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FILM: A SHOCK TO THOUGHT 

With the cinema, it is the world which becomes its 
own image’,..., and not an image which becomes 
world. (Deleuze, 1986, 57) 

INTRODUCTION 

Film is a mighty medium. It can shock, appall, thrill, 
turn us inside out or shake us awake. From the 
moment film was invented it possessed the ingredients 
to be a form of art. It stretched the possibilities already 
present in such arts as painting, sculpting, music, 
literature or architecture. It can even be accused of 
having the potency of combining these art forms. Film 
as art is a poetic medium that can shock our thoughts 
according to French philosopher Gilles Deleuze, who 
devoted two volumes of his oeuvre to film. It is 
specifically this potency to make us think which 
distinguishes film from other forms of art.  
 In this chapter I will elaborate on the 
Deleuzian thoughts on film and will do this by using 
certain films as examples. This is not meant to be an 
exhaustive elaboration, but a dwelling through the 
potency of film. This dwelling is an important or even 
unavoidable companion in our thinking about 
education and organization. How can we learn about 
organizing and how can we learn what organizations 
are and especially how they act? This is where we 
need film.    



 Film is not only useful, but unavoidable when 
wanting to learn about organization. It is not an option 
but a necessity. There are however two sorts of film: 
film as art and film as entertainment. The boundary is 
a fine line, but nevertheless present. Film as art is 
useful for organization, film as entertainment is of no 
use. Furthermore film is not about telling a story, it is 
not about the so-called ‘whodunnit.’ Art-film is not 
about the figurative or the narrative, but about creating 
a shock to thought which makes us think. This also 
means that it does not really matter if a film depicts an 
organization or not. Therefore not only films about 
organizations are useful for learning about 
organization. The opposite might even be true. Films 
show life as organization and organization as life. 
There are no two separate worlds. It is a world which 
fuses in incomprehensible ways and is subject to 
serendipity. The world folds, unfolds and refolds, and 
it is in these, sometimes hidden movements, that 
organization takes place and organizations organize. 
 First I will discuss the relation between film 
and education. Secondly I will discuss the Deleuzian 
take on film as it can be found in his two cinema-
books. Thirdly I will explain the difference between 
film as art and film as entertainment. I will disrupt 
these dwelling by four visual readings of films. These 
are: Ikiru (Kurosawa, 1962), The Limits of Control 
(Jarmusch, 2009), Ober (Warmerdam, 2006) and 
Fargo (Coen Brothers, 1996). I will start with the latter 
which gives an impression of how film can show a 
different and unpredictable reality. 



FARGO 

Fargo (Coen Brothers, 1996) shows the world of 
business. It shows the wheelings and dealings of 
protagonist Jerry Lundegaard, who works as a car-
salesman. He figures out a seemingly impossible 
scheme, in order to make a fortune. A scheme which 
can only go wrong in the end. It shows that a plan does 
not always come together, because of serendipity and 
(bad) luck. The story is rather incomprehensible, based 
on unclear situations, which in the end holds no 
winners or losers. Even the claim of the Coen Brothers 
at the beginning of the film, that it is based on a true 
story, is false. It shows that the narrative is somewhat 
obsolete.  
 In the end, Jerry is caught by the police, his 
wife is dead, the kidnappers get killed, Jerry’s father in 
law gets killed and the stolen money is lost. We see 
that the situations as they are presented to us show an 
alienated world. But maybe it is not so much alienated, 
but just normal. The normal which opposes our 
‘dogmatic image of thought’ (Marati, 2008, 4). The 
image of the car-salesman as represented by Jerry 
Lundegard might therefore not so much be a fiction, 
but a reality. His way of talking and doing business, 
the way he sells cars is shown in a way which is 
normally hidden or which we are not capable of seeing  
anymore. The same goes for his father in law, Wade, 
who despises Jerry and even tricks him and hands him 
a bad deal. Honor, trustworthiness or even heroism are 
characteristics which are far from the world of Fargo. 
Even the gangsters live no glamorous life. They seem 
stuck in a situation out of which escape is impossible. 
They have no reason to laugh or to be happy. They 
cannot get along with each other or with themselves. 



They are on a one-way street leading to death, either 
by being shot, or by being chopped up with an axe. 
 The film shows the world of Fargo, and its 
endless barren snow fields. These featureless plains 
picture the lives of the people in Fargo. All hope is lost 
in a place where nothing happens and nothing is to be 
expected. The place where the only excitement comes 
from phantasy figures like Paul Bunyan and Babe the 
Blue Ox. However it isn’t a harmless place. Crooked 
business people like Jerry or Wade or Jerry’s harmless 
wife Jean or their son Scotty, all seem to be victims of 
an unavoidable fate. Even gangsters like Karl 
Showalter, his companion Gaear Grimsrud, or their 
friend Shep Proudfoot, are all heading down the same 
alley. The only person who seems to be unaffected by 
the lurking horror is José Feliciano, the famous singer, 
but he is blind. They live in a reality which is in a 
constant state of becoming. This can mean two things. 
First that it is always changing, the second that it is 
unpredictable. It is thus under the constant influence of 
chance and serendipity. They never know what the 
result of their actions might be. Planning is pointless. 
This is not a world which is closed off and mouldable, 
but a world which is open and unpredictable. 
Calculation and mastery do not work in the real world 
of Fargo. The American dream ends here, is what the 
film tries to tell us, or to put it more precisely: this is 
the American dream: death, destruction and no hope 
for escape.  
 The world is an unexplainable and 
incomprehensible place. Nevertheless we are always 
trying to explain it, but there are no explanations 
which would be helpful for us. That is what the film is 
trying to show us. There is meaning, but there are no 
real answers. All we can do is decipher (Marrati, 
2008). It is not about what is shown to us, but it is 



about how these images can make us think. They 
shock our thoughts, and kick us awake. Because they 
are so out of the ordinary, we have to think them 
through. ‘Deleuze claims that the less we recognize, 
the better we see’ (in Maratti, 2008, 59). The endless 
barren snow fields are the ‘any spaces whatever’, 
which are not determined, but disconnected from our 
pre-fabricated perception, our dogmatic image of 
thought. Film helps us to break out of the ‘civilization 
of the cliché’ (Ibid, 62, emphasis in original), to re-
connect with the world, and to regain our faith in it, 
because: ‘We have “lost” the world’ (Ibid, 88, 
emphasis in original). The barren frozen wastelands 
immediately show this. It appears to be a virgin white, 
unspoiled, but soon enough we learn that it is blood-
spattered. ‘The world is lost, not in itself but for 
us’ (Ibid, 105). This makes us realize that we need the 
shock to thought to make the world livable again. This 
is what Fargo is trying to tell us. 

FILM & EDUCATION 

What is essential is not to remember, but to learn 
(Deleuze, 2000, 91)  

There is a long research-history which deals with the 
question of the relevance of film for education (eg. 
Hassard, Holliday & Willmott, 2000, Hassard & 
Holliday, 1998, Rhodes & Lilley, 2012). All these 
studies consider film as part of popular culture and 
consider film to be film. There is no difference 
between film as art or film as entertainment. An 
accompanying argument is that film has a profound 
impact on the way we think about and act in 
organizations. Films in these lines of thought give an 
impression of organization. They offer an image and a 



narrative. In this way film can be used for education 
about organization. It becomes an addition or even a 
substitute for textbooks. It even holds many 
advantages: ‘over the tedium of the textbook’ (Munro, 
1998, 189). Where textbooks provide words and 
sometimes still images or charts, film shows us 
moving images with words and sounds.  
 Film shows us what we can do. It shows us 
what actions we can take. It is the so-called sensory-
motor scheme, as it is explained by Deleuze in his film 
books (1989, 1986). The sensory-motor-scheme works 
as follows: we see something, this causes a certain 
feeling or emotion, and we know what the appropriate 
action is. However the problem with this approach is 
that this sensory-motor-scheme is a cliché (Deleuze, 
1989, 1986). It can also be argued that the sensory-
motor scheme resembles a conveyor-belt, which was 
shaped by automobile mogul Henry Ford (Grandin, 
2010), inspired by the scientific management of 
Frederic Taylor (1911). It is therefore easy to conclude 
that organizations which are caught in clichés 
resemble conveyor belts. This might be a good thing 
for many organizations, but not for all of them, all of 
the time. This is were film as art becomes relevant as 
organizations are caught in clichés (Peters, 2016, 
2014). 
 What can also be concluded is that not only 
organizations are caught in clichés, but that this goes 
for textbooks, and for most of education as well 
(Peters, 2016, 2014). The question that immediately 
comes up is: is this an acceptable situation? If the 
answer is no, then we have to look for ways to break 
through this sensory-motor approach, and break 
through the cliché. It can also be argued that whether 
or not we want to break through clichés, it could be a 
good idea to know any alternative options. To create 



this option, we have to use art-films, as argued before. 
Looking at film as a method can be described as visual 
reading. This does not require any rational grid-like 
conveyor-belt-style method. It just requires looking, 
listening and thinking. It is a philosophical 
investigation, not to find out whodunnit, but to figure 
out what is going on in the world pictured in the 
screen. Not to find the answers, but to be curious, be 
surprised, be puzzled, or even shocked. This visual 
reading, is an aesthetic investigation which creates a 
shock to thought. Let’s have a look at Ikiru. 

IKIRU 

The film Ikiru (to live) (1952) by Japanese author-
director Akira Kurosawa (1910 - 1998), tells the story 
of Watanabe, who works for the city. We see him in his 
office together with his colleagues. It portrays a 
situation of dread and haunting boredom. The faces 
look expressionless and their minds seem to be 
somewhere else. They are not interested in their work, 
they are not interested in their clients, they are not 
interested in their colleagues and they are not even 
interested in themselves. This is the situation we see 
on the screen. Big stacks of paper with work are 
awaiting them, but remain immobile. In other words: 
nothing happens. It is just like the quote from the Eric 
Rohmer movie Love in the Afternoon (1972): 
‘Whenever I go into an office’, ... , ‘I have a feeling of 
entering some never-never land. People rushing about. 
For nothing. If every office in the world were closed 
down, we’d never notice the loss. Pencil-pushing, and 
pape r- shove l ing - t ha t ’s a l l o f f i c e s eve r 
produce’ (Rohmer, 1980, 239). Nothings happens 
besides thoughtless routine. This goes on until 
Watanabe finds out that he has a lethal disease. This 



kicks him back to life. He disrupts the routine by not 
showing up for work anymore. He instead is getting 
drunk, parties with prostitutes and gambles. This is 
apparently what living should be for him. It seems to 
be the true essence which he has suppressed for many 
years. Knowing that he is going to die makes him also 
want to do one last good deed. This however forces 
him to go back to work.  
 When he returns his colleagues are shocked 
because he breaks the routine again. In an extremely 
emotional speech he convinces them to support him in 
realizing his good deed. This deed is chosen by 
chance, as it is on top of the stack of proposals. He 
breaks the dozed-off routine and gets everyone to work 
together. Therefore the deed, building a children's 
playground, gets realized. At least that is what we 
assume, because in the meantime Watanabe dies.  
 The second part of the film shows people 
retrieving memories from what Watanabe apparently 
has done. We see how politicians claim all the credits. 
This retrieving shows that we never know for sure 
what was real and what was not. It shows that there is 
no reality, but only one which consists of myths 
(Barthes, 2002). At the end of the film we see his 
former colleagues at their place of work again. They 
swear to continue the good work started by Watanabe. 
However without further notice they fall back into the 
old bored routine and life goes on as if nothing ever 
happened or will happen. 
 What is Ikiru trying to tell us? Its title which 
can be translated as: ‘To Live’ can help us. It implies 
that the film gives a hint at what living could mean. It 
shows that we are not living, or in other words we are 
living dead. We are not embracing life and adhering 
meaning to it. The Heideggarian ‘sein’ is not 
happening. We are ‘not’, in other words. We are there, 



but we are not living. We are walking around like 
sleepwalkers who have not awoken to the possibilities 
of life. We are somnambulists in other words. It also 
shows that reality is layered and discontinuous. It 
shows how routine gets disrupted through tragedy, but 
also how it remains inflexible. Routine might get in 
trouble but knows how to get back on its feet again. 
Routine is another form of somnambulism. This is 
what Ikiru is showing us. But before moving further 
we need to find out what film really is. 

WHAT IS FILM? 

This question is crucial when attempting to engage 
film with education. What is this medium and why and 
how can it be helpful? When it first appeared, film 
immediately became popular and changed the world of 
imagination and reality. This also had and still has its 
influence on our daily behavior and thus also on our 
perception of organization. Considering the popularity 
of films like The Wolf of Wall Street it is fair to claim 
that the world of organization is shown in a certain and 
convincing way, which influences the way 
organization is imagined. But its impact goes beyond 
the pictured world of organization. It is life itself 
which film shows and which can disturb us. This 
means that all films can influence the way we behave 
in and out of organizations.  
 Therefore it is important to know what this 
medium is and how it shapes our world in which 
organization plays a crucial role. The most important 
and influential books on cinema are arguably the 
cinema-books by French philosopher Gilles Deleuze. 
He was the first who saw the philosophical merits of 
this form of art. Philosophers like Henri Bergson, 



Walter Benjamin, or Maurice Merleau-Ponty, also 
wrote about film, but not to the extent Deleuze did. 
Being a film aficionado himself, his film books, 
Cinema 1 and Cinema 2, are littered with film-
examples and show his great love for film, but also his 
love for a certain kind of film, which I will refer to as 
the art-film. The art-film is film as art and not just 
sheer entertainment, although it can be entertaining. 
The most important thing Deleuze argues is that the 
art-film can show us the world we can’t perceive 
anymore. In other words we aren’t able to see the 
world as it is anymore, because we only perceive what 
we want to perceive. We only perceive clichés. It is an 
appearance-reality, which we mistake for reality. This 
implies, that our perception of organization is an 
appearance which we mistake for real. It is a made-up 
world which we have accepted as the real world. It is 
like a myth, as described by Roland Barthes (2002), 
has become our reality. Film can show us another 
reality, the Deleuzian ‘real-reality’, which shocks our 
thoughts, and enables us to break through the cliché-
world of our organizations. In order to learn anything 
about or from organization we thus need art-film.  
 Film can be divided into three elements: the 
frame, the shot and the montage. The frame can be 
regarded as the limitation of the screen. It is a 
boundary. We can only see what is inside the frame. 
This doesn’t mean however that we have no notion of 
what goes on outside of the screen. Whenever the 
camera moves and the frame changes, or when actors 
walk into or out of the frame, we have certain feelings 
of what goes on outside the frame. This is called: the 
out-of frame. What is inside the frame, together with 
the out-of-frame create an image. The image inside the 
frame is shaped by saturation and rarefaction. This 
means that the director can decide how much or how 



little he can show in the frame. This is also subject to 
perception. ‘If we see very few things in an image, this 
is, because we do not know how to read it properly; we 
e v a l u a t e i t s r a r e f a c t i o n a s b a d l y a s i t s 
saturation’ (Deleuze, 1986, 12-13). Contrary to the 
intentions of the director, our perception falls short. 
This rarefaction or saturation can be influenced by the 
so-called depth of field, which means that some 
elements of the frame can be in focus, while others are 
intentionally shown out of focus, or unsharp. This 
means that a frame within a frame is created. The 
frame is never a division but creates a dividual, which 
is not separate or divided, but dispersed. The meaning 
of the separate parts changes through division. The 
frame shows more than meets the eye. Framing in 
organization should imply that the limitation or a 
boundary is never a line of demarcation, but is always 
a zone of fusion or even confusion.  
 The second element of film is the shot. ‘The 
shot, that is to say consciousness, traces a movement 
which means that the things between which it arises 
are continuously reuniting into a whole, and the whole 
is continuously dividing between things (the Dividual). 
It is movement itself which is decomposed and 
recomposed’ (1986, 20). The shot shows the action 
within the (moving) frame. The third element is the 
montage, which can be seen as the welding together of 
the different shots. The montage creates the big 
picture, and the image we perceive. The montage can 
create the sensory-motor image, the cliché in other 
words. It can visualize the conveyor belt, or it can 
disrupt it. ‘Montage thus serves to disrupt or 
standardize’ (Colman, 2011, 58). Montage is the 
complete picture which can portray the cliché, but also 
its opposite, which is film as art.  



 Besides the elements of film, there are three 
important images of film. The perception image, the 
affection image and the action image. As mentioned 
before, maybe the perception image is the most 
troublesome because: ‘ ... we perceive only what we 
are interested in perceiving, or rather what is in our 
interest to perceive’ (1989, 20). It means that when we 
are looking at the world or at our world of 
organization, we are not perceiving everything. We are 
missing the parts that we do not want to perceive. The 
things for which we close our eyes. Everything there is 
to see is referred to as: objective prehension, which is 
all that could be perceived, while subjective 
prehension, is what we actually perceive. This 
subjective prehension is limited to only what we want 
to perceive. This is also connected to a strange 
phenomenon referred to as ‘picnolepsy’ (Virillio, 
1991). You are driving in your car, and afterwards you 
cannot remember everything you have seen. ‘The 
senses function, but are nevertheless closed to external 
impressions’ (1991, 9). It is like an automatic-pilot. It 
is absence. 
 The second image is affection. When 
perceiving we can get certain feelings. We can be 
moved by the images. This is what we can refer to as 
affection. Affection is also connected to experience. 
Referring to Spinoza, Deleuze argues: ‘...beings will 
be defined by their capacity for being affected, by the 
affectations of which they are capable, the affectations 
to which they react, those by which they are 
unaffected, and those which exceed their capacity and 
make them ill or cause them to die’ (Deleuze, 1988, 
45, italics in original). So this affection designs our 
being and the way we are in the world. The third 
image is the action image. This is the action which is 
shown after perception and being affected. This action 



also implicates the element of choice. ‘If I am 
conscious of choice, there are therefore already 
choices that I can no longer make, and modes of 
existence that I can no longer follow - all those I 
followed on the condition of persuading myself that: 
“there was no choice”’ (Deleuze, 1986, 114, emphasis 
in original). This choice is however limited to our 
subjective prehension.  
 This chain of images, perception, affection 
and action is defined by Deleuze as the sensory-motor 
image. We see something, know what feelings are 
appropriate and which action is required. The happy-
end is within our reach. The world is mouldable. We 
do not need to think about it. This is what Deleuze 
calls the cliché. According to him we are caught in 
clichés and as a consequence do not think anymore. 
The sensory-motor image is based on a linear 
movement of time from A to B. It goes in one direction 
from perception to the happy-end. At least that is what 
the sensory-motor image and thus the cliché suggests. 
This cliché and how it is visualized in film created a 
daily banality and went into a crisis. 

LIMITS OF CONTROL 

The film The Limits of Control (Jarmush, 2009) shows 
how the protagonist, a lone man, roams through Spain. 
Why he does that, what his objectives are or where this 
drifting should lead to, remains unclear. Even in the 
end, only an interpretation can explain some of the 
actions. Everyday he goes seemingly through the same 
rituals. These are the same, but also different. We see 
him walking around, dressed immaculately in a flashy 
suit, which he never takes off. He is carrying a bag and 
travels to Madrid, where we see him walking towards, 
and entering a highly prolific concrete apartment-



building, the famous Torres Blancas (White Towers). 
We see how the director gives thorough attention to the 
architecture and how the protagonist slowly moves in 
and out of the frame, while the architecture remains a 
solid beacon. In his hotel-room he is surprised by a 
naked girl with a gun. She doesn’t want to shoot him, 
but wants to have sex, He declines, stating he never 
has sex during work. We see him meet-up with all kind 
of strange characters while matchboxes are exchanged. 
These always contain secret codes written on a folded 
piece of paper, which he reads and probably 
memorizes instantly, before he eats it and washes it 
away with an espresso. He observes specific paintings 
in a museum, which provide him with some leads. At 
least that is what can be assumed from watching the 
scenes. He hops on a train, changes his suit and goes to 
Sevilla, where similar rituals take place.  
 At the end of the film we see him strangle 
someone, who might be some sort of a gangster, in a 
heavily guarded bunker. The gangster asks: ‘how the 
fuck did you get in’, on which he answers: ‘I used my 
imagination.’ After the strangling he leaves and goes 
back to the train station where he takes off his suit and 
changes into casual clothes after which the film ends.  
What is shown is a world without certainties, a world 
which is very different from our world of work, while 
at the same time, the protagonist claims to be working. 
It is almost as if his flashy suits are his work-clothes 
which he never takes off in the film, until the end, 
when he puts on casual clothes as if he is implying that 
the work is done. We also see the incomprehensible 
magic of the Torres Blancas and the desert. These 
‘landscapes’ are undisturbed, and apparently made to 
drift through. It suggests that he knows his way around 
these spaces and that he possesses some natural 
characteristics for drifting, which other people might 



have lost. It is as if he is still connected to the earth. 
An earth which he can trust and which he has a 
relationship with, while the others have lost their faith 
in this world. Just like the paintings shown in the 
movie, this movie doesn’t give us clear answers or a 
script for acting. Drifting or dwelling seems to be the 
only option. This is further amplified by the drones of 
Japanese noise-band Boris which underscores the 
gloomy, doomy and bizarre scenario. 
 We can also notice that some sentences are 
repeated throughout the film, but always in a different 
context. An example is: ‘diamonds are a girl’s best 
friend’, another is: ‘there he will see what life really is, 
it’s a handful of dust’. This seems to suggest that the 
context is irrelevant. That there is constant process of 
de-contextualization and re-contextualization, but 
never a comprehensible context. That the reason for 
creating a context is probably to get a grip on 
situations, to make the world comprehensible, but then 
the world isn’t, because life is just a handful of dust. 
Trying to make sense can only lead to conclude that 
it’s non-sense (Deleuze, 2004).  
 We also see that the strange characters in the 
film remain unnoticed. Nobody reacts to their 
strangeness, besides kids. They immediately sense that 
the characters are out of the ordinary and out of place. 
It is the notion of ‘kids-eyes’. The unspoiled eyes who 
still see the world as it is, and who are not fully 
programmed. It is the world of loneliness, emptiness, 
and which is incomprehensible and makes no sense. In 
the end the gangster who is about to be strangled asks: 
‘what is your fuckin’ agenda?’ Obviously there is 
none. It debates the thought that everything has to have 
a reason, that everything can be explained, that all 
problems can be solved. The film informs us that there 



is no reason, there are no explanations and there are no 
solutions. It’s all non-sense.  

ART & ENTERTAINMENT 

This drifting and dwelling is what Deleuze sees as one 
of the elements of the before mentioned crisis. This 
crisis became manifest after the second world-war 
with the Italian neorealism and the French nouvelle-
vague. Film started to use its potency, and break 
through the sensory-motor scheme. This scheme had 
created a daily banality. The new filmmakers wanted 
viewers to open their eyes to the world from which 
they were alienated. This crisis has five elements. The 
first is that: ‘the image no longer refers to a situation 
which is globalizing or synthetic, but rather to one 
which is dispersive’ (1986, 207). The second is: ‘the 
line or the fibre of the universe which prolonged 
events into one another, or brought about the 
connection of portions of space has broken’ (Ibid, 
207). The third is: ‘the sensory-motor action or 
situation has been replaced by the stroll, the voyage 
and the continual return journey’ (Ibid, 208). This 
takes place in the so-called ‘any-space-whatever’. The 
fourth is: ‘we ask ourselves what maintains a set in this 
world without totality or linkage ... what forms the set 
are clichés, and nothing else. Nothing but clichés, and 
nothing else’ (Ibid, 209, italics in original), and: 
‘everyone possesses only psychic clichés by which he 
thinks and feels, is thought and is felt, being himself a 
cliché among the others in the world which surrounds 
him’ (Ibid, 208-209). This leads to the fifth element: 
the conspiracy, the condemnation of the plot. In short 
the elements are: ‘the dispersive situation, the 
deliberately weak links, the voyage form, the 



consciousness of clichés, the condemnation of the plot’ 
(Ibid, 210, italics in original) 
 Filmmakers, awakened by the elements of the 
crisis, started to use film as art, and created images of 
the ‘real-reality’ in stead of the cliché. Viewers were 
enabled to see this real-reality. A reality which they 
weren’t able to perceive anymore. It portrayed the 
daily banality of the estranged world. It sketched the 
intolerable. ‘The intolerable is no longer a serious 
injustice, but the state of a daily banality’ (1989, 170). 
This caused a shock to thought, because there was no 
more script for acting. The world had become 
incomprehensible and no affection seemed 
appropriate. Therefore thinking and not thoughts 
remained the only option. Film showed a new sense of 
time, not a linear movement, not a chronological one, 
but one based on hyalosigns, which fuse past, present 
and future. This fusion was created through irrational 
cuts. These cuts disrupted the sensory-motor scheme. 
This means that the chain between cause and effect 
was broken in such a way that any logical connection 
vanished.  
 Film opened up a world which had become 
invisible. In the Chaplin movie Monsieur Verdoux it 
showed how: ‘Society puts itself in the situation of 
making any powerful man into a bloody dictator, any 
business man a murderer, literally a murderer, because 
it gives us too much incentive to be evil, instead of 
giving rise to situations where freedom and humanity 
would be bound up with our interest or our raison 
d’etre’ (1986, 172). It portrayed the world of 
organizations in a radically different way. Deleuze 
states: ‘How can one not believe in a powerful 
concerted organization, a great and powerful plot, 
which has found the way to make clichés circulate, 
from outside to inside, from inside to outside?’ (Ibid, 



209). It revealed how everything is in a constant state 
of becoming. This becoming does not go in one 
direction, but always in two, becoming larger and 
smaller at the same time. It showed how common-
sense was a cliché and how reality is paradoxical 
(Spoelstra, 2007, Ten Bos, Jones & Parker, 2006, 
Deleuze, 2004). This paradoxical reality also means 
that there is not one truth, but that interpretation is 
needed and thus thinking.  
 ‘We are wrong to believe in truth; there are 
only interpretations’ (Deleuze, 2000, 92). He 
continues: ‘If we would find the truth it would be: 
‘inaccessible, impossible to describe, and if it could be 
described, would be useless, superfluous’ (1989, 137). 
It is this visualization of the estranged world through 
film as art, which should reconnect us to this world 
and regain our faith, because according to Deleuze this 
is what we have lost: ‘The modern fact is that we no 
longer believe in this world. We do not even believe in 
the events which happen to us, love, death, as if they 
only half concerned us. It is not we who make cinema: 
it is the world which looks to us like a bad film’ (1989, 
171). It is through the shock to thought that we start 
thinking again. 
 Interpreting the paradoxical reality also 
requires sensitivity. ‘One becomes a carpenter only by 
becoming sensitive to the signs of wood’ (Deleuze, 
2000, 4). This would imply that one only becomes a 
manager or any other employee in an organization, by 
becoming sensitive to the signs of organization. This 
sensitivity gets hampered by our moulded perception, 
as we only perceive clichés. This means that there 
needs to be a new sensitivity and therefore we need 
film as art. The interpretation of the artwork however 
is not about simplifying the world, but showing it in all 
its complexity, diversity and incomprehensibility. 



Wherever organizations might try and simplify or 
indulge in exercises concerning ideologies like ‘lean & 
mean’, the Deleuzian film rejects this, or ridicules this.  
 A famous example is the film The Big 
Lebowski, in which protagonists Walter Sobchak  
proclaims: ‘The beauty of this is its simplicity, ones a 
plan gets too complex, everything can go wrong’. It 
needs no further explanation that at first this simplistic 
plan is carried out, as the simple plans are always 
easier to sell than the complex ones, of which the 
outcome is unsure. Second is that this simple plan goes 
wrong, because it is too simple. What this film-scene 
is telling us, is that reality cannot be simplified in 
order to get a plan which everyone ‘believes’ in. This 
is however what any textbook will try to teach us and 
which any annual report will show us. It is the image 
of the Hollywood film, that pictures a make-believe 
world of simplicity, rationality and happiness. Reality 
is however different. It is paradoxical. The art-film 
does not give us a script for acting. When we want to 
learn something about life or organization we have to 
start thinking again. Otherwise we remain stuck in our 
cliché-like perception of reality, and our cliché-like 
ideas and thoughts about organization. Therefore film 
as art is like philosophy. It doesn’t offer solutions, but 
causes trouble. 
 The idea that organization was able to drift 
away so far from life is bizarre, but also shows the 
power of the cliché. Not that cliché are useless or bad 
at all cost. No, clichés are needed and it is not a matter 
of good or bad, or one or the other. It is not a 
dichotomy. It is about becoming aware of the way 
clichés shape our world. 



OBER 

Ober (Waiter, Van Warmerdam, 2006) is a film about 
work. In the beginning we are introduced to a waiter 
and see him doing his job in a mediocre restaurant. He 
is harassed by the customers, his non-cooperative 
colleagues and an overly possessive girlfriend. At 
home he has a sick wife and his next-door neighbors 
are hardcore criminals. He feels unhappy and sees his 
situation deteriorate swiftly. He decides to visit the 
screenwriter of the film, and ask for a change in the 
script. This should lead to more happiness in the 
future. We see discussions between the protagonist, the 
script-writer and his girlfriend, who at some points 
feels sorry for the protagonist. We see that the script 
gets changed, but never to the likings of the 
protagonist which life doesn’t get any more 
prosperous.   
 We see how the protagonist is assaulted by 
four hostile business-men in three piece suits. They 
complain that he is not behaving the way a decent 
waiter should behave. They teach him some 
‘manners’, beat him up and throw him in a fish tank. 
He visits the writer and his girlfriend, again to 
complain about the script. More actors visit the writer 
who gets enraged and refuses to change the script 
anymore. This leads to a battle about what the script 
should be. At one point the writer asks the waiter: ‘you 
probably want a happy-end’? The waiter says yes, and 
it is no surprise that he does not get one.  
 What is this film trying to tell us? It shows the 
humiliating and horrible job of the waiter, who gets 
harassed continuously, mentally and physically. There 
is no difference between body and mind, they both get 
tortured. This situation continues in his private life. 
When outside we see him caught up in modern 



architecture. It suggests that the grid-like concrete and 
glass structures also shape the world in which he acts. 
Outside there is stream of water between the concrete 
grid, almost implying that reality constantly slips away 
from the grid. We see how the actors struggle through 
their lives while trying to make sense of it, and try to 
figure out what is going on and what life might have in 
store for them. It is a constant struggle without any 
certainties or prosperities. Things are unpredictable 
and change from one moment to the other.  
 We also see that all the actions are scripted. 
The script gets written while they are acting. The 
actors cannot escape the script. They are slaves to the 
script as well as to the grid. It is the concept of 
ventriloquism where people do not speak for 
themselves, but just repeat the words written by 
someone else, who is pulling the strings. That someone 
is probably also just following someone’s script. We 
know that those who are writing the script, do not have 
the best intentions. They want drama and that’s what 
they get. They show that the business man is a slave 
driver and no different than the thugs. Maybe the 
waiter is even better off with the thugs. He asks: ‘who 
am I, what is my goal?’ Obviously there is no answer. 
It is just an endless drifting through boring rituals and 
charades, driven by hatred, revenge, strange incidents 
and always on the verge of being beaten up or dumped 
in a fish tank. 

CONCLUSIONS 

I have argued that we need film for education, and for 
learning about organization. Film does not mean just 
any film, but film as art, and not as entertainment. 
Film as entertainment is about killing time and shows 



us the sensory-motor image. This is the same image as 
organization uses. It is about a comprehensible, 
predictable and mouldable world. It is similar to the 
conveyor belt and has slowly but certainly caught us in 
clichés. This caused a crisis which made us lose our 
faith in this world. The power of clichés designated 
our world and changed it into a daily banality. Film as 
art on the other hand reveals time, and shows us the 
real-reality. It enables us to reconnect us with our 
world and regain our faith in this world. It creates a 
shock to thought, which forces us to think and which 
breaks through the cliché-like perception of the world. 
 Furthermore I have argued that there is no 
difference between the world of organization and the 
rest of the world. Organization Studies tries to create 
this separate world, which is however not different 
from the rest of the world. Studying the world and life 
is studying organization. Therefore film as art informs 
us about organization, whether the film is about 
organization or not. This is what the art-film shows us. 
It also shows us how the world is in a constant state of 
becoming and therefore knows not just one truth, 
image or direction, but multiple. It shows a 
paradoxical reality fueled by serendipity and (bad) 
luck, something which we cannot really make sense of. 
 I also have discussed four examples of films, 
which appear to be different from each other and seem 
to be not about organization. However they all inform 
us about the incomprehensibility of life and the way 
we can stumble through it. They show the dispersive 
situation, the deliberately weak links, the voyage form, 
the consciousness of clichés, and the condemnation of 
the plot. In these examples we are informed what 
Deleuze’s thoughts about film are. They show the 
concepts of somnambulism, ventriloquism, boredom 
and the notion of kids-eyes. The four film examples, 



which were opened up through a visual reading, show 
a totally different image of organization and life, than 
what we see in films as entertainment, or which is 
described in textbooks. Organization is not a univocal 
thing, but is characterized by extreme diversity and 
difference. This is what film can show us and why it is 
relevant and even unavoidable when thinking about 
education and organization. 
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