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ABSTRACT KEYWORDS

The changes in the focus of cultural policy have been usually Cultural policy; competition
presented through periodisation. In the Nordic countries, during state; participation;
the late twentieth century, cultural policy moved from the neoliberalism; conjuncture;
welfare state era to a competition state era where “instrumental  2riculation; discourse
cultural policy” has been claimed to be hegemonic. As the analysis
periodisation does not encompass the possible continuity

between these periods, this article focuses on the multiple

historical forces manifested in the discourses of the Finnish

cultural policy of the 2010s. Hence, this critical discourse analysis

on two specific cultural policy projects focuses not only on the

hegemonic instrumental emphasis but on its relations with other

temporalities in the present. The theoretical concepts of

conjuncture and articulation strengthen the contextual approach

of the analysis, which is necessary for studying the contradictory

forces and temporalities that constitute the discourses. The

results suggest that the discourses embody both the concepts of

welfare state cultural policy and the rhetoric of a “competition

state.” The values essential to a welfare state cultural policy, such

as democratisation of culture and cultural democracy, are

rearticulated in the research material in a manner that constructs

them as a medium for neoliberal governance.

Introduction

In cultural policy research, the history of cultural policy is often divided into different
periods, each of which represents a certain hegemonic focus at a certain time. In the
Nordic countries, where the state’s support for arts and culture has been relatively
strong, the cultural policy in the second half of the twentieth century can be divided
into two periods. The first is the welfare state cultural policy period where the focus
was—for example—on cultural democracy, democratisation of culture, and the auton-
omy of arts. The second is the period in which cultural policy has been considered to
have entered a competition state era where market orientation and (economic) instru-
mentalization are distinctive features of cultural policy (e.g. Duelund 2008; Kangas and
Pirnes 2015; Sokka and Kangas 2007; Serensen 2014). In the field of cultural policy
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research, the expression “instrumental cultural policy” has been utilised to make sense of
the growing need of assessing the economic and social impacts of arts and culture. It
refers to the tendency “to use cultural ventures and cultural investments as a means or
instrument to attain goals in other than cultural areas” (Vestheim as quoted in Belfiore
2004, 184). Instrumental cultural policy emphasises culture “as a means, not an end in
itself” (ibid.).

The shifts in the focus of cultural policy have usually been linked to certain major devel-
opments in society. For example, the strengthened emphasis on instrumental arguments
has been argued to have its roots in the social, political, and cultural changes that numer-
ous Western societies experienced in the late twentieth century, which have been
affected by the dominance of neoliberalism (see Belfiore 2012; McGuigan 2005). Neoliber-
alism has functioned as a political and ideological framework through which “[t]he
market’ has become the model of social relations, exchange value the only value” (Hall,
Massey, and Rustin 2013, 9). Further, it has been argued that the doctrines of “new
public management”—such as productivity, lowering costs, and private-sector styles of
management practice—have been adopted in public policymaking and administration.
This has brought market strategies to the public sector and placed outcome and
results over processes and procedures (Belfiore 2004; Hood 1991; Kettl 2000). Through
these changes, welfare states are suggested to have transformed into “competition
states” (e.g. Jessop 2002).

As the focus in cultural policy research has been on periodisation, the possible overlap-
ping of different periods has not been explored to the same extent. As such, periodisation
does not pay attention to continuity over time or to forces other than hegemonic ones.
The uneven nature of the changes in the focus of cultural policy and the possible conflicts
that these changes generate are not considered. For example, “instrumentalization” is not
a new phenomenon (Belfiore 2012; Gray 2007), although it has characterised cultural
policy in previous decades. According to Belfiore (2012, 104-105), the notion that the
arts have a function to fulfil in society and that the success or failure in fulfilling this func-
tion is central to the attribution of cultural value has long been prevalent. In turn, Ves-
theim (2007) argues that cultural policy can be considered to be instrumental by
definition, since it always aims at something beyond culture, be it “civilising” populations
or influencing citizens.

This article studies the discourses of Finnish cultural policy in the 2010s with the objec-
tive of analysing how different historical forces are manifested in them. The article aims at
addressing a few of the gaps that periodisation has not been able to fill by analysing not
the hegemonic as such but rather its relations to other historical forces. The core research
question posed in the analysis is: “What values and outcomes are considered desirable
when discussing public support for arts and culture?” Finland, a Nordic country, is a
welfare state with relatively strong public support for cultural institutions and artists.
However, like numerous other Western countries, since the late twentieth century,
Finland has also adopted a number of neoliberal discourses and procedures of a compe-
tition state. As the doctrines of “new public management” began to influence the admin-
istration during the 1990s, Finland has been claimed to become a “competitiveness
society” (see Heiskala and Luhtakallio 2006). In addition, key concepts of the neoliberal
market society were also adopted in Finnish cultural policy discourses during that time
(Sokka and Kangas 2007).
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On account of such a history, Finland provides potential context to study how the
different historical developments of cultural policy are manifested and how they come
together in the present. The core findings of this article suggest that the discourses
studied contain elements from both welfare state cultural policy and instrumental cultural
policy. It appears that the values of the welfare state era have not been abolished from
cultural policy discussions nor been replaced by the ones of instrumentalism but rather
that they might gain new meaning and become rearticulated in the current context. In
fact, the “old” welfare state cultural policy concepts which emphasize, for example,
democracy, are utilised for instrumental purposes that are related to the aims of the com-
petition state.

This article presents a critical discourse analysis on the discussion around two cultural
policy projects which took place between the years 2016 and 2018 in Finland. The studied
projects were aimed at reforming the state’s support for arts and culture—theatres,
orchestras, and museums as well as independent artists from various fields—and in
both the cases the policies through which this support is managed were under re-evalu-
ation. As language and discursive practices cannot be separated from the social context
they are employed in, studying discourses is a means to study the social context (see Fair-
clough 2003; Grossberg 2010). Hence, analysing language can help understanding the
power relations at play in the field of cultural policy (cf. Rutten et al. 2019; Dewinter,
Rutten and Bradt 2020). The contextual approach adopted in the analysis is further
strengthened by the theoretical concepts of conjuncture and articulation, which function
as tools to understand how a certain historical moment is always affected by multiple and
contradictory temporalities and forces.

A conjunctural analysis: studying multiple temporalities through
discourses

The concepts of conjuncture and articulation suggest a contextual approach, which is
useful when the aim is to study the relations which produce a certain phenomenon.
The concept of conjuncture invites a contextual study of cultural policy in its historicity
and commonness as well as in its specificity in the current context, thereby considering
both the long-term historical trajectories and the characteristics typical of the specific
moment or context of today. Indeed, the concept of conjuncture refers to a certain
period of time in which different social, political, economic, and ideological forces
come together, create crises, and shape the society (Hall and Massey 2012). The
concept emphasizes that historical moments are shaped by multiple, diverse, and contra-
dictory relations, tendencies, forces, and temporalities (Clarke 2010, 2019; Grossberg 2006,
2010). A conjunctural analysis studies these relations without assuming their existence
beforehand.

Articulation is an important concept for understanding conjunctures and performing
conjunctural analysis. Stuart Hall (1985) defined articulation as a connection or link
which is not necessarily given, and which requires specific conditions to exist. As
certain things, elements or constituents are articulated together, an articulation, a con-
nection or link, is formed which produces new meanings and significance to its original
parts. This can be demonstrated by examining “instrumental cultural policy” as an articu-
lation or/and rearticulation of certain relations and forces. As arts and culture began to be
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articulated to the market economy and neoliberalism, these articulations produced new
interpretations of arts and culture and their value and tasks in society. In other words,
arts and culture were rearticulated through the process of articulating them to concepts
such as productivity, impact, and exchange value. Before this, arts and culture were not, at
least to the same extent, considered to be part of the market. However, at the end of the
twentieth century, the conditions for these types of articulations were created, as numer-
ous welfare states were undergoing changes towards the establishment of a neoliberal
“competition state.” This conjuncture—a diffusion of multiple crises in the cultural, politi-
cal, and economic spheres of society—formed the context for articulations which have
been explored under the concept of “instrumental cultural policy.”

The notion of “multiple temporalities"—histories, trajectories, and rhythms—conden-
sing and accumulating in a conjuncture and defining it (Clarke 2010) is crucial to the
objective of this article. Conjunctural analysis is not only concerned with hegemonic
aspects but other temporalities too. Therefore, the analysis presented in the next
section is critical of the hegemonic position of instrumental cultural policy and explores
how different temporalities — whether they represent welfare state cultural policy, instru-
mental cultural policy, or something else - are articulated and negotiated.

The method adopted in the analysis is critical discourse analysis (CDA). CDA and con-
junctural analysis share the kind of contextuality which presumes that language and dis-
cursive practices are an irreducible aspect of the social and power relations which create
the social context (Fairclough 2003; Grossberg 2010). The common interest within CDA is
the relation between language and power—how different relationships of dominance,
power, and control manifest in language. The relationship between a particular discursive
event and the social structures and contexts framing it is assumed to be dialectical: the
discursive event is shaped by its context(s) but at the same time it also shapes the
context(s). (E.g. Fairclough 2003; Fairclough, Mulderrig, and Wodak 2011; van Dijk 1995;
Wodak 2001.) By analysing discourses, this article aims to study the current social-political
context which affects the articulations of desirable effects and outcomes of publicly
funded arts and culture.

In this article, the concept of discourse refers to specific ways of ascribing meaning to
and representing a subject matter. Different discourses may represent the same area of
the world differently—from varied positions and perspectives (Fairclough 2003). In this
sense, discourse is “a category for identifying particular ways of representing some
aspect of social life” (Fairclough, Mulderrig, and Wodak 2011, 394). In terms of conjunc-
tural analysis, discourses can be considered as articulations: they make certain interpret-
ations and meanings possible by linking certain elements together. Hence, the analysis
focuses on the articulations which form the discourses on the desirable outcomes of pub-
licly supported arts.

Analysis and results: four discourses concerning publicly funded arts

The research material for this article was collected from two cultural policy projects. First,
in 2016, the Finnish Ministry of Education and Culture launched a project (“KulttuurivVOS”)
to reform the state subsidies system for theatres, museums, and orchestras. The Minister
of Education and Culture appointed a working committee to prepare a proposal for the
new legislation. According to the ministry, the purpose was to adapt the system to the
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changes that have taken place in the art field and in society since the system was estab-
lished in the early 1990s." With regard to this project, the research material consists of 19
blogposts which were published by the Finnish Innovation Fund called Sitra on their
website while the “KulttuuriVOS” project was ongoing. Each blogpost, written by one
or two writers, concerns the meanings and significance of culture and art today. The blog-
posts are written mainly by Finnish politicians and leading actors in the cultural field, such
as members of the Finnish parliament, the Minister of Culture, the head of cultural services
of the Finnish capital of Helsinki, and the secretary general of the Finnish Museums
Association.

Second, in 2017, the Ministry of Education and Culture initiated a project called “Indica-
tive Guidelines for Arts,” which concentrated on arts and artist policy. The working com-
mittee for the project was formed to prepare propositions on how to enhance the
preconditions for artistic activity in society. The aim of the project was to view the
changes in art and its “operational environment” in order to consider how the state’s
support for art and artists must be adjusted.? With regard to this second project, the
research material consists of a transcript of an event where the preliminary suggestions
of the working committee were discussed with the working committee—which consisted
mainly of people working in leading roles in different kinds of cultural institutions—and
the audience who represent different art-related associations, unions, foundations, and
co-operatives. The members of the committee and the audience included those who
are or have been working as artists themselves.

In practice, the analysis began with marking those parts of the research material that
were within the interest of the analysis by coding preliminary themes. From these prelimi-
nary themes, the final discourse categories were refined through several readings of the
material and by comparing the different themes and their contents to identify similarities
and differences. Through this work, the preliminary themes could be either combined
with similar ones, which could together form a discourse category, or discarded if they
were not sufficiently frequent to form an entire discourse. The questions asked during
the work of analysis were, for example, “What kind of things and issues are arts and
culture articulated (linked) to?” “What are the themes brought up in the discussions on
publicly funded arts and culture?” “From which elements are the articulations of
desired outcomes of publicly funded culture constructed?” “How are the desired
impacts of publicly funded arts and culture articulated?” As a result of the analysis, four
discourse categories were created, which are presented in this article: 1) economic
impact and competitiveness, 2) participation and social impact, 3) equality and diversity,
and 4) freedom of art(ists).

Economic impact and competitiveness

The first discourse emphasises the impact of arts and culture on economy and competi-
tiveness. In the competition state era, arguments rooted in the alleged economic and
social benefits that public “investment” in arts and culture will return have been
argued to become powerful (Belfiore 2012). Moreover, highlighting the economic

"https://minedu.fi/kulttuurivos.
2https://minedu.fi/taiteentulevaisuus.
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benefit and social regeneration of public “investment” in arts and culture has worked as a
strategy to attach legitimacy to arts and culture and justify public spending on them
(Belfiore 2002, 2004; Gray 2007). Belfiore (2012, 109) argues that the narrow instrument-
alism, which has been seen to dominate the discourses of cultural policy, is based on “the
application of a limiting utilitarian and calculating logic to arts policy, whereby precisely
quantifiable ‘returns’ need to be guaranteed for the ‘investment’ received.”

In the research material, it is claimed that “the economy is in shape if culture has been
invested in enough” (blogpost 6). Creativity and originality are said to be “crucial factors
for our success in the future” (blogpost 2) and intellectual capital is considered a “remark-
able driver of productivity” (blogpost 6). These discursive articulations suggest that art
and culture constitute significant forces of running the economy and are a source of com-
petitiveness for the nation. In other words, culture is represented as a tool for attaining
the aim that is the most important for the competition state. Further, in one text, artistic
talent is constructed as a tool for different organisations to adapt to changes in global and
national structures. As the writers describe how working life, enterprises, and commu-
nities could benefit from artists’ creativity, the traditional character of a creative,
mystified artist appears to become rearticulated in the context of the market state: “ ...
an artist usually has sensibility to recognise matters under the surface and the skill to
give them a concrete form. An artist has the ability to identify cultural norms and the
courage to question them. An artist is an expert when it comes to a creative process.
(S)he can reach towards the unknown and tolerate the uncomfortable state of not
knowing and the confusion that precedes all new solutions and innovations.” (blogpost
11)

The significance of culture is in the blogposts linked to the notability of culture as a
growing industry: “Culture and the so-called creative economy are one of the fastest
growing service sectors in many countries. It is an industry which will grow forcefully in
the near future.” (blogpost 18) Arts and culture are also articulated to the “market,”
which might as well be a beneficial and legitimate framing in the present conjuncture:
“Some products succeed by the demand on the market only. It would be desirable that
the makers and producers of culture found even more opportunities to such action
that leads also to success in the market at least within some time frame.” (blogpost 19)

Overall, the context of instrumental cultural policy and the neoliberal competition state
is manifested within this discourse: legitimacy and justification for the significance of arts
and culture are constructed through the emphasis on their economic impact and signifi-
cance. Not only is culture considered a tool for economic growth but, in addition, expec-
tations are articulated for the cultural sector to adapt better to economic principles.
According to one of the blogposts, artists must learn the language of the economy
“just like other foreign languages, too” (blogpost 18). Moreover, culture and art “invest-
ments” are concepts that are utilised and suggested to be utilised when discussing
funding culture. In the current conjuncture, adopting the “language of economy”
might function as a “defensive strategy of survival” against possible reductions in

3The blogposts have been numbered (from 1 to 19) and the number of the blogpost in question is referred to in par-
entheses after every direct quote. All quotes from the research material have been translated from Finnish by the
author.
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funding: by speaking the same language as the government, the arts sector might have a
better likelihood of being listened to (cf. Belfiore 2002, 95).

Participation and social impact

The instrumental value of arts and culture is not concerned only with the economic
benefits but also the alleged social benefits, such as enhancing social inclusion and tack-
ling social problems (Belfiore 2002; Gray 2007). In the blogposts, the value of art and
culture is also articulated to their ability to produce well-being and positive social
impact for the people participating in cultural and artistic activities. These benefits are
emphasised to the extent that art and culture are even suggested as being part of
social policy rather than cultural policy: one of the blogposts states—again using econ-
omic vocabulary—that “culture investments should be financed primarily as investments
in industrial, social and educational policy” (blogpost 6).

This discourse attaches legitimacy to art also as a contributor towards democracy. Par-
ticipation—a key tendency in contemporary cultural policy (Virolainen 2016; Sgrensen
2016)*—in arts and culture is, according to this discourse, not merely a route to better
(mental) health but also an arena for participating in the democratic society: “Art offers
a functional forum for diverse dialogue. It is a counterforce to negative forces through
which both the auteurs and the experiencers can contribute to societal discussion. In dic-
tatorships, this kind of opportunity is missing.” (blogpost 5) As art is articulated not to dic-
tatorships but to democracy instead, it is ascribed significance as an administrator of the
democratic society. The aim of the so-called participatory turn, which has also affected
cultural policy, has actually been to enhance the participation of citizens in political
decision-making by introducing new ways to participate in democracy (Virolainen
2016), and the quote suggests that engaging in arts and culture is indeed one way to
participate.

According to the blogposts, the “negative forces” referred to in the previous quote,
that can be prevented with the help of art and culture, appear to include social exclusion
and intolerance—both of which are current issues in the globalised neoliberal market
state. The ability of art to increase tolerance is mentioned in several texts and art and
culture are also said to offer a channel for building identities, expressing oneself, enhan-
cing self-knowledge, and processing feelings. They are described as enabling self-actua-
lisation and give meaning to life events. All these articulations of the value of art and
culture work together for the interpretation that they are presented as tools for prevent-
ing social exclusion and this value is attached to them in a straight-forward manner as
well: “Social exclusion in all age groups is a serious societal problem. Children and
young people whose future opens out as not offering options or opportunities, is a
failure that a successful democracy cannot afford. That is why its prevention needs tireless
attention and society's resources. Art and culture offer incomparable tools for producing
experiences of equality and for building up self-image.” (blogpost 5)

In these articulations, “policy attachment” occurs: while urgent social problems are
argued to be tackled with the help of arts and culture, their significance is justified by

“*The focus on participation has also been adopted in artistic practices; recently, “participatory art” has gained affirmation
from the digital culture for which participation is indeed a central feature (see Rutten 2018).
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attaching them to other, possibly more important and acceptable policy concerns (see
Gray 2002, 80-81). Overall, the significance of art and culture in building identities,
making the world understandable, raising tolerance, increasing participation, and improv-
ing health etc. add up to an image of a more equal, peaceful, democratic, and competitive
society. Although the effects that are emphasized in this discourse are mostly psychical or
mental, we must consider these impacts as “material” as well. After all, they reach further
than toward individuals who are gaining the supposed mental well-being, as do the social
problems that are expected to be tackled. Ultimately, the “well-being” art and culture are
expected to return is a matter of national competitiveness: the more people are capable
of participating in society, the more people there are who are productive and building
“our success.”

Equality and diversity

One of the strongest messages in the blogposts is that art is for everyone. Equality in the
opportunities to enjoy art and culture is valued in the texts, and availability and accessi-
bility exceeding the social and economic status, age, or residence is repeatedly empha-
sised. This discourse also emphasises that every person has an equal and individual
right to make one’s own interpretations of art and execute one’s own taste when
valuing art. To put it differently, throughout this material, there is a tendency to take
apart the “elite” stamp on art.

Then, in a sense, this discourse mirrors the core aims of cultural policy during the
heyday of the welfare state in the 1960s and 1970s: the democratisation of culture and
cultural democracy. The aim of cultural policy at the time was to “lower the barriers
between high and low, elitist and popular, cultures” (Sokka and Kangas 2007, 186) and
enhance the equal opportunities of citizens to participate in arts and cultural activities
(Kangas and Pirnes 2015). The democratisation of culture refers to the aim of distributing
art and culture services to as many population groups and geographical areas as possible
within a nation state. In turn, cultural democracy emphasises people’s own understanding
regarding their needs and culture. (Kangas as quoted in Virolainen 2016, 66-67.) This
implied that the cultural activities of different groups were acknowledged as part of
the commonly accepted cultural life (Kangas and Pirnes 2015).

As already addressed, in the blogposts, every individual is allowed to have the freedom
to feel whatever they, as individuals with unique tastes, wish to feel regarding the art they
are confronted with. Since tastes and judgements are considered personal, differences in
tastes are normalised and not valued in a hierarchical manner, which emphasises that
everyone can and must enjoy art and culture. Consequently, cultural diversity is appreci-
ated: “All the performances, pieces of work and outputs don't have to speak to everybody.
It would still be a good thing if we had a diverse selection of art and culture so that as
many people as possible could find suitable content for oneself. One likes complicated
and challenging expression. Someone else seeks experiences, that they can compare
with their own ones, also from art. Someone likes quiet, someone else likes loud etc.”
(blogpost 19)

The democratisation of culture is “concerned with providing access to those cultural
activities and objects that had historically been seen as the preserve of the elite; be
that the aristocracy or the ruling bourgeoisie” (Stevenson, Balling, and Kann-Rasmussen
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2017, 98). This discourse underpins that art is not, at least anymore, a “preserve of the
elite.” Moreover, the emphasis on cultural democracy appears to aim at moving power
from the elite to the masses, as people’s personal understanding is emphasised. To
reflect how these efforts are manifested in the research material, one more example
deserves to be presented, since it can be read as an attempt to deconstruct the view
of art as elitist and rearticulate art as a democratic and open sphere.

One of the blogposts introduces an engineer who is interested in arts and suggests,
through a little story, that anyone can be interested in art—even a random engineer at
a restaurant. The writer of the text is described to be eating at a restaurant in London
with a few colleagues; they were discussing an upcoming art exhibition, when suddenly
a man from the next table stood up and asked if he could also look at the sketches the
group was talking about. As he did, she writes, the sketches “inspired him to talk about
everything that came into his mind.” Thereafter, according to the writer, the man said,
“oh, sorry, I'm just an engineer.” The text ends with a statement: “The main point is
that everyone has a permission to see exactly the things one finds touching in a piece
of art.... In summary it could be stated that art is never difficult if you give it a chance.
And that art belongs to every one of us. Also to that London engineer at the restaurant.”
(blogpost 1)

Freedom of art(ists)

In numerous Western democracies, like Finland, the aspiration to keep political interests
and art apart from each other and pursue the “autonomy” or “freedom” of art has taken
the form of the “arm’s length principle.” It was established so that art would be protected
from political intervention in order to guarantee its autonomy and freedom, particularly
when artists are working with money from the public purse. (E.g. Kharkina 2013; Mangset
2009.) In Finland, this principle is implemented by, for example, maintaining a system
where the artists’ applications for state subsidies are peer-reviewed. Despite the instru-
mental rhetoric perceived in the discourses of the first research material presented
above, the ideal that art is an autonomous and free sphere that is not open to external
forces and pressures, appears to still be alive. This manifests in the second research
material, which is a discussion on the future arts policy, in the expressed aim and urge
to maintain “freedom of art” and the belief in its realisation.

This aspect is brought up along with a proposition made by the working committee of
the project, which was that artist subsidies must be replaced by “artist salaries.” What
appears to be crucial for the question of “freedom” to come along in the discussion as
strongly as it does is the fact that in the suggested model where independent artists
are paid salaries, “free artists” are required to have an employer—for example, an insti-
tution or a group of artists—to which they are affiliated and where they would also
have a superior who could, as the chair of the working committee describes, give the
artist some “sparring.”

The concerns regarding endangering the freedom of art are first articulated by the
chair of the working committee herself when she says, “of course the question is that,
ok, what kind of directive rights would the employer have then.” Subsequently, she
wonders again, “This is probably the question that raises concern among artists. That
well, what will happen to the freedom of my art then?” During the discussion, the
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chair, who is representing the whole committee, also states several times that “freedom”
would not be under any threat in the artist salary model. She expresses a strong belief in
maintaining the freedom of art and suggests that it would be specifically the superior’s
task “to make sure that the artist can make free art.” This is of special interest in the
current context, which has been claimed to be ruled by instrumentalism: the instrumental
accents appear not to eliminate the discourses that emphasize the importance of the
freedom of art.

The actualisation of “freedom of art” is discursively emphasized by constructing a
demarcation which separates the “contents” of art and art-making from the “structures”
(e.g. state’s support, arts organisations) which make this work possible. For example, a
representative of the Ministry of Education and Culture states, “we don’t have that kind
of authority that would concern the contents of art. We don’t want it and it is none of
our business.” The ministry’s ability to govern publicly funded art is considered to
reach the organisations (“structures”) but not the individual artists or their work
(“content”). This is indicated by the chair of the working committee as well: “Organisations
can and should be directed in terms of where the state’s funding goes. It is common
money and it must be looked where it goes. But an individual, an artist, certainly has
freedom of thought and expression.”

Even though “freedom” is an important theme in the discussion, the way it is defined is
rather flickering. On the one hand, its relativeness is acknowledged; however, on the other
hand, at the level of an individual artist, it is defined by the chair simply as the ability to do
whatever one wants: “And we have similar cases at the moment happening in the field of
arts anyway. So that an organisation actually asks someone that would you do something
for us and do you have any ideas and then the artist does what (s)he wants.” Here, again,
the artist who produces the content is indicated to have their freedom—unlike the organ-
isations that offer the structures and the stage to the artist.

Conclusion: neoliberal governance through participation?

In order to draw the results together, the last section of this article addresses a few con-
cluding themes which are manifested in the results of the analysis. In the hopes and
expectations regarding the positive social and economic impacts that are articulated in
the research material, the value of arts and culture is forcefully defined to be dependent
on the instrumental effects which is focused upon by the cultural policy of the compe-
tition state. However, simultaneously, the ideals of a welfare state cultural policy are
also utilised. As the results of the analysis suggest, Nordic cultural policy remains
focused on the autonomy of culture and art, despite the instrumental accents (cf.
Serensen 2016). Even though the cultural sector’'s impact on economic development,
for example, has become an important issue in cultural policy, the “arm’s length principle”
remains a key concept in arranging the relationship between politicians and the arts
(Kharkina 2013, 14).

Further, one means to deconstruct the controversy between instrumentalism and
autonomy is found in the specific context of the discussion in which the freedom of art
was emphatically emphasized: at this specific event, the working committee of the
project was talking to artists and their representatives, which might have affected the
rhetoric compared to that with a different kind of audience, like politicians. As the arts
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field might have had to adopt some of the instrumental discourses to justify their need for
public support it might be persuasive, in this specific context formed by an audience of
artists, to employ rhetoric which emphasizes that artists still have their freedom despite
the strengthened instrumentalism in cultural policy. Support for this interpretation is
found in the discussion since one of the artists in the audience, talking about the concerns
in terms of freedom of art, says, “As a great share of the financing is allocated according to
some political tendency, like ‘do social work, please’, then I think these concerns are very
understandable.” Hence, it might be possible to conclude that “freedom of art” is still part
of the rhetoric of cultural policy because of the dominance of the instrumental emphasis.
The hegemony of instrumental cultural policy might benefit from the balancing effects of
reassuring the freedom of art since it requires the approval from the artists as well.

Another theme worth scrutinising in the context of the competition state is that of par-
ticipation. In Nordic cultural policy, the “participatory turn” has marked a growing empha-
sis on participation, involvement of citizens in art, and the social impact that culture can
produce (Sgrensen 2016; Virolainen 2016). Although the participatory agenda in govern-
mental and institutional strategies emphasises democracy (Virolainen 2016), it is linked to
concepts such as “social impact” and “added value” (Serensen 2014), which reflect the
instrumental accents. Further, the rhetoric of inclusion might, as such, emphasise com-
munality, social cohesion, and society’s responsibility in preventing social exclusion;
however, in the current context of the competition state, the responsibility increasingly
remains on the individual rather than the state. In fact, the current discourse of “partici-
pation”, also adopted strongly in Finnish cultural policy, considers participation to funda-
mentally shape individuals’ sense of active citizenship and prevent social exclusion.
(Virolainen 2016.) According to Bishop (2012, 13-14) the buzzword “participation”
refers to “the elimination of disruptive individuals” and she describes cultural policy
that is concentrated on “social exclusion” in the following manner: “The solution
implied by the discourse of social exclusion is simply the goal of transition across the
boundary from excluded to included, to allow people to access the holy grail of self-
sufficient consumerism and be independent of any need for welfare.”

In a conference paper, Serensen (2014) suggests a new position of Danish cultural
policy, beginning from the mid-2000s, where participation is a “means of a socially trans-
formative goal.” Moreover, Sgrensen reflects that it is not clear whether the participatory
turn produces more subtle governmentality or if it actually enables a new phase of delib-
erative democracy to emerge. As the hopes for positive social impacts become—in the
research material analysed in this article—articulated to the democratisation of culture
and cultural democracy, it is possible to argue that arts and culture are comprehended
as a means of governance through which citizens are shaped to become the ideal
included, active, and responsible individuals that the competition state requires. For
this this rearticulation of the aims of democratisation, the emphasis on the equal right
to enjoy arts and allow individual interpretation of it is indeed crucial; the more people
participate in arts and culture, the greater the positive impacts which are expected to
enable individuals to transform into ideal citizens.

The neoliberal governance that is typical of the competition state makes the subjectiv-
ity of an individual a more crucial aspect of governing than earlier and emphasises indi-
vidual choice and freedom. Further, the subjectivity offered for citizens is a rational, active,
responsible, and productive individual and consumer whose counterpart, then, is an
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excluded and pathological citizen who the state attempts to educate and punish if
required (Saarinen, Salmenniemi, and Kerdnen 2014.) This ideal citizen, an individual
who has the freedom to choose, appears to fit the subjectivity pursued in the discourses
of participation and social impact as well as equality and diversity.

Lastly, an interesting comparison to these observations is found in an analysis on cul-
tural policy of Denmark and Scotland conducted by Stevenson, Balling, and Kann-Rasmus-
sen (2017). They argue that the discourse of non-participation in cultural policy remains
“concerned with participation in those specific art forms and institutions identified by a
group of elites as being capable of providing a ‘transformative’ experience that will
produce ‘enriched’ citizens who contribute to society in an appropriate manner” (ibid.,
98). Even though the discussions analysed in this article focus mainly on the specific
forms of “high” arts that are targeted in the policies in question, the “elite expert” is actu-
ally deconstructed discursively and art is rearticulated as a democratic area of the society
which is equal and accessible to every individual with their own individual tastes and
needs.’ Then, what is actually underpinned through the discourse of equality and diver-
sity is the independent individual of the neoliberal competition state with his/her unique
tastes and choices in the market. An ideology of consumption, which is related to the neo-
liberal shift towards the market, has indeed moved the attention to individual choices and
market supply also in cultural policy (Kangas and Pirnes 2015).

Thus, the results of the analysis suggest that multiple temporalities do diffuse in the
current discourses of Finnish cultural policy. The tendencies manifested in the research
materials could be explained rather well with the context of “neoliberalism,” since the
instrumental accents that are familiar to the neoliberal market state are apparent.
However, a great portion of the story would be missing if the observations made were
reduced only to “neoliberalism,” since there also appear to be other forces and tempor-
alities at play in this conjuncture. In the research material, “neoliberalism” is articulated
to concepts of the welfare state—such as cultural democracy, democratisation of
culture, and the “arm’s length principle”—and it is precisely as a part of these articulations
that its significance for the present conjecture of cultural policy can be observed. There-
fore, in this article, an attempt has been made to move beyond the apparent explanations
and problematise them in order to be able to discuss the complexity of the conjuncture of
cultural policy.
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>Moreover, Stevenson, Balling, and Kann-Rasmussen (2017, 100) found that, within the discourse of social inclusion, the
individual was “ostensibly” valued to the extent that the expert’s role was problematised.
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