the links, the words
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Design is about dynamism. 

What really matters is the flow of things 
rather than their point of arrival. The 
process through which something 
evolves and becomes something new 
has to be privileged over stasis, identity 
and recognition. The word Design itself 
alludes to a plan, that will then be 
executed; I believe it refers to an action 
and not to a condition, a state of being. 
Design, in any of its forms, is a moving 
word that does not sit down easily. 

What to other people looks just like 
an artwork, a poster, an installation 
is, therefore, not the result of a 

process, but the last appearance of the 
process itself. I personally consider the 
combination of the multiple and intricate 
lines that constitute the becoming of an 
object (which is nothing more than an 
idea) not just an influence to the outcome 
but the very outcome.

Gilles Deleuze is the philosopher of 
creation. 

Many writers on Deleuze, including Adrian 
Parr in her informative book Deleuze’s 
Dictionary (1995), conclude that more than 
any other thinker of his time Deleuze works 
against vitalism ¹. Against also the idea that 
reason, thinking and concepts somehow 

Someone once said that what you see 
is what you get.

I believe there is something more than 
that. I believe, and I hope, that what 
I do goes a little further than that. Or 
maybe I should say that it starts from 
a more remote point, in distance and 
time.  
Maybe it is just a matter of choice, 
it is about choosing and finding 
one‘s own ‘ethos’ and then creating 
things according to it. It may be an 
aesthetic, a visual style or a style 
of thought. I might dare to call it 
philosophy, perhaps.

This book is formed by individual and 
independent chapters and each of them 
could be considered as a plateau ³. 
These two features, though, need the 
support of a third element in order to 
work: connections. 

”...a book composed of chapters 
has culmination and termination 
points. What takes place in a book 
composed instead of plateaus that 
communicate with one another 
across microfissures, as in a brain? 
We call a “plateau” any multiplicity 
connected to other multiplicities 
by superficial underground stems in 
such a way as to form or extend a 

A design philosophy or a graphic 
philosophy.

Personally, I do not like to think that 
something can work, or be effective, 
or be strong as long as it looks good, 
appropriate, or shocking. The truth 
is that sometimes better crafted objects 
overtake and cut in front of stronger 
concepts. 
My view of graphic design, and my 
relation to it, though, is founded on 
different ‘values’. 

Sometimes it turns out to be a positive 
thing, sometimes not.

serve a function or 
purpose of life: a 
life that is nothing 
more than change 
or alteration for the 
sake of efficiency or 
self-furthering (Parr, 
2005:4).
His body of 
work, particularly 
his insistence 
on notions of 
becoming, could be 
generally seen as 
typical of the post-
structuralist ² trend 
of the late twentieth 

rhizome. We are writing this book as a 
rhizome. It is composed of plateaus. We 
have given it a circular form, but only 
for laughs.”

(Deleuze, Guattari. A thousand  
Plateaus. 22)

There isn’t a pre-
definite starting 
point, but only a 
beginning that 
mutates together 
with the reader, who 
can walk through 
these circles of 
convergence 
choosing where to 
start from, what to 
read next and what 
to ignore. 
Hierarchy and 
sequence don’t 
exist here; what 
exists, instead, is 

the web made of 
lines that constitute 
the unifying links 
among things. 

Rhizomatic structure 
is an anti-structure.

According to the 
dictionary, the 
etymological 
nature of the word 
‘rhizome’ indicates 
a form of plant 
that can extend 
itself through 
its underground 

1 • 

Is considered Vitalism 

any of the various views 

that considers life as 

something that cannot 

be explained or analyzed 

in terms of chemical and 

physical properties alone, 

because of the existence 

of a ‘special principle’. 

2 • 

Post-structuralism 

originates during the 

1960s as a response and 

critique to structuralism. 

Being an extremely open 

and various movement, 

that differs with each of 

its authors, it is quite 

difficult to trace the 

borders of its theme. 

However, some common 

threads are the refusal 

of the self-sufficiency of 

the structures proposed 

from structuralism and 

the questioning of the 

binary oppositions that 

constitute them. Among 

the many writers we 

find Jacques Derrida, 

Gilles Deleuze and 

Michael Foucault.

•

•

• 3 •

In ‘A thousand plateaus’ 

Deleuze and Guattari 

cite Gregory Bateson’s 

use of this term saying 

that it ‘designates 

something very special: a 

continuous, self-vibrating 

region of intensities 

whose development 

avoids any orientation 

toward a culmination 

point or external end’ 

(Deleuze and Guattari, 

1987:22). Plateaus 

are created when the 

composing elements 

of something are not 

subjected to external 

organisation; in other 

words no plan can 

impose the selection of 

some connections rather 

than other in the virtual 

realm. 



century, which 
was a response to 
phenomenology 4 
and structuralism 5.

However, I find the 
attempt to label his 
philosophy quite 
an impossible and 
almost useless 
task: to build a 
context around the 
Deleuze experience 
would be like try to 
drink all the water 
from a bottomless 
glass. What makes 

this attempt of 
labeling futile is 
his tendency to 
interpret philosophy 
creatively, and his 
conviction that life 
itself has a creative 
inclination. 
  
Gilles Deleuze is a 
positive philosopher.  

His audacious 
experiments in 
thought brought him 
to a new conception 
of philosophy. 

His work has always been considered, both 
by researchers like Anna Hickey.Moody and 
himself, as a series of encounters with the 
work of artists, film-makers and novelists, 
more than as a systematic philosophy even 
though the ties with extremely systematic 
philosophers like Spinoza and Kant have 
influenced and affected deeply his early 
studies (Hickey-Moody, 2007:1).

The authors of  the anthology titled 
Deleuzian Encounters (Anna Hickey-
Moody and Peta Malins) assert that his 
philosophy can be approached as an open 
system, rather than a totalizing structure 
that must be taken as a unified system of 
belief (ibid:2). In other words he is not 

simply rejecting a system of thought, but 
reconsidering its nature, as many other 
post-structuralists did. In denying the 
possibility of organising life into closed 
structures, Deleuze finds his chance to 
break free from a predetermined foundation 
of knowledge, an opportunity to invent, 
create and experiment.

From reading his work, and its analysys, 
it emerges that he proposes the use of 
open systems which are not an invitation 
to intellectual anarchism but, on the 
contrary, a set of ‘rules’ that constitute the 
foundation for and allow the creation of 
new concepts.Through the use of these 
systems, he manages to demonstrate 

What I realized with time, however 
little my experience can be, is probably 
that I have adopted not an aesthetic 
style, but rather a process-of-thought 
style. It is something that is hardly 
visible to a stranger’s eye with a quick 
look at final designs, but that appears 
little by little with time and wonder. 
The journey that draws not only 
itself but also the map around itself 
is spread with brief but thunderous 
encounters that don’t do anything but 
diverting the established direction. 

It is like living inside a pinball 
machine. 

Unexpected 
happenings 
sometimes require 
dramatic changes 
of trajectories. You 
let yourself to be 
carried from the 
drift and when 
the right moment 
comes, when you 
think you’ve 
caught a glimpse 
of something, you 
dive, deep, and 
swim down to 
reach the seabed.  

horizontal tuber-like root system and 
develop new plants.  
On an abstract plan, though, the definition 
of the term rhizome given by Adrian Parr 
consists in the connections that occur 
between the most disparate and the most 
similar of objects, places and people; the 
strange chains of events that link people: 
the feeling of ‘six degrees of separation’, 
the sense of ‘having been here before’ and 
assemblages of bodies (Parr, 2005:231).

In A Thousand Plateau Deleuze and Guattari 
use this term to refer to a concept that 
‘maps‘ a process of networked, relational 
and transversal thought, and a way of 
being without tracing the construction of 

that map as a fixed 
entity (Deleuze and 
Guattari, 1980:12).

Their work is 
enormously 
significative 
because in a 
world that ‘builds 
structures’ they 
try to annihilate 
them arguing that 
such structures 
constrain creativity, 
position things 
and people into 
regulatory orders 

5 • 

Structuralism is an 

intellectual movement 

that semiotically analyzes 

human culture (that can 

therefore be understood 

as a series of signs and 

symbols). It appeared in 

academia in the second 

half of the 20th century 

and grew to become 

one of the most popular 

approaches in academic 

fields concerned with 

the analysis of language, 

culture and society.

4 • 

Phenomenology as a 

philosophical movement 

was founded by Edmund 

Husserl. René Descartes, 

Immanuel Kant and 

Georg Wilhelm Friedrich 

Hegel are important 

precursors to this 

movement that insists 

upon returning to ‘the 

things themselves’, or 

phenomena as they 

appear to us, in order to 

ground knowledge in the  

certainty of self-evident 

truth (Parr ed. 2005:200).



something that initially seems like the antithesis of the system 
itself: the ‘dynamism and instability’ of thought. 

One of the ways to demonstrate it and to allow us to experience 
it, is his vocabulary. Claire Colebrook sensibly explains it writing 
that every single term in the philosopher’s writings only makes 
sense in relation to the whole which it helps to create (Colebrook, 
2003:2). In the introduction to the Deleuze Dictionary she states 
that he strategically changed his lexicon to avoid that his texts 
consisted of terms that might simply name extra-textual truths and 
that any philosophy is more than its manifested terms, more than 
its context. 
This means that for him reading a philosopher requires going 
beyond his or her produced lexicon in order to be able to reach 
the relation or sense of the text itself. 

This attention to the use of definitions, and their mutating with 

the circumstances 
is clearly everything 
but the creation 
or imposition of 
another system of 
thought: it is instead 
the evidence that 
thinking takes 
different forms. 

Gilles Deleuze 
is a practical 
philosopher. 

He highlighted the 
creative aspect of 
his studies, saying 

that philosophy 
is the power of 
creating concepts.  
In What is 
Philosophy? (1991), 
book co-authored  
with his long time 
colleague Felix 
Guattari, he states 
that the philosopher 
is the concept’s 
friend, he or she is 
the potentiality of 
the concept. 

This introduces the 
other character of 

the story: on the 
other scale pan i put 
the design process. 
  
The role that the 
concept plays in 
both philosophy 
and design is very 
similar, particularly 
if we think of 
it as Deleuze 
does: a response 
to a problem. 
Approaching what 
could be a brief as 
well as a critical 
thought is nothing 

Now, it may sound 
like a paradox: 
floating on the 
surface, letting 
that ‘something 
else’ takes you 
around, that 
something else 
decides for you 
does not look like  
a process-of-
thought style.

But it is.

Being completely open and responsive 
to what happens around you is in my 
opinion the best methodology, if I can 
call it so. 
The ‘only’ missing piece of the 
puzzle, until a couple of months ago, 
was a French philosopher who did 
not particularly like static things, 
labeled and divided into watertight 
compartments. 
It is only after a few days spent reading 
some of his work that pieces started to 
move into their own place.

That was the encounter that opened my 
eyes on other encounters. 

Past and future ones. The former 
have become the subject of unilateral 
discussion inside my head, the latter will 
be that something creating difference. 
And repetition.  

If I had to move on a slightly less 
personal ground, I would say that 
there are a few more reasons that drove 
me towards the exploration of the 
intertwined life of philosophy and the 
design process. 

First and foremost I am convinced 
that the alternative (as opposed to the 
ordinary) approach to a problem (brief) 

and fix a flow of 
thought that should 
instead be an open 
system. Rhizomatic 
formations, 
therefore, seek to 
overcome rigid 
and binary form 
of thought and 
judgement. 
In the entry 
regarding the 
rhizome within 
Deleuze’s Dictionary, 
Felicity J. Colman 
suggests that 
since there are no 

singular positions but only connected 
points, where things actually ‘happen’ is 
between points. Any part of the rhizome 
may be connected to another part, and 
form a decentred milieu 5. 

Symbolically, then, there is something 
happening when moving from one page 
to another, during the brief and apparently 
insignificant action of turning the page and 
lifting the eyes from the white space of the 
book. It is precisely in that fragment of time 
that the reader makes the connections, 
draws the map. 

Because of this invitation to dynamism, 
therefore, the role of reader becomes 

5 •

In French, milieu 

means “surroundings,” 

“medium” (as in 

chemistry), and “middle.” 

In the philosophy of 

Deleuze and Guattari, 

“milieu” should be read 

as a technical term 

combining all three 

meanings.

(from Brian Massumi’s 

note on the translation of 

A thousand plateaus)



more than an answer to a problem or, on 
the other hand, nothing more that bringing 
to the surface problems that are already 
present. In addition, the objective of both 
disciplines is to create concepts that are 
always new. 

With ‘design process’ I mean, here, a 
process of the mind, as something more 
abstract and at the same time closer to 
us than the usual sequence of analysis, 
synthesis, planning, research, ideas, 
development and solution. 

It is not about what we do, but about why 
we do it. In one way what is called design 
process here indicates what ‘happens 

before‘ and during the actual creation of 
something, the exploration of the tortuous 
paths that the thought decides to follow. I 
would also see it as an attempt to explain 
how some of the things we unconsciously 
‘sit into’, like representation, recognition 
and common sense, constitute a prison for 
thought, limiting it through the imposition 
of rules which we are often not aware of. 

Deleuze refers many times to the ‘image’ 
of things: the latest part of his work 
is dedicated to a re-evaluation and 
interpretation of Nietzsche’s Image of 
Thought. In Difference and Repetition 
(published for the first time in France in 
1968) he lists and investigates a series of 

postulates that all 
together form the 
‘dogmatic Image of 
thought’, they ‘crush 
together under 
an image which is 
that of the Same 
and the Similar in 
representation, but 
profoundly betrays 
what it means to 
think’ (Deleuze, 
1968). 

Going through the 
design process 
means walking 

among thought-
islands. Are we 
following pre-traced 
paths and putting 
shores on pre-
determined lands? 

Together with our 
competence and 
skills our form of 
thinking is shaped, 
both with education 
and experience: is 
it easy, or possible 
at all, to escape 
from it?

that could derive 
from the practical 
actualization of 
this theory has a 
strong potential. It 
has the potential of 
building the basics 
of a new way of 
thinking about 
graphic design, 
of approaching 
it and relating 
to it not only as 
a discipline but 
as a whole world 
tightly connected 

an active role, that goes out of the book as a structured object 
composed of narrative lines. These connections will be changing 
from one person to the other, will enable to create new thoughts 
and raise new problems.

Felicity J. Colman writes that to think in terms of the rhizome is to 
reveal the multiple ways that you might approach any thought, 
activity, or a concept - what you always bring with you are the 
many and various ways of entering any body, of assembling 
thought and action through the world (Parr, 2005:233).

A Thousand Plateaus is the challenge to the idea of a book, even  
if to all intents it is a book.
Does it work? I believe we are too used to follow the narrative 
threads in a book to actually interact with it as the authors want 
us to. 
I pick it up. Look at the cover. Open the first page.

‘Design Meat 
Philosophy’ does 
not attempt to 
reproduce the 
same effect. The 
only thing it takes 
from A Thousand 
Plateaus and upon 
which it draws is 
the intention.

My intention is not 
to have a structure 
‘ a priori’ but to 
leave the user, the 
reader, alone and 
free to draw his/

Between things does not designate a localizable 
relation going from one thing to the other and back 
again, but a perpendicular direction, a transversal 
movement that sweeps one and the other away, a 
stream without beginning or end that undermines 
its banks and picks up speed in the middle.

(Deleuze, Guattari. A thousand plateaus. 25)



Deleuze’s philosophy set a task for itself: to provoke and mobilise 
thinking, and so should design and its coming to life do, it should 
take thought beyond normality and recognition. 

There is an invisible net of threads that connect philosophy, life as 
a whole and the design process. Claire Colebrook when exploring 
Deleuze’s key ideas writes that life proceeds ‘creatively maximising 
its potential (Colebrook, 2003:14). I believe that in the same 
way, approaching design should encompass the disruption of 
previously set borders and boundaries. 

If what is said above had to be interpreted literally it could easily 
mean a disruption of the system, of the rules, eclipsing the history 
of design, or philosophy (it makes no difference). 
There would not be any result, though. The history of something 
has to be understood  and experienced first. And then ignored. 

Deleuze 
accomplishes this 
with an eternal 
rather than 
perpetual paradox, 
Claire Colebrook 
claims in the 
introduction of 
Deleuze’s Dictionary. 
Rather than 
defining thought 
and liberation 
against another 
system, with a 
continual creation 
and subsequent 
destruction, the 

The form of recognition has never sanctioned 
anything but the recognisable and the recognised; 
form will never inspire anything but conformities. 

(G. Deleuze. Difference and repetition. 1994:134)

Still there is another definition in which I recognize 
myself fully, and that is the imagination as a repertory 
of what is potential, what is hypothetical, of what does 
not exist and has never existed, and perhaps will never 
exist but might have existed.

(Italo Calvino. Six Memos for the Next Millennium. 2009:102)

to infinite other worlds (contexts). 

Secondly, I find that the theoretic and 
conceptual components in design, and 
particularly in graphic design, are 
often undervalued. We have a strong 
tendency to behave and think as ‘visual 
beings’, and everything hidden behind 
the facade remains unnoticed. We look 
at something and we only consider its 
present, its ‘here and now’. Because it 
requires too much thinking, it takes 
a longer time than the average thirty-
seconds attention span, because it does 
not even matter how it got there.    

Somehow, then, 
it is a way of 
questioning what 
we do as designers. 
It should give the 
chance to analyze 
the design practice 
and its process, not 
in a superficial 
manner, but going 
directly deep down 
at the ‘roots’ of the 
creative, observing 
and researching 
experience. 

her own map. What 
I wrote here is the 
actualization of my 
own map. It may 
coincide with other 
people’s, it may not.
It is the intention 
itself that make 
things possible,  
even if only on a 
virtual base.  

There is a gap, 
a rupture in the 
writing, between the 
island of intention 
and the island of 

reality, of the actual 
things. 
This gap, that 
shrinks and enlarges 
according to diverse 
experiences, could 
be that something 
that triggers an 
encounter. That 
something that 
grabs your shoulder 
from behind, and 
makes you turn. 
And makes you see 
things, even if you 
did not want to. 

Jumping back and 
forth from one 
island to the other 
is the challenge. 

challenge of 
Deleuze’s thought is 
to create a system 
that contains its 
own paradoxical 
elements, 
elements that are 
both inside and 
outside, ordering 
and disordering 
(Parr, 2005:5).

This is an 
experiment. 
It is the attempt 
to build a solid 
and explicit 
bridge between 
two disciplines, 
that are not only 
disciplines. 

The conclusion is 
not yet planned.
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about the base, the connections, the creation.



When designing something, what has to be clearly kept in mind 
throughout the whole process is the concept. Design without one 
is a bicycle without pedals.
However appropriate, original, strong or not, this concept, 
becomes the skeleton of the work in progress, something to refer 
back to, that ‘decides’ whether outcomes are right or wrong.

We need concepts, because, as Deleuze confirms, they help us in 
our everyday life to organize and represent our thought to others, 
to communicate.
Therefore, even if in different forms, almost everything starts from, 
or ends with depending on the point of view, a concept. 
No exception made for design. Or philosophy. 

When doing, or talking about, philosophy, though, the situation 
is almost unique. To explain his thoughts, Deleuze has often 
referred to western thought and its use of concepts: it has used 
real experience as a source for extracting abstract conceptual 

•

means in order to categorise things. There 
is nothing useful or productive in that. 
This is not what philosophy has to do, not 
what philosophy exists for. His vision of 
this discipline is an art of inventing and 
creating new concepts, or making them 
work in new ways. Here is where the 
difference lies. 

Not all concepts are the same. Not all of 
them make sense in the same way, in the 
same context or for the same reason. There 
is a substantial difference, Claire Colebrook 
explains in her introduction to Deleuze’s 
Key Ideas, between a philosophical and an 
everyday concept. At a day-to-day level, the 
latter works like a shorthand or habit that 
we use so that we do not have to think. 

The author brings 
the example of 
the concept of 
happiness. 

‘Happy birthday’, 
‘happy couple’, 
‘what makes you 
happy‘, etc are just 
some of the ready-
made concepts 
that we use, and 
when we say ‘happy 
birthday‘ we do so 
not because we 
want to say or mean 
something, but 
because it is ‘just 

GILLES DELEUZE
(FRANCE, 1925 - 1995)

French philosopher, 
he wrote from the 
early 19060s also 
about literature, 
fine art, film, and 
social issues. 

Despite the genuine 
interest in the 
canonical figures of 
modern philosophy 
he found the work 
of non academic 
thinkers such as 

Jean-Paul Sartre 
strongly attractive.  

He graduated 
in philosophy 
in 1948, and 
from then on 
he taught in 
various institutes 
(both Lycées and 
universities). 
His work could be 
categorized in two 
groups: on one side 
the interpretation 
of other 
philosopher’s works 

(among them the 
most significative 
were Nietzsche, 
Bergson, Foucault 
and Spinoza) and 
artists (Proust, 
Kafka, Bacon) and 
on the other eclectic 
philosophical 
themes organized by 
concept (difference, 
becoming, cinema, 
schizophrenia). 

The novelist 
Michael Tournier, 
who knew him 

since the student 
years described 
him saying : “He 
had the knack 
of translating, 
transposing. As 
it passed through 
him, the whole of 
worn-out academic 
philosophy 
re-emerged 
unrecognisable, 
totally refreshed, 
as if it has not 
been properly 
digested before. 
It was all fiercely 

new, completely 
disconcerting, 
and it acted as a 
goad to our feeble 
minds and our 
slothfulness.” 
(Bryden 2001: 
201). 

Deleuze committed 
suicide by jumping 
from a window in 
1995 after being 
diagnosed with 
terminal cancer.



what we do’ (Colebrook, 2003:15). 
Everyday concepts are what allows life to carry on in an orderly or 
functional manner, they do not ‘help us to appreciate or contribute 
to the richness of lived experience, Deleuze argues, but only to 
order, label and measure individuals relative to an abstract norm’ 
(Parr, 2005:50).

A piece of design, or its process of coming into being, could 
perhaps be different if the designer’s consideration of concept was 
the same as Deleuze’s. 

Design often risks to fall into the banality and materiality of being 
nothing more than the application of a concept: it employs a 
ready-made concept and uses it within a definite area or context. 
An everyday concept is unlikely to become the base of something 
new and never thought of: this is probably what is referred to as a 
cliché. 
It is true, though, that design has a second component that does 

not necessarily have to follow the way 
the first (the concept) worked, and this is 
execution. 
The everyday concept could be translated 
into ‘the new’ through the way it is 
approached, treated and executed. 

In What is Philosophy, co-written with 
his long time colleague Guattari, Deleuze 
focuses on the notion of concept, and 
affirms that what we should be dealing 
with are not simply names that we attach 
to things in order to systemize the world, 
but concepts that produce an orientation or 
direction for thinking.
According to his theories, our daily 
use of concepts follows the model of 
representation and opinion: we presume 

there is an existing actual world that 
we than represent through the use of 
concepts, seeking for agreement and with 
the intent to communicate. 
He considers opinion as a laziness which 
is directly opposed to the expansiveness 
of the philosophical concept, because of 
its reductive and generalising tendency 
against which the philosophical concept 
works. 

A philosophical concept is creative rather 
than representational.

What philosophers (designers of concepts) 
attempt to do is not to talk philosophy, 
but to do  philosophy. This consequently 
entails an attempt of detachment from the 

PIERRE-FELIX GUATTARI
(FRANCE, 1930 - 1992)

Felix Guattari 
was a french 
psychotherapist 
(trained under 
Jacques Lacan), 
philosopher and 
semiotician, 
founder of 
schizoanalysis 
and ecosophy. 
He is best known 
for his long time 
collaboration with 
Deleuze, with 

whom we wrote 
Anti-Oedipus 
(1972) and A 
Thousand Plateau 
(1980), Kafka 
and What is 
philosophy?, yet 
his key theoretical 
statements 
remain virtually 
unknown (Parr 
ed., 2004:119).



history of philosophy, in other words it 
means using “old” concepts in new ways. 
However this does not mean that the 
history of philosophy (or the history of 
design) does not have any importance  
at all. 
On the contrary it is necessary to analyze it 
first, and then to be able to ignore it, or to 
deny it.  
To do so, there is only one thing that can 
be modified, redesigned or redirected: 
connections. Parr has investigated the 
way these connections work: between 
particular ideas, between arguments and 
field of specialisation (Parr, 2005:50). She 
concludes that hinking new possibilities 
requires us to move beyond what we 
experience: only in that way could we 

forget the actual and grasp what is still 
virtual (a form of something that is not yet 
given). 

She continues saying that rather than 
bringing things together under a concept,  
he (Deleuze) is interested in relating 
variables according to new concepts so as  
to create productive connections (ibid). 

It is not about accumulating things under 
one single umbrella. Rather I see it as if 
a multitude of thin threads tied together 
the tips of hundreds of umbrellas, which, 
moving, can not but tangle those threads, 
inevitably creating new further connections 
and combinations.

A thread is a 
virtuality, and only 
when knots form we 
have actualities. 
When a concept is 
pushed beyond any 
possible experience 
we have ideas, 
Deleuze asserts. 
He takes the 
reflections of the 
eighteenth-century 
philosopher Kant 
and states that an 
idea is something 
we cannot 
experience but only 
think of. 

IMMANUEL KANT
(GERMANY, 1724 -1804) 

Kant is considered 
the last influential 
philosopher of 
modern Europe as 
far as the theory 
of knowledge is 
concerned. 

Against both 
the excesses of 
rationalism- which 
confuses what it 
is possible to think 
with what it is 

possible to know- 
and empiricism, 
which scuttle 
the possibility 
of systematic 
knowledge 
altogether, Kant’s 
self-described 
Copernican 
revolution in 
philosophy follows 
a language of 
‘moderation’ (Parr 
ed., 2004:137).

Deleuze’s work 
draws on Kant’s 

but it criticizes 
it at the same 
time: Kantian 
thinking is guided 
by the influence 
of common sense. 
Deleuze, moreover, 
alters Kant’s 
language of the 
faculties in order 
to affirm the 
primacy of affect. 
Deleuze describes 
his Kant book as 
an attempt to know 
his ‘enemy’ and 
this book is the only 

book that Deleuze 
devotes to a thinker 
who is not part of 
his pantheon of 
selected influences 
(ibid.).



...a concept creates a crack in the skull, it is a habit of 
thought that is completely new and people are not 
used to think like that, not used to have their skulls 
cracked, since a concept twists our nerves.

(G. Deleuze. Interview released for Deleuze’s Abecedary)

   T

 H   I

 N

K   I N

  G

(meat)

about the power, the image, the escape.



Thoughts are not the fruits of the earth. They are not 
registered by areas, except out of human commodity. 
Thoughts are clouds. 

The periphery of thoughts is as immeasurable as the fractal 
lines of Benoit Mandelbrot ¹. 
Thoughts are pushed and pulled at variable speeds. They are 
deep, although core and skin are of the same grain. Thoughts 
never stop changing their location one with the other. 

When you feel like you have penetrated far into their intimacy 
in analysing their so-called structure or genealogy or even 
post structure, it is actually too late or too soon.   

(F. Lyotard 1988.5)

•

Everyone should know what it means to 
think, because everyone thinks. In the 
third chapter of Difference and Repetition, 
Deleuze argues instead that we actually 
think rarely, more often under the impulse 
of a shock than in the excitement of a taste 
for thinking (Deleuze,1968:132). 
Nietzsche instead generally refers to the 
action of thinking as a kind of metaphor: a 
metaphor that substitutes a fixed image to 
a fluid reality.  

Reading Deleuze’s investigation of the 
Image of thought, it emerges that  when 
people talk about way of thinking, there 
is a tendency to assume that there is a 
common sense or agreement upon it, and 
that we should aim to that common sense 

JEAN-FRANÇOIS LYOTARD
(FRANCE, 1924-1998)

His analysis of 
the impact of 
postmodernity 
on the human 
condition made 
him become one of 
the world’s foremost 
contemporary 
philosophers. 
Lyotard’s discourse 
is well known 
to be widely 
interdisciplinary: 
from knowledge to 

communication, 
going through the 
human body, art 
and literature. 
In his work, 
Lyotard has 
written of 
speculative 
discourse as a 
language game,   
a game with 
specific rules that 
can be analyzed in 
terms of the way 
statements could 
be linked to each 
other.
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The word ‘fractal’ refers to 

a geometric shape with 

a fragmented outline. In 

mathematical terms it 

can be obtained with a 

particular equation. In 

1975 Benoit Mandelbrot 

(mathematician) coined 

the term ‘fractal lines’, 

that originating from 

latin, means “broken”, 

“fractured”.

FRIEDRICH WILHELM 
NIETZSCHE
(GERMANY, 1844-1900)

Often referred 
to as one of the 
first existentialist 
philosophers, 
Nietzsche 
challenged the 
foundations 
of Christianity 
and traditional 
morality. 
Deleuze approach 
to philosophy 
is marked by a 

Nietzschean goal 
of affirmative 
philosophy: 
when he reads a 
philosopher he 
follows Nietzsche 
in examining what 
their work enables, 
what concepts 
they create, the 
positive effect of 
the question they 
ask and how they 
respond to life.



in order to better 
communicate with 
each other.

Common sense is 
not meant here 
simply as the 
common natural 
understanding of 
something, but, as 
Deleuze defines it in 
the same book, as 
the norm of identity 
from the point of 
view of the pure 
Self and the form 
of the unspecified 
object which 

corresponds to it 
(Deleuze,1968:134).

This is the shape 
Deleuze seeks to 
escape from, by 
opening up life 
to diverse ways 
of thinking. The 
first step to do so 
is to realize that 
philosophy, because 
philosophy is the 
only escape route, 
has to be considered 
not as a discipline 
or a convention 
but in term of its 

possibilities, in 
terms of what it 
might be able to do. 
What is special 
about his approach 
to philosophy 
is precisely 
that it becomes 
a permanent 
challenge to think 
differently by 
creating problems. 

Admittedly, it is possible to 
imagine thinking, with its concepts 
dictionaries and organon, as shoring 
‘man’ against the forces of chaos and 
dissolution, but we can also - when we 
extend this potential - see thinking 
as a confrontation with chaos, as 
allowing more of what is not ourselves to 
transform what we take ourselves to be.

(Parr, 2005:4)

Simon O’Sullvian affirms that every time 
we read a work as art, or as philosophy, 
we have to be able to grasp its potential: 
what it may be able to do, to cause or 
to produce. Deleuze, in facts, insists on 
the fact that in order to comprehend 



something we do not have to ask what it 
is, but what it does. This is a fundamental 
distinction we have to understand in order 
to push thought to its limit. 

Many times Deleuze has made a clear 
distinction between what he calls the 
three modes of thinking (art, philosophy 
and science), in order to support another 
feature of thought: productivity.
In Difference and Repetition thought is 
described as productive because through 
thinking we can create philosophies, 
theories, etc; and is only by understanding 
the power that drives this production that 
we can maximise our creativity. 

The mind is no longer the origin of 
thought as such, but operates as a kind 
of threshold, or temporary turbulence, 
within a thought cloud-field. Here 
thought, thinking, is itself a multiplicity. 
Creative thinking then involves an 
openness to, a reconnection with, this 
nebulous realm of potentialities beyond 
(in fact always parallel to) the subject.

(S. O’Sullivan. Art encounters Deleuze 
and Guattari. 2006:30)

These three modes, or powers, of 
thought have to ‘cooperate’ with each 
other: Deleuze claims that philosophical 
thought has to encounter art and science 
to be able to think the whole of life, but 

that it has then 
to move beyond 
them (Colebrook, 
2003:12).

But whilst science 
remains on the 
base of actuality 
(the actual world), 
philosophy operates 
in the virtual space, 
which means that 
it goes beyond any 
specific observation 
or experience. This 
the reason why 
Deleuze affirms 
that philosophical 

MULTIPLICITY

Multiplicity is 
one of Deleuze’s 
most important 
concepts: it appears 
throughout 
his work and 
is essential to 
understand, 
among the others, 
the rhizome and the 
concept itself. 

It is hard to 
describe because of 
the different ways 

it is put to work in 
different contexts, 
but in the most 
basic sense it can 
be considered as a 
complex structure 
that does not refer 
to any central, 
coordinating 
unity (there is no 
hierarchy among  
the elements). 
The concept 
of multiplicity 
therefore is 
Deleuze’s response 
to the binary one/

many, something 
that has been 
questioned from 
many thinkers. 

He insists also 
that Multiplicity 
does not have 
to be considered 
as an adjective 
(multiplicity of 
something) but 
in its substantive 
form.



thought allows the 
transformation of 
life.

And this, as well, 
is the reason why 
when we ask what 
philosophy is for, 
we fail to see its 
real purpose: we 
fail to see that 
its force goes 
beyond what life 
is, to what it might 
become. As Claire 
Colebrook writes, 
much of Deleuze’s 
project was spent 

in showing a force of life beyond everyday 
function, such as the force and value of 
change and becoming: not a becoming for 
some preconceived end, but a becoming 
for the sake of change itself. (Colebrook, 
2003:14).

However, according to Deleuze’s theories, 
thought is not simply a sort of dynamically 
evolving cloud. There are things that 
imprison, condition and limit our thinking, 
and they are not only restrictions imposed 
by language and grammar we are dealing 
with. Deleuze ‘groups’ all these factors in  
a ‘big net’ he calls the Image of Thought.
The third chapter of his book Difference 
and Repetition is completely dedicated  
to its analysis.

In an interview from 1988 reported in 
Negotiations ², 1972-1990 he says:

There are lots of people for whom 
thinking is just “a bit of discussion.” 
OK, it’s a stupid image, but even stupid 
people have an image of thought, and 
it’s only by bringing out these images 
that we can determine philosophy’s 
preconditions.
Do we, for instance, have the same 
image of thought that Plato, or even 
Descartes or Kant, had? 
Doesn’t the image change in response 
to overriding constraints that express, 
of course, extrinsic determinants, 
but above all express a becoming of 
thought? 

Can we, flailing 
around in 
confusion, still 
claim to be seeking 
truth? It’s the 
image of thought 
that guides 
the creation of 
concepts. It cries 
out, so to speak, 
whereas concepts 
are like songs.

(G. Deleuze. 
Negotiations. 
1995:148)
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Published in French in 

1990 (and translated 

in english in 1995), 

Negotiations is an 

anthology that collects 

various interviews to 

Deleuze, collected from 

1972. Its main intent is 

to describe and explain 

what the philosopher 

was trying to do with his 

books: although they may 

give a wide view on the 

subject they remain only 

mere introduction to 

his thought.



Another definition of the Image of 
thought, influenced from the work of the 
German philosopher Martin Heidegger, 
is mentioned by Parr and defined as a 
system of coordinates or dynamics: a 
sort of map that shows how we orientate 
ourselves within thought (Parr, 2005:279).

Heidegger claims that to think is to be 
under way, to be on a path that one must 
clear for oneself, although one can have 
no certain destination in mind (ibid).

It is clear that the intention behind the 
study of the Image of Thought is to 
challenge it, exploring the possibility of a 
thought without image; in other words a 

thought that detaches itself from subjective presuppositions, from 
the “everyone knows” and from opinion. 

In the same chapter of Difference and Repetition, again, this 
image appears as dogmatic, moral and representational, what 
in philosophical terms is called doxa³.  What “everyone knows” 
is the very form of representation Deleuze wants the thought to 
escape from. 

It is because everybody naturally thinks that everybody is 
supposed to know implicitly what it means to think. The most 
general form of representation is thus found in the element of 
a common sense understood as an upright nature and a good 
will.

(G. Deleuze. Difference and Repetition. 1995: 131)

His approach to 
the problem of 
thinking is therefore 
critical and active, 
since the elements 
he populates his 
theory with are 
all ‘elements of 
movement’ and 
never static ones. 
For instance 
he asserts that 
thought is, as said 
earlier, opposite to 
common and good 
sense, and that it 
does not have an 
affinity with the true 

(which is a finished 
thing, a final stage 
and therefore 
static) but only with 
problematization: 
the only thing 
that can bring 
out ‘the new’.

MARTIN HEIDEGGER
(GERMANY, 1889 -1976)

Heidegger is widely 
acknowledged 
to be one of the 
most original 
and controversial 
philosophers of the 
20th century.  
His main interest 
was Ontology (the 
study of being) 
and, particularly 
in his latest work, 
its relation to 
language, which 

he considered 
as the vehicle 
through which the 
question of being 
could be unfolded. 
He criticized 
the tradition of 
Western philosophy, 
which he regarded 
as nihilistic. 
Being and Time 
remains his most 
influential work.

3 • 

Doxa is a greek word that 

means ‘common belief’ 

or ‘popular opinion’. 

In a Deleuzian context it 

is exactly that what has to 

be broken: the common 

representation of what 

thinking means. 



What is a thought that 
harms no one, neither 
thinker nor anyone else? 

(G. Deleuze. Difference and repetition. 1994:136)

I

   D

E    A

(design)

about the virtual, the infinite, the problem.



To create something is commonly 
associated with having an idea: any 
creation of whatever kind presupposes  
and requires one. 

The place of ideas within the design 
process should not only be limited to the 
early stage, it should instead be spread 
throughout its entire development: from 
the beginning to the end. Ideas do not 
work in the same way concepts do.  

Deleuze’s notion of idea is a concept 
pushed beyond any possible experience. 

When he refers to experience (he does 
so mainly in What is Philosophy? 
and in Difference and Repetition) he 

thinks of it as the 
action of placing 
something within 
the order of time: 
to give something 
a place in a 
causal sequence 
actually means to 
experience it. 

Claire Colebrook has 
tried to make this 
clearer by bringing 
the concept of cause 
as an example. 
Let‘s say that we 
‘experience our 
world in terms of 

causes and effects. If we extend this concept beyond experience 
we can think of some ultimate or first cause, a cause that is not 
the effect of some prior cause’ (Colebrook, 2003:52). 
By doing so we find ourselves thinking about the beginning 
of time which is something that we clearly can not experience: 
the only thing we are ‘allowed’ to do is to think it (ibid).

Adrian Parr, instead, describes experience as that milieu 
which provides the capacity to affect and to be affected; 
it is a-subjective and impersonal. Experience is not an 
individual property, rather subjects are constituted in 
relations within experience itself (Parr, 2005:89)

When it comes to the design process, then, ideas walk hand 
in hand with experience, the designer’s experience precisely. 
However, the question is: is it possible for the designer 
to detach his creativity from what he knows? Or, in other 
words, is experience an obstacle to  experimentation?

•



In order to push 
one’s boundaries, it 
would be necessary 
to forget the so-
called rules and 
methodology, not 
to mention habits 
and ready-made 
concepts. How we, 
as designers, are 
taught to think 
and to operate is 
a huge box from 
which we can hardly 
escape. Even when 
we ‘break rules’ 
we do so in such a 
way that does not 

expand beyond the 
four boundaries 
of the box we 
are working in. 

The impression 
one gets is a sort 
of new, personal 
and original 
discovery, but in 
reality it is nothing 
more than another 
unconscious walk 
in circles inside that 
box. 
Going back to ideas, 
I believe there is a 
difference between 

the design process 
and philosophy 
when it comes 
to ‘creating and 
using them’. The 
former tends to 
see and use ideas 
as that something 
that happens 
almost by chance, 
when walking in 
the street; as the 
creative spark that 
gives a start to the 
rest of the process; 
as an inspiration. 
A philosophical 
notion of ideas, 

instead, is something reasoned and 
thought; something that has a starting 
point, a solid base. In Deleuze case this 
ground is made of concepts.  

Deleuze considers ideas throughout all 
his work like that something that ‘extends 
the concept through which we think the 
world to a virtual point beyond the world’ 
(Colebrook, 2003:52). 

The fact that ideas are basically an 
extension to the infinite, ultimate power 
of an actual possibility, gives them at the 
same time a sort of creative power. If there 
is no limit to “what we can think of” there 
is no limit to creativity and to possible 
connections between things. 

What happens 
if we use the 
philosophical notion 
of idea during the 
design process?

The idea is shaped 
and evolves 
together with 
and right after 
the concept, and 
not vice versa. 
Very often, if not 
always, designers 
make the concept 
fit the idea, 
obtaining as a 
result an unstable 

VIRTUAL

Deleuze’s 
philosophy 
dominated by 
an affirmation 
of virtuality 
against actuality 
(something 
that instead is 
privileged in 
western thought). 

Without being 
or resembling the 
actual, the virtual 
nonetheless has the 

capacity to bring 
about actualisation 
and yet the 
virtual never 
coincides or can be 
identified with its 
actualisation (Parr 
ed., 2004:297).

ACTUAL
Deleuze’s 
interpretation 
of actuality is 
detached from the 
traditional western 
understanding 
of it, because he 
relates the actuality 
of something to 
its possibility to 
change, to become 
different. “We 
should see the 
actual not as that 
from which change 
and difference 

take place, but as 
that which has 
been effected from 
potentiality” (Parr 
ed., 2004:10). 
The actual, then, 
contains in itself a 
virtual condition, 
which is that 
something that 
has the power to 
happen.



base with no element of novelty or experimentation. If the 
idea has the role to extend the concept to a point beyond 
representation, and beyond experience too, it should 
‘cooperate’ with the concept but only once this has been set. 

Since ideas are ‘things’ that exists beyond experience, they are 
considered as ‘subject without an object’. Let’s take the concept  
of Difference as an example, as Deleuze does when he asks if, 
aside from seeing that one thing differs from another, we can 
think Difference as such. 

And again he believes we can easily think of the notion of 
becoming if we think of it as applied to an object: a cube 
transforming to a sphere, for instance. 
But we find slightly harder to think of becoming itself, without 
picturing any object in our mind. 
The key point of ideas is precisely here: they are not given and 
fully presentable because they overtake the actual.

Deleuze tries to explain this by quoting 
Kant, who reminds us that the object of 
an idea is neither fiction nor hypothesis 
nor object of reason: it is an object which 
can be neither given nor known, but must 
be represented without being able to be 
directly determined (Deleuze,1968:168). 

So if philosophy can easily escape that box 
by employing ideas that are an extension 
to the infinite, can not the design process 
work in the same way? Or is it tied so 
strongly to experience that we can only 
think and plan what we consider and know 
to be possible, feasible?   

According to Deleuze ideas take 
precedence over everything else.  

His view borrows elements and features 
from Immanuel Kant on whom he wrote  
an extended study (Kant’s critical 
philosophy. 1983). Kant denied any 
relationship between ideas and the real 
object to which they refer and in the 
same way Deleuze detaches them from 
experience. 

The rupture with experience is not the 
only thing that the two philosophers 
have in common though. In his Critique 
of the Pure Reason¹ Kant explores 
Ideas from another point of view as 
well: ‘Reason, as the faculty of ideas 
is the faculty of problems, including 
false problems’ (Patton, 1996:58). 

BECOMING

Together with 
the concept of 
‘difference’, 
‘becoming’ forms 
Deleuze’s antidote 
to the Western 
thought and its 
focus upon being 
and identity. 

Taking his lead 
from Nietzsche’s 
early notes, he uses 
the term becoming 
(devenir) to describe 

the continual 
production of 
difference. 

It does not indicate 
a phase between 
two states, but 
the dynamism 
of change itself 
situated among 
things and towards 
no particular goal. 

DIFFERENCE

Difference is 
usually understood 
either as’ difference 
from the same’ or 
difference of the 
same over time. In 
either case, it refers 
to a net variation 
between two states. 
Deleuze states that 
there is nothing 
behind difference, 
there is not any 
preexisting unit on 
which difference is 

grounded, rather 
this difference is 
evidenced in every 
aspect of life.

His ‘liberation’ 
from any previous 
model has two 
parts. First, he 
develops a concept 
of difference that 
does not rely on 
a relationship 
with sameness 
and, second, he 
challenges the 
philosophy of 

representation.

This view of 
difference also 
challenges the 
traditional view of 
what representation 
is: we tend to 
consider each 
individual as a 
re-presentation 
(‘something 
presented again’) 
of an original or a 
category. 
(Parr ed., 2004: 
73).
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Published for the first 

time in 1781 (second 

edition in 1787) it is 

regarded to be one of the 

most significant work in 

the history of philosophy. 

It is also referred to as 

Kant’s ‘First critique’, 

because followed by 

Critique of Practical 

Reason and Critique of 

Judgement. 

It is divided in two parts, 

with the first one setting 

out the ‘a priori’ products 

of the mind and their 

correct and incorrect 

uses; and the second 

dealing with methods 

of proof.



Using this as a 
starting point 
Deleuze proceeds 
in his investigation 
listing another 
characteristic of 
the Ideas: they 
are essentially 
problematic.  

Ideas are problems, 
but problems 
only ‘furnish the 
condition under 
which the faculties 
attain their 
superior exercise’ 
(Deleuze,1968:168). 

In other words a 
problem, like an 
idea, gives the 
possibility to our 
faculties (Deleuze 
talks about these 
faculties more in 
depth in the ‘Image 
of thought’ chapter 
within Difference 
and repetition) to 
‘start working’.

A problem is simply 
that something 
that forces us to 
think in order to 
find a solution, and 

so does an idea, 
Deleuze claims 
when analyzing the 
Image of thought. 

But at the same 
time, following a 
Kantian line, ideas 
are defined as 
true problems that 
do not disappear 
with their solution 
since they are the 
indispensable 
condition without 
which no solution 
would ever exist 
(ibid).

In a way, then, if we are given a problem 
to solve (a brief), we are at the same time 
provided with the solution because to set 
a problem is to produce the conditions for 
the actualization of the solution. 

Otherwise it would be like being given 
a trunk for the sake of it, from which no 
branches are supposed to sprout. 



 T  H
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O N   S

VIOLENCE ON THE MIND  about the recognition, the encounter, the collision

ONE ACTUALIZATION (PAST)  about the process, the finding, the old

ONE ACTUALIZATION (FUTURE)  about the perception, the cinema, the yet to come

•

•

•



‘ ... some reports of our 
perceptions do not provoke thought to 
reconsideration because the judgment 
of them by sensation seems adequate, 
while others always invite the intellect 
to reflection because the sensation 
yields nothing that can be trusted. - You 
obviously mean distant appearances, or 
. things drawn in perspective. - You have 
quite missed my meaning ...’

(Plato, The Republic, Book VII, 523b) 

Recognition is a model. It is a filter for the 
world that we experience and live in that 
allows us to feel safe and confident in our 
relations with things. 
Deleuze introduces this concept in the 
most extreme chapter of Difference and 
Repetition, right after having questioned 
what it means to think and whether it is 
a natural exercise of a faculty. He writes: 
“Recognition may be defined by the 
harmonious exercise of all the faculties 
upon a supposed same object: the same 
object may be seen, touched, remembered, 
imagined or conceived. ... As Descartes 
says of the piece of wax: ‘It is of course 
the same wax which I see, which I touch, 
which I picture in my imagination, in short 

the same wax which 
I thought it to be 
from the start.’ No 
doubt each faculty - 
perception, memory, 
imagination, 
understanding 
... - has its own 
particular given 
and its own 
style, its peculiar 
ways of acting 
upon the given” 
(Deleuze,1968:133). 

PLATO
(GREECE, 
429–347 B.C.)

Plato is, by any 
reckoning, one of 
the most dazzling 
writers in the 
Western literary 
tradition and 
one of the most 
penetrating, 
wide-ranging, and 
influential authors 
in the history of 
philosophy. He 
was not the first 

thinker or writer 
to whom the word 
“philosopher” 
should be applied. 
But he was so 
self-conscious 
about how 
philosophy should 
be conceived, and 
what its scope and 
ambitions properly 
are, that the subject 
of philosophy, as it 
is often conceived 
- a rigorous 
and systematic 
examination of 

ethical, political, 
metaphysical, and 
epistemological 
issues, armed 
with a distinctive 
method - can 
be called his 
invention.

What is it about: a digitalized and 
edited version of a cut out animation 
involving a sheep with a camera, a 
hydrophobic tea bag with an umbrella 
and a dead fish with a fishing hook. 

Cut out animation (group project): each 
of us has previously created his/her own 
character without knowing who are the 
ones that will accompany it. 
The way they end up together is due to 
an external decision and we have no 
chance to change their appearance or 
personality. (yes they have personality). 
I consider this as the cause of the 
encounter. 

•

•

•

I am facing a 
situation that 
does not appear in 
my inner archive 
of contexts. The 
approach has to 
change, the way of 
solving a problem 
has to be modified.

The animation is 
done.The second 
step is adding 
colour, sound, 
effects.
Done.

The question is what 
happens next.

Whoever arrived this 
far probably feels 
to have gathered 
not more than a 
lot of words. And 
hopefully one 
thought or two. 
That is why the 
second part of the 
journey will not be 
made of words, but 
of experience. 

The answer is 
cinema. 

Because the cinema 
experience applies 
and somehow 
demonstrates most 
of the Deleuzian 
concepts: it enables 
us to rethink the 
very nature of these 
concepts.  



It is obvious, therefore, that an object in order to be recognized 
has to be identified from more than one faculty: it is in fact when, 
for example, sight locates the object as identical to the object 
recognized by touch that the two (or more) faculties can relate 
themselves to a form of identity in the object (ibid.).
Recognition relies upon another element that Deleuze often 
discusses and criticizes: common sense. He delineates it saying 
that a ‘subjective principle of collaboration of the faculties for 
everybody’ is necessary in order to make sure we recognize things 
in the same way. 

Deleuze’s attack arrives right at this point. 

As O’Sullivan writes in the introduction of Art Encounters Deleuze 
and Guattari, recognition does not do anything but re-confirm 
our knowledge, beliefs and values. It is precisely because we and 
the world we inhabit are re-confirmed as that world which we 

already understood, that recognition is a 
representation of something always already 
in place. 

Consequently our “habitual way of being 
and acting in the world is reaffirmed and 
reinforced” and no thoughts take place. 
Indeed we might say that representation 
stymies thought (O’Sullivan, 2006:1).

But then, encounters happen. Sometimes. 

The notion of encounter is introduced 
in Difference and Repetition as that 
something that forces us to think. 
O’Sullivan explains it in his writings by 
saying that when our system of knowledge, 

our way of being is challenged, we can not 
do anything but fall into thought (ibid). 
We are pulled from an irresistible force into 
the room of thought, we feel the “absolute 
necessity of an act of thought or a passion 
to think” (Deleuze,1968:139).
This is what an encounter with something, 
or someone, means; it operates as a rapture 
in our habitual subjectivity. 

At this point a spontaneous question raises: 
how can an encounter be identified? 
How can we ensure that what we are 
experiencing is a real encounter and not 
just a strange, new, unknown form of 
recognition?

The third step 
is to make, 
individually, an 
illustrated book, 
of whatever kind, 
using screenshots 
form the edited 
animation. Create 
a new story, 
change things 
around. 

I have an 
animation, 
therefore a 
narrative, a story. 

And I have a 
book. The story 
only exists within 
the book. Which 
is real, it is a real 
object. 
So I think. 

What do we 
perceive as real 
first? The story, 
or the book? The 
story is happening 
while we read, 
while we flip 
through the pages. 

In the chapter titled Perception, Time and 
Becoming of her book, Claire Colebrook 
asserts that Deleuze was always striving to 
see the specificity of each mode of art and 
human thought. She continues by saying 
that he did not see cinema as just another 
way of presenting stories and information; 
the very mode of cinematic form altered 
the possibilities for thinking and imagining 
(Colebrook 2002:29). 

He also believed that only with cinema 
can we think of a mode of seeing that is 
not attached to the human eye because it 
offers something like a percept, a reception 
of data that is not located in a subject 
(ibid.).



could be said that it is not only the thought 
that is triggered in us, but also how this 
thought takes form (Deleuze,1968:140). 
Hence encountering something means 
an experience that is imperceptible from 
the point of view of recognition, from the 
point of view of an empirical exercise of the 
senses (faculties).  

However, as O’Sullivan states, this is not 
the end of the story. He makes a distinction 
between two different moments of the 
same encounter: rupture and affirmation. 
The former being obviously the ‘phase’ 
in which the “crack in the skull”, the 
cut happens and the second being the 
affirmation of a new world. The encounter 

contains, in fact,  
a creative moment 
in which we are 
obliged to think 
and see this world 
differently, to 
adapt to the new 
temperature.   

Deleuze defines it 
as contingent and 
says that its primary 
characteristic is 
that it can only be 
sensed, and this 
is why encounter 
and recognition 
are diametrically 
opposed. “In 
recognition, the 
sensible is not at all 
that which can only 
be sensed, but that 
which bears directly 
upon the senses 
in an object which 

can be recalled, imagined or conceived. 
The sensible is referred to an object which 
may not only be experienced other than 
by sense, but may itself be attained by 
other faculties. It therefore presupposes 
the exercise of the senses and the exercise 
of the other faculties in a common sense” 
(ibid.).
On the other hand, he continues, the 
object of encounter gives rise to sensibility 
with regard to a given sense; it is not a 
quality but a sign, not a sensible being but 
the being of the sensible. 

In other words an encounter is not simply 
‘the given’, Deleuze clarifies but that 
something by which the given is given: it 

Something in the world 
forces us to think. 
This something is an 
object not of recognition 
but of a fundamental 
encounter. 

(G. Deleuze. Difference and Repetition. 1994:139)

But then.
The book (and with book I mean the 
matter, the squares of paper, all of the 
same size, stuck one on top of the other), 
the book is only there because of the 
story, because of what it contains. The 
only difference is that I can touch it.   

The border between the two of them is 
very subtle. 
Or maybe it’s not there at all.
The book ends up becoming and then 
being the story, for the story itself needs 
to be objectified. When we say we read a 
book, and not a fiction or a romance,  
we substitute an object for the story. 

This parallel created between the inhuman eye of the camera and 
us stepping out from our singularity of observers can therefore be 
metaphorically seen as us breaking the boundaries of our image 
(or images) of thought.

Our everyday seeing of the world is always a seeing from 
our interested and embodied perspective. I organise the 
flow of perceptions into ‘my’ world. I see this as a chair or as 
a table, and I can do so only because I presuppose a world 
(my world) in which there is furniture and all the organising 
schemas this rests upon (a world of work, offices and so on). 

(Colebrook 2002:31)

In Cinema 1 (1983) and Cinema 2 (1985) Deleuze explores the 
subject in its most extreme and philosophical aspects, referring to 
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will or intentions its effects in the same 
way have a visceral impact on the body 
before it is given subjective or emotive 
meaning, write Anna Hickey-Moody 
and Peta Malins in the introduction to 
Deleuzian Encounters. 
And the one they give, is precisely the 
definition of affect: something which is 
felt before it is thought. It can be said that 
affect (which can be identified with the 
rupture moment) and encounter happen in 
the same instant, and that then they both 
converge into the moment of affirmation, 
into thought. 
The two authors outline the characteristics 
of affect saying that when we encounter 
an image of a bomb victim, smell milk that 

The conditions of a true critique and a true creation are 
the same: the destruction of an image of thought which 
presupposes itself and the genesis of the act of thinking in 
thought itself.

(G. Deleuze. Difference and Repetition. 1994:139)

What this generates is a continuous flow. The space of our thought 
opens to the new world, but with time this new world starts to 
become recognizable: we become used to that thought that it 
does not causes us to think anymore. It means that we have gone 
back to the same position in that cycle of rupture and affirmation. 
The thought that was once new becomes established, and needs 
to be broken again. 

Since the encounter is something that happens beyond our plans, 

AFFECT

Affect is the 
change, or 
variation, that 
occurs when bodies 
collide, or come 
into contact: in 
other words it the 
product of an 
encounter (Parr 
ed., 2004: 11). 

In fact Deleuze 
and Guattari write 
in A Thousand 
Plateaus that 

‘ Affects are 
becomings’ (Deleuze 
and Guattari, 
1987:256), that 
they express the 
modification of 
experiences as 
independent things 
of existence. 

Anna Hickey-
Moody, instead, 
describes affect as 
that something 
impact on the 
body before it is 
given subjective or 

emotive meaning. 
Thinking through 
affect brings the 
sensory capacity of 
the body to the fore. 
(Hickey-Moody, 
2007:8)

One single object 
to indicate a 
multiplicity of 
threads that 
intersect with each 
other. 

So.

Fake. 
Make.
Real.

This is solving a 
problem simply 
using the elements 
mentioned in 
the text, elements 
already provided 
from the problem. 
There is no need 
to add a third 
character to the 
play, because 
the dialogue is 
self-explanatory 
and clear anyway. 
Another one 
always risks 

getting the parts 
confused, it talks 
over, interrupts, 
makes noise. 

Movement-image in 
the former and to 
Time-image in the 
latter. 
He arrives to the 
conclusion that 
through such a 
practice we are 
given the possibility 
to ‘see seeing’,  
that cinema has 
the power of 
releasing us from 
our tendency to 
organise images 
into some shared 
external world. 

In other words, 
with cinema we 
can perceive 
without imposing 
our interested 
or practical 
connections on to 
images, hence we 
can get a sense 
of the image 
itself (Colebrook, 
2003:30).
There is a tendency 
to interpret or 
synthesise cinema 
into narratives 
characters and 

meaning. But, as 
Claire Colebrook 
(2002) writes in 
her chapter about 
the cinematic, 
‘simply because 
the most common 
forms of cinema 
and the majority 
of films work in 
a thoroughly 
unremarkable way 
does not mean  
that we should 
accept this as all 
that cinema is 
capable of’.
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has soured, or hear 
music that is out 
of key, our bodies 
tense before we can 
verbally articulate 
an aversion. When 
moving amongst 
thousands of 
anti-war protesters, 
standing before a 
painting by Klee, 
or dancing to a 
feverish melody, the 
body responds with 
something powerful 
before we can 
articulate awe or a 

renewed faith in 
the social order. 
Affect is, therefore, 
very different from 
emotion: it is an 
a-subjective bodily 
response to an 
encounter. 
Emotion comes 
later, as a 
classifying or 
stratifying of affect. 
[...] 
As a concept, 
‘affect’ enables 
us to think about 
how certain 

assemblages, languages or social 
institutions impact on bodies in ways that 
are not conscious. Affects have the capacity 
to disrupt habitual and entrenched ways of 
thinking. 
They have the capacity to make us move 
our bodies in new ways, to force us to 
relate to, and think about, the world 
differently (ibid.).
According to O’Sullivan, art is that 
something that brings the two moments 
together, because it breaks one world 
and at the same time creates another: it 
is an event that brings the possibility of 
something new. 
In his book the author explores a series 
of event-encounters with objects that he 
chose, or that have chosen him. 

Encounter is violence.

Meeting something that we can not call truth is violence. 
Something that grabs our head and shakes it is violence. 
Something that is strange, an enemy, wrong. This is violence. 

All truths of that kind are hypothetical, since they 
presuppose all that is in question and are incapable of giving 
birth in thought to the act of thinking. In fact, concepts only 
ever designate possibilities. They lack the claws of absolute 
necessity - in other words, of an original violence inflicted 
upon thought; the claws of a strangeness or an enmity which 
alone would awaken thought from its natural stupor or 
eternal possibility: there is only involuntary thought, aroused 
but constrained within thought, and all the more absolutely 
necessary for being born, illegitimately, of fortuitousness in 
the world. 

I have a story. And I have a book. 
The next thing I know is that I have a 
sheep which wonders if what happens to 
her, the things she sees, are real or not. 
And the more her journey continues the 
more she ceases believing that reality 
makes sense. So she starts walking 
around again, wandering through the 
pages looking for what is real. Really 
real. 

Hence, the title of the book which 
is Make / Real (or Fake / Real, it 
depends on how your eyes work). 

Ok, then.

What would cinema be if we pushed it to 
the limit? 

Cinema is produced not from synthesised 
wholes and human observers but from the 
machinic and singular images of cameras, 
using cuts and multiple viewpoints. Like all 
art, then, it is possible for cinema to work 
in such a way that its process of becoming 
– the disconnection or singularity of its 
images – is displayed.
(Colebrook, 2003:34)

My intention is to create an object, or 
better, an experience, that through the 
actualization of some Deleuzian thoughts 
regarding cinema explains and shows the 
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Thought is primarily trespass and 
violence, the enemy, and nothing 
presupposes philosophy: everything 
begins with misosophy. Do not count 
upon thought to ensure the relative 
necessity of what it thinks.

(G. Deleuze. Difference and Repetition. 
1994:139)

In the same way, then, a design process 
can become a challenge. Things, events 
that happen during the creation of 
something can become encounters that 
force our thought towards new directions, 
push it down intricate and impervious 
slides without us wanting to.

I reckon this happens when the plan is too 
detailed and the methodology too strict, 
perhaps. A design should be the result of 
research and analysis as well as emotions, 
affect and contingencies.  

Letting things happen, watching them 
while they move around on a blank piece 
of paper, collide against each other and 
then stop in one place is not an easy task 
for the creator. It often feels like things are 
not under control, hence are not going to 
work or to make sense. 

Sometimes, though, that is precisely 
what makes the difference between a 
piece of design able to give birth to an 

encounter (both 
for the designer 
him/herself and 
for the viewer or 
user) and another 
that only makes the 
viewer wonder what 
typeface is that. 

When thought and 
events are free to 
flow in the smooth 
space design can 
become violent; 
it can create 
unexpected clashes 
and completely 

new results, effects 
and affects exactly 
because it is what 
is new and not 
recognizable that 
acts upon us. 

What I think is 
crucial here is the 
fact that, at the 
same time, things 
have been and 
haven’t been taken 
literally.

The intention 
is obviously not 
to go down the 
literal path, 
but the outcome 
demonstrates the 
contrary. 

I take things literally when I decide not 
to build any other new narrative or 
concept, but only to use the elements the 
brief mentions. 
I don’t take things literally when I use 
these elements in a new way, and I 
decide to question the deepest root: not 
the story, not the characters, not the 
style, but their existence (in this case 
their reality). 

The book lies on the table, before me. 

I wonder whether I can say it employs 
the philosophical notion of idea, that 
idea with a solid base, a ground made  

of concepts, rather than the 
inspired design idea. 
After all, I didn’t even know there 
was a philosophical idea, a year 
ago, when the book was made. 

Maybe I am just attaching labels, or 
maybe encounters, ruptures with an 
image of thought and ideas happen even 
if we are not aware of their ‘existence’.

Maybe when forced to think you get 
what you could have never expected  
to get.

whole of his philosophy; a sort of visual, 
material support for all the abstract words 
said up to this point. 

A video installation would be just the most 
obvious of the possible executions: what 
is important is the relation that would 
be born out of the interaction between 
the object (installation, performance, 
whatever) and the subject. 
It will be a chance to investigate more 
in depth, with diverse starting points 
and points of view, reactions and 
consequences. 

It will be, one more time, an experiment 
that seeks to demonstrates that just as 

human life can 
transform itself 
through thinking, so 
cinema transforms 
itself through the 
use of images. It 
will be one practical 
application of 
theories among 
the other possible 
hundreds. 

Deleuze often 
refers to ‘things to 
come’, and in the 
same way these 
last lines are meant 

to be nothing but 
the partial end of 
something and 
the beginning of 
something else at 
the same time.

They constitute the 
stepping stone for 
an experience to 
come, triggered 
from a ‘designer’ to 
come creating for an 
audience to come.
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“ mind is a razor blade ”

(José Gonzalez; Heartbeats)
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