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"The Transparent Elephant in the Room: Things to Know About 
the Transparency of a Few Finnish Public and Private Culture 
Institutions" is a booklet on institutional critique and institutional 
theory. The text is not, as expected by a practicioner of institutional 
critique, on institutions traditionally dealing with the rapresentational 
aspects of arts and culture such as galleries or museums. Instead, 
considering the lack of literature, it is an investigation on the evalua-
tion systems of different public and private gate-keeping institutions 
of the Finnish Artworld such as Arts Promotion Center Finland - 
TAIKE, the Culture Departments of Helsinki Municipality and 
Oulu Municipality, as well as Kone Foundation. Apparently these 
institutions are not directly interested in representational aspects of 
arts and culture because they do not directly showcase them and for 
this reason may appear totally dedicated to the promotion and support 
of arts, research, and culture and for this reason more neutral in their 
evaluations. But is this true?

Rather than easy answers the booklet presents interviewes of Maija 
Lummepuro, Senior Ministerial Adviser, Cultural Affairs, Ministry of 
Education and Culture of Finland; Aleksi Malmberg, from Helsinki 
Municipality and General Manager at Helsinki Philharmonic 
Orchestra; Johanna Tuukkanen, Head of Cultural Services and 
Director of Cultural Centre Valve, City of Oulu; Heljä Franssila, 
Communications Director at Kone Foundation; Anastasia Trizna, 
Helsinki based Actor, Singer; Kalle Korhonen, Research Director 
at Kone Foundation; Veikko Kunnas, Head of Culture Promotion, 
Helsinki Municipality; Paula Tuovinen, Director of Art Promotion 
Center Finland – TAIKE.

In addition, the reader will find some information regarding the eval-
uation systems of the European Commission compared to the evalu-
ation systems of the Finnish institutions taken into consideration as 
well as some suggestions on how to see and free the elephant.
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Instead of a Preface



« Once when I was six I saw a magnificent  
picture in a book about the jungle, called  
True Stories. It showed a boa constrictor  
swallowing a wild beast. 

Here is a copy of the picture:
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INSTEAD OF A PREFACE
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INSTEAD OF A PREFACE

In the book it said: 

“Boa constrictors swallow their prey whole, with-
out chewing. Afterward they are no longer able 
to move, and they sleep during the six months of 
their digestion.”

In those days I thought a lot about jungle adven-
tures, and eventually managed to make my first 
drawing, using a colored pencil. 

My drawing Number One looked like this:
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INSTEAD OF A PREFACE

I showed the grown-ups my masterpiece, and 
asked them if my drawing scared them.  
They answerd, “Why be scared of a hat?”

My drawing was not a picture of a hat. It was a 
picture of a boa constrictor digesting an elephant. 
Then I drew the inside of a boa constrictor, so 
the grown-ups could understand. My drawing 

Number Two looked like this:

The grown-ups advised me to put away my draw-
ings of boa constrictors, outside or inside, and 
apply myself instead to geography, history, arith-
metic, and grammar. That is why I abandoned, at 
the age of six, a magnificent career as an artist. I 
had been discouraged by the failure of my draw-
ing Number One and of my drawing Number 
Two. Grown-ups never understand anything by 
themselves, and it is exhausting for children to 
have to provide explanations over and over again.

So then I had to choose another career, and I 
learned to pilot airplanes. I have flown almost ev-
erywhere in the world. And, as a metter of fact, 
geography has been a big help to me. I could tell 
China from Arizona at first glance, which is very 
useful if you get lost during the night. 

So I have had, in course of my life, lots of en-
counters with lots of serious people. I have spent 
lots of time with grown-ups. I have seen them at 
close range … which hasn’t much improved my 
opinion on them.

When I encountered a grown-up who seemd to 
me enlightened, I would experiment on him with 
my drawing Number One, which I have always 
kept. I wanted to see if he really undestood any-
thing. But he would always answer, “That’s a 
hat.” Then I wouldn’t talk about boa constrictors 
or jungles or stars. I would put myself on his level 
and talked about bridge and golf and politics and 
neckties. And my grown-up was glad to know 
such a reasonable man.»1
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1. The Models Imposed 
by the Institutions
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My practice consists in a basic applied artis-
tic research on visual culture, which combines 
institutional critique with institutional theory. 
Everything in my research starts from the idea/
concept of space and the generation of meaning 
through the rationalization of space, especially in 
cases of tension between the arts and politics. My 
interest is often projected on this tension, the out-
come of which is the production of subjectivities; 
in other words, the abstract machine of faciality,2 
which is the locus amoenus for visual representa-
tion and visuality. 

But how is this booklet on the transparency of 
Finnish art and culture institutions related to the 
faciality and the production of subjectivity of art-
ists? To answer this question, it is better to quote 
Gilles Deleuze’s Instincts and Institutions: 

There are no social tendencies, but only those social 
means to satisfy tendencies, means which are original 
because they are social. Every institution imposes a 
series of models on our bodies, even in its involuntary 
structures, and offers our intelligence a sort of knowl-
edge, a possibility of foresight as project.3

Thus, considering that institutions impose mod-
els on our bodies, regulate our appearances, and 
present themselves as a system of anticipation or 
possibility of foresight as a project, my intention 
is to investigate one aspect of the internal ma-
chine (of the institutions taken into consideration 
here). It regards the transparency of the evalua-
tion processes.4 My intention is to see how this 
aspect produces the faciality and subjectivities 

of the field of arts and culture (including myself 
that I am writing this text with the help of some 
of these institutions). Moreover, I will investigate 
the modalities through which these subjectivities 
(including myself) venture beyond the expecta-
tions of the system and the foreseen project. This 
booklet is only the first step. The second one, 
Iconology and Iconographies of Boulevardization. 
Institutional Critique and Institutional Theory 
Challenges will be published within 2022.

One last specification regards “the reproduc-
tion of the colonial model of Area Studies where 
theory is typically situated in the North while 
the subject of study are located in the South.”5  
These texts, written by someone from the South 
(Europe, Albania) who currently lives in the 
North (Europe, Finland), are not intended to 
invert the trend of the colonial model by situat-
ing the theory in the South and the subject in 
the North, which could easily stimulate an exotic 
neoliberal or reactionary leftist6 reading of these 
texts. These texts, intended as acts of resistance, 
want just to evidence by reinforcing and push-
ing further to the extremes the separation and 
fragmentation South/North but also East/West, 
following my personal experiences within the in-
stitutions and with the institutions taken into con-
sideration here. In this manner, the contradictions 
– of myself, of the institutions, or both – with the 
past practices, with the actual daily practices or 
with the future practices will come to the surface 
and hopefully - by taking each one its own re-
sponsibilities towards what is written here - will 
liberate the internal existing potentialities.7

1. THE MODELS IMPOSED BY THE INSTITUTIONS
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By the end of May 2022, I wrote an article, 
commissioned by Globe Art Point (G.A.P.), 
Helsinki, entitled The Transparent Elephant in 
the Room. It was the outcome of my impressions 
following my involvement as a “key listener” 
of the first panel, entitled Strategies Forming 
the Future8, which opened the G.A.P. Art 
Summit, taking place at the Luckan Helsingfors 
Culture Center on 21–22 April, 2022.

I assume the invitation was extended due 
to several reasons. Firstly, perhaps because 
of my experience as an expert evaluator 
of the European Commission, specifically 
for the Creative Europe Program, Horizon 
Europe, COST – Cooperation in Science and 
Technology. Secondly, because of my artis-
tic practice based on institutional critique. 
Thirdly, because of my interest and research 
on institutional theory. Above all, I believe, 
because of my interest in the transparency 
of the Finnish institutions of art and cul-
ture, which was a topic, also for the G.A.P. 
personnel, that “deserved to be discussed” 
within Strategies Forming the Future.9

Yet, although I fully understood G.A.P.'s inter-
est in the article, considering the evident lack of 
documentation for these activities, I was nev-
ertheless impressed by the strange role granted 
me [to be honest, it was the first time in my life 
I ever heard about a “key listener"]. I did not 
ask for clarification but interpreted it as a sort of 
a commentator, who revives the atmosphere in 
case of a lack of interest or audience participa-
tion during the Summit. However, surprisingly, 
the audience addressed a lot of specific and per-
tinent questions during the Summit's first panel, 
which was beyond my expectations. Beyond 
my expectations was also the overall “size and 
quality of the event”, as some speakers told me. 
Yet, problematic for me – because of the involve-
ment of the audience, which was perfect for the 
event – was the fact that I could not ask all of 
the questions I had prepared and, thus, had to 
interview the speakers after the Summit, one 
by one, during offline and online meetings.

The speakers of Strategies Forming the 
Future, moderated by Ruby Gupte (G.A.P.’s 
Chairperson), reported their personal and/
or institutional strategies. The order of pre-
sentation was: Maija Lummepuro, Senior 
Ministerial Adviser, Cultural Affairs, Ministry 
of Education and Culture; Aleksi Malmberg, 
from Helsinki Municipality and General 
Manager at Helsinki Philharmonic Orchestra; 
Johanna Tuukkanen, Head of Cultural Services 
and Director of Cultural Centre Valve, City 
of Oulu; Heljä Franssila, Communications 
Director at Kone Foundation; Anastasia 
Trizna, Helsinki based Actor, Singer.

The order G.A.P. had decided the speakers 
were to present their strategies was somewhat 
concerning. I would have expected to first hear 
the strategies of the artists and/or culture profes-
sionals and, only at a later stage, the strategies 
of the institutions. I think that this order should 
be maintained for ontological and deontological 
reasons: firstly, because, ontologically, artists are 
able to produce art (since the Caves of Lascaux) 
without the existence of institutions of art and 
culture, while the latter cannot exist without 
art and artists, and should therefore build their 
strategies based on artists’ visions; and, sec-
ondly, because, deontologically, the coherence in 
organizing similar Summits requires the prin-
cipal focus to be on the art and the audience, 
for which, it would have been much clearer to 
firstly listen to the language used by the art-
ists imagining the strategies forming the future 
and then be able to gauge the pertinence of the 
language used by institutions in designing their 
future strategies and their level of accordance 
with the artists’ imagination and language.

However, this is a problem that largely afflicts 
the art and culture scene, not only in Finland 
but elsewhere, as well, in a world increasingly 
dominated by a neoliberalism that is mainly 
based on expropriation and exploitation (lan-
guage and imagination are good starting points 
for such exploitative policies). However, evi-
dencing the needed coherence, in terms of an 

2. THE TRANSPARENT ELEPHANT IN THE ROOM.
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approach toward this kind of meeting, and 
the necessary focus on language is also instru-
mental to the topic of my interest - ‘trans-
parency’ - which I hope to clarify further.

An important thing I noticed, after hearing all 
of the speakers, was that the word ‘transparency’ 
was mentioned only twice during the presenta-
tions: once by Maija Lummepuro, though not 
specifically highlighted or further articulated; 
and by Anastasia Trizna, who presented it as 
one of three fundamental pillars necessary for 
better strategies, namely: “transparency, diver-
sity, equality”. Of course, for Anastasia, there 
was no order of importance or priority in these 
three pillars, but for me, there is. It begins with 
“transparency” as, without it, there is no possi-
bility to measure and demonstrate the other two, 
“diversity and equality”, both of which were 
widely mentioned by all the speakers during the 
presentations on their institutions’ strategies.

To return to the abovementioned coherence of 
the presentation order and language, the only 
artist present in the panel mentioned three fun-
damental pillars, one of which, ‘transparency’, 
disappeared from the institutional lexicon as 
a pillar and was entirely absent from the other 
speakers’ presentations.10 Why does this hap-
pen? And, how? Is it just one case? 

To answer these questions, there is a case 
that is particularly illuminating, which came 
up during the presentation and interview of 
Aleksi Malmberg, who explained to me, in 
general terms, the process behind Helsinki's 
city strategy for art and culture. In 2020, he, 
as General Manager of Helsinki Philharmonic 
Orchestra and the city’s employee, was 
appointed Chairman of an Independent 
Committee made up of a group of artists and 
cultural operators working in different insti-
tutions in Helsinki, all of whom were invited 
by the Municipality to design the Vision for 
Art and Culture in Helsinki 2030. This had 
been the idea of the late Jörn Donner, a mem-
ber of the Municipal Council at that time. 

Yet, the Vision – as mentioned by Aleksi – 
was not transformed into an “official docu-
ment” by the city. Therefore, it is hard, these 
days, to find and define what exactly from 
the Vision became part of the Strategy.

In this case, as in the case of the ‘transpar-
ency’ mentioned by Anastasia Trizna during the 
Summit, not only the words but also the imag-
ination and the entire Vision of art, culture and 
institutional educational representatives, who 
are all professionals in the field, dissolve without 
leaving any trace by the institutionalized rheto-
ric of the official document, namely the Helsinki 
City Strategy 2021-2025: A Place of Growth.11 

And when ‘transparency’ dissolves from the 
visions and, consequently, from the strategies 
the situation becomes foggy, ideal for arbi-
trary decisions, favoritism, conflicts of interests 
… and stray dogs that hunt public and pri-
vate funds, delivered as bones by institutions 
through open calls for grants and/or subsidies. 
Are the people working in the field, the art-
ists and cultural operators, aware of this? A text 
published by Emmi Lahtinen, from the Center 
for Cultural Policy Research Cupore, can serve 
as demonstration of their level of awareness:

Many of the respondents specifically complained 
about the lack of feedback on grant decisions. 
Some saw it as a valuable source of information to 
improve future applications, but, for others, it indi-
cated a lack of transparency. This led to assump-
tions of favoritism and relationships between the 
applicants and evaluators; these were similar to 
assumptions reported by the Barometer Survey 
respondents (Hirvi-Ijäs et al, 2018; 2019).12

Apparently, many of the people working in the 
fields on arts and culture, for years now, are 
aware and denounce the lack of transparency, as 
well as the consequent problems it may generate.
My impression is that, even at the ministe-
rial level, there are people aware of the cen-
trality of ‘transparency’ within the art and cul-
ture fields. This can be noticed, as mentioned 

2. THE TRANSPARENT ELEPHANT IN THE ROOM.
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during the presentation of Maija Lummepuro, 
by the decision of the Ministry of Education 
and Culture to have “a cross-sectorial approach” 
where, involved in the design of the institution’s 
Strategy, beyond “TAIKE [Arts Promotion 
Center Finland], municipalities, art and cul-
ture field organisation”, were also experts 
“from the Ministry of Justice”. And, I think, 
the experts from the Ministry of Justice can 
help quite a lot in understanding the impor-
tance of ‘transparency’ and what lies behind 
its lack. In any case, to ensure a broad under-
standing of the situation regarding transpar-
ency, it is worth noting the passage below 
from the Finnish website of a well-known 
global NGO, Transparency International:

Finland traditionally scores high on the Corruption 
Perceptions Index. However, the scope of the CPI 
does not cover all forms of corruption that are typ-
ical to Finland, such as conflicts of interest, uneth-
ical decision-making and favouritism. In Global 
Corruption Barometer, 25% of the Finnish respon-
dents reported that they use personal connections for 
public services. Finland has[sic] adopted an anticor-
ruption strategy in May 2021, but the government 
has not appointed a body to monitor the implemen-
tation of the strategy. This needs to be fixed quickly. 
TI Finland calls for a comprehensive approach for[sic] 
monitoring corruption across all sectors in Finland. 
Equally, sector-specific and regular risk assessments 
are needed. Only this way we can draw a realis-
tic picture of the presence of corruption in our soci-
ety and determine the best methods to fight it.13

 
Yet, although the basis (i.e. the art and cul-
ture professionals, such as Anastasia, who took 
part in the Summit and those mentioned by 
Cupore’s paper) and the top institutional hier-
archy (i.e. the policy-makers like Jörn Donner 
from Helsinki’s Municipality Council and 
experts like Maija Lummepuro from the 
Ministry of Culture and Education), acknowl-
edge the lack and ask for ‘transparency’, there is 
an in-between strata of the art and culture field 
institutions (public and private) as well as pro-
fessionals that entirely or partially ignore the 

problem of a lack of transparency and the con-
sequent “conflicts of interest, unethical deci-
sion-making and favouritism” this may cause. 
This, at least, is what I noticed in my inter-
views with the representatives of the Helsinki 
Municipality (Aleksi Malmberg and Veikko 
Kunnas,14 Head of Cultural Promotion), 
Kone Foundation (Heljä Franssila and Kalle 
Korhonen,15 Director of Research Funding), 
and Oulu Municipality (Johanna Tuukkanen) 
as well as TAIKE (Paula Tuovinen,16 Director).

In the City of Helsinki, the lack of transpar-
ency, which, as seen above, begins with the 
dissolved contribution of the art and culture 
basis from the institutionalized rhetoric of the 
strategy, is also visible by the lack of feedback 
justifying the evaluation process to the appli-
cants – individuals and/or organizations – that 
apply for funding and grants. However, accord-
ing to Veikko Kunnas, the organizations receive 
the decision, positive or negative, which is 
public, and they can “have the possibility to 
appeal” it. There are also “discussions between 
the applicants and Culture Division that made 
the decisions” when the applicants insist on 
receiving feedback and, in case the organiza-
tions do not agree with the decision, there is 
also the possibility to proceed further with an 
appeal, which is verified by “other evaluators” 
of the Municipality. Moreover, in case of fur-
ther disagreement, there is also the possibil-
ity to “bring the case to the court” of justice.

However, there is an additional, just as fun-
damental and unbelievable17 of a problem, 
that cannot be mitigated by the good prac-
tices and procedures of the City of Helsinki. It 
regards the possibility of the “internal or exter-
nal evaluators” of the Municipality “to inter-
pret the guidelines” and the “criteria of evalu-
ation”. The problem is that, if the criteria are 
open to interpretation, there is no possible case 
in which a committee of other evaluators or 
even a court of justice can make a sound deci-
sion, because the criteria – the etymology of 
which is ’means of judging’ – are made to set 

2. THE TRANSPARENT ELEPHANT IN THE ROOM.
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up clear parameters, in order for the evalua-
tors to take their decisions by overcoming any 
subjective interpretation as much as possible.
Moreover, there is another problem related 
to the absence of conflicts of interest, which 
"for the internal evaluators is guaranteed by 
their status of civil/public servants", but for 
the external evaluators, although “they are 
trained very well according to the guide-
lines” of the Municipality, there is no docu-
ment required to be signed by them regard-
ing the absence of conflicts of interest.

The same problems, or “even worse”, are pres-
ent in the Oulu Municipality, as witnessed 
by Johanna Tuukkanen upon her arrival as 
part of “Oulu City a few months ago”.

The same situation can be found at TAIKE, 
where, according to Paula Tuovinen, among 
other problems, there is a disparity between 
the organizations of the independent art and 
culture scenes and the public art and culture 
institutions, which “also receive funds from 
the municipalities or the state”. In my opinion, 
as Paula suggests, this further exacerbates the 
arbitrariness of decision-making and favoritism, 
because, when the rules and criteria are vague 
and interpretable, it is easier for the more promi-
nent institutions (like the public ones mentioned 
by Paula) and/or market-oriented organizations 
(like those that flirt with and flatter the mar-
ket but also with the public and private insti-
tutions that distribute grants) to impose their 
status quo, their quantity and numbers (peo-
ple employed, production, assets, audience, 
etc.), to validate a priori their supposed impor-
tance in terms of artistic and cultural quality.18

The favoritism, as a consequence of vague and 
interpretable criteria, occurs not only at an insti-
tutional level, between state or municipal and 
independent institutions/organizations of the art 
and culture field but also at an individual level, 
between independent artists and cultural oper-
ators and their colleagues, affiliated with politi-
cal parties, with art and culture institutions (as 

simple members or board members), with uni-
versities, etc., when they apply with their proj-
ect proposals in the same open calls. An exam-
ple of this kind of favoritism was mentioned 
by Johanna Tuukkanen, when she was a mem-
ber of TAIKE’s council, and “had to fight very 
much and beyond any expectation with another 
member of the council [an academic], to give 
the grant to an independent artist, who had 
a better project, instead of giving the grant to 
an artist that was doing research within a uni-
versity but presented a weaker application”.

The above-mentioned example brings up, 
beyond a lack of transparency, conflicts of inter-
est, and unethical decision-making, the prob-
lem of favoritism among people frequenting the 
same circles, like the circle of academia (which, 
in addition to Johanna’s example, was specifi-
cally mentioned to me as a problem by Anastasia 
Trizna during her interview); or among people 
frequenting the same artistic interests such as 
dance, theatre, visual arts, etc.; or among peo-
ple frequenting circles that from art and cul-
ture cross-cut the other fields of humanities, 
social sciences, etc. And, here, the problems 
not only multiply in quantity and consequently 
impact society's circles and strata profoundly 
but also affect the quality of their complexity.

I noticed this qualitative and complex break-
through during my interview and exchange 
of emails with Kone Foundation’s representa-
tives Heljä Franssila and Kalle Korhonen.

First of all, it is good to mention that the 
Kone Foundation procedures are slightly bet-
ter because, although there are, as in other 
institutions, interpretable criteria and a lack 
of feedback for the unsuccessful applicants, 
the external evaluators are paid19 according 
to the number of applications they evaluate. 
In addition, the external evaluators present to 
the Grants Unit the "list of applications" eval-
uated ranked according to "their preference" 
and, most importantly, “a project not cho-
sen by an evaluator cannot receive funding”.

2. THE TRANSPARENT ELEPHANT IN THE ROOM.
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Yet, beyond these good practices and proce-
dures, there is an additional problem consist-
ing of the Kone Foundation’s supposed “inde-
pendence” from the interests of the Kone 
Corporation. Firstly, there is a tight connection 
evidenced by their common name – Kone – and 
the automatic reciprocal benefits and damages, 
in terms of image and public opinion. Secondly, 
the Foundation operates thanks to the shares it 
possesses from the Corporation, which means 
that, if the Corporation does not make profits, 
the Foundation's finances are directly affected. 
And, thirdly, the problem becomes even more 
complex, when considering that the Corporation 
and consequently the Foundation, through its 
assets, “possesses shares in tens or hundreds of 
companies”. Therefore, if the applicants, eval-
uators, and board members “do not” have to 
declare an absence of conflicts of interest with 
companies of which the Kone Foundation pos-
sesses shares, and if the evaluation system is 
interpretable and left in the hands of restricted 
circles (such as board members made up from 
academics and/or experts of the field) the impact 
on society of the Foundation is proportional to 
the impact on society of the Corporation, which 
is huge but has not always been positive in 
the past20 and, it seems, also in the present.21

Finally, I would like to conclude this arti-
cle with the last exchange I had with 
Anastasia Trizna during our interview:

at - Yet, although this interview makes me 
sound critical of the situation in Finland, it is vital 
to acknowledge that there is also a giant amount 
of good things happening. There is a good work-
ing culture, a lot of people with an open mind and 
goodwill to do things. Finland has provided me with 
possibilities to become what I am: an independent 
artists with a carrier, which to be honest, I am not 
sure I could've had in my former home country.

rk - I agree. However, looking from behind or 
from below, from where I am coming from [Albania], 
I think that there are better systems and institu-
tional practices, especially at the EU level, from 
which Finland can benefit. Moreover, considering 
the financial possibilities in Finland as well as the 
good working culture you mentioned, it is a duty 
for everyone living here to make, here, the things 
better because if the things are not done better in 
Finland, one cannot expect to have good exam-
ples coming from countries where these possibilities 
are just impossible and cannot even be imagined.

at - Sure, and of course, there are people that 
may not want to be involved with these issues too 
much. But a lot of other people are sincere and hon-
est in trying to ameliorate the situation. I also think 
that the mere fact that decision-makers, institutions 
and individuals of the field are open to having these 
discussions is a sign of a healthy environment and 
desire for improvement. Otherwise the beautiful 
things, such as G.A.P. Art Summit, could not happen.

2. THE TRANSPARENT ELEPHANT IN THE ROOM.
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3. The Interviews
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rk - I was present during your presentation 
at the GAP Art Summit where you mentioned 
transparency, diversity, and equality as necessary 
for better strategies. I am interested mainly in 
transparency so my question is: How does the 
transparency of institutions influence your artis-
tic instincts? How is your creative idea affected 
by the institution you plan to ask for support? 

at - I would like to start from the easi-
er part, namely from the job opportunities. 
Because the creative side is important but, in  
order to realize it, the resources are important.

rk - Actually, that will be my second ques-
tion but you can start from the one you feel 
more comfortable with.

at - Ah, sorry. Well, it is a tough question.

rk - You can answer to the second. So, the 
strategies you presented are about art, about cul-
ture, or about the job search?

at - Well, it is all connected. As an actor 
one has few options. The first is searching for a 
job opportunity on your own, hoping that some-
one will hire you. Every six months, more or 
less, you have to write to the institutions or com-
panies that you know, and it is important not 
to be discouraged if there is no reply at all. The 
second option is by participating and making 
applications for open calls. And in Finland there 
is a huge problem in terms of a lack of transpar-
ency from the institutions, especially from the 
national or municipal theaters, which are pub-
lic institutions. But the same problem is present 
even in independent theaters. All of them lack 
transparency when they offer job opportunities. 
Another possibility to find a job opportunity is 
through personal contacts or when someone sees 
you working on stage. There is also cinema and 
television.

rk - If there is a lack of transparency and 
you are not successful in your application or in 
finding a job opportunity, how can one under-
stand the ways of making a better application 
next time? How did you understand how to do 
things?

at - Yeah, it's very difficult. However, in my 
experience, I succeeded only through unions, 
the professional actors' union. They helped me 
a lot in terms of understanding the context. It is 
very difficult, though, and it is not a matter of 
being born abroad or a Finn. There are a lot of 
people in the same situation, struggling. I know, 
for example, a lot of Finns that have studied 
abroad who are also outsiders. They are not in 
the circles created within the educational insti-
tutions. If one lacks the connection with the ed-
ucational institutions, one lacks a huge network 
for job opportunities.

rk - Therefore, there exists another circle, 
beyond that of personal connections, that one 
should have with the professionals in the field of 
art and culture: the circle of contacts within the 
educational system, right?

at - Yes, there you may know more people, 
and you can also be seen by those who are not 
only teachers or professors but active profession-
als in the field. Therefore, during applications, 
for someone who has been noticed previously, it 
is easier to be selected. This is a very good in-
frastructure that exists in Finland but, for those 
who lack it, it is very difficult. Another level 
of difficulty, or to put it better, a huge obstacle 
for foreign actors is that they do not speak the 
Finnish or Swedish languages.

rk - According to Transparency 
International: “Finland traditionally scores high 
on the Corruption Perceptions Index. However, 
the scope of the CPI does not cover all forms 
of corruption that are typical to Finland, such 
as conflicts of interest, unethical decision-mak-
ing and favouritism. In Global Corruption 
Barometer, 25 % of the Finnish respondents 
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reported that they use personal connections for 
public services. Finland has adopted an anticor-
ruption strategy in May 2021, but the govern-
ment has not appointed a body to monitor the 
implementation of the strategy. This needs to be 
fixed quickly. TI Finland calls for a comprehen-
sive approach for monitoring corruption across 
all sectors in Finland. Equally, sector-specific 
and regular risk assessments are needed. Only 
this way we can draw a realistic picture of the 
presence of corruption in our society and deter-
mine the best methods to fight it.”

Have you ever heard of any cases regarding con-
flicts of interest, unethical decision-making and 
favouritism in your experience in Finland?

at - No. But what I am pondering now is 
that, because of the nature of the work, you have 
to be seen, you have to be known, and known 
not in the sense of fame but in the sense of be-
ing seen doing your work professionally. So, this 
network of contacts is a necessary part of em-
ployment. However, when it comes to favourit-
ism, I would say that the circles are very small in 
Finland, but the circles of those constantly being 
employed are even smaller. For example, in TV 
and film production, everyone talks about how 
the same actors are involved in all of the TV 
Series, all of the TV Shows, all of the movies. 
Also, when you apply for funding, every institu-
tion asks about your previously received funds. 
On the one hand, this is understandable because 
you can demonstrate that you are trustworthy 
and this can make it easier to have the support 
of the institution. Yet, on the other hand, this 
may also penalize artists with no funding expe-
rience, those that just came out of the academy, 
or are foreign artists from very different social 
and economic situations in their countries. Yet, 
there is a conversation in Finland about these is-
sues as well as the issue of diversity and equal 
possibilities, but the steps that has been tak-
en to achieve these are very tiny and the work 
that has to be done is gigantic. I would also add 
the issue of underpaid actors and artists in the 
abovementioned categories. They face a lack of 

information about their rights and accept pay-
ments or salaries that may be 50% of the normal 
one. So, they are just underpaid. However, over-
all, Finnish society is very honest and, as far as I 
have experienced here, corruption does not exist 
in the way I know it exists in Russia, for exam-
ple, the country where I am from. So, even fa-
vouritism does not exist in the same corruptive 
sense as I know it does in Russia.

rk - Don't you think that transparency of 
the selection criteria, as well as the differen-
tiation of the criteria applied by institutions, 
could help mitigate and/or clarify the issue of 
favouritism?

at - Yes, it could help young artists and 
newcomers, especially because, generally, when 
one makes an application, one spends a lot of 
time and this time is not calculated as work, 
for which institutions hire or pay a profession-
al. In addition, I would also add, another huge 
problem in Finland is the lack of recognition 
for work with grants. I mean, when one works 
with a grant, this work is not recognized by 
TE-palvelut [National Employment Security 
Agency]. In this manner, your pension for ex-
ample is not covered. And, in my experience, in 
the 12 years I have been in Finland, every time I 
have been unemployed, I have not received from 
TE-palvelut a concrete job proposal, according 
to my experience and expertise in the field of art 
and culture.

rk - Don't you think that the solution 
should come from the field and not from institu-
tions such as TE-palvelut?

at - I think a solution should come from 
both the field and the institutions. Because I 
think there is a huge lack of knowledge of the 
field. For example, as I mentioned in my presen-
tation, 70% of the actors are unemployed. And 
when these people work, with grants for exam-
ple, they have to pay everything, from the peo-
ple helping with production, to the dramaturges, 
set designers, and theater space, which by the 
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way often happens to belong to the public insti-
tutions, such as national or municipal theaters 
which already get their space for free and get 
funds for their activities every year. Not to men-
tion marketing, communication and selling tick-
et. All work that one has to do without any help.

rk - Yes, exactly, and I wonder what hap-
pens to the artistic quality of the works that a 
freelancer should maintain after securing all of 
this underpaid or unpaid work. I wonder how 
one can compete, considering that we suppos-
edly live in a democracy based on the free-mar-
ket, with these institutions maintained by pub-
lic money but which also access the resources of 
and from the independent scene.

at - This is the reality of the independent 
field.

rk - I wonder also whether it is a problem 
of the system, with its art and culture as well as 
educational institutions, in that it purposefully 
generates this kind of situation, considering that, 
as you mentioned, 70% of the actors are in this 
same situation.

at - Yes, it's an open issue. Yet, this in-
terview makes me think and ponder that al-
though I might sound critical of the situation in 
Finland, there is also a huge number of good 
things happening. There are a lot of people 
with a fantastic working culture, with such open 
minds and good will to do things, that to me, 
personally, have given possibilities to become 
what I am, an independent artist with my own 
career, which to be honest I couldn't have had 
in my country.

rk - I totally agree. However, looking from 
behind or from below, from where I am com-
ing from [Albania], I think that there are better 
systems and institutional practices, especially at 
the EU level, from which Finland can benefit. 
Moreover, considering the financial possibilities 
in Finland as well as the good working culture 
you mentioned, it is a duty for everyone who 

lives here to make things better, here, because if 
things are not done better here, one cannot ex-
pect a good example from countries where these 
possibilities are not only impossible but cannot 
even be imagined.

at - Sure, and of course there are people 
with ulterior motives that may do these things 
without being involved too much but there are 
a lot of other people, I believe, who are sincere 
and honest in trying to ameliorate the situation. 
I also think that the mere fact that decision-mak-
ers, institutions, or people that are involved with 
these issues are open to having these discussions 
is a sign of a healthy environment. And without 
such beautiful things as the GAP Art Summit, 
this could not happen.

rk - Although Finland has a low rate of cor-
ruption, there are visible problems within public 
and private art and culture institutions with con-
flicts of interest, unethical decision-making, and 
favoritism which are hidden by a lack of trans-
parency. What is your experience with these 
issues?

jt - It is difficult to say something in general 
because I have different experiences as an artist, 
a cultural operator and director of Anti Festival, 
as well as an expert working for public institu-
tions. In addition, there is a difference between 
the public and private institutions where the re-
sponsibilities of transparency are not at the same 
level. But, to give an example, which regards 
favoritism, I can mention my experience as a 
member of the Performing Arts Board of Arts 
Promotion Center (TAIKE). There, I cannot 
say that I saw unethical decisions or any con-
flicts of interest because everyone had to open-
ly declare any connections with the applicants, 
but I saw favoritism. It is a sort of favoritism that 
one could see in experts who were more famil-
iar with the artists and their works. This favor-
itism particularly affected the artists based in 
remote areas of the country, who were not very 
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well-known at a national level, especially in the 
capital region, which is the area where the ma-
jority of the artists are based. So, for these art-
ists, the work of which was not very familiar to 
the Board, the possibilities of getting the fund-
ing was very, very difficult.

rk - Were there not any specific criteria or 
sub-criteria related to the geographic dimension 
of the projects or distribution of the funds? I 
mean, to assess the relevance of the project, was 
there no evaluation system based on points and 
a ranking of the projects?

jt - Yes, it actually started when I arrived 
there. And, of course, it is excellent. But, there 
was a problem with the ranking, where we had 
a lot of highly-ranked projects and not enough 
funding to support all of them. We also thought 
about the geographic distribution of the proj-
ects but, still, it was very difficult. In the end, in 
these cases, even the relevance becomes subjec-
tive. For example, is an artist working in remote 
areas of Lapland as relevant as a well-established 
and famous choreographer from Helsinki? And 
here the issue of knowing an artist and his/her 
work comes up: how do you evaluate an artist 
when you have not experienced his/her work? 
In this manner, it is easier to experience the 
works of those who are based in Helsinki.

Another problem related to this, is that we, in 
Finland, only have one University of Arts and, 
in the Board, there are always one or more mem-
bers who are professors from the University. 
And, their tendency and interest to fund alum-
ni is very visible. I remember some years ago, I 
had to fight a lot, beyond any reasonable expec-
tation, with another member of the council to 
give the grant to an independent artist who had 
a better project, instead of giving the grant to an 
artist who was doing research within a univer-
sity but presented a weaker application. It was 
actually with the Chair of the Board that I was 
discussing it and the case concerned two artists, 
both men and mid-career artists, to whom we 
could give only one grant. So, here, where one 

artist was doing a PhD at the University and 
one who had a degree from another institution, 
I could see how education is valued not equally 
and also influenced by the geographic region. In 
the end, I was happy, because the decision tak-
en by the Board was to support the artist that I 
suggested. But it was hard, until the last minute.

rk - And in the Municipality of Oulu, how 
does the decision-making function? How is the 
situation there regarding these issues?

jt - I started to work in Oulu City a few 
months ago, last Autumn, and it was the first 
time I participated in the decision-making pro-
cess. Basically our Board, responsible for culture 
and education as well as sport, makes the pro-
posal of the projects to the Director of Culture, 
who takes the final decision, which is generally 
the approval of our proposal.

rk - But how are the phases of the evalua-
tion structured? Who evaluates? Do you have 
internal or external experts?

jt - There are five people in my team, all 
of us part of the Municipality, and then we 
ask another expert from the Library, two from 
the Art Museum and one from the Symphony 
Orchestra.

rk - These other institutions, where do their 
experts come from? Are they all under the um-
brella of the Municipality?

jt - Yes.

rk - How do they evaluate projects? Do 
they make a list with the projects ranked accord-
ing to their preferences?

jt - Yes.

rk - And this list goes to the Director who 
approves it, correct?
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jt - No. It first comes to me and my team. 
There are five of us who make the final list of 
the projects, after taking into consideration the 
evaluations of all experts. Unfortunately, we do 
not have a very systematized structure of evalu-
ation with the points and justification. It is very 
simple, as a sort of DIY system: I ask to my 
team to have an excel file with the ranked proj-
ects and the points briefly described. However, 
regarding the conflict of interest, at the begin-
ning, the situation was even worst and I was 
shocked because there were no serious consider-
ations regarding the conflict of interests. I no-
ticed in my team there were people whose rel-
atives proposed projects. So, considering my 
experience in TAIKE, I proposed that the peo-
ple with similar conflict of interests should not 
participate at all in the evaluation process and 
decision-making. And everyone acknowledged 
this problem. But, of course, there were some is-
sues and justifications. For example, one argu-
ment was "nobody knows we are the evaluators, 
because our names are not published". However, 
in the Municipality's website is written that for 
the evaluation process my team is responsible. 
Another argument was that "we do not make 
formally the final evaluation and take the final 
decision, because we have to forward the list to 
the politicians within the Municipality and af-
ter their approval the list goes to the Director of 
Culture".

rk - Do these politicians declare and sign 
a document confirming an absence of any con-
flicts of interest?

jt - I do not know. But, in my opinion, it 
is more of a formality, because I was present in 
the meeting and they asked only a few ques-
tions and did not change anything. At least, this 
was my experience. I do not have any more de-
tailed information. However, in theory, they can 
make changes. Actually, I remember that one 
of the persons was in the board of one associ-
ation which had applied for funding and the 
others agreed that this person could stay there 
and listen to my presentation of the list but, for 

the decision, this person had to step out of the 
room. But, I am not sure if they sign a con-
crete document stating their possible conflicts of 
interest.

rk - Is there a possibility for the appli-
cants to appeal the decisions of the Oulu 
Municipality?

jt - Yes, sure. But, it is not possible to have 
full transparency because one cannot know who 
the concrete evaluators are. And this is diffi-
cult because, at that point, you know, it may 
generate hate speech that you cannot manage. 
I was surprised actually because I received a 
lot of phone calls, emails, and people asking to 
come and see me. I also hear that some poli-
ticians emailed the Director of Culture or the 
Director of Civilization, who is in a higher rank 
of the Municipal structure. But we did not get 
any appeals. So, in this sense, the process was 
successful.

rk - I wanted to ask you something regard-
ing the strategy that you presented at the G.A.P. 
Summit. First of all, I very much liked the defi-
nition: Cultural Climate Change. I liked it be-
cause it is not part of the mainstream, where 
we often see and hear a lot of art-washing and 
green-washing slogans. Even at the EU level, 
we have the European Green Deal which, in my 
opinion, is very limiting because, under or be-
hind these green-washing slogans, dangerous 
policies hide. I mean, if the EU is so concerned 
about the "green" issue, one may reply that the 
greenest city in Europe is Chernobyl. Is it a 
good example? So, behind these green-wash-
ing slogans, there are a lot of questionable pol-
icies which are left aside, unchallenged, artisti-
cally and or culturally, such as those concerning 
nuclear energy and its impacts. In addition, you 
also mentioned the relation of the strategy with 
urban planning which, to me, brings in mind 
Helsinki. I do not know if you are aware but, 
with the new urban plan and the boulevardisa-
tion of Helsinki - which simply means the trans-
formation of highways into boulevards in order 
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to construct more buildings - there are a lot of 
art-washing initiatives, such as painting the fa-
cades of new buildings. I would be curious to 
know how many artists who challenge the idea 
of Helsinki’s densification the Municipality 
commissioned. So, my question is, how do 
these issues of the aestheticizing of policies, of 
art running after and serving political decisions, 
are taken into consideration by Oulu's Cultural 
Climate Change strategy, which, as you men-
tioned, is also related to the near future events of 
Oulu European Capital of Culture 2026?

jt - I do not know if I can properly and ful-
ly answer this. I may say, as already mentioned 
in my presentation during the Summit, that the 
idea of the Oulu City Strategy, Cultural Climate 
Change, is taken from and is also part of Oulu 
Capital of Culture 2026, which is seen as an op-
portunity, even economical, for the future devel-
opment of the city. It is, of course, also an op-
portunity for the culture sector but, somehow, it 
does also sound, as you called it, like art-wash-
ing. For example, at the moment, we are having 
a lot of discussions and very difficult negotia-
tions regarding the overall budget for the cultur-
al sector in 2023, where all these big, good ideas 
cannot be implemented without an appropriate 
and increased budget. And this is, in my opin-
ion, our biggest problem. We have great ambi-
tions as one can notice throughout our strategy, 
with a beautiful vision and important actions, but 
without sufficient resources to implement them. 
This means that we can only continue doing the 
same things that we have already been doing up 
until now. So, this is the main problem, for me 
at least. I have very low flexibility in my budget. 
I have a lot of fixed costs like venue, electricity, 
cleaning, staff costs, etc., and very tiny possibil-
ities to do new things. How can I, for example, 
develop new digital cultural services, which are 
very important for the City of Oulu, without any 
funding? Although we have some equipment and 
technical possibilities, how can I, without new 
staff or without the possibility of hiring special-
ists or specific services, provide digitized cultural 
services? This is frustrating.

rk - I’d like to ask you about the artists’ in-
volvement in projects developed with the sup-
port of a public institution, such as is the case 
here with the Municipality. I am interested in 
projects with the involvement of private com-
panies, which financially sponsor these artistic 
projects selected by the Municipality. Do the 
artists have to declare anything about an absence 
of conflicts of interest with the Municipality as 
well as the company that supports the projects?

jt - No, I do not think so. They do not. 
But, generally, we, as civil servant/virkamies, 
which is the legal denomination of my job po-
sition within the Municipality, are obliged by 
law to make every decision public: all expens-
es, people hired, funds given for activities in a 
neighborhood, etc. So, all of these are realized 
through official decisions, which are open to the 
public.

rk - Yes, I understand. I also think that, in 
Finland, beyond what you mentioned, there is a 
good working culture, much fairer and more hon-
est compared to other countries such as Albania, 
where I come from, or the Balkans and Italy, 
where I lived and worked for a long time. For this 
reason, I think that in Finland there is a lot of 
space to ameliorate the cultural context through 
transparency, by raising awareness regarding con-
flicts of interest, unethical decision-making, and 
favoritism. And, without declaring an absence of 
conflicts of interest by all three parties involved, 
artists or service providers, Municipalities or pub-
lic institutions, and companies that, beyond their 
main profitable activities support or sponsor art 
and culture, it would be difficult to avoid the 
art-washing and green-washing of profit-oriented 
policies. Because, as an outsider, as a normal cit-
izen confronted by the institution, I see and hear 
only pleasant, catchy buzzwords such as green, 
diversity, democracy, openness, etc., which are 
open to interpretation and which, consequently, 
nobody fully understands, neither their concrete 
and actual meaning, nor their concrete and actual 
degree of green, diversity, democracy, openness.
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jt - Yes, I agree. I also wanted to add one 
more thing that was surprising to me when I 
first started to work at Oulu City. I noticed that 
there was no appropriate and systematic data 
of applicants and decisions collected each year, 
as it was done in TAIKE, for example. So, it 
was impossible to see the statistics of the dif-
ferent art forms or how participatory, how gen-
der-balanced, how diverse the projects support-
ed by Oulu City were. So, I proposed this to the 
Director of Culture and started somehow from 
scratch with an Excel file and my DIY method. 
But, still, even in this case, the answer was that 
we do not have resources for this. And, even in 
the process of evaluation, what I noticed was 
that the common denominator of the evaluators' 
profiles was white and middle-aged. So, no di-
versity, which is a huge problem that we have. 
Of course, not only here in Oulu.

rk - It is also a problem in TAIKE and in 
Finland in general, I guess.

jt - Yes. But here, as I mentioned during the 
Summit, when I started, we did not even have the 
information in English for the culture grants ...

rk - ... which, for Oulu Capital of Culture 
2026, was not very appropriate.

jt - Yes. And, as it is written in the main 
City's strategy, we want people from abroad to 
come and live in the Oulu region. So, how can 
we make Oulu attractive or how can we seri-
ously implement the strategy without having the 
information in English? But, at least, we have 
it now and hopefully things will get better. We 
will also have a new Director of Culture who 
will start this Summer and I am sure we will 
build upon these results and proceed in these 
directions.

rk - During your presentation at the G.A.P. 
Summit, you referred to your participation in a 
group gathered by the Municipality to design 
its Vision for Arts and Culture 2030, which was 
published in 2020, if I am not wrong. How was 
it organized and what was the process of bring-
ing this group together?

am - I was contacted by the Culture 
Director at the time, Tuula Haavisto. The deci-
sion to bring this group together was discussed 
and taken by the Municipality Council in 2018. 
The idea that the City should have a vision was 
of the late Council's member Jörn Donner.

rk - Considering this openness from politi-
cians, how was Jörn Donner’s idea pushed for-
ward? Did your group try to extend participa-
tion to other people from the field?

am - Yes, quite a lot actually. The idea of 
the vision was Jörn Donner’s but the decision 
to create a group came from the Head of the 
Council, who discussed it with Tommi Laitio 
and Tuula Haavisto in the Mayor's Office. It 
was there that they discussed the group of peo-
ple who would eventually form a Committee re-
sponsible for the writing the Vision. Of course, 
they decided to involve representatives from only 
some of the institutions and not all, because in-
cluding all would have been impossible. In any 
case, to the best of my knowledge, the Vision 
was never officially approved in the political are-
na. The intention was for the Vision to only be 
one part of the dialogue between the City of 
Helsinki and the culture sphere.

Our group was made up of 10 people. We had 
one year to write the Vision, during which we 
organized five open discussions in the field of 
culture. Three were in Finnish, one in Swedish 
and another one in English. For the last one, 
we collaborated with G.A.P. to make sure that 
this dialogue would reach as many people as 
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possible. In addition, we organized four meet-
ings, in the northern, eastern, southern, and 
western parts of Helsinki, to make sure we also 
reach those people who might not identify them-
selves as part of the field but are interested in a 
Vision for arts and culture.

rk - Did you know from the beginning that 
the Vision would not be considered an official 
document by the Municipality?

am - For me, personally, it was not clear 
from the start how the Vision would be re-
ceived. I thought, to be realistic, that the City 
would want to see how the Vision would be 
designed, not by experts of the Municipality 
– except for me – how it would be and then 
write it down. Even within the group, in the 
Committee, I think we openly talked about that: 
let's do the work, as well as we can, for the art-
ists and the art scene in general, and then, if it is 
interesting and has an effect, let's have the con-
fidence that the City will make the most of it.

rk - I wanted to ask something regard-
ing transparency. In the Finnish webpage of 
Transparency International, it is mentioned 
that, although the rates of corruption percep-
tion in Finland are low, there is a lot of work left 
in terms of conflicts of interest, unethical de-
cision-making and favoritism. Were these last 
three issues taken into consideration for the 
Vision and for the City Strategy on which you 
are working now?

am - In the Committee, we talked a lot 
about power, which is closely linked to the cor-
ruption issue. We had honest discussions on 
how power is divided in Finland and within the 
culture scene and how we can reconstruct and 
transparently re-imagine these structures. But 
in Helsinki and in Finland, in general, the cor-
ruption and misuse of power is not very visi-
ble. There are also cases where people might not 
understand that they are misusing their power. 
It does not mean that it does not exist. But, we, 
how can I say, we ...

rk - There is a good working culture.

am - Yes. Because we have a good work-
ing culture and Helsinki is a rather small city. 
And also Finland used to be a very homoge-
neous country, or so it felt, at least. But I think 
the Municipality is in the process of address-
ing these issues. For example, the accounts of 
Municipality employees are open to the public 
and everyone can see their incomes and transac-
tions. So, this kind of openness and transparen-
cy is something that the City of Helsinki values 
very much.

rk - Yes, but conflict of interest, for exam-
ple, is something more complicated which can-
not be revealed by bank accounts and transac-
tions. It is more about reciprocal favors among 
persons that have different social positions, such 
as those being in a board of a foundation or or-
ganization, a Municipality Council, advisor of a 
politician or a company, etc. So, without a for-
mal declaration indicating the absence of con-
flicts of interest, it is difficult to prevent these 
kinds of practices, where people who frequent 
the same circles exploit their social positions. So, 
was there any concern about these issues during 
the design of the Vision and is there any now 
about the City Strategy?

am - There may be things that the City is 
doing now that I do not know, but what I know, 
from my four years of experience working with-
in the City, is that we do declare all of our mem-
berships and ties, if we are part of an organi-
zation or company, for example, and also our 
relatives. And, once a year, the City updates all 
these data. So, it is quite clear that if we, as em-
ployees of the City, are affected by our relation-
ships and ties, we cannot participate in deci-
sion-making or present our case to be approved 
by the politicians of the Municipality. In my 
opinion, this is quite a high ethical standard of 
the Municipality. But, strategically speaking, I 
do not know for sure how the issue of favor ex-
changing is addressed. I also think it is very hu-
man and does happen all over the world. But, 
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it is difficult to understand when a decision is 
made or something is done just to make profits. 
I would be very interested to know how these 
issues can be addressed in a strategy.
rk - I wanted to ask about the evaluation and 
decision-making regarding the grants for culture 
organization and individuals. How is the process 
organized and who participates in the evaluation 
and decision-making processes?

am - For this, I would suggest you contact 
my colleague Veikko Kunnas, who is in charge 
of the grant process. I think they have renewed 
the process in his department and he can tell 
you more about it.

rk - I would like to know who evaluates the 
proposals of the applicants for the Municipality's 
grants? Are the proposals evaluated by internal 
or external experts?

vk - Internal experts, mostly. In special oc-
casions, such as in the case of the Coronavirus 
Grants, there is a greater number of internal ex-
perts who evaluate the proposals. But, basical-
ly, we follow the guidelines determined by the 
Committee for Culture. This means that this is 
part of the political decision-making within the 
Municipality. I am responsible for the Culture 
Office, where I work with other persons, with 
whom I prepare the proposals, both the bud-
get and justification of the evaluation, to send 
to the Committee. And it is the Committee that 
takes the final decision. This decision is then 
published on the Municipality’s website, where 
everybody can see the results. There is also the 
possibility to appeal the decision if somebody is 
not happy with it.

rk - Do the evaluators give points and a jus-
tification for these points for each of the projects 
they evaluate?

vk - No. They have the guidelines. So, for 
the evaluation, they can interpret the guidelines 

and all the criteria of the evaluation.
rk - Do the experts sign a declaration re-
garding the absence of conflicts of interest?
vk - No, they do not sign a document, but 
there is a legislation in Finland, as you may al-
ready know, that regulates these issues for those 
who participate in the preparation of the pro-
posals as well as in the decision-making process. 
And, I think that we follow these issues very 
carefully, in order to prevent any problems that 
the civil servants who prepare the proposals and 
the decision-makers may have.

rk - Before, you mentioned the possibil-
ity for the applicant to appeal the decision. 
Generally, when someone appeals the decision, 
they have to provide the reasons for their appeal. 
So, if I am not happy with a decision, I should 
explain why I am not happy with that decision. 
In this regard, do you offer applicants any feed-
back on your decision, when not supporting 
their projects?

vk - No, we do not give any feedback to 
the applicants. But, they have the possibility 
of appeal. After that, there are discussions be-
tween the applicants and the Culture Division 
that made the decision, where they provide more 
information. When we review the application 
again, we also provide a justification, which is 
not granted by the same Committee but another 
one that is one level higher within the Municipal 
hierarchy. If the applicant is still not happy with 
the decision, they can bring the case to Court. 
This is more or less the roadmap of the appeal, 
which is a very normal part of the procedure. 
But, I also wanted to mention, that we are up-
dating the guidelines, which was a very long 
process and for which there will be a meeting 
within the Municipality next week.

... interview with Veikko Kunnas, continued via 
email ...

rk - Do the evaluators of the proposal sign a 
declaration regarding an absence of conflicts of 
interest? You told me that the internal evaluators 
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are public servants and that their activity is reg-
ulated by a specific law that you strictly follow, 
but do they sign an actual document? 

What about the external evaluators, do they sign 
a document declaring an absence of conflicts of 
interest?

vk - We do not sign and neither do the 
eventual evaluators. However, this aspect is al-
ways made clear to the persons involved. And all 
civil servants in leading positions, as well as the 
politicians, must annually update a record of any 
bindings they may have.

Here is a copy of the law concerning the issue. 
Hope you can put it through Google Translate.

Esteellisyysperusteet

Virkamies on esteellinen:

1) jos hän tai hänen läheisensä on asianosainen;
2) jos hän tai hänen läheisensä avustaa taikka edustaa 
asianosaista tai sitä, jolle asian ratkaisusta on odotetta-
vissa erityistä hyötyä tai vahinkoa;
3) jos asian ratkaisusta on odotettavissa erityistä hyötyä 
tai vahinkoa hänelle tai hänen 2 momentin 1 kohdassa 
tarkoitetulle läheiselleen;
4) jos hän on palvelussuhteessa tai käsiteltävään asiaan 
liittyvässä toimeksiantosuhteessa asianosaiseen tai si-
ihen, jolle asian ratkaisusta on odotettavissa erityistä 
hyötyä tai vahinkoa;
5) jos hän tai hänen 2 momentin 1 kohdassa tarkoitet-
tu läheisensä on hallituksen, hallintoneuvoston tai ni-
ihin rinnastettavan toimielimen jäsenenä taikka toim-
itusjohtajana tai sitä vastaavassa asemassa sellaisessa 
yhteisössä, säätiössä, valtion liikelaitoksessa tai laitok-
sessa, joka on asianosainen tai jolle asian ratkaisusta on 
odotettavissa erityistä hyötyä tai vahinkoa;
6) jos hän tai hänen 2 momentin 1 kohdassa tarkoitettu 
läheisensä kuuluu viraston tai laitoksen johtokuntaan 
tai siihen rinnastettavaan toimielimeen ja kysymys on 
asiasta, joka liittyy tämän viraston tai laitoksen ohjauk-
seen tai valvontaan; tai
7) jos luottamus hänen puolueettomuuteensa muusta 
erityisestä syystä vaarantuu.
Läheisellä tarkoitetaan 1 momentissa:
1) virkamiehen puolisoa ja virkamiehen lasta, lapsen-
lasta, sisarusta, vanhempaa, isovanhempaa ja virkamie-
helle muuten erityisen läheistä henkilöä samoin kuin 
tällaisen henkilön puolisoa;

2) virkamiehen vanhempien sisarusta sekä hänen 
puolisoaan, virkamiehen sisarusten lapsia ja virkamie-
hen entistä puolisoa; sekä
3) virkamiehen puolison lasta, lapsenlasta, sisarus-
ta, vanhempaa ja isovanhempaa samoin kuin tällaisen 
henkilön puolisoa sekä virkamiehen puolison sisarust-
en lapsia.
Läheisenä pidetään myös vastaavaa puolisukulaista. 
Puolisoilla tarkoitetaan aviopuolisoita sekä avioliitono-
maisissa olosuhteissa ja rekisteröidyssä parisuhteessa 
eläviä henkilöitä.
29 §
Esteellisyyden ratkaiseminen
Virkamiehen esteellisyyttä koskeva kysymys on ratkai-
stava viipymättä.
Virkamies ratkaisee itse kysymyksen esteel-
lisyydestään. Monijäsenisen toimielimen jäsenen ja 
esittelijän esteellisyydestä päättää kuitenkin toimiel-
in. Monijäseninen toimielin päättää myös muun 
läsnäoloon oikeutetun esteellisyydestä. Jäsen tai esit-
telijä saa osallistua esteellisyyttään koskevan asian 
käsittelyyn vain, jos toimielin ei olisi ilman häntä 
päätösvaltainen eikä hänen tilalleen ole ilman huomat-
tavaa viivytystä saatavissa esteetöntä henkilöä.
Esteellisyyttä koskevaan päätökseen ei saa hakea erik-
seen oikaisua eikä muutosta valittamalla.
30 §
Asian käsittelyn jatkaminen
Esteellisen virkamiehen tilalle on viipymättä 
määrättävä esteetön virkamies. Virkamies saa kuiten-
kin käsitellä kiireellisen asian, jonka ratkaisuun esteel-
lisyys ei voi vaikuttaa.

rk - I wanted to know more about the "free-
dom" that you mentioned in your presentation 
at the Globe Art Point Summit and its relation 
to the Kone Foundation being at a certain point 
"independent" from Kone Corporation.

hf - Yes, I said that Kone Foundation 
used to be quite close to the Kone Corporation 
but that a big change happened when 
Hanna Nurminen, Chairperson of the Kone 
Foundation, gave part of her personal propri-
eties, which she had in Kone Corporation in-
vestments, to the Kone Foundation, I think, 
in 2010. This is why I said "a new era began," 
because the Foundation became independent 

heljä franssila - hf
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from the Kone Corporation. Before, there was 
only one person in one office within Kone's 
headquarters. So, when Hanna took over the 
Foundation, it moved to a different office 
though there was still one person working, - 
Hilkka Salonen, now retired – but whom we all 
know because of her memorable character.

rk - So, the Foundation is maintained 
thanks to the shares it owns from Kone 
Corporation investments, right?

hf - Yes, that is where the money comes 
from, basically from the shares of Kone 
Corporation.

rk - But if Kone Corporation investments 
do not go well, the finances of the Foundation 
are still affected, right? In other words, there is 
still a relation between the Foundation and the 
Corporation.

hf - Yes, absolutely.

rk - In your presentation you also men-
tioned the values of the Foundation, such as 
freedom, eco-social awareness, diversity, bold-
ness, perseverance, sense of community. These 
are somehow also reflected in your open calls, so 
that applicants can see them and have them in 
mind as they make their applications. I wanted 
to know how you measure these values.

hf - First of all, I want to explain that we 
do not expect applicants to follow these values, 
to be eco-social or bold. In the past, we used to 
seek bold initiatives but now we have given that 
up, so this is part of our own values but not a 
requirement to be followed by grant applicants. 
The requirements now regard only the fields of 
art, humanities, and social sciences.  Regarding 
your question, we measure these values by di-
viding the units, such as the grant unit, com-
munication unit, residency unit, administration, 
finances, etc., wherein each unit has its goals 
which are checked on a quarterly basis. So, basi-
cally, as in every other organization, we have our 

annual reports and plans, where we discuss how 
the values and the whole strategy were reflected 
in our daily operations.

rk - In my opinion, as an outsider, when 
someone reads these values, such as freedom or 
diversity, which for the Foundation seem very 
clear, they sound more like goals. In reality they 
are not fixed terms, diversity is not a status. 
Sometimes when you refer to someone as di-
verse, it may even sound like an offense. Thus, 
these values are continuously elaborated and 
defined.

hf - Yes, absolutely.

rk - You want to reach these values.

hf - Yes, and I think is very important for 
every organization that these values are con-
tinuously discussed and negotiated. I think we 
still discuss them quite a lot, especially after the 
new strategy. We have discussed "freedom" a 
lot, and now we have focused more on "eco-so-
cial awareness" which is more related to the Saari 
Residence, because there is an ongoing transfor-
mation of the whole Residence towards becom-
ing a more ecological one.

rk - I think this is normal, and it is the 
beauty of art and culture that the values are 
never given, stable, crystallized. In my opin-
ion, there is an ideological conceptualization of 
the values that comes from the financial market 
sphere, where values and everything are calcu-
lated according to money, which give the illu-
sion of stability and periodically, during crises, 
we discover that this stability is not real, the val-
ues are not what we thought they were. In art, 
we should discover and reach values.

hf - Yes, and I think we should not agree 
on the same values or, to put it better, we may 
recognize the same values but the ways in which 
we reach them can be different and each one of 
us can find his or her own way towards these 
values. I think this is also part of democracy 
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and, within our Foundation, part of its demo-
cratic nature, because we do discuss a lot and 
we do not always fully agree with each other on 
these values.

rk - I also wanted to ask about the evalu-
ation of the projects that you receive. I know 
that the final decision is made by the board but 
that you also have external experts that evaluate 
the proposals. How does this process concrete-
ly function? Regarding the transparency of the 
evaluation, is there an evaluation based on the 
points and justification of these points for every 
application?

hf - First of all, this is a topic on which 
Kalle [Korhonen, Research Director at Kone 
Foundation] can answer in detail because I only 
know the basics on how it functions. So, I know 
that the evaluators are anonymous and that they 
change every year. They, of course, are experts 
in the field of the projects they evaluate. The 
number of evaluators is 40 to 50 each year - but 
I have to check the exact number - and evalu-
ate a lot of projects. For example, we had around 
6000 applications last year. They read all of the 
applications and use the Grant Service System, 
where they submit their notes for each appli-
cation, and make a prioritized list of the appli-
cations they would prefer be awarded grants. I 
do not think they use points. I think they can 
choose how to create the prioritized list which, 
at the end of the evaluation process, is present-
ed in a meeting with the Grants Unit of Arts or 
Research. Thus, the Units, considering that they 
know the overall budget and the different fields 
which the Foundation wants to support, make 
another list, selecting from the preferred proj-
ects of all evaluators, and present it to the Board. 
The Board members are also experts in different 
fields such as ecology, arts, etc.

rk - Are Board members selected 
periodically?

hf - They have a five year term and the op-
tion to extend it by another five. There are two 
family members in the Board and three chang-
ing members who are experts in the fields.22

rk - OK, that's it. On transparency and con-
flicts of interest regarding the evaluation process, 
I will ask Kalle.

hf - Yes, sure. It would be better because he 
knows the details of that process. Of course, at 
the Kone Foundation, we follow very strictly the 
guidelines of good governance, designed by the 
Association of Finnish Trusts and Foundation. 
Anyway, I will send an email to Kalle so you 
can direct your questions to him.

rk - Perfect.

... interview with Kalle Korhonen, continued via 
email ...

kk - The evaluators decide in theory and 
in practice, although the official decisions are 
made by the Board of Trustees. From the short-
lists of the evaluators, however, not all of the 
proposed projects end up in the final grantee 
list, because the larger entities/fields/disciplines 
are discussed with the relevant members of the 
Board of Trustees, and the final list depends on 
the whole. However, a project not chosen by an 
evaluator cannot receive funding.

rk - So, if I am getting this right, there is 
a sort of informal discussion between the unit 
members (you and other internal members of 
the Foundation who have collected the results 
of the external evaluators) and the board mem-
bers (according to their specific field of exper-
tise), after which the decision is made. I wanted 
to know more about the last two things: Is there 
a ranking provided by the evaluators? I mean, 
do the evaluators present their preferred projects 
according to a ranking or a point system? The 
other question regards the subject of conflict 
of interest: Do you ask applicants, evaluators 
and board members if they have any conflicts 
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of interest with the Kone Corporation or other 
companies of which the Foundation possesses 
shares?

kk - Yes, you have understood correctly. 
The evaluators rank their proposals in order of 
priority. We ask the evaluators (and the board 
members) to tell us if they have conflicts of in-
terest with the applicants. We have a set of rules 
for that (e.g., the evaluators cannot choose their 
close relatives, etc.). It is not clear to me what 
you mean by a conflict of interest with the Kone 
Corp. Through its assets, the foundation pos-
sesses shares in tens or hundreds of companies.

rk - Yes, maybe it’s not so clear. To clari-
fy my idea, I have to give you an example: If I 
am an academic expert in urban planning or a 
member of the municipality council and I share 
my expertise to approve or vote pro an urban 
plan that provides more buildings, shopping 
centres, etc., where Kone can install the eleva-
tors, mobile stairs, etc., do I need to declare it to 
the Foundation when I apply for a grant? The 
same goes for the other companies of which the 
Foundation possesses shares.

kk - We do not award grants for applied re-
search on urban planning, only for research on 
urbanism.

rk - Yes, but in the last urban plan for 
Helsinki, there were a lot of people involved 
from the fields of art, culture, social sciences, 
humanities, etc. They, of course, do not conduct 
applied research on urban planning but they do 
in their specific field of interest and expertise. 
So, do they have to declare anything in this re-
gard? The same for the other companies. Do ap-
plicants, evaluators, and board members have to 
declare it if they have relations with companies 
of which the Kone Foundation possesses shares?

kk - No, they do not.

rk - I was interested to know whether, 
within the Ministry, there is an evaluation pro-
cess based on points and a rationale justify-
ing the points given to a certain application? I 
have in mind the processes of several Creative 
Europe calls, where the projects are evaluated 
by two or three experts, and there is an evalua-
tion report with points as well as a justification 
for those points. Do you have the same in your 
institution?

ml - Yes, there are similar processes in some 
open calls but not all of them. There are evalua-
tions done by two civil servants of the Ministry 
who evaluate the application, give points and 
submit justifications of their final decision. 
There are other calls for which we involve in-
dependent professionals of the relevant field in 
the evaluation process. They form a group of 
ten people, for example, and evaluate all of the 
applications. At the end, they make a list that is 
given to the Ministry, which then makes the fi-
nal decision. The Ministry offers feedback to 
the applicants who are not awarded a grant, but 
it is only given in general terms, such as a jus-
tification regarding the level of the overall eval-
uation of the specific application and the im-
possibility of the Ministry to support all of the 
applicants due to a lack of sufficient funds giv-
en by the State to the Ministry. But, in some 
cases, we do give more concrete feedback to 
applicants, which helps them improve their 
applications.

rk - So, there is no concrete feedback, as is 
the case with Creative Europe where, for exam-
ple, the evaluators justify each and every point 
that they do not give the application. I mean, 
when one has an application evaluated with 70 
out of 100 points, the 30 points that are sub-
tracted from the criteria and sub-criteria are not 
explained to the applicant, right?
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ml - No, we do not do it exactly like that. 
But, of course, as I said, we give personal feed-
back to someone who is not granted ministerial 
support.

rk - Is it possible for an applicant to appeal 
the decision?

ml - Yes, there is this possibility in every 
state program. And it is very important for us to 
guarantee ethical decision-making through such 
a possibility, given to all applicants who are not 
happy with the decision and may have doubts in 
this regard.

rk - Do the experts - internal and exter-
nal ones - declare their absence of conflicts of 
interest?

ml - Yes, they do. We look at conflicts of 
interest very carefully. This concerns us, with-
in the Ministry. So, if we see our relatives men-
tioned in the application, it is mandatory that we 
communicate it to the Ministry and exclude our-
selves from the evaluation process.

rk - Considering that TAIKE is an agen-
cy under the ministerial umbrella, does the 
Ministry conduct any periodic control regarding 
transparency, conflicts of interest, decision-mak-
ing, favouritism?

ml - The Ministry, according to the agree-
ments with its agencies, such as TAIKE, does 
yearly assessments of the agencies that evaluate 
the targets and activities mentioned in the con-
tracts. So, each year the Ministry follows their 
performance. The targets that are evaluated in-
clude the development of policies that are imple-
mented but statistical targets, as well, where we 
have these charts with objectives, their descrip-
tion, their measurement, the expected results in 
the next year, etc.

rk - During your presentation at the 
Globe Art Point Summit, you mentioned the 
"cross-sector approach in designing the strategy, 

which involved experts from the Ministry, 
TAIKE, the Ministry of Justice, municipalities, 
and field organisations." Can you tell me how 
this approach concretely functions, why you are 
involved and what role do the people from the 
Ministry of Justice hold?

ml - In Finland, in many policy fields, we 
have this cross-sector approach. And, in the 
Summit, I was talking about the policy that re-
gards diversity and integration, the policies I am 
dealing with at the moment. Generally, there 
are several experts from different ministries, as 
in this case with the diversity and integration 
policies coordinated by the Ministry of Labor, 
but there are also experts from the Ministry of 
Culture, the Ministry of Justice, etc., who con-
tribute. I give a substantial contribution from 
the cultural perspective but there are my other 
colleagues from the Ministry, as well, who con-
tribute with their expertise from the education-
al institution policies, from youth policies, sports 
policies.

rk - I noticed that the strategy of the 
Ministry is from 2020 to 2025 and that the next 
one will be from 2025 to 2030. Why does this 
term last beyond the executive term of the gov-
ernment, which generally lasts four years?

ml - Yes, this is an important point. This 
is because the Parliamentary elections are ev-
ery four years but the strategy of the Ministry 
goes up to five years, one year beyond the gov-
ernment's mandate, to assure the continuity of 
the policies. In this manner, the new govern-
ment and the institutions of culture, such as the 
opera, theater, libraries, etc, can have a program 
and basis for the first year. In addition, the strat-
egy is made by civil servants and, of course, 
by politicians that are part of the government. 
However, the role of the civil servants is import-
ant for the continuity of the policies because 
they are in a continuous dialogue with the poli-
ticians who belong to political parties and have 
their policies but are advised by civil servants.
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rk - Do you see any conflict between civ-
il servants and politicians during these exchang-
es, while designing strategies and implementing 
policies?

ml - Yes, there are conflicts in certain direc-
tions or points when there are divergent views, 
for example, between the previous government 
and the new government in terms of policies. 
For this reason, and for the development of the 
field, it is important to have these strategies that 
go beyond the governments' mandate.

I wanted to add something regarding the partic-
ipants from the Ministry of Justice, that I for-
got to mention. For example, when we work on 
equality or equity, discrimination, racism, de-
mocratization of the society, etc., these experts 
are very important because they know the legis-
lation. So, we exchange information with them, 
which they share with other policy-makers and 
experts of other fields during their workshops 
or training days that they organize periodical-
ly. They have, for example, an action plan for 
a program called Equal Finland, which they 
are coordinating and for which our Ministry 
contributed in its design by making concrete 
proposals.

rk - To conclude, I wanted to ask about 
your personal experience. How many years have 
you been part of the Ministry?

ml - I started working at the Ministry in 
2003. I applied, at that time, at the Secretariat 
for International Relations. I applied there be-
cause I knew the Russian language and have 
a culture background, and the position was for 
the cultural cooperation between Finland and 
Russia. And, I am still in the same position. 
More or less (laughs). Of course, the position 
is not exactly the same because the institution 
has also changed in these years. I am involved 
in the institution's cultural policies and strat-
egies. But I still work for the cultural cooper-
ation between Finland and Russia, which has 
also evolved in a wider sense as the focus now is 

more multilateral and regional. We have devel-
oped further the cooperation with other coun-
tries, beyond the Russian Federation, such as 
Norway and Iceland. We have also developed 
cooperation with Latvia, for example, and we 
have a Secretariat in Riga; I have been involved 
with the development of the common cultural 
policies of the Barents Cooperation Council as 
well as with the coordination group of EU cul-
tural policies. Since 2015, I have been more con-
cretely involved with diversity and integration 
policies. So, these were more or less my tasks in 
these years.

rk - Just a last question: how many people 
were involved in the development of the strategy 
that you presented in the Summit? 

ml - Maybe 20 or 25, but I am not sure 
because it was a long process where there were 
a lot of networking activities with a lot of peo-
ple involved in discussions. There were differ-
ent NGOs and groups of interest which also had 
the possibility to comment on the content of the 
strategy before it was published.

rk - Yes, this is a very good practice of do-
ing things, especially starting from the strategy.

ml - Yes, it is a consolidated practice of the 
Ministry. Actually, the group that was working 
for the cultural diversity report in Finland was 
not even led by the Ministry but by profession-
als in the field. There were several workshops 
and around 90 persons participated in each one 
of them. And, this report is not only very con-
crete and useful for the professionals of the field 
but also for the Ministry, which can ameliorate 
its policies in accordance with this report.

rk - Thank you very much for all the infor-
mation and your availability.

ml - Thank you and, in case you need fur-
ther information, please do not hesitate to con-
tact me again.
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rk - Is the new strategy of TAIKE 
published?

pt - No, we are working on it. We have 
been working since 2019 and, at the moment, 
we are working on the vision with our staff, with 
the central Council and other Regional Councils 
as well as other organizations of the field and ac-
tive artists.

rk - Do you use the data from the applica-
tions that you collect each year in developing the 
strategy? If yes, how?

pt - Yes, of course. That’s the starting point, 
which makes us understand how the environ-
ment has changed, how the entire working en-
vironment of the artists has changed. There, we 
extract visions and ideas, which, of course, are 
difficult to realize – one example that applies 
to all is the status of the artist - because there 
are institutional issues, with the Ministry of 
Culture, as well as political issues, with the poli-
ticians in charge of designing the policies.

rk - Yeah, I can imagine, because you are in 
the middle somehow, where you have to com-
bine the political agenda with the vision and 
adapt it all to the fields of art and culture.

pt - Yes. But do you know how TAIKE 
is structured? I mean, the basic information on 
how it works?

rk - Yes, I think I do. I know that TAIKE 
is under the umbrella of the Ministry of Culture 
and, from a legal institutional point of view, it’s a 
so-called agency which promotes art and culture 
in Finland.

pt - Yes, good. Because it is difficult to ex-
plain if one does not know the basic informa-
tion. So, one of TAIKE’s main functions is to 
support, via funding, individual artists and the 

so-called freelance scene of independent organi-
zations. We also have to take into consideration 
the regions, the geographic distribution of the 
funds and the cultural promotion.

rk - Yes, being a national agency, you must 
also take into consideration the geographic scope 
of your impact, which should cover the entire 
country of Finland.

pt - Exactly. So, for this reason, we have the 
National Council and Regional Councils, which 
have been active since the ‘70s. This means that, 
although TAIKE began its operational activities 
in 2013, we have more then 30, 40 years of ex-
perience, background and history.

rk - Yes, I understand. I know that its activ-
ities started in 2013 but, although there is a con-
nection with the historical councils, you are still 
a different, more centralized institution under 
the direct dependence of the government.

pt - Yes, but the reason of this centraliza-
tion is that the councils at the time were not real 
agencies but people who were meeting a few 
times per year and dividing some money. And 
there were really only one or two people work-
ing for the distribution of the funds. So, these 
councils were very fragmented and weak. So, 
this is reason for the centralization.

rk - Yes, and you report directly to the 
Ministry of Culture.

pt - Yes, to the Ministry.

rk - I wanted to ask you about transparency. 
According to Transparency International:

"Finland traditionally scores high on the 
Corruption Perceptions Index. However, the 
scope of the CPI does not cover all forms of 
corruption that are typical to Finland, such as 
conflicts of interest, unethical decision-mak-
ing and favouritism.” In this regard, are con-
flicts of interest, unethical decision-making and 
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favouritism taken into consideration in your 
strategy?

pt -Well, it is very difficult to say because 
we do not have corruption in that sense in 
Finland. In TAIKE, the allocation of funds de-
pends on the Councils which, of course, have 
to take into consideration different fields of art, 
such as literature, visual arts, performance, etc. 
The Councils are made of seven to 13 people, 
which by the way are too many, in my opinion. 
They do the evaluations and take their decision 
together.

TAIKE also gives money to the small free orga-
nizations but, unfortunately, we have very little 
money for them. When we want to fund these 
organizations, we do it through our experts, who 
basically use four evaluation criteria: quality of 
operations, quality of artistic content, impact on 
society, and the economic situation of these or-
ganizations. The experts also ask the advice of 
other members of the Councils. Then the deci-
sion is taken, and I am the last one to take the 
decision, based on the assessment of the ex-
perts. One thing I want to change in this pro-
cess regards these experts from the National 
and Regional Councils who make the evalua-
tions and decisions. The way it is usually done 
in Finland, which is a good practice to follow in 
the administration, is that the people who eval-
uate are not the same people that take the de-
cision. But, I have to say that this process is 
followed by one of our TAIKE experts, who 
strictly follows the decisions of the Councils and 
ensures that everything is done according to the 
law. So, everything is according to the law, and 
regarding the question of the good governance 
practices, it is also transparent. But, we must de-
velop some things further, such as the criteria on 
which we try to give information, but we should 
also try to give more support to these organiza-
tion, for example.

rk - I wanted to ask you about the people 
working in the Councils. Are they independent 
or paid monthly by TAIKE?

pt - No. It is actually one of our problems 
because they have to work really hard – one, for 
example, may read 1.000 applications – but they 
get only a fee for the meeting in which they par-
ticipate when the decisions are taken. 

rk - Is there a contradiction in this situation, 
where experts are not paid accordingly by an 
Agency which is supposed to promote the fields 
of art and culture as well as ameliorate the work-
ing conditions and situation of the people in 
these fields, as stated in the old strategy. TAIKE 
also mentions, in some of the criteria – I do not 
remember exactly of which call – the ameliora-
tion of the working conditions of the artists and 
cultural operators, which is something the ap-
plicants should address when they present their 
proposals.

pt - Yes, you are right. When I started as 
a Director of TAIKE I wanted to change this, 
but the problem is the Ministry. A person from 
the Ministry told me that it cannot be done. In 
addition, in the statute of TAIKE, it is speci-
fied that, for the payment of the Council mem-
bers, it is the Ministry of Culture that decides 
the amount. Of course, the amount of money 
only covers the meetings and does not take into 
account the real amount of work from the ex-
perts. This is very frustrating for us, because the 
Ministry insists that the amount of work from 
the experts is taken into account. At the mo-
ment, there are different members from different 
Councils who, all together, are writing a letter to 
the Ministry about this issue. The strange thing 
is that it is not a problem of money, because 
TAIKE can pay, but there are certain people 
in the Ministry that stop us from doing it. This 
is really stupid because, if they want, it can be 
done in five minutes.

rk - You can use the reference of the 
European Commission if you want. You can tell 
the Ministry that this is a consolidated practice 
of the EU.

pt - They say that there is a law coming 
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soon, in a year or two, that will change TAIKE’s 
operations because the existing law is outdated. 
So, their justification is that this situation with 
the payments of the experts will change with the 
new law.

rk - I wanted to ask you about the eval-
uation criteria. Are the proposals you receive 
during the application period evaluated by the 
experts according to the criteria, ranked accord-
ing to the points and is a written justification 
of the points provided? Or are the criteria used 
only to provide a structure to the experts?

pt - It is more like a structure or lens given 
to the experts. But we want to develop this part 
of the criteria further. In Finland, we have a big 
problem with this issue. If you look at the statis-
tics, the larger part of ministerial support goes to 
big institutions, such as National Theaters and 
Operas, etc. So, the possibilities of other smaller 
organizations, that generally work with grants, to 
access the ministerial funds, are reduced. This is 
not fair because the people working with grants 
do not even have social security insurance. So, 
you can see that the bigger institutions are sup-
ported by the State, Ministry or Municipalities 
according to the number of the persons em-
ployed within these institutions, and the small-
er organizations are working with the grants. 
This situation also depends on laws created 30 
or 40 years ago. Of course, for the period, these 
laws were very good but now the situation has 
changed.

rk - May I ask you, what is the overall 
amount of money that TAIKE distributes in a 
year? I saw it somewhere but I don’t remember 
exactly at the moment.

pt - In a year, it is about 46 million euros.

rk - What are TAIKE’s own administrative 
costs?

pt - It is a bit difficult to explain. The 
official number is 4.2 million euros for the 

administration. But, we also receive money 
from the lottery, which is used for the so-called 
Regional Artists System. There are some ex-
perts, called Regional Artists or Art Specialists, 
who are paid with this money. So, if we calcu-
late it all together, it would be around 6 million.

rk - I wanted to return to a question I 
asked before, which regards conflicts of inter-
est. Considering that, in the evaluation process, 
three different parties are involved – the appli-
cants, the internal evaluators, and the external 
evaluators – do they declare and sign a doc-
ument regarding their absence of conflicts of 
interest?

pt - Every expert working for TAIKE is 
very well-informed regarding conflicts of inter-
est and they know very well that they should 
step away from the evaluation of an application 
if they suspect such conflicts. The internal ex-
perts have to, by law, strictly follow the issues of 
conflicts of interest. They do not sign anything 
because it is in their status.

rk - What about the applicants? For ex-
ample, what if an active politician, that may be 
member of one of the government’s coalition 
parties, applies for a grant at TAIKE, which is a 
governmental agency? Does this applicant-poli-
tician have to declare the absence of a conflict of 
interest?

pt - Politicians do not apply for grants at 
TAIKE. But, even if they apply, we cannot im-
pede them from applying for grants. If this hap-
pens, everything is in the hands of the experts 
who evaluate according to criteria such as the ar-
tistic experiences, the plan, etc.

rk - Well, I was thinking about politicians 
that also have a professional life as experts or 
academics in an art field. Don’t you see a con-
flict here? And, could you discover this conflict 
without their declaration of an absence of con-
flicts of interest?
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pt - I do not fully understand. I under-
stand the big picture. So, I understand what you 
mean, such as a case of a politician that wants to 
influence the decision.

rk - No, not only that. I am asking whether 
you see a problem with an active politician, who 
is part of one of the actual government coalition 
parties, applying? A politician which may be ac-
tive in a Ministry or Municipal Council and is 
also a professor of art, for example. Can this per-
son apply? Can TAIKE give a grant to this per-
son? If this person does not declare the absence 
of a conflict of interest, can you, as TAIKE, find 
it?

pt - I do not see a problem here. I think 
that everyone can apply, if it is not directly con-
nected to TAIKE’s funds. I think it is every-
one’s democratic right to be politically active.

rk - So, you do not see it as a problem. 
Correct?

pt - I need an example because I do not 
fully understand.

rk - If I am a politician, representing my 
party in the Municipality of Helsinki, can I be 
awarded a grant from TAIKE, even if my par-
ty is in the coalition that forms the actual gov-
ernment, which controls TAIKE through the 
Minister of Culture?

pt - No, because it is so far away. If you are 
involved in a political party, of the left for exam-
ple, and your party is in the coalition, and you 
want funds, part of which comes from TAIKE’s 
grant, which has its evaluation system, this is 
so far away and has nothing to do with the po-
litical decision and conflicts of interest. We, as 
TAIKE, are arms-length.23 This is why we have 
our experts and the criteria.

rk - But you do not give the applicants feed-
back on the evaluation of their proposals with 
points and justification of the points, correct?

pt - Yes, but, when there are thousands of 
applications, it is difficult. And it also depends 
on the individuals, because we evaluate the per-
sons. It is not easy to evaluate a person, as in the 
case of individual grant applications. It is not 
easy to say who is a better person.

rk - Yes, of course, but nobody is asking 
about personal evaluations.

pt - We cannot give personal justification. 
But, for organizations, we can say something, 
we can give some explanation and justify why 
they did not get the money.

rk - So, for organizations, there exists a pos-
sibility of asking for feedback on the evaluation 
of their applications?

pt -Yes, for them, it is possible. But, for per-
sonal grants, it is difficult. It is like recruiting a 
person for a job. One cannot say that “we are 
not selecting you because you are too short.”

rk - No … (laughing) I do not think it 
should be like that.

pt - For organizations, it is different. For 
them, we have four criteria. But, we do not have 
a system where we can say that “the artistic 
quality should be better developed.” It would be 
very nice if we could do that, but we have a long 
way to go. It is because of the entire structure of 
the Finnish funding system, with all of the big 
state institutions that compete with small orga-
nizations, and it would not be fair to compare 
them with the same criteria.

rk - Yes, that’s right, and I agree with this 
last thing. But, I do this job for the European 
Commission, where I evaluate projects open 
to every kind of cultural institution, organiza-
tion, foundation, private or public, and, accord-
ing to my opinion, it all depends on the design 
of the open call and formulation of the crite-
ria. We also give feedback on what is missing 
in each application, without giving suggestions 
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on how things should have been done. Thus, 
we can also assess the quality of the artistic and/
or cultural content because this is why we, as 
external experts of the field, are called: to eval-
uate the projects, including their artistic and/or 
cultural quality. For example, if someone writes 
in the application that the idea of the project is 
original, never done before, innovative, etc., we, 
as experts of the field, can check that, and, if we 
find this to be not true, we can give fewer points 
and justify those points by writing that “the ap-
plicant does not present thorough information 
regarding the state-of-the-art in that specific 
field”. And this has nothing to do with any per-
sonal evaluation.

pt - Yes, I understand. Actually, we, inter-
nally, use the points but it is for the experts to 
evaluate and see their work. Yet, it is not sys-
tematic enough. But, again, it is because of these 
small organizations, for which we have so lit-
tle money, that we have difficulties developing 
that kind of system, although we would like to. 
Because competing with big institutions, for the 
independent organizations, would not be fair. So, 
it depends on the Ministry, which should think 
about another funding system. The small inde-
pendent organizations receive 20.000 or 50.000 
euros and very often do not have one person em-
ployed to write the projects and this is not fair, 
if we compare this to the National Theater or 
Opera institutions. It is not fair to ask the same 
amount of detail to an organization that asks 
support for 50.000 euros and to one that asks 
900.000. The reality is that we, as TAIKE, are 
asking more details and to be more profession-
al to the small organizations, in contrast to the 
Ministry of Culture with the big national institu-
tions that receive funds almost automatically.
rk - In my personal experience, at the EU 
level, where every kind of organization or insti-
tution, public or private, can apply, I have no-
ticed that the more qualitative applications come 
from the independent scene rather than state or 
national institutions.

pt - Yes, this is also the case here.

rk - So, this could be a good starting point 
to change the system and start to construct it 
based on clear criteria of evaluation for all, small 
organizations and big institutions, private and 
public. I am convinced that the small organiza-
tions, if you fear that they would not be capa-
ble of accessing the funds, will find a way, with 
their flexibility, resilience, capacity to adapt to 
any situation, to access funds and even revitalize 
the art and culture scene.

pt - Yes, you are right. This is our biggest 
structural problem, because we cannot evaluate 
all from the same starting point, with the same 
criteria, where everyone has the same possibili-
ties. We, as TAIKE, have some criteria, but the 
big institutions are receiving money from the 
Ministry without being evaluated according to 
the same criteria. We see that there is a very in-
teresting independent scene with a lot of poten-
tial to expand internationally, but our possibil-
ities to support it is very limited. I repeat, we 
have a better system of evaluation but there is 
still the problem of the Ministry.

rk - I see that we are on the same page and 
think in the same way regarding the system in 
general. Yet, in my opinion, everything should 
start from the transparency in the evaluation sys-
tem because it is only through transparency that 
one can demonstrate and compare the quality 
and merits of projects, be they from individuals 
or institutions/organizations.

pt - Yes, you are right, but we cannot make 
this comparison because there are some the-
aters, for example, that receive money from 
the Ministry, which actually gives the specif-
ic amount to the Municipality where these the-
aters are located, and, at the end, the subsidy 
goes directly to these theaters without any crite-
ria of evaluation. I am, maybe, the only one who 
has raised this problem with the Ministry. Did 
you understand what I mean? These theaters 
are supported according to the number of peo-
ple working there, without any further criteria. 
So, only numbers. They are receiving money for 
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the quantity of people working there. No qual-
ity taken into consideration, at all. This makes 
these institutions a bit lazy and their quality not 
so high. I am not saying that there is no quality 
at all. I want to make sure of that. The most im-
portant thing for me, in this case, is to evidence 
the modality through which these institutions 
get the money and the disparity with the free-
lance scene of independent organizations. This 
situation affects the whole system, which, over-
all, is not so dynamic.

There is also the problem of the so-called “si-
los”, such as in the visual arts, performing arts, 
etc. These are funds allocated directly from the 
Ministry, which decides the exact amount we 
have to allocate to each category. This impedes 
us from following the real and actual necessities 
of the specific categories, which vary from one 
open call to another, or from one year to the oth-
er. So, the Ministry decides the amounts with-
out taking into account the changes in the art 
and culture environment. This is also one of my 
biggest challenges, to change this system along 
with the grants for artists, with salaries, for the 
independent artists, that include social security.
rk - Yes, these make sense. Actually, if the 
system is truly democratic and based on the free 
market, the rules should be the same for every-
one, because if the situation remains like it is, 
there is no fair competition.

If you want to add something else, that I did not 
ask, please do so.

pt - Yes, sure. I totally understand your 
concerns regarding transparency. I know that 
the system should be ameliorated, but I am sure 
that the corruption in TAIKE does not exist. I 
do know that there are a lot of people that ap-
ply yearly to our open calls and question the 
work of the councils, but if you could know how 
the councils function internally, you would also 
know that is difficult to favor your friends com-
pared to the other applicants.
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4. 
Then I Wouldn’t Talk 

About Boa Constrictors 
But About the Good 

Working Culture
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There was a sort of mantra that kept coming up, 
almost involuntarily and very often, during my 
interviews for this booklet: the good working 
culture in Finland, used a lot, by both myself 
and my interlocutors. Because in Finland hon-
esty and equality are valued24 and there is no 
corruption. This is common sense for reason-
able men, although according to Transparency 
International’s Corruption Perception25 Index, 
in Finland there is corruption, and it is typical, 
masked under other forms, such as conflicts 
of interest, unethical decision-making, and 
favouritism.

This is how people start seeing a hat instead of 
a boa constrictor swallowing an elephant. This is 
how people start seeing independent public and 
private institutions that promote and support art 
and culture instead of institutions that swallow 
artistic potentialities to embellish their profits 
and their palliative anesthetizing policies.

The victim of the boa constrictor, or the institu-
tions’ lack of transparency in Finland is art, its 
quality, its potentialities within the artworld,26 
which can be found only sporadically, not in 
the mainstream organizations and large national 
institutions as well as market or, at least, in their 
peripheries.

This victim, when lucky, is marked by the 
filters of the evaluation system and the criteria of 
evaluation applied by the institutions to assess 
the quality of art, which, because of their total 
interpretability and arbitrariness, resemble the 
Renaissance patronage more than a democratic 
system. This situation brings to mind the sar-
castic world view of Harry Lime (Orson Welles) 
from The Third Man, when he tells his child-
hood friend, the author Holly Martin (Joseph 
Cotten):

In Italy, for thirty years under the Borgias, they had 
warfare, terror, murder and bloodshed, but they 
produced Michelangelo, Leonardo da Vinci and the 
Renaissance. In Switzerland, they had brotherly love, 
they had five hundred years of democracy and peace – 
and what did that produce? The cuckoo clock.

Therefore, one of the problems of the art and 
culture fields in Finland, is that, what comes 
out of the institutional hat, is a domesticated, if 
not dead, animal, promoted and supported as a 
good and successful model by the art and cul-
ture institutions’ evaluation system. An arbitrary 
system, as in the time of the Borgias, but repre-
sented as the one in Switzerland. And the qual-
ity it promotes and supports is like that of the 
Switzerland Lime had in mind but represented 
as the Renaissance.

Yet, the machinery of the representation is  
not made only by the centralized control of 
power and circular self-referentiality of these 
institutions. It is embedded on the country’s  
circular and self-referential system, which, in 
turn, are embedded as interlocked gears within 
(to simplify, I would define it as) the global cir-
cular and self-referential cognitive capitalism, 
where Finland excels as the happiest coun-
try in the world.27 In short, in the psychotically 
alienated world, ruled by the neoliberal ideol-
ogy, Finland excels in artwashing, thanks to the 
chain of institutions forming its art and culture 
system. A country system formed, informed  
and deformed by the neoliberal propaganda of 
the institutions, full of well-being and democ-
racy, where no one speaks out because, ulti-
mately, there are enough financial possibilities 
to keep the mouths of every artist and cultural 
operator shut. 

The question is whether the possibility of the 
opposite situation exists: democratic institutions 
that evaluate and select to support qualita-
tive art and artists who dare to speak out and 
refuse the facade of well-being and democ-
racy. Unfortunately, there is no ready-made 
answer to this question. However, Finland is 
the right place to find out, especially because 
of the financial possibilities the country offers 
(at the moment) as well as the openness (at the 
moment) of the people working in the fields as 
well as within the institutions of art and culture.
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A good starting point for answering the ques-
tion is to share, among those working in the 
fields and within the institutions of art and cul-
ture, a common ground for understanding the 
basic concepts of institution and art. For this, 
the continuation of Gilles Deleuze’s quote from 
Instincts and Institutions may help:

We come to the following conclusion: humans have 
no instincts, they builds institutions. The Human is 
an animal decimating its species. Therefore, instinct 
would translate the urgent needs of the animal, and the 
institution the demands of humanity: the urgency of 
hunger becomes in humanity the demand for bread. 
In the end, the problem of instinct and institution will 
be grasped most acutely not in animal "societies," but 
in relations of animal and humans, when the demands 
of men come to bear on the animal by integrating it 
into institutions (totemism and domestication), when 
the urgent needs of the animal encounters the human, 
either fleeing or attacking us, or patiently waiting for 
nourishment and protection.28

Thus, the first thing to do is to maintain a safe 
distance from the human institution of art and 
culture one works for or confronts when asking 
for support, scale back on the personal, familial, 

or social relationship one may have with it and 
within it, and avoid being entirely absorbed by 
the institution and identified with it in a sup-
posed we (We the Humans, We the artists and/
or cultural operators, We in the Municipality 
of Helsinki, We in the Municipality of Oulu, 
We in Kone Foundation, We in the Ministry of 
Culture, We in TAIKE) that does not exist if 
not as, externally, a neoliberal sellers29 communi-
cation strategy as well as, internally, a differenti-
ation from the supposed THEY. In this manner, 
one, firstly, avoids being swallowed, absorbed, 
and even transformed into a boa constrictor (an 
integral part of the circular and self-referential 
institution); and, secondly, one starts to make 
space and open oneself towards the arts, the ele-
phant, the animal.

This should not be taken as a metaphor but lit-
erally. Fortunately, it should not be very diffi-
cult for those who live in the so-called western 
developed democratic society, which has in its 
history, the first institutionalized art form, the 
theater, which derived from the animal heart of 
Dyonisia’s celebration of ancient Greece.30
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An artist who applies with a project-proposal, in 
the framework of an open call, launched by an 
institution, is already frustrated. S/he is frustrat-
ed because of the inability to produce a person-
al organized means of satisfaction,31 the artwork, 
independently, without any help. For this rea-
son, the artist interfaces, through the open call, 
the institution, the organized social means of sat-
isfaction32 for art and culture, asking for its sup-
port. This kind of animal, the artist, that has 
not yet fled into the wild, scared, repudiates the 
social (institutions included) while not attack-
ing, either. This animal is in the liminal phase 
(space?) of pre-domestication, in a transition-
al phase between animal and human. Actually, 
this animal, through a clear psychotic schism, is 
alienated from himself and his artwork and as 
a cultural operator sees himself and his artwork 
not as artist and artwork but as potential cultural 
products that deserve to be cultivated and enter 
the social domain supported maybe by the insti-
tutions he is asking for support. 

An institution is an artificial system of means 
that has the function of satisfying the natu-
ral needs. Yet, the institution consists of peo-
ple who as decision/makers should be respon-
sible for their actions and not hide behind the 
institutional façade. So, an institution of art and 
culture, or more precisely, the agents33 working 
within it, should know what the institution is for 
and what it cultivates. They should know about 
the human necessity to cultivate its own animal 

need for art and creativity through the institu-
tion, and should not think of considering, as an 
institutional purpose, the domestication and in-
stitutionalization of the animal/artist applying for 
a grant. On the contrary, the institution should 
give its technological and artifactual power to 
this animal, so that it may move beyond its actu-
al situation, its frustration and freely explore its 
limits, its nature and Nature, Otherness par ex-
cellence. In other words, an art and culture in-
stitution should give the artists the possibility to 
understand its managerial machinery, with its in-
ternal procedures and technical requirements, 
in order for the artists to use them for the explo-
ration and creation of further means of satisfac-
tion (artworks, cultural events) and re-shape and 
change the institutional, as well.34

This is possible only through an institution’s 
openness to becoming transparent. The modali-
ties, through which the internal managerial pro-
cedures and technicalities are embedded in the 
institutions, should be transparent, as well. As 
should be the relation and coherence of these in-
ternal managerial procedures and technicalities 
with the neoliberal policies the institutions ad-
dress, be they the policies of a government, mu-
nicipality, or private foundation (i.e. diversity, 
democracy, gender equality, environmental sus-
tainability, social equality, and other similar neo-
liberal policies the Finnish institutions are happy 
to address).

6. DEINSTITUTIONALIZING THE ANIMAL
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and its Clarity
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Why is the evaluation system important?  
And its transparency? Are these exclusively 
about the interest of applicants? Instead of an 
answer, a quote: 

Stakeholders who use monitoring and evaluation 
can be found both within governments and outside. 
Within a government agency or ministry, officials of-
ten need to make the case to their superiors that pro-
grams work to obtain budget allocations to continue 
or expand them. At the country level, sectoral minis-
tries compete with one another to obtain funding from 
the ministry of finance. And finally, governments as a 
whole have an interest in convincing their constituents 
that their chosen investments have positive returns. In 
this sense, information and evidence become means 
to facilitate public awareness and promote government 
accountability. The information produced by moni-
toring and evaluation systems can be regularly shared 
with constituents to inform them of the performance of 
government programs and to build a strong foundation 
for transparency and accountability.35

Therefore, it is also about public awareness and, 
above all, government accountability and ethics 
in spending taxpayers’ money; it is about the re-
nowned honesty of the Finnish work culture.

However, the ethical approach towards the 
transparency of the evaluation is not enough. 
Also necessary are the transparency and clari-
ty of the concepts used for the evaluation, which 
are part of the managerial technicalities and pro-
cedures as well as neoliberal policies embed-
ded by the institutions mentioned above. Here, I 
would like to provide some examples.

Professionalism - Some of the cultural institu-
tions taken into consideration in this booklet 
have as one of their criteria36 something like “Is 
the applicant a professional? (TAIKE)”; “How 
professional, ambitious, and interesting the ac-
tivity is, and how significant it is within its 
field? (Helsinki Municipality)”; “In evaluating 
the work plan, the reviewers focus on scholar-
ly and/or artistic excellence (Kone Foundation)”. 
This means that the focus of the policies, of the 

procedures and technicalities embedded by the 
institutions, is placed on the professionalism of 
the artist and project, which is fair enough. But, 
here, there is an ethical problem. How do the 
institutions demonstrate their professionalism, if 
the applicants do not have access to the assess-
ments written by the evaluators? The people 
working within the institution (internal evalua-
tors) and for the institution (external evaluators) 
in the eyes of the public are experts only be-
cause the institution say so, by validating their 
expertise, by hiring them or by showing their di-
plomas and demonstrated experience in other 
institutions. But, there is nothing concrete in all 
these: there is no concrete and true demonstra-
tion of the professionalism of these expert evalu-
ators based on the data and analysis of the artis-
tic and cultural projects they receive.

The systematic evaluation of development programmes 
and projects was conceived and formalized from the 
1960s onwards by donor agencies, which wanted a 
‘true’ account of how well things had been done and 
what had been achieved. The idea was to have ‘objec-
tive’ assessments, done by ‘independent’ persons using 
‘professional’ methods of data collection and analysis 
(Mikkelsen, 1995; Rubin, 1995).37 

The situation changes entirely with the appli-
cants, which automatically demonstrate their 
know-how through the project-proposal they 
present. It can be qualitative or not but this is 
not important; the important thing is that the 
applicants demonstrate what they know through 
a concrete example, through their project-pro-
posals, which should be the examples through 
which the expert evaluators must demonstrate 
their professionalism by assessing them accord-
ing to clear criteria, supported by measurable in-
dicators for the evaluation (Is the applicant pro-
fessional? Yes/No; How professional? Highly/
Semi/Para-professional/Unprofessional; etc.)

But there is another side to this problem. It con-
sists of the fact that professionalism, intended as 
a certified status by an institution (the diploma 
of a university; the exhibition in a well-known 
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gallery; sold artworks in the market), is not al-
ways a pertinent criterion for the evaluation of 
art, artistic activity, as well as an artist. For ex-
ample, what if the applicant is a Vincent van 
Gogh? Can he be considered a professional? 
How can he demonstrate his excellence without 
holding a degree from an art academy, being ex-
hibited or having sold a single artwork? For the 
evaluator, for this characteristic professional fig-
ure of the epoch of neoliberalism, this criterion 
can be reasonable, it would be easy for the eval-
uator to exclude, based on the institutional pol-
icies, procedures and technicalities embedded 
within this criterion, the applicant without a de-
gree, or one who is not recognized by the insti-
tutional artworld. But, for an art critic that un-
derstands Vincent van Gogh (the atmosphere of 
artistic theory and the knowledge of art history: 
the real artworld), the criterion of professional-
ism does not make any sense, it is exclusive, and 
kills or erases any artistic potentiality which may 
contribute to enriching the artworld. Perhaps 
some may think this example extreme, but the 
criteria are provided specifically in order to de-
fine the extremes, the liminal or marginal cases, 
through which the institutions generally exclude 
peripheries, minorities, diversity.

Social Impact - Another example regards social 
impact, as a criterion of the open call, which all 
the institutions, taken into consideration here, 
have to address according to the policies embed-
ded in their internal procedures and technical-
ities. This example came out during an inten-
sive and clarifying exchange of emails with the 
Director of TAIKE, Paula Tuovinen, which in 
TAIKE more specifically regards the open call 
not for individual grants but for organizations’ 
subsidies.

Even in this case, the problem is that, if from the 
institution there is no further specification of this 
criterion and it is left to the interpretation of the 
experts, it would be difficult to understand, for 
the applicant, whether this refers to the artistic/
cultural impact of the project proposal on society 
or to the impact of the project proposal on the 

lives of artists and cultural operators.38 In oth-
er words, for the applicant organization, it would 
be difficult to understand whether this criterion 
– social impact – regards its audience or its tar-
get groups (such as artists). The definition is so 
broad and open to various possible interpreta-
tions, that the applicant has to guess its potential 
definition and hope that the expert evaluating 
the proposal understands and interprets social 
impact in the same manner.

Impact evaluations are a particular type of evalua-
tion that seeks to answer cause-and-effect questions. 
Unlike general evaluations, which can answer many 
types of questions, impact evaluations are structured 
around one particular type of question: What is the 
impact (or causal effect) of a program on an outcome of 
interest? This basic question incorporates an important 
causal dimension: we are interested only in the impact 
of the program, that is, the effect on outcomes that the 
program directly causes. An impact evaluation looks 
for the changes in outcome that are directly attribut-
able to the program. The focus on causality and attri-
bution is the hallmark of impact evaluations and deter-
mines the methodologies that can be used. To be able 
to estimate the causal effect or impact of a program on 
outcomes, any method chosen must estimate the so-
called counterfactual, that is, what the outcome would 
have been for program participants if they had not par-
ticipated in the program. In practice, impact evaluation 
requires that the evaluator find a comparison group to 
estimate what would have happened to the program 
participants without the program.39

Yet, this is only the first part of the problem. 
The second part occurs when the applicant or-
ganization is fortunate enough to guess the ex-
act interpretation of what the institution means 
by social impact. Let us say that social impact 
regards the target groups, more specifically the 
artists and cultural operators (the famous ame-
lioration of the working conditions and possibil-
ities for artists). The question is: how does the 
expert evaluate this? Does the expert receive in-
dications from the institution based on concrete 
and possible examples, data, and parameters/
indicators?
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Let us look at an example, without giving obvi-
ous answers to rhetorical questions. If an organi-
zation justifies itself in addressing this criterion 
by saying that “we will pay the artists for their 
artwork or for the exhibition”. Is this sufficient? 
By doing so they do create opportunities for art-
ists, thus effectively tackling the criterion which 
intends to ameliorate the working conditions 
and possibilities for artists. But, what if anoth-
er organization presents something slightly dif-
ferent and says that “we will pay the artists for 
their artwork or exhibition and will give them 
the possibility to gain new skills by participating 
in our workshop on Opening market possibilities 
for precarious artists or Digitization of artistic 
and cultural content”, how are the expert evalu-
ators trained by the institution to make a selec-
tion between these two different organizations? 
Are the experts trained by the institutions to 
distinguish among various similar possibilities?  
Based on the information gathered during my 
interviews and during the G.A.P. Art Summit, I 
have my doubts.

And, still, this is not the whole problem, be-
cause, the same procedure of giving clear in-
structions to the evaluators, should also be 
done with the applicants, the formulators of the 
projects.

In this regard, in my experience as an evalua-
tor, I have seen a lot of organizations with less 
artistic and cultural qualities than others, be-
ing granted funds only because they knew the 
simple tip, for instance, of developing work-
shops which address capacity building for art-
ists, which potentiates the social impact of their 
project, and a lot of other organizations with 
clear artistic qualities not selected because they 
have not been fortunate enough to be given, 
from the institution, this information on how to 
maximize and optimize the impact of their proj-
ect proposals. The worst part of this entire cy-
cle is that the institutions that distribute grants 
and subsidies request that the applicant organi-
zations open up their laboratories and share their 
knowledge through workshops for the capacity 
building of the artists while also requesting art-
ists to open up their laboratories and share their 
knowledge and skills through workshops for au-
dience development; yet, these same institutions 
do not share their managerial knowledge with 
the applicants.
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How did I get started? Since 2015 I am part of 
the pool of experts working as freelancers for 
EACEA – European Education and Culture 
Executive Agency of the European Commission. 
I have been involved in the Call for European 
Cooperation projects (small, medium, and large 
scale projects); the Call for European Networks 
of Cultural and Creative Organizations; Cultural 
Cooperation Projects in the Western Balkans, 
Call for Creative Innovation Lab – Bridging 
Culture and Audiovisual Content Through 
Digital. In addition, in 2020 I was selected as 
an evaluator of the Call for Research Networks 
of European Cooperation in Science and 
Technology (COST Association) and in 2021 
for the Postdoctoral Fellowships Call of Marie 
Skłodowska-Curie Actions of Horizon Europe. 

I could apply as an external expert for these in-
stitutions of the European Commission because 
Albania in June 2014 was recognized as an of-
ficial candidate for accession to the European 
Union. I do not know exactly how I was select-
ed. I just applied and I guess the Agency select-
ed me because of my academic background in 
theory, techniques, and management in the arts 
and entertainment; my ability of reading and 
write English, and understand Italian, Spanish, 
and French which are some of the languages 
of the applications; my experience in managing 
EU granted projects; my general personal expe-
rience and expertise in the field; as well as my 
ability to write the evaluation report of the mock 
case which is given to every expert the first time 
they meet the experts of the Agency.

I am aware of my function within these pure 
neoliberal institutions such as EACEA and 
COST Association as well as the ethical prob-
lems that affect my artistic and cultural practice. 
I know that the market-oriented approach of 
the European integration adopted in the ’70s,40 
which permitted me to have a precarious job 
thanks to which I can easily survive in Albania 
and struggle in Finland (because of the living 
costs in these countries), penalized the experts 
already operating within the EU which lost their 
privileges and rights and now are precarious as 

much as I am.

I am also aware of the justification people like 
me – artists, cultural operators, the so-called 
“experts of the field” - provide to the neoliber-
al policies of the EU institutions. I know that I 
might be used as a number and/or a good exam-
ple to demonstrate the geographic integration of 
the EU and its fight against the “critical hege-
mony”.41 However, the point of this text is how 
to neutralize the expert and free the critic within 
the precarious neoliberal workers like me work-
ing for the institutions, those working within 
the institutions, as well as the other precarious 
workers applying for support by submitting their 
art or cultural works to the institutions for the 
reception.

The European Commission’s institutional pro-
cedures, especially in terms of transparency, are 
not perfect but compared to Finland are better. 
At least, there is feedback given to all the appli-
cants, based on points, that are used to rank the 
projects, and justification of the given points. To 
give a general idea I will write down some infor-
mation regarding the processes and procedures 
used by the European Commission.

How does it work? The applications of the calls 
where I am involved are all evaluated by two or 
three experts. The third expert is involved when 
in a maximum of 100 points that a project can 
get there is a difference of 30-40 points between 
the first two experts. The applicant receives a 
consensus report that combines the views of the 
experts written in their evaluation report and is 
approved by a quality controller - who supervis-
es the individual evaluation of the experts - as 
well as an evaluation committee (the members of 
which are internal experts of the institutions). 

What is the Role of the Expert? An external 
expert evaluator is an adviser of the European 
Commission. An external expert should evalu-
ate the proposals and is not allowed to delegate 
the work to another person. The expert must 
perform the work to the best of her/his abilities, 
professional skills, and knowledge and apply the 

8. WORKING AS AN EVALUATOR FOR THE EUROPEAN COMMISSION



52

highest ethical and moral standards. The fund-
ing decisions are made based on the assessment 
of the expert. If the expert suspects any form of 
misconduct (e.g. plagiarism, double funding), is 
asked to report this to the Agency.

What are the guiding principles? An expert has 
to follow some guiding principles given by the 
Agency, such as:

Independence – The expert evaluates in a per-
sonal capacity and does not represent either em-
ployers or countries;

Impartiality – The expert must treat all propos-
als equally and evaluates them impartially on 
their merits, irrespective of their origin or the 
identity of the applicants;

Objectivity – The expert evaluates each propos-
al as submitted, meaning on its merit, not its po-
tential if certain changes were to be made;

Accuracy – The expert judges against the offi-
cial evaluation criteria and the call or topic the 
proposal addresses and nothing else;

Consistency – The expert applies the same stan-
dard of judgment to all proposals;

Unconscious bias – When the expert relies on 
prior experiences, assumptions, and interpreta-
tions to make choices whilst being unaware of it; 
thus, the expert should avoid common biases.

What about confidentiality and conflict of  
interests? For these parts I am copy-pasting 
from the sections of my contract with EACEA:

IMPARTIALITY 2.1. The expert must perform 
his/her work impartially and take all measures 
to prevent any situation where the impartial and 
objective implementation of the work is compromised 
for reasons involving economic interest, political or 
national affinity, family or emotional ties or any other 
shared interest ('conflict of interests').
The following situations will automatically be 
considered as conflict of interest:
(a) for a proposal(s) s/he is requested to evaluate, 
if s/he:
(i) was involved in the preparation of the proposal(s);
(ii) is a director, trustee or partner or is in any way 
involved in the management of an applicant (or linked 
third party or other third party involved in the action);
(iii) is employed or contracted by one of the applicants 
(or linked third parties, named subcontractors or other 
third parties involved in the action).
In this case, the expert must be excluded from the 
evaluation of the proposal(s) concerned (and may 
not take part in the consensus group, panel review 
or hearings when the proposal(s) is being discussed). 
Part(s) of an evaluation to which the expert already 
participated must be declared void. Comments and 
scores already given must be discounted. If necessary, 
the expert must be replaced and the proposal(s) 
concerned must be re-evaluated.
However, in exceptional and duly justified cases, the 
responsible Agency staff may decide to nevertheless 
invite the expert to take part in the panel meeting, if:
- the expert works in a different department/
laboratory/institute from the one where the action is 
to be carried out and
- the departments/laboratories/institutes within the 
organisation concerned operate with a high degree of 
autonomy and
- the participation is justified by the requirement to 
appoint the best available experts and by the limited 
size of the pool of qualified experts.
In this case, the other experts in the group of evaluators 
will be informed about the situation of the expert.
(b) for a proposal(s) s/he is requested to evaluate 
AND for all proposal(s) competing for the same 
call budget-split, if s/he:
(i) was involved in the preparation of any proposal(s) 
submitted to the same topic/other topic within the 
same call budget-split;
(ii) would benefit if any proposal(s) submitted to the 
same topic/other topic within the same call budgetsplit 
is accepted or rejected;
(iii) has close family ties (spouse, domestic or non-
domestic partner, child, sibling, parent etc.) or other 
close personal relationship with a person (including 
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linked third parties or other third parties) involved in 
the preparation of any proposal(s) submitted to the 
same topic/other topic within the same call budget-
split, or with a person which would benefit if such a 
proposal(s) is accepted or rejected.
In this case, the expert must be excluded from the 
evaluation of the proposal(s) concerned AND from all 
the proposal(s) competing for the same call budget-
split. Part(s) of an evaluation to which the expert already 
participated must be declared void. Comments and 
scores already given must be discounted. If necessary, 
the expert must be replaced and the proposal(s) 
concerned must be re-evaluated.
(c) for ALL proposal(s) under the call in question,  
if s/he:
(i) is a member of an advisory group set up by the EU 
to advise on the preparation of work programmes or 
work plans in an area related to the call in question;
(ii) is a National Contact Point (NCP) or is working 
for the Enterprise Europe Network (EEN);
(iii) is a member of a programme committee.
In this case, the expert must be excluded from 
the evaluation of the call concerned. Part(s) of an 
evaluation to which the expert already participated 
must be declared void. Comments and scores already 
given must be discounted. If necessary, the expert 
must be replaced and the proposal(s) concerned must 
be re-evaluated.
The following situations may be considered as 
conflict of interest if the responsible Agency staff 
so decides, in view of the objective circumstances, the 
available information and the potential risks:
(a) employment of the expert by one of the applicants 
(or linked third parties or other third parties involved 
in the action) in the last three years;
(b) involvement of the expert in a contract, grant, 
prize or membership of management structures (e.g. 
member of management or advisory board etc.) or 
research collaboration with an applicant, linked third 
party or other third party involved in the action in the 
last three years;
(c) any other situation that could cast doubt on his/her 
ability to participate in the evaluation impartially, or 
that could reasonably appear to do so in the eyes of an 
outside third party.
In this case, the responsible Agency staff may decide 
to exclude the expert from the evaluation (and on 
the scope, i.e. only for the proposal(s) concerned 
or also for competing proposal(s) or the entire call) 
and, if necessary, to replace him/her and organise a 
re-evaluation.
2.2. The expert will be required to confirm - for each 
proposal(s) s/he is evaluating - that there is no conflict 

of interest, by signing a declaration in the Funding 
& Tenders Portal electronic exchange system (see 
Article 21).
If the expert is (or becomes) aware of a conflict of 
interest, s/he must immediately inform the responsible 
Agency staff and stop working until further 
instructions.
2.3. If the expert breaches any of his/her obligations 
under Points 2.1 and 2.2, the Agency may apply 
the measures set out in Chapter 5, and in particular 
terminate the Contract (see Article 17).
CONFIDENTIALITY 3.1. During implementation 
of the Contract and for five years after the date of 
the last payment, the expert must keep confidential 
all data, documents or other material (in any form) 
that is disclosed (in writing or orally) and that 
concerns the work under the Contract ('confidential 
information').
Unless otherwise agreed with the responsible Agency 
staff, s/he may use confidential information only to 
implement the Contract.
The expert must keep his/her work under the Contract 
strictly confidential, and in particular:
(a) not disclose (directly or indirectly) any confidential 
information relating to proposal(s) or applicants, 
without prior written approval by Agency;
(b) not discuss proposal(s) with others (including other 
experts or Agency staff that are not directly involved 
in the evaluation of the proposal(s)), except during 
evaluation meetings and with prior approval by the 
responsible Agency staff;
(c) not disclose:
- details on the evaluation process or its outcome, 
without prior written approval by Agency;
- details on his/her position/advice;
- the names of other experts participating in the 
evaluation.
(d) not communicate with applicants (including 
linked third parties or other third parties involved 
in the actions) during the evaluation or afterwards - 
except in panel hearings.
If the Agency makes documents or information 
available electronically for remote work, the expert 
is responsible for ensuring adequate protection and 
for returning, erasing or destroying all confidential 
information after the end of the evaluation (if so 
instructed).
If the expert works on Agency premises, the expert:
(a) may not remove from the premises any documents, 
material or information on the proposal(s) or on the 
evaluation;
(b) is responsible for ensuring adequate protection 
of electronic documents and information and for 
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returning, erasing or destroying all confidential 
information after the end of the evaluation (if so 
instructed).
If the expert uses outside sources (for example 
internet, specialised databases, third party expertise 
etc.) for his/her evaluation, s/he:
(a) must respect the general rules for using such 
sources;
(b) may not contact third parties, without prior written 
approval by the Agency.
The confidentiality obligations no longer apply if:
- the Agency agrees to release the expert from the 
confidentiality obligations;
- the confidential information becomes public through 
other channels;
- disclosure of the confidential information is required 
by law.
3.2. If the expert breaches any of his/her obligations 
under Point 3.1, the Agency may apply the measures 
set out in Chapter 5. 

What are the evaluation and award criteria? 

I am taking here as an example the evalua-
tion criteria of the EACEA for the Culture 
Cooperation Call. The criteria are four: 
Relevance of the Project, Quality of the 
Contents and Activities, Project Management, 
Dissemination, and Communication. Each one 
of these has its sub-criteria.

RELEVANCE: This criterion takes into ac-
count the strategical setup of the project and 
the extent to which the proposal is relevant to 
the objectives and priorities of the call; wheth-
er it is or is not based on an adequate contextu-
al needs analysis; whether addresses or not the 
cross-cutting issues such as environmental, gen-
der balance, diversity, etc.; whether it is or it is 
not innovative and complements other actions at 
national, regional and European levels as well as 
the capacities of the project to add value at EU 
level.

QUALITY OF THE CONTENTS: This cri-
terion takes into account the extent to which the 
proposed concepts and methodologies are ap-
propriate for achieving the project’s objectives; 
the extent to which the project involves an ap-
propriate mix of participating organizations, and 

ensures an active contribution of all of them; the 
extent to which the target groups and audiences 
will benefit concretely from the project; the ex-
tent to which the project design is consistent and 
coherent, notably with the proposed timeframe.

PROJECT MANAGEMENT: This criterion 
takes into account the extent to which the pro-
posal includes effective mechanisms for coordi-
nation between the participating organizations 
and proposes an appropriate governance struc-
ture (including effective communication within 
the consortium); the extent to which the proj-
ect involves the appropriate project teams, staff 
and outside resources (including know-how, 
qualifications, and resources), to successfully 
implement the project; the extent to which the 
project’s budget is cost-effective and allocates 
appropriate resources to each activity (sufficient/
appropriate budget for proper implementation; 
best value for money); the extent to which the 
measures planned to ensure project implemen-
tation is of high quality (including management, 
risk management, quality assurance, and control, 
planning, monitoring, and evaluation).

DISSEMINATION & COMMUNICATION: 
This criterion takes into account the extent to 
which the project generated short, medium, and 
long-term effects; the extent to which the com-
munication and dissemination strategies have 
the potential to reach and positively impact the 
target groups and the relevant stakeholders, as 
well as the general public; and guarantee the vis-
ibility of the Creative Europe Programme sup-
port; the extent to which the project proposal in-
cludes concrete and effective steps to ensure the 
sustainability of the project, its capacity to con-
tinue having an impact and producing results 
after the end of the action.
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The points for the criteria are 30 for the first 
two and 20 for the others. Generally, there is a 
minimal threshold of 70 points, which is neces-
sary for every project to reach and to be taken 
into consideration by the evaluation committee. 
In addition, to be considered for support by the 
evaluation committee, for the first two criteria 
the project must have 15 or more points, and for 
the other criteria not less than 10 points.

The score ranges are divided in:

Excellent (27-30 points for the first two criteria 
and 18-20 points for the other criteria) – the pro-
posal successfully addresses all relevant aspects 
of the criterion. Any shortcomings are minor;

Very good (21-26 points for the first two crite-
ria and 14-17 points for the other criteria) - the 
proposal addresses the criterion very well, but a 
small number of shortcomings are present;

Good (15-20 points for the first two criteria and 
10-13 points for the other criteria) - the propos-
al addresses the criterion well, but a number of 
shortcomings are present;

Fair (7-14 points for the first two criteria and 
5-9 points for the other criteria) – the proposal 
broadly addresses the criterion, but there are sig-
nificant weaknesses;

Poor (1-6 points for the first two criteria and 1-4 
points for the other criteria) – the criterion is in-
adequately addressed, or there are serious inher-
ent weaknesses;

0 - the proposal fails to address the criterion or 
cannot be assessed due to missing or incomplete 
information.

8. WORKING AS AN EVALUATOR FOR THE EUROPEAN COMMISSION



56

9. Three Problematic 
Evaluations of the 

European Commission



57

If the Finnish institutions taken into consid-
eration here apply the rules of the European 
Commission and EACEA, especially those 
regarding the conflict of interest, the situation, 
in my opinion, could change in better. However, 
even at the European Commission level, the 
situation regarding the evaluation system is not 
always ideal. At this point, I would like to make 
some examples experienced personally during 
the last couple of years.

The first case regards the lack of transparency 
and arbitrary decision-making. It is about a proj-
ect I evaluated with another external evaluator 
with a similar score in our individual evaluation 
reports. So, a third expert was not needed for 
the consensus report. The project for both of us 
was not good enough to reach the threshold of 
70 points. However, I noticed, after the publica-
tion of the results, that this project was granted 
by the EACEA. Unfortunately, after asking the 
Agency, I did not receive any explanation in this 
regard.

The second case regards the differences in terms 
of understanding the same criteria by the evalu-
ators, to whom, before each evaluation session, 
are given, during dedicated meetings, the same 
information regarding the criteria and sub-cri-
teria of evaluation. However, apparently, these 
are never enough. Last year, there was a project, 
evaluated by three different evaluators, presented 
by a network that in tackling RELEVANCE 
criteria and the sub-criteria of the cross-cutting 
and mandatory priority of Gender-Balance pre-
sented as a solution in this regard the capacity 
building activities only for women in the classi-
cal music sector (opera, orchestras, music hous-
es, etc.). The network was composed of a large 
number of partners from all parts of Europe. 
The problem among the external evaluators 
came up when was pointed out that in some 
partner countries of the network, especially in 
southern Europe, there was prejudice against 
men musicians according to the idiocy of which 
classical music and ballet are only for gays, not 
men. This prejudice contributes to inverting the 

overall gender numbers compared to the North 
Europe orchestras, opera, and music houses. In 
this case, the questions were: is it a good thing 
to make capacity-building activities only for 
women in these countries? Will these activities 
improve the Gender Balance in that specific sec-
tor? Has the applicant an appropriate knowledge 
regarding the contexts covered by its network? 
Two of the evaluators considered these actions 
highly appropriate, and, after the quality control-
ler opted to democratically support the opinion 
of the majority of the expert evaluators involved 
in the assessment.

The third case regards some ethical issues for 
which there are no specific mechanisms of con-
trol. A couple of years ago, there was a project 
proposal, for the evaluation of which I was not 
involved, presented by a famous contemporary 
art biennial with a partner organization from 
Albania. The owner of the Albanian organi-
zation is the wife of the Mayor of Tirana. The 
Mayor, a few months before his wife’s orga-
nization with the other partner organizations 
received the EU funds, when the country was 
still in lockdown, destroyed in the middle of the 
night, with actors and activists still inside, the 
National Theater declared by Europa Nostra a 
European Monument of Cultural Heritage at 
risk. Unfortunately, I noticed the components 
of this partnership only when the project was 
already approved. Unfortunately, there is no 
mechanism within the evaluation system at the 
European Commission level to impede these 
unethical and outrageous decisions.
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“One of the paradoxes of neoliberalism is that 
it’s not new and it’s not liberal”.42 Neoliberalism 
seems to be here since always. The question is 
whether it is unavoidable. Does exist an exit strat-
egy through it? One of the pioneers of institutional 
critique, Hans Haacke, decades ago thought that, 
in order to proceed beyond the status quo, we 
firstly should think in industrial terms43 and then 
use the resources of the system against the domi-
nant ideology of the corporate state. I think, now-
adays his suggestions are still valid but is better to 
think in post-industrial terms. Thus, the struggle 
should not be exclusively about the classical hard-
ware/tangible means of industrial production (such 
as art and cultural works and their representational 
aspects) but also about software/intangible means 
of post-industrial production (information tech-
nology, knowledge, creativity), about the software 
that produces and runs the hardware machine of 
the neoliberal capital. For this reason, this text was 
not focused on the institutions that generally the 
institutional critique practitioners problematize, 
such as the art galleries and museum supported by 
the corporate state. This text intentionally targeted 
private and public culture institutions that appar-
ently, not showcasing the art and culture products 
they support, appear to be there only to support 
and make art and culture possible and for this rea-
son appear to be neutral and not interested on the 
representational aspects of art and culture.

Tony Negri proposes some productive concepts 
such as exodus44 and self-constitution which com-
bined with Bataille’s notion of excess45 destabi-
lize the status quo and the neoliberal production 
chain. To reach that excess in dealing with a neo-
liberal institution an artist, a researcher or cultur-
al operator, which, by the way, are all (including 
myself) objects and also agents of neoliberalism 
in relation to citizens/client, should embed in their 
practices and push further, towards the excess pre-
cisely, the neoliberal procedures and technicalities 
of the institutions. That’s why the transparency 
and knowledge sharing of those procedures and 
technicalities of the institutions are needed by art-
ists, researchers, and cultural operators: to use and 
push them further.

In other words, the neoliberal model proposed 
by the institutions taken into consideration here 
should be modulated, in Deleuzian terms. But 
for this is needed a common understanding on 
the function of the institutions, starting from 
the language, which, according to Ferdinand de 
Saussure, represents the first human-natural insti-
tution;46 the same language of the concepts used 
by the artists, researchers, cultural operators them-
selves but that is appropriated by the institutions 
and depotentaited, made rational, monolithic, uni-
vocal. This happens because the neoliberal mana-
gerialism of the new institutions is neither new nor 
liberal and does not create concepts. It only uses 
and abuses concepts of the art and culture fields 
such as diversity, inclusiveness, participation, co-
operation, etc., and presents them militarized in 
the form of social impact, target groups, profes-
sionalism, etc.

Therefore, the machinic comprehension of the in-
stitutional machine and its language can acceler-
ate the possibilities to subvert the status quo and 
the pre-stabilized order by proposing (in the case 
of applicant artists, researchers and cultural op-
erators) and selecting (in the case of evaluators 
working within or for the institutions) only true 
innovative projects. Therefore, only when the in-
stitutional machine, including its procedures, tech-
nicalities and language are neutralized by the abil-
ity of the applicant to recognize them and when 
the same does the evaluator which neutralizes the 
expert inside to make space for the critic, then the 
power relation based on the arbitrariness of the in-
stitutions that makes possible the artworks, cul-
tural works as well as researches and confirms the 
social status to the artists, cultural operators, and 
researches by supporting their proposals is substi-
tuted by the constitutive relation, a relation based 
on rights and justice. Only in these conditions the 
artists, researchers, and cultural operators work-
ing within, for or thanks to the institutions of art 
and culture can institute and constitute them-
selves through their artistic, cutural, and scientific 
productions.

10. CONCLUSIONS
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