1.
How does/could/would the withdrawal of art affect the world?

 
Orgacom: If all art would be gone then people will have to find other ways to produce symbols and also other ways to validate those symbols. Art produces symbols that point out to those willing to interpret these symbols how we value things. If art is gone it would be harder to produce meaningful symbols and from that follows that it would be harder to find shared values. Because people group around symbols that reflect their values it will be harder for individuals to find others that share the same values. Since shared values are important to create trust amongst people the lack of symbols could decrease lack of trust. Lack of trust between people will have a negative effect on the economy and society. A similar view is presented in Jeremy Rifkin’s book 'The Age of Access'.

Gavin Wade: It sounds like the loss of art leading to a negative effect on the economy could be a desired outcome from an art strike if the persons following through with the art strike believe that the economical structures that dictate and dominate culture are detrimental to human success. So this negative blow would lead to the possibility of a positive result. The space generated by such a gesture as the removal of art would be extremely vulnerable though and I would guess that it would be an incredibly complex challenge to construct a replacement system for capitalism! But perhaps this the proper balance that Rifkin mentions and is only possible by complete breakdown of the system first.

Orgacom: The activist point of view is just one of the ways to point out the effect capitalism has on our society. We see companies are groups of people that have certain sets of values that can have both constructive and destructive effects on its members, society or the environment. Beating one extreme (capitalism) with the other (activism) doesn't seem attractive to us at all. We do Orgacom-projects to be able to say something about organizations based on experience and developed insight of our own, instead of reproducing the well known biases both the art world and the business world have against each other. How do you feel about all the good things work can generate for people? Don't you think work can give a sense of meaning and makes a social environment in which people can feel supported as well. Orgacom is investigating strategies of exchange that benefit all parties. 

Gavin Wade: Work is essential. I have no doubt that work gives a sense of meaning to most people. Just as leisure gives a sense of meaning to many. Particularly sports. So does the military. As you first pointed out so does art. 

Orgacom: Things like sport might give a sense of meaning to people but do these things also make people reflect on why or how these things are meaningful to them and not only to them but to others as well? I think that is why art differs from sport, leisure and the military.
Gavin Wade: Well I would agree with your distinction between art and sports etc. If you think otherwise then you have misread my notes. I am comparing sports etc to business groups. Other areas would be no business groups who are trying to enhance their environments and hence improve their possibilities of success as human beings. 

Orgacom: Oh then I misunderstood. Orgacom does projects with all kinds of groups. We did projects with two school classes and with a library, a psychiatric hospital, an art club and next year we hopefully will start a project with Medicins sans frontières in Kiev.


Gavin Wade: This sounds good. I was questioning why you would only work with business as it seems healthy to work in a variety if situations if possible to create comparative works/results. 

Your aim to reduce inequality within particular environments is an admirable one and sounds very challenging. I'm just wondering whether your process's could be put to better use outside of the business world. There are quite a few artists currently working within the business realm. Aren’t you being exploited for an end result of more profit for a few shareholders and slightly happier workers?
Orgacom: Where outside of capitalism do you think we could put our process's to better use? Your prelimary questions are hypothetical. There is no outside of the system, not even if you want to be marginal. Margins are defined by what you describe as the system too. Even if I would be a Buddhist of some sort I had to deal with the day to day capitalism of my environment or be compelled to deal with the capitalist view of the world because my own mind is formed by capitalist ideas too. 
 
The ''homo economicus'' is a piece of fiction made up by purist economists that find it convenient to ignore that people behave never solely with profit on the back of their minds. In the real world people also act because it is fun, out of wonder at whatever interests them or because all kinds of other reasons. People in companies are no different in this respect. Our focus is on the human side of group culture. Thinking in terms of 'changing the system' seems hopelessly old-fashioned to me and I cannot see how it leads to anything but theoretical constructs that are to abstract to have any effect or to useless polarisation. 

Gavin Wade: Companies often start out with good intentions but pretty much always they soon lapse into profit driven agendas which override any philanthropic or social desires.


Orgacom: Yes. The shift towards profit/growth driven agenda's seems to be the case though with any group whether that group is a company or a activist organisation or an art institution. My point is that it is a sound approach to make groups remember what their real values are rather than pointing fingers. A lapse into profit driven agendas is less likely to happen when companies are acknowledged to have a cultural aspect to them. If they feel that they are accepted in the cultural realm they will take that aspect of their identity more serious. A lot of organisations do understand that continuity means more than profit.


Gavin Wade: This sounds pretty feasible and productive, yeah. Ok I get that. I do think that something could be done from inside these systems.


Orgacom: I'm interested to learn in what way you think this can happen?


Gavin Wade: Well possibly by combining your idea of making organisations remember what their reasons for existing are and cultural possibilities but perhaps not just from an outsider coming in for a short period but more as an employee of the organisation who's remit is to constantly evaluate and transform the cultural potential of an organisation. 


2.     Does the answer to the first question reveal ways that art can affect the world or strike a blow on the structures of the world?
 
Orgacom: From my answer to your first question follows that culture affects the world already to a much greater extend than is commonly acknowledged. Orgacom is ''culture-mining'' groups in organisations or businesses by researching their group culture and by making artworks that reflect that culture. That way we make companies aware of the importance of culture. The art world benefits from our work insofar that we create a new audience for art and introduce new themes into the art world that reflect cultural values of people in organisations. Orgacom has devised a working method to encourage companies and organizations to reflect on their culture in an untraditional manner. 
Gavin Wade: I am not so interested in the reflecting of a companies culture unless it is of use as part of a process of affecting the company. I presume that this is part of your aims. I am interested
how you evaluate the impact your work is able to have on the companies that you work with? 

 
Orgacom: Orgacom has the effect that reflection and discussion about group values amongst group members is generated. On a short term an Orgacom-project generates more and a different kind of communication between group members which the management likes because it regards it as teambuilding. Orgacom likes to see groups being more open and act more social so that power-games (''divide and rule'' practices are spotted earlier by group members) are less likely to happen. People can gain power by making symbiotic relationships instead of by competition. This might or might not have a beneficial effect on the workings of the organisation. Although the interaction of Orgacom with groups is not intended to be of a subversive nature, I know that people have left companies Orgacom did a project with. The clarity of the values makes them decide they are looking for something else. But those people were likely to have left without Orgacom having realised a project there.

 
Gavin Wade: The prompt to seek another environment to work sounds like an interesting case to follow up an evaluative process on. Just to see what happens to that persons life after art was introduced as a transformative tool. What exactly was this persons experience?

Orgacom: The experience of this person was that she reflected on the way group members interacted and that she concluded that she didn't like the culture of the group. She concluded that feeling well in the culture of a group is more important than the rewards of work she was doing. I don't see art as a transformative tool. People have the capacity to make their own judgement.

Gavin Wade: Aiding individuals to make their own judgement, not defining their judgement or controlling it. Generation of a process for transforming must be the most important aspect of what you are setting out to do surely? Otherwise you are reducing yourself to ‘playing with your food’. 
Orgacom: Why would I be 'playing with our food' then? I just wanted to make clear that the typical 'top down' transformation agenda doesn't exist in our projects. 

Gavin Wade: The playing with food reference was about companies feeling they should hire a creative type to run workshops for their employees without really knowing why and hence won't really allow any adjustment to their activity to be put into effect. But you could still do research and maybe playing with your food is what artists do eighty percent of the time anyway?! I'm wondering whether it's time to leave reflection behind as merely a passing phase in arts evolution?


Orgacom: Why? Transformation and reflection are closely linked in my opinion. It's inherent to 'social art' don't you think? And what will replace reflection? 

Gavin Wade: I mean leave reflection behind as the primary concern. Replace it with a focus on function and transformative potential a more propositional practice. You probably use reflection as a strategy for opening up transformation. If that works then great. But what else will work? That's what I’m asking.
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