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Executive Summary 

This document – D1.5 Summary of calls v2 - is part of the Work Package 1 (WP1 – Open Calls) and 

summarises the results of the second MediaFutures open call.  

 

In the second Open Call, MediaFutures was seeking applications that responded to the 

MediaFutures single challenge. This challenge invited creative and impactful ideas which address 

the issues of online misinformation and disinformation in different domains. The second Open Call 

opened on November the 25th 2021 and closed January the 27th 2022 with 137 applications 

received: 53 applications for the Startups for Citizens track , 30 for Startup meets Artist and 54 for 

the Artists for Media track. 

 

While the call was open, two successful webinars followed by two matchmaking events were held. 

The evaluation team selected 23 proposals: the MediaFutures support programme welcomed 10 

applications from the SmA track, 8 applications from the SfC track as well as 5 applications from the 

AfM (directly to BUILD phase). As a novelty of the second Open Call, MediaFutures collected data 

regarding the gender and the ethnicity of its applicants. This was done  in order to monitor diversity 

in this respect and to gather insights on how the programme can improve in terms of reach and/or 

support. Regarding gender, there was good balance amongst the successful applicants in all three 

tracks. Regarding ethnicity, there was good balance amongst the first stage applicants, although the 

majority of successful applicants identified themselves as “White/Caucasian”. A first evaluation of 

said data is included in this deliverable and further detailed analysis will take place in the upcoming 

months to extract more conclusions on the reasons behind the data. 

 

It was concluded in this deliverable, that the second Open Call was an impactful success. 

Nevertheless, there is still room for improvement. The issues regarding the application and 

evaluation process and the overall management of the call were analysed and written down, in order 

to be considered for the third and last MediaFutures Open Call. The main points to be improved are 

the following: 

● Application and submission process.  

● Communication and outreach to Startups/SMEs. 

● Improve/increment diversity.  

● Number of external evaluators. 

● Clarify/simplify evaluation process. 

 

This report is produced as part of T1.6 "Monitoring of the open calls" and it is essential to monitor 

adequately the results of the second MediaFutures open call in order to provide continuous feedback 

to the process and understand which aspects need to be improved and which ones are to be re-

iterated for subsequent calls. 

 

  



D1.5 – Summary of calls v2 

6 

 

1 Introduction 

This deliverable provides a summary of the results of the second MediaFutures open call, including 

relevant statistics and findings.  

 

Its content shall not be expected to provide any important information towards potential applicants 

of the upcoming MediaFutures open calls. 

 

This deliverable does not provide the individual results of the evaluation of the open call. These 

results are published on the MediaFutures website after conclusion of the subgrantee agreements 

with each applicant. 

 

The following sections of this deliverable present the following: 

 

● The section 2 “Open Call” includes a description of the second Open Call and the activities and 

work done during this time until the evaluation and selection of the applicants, such as promotion 

of the call, webinars, matchmaking and support for applicants. 

● In section 3 “Open Call Results” includes statistics about the call, giving information on the 

number of applications received and the finalised applications, the profile of applicants, the 

number of applications per track and per country. Furthermore, this section includes statistics 

about the gender and ethnicity of the applicants. Lastly, this section provides information about 

the evolution of the submission and the number of proposals selected for the second Open Call.  

● After the description of the results, the following section 4 “Findings” includes the analysis and 

conclusions obtained from the results.  
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2 Open Call (OC) 

At the end of January 2022, MediaFutures' second OC was closed. The OC was open between 

November the 25th 2021 and January the 27th 2022. During this time, like in the 1st OC, the 

MediaFutures team carried out several activities to promote the OC and support interested 

applicants throughout the application process. The activities that have been carried out are described 

in the following sections. 

 

 

2.1 Webinars 

Like in the 1st OC, MediaFutures organised 2 webinars to guide and explain how to apply for the 

2nd OC. These webinars were held at the beginning and at the end of the OC period. Specifically, 

the first webinar took place on December the 16th 2021 and the second one on January the 12th 

2022.  

 

The webinars were fully developed on DealRoomEvents (matchmaking tool) with a total of 196 

registrants, from which 100 attended the webinars (28 to the first webinar, 72 to the 2nd webinar). 

The number of registration and attendees were fewer than for the 1st OC (355 registrants and 206 

attendees), but the interaction between the participants was significantly higher. Regarding the type 

of participants for the 2nd Open Call: 60 registered as “startup/SME”, 41 as artist, 13 as organisers 

and 7 as speaker. The remaining 75 registrations did not give any specification (“unknown”).   

  

Compared to the webinars held in the 1st OC with GoToWebinar, the use of the DealRoomEvents 

platform for both the webinar and the matchmaking eased the process. The participants did not have 

to go from one platform to another. There was a low attendance rate for the first webinar, but in some 

way it also allowed very interesting and interactive exchanges. In the second webinar we introduced 

a completely new approach: startups and artists from the first cohort were invited to share their 

experience with new candidates. It was enriching to bring new content and to give the candidates 

the opportunity to ask questions both to the MediaFutures team and to the selected projects from 

the 1st OC. 

 

As a summary, we could extract that the new approaches used in OC2 had a bigger impact on the 

applicants, although the attendance was lower. The strategy of communication and promotion of the 

webinars should be revised for OC3. 

 

2.2 Matchmaking 

In parallel with these two webinars, MediaFutures organised a matchmaking process for artists and 

startups to promote applications in the ‘Startup meets Artist’ track. Being the most innovative track 

of the project and at the same time the most complex one, the MediaFutures team considered it 

essential to organise a high-quality matchmaking process. 

 

To this end, MediaFutures made available to all applicants a free platform (Deal Room Events), 

where each applicant could create a profile describing who they are, what they offer and what they 

are looking for, to meet other applicants and organise calls through this platform. Two matchmaking 

events were organised, right after each webinar and for the rest of the day. There were 56 meeting 

requests for SmA matchmaking, from which 16 meetings were realised. Applicants had the 

opportunity to organise meetings and have 15 minute calls to meet other applicants and look for 
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collaborations. Apart from these events, the platform was open during the entire period of the Open 

Call, allowing applicants to talk via private chat in case they were unable to participate in the 

matchmaking events.  

 

SmA track had higher concurrence than in OC1 (+15%), so we can conclude that the matchmaking 

activities were successful and should continue in OC3 

 

2.3 Help Desk 

Finally, it is important to highlight the support provided to applicants through the help desk service. 

Applicants have had the opportunity to contact the MediaFutures team through the email address 

opencall@mediafutures.eu, for any questions related to the Open Call and the application process. 

We have also solved queries that have arrived through the forum and chat feature of the F6S 

platform. As a result, the MediaFutures team has answered and solved more than 290 questions (40 

more than in the 1st Open Call). The maximum time for reply was 1 day.  

 

 

2.4 Evaluation and selection process 

There is a specific deliverable (D1.2) devoted to providing a summary of the evaluations that is due 

in Month 30. As the evaluation and selection process is a big part of each Open Call, we consider it 

interesting to include some basic information about the evaluation and selection process in this 

document, so as to provide a better link with D1.3 (Subgrantee Agreement Template). 

 

Main data and steps followed on the process were: 

● Eligibility check: 137 finalised applications were screened for eligibility between January 28th 

and February 3rd. The outcome of the eligibility check was 104 eligible applications to proceed 

to written evaluations. 

● Written evaluations: 104 applications were reviewed by evaluators with varied expertise, and 

with 17 evaluators being internal to the consortium (3 art, 9 business, 5 technical) and 3 

evaluators being external (2 art, 1 technical). These written evaluations took place between 

February 4th and February 10th. Following this stage, 47 applications (15 AfM, 15 SmA and 17 

SfC) passed through to the jury panels. 

● Jury panels: 

○ ‘Artist for Media’ jury panel (February 16th), with one internal panellist from IRCAM 

and two external panellists, chaired by ODI and with an observer from LUH. 10 artists 

were selected for interview. 

○ ‘Startup meets Artist’ jury panel (February 17th), with one internal panellist from 

IRCAM, one internal panellist from NMA and one external panellist, chaired by ODI 

and with an observer from LUH. 10 projects were selected for the START phase. 

○ ‘Startup for Citizens’ jury panel (February 18th), with one internal panellist from KCL, 

one internal panellist from NMA and one internal panellist from Zabala, chaired by 

ODI and with an observer from LUH. 8 projects were selected for the START phase. 

● Artist interviews: (February 23rd to February 25th), with one internal interviewer from EUT, 

one internal interviewer from IRCAM and one internal interviewer from ODI, 5 artists were 

selected to join the BUILD phase. 

 

mailto:opencall@mediafutures.eu
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2.5 Summary of Changes from the First Open Call 
MediaFutures Open Call Challenge(s) 

In the first Open Call (OC1) MediaFutures presented three tracks and three challenges for the 

applicants to choose from. After the close of OC1, it was identified that a number of applicants 

applied to the wrong Challenge, or applied to the Open Challenge when they would have suited one 

of the others, thus it was concluded that the options had to be clearer and more focused. So for the 

second Open Call (OC2), MediaFutures opted for a single challenge very focused on the main 

objective of the project. 

 

Webinars and Matchmaking 

In OC1 there was one platform for webinars (GoToWebinar) and a separate platform for 

matchmaking events (DealRoomEvents). In OC2 this was simplified to use DealRoomEvents for 

both of these activities, which made the experience easier and more streamlined for attendees. 

 

Another difference was that the successful participants from OC1 presented their experience in the 

OC2 webinars, which was of course not previously possible. This gave the OC2 candidates a better 

view of the MediaFutures programme and the level of commitment and engagement of the 

participants in the webinars was much higher and intense. 

 

Diversity 

In OC1 there was no collection of applicants’ gender and ethnicity data. To get an understanding on 

the diversity of such factors and to improve in this regard, this data was collected in the OC2 

application process. Regarding gender, there was good balance amongst the successful applicants 

in all three tracks. Regarding ethnicity, there was good balance amongst the first stage applicants, 

although the majority of successful applicants identified themselves as “White/Caucasian”. 

 

Evaluation Process 

The evaluation process for OC1 was done entirely on the F6S platform. It was reported that the 

scoring process was straightforward, but platform navigation was problematic for some reviewers. 

For this reason, in OC2 the F6S platform was only used internally by consortium partners for the 

initial eligibility check, after which evaluators were requested to use a spreadsheet for the rest of the 

process. This spreadsheet was designed to capture numeric scores, comments, and whether or not 

the evaluator believed that a project showed promise even if it achieved a low score according to 

the numeric rubric. 

 

3 Open Call Results 

 

3.1 Number of Applications 

There were 219 expressions of interest and 137 finalised proposals submitted to the second 

MediaFutures Open Call (see Figure 1). This document analyses the 137 submitted (finalised) 

proposals, which represent 62.56% of the applications that were started. 
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Figure 1: Open Call results: Number of applications finalised or in progress 

 

3.2 Finalised Applications 

Of the 137 applications submitted, 104 of them (76%) met the eligibility requirements and 33 of them 

(24%) did not (see Figure 2). The main reasons for ineligibility were that applicants were from non-

eligible countries and/or they did not respect the required document formatting. Adjustments could 

be made for the third Open Call to address these issues, such as by making the application 

conditions more apparent, and perhaps by using a restricted webform as opposed to accepting a 

user defined document. 

 

 

Figure 2: Open Call results: Eligible and non-eligible applications 

 

3.3 Profile of Applicants 

Applicants were asked whether they were applying as a single person, a single organisation, a group 

of individuals, or a group of individuals and organisations. Out of the 137 proposals, 23 of them 

(22%) were submitted by single individuals (natural persons), 35 of them (34%) by single 

organisations, 25 of them (24%) by groups of individuals (teams), and 21 of them (20%) by groups 

of individuals and organisations. 
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Figure 3. Open Call results: Profile of applicants 

 

3.4 Applications per Track 

During three Open Calls over the course of three years, MediaFutures selects startup ideas and 

creative projects to participate in the programme. Each call has three tracks: 

● Startups for Citizens (SfC): For startups to build a product or service that encourages novel, 

more meaningful ways to engage with media content. They participate in a six-month 

Accelerator programme. 

● Startup meets Artist (SmA): For teams of startups and artists to collaboratively develop new 

concepts of data technology and the arts. They take part in a six-month mixed Residency and 

Accelerator programme. 

● Artists for Media (AfM): For artists with an innovative artwork concept and production process, 

that critically and materially explore data and technology to question and comment on its impact 

on individuals and society. Artists participate in a six-month Residency programme. 

 

The following chart shows the distribution of applications per track for the MediaFutures second 

Open Call, with AfM being the predominant track with 54 applications (39%), followed by the SfC 

track with 53 applications (39%) and finally the SmA track with 30 applications (22%). Note that these 

values are prior to any eligibility screening. 
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Figure 4. Open Call results: Applications per track 

 

As shown in the table below, there was an increase in applications from OC1 to OC2 in the AfM track 

(+8) and in the SmA track (+4), but a decrease in the SfC track (-8). 

 

 OC1 OC2 

SfC 61 53 

SmA 26 30 

AfM 46 54 

Total 133 137 

Table 1. Open Call results: Applications per track and per Open Call 

 

3.5 Single Challenge 

In the second Open Call, MediaFutures sought applications that responded to a single challenge. 

This challenge invited creative and impactful ideas that address the issues of online misinformation 

and disinformation in different domains. These ideas may use any data or technologies deemed to 

be relevant, including but not restricted to ones provided by MediaFutures. 

 

3.6 Applications per Country 

The second Open Call received proposals from 39 countries. As can be seen in Figure 5, the 

predominant countries in terms of the number of applications were the United Kingdom (21), 

Germany (16), France (12), The Netherlands (8), Italy (7) and Spain (7), followed by applications 

from Romania, Portugal, Ireland, Bulgaria and Austria among others. Thanks to the great 

communication and dissemination efforts of the MediaFutures team, applications from a large 

number of countries were received, including most of the EU member states. 

 

https://mediafutures.eu/2nd-open-call/
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Figure 5. Open Call results: Applications per country 

 

One item of note is the proportion of applicants applying from the top (wealthiest) quartile of countries 

by GDP per Capita. While there are restrictions on from which countries applicants can apply from, 

we have noticed a disproportionate number of applicants applying from the wealthier eligible 

countries. Of the 42 eligible countries: 

● 25 (60%) are from the top quartile,  

● 11 (26%) are from the second quartile,  

● 6 (14%) are from the third quartile,  

● no fourth quartile countries are eligible for MediaFutures funding in this track. 
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For SfC, 78% of successful applicants were from the top quartile, for AfM this was 100%, and this 

was only better for SmA at 50%. We will look to increase our engagement for OC3 in the six eligible 

countries that are in the third quartile. 

 

3.7 Gender of Applicants 

MediaFutures decided to collect data about applicant gender in this second Open Call, in order to 

monitor diversity in this respect and to gather insights on how the programme can improve in terms 

of reach and/or support. The following subsections present a first analysis of this data, and a more 

detailed analysis will follow in the coming months. It is important to point out that such demographic 

data was not shared with the evaluators at any time during the evaluation process, in order to reduce 

the potential for biassed assessment. 

 

3.7.1 SfC Track 

Figure 6 shows gender data from the ‘Startup for Citizens track’, for applicants that finalised their 

applications, those that were actually eligible, and those that were then selected from evaluation. 

For the latter, it can be seen that the gender balance between male (12) and female (15) was almost 

reached, and that female applicants were proportionally more successful than male applicants. 

 

 

Figure 6. Gender distribution from applicants of the SfC track 

 

3.7.2 SmA Track 

Figure 7 shows the gender distribution of applicants in the ‘Startup meets Artist’ track. Once more, 

looking at the gender of applicants selected from the evaluation process, the numbers of male (18) 

and female (20) applicants are close. 
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Figure 7. Gender distribution from applicants of the SmA track 

 

3.7.3 AfM Track 

Finally, Figure 8 shows the gender distribution of applicants in the ‘Artist for Media track’. In terms of 

finalised applications, there were significantly more male than female applicants, with a difference of 

21. The drop from finalised to eligible applications is similar for both male and female. In the end the 

gender balance between male (7) and female (6) is virtually had in the final selection. 

 

 
Figure 8. Gender distribution from applicants of the AfM track 

This data signals to us that our evaluation process does not create any additional barriers to female 

applicants, but we will conduct further research to understand if the application process is 

contributing to the gender inequality at the application stage. 

 

3.8 Ethnicity of Applicants 

In addition to data about applicant gender, data about applicant ethnicity was also collected in the 

MediaFutures second Open Call, again to provide insights into diversity and to identify areas for 

improvement. The following subsections present initial findings, and a more detailed analysis will 

follow in the coming months. It is worth noting that this was optional data for applicants to provide, 

and they had the choice not to provide it if they did not wish to do so. 
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3.8.1  SfC Track 

The ethnicity breakdown of the ‘Startups for Citizens’ track is presented in Figure 9 below. It can be 

seen that in all three areas of application status (finalised, eligible, selected) the majority of applicants 

identified themselves as “White/Caucasian”, followed by applicants that chose “Prefer not to say”. 

Taking a closer look at the selected applicants, every ethnic group was represented except for 

“Middle-Eastern/North African” and “Hispanic/Latinx”. 

 

 
Figure 9. Ethnicity distribution from applicants of the SfC track 

 

3.8.2 SmA Track 

Figure 10 shows the ethnicity breakdown of the ‘Startup meets Artist’ track. It can be seen that in all 

application stages, the majority of applicants identified themselves as “White/Caucasian”. Compared 

to the SfC and AfM tracks, the numbers of selected applications of the SmA track had a significantly 

higher difference between “White/Caucasian” and other ethnic groups. 

 

 
Figure 10. Ethnicity distribution from applicants of the SmA track 
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3.8.3 AfM Track 

Figure 11 shows the ethnicity breakdown of the ‘Artist for Media’ track. Similar to the other tracks, 

the majority of applicants defined themselves as “White/Caucasian”. Among the selected applicants, 

all ethnic groups were represented except for “Middle-Eastern/North African” and “Hispanic/Latinx”. 

 

 
Figure 11. Ethnicity distribution from applicants of the AfM track 

 

MediaFutures was active in the promotion of the second Open Call by reaching out to a more diverse 

audience, making an extra effort by activating specific networks of underrepresented groups in the 

promotion of OC2 (Women and innovation; Ethnic minorities organisations; LGBT community;  

Cultural institutions in other countries). To assess the demographic alignment of the programme 

applications and the territories in which the challenge is offered, a more in-depth study of the data is 

required. Only with such a detailed study can more specific conclusions be drawn about outreach 

efforts to date, and suggestions for future actions be made. 

 

3.9 Evolution of Submissions 

Figures 12 to 14 show the evolution of second Open Call submissions for the SfC, SmA and AfM 

tracks, respectively. Some of the tips for reading the figures are: 

● Opened/Submitted: refers to the moment when the proposal was created at the F6S platform 

and the moment when it was successfully finalised. 

● Ner/Acc: Number (Ner) means the number of proposals on each day, while Accumulated 

(Acc) means the total number of proposals from the opening date 

● Blue arrows: indicate the dates of the webinars / matchmaking sessions (16/12/2021 - 

12/01/2022) 

● Thin arrows with % on top of the accumulated lines: establish the date when different % of 

applications regarding the final figures (10%, 25% and 50%) were reached 
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Figure 12. Second Open Call creation/submission rate (SfC) 

 

 

Figure 13. Second Open Call creation/submission rate (SmA) 
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Figure 14. Second Open Call creation/submission rate (AfM) 

 

These are some of the conclusions from this figures: 

● More than two thirds of the applicants wait till the final week to open their application. 

● More than half of the applications are submitted during the last day (although the deadlines 

closed at noon) 

● This last-minute behaviour is specially sharp on the SfC track 

● AfM track showed a very good start, significantly more active than the other tracks, but again 

several applications were submitted in the last few days. 

● The second webinar / matchmaking session had a positive effect in the formation of consortia 

and the slightly earlier submission of proposals 

 

3.10 Selected Proposals 

From the full evaluation process beginning with 137 submitted proposals (eligible and ineligible), 23 

proposals were finally selected, representing 17% of the initial intake. 

 

Track 
Number of selected 

proposals 

As a percentage of 
submitted proposals 

in the track 

Startups for Citizens (SfC) 8 15% 

Startup meets Artist (SmA) 10 33% 

Artists for Media (AfM) 5 9% 

Table 2: Selected proposals per track 
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4 Findings 

The second Open Call of MediaFutures resulted in 219 expressions of interest and 137 completed 

proposals, from 39 countries. In comparison, the first Open Call closed with 207 expressions of 

interest and 133 completed proposals, from 32 countries. Like with the first Open Call, key activities 

such as webinars, matchmaking and help desk support also worked well in the second Open Call. 

 

Several points for improvement have been detected, which should be further analysed and acted 

upon for the third and last Open Call. These are shown in Table 3. 

 

Issue Actions for improvement 

● From 219 expressions of 
interest, 137 applications were 
finalised (63%). 

● Gather feedback on reasons why applicants started 
but did not submit their application/proposal. 

● 76% of applications were 
eligible. 

● 24% of applications were 
ineligible, mainly due to: 
○ Incorrect proposal format 

or page limit exceeded 
○ Ineligible country 

● Improve the application process: 
○ Put emphasis on the ‘Guideline for Applicants’ and 

the proposal templates. 

○ Provide applicants with mock applications, 

illustrating strict do/don’t rules. 

○ Discuss whether to use other submission 

platforms than F6S (e.g. Google Forms, MS 

Forms) in order to avoid applicant mistakes and 

make the evaluation process easier. Perform an 

analysis of the pros and cons of changing from 

F6S. 

● Issues with the submitted links 
to video material from the 
applicants. 

● Demand the use of a specific video platform e.g. 
YouTube (and provide clear instructions). 

● The submission deadline was 
set to 12:00 noon, which 
caused confusion about am/pm 
i.e. whether it was midday or 
midnight. 

● Include a countdown to deadline on the MediaFutures 
website. 

● Choose a different and clearer deadline (e.g. 17:00 
CET) 

● Diversity can be improved. 
● Run a deeper diversity analysis. 
● Improve communication activities. 

● KPI for number of applications 
from startups not reached (KPI: 
100; 2nd OC: 83) 

● Improve communication and outreach to 
startups/SMEs to reach KPIs. 

● Low number of external 
evaluators. 

● Find more potential external evaluators, reach out to 
them sooner and offer compensation. 

● Time requirements and 
evaluation schedule were 
unclear for some evaluators. 

● Collect feedback from evaluators on time usage 
● Clarify the time requirements 
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● Evaluation process was unclear 
for some evaluators. 

● Clarify the evaluation process. In the evaluator 
briefing, emphasise the concept of ‘promise vs. 
polish’ and the expectation about comments. 

● Potentially simplify the process by removing sub-
criteria. 

● Some evaluators diverged from 
the standard process. 

● Some evaluators’ questions 
were too late. 

● Improve the evaluator briefing, with emphasis on 
these points. 

● Redistribution of applications 
amongst the evaluators in the 
case of sickness 

● Make it clear to evaluators that they may be given 
more applications than their initial allocation, to cater 
for issues with other evaluators 

Table 3: Issues and proposed actions for improvement 
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5 Abbreviation List 

AfM Artists for Media 

SfC Startups for Citizens 

SmA Startup meets Artist 
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7 ANNEX - Detailed diversity analysis of OC2 applications* 

(Figures in this Annex refers to single applications, since the data shown in sections 3.7 and 3.8 refers to all participants in the call, independently if 

they belong to the same application) 

 

Final Analysis for SfC 

 

By country GDP per capita: 

Country of team 
(or team lead 
when mixed) 

No. applications 
started 

No. applications 
submitted 

No. applications 
eligible 

No. applications 
progressed to 
jury panel 

No. applications 
selected 

% change from 
start to end 

Top/ First quartile 46 (65%) 38 (72%) 30 (77%) 13 (76%) 7 (78%) +13% 

Second quartile 10 (14%) 9 (17%) 6 (15%) 2 (12%) 1 (11%) -8% 

Third quartile 10 (14%) 5 (9%) 3 (8%) 2 (12%) 1 (11%) -3% 

Fourth quartile 5 (7%) 1 (2%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) -7% 

Total 71 53 39 17 9 (13% of initial 
applications) 

 

 

From these findings we can surmise: 

● It’s important to note that there are restrictions on which countries from which applicants can legitimately apply. Of these 42 countries: 

○ 25 (60%) are from the top quartile,  

○ 11 (26%) are from the second quartile,  

○ 6 (14%) are from the third quartile,  

○ no fourth quartile countries are eligible for MediaFutures funding in this track. 

● We would therefore expect the majority of applicants applying to be from the top quartile, and cannot draw any conclusions from the lack of 

fourth quartile applications. 
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● However, we can still see a disproportionate number of applicants from first quartile countries compared to second and third quartile countries 

● Given the very small sample size of applicants from the 2-3rd quartiles who were eligible to be scored for jury panels and final selection, it is 
difficult to draw any definitive conclusions on any barriers or advantages wealthier or poorer countries may have had. 

● However the same proportion of applications from first quartile countries progressed as second and third quartiles (combined due to small 

sample size), which suggests there may not have been any barriers at these stages of the evaluation process. 

 
By ethnicity 

Ethnicity of applicant 
(lead participant when 
a team) 

No. 
applications 
started 

No. 
applications 
submitted 

No. applications 
eligible 

No. applications 
progressed to 
jury panel 

No. applications 
selected 

% change from 
start to end 

Asian 5 (7%) 2 (4%) 2 (5%) 1 (6%) 1 (11%) +4% 

Black/ African/ 
Caribbean 

4 (6%) 3 (6%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) -6% 

Hispanic/ Latinx 4 (6%) 4 (8%) 2 (5%) 1 (6%) 0 (0%) -6% 

Middle-Eastern/ North 
African 

6 (8%) 5 (9%) 3 (8%) 2 (12%) 0 (0%) -8% 

Mixed 4 (6%) 4 (8%) 3 (8%) 1 (6%) 1 (11%) +5% 

Other 1 (1%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) -1% 

Prefer not to say 13 (18%)* 6 (11%) 5 (13%) 1 (6%) 1 (11%) -7% 

White/ Caucasian 34 (48%) 29 (55%) 24 (62%) 11 (65%) 6 (67%) +19% 

Total 71 53 39 17 9 (13% of initial 
applications) 

 

 

From these findings we can surmise: 

● White/ caucasian applicants made up the majority of applicants, which is to be expected given the Euro-centric nature of MediaFutures and 

the current European demographics 
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● The percentage of non-white applicants did not decrease from application started to submitted, suggesting the application form is not a barrier 

to entry by ethnicity? 

● However the joint greatest % change came from a large reduction in unknown ethnicities from starting to completion. We cannot make 

assumptions on what the ethnicities were of these applicants, so this may have had a significant impact on the other categories if stated. 

● Both in actual terms and as a percentage, more non-white applicant led teams were ineligible than white applicant led teams.  
● If you discount applicants from the ineligible countries this is still the case, so we see there may be a barrier to entry for non-white applicant 

led teams, or an advantage for white applicant led teams 
● White applicant led teams make up the majority of the final selection of teams. 
● The proportion of non-white applicant led teams (grouped due to small sample size) also decreased slightly more than white applicant led 

teams. However the sample size is very small at this stage so it is not feasible to draw a definitive conclusion from this. 

● While it was to be expected that white applicant led teams would make up the majority of the final selection due to Euro-centric nature of 

MediaFutures and the countries which were eligible to apply for this track, it is surprising that less than ¼ of teams are led by non-white 

applicants. Although our evaluation process doesn’t indicate (at this high level) that it creates additional barriers to entry, we may wish to direct 

more of our engagement to attracting more ethnically diverse start up/ SME organisations, so that there is a greater opportunity to increase 

this project’s diversity beyond the application stage. 

 
By gender 

Gender  No. applications 
started 

No. applications 
submitted 

No. applications 
eligible 

No. applications 
progressed to jury panel 

No. applications 
selected 

% change from 
start to end 

Female 16 (23%) 14 (26%) 13 (33%) 8 (47%) 5 (56%) +33% 

Male 42 (59%) 34 (64%) 21 (54%) 8 (47%) 4 (44%) -15% 

Other 2 (3%) 2 (4%) 2 (5%) 1 (6%) 0 (0%) -3% 

Prefer 
not to 
say 

11 (15%)* 3 (6%) 3 (8%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) -15% 

Total 71 53 39 17 9 (13% of initial 
applications) 
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From these findings we can surmise: 
● There is poor gender balance at both the start and submission stages of the application process 
● While there is a smaller drop off in applications by female/ other led applications than male led applications, this is minimal, and male led 

applications make up an even higher proportion of the total applications submitted, once the data gaps were filled from unfinished to finished 
applications  

● While we can’t make assumptions on the unknown gender applications, even if we considered these to be all female or other, the additional 
numbers would not make a large impact on the high majority male-led applications have. 

● The gender imbalance is halved at the eligibility stage of the application process with a ratio of 38:54 of female/other to male. However there is 
still an imbalance which suggests there could be challenges for female/non-binary applicant led teams in the application process. 

● Female led teams did better in the evaluation stage to progress to jury panel, to the point where the 21% gender imbalance was nullified and 
we reached gender parity. 

● Gender parity remained following the jury panel stage of the evaluation 
● These results suggest that while there aren’t barriers to entry for female applicant-led teams during the evaluation process, there may be 

blockers at the application stage which we should look into further. 
 

Final Analysis for SmA 

 

By country GDP per capita: 

Country of team 
(or team lead 
when mixed) 

No. 
applications 
started 

No. applications submitted No. 
applications 
eligible 

No. applications 
progressed to jury 
panel 

No. 
applications 
selected 

% change 
from start to 
end 

Top/ First 
quartile 

27 (57%)* 17 (57%)* 12 (57%) 8 (53%) 5 (50%) -7% 

Second quartile 12 (26%)* 11 (37%)* 8 (38%) 6 (40% 4 (40%) +13% 

Third quartile 5 (11%)* 1 (3%) 1 (5%) 1 (7%) 1 (10%) -1% 

Fourth quartile 3 (6%)* 1 (3%)* 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) -6% 

Total 48 (incl 1 
unknown) 

30 21 15 10 (21% of 
initial 
applications) 
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From these findings we can surmise: 

● It’s important to note that there are restrictions on which countries from which applicants can legitimately apply. Of these 42 countries: 

○ 25 (60%) are from the top quartile,  

○ 11 (26%) are from the second quartile,  

○ 6 (14%) are from the third quartile,  

○ no fourth quartile countries are eligible for MediaFutures funding in this track. 

● We would therefore expect the majority of applicants applying to be from the top quartile, and cannot draw any conclusions from the lack of 
fourth quartile applications. 

● Adjusting for the entry restriction expectations, we see approximately the proportion of first quartile country applications that relates to the 
entry requirements, slightly more from the second quartile and slightly less from the third quartile 

● However, as some of these applications are not eligible, it is difficult to draw conclusions at this stage. 
● There was almost no change in the proportion of each quartile for each stage of the application process, except for the fourth quartile, who 

couldn’t be eligible due to country restraints. 
● There therefore appears to be no indication of additional barriers to entry or advantages for applicants from countries with different levels of 

wealth so this is unlikely to require further analysis 
 
 
By ethnicity 

Ethnicity of applicant 
(lead participant when a 
team) 

No. 
applications 
started 

No. 
applications 
submitted 

No. 
applications 
eligible 

No. applications 
progressed to jury 
panel 

No. 
applications 
selected 

% change 
from start to 
end 

Asian 5 (10%) 2 (7%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) -10% 

Black/ African/ 
Caribbean 

3 (6%) 1 (3%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) -6% 

Hispanic/ Latinx 3 (6%) 3 (10%) 2 (10%) 2 (13%) 1 (10%) +10% 

Middle-Eastern/ North 
African 

1 (2%) 1 (3%) 1 (5%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) -2% 

Mixed 1 (2%) 1 (3%) 1 (5%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) -2% 
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Other 2 (4%) 2 (7%) 1 (5%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) -4% 

Prefer not to say 12* (25%) 1 (3%) 1 (5%) 1 (7%) 0 (0%) -25% 

White/ Caucasian 21 (44%) 19 (63%) 15 (71%) 12 (80%) 9 (90%) +46% 

Total 48 30 21 15 10 (21% of 
initial 
applications) 

 

 

From these findings we can surmise: 

● White/ caucasian applicants made up the majority of applicants, which is to be expected given the Euro-centric nature of MediaFutures and 

the current European demographics 

● However the greatest % change came from a large reduction in unknown ethnicities from starting to completion. We cannot make 
assumptions on what the ethnicities were of these applicants, so this may have had a significant impact on the other categories if stated. 

● Applications led by a white applicant only reduced by 20% at the eligibility stage, whereas for non-white applicant led applications, the 
reduction was 50%. 

● There could be a link here to two of the ineligible countries, whose populations are predominantly non-white, however the proportion of 
ineligible non-white applicant led applications would still be higher taking this into account. 

● This suggests that there could be a barrier to entry for this group in the application process which may need further investigation. 
● The majority of white applicant led teams increased at the final stage in the evaluation process, with non-white applicant led teams making up 

only  10%.  
● Given the small numbers at this level, it is difficult to confirm if this is significant, and due to barriers to entry in the evaluation process of not, 

but warrants more detailed analysis. 
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By gender 

Gender  No. applications 
started 

No. applications 
submitted 

No. applications 
eligible 

No. applications 
progressed to jury panel 

No. applications 
selected 

% change from 
start to end 

Female 20 (42%) 15 (50%) 12 (57%) 9 (60%) 5 (50%) +8% 

Male 18 (38%) 15 (50%) 9 (43%) 6 (40%) 5 (50%) +12% 

Other 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0% 

Prefer 
not to 
say 

10 (21%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) -21% 

Total 48 30 21 15 10 (21% of initial 
applications) 

 

 
From these findings we can surmise: 

● There is approximate gender balance at both the start and submission stages of the application process 
● The greatest % change came from a large reduction in unknown gender from starting to completion. We cannot make assumptions on what 

the gender were of these applicants, so this may have had a significant impact on the other categories if stated. 
● Gender balance was maintained throughout the evaluation process, so no barriers can be identified at this stage. 
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Final Analysis for AfM 

 

By country GDP per capita: 

Country of 
team (or team 
lead when 
mixed) 

No. 
applications 
started 

No. 
applications 
submitted 

No. 
applications 
eligible 

No. 
applications 
progressed to 
jury panel 

No. applications 
progressed to 
artist interviews 

No. 
applications 
selected 

% change 
from start to 
end 

Top/ First 
quartile 

80 (82%) 47 (87%) 38 (86%) 14 (93%) 10 (100%) 5 (100%) +18% 

Second quartile 8 (8%) 5 (9%) 4 (9%) 1 (7%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) -8% 

Third quartile 6 (6%) 1 (2%) 1 (2.5%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) -6% 

Fourth quartile 3 (3%) 1 (2%) 1 (2.5%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) -3% 

Total 98 54 44 15 10 5 (5% of initial 
applications) 

 

 

From these findings could we assume: 

● Country of participants did not affect the ability to submit a final application? 

● The top 25% of wealthiest countries made up 87% of applicants, in a track which did not have as significant country restrictions as the others 

● Given the very small sample size of applicants from the 2-4th quartiles who were eligible to be scored for jury panels, it is difficult to draw any 
definitive conclusions as to additional barriers the scoring criteria may have raised for these over applicants from the top quartile countries. 

● However it is noticeable that only 1/6 (17%) of 2-4th quartile country applicants progressed, vs 14/38 (37%) of 1st quartile country applicants. 
This suggests applicants from high-income countries have an advantage/ lower-income countries have a disadvantage in the evaluation 
process, which should be investigated further. 

Note: for this track the majority of applicants are not companies, so it is impossible to tell if applicants are originally from the countries they are 
applying from, or have migrated from another country. 
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By ethnicity 

Ethnicity of applicant 
(lead participant 
when a team) 

No. 
applications 
started 

No. 
applications 
submitted 

No. 
applications 
eligible 

No. applications 
progressed to 
jury panel 

No. applications 
at artist 
interviews 

No. 
applications 
selected 

% change 
from start 
to end 

Asian 6 (6%) 4 (7%) 4 (9%) 1 (7%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) -6% 

Black/ African/ 
Caribbean 

9 (9%) 3 (6%) 3 (7%) 1 (7%) 1 (10%) 1 (20%) +11% 

Hispanic/ Latinx 4 (4%) 1 (2%) 1 (2%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) -4% 

Middle-Eastern/ 
North African 

1 (1%) 1 (2%) 1 (2%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) -1% 

Mixed 9 (9%) 8 (15%) 5 (11%) 1 (7%) 1 (10%) 0 (0%) -9% 

Other 3 (3%) 2 (4%) 2 (5%) 1 (7%) 1 (10%) 1 (20%) +17% 

Prefer not to say 29* (30%) 4 (7%) 3 (7%) 1 (7%) 1 (10%) 1 (20%) -10% 

White/ Caucasian 37 (38%) 31 (57%) 25 (57%) 10 (67%) 6 (60%) 2 (40%) +2% 

Total 98 54 44 15 10 5 (5% of 
initial 
applications) 

 

 

From these findings we can assume: 

● White applicants made up the majority of applicants, which is to be expected, given the euro-centric nature of MediaFutures 

● The % of non-white applicants did not decrease from application started to submitted, suggesting the application form is not a barrier to entry 

by ethnicity? However the greatest % change came from a large reduction in unknown ethnicities from starting to completion. We cannot 

make assumptions on what the ethnicities were of these applicants, so this may have had a significant impact on the other categories if stated. 

● Applicants who were, or teams lead by white applicants have been noticeably more successful in reaching the jury panel stage of the 
evaluation process. Only 25% of applicants who were not white progressed to this stage, in comparison to 40% of white applicants. This 
suggests further analysis is required to identify what creates these advantages/ barriers to entry for non-white applicants. 
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By gender 

Gender  No. 
applications 
started 

No. 
applications 
submitted 

No. applications 
eligible 

No. applications 
progressed to 
jury panel 

No. applications 
progressed to artist 
interviews 

No. 
applications 
selected 

% change 
from start 
to end 

Female 34 (35%) 25 (46%) 19 (43%) 6 (40%) 5 (50%) 2 (40%) +5% 

Male 32 (33%) 27 (50%) 23 (52%) 8 (53%) 4 (40%) 2 (40%) +7% 

Other 3 (3%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) -3% 

Prefer 
not to 
say 

29 (30%)* 2 (4%) 2 (5%) 1 (7%) 1 (10%) 1 (20%) -10% 

Total 98 54 44 15 10 5 (5% of 
initial 
applications) 

 

 
From these findings we can assume: 

● There is relative gender balance at both the start and submission stages of the application process 
● There is a slightly greater drop off in applications by female led applications than male led applications 
● However the greatest % change came from a large reduction in unknown gender from starting to completion. We cannot make assumptions 

on what the gender were of these applicants, so this may have had a significant impact on the other categories if stated. 
● There is gender balance (within 10%) at both the submission and eligibility stages of the application process 
● There is a slightly greater drop off in applications by female led applications, mirroring the previous stage, exacerbating the difference. By this 

stage the female to male imbalance has increased from 4% to 9% 
● This suggests that while the barriers to entry for women are not significantly higher at these stages, each adds incremental barriers which are 

larger for women, and may require further consideration 
● Once the applications reach jury panel stage however, female applicants/ led teams do better and ultimately we have gender balance 


