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Fig. 1 Izmir Clock Tower
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Public art plays a number of roles in the economic, social and cultural 
transformation of cities. The cultural policies of cities are significant 
for the interest in public art. The percent for art strategy as an impor-
tant policy is one of the methods to promote public art in cities and 
finance artwork production. Many cities have been successfully 
implementing public art in their cultural policies. The cities of Chi-
cago, Barcelona and Dublin can be mentioned as those which have 
different experiences in the implementation of this strategy. They can 
be taken as exemplars of cultural policies and public art strategies for 
the specific case of Izmir, Turkey. 
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This article intends to discuss public art as part of cultural policies in 
Izmir, demonstrating how public art can find more space in the urban 
environment. In line with this purpose, the main question focuses on 
how the percent for art scheme can be applied as a method that 
ensures the realization of public art practices for Izmir. The resultant 
findings obtained from proposed models show that an alternative 
financial resource can be provided via the percent for art strategy in 
Izmir city. In the end, the percent for art program is believed to offer a 
range of opportunities which should increase the presence of public 
art in the city.
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Introduction

 Public art is closely associated with culture-
led regeneration, urban spaces aesthetics 
and quality of life improvement. For this rea-
son, the existence of art in modern cities is 
increasingly considered a part of cultural 
policies while public art becomes an empha-
sized and “planned” feature of cities. Cities 
were subject to important changes in social, 
economic and spatial terms with the impact 
of rapid changes in political and economic 
paradigms at the end of the 20th century. Un-
der these circumstances, the position of cit-
ies and the new steps they may take with re-
gard to new competitive conditions gain a 
new perspective. In the big picture which  
can be called the global competition, cities 
obviously redefine their roles, and the new 
conceptual framework of culture in cities 
(cultural industry, creative cities, culture-led 
regeneration, cultural planning, etc.) demon-
strates an obvious rise in the course of be-
coming one of the fundamental tools of ur-
ban competitiveness. In the very same frame 
of development, public art becomes a crucial 
part of cultural policies.

Cultural industries as the means to provide a 
new economic base in post-industrial cities 
have played a key role in urban problem-solv-
ing strategies since the 1980s. Urban regen-
eration can be commenced with different 
themes in mind, such as property-led, de-
sign-led, art and culture-led, or that orga-
nized around strategic marketing and mega 

events. Culture-led regeneration, as one of 
these themes, comes to the fore with its so-
cial and cultural economy dimension, as well 
as physical restoration. Culture-led regenera-
tion approaches create employment while 
providing urban distinctiveness (Scott, 1997), 
encourage innovation and creativity (Mom-
maas, 2004) and enhance participation in ar-
tistic and cultural events through social unity 
and harmony (Griffiths, 2005). It is evident 
that public art has become a component of 
culture-led regeneration in cities with the in-
creasing interest in the existence of works of 
art (Roberts & Marsh, 1995). It also aims to 
define identity in cities, except from its orna-
mental value (Miles, 2007), which enhances 
the meaning attached to public art.

The post-1980 period is also characterized as 
the “public art renaissance”, whereby the in-
crease in the participation of public and pri-
vate sectors in art investments became evi-
dent in many cities around the world, and 
whereby there was more emphasis on art 
policies and the renovation of administrative 
structures regarding art matters. Artists also 
got increasingly integrated into urban design 
(Hall & Smith, 2005: 175). In this vein, public 
art appears as the main component of the cul-
tural quarters designed in line with cultural 
policies and are seen as part of mega-events 
and a way of attracting the creative class to 
the cities. Cultural quarters are places where 
artistic and creative activities are produced 
and consumed because people visit them for 
entertainment and leisure activities. These ar-
eas, featuring a lively street life at different 
times of the day, offer a public space or series 
of spaces that attract people’s attention, as 
places time can be spent in (Montgomery, 
2004: 4). One of the clearest examples attest-
ing to the role of art in development is the in-
clusion of arts in urban development strate-
gies in order to attract highly skilled human 
capital to specific locations. In this context, 
art presents a magnet for creatives.
The percent for art strategy is one of the most 
common methods used to finance the pro-
duction of artworks and to increase the pres-
ence of art in cities. By means of this strategy, 
a small amount (typically 1%) of the construc-
tion costs of large-budget structures by pub-
lic or private investments is allocated for the 
construction and maintenance of public arts. 
Today, the percent for art program is carried 
out as an important implementation method 
of cultural policies in countries that adopt 
and implement this policy at different levels, 
ranging from central to local governments.

The purpose of this article is to analyse the 
administrative processes of public art prac-
tices, which progress with different strate-
gies in different geographies. Among these, 
the percent for art strategy is a widely used 
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method globally. It can be said that different 
urban experiences contain alternatives that 
can be taken as an example through the per-
cent for art processes, which is a method of 
realizing public art. Various cultural policies 
and public art strategies of Chicago, Barcelo-
na and Dublin can be taken as a reference for 
Izmir-Turkey. The aim of the article is to dis-
cuss public art as part of cultural policies in 
Izmir and demonstrate how public art can 
take more place in the city. In accordance 
with this purpose, suggestions have been 
made in the article about how the percent for 
art can be applied as a method that ensures 
the realization of public art practices for 
Izmir-Turkey.

Percent for art strategy  
in Europe and the USA

Since the second half of the 20th century, new 
regulations have been implemented in Eu-
rope and the USA in order to encourage and 
even force the inclusion of art in construction 
projects (Hrastar, 2018: 81). Regulations re-
garding the inclusion of public art in the built 
environment first emerged in France in 1936 
and were enacted as a law in 1951 (Gökçen, 
2018: 219). This practice has been accepted 
in more than 80 cities in the USA and in Euro-
pean countries such as Great Britain, Bel-
gium, the Netherlands, Norway, Germany, 
Austria, Switzerland, Italy, Finland, Ireland, 
etc. and is still in force in many of them (Hra-
star, 2018: 81). While the share allocated for 
public art from construction costs in the USA 
varies between 0.25% and 1.25%, it generally 
amounts to approximately 1% (DCASE, 2012: 
26). It is defined as 1% in Belgium, France, 
Netherlands, Norway and Sweden, and as 2% 
in Germany and Italy (Gökçen, 2018: 219).

The percent for art scheme differs from other 
public art practices such as donations, indi-
vidual grants and the support of private com-
panies. This strategy includes only perma-
nent works and applications in public spaces; 
whereas other funding methods support tem-
porary works, exhibitions, as well as public 
art produced in corporate office buildings 
and other private spaces. Percent for art can 
provide access to public art in economically 
disadvantaged areas and ensure the continu-
ity of the production of public art. While this 
strategy as a legal provision in some coun-
tries consisted of a traditional artist partici-
pation model only to fill the empty spaces 
from the 1960s to the 1990s, it soon trans-
formed into a continuous line of develop-
ment (Hrastar, 2018: 81). Many countries and 

cities that apply the strategy are trying to im-
prove the percent for art strategy. It appears 
that in many countries, which adopt and im-
plement the percent for art program today, 
the method is carried out as an important 
component of urban cultural policies.

Different experiences  
in percent for art

Many cities around the world carry out public 
art works within the extent of cultural policies. 
The cities of Barcelona, Dublin and Chicago 
are among these cities and are examples that 
can be regarded as models for Izmir. Public art 
in these cities is realized in a planned manner 
via the strategic cultural plan, public art plan 
and other administrative regulations. The ex-
istence of the creative class in these cities fur-
ther supports the strategies carried out. In 
each case, “culture-led regeneration” was 
used as a method to be applied in under-de-
veloped regions. Temple Bar in Dublin, El Ra-
val and Barceloneta in Barcelona, as well as 
the Millennium Park District and Museum 
Campus in Chicago, are known as successful 
results of this regeneration.

The influence of mega-events is behind the 
public art works of Dublin and especially Bar-
celona and Chicago. While the city of Barce-
lona experienced a radical change with the 
Olympic Games (1992), public art took a 
noteworthy place in this transformation (Ben-
ach, 2004). Related to the effect of the Chi-
cago World’s Fair (1894), many works were 
made then and changed the face of the city 
(Conard, 2008). Dublin, on the other hand, 
has a different experience, as the city tried to 
position itself through another mega event, 
the European Capital of Culture candidacy. 
The culture strategy plan was originally de-
veloped for the European Cultural Capital of 
2020. An overview of worldwide experiences 
reveal that the cities of Chicago, Barcelona 
and Dublin stand out as cities where the per-
cent of the art strategy is implemented and 
they are known for their successful public art 
practices. These cities shall serve as an ex-
ample for Izmir with the aid of their unique 
stories.

•	 Chicago - After the 1980s, many studies 
were carried out in Chicago to restructure the 
city with the support of culture-led strategies 
and policies. In addition to cultural policies at 
the local level, the city appears to owe its 
success to being a part of a larger urban re-
gion with ethnic diversity and immigration 
flows in every period, which further enhances 
its role as the point of attraction for the cre-
ative class.1 The works of world-famous art-
ists in the city has also accelerated the devel-
opment of the city in this sense. The Chicago 
Picasso is an important symbol of the city’s 

1	 Chicago is among the top 5 metropolitan areas that 
contribute to the creative class in the USA (Florida et al., 
2015: 24).
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public art history as an example of this. After 
Picasso, many public art works were made in 
the city. Today, there are many works to sup-
port its identity as a “public art city”. For ex-
ample, the Cloud Gate, a sculpture known not 
only in Chicago but all over the world, is one 
of the symbols of the city today (Fig. 2).

In the United States, financial support for 
public art is largely provided by public insti-
tutions, in contrast to art organizations and 
museums which are heavily supported by the 
private sector. Approximately 81% of public 
art programs in the USA are supported by 
public institutions and state-sponsored pro-
grams are the main source of public art fund-
ing (Miller, 2012: 2). On the other hand, ef-
forts have been ongoing to support public art 
by donations and private organizations for 
many years.2 Percent for art strategy, a part 
of the legal framework in the USA, is obliga-
tory in Chicago, as in many other regions (Pi-
etsch, 2013). However, the percent for art in 
Chicago (1.33%) is higher than the national 
rate (DCASE, 2017: 24). The Culture and Spe-
cial Events Department (DCASE) in the city 

administration also carries out the percent 
for art strategy in support of public art works 
throughout the city. Implementation strate-
gies are included in the Chicago Cultural Plan 
1986, Chicago Cultural Plan 2012, Chicago 
Public Art Plan 2017 and in administrative 
regulations. Most of the public art collection 
in the city of Chicago is the result of the per-
cent for art policy (Srivastava, 2014). 

The first work financed by the percent for art 
scheme was the Flamingo sculpture by Alex-
ander Calder, one of the symbols of the city 
(Fig. 3). Since the adoption of the percent for 
art policy in Chicago, more than 500 works  
of art in over 150 public spaces have con
tributed significantly to the city’s collection 
(DCASE, 2017: 18; Fig. 4).

These developments undoubtedly prove that 
the policies and strategies adopted in the 
case of Chicago paved the way for the rise of 
the city through cultural economy. In this re-
gard, Chicago is renowned and exemplified 
as the city of public arts.

•	 Barcelona - During the 1980s and 1990s, 
and especially thanks to the 1992 Olympic 
Games, there were numerous positive devel-
opments in urban design and urban manage-
ment, many of which supported the emer-
gence of the Barcelona Model (Garcia-Ramon 
& Albet, 2000; Marshall, 2000; Monclús, 
2003). Barcelona has become one of the ref-

Fig. 3 Flamingo Sculpture (by Alexander Calder)

Fig. 4 The Rora Mosaic (by Ginny Sykes) financed by 
the percent for art scheme

2	 Many private initiatives have been established since 
1872, when the Fairmount Park Art Association, was found-
ed to support public art in the United States as the first pri-
vate non-profit organization in Philadelphia (Miller, 2012: 
2). In the following years, the construction of many sculp-
tures was financed by individual donations in Chicago. As 
an example, the statue, which was made in 1884 in memory 
of the great fire in the city, was financed by the timber mer-
chant Eli Bates (DCASE, 2017: 74). Another one, Benjamin 
Franklin Ferguson, donated $ 1 million after his death to be 
spent on the city’s public art (Kutner, 1962: 217). Many 
sculptures, including the Nuclear Energy sculpture by Henry 
Moore, were made with this fund. (DCASE, 2017: 7).

Fig. 2 The Cloud Gate (by Anish Kapoor)
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erence cities in the European continent in 
terms of culture-led urban regeneration, cre-
ative industries and the development of the 
cultural economy. Barcelona’s culture-led re-
generation has guided the urban develop-
ments since the 1990s by means of a highly 
developed strategic vision and a set of spa-
tial plans. For the first time in 1999, a city was 
awarded a gold medal by the Royal Institute 
of British Architects (RIBA) and it was Barce-
lona (Kutner et al. 2016: 30).
In Barcelona, which stands out with its suc-
cess in urban design and cultural manage-
ment, public art has been a part of the city’s 
cultural policies since the Olympic Games. 
Public art played an important role in the 
transformation of public spaces following 
this mega event. Many new works were made 
especially in the coastal parts of the city. Re-
becca Horn’s L’Estel Ferit sculpture at Barce-
loneta, as one of the city’s important cultural 
quarters, is such an example (Fig. 5). The Bar-
celona Head sculpture and the Mistos sculp-
ture are among the many sculptures made for 
the 1992 Olympics (Fig. 6).
The cultural policies of the city are fostered 
by the Barcelona Cultural Institute, which 
was founded in 1996 as an autonomous insti-
tution. This institution coordinates the Cul-
tural Strategy Plan, in which all actors, in-
volved in the cultural and creative industries, 
are represented. The strategy plan identifies 
future needs of each area and proposes a 
common roadmap, in which the institute 
plays the key role. The institute establishes 
the link between the local government, non-
profit private institutions and cultural stake-
holders. Barcelona also stands out with its 
cultural policies carried out in cooperation 
with the public and private sectors.
In Barcelona, art and cultural institutions are 
financed by individual grants, private and 
public cooperation and government support, 
as well as support from the European Union. 
While organizations and projects can be fi-

nanced by a single source, sometimes com-
prehensive and continuous works can be fi-
nanced by many different sources. The per-
cent for art policy, which is one of the most 
common financing methods of public art, is 
applied all over Spain, and local governments 
have a great deal of autonomy in its imple-
mentation. Each project is evaluated sepa-
rately. Therefore, there is no general proce-
dure for applications (Public Art Online, n.d.).

The success of public art in Barcelona is di-
rectly related to cultural policies where pub-
lic art has been an element of planned urban 
governance strategies since the Olympics. 
Multi-stakeholder strategies also have an im-
pact on the financing of public art. Although 
there is no clear percent for art procedure, 
Barcelona is an important example for com-
bining different methods of finance.

•	 Dublin - In the 1970s and 1980s, Dublin, 
like many other cities in Northern Europe, had 
various social and physical effects of econom-
ic restructuring whereby manufacturing indus-
tries abandoned the city centre because of 
deindustrialisation. The deterioration of so-
cial conditions in the city centre was accom-
panied by physical deterioration. In the 1990s, 
a successful economic regeneration policy 
encouraged the return to urban centres, re-
sulting in a significant increase in population 
and the vitality of historical centres (Moore-
Cherry & Vinci, 2012). Today, an important 
culture-led regeneration experience is re-
vealed by the presence of restored historical 
sites such as Temple Bar, which is an impor-
tant cultural quarter of Dublin (Fig. 7).

In Dublin, the participation of the local gov-
ernment in art projects is limited because lo-
cal practices are shaped by central policies. 
Therefore, the reflections of cultural policies 
at the local level in Ireland have been put into 
practice through instruments such as the Arts 
Act, the Arts Council of Ireland and The Arts 
Plan (Dowler, 2004). Dublin’s Cultural Strat-

Fig. 5 L’Estel Ferit sculpture (by Rebecca Horn)

Fig. 6 The Mistos sculpture (by Claes Oldenburg  
and Coosje van Bruggen)
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egy Plan was prepared in 2015 in collabora-
tion with the Dublin City Council, arts and 
cultural organizations and Dublin’s citizens. 
The percent for art, an important method for 
financing public art in Dublin, is included in 
the plans at the local and central government 
levels and a large number of works have been 
funded by this strategy (Fig. 8).

The strategy is implemented in Dublin in ac-
cordance with the framework determined by 
the central government. The rate is deter-
mined as 1% of construction costs, but it can-
not exceed the maximum limits shown in Ta-
ble I (Department of Tourism, Culture, Arts, 
Gaeltacht, Sport and Media, 2020). For in-
stance, when the cost of construction reach-
es € 49,000,000, the percent for art will be € 
350,000 instead of € 490,000. However, when 
the determined amount is not sufficient, 
funds from other sources are also used. The 
cultural policies of the central administration 
have an important place in public art practic-
es in Dublin.

Public art in Izmir-Turkey

Izmir, the third largest city in Turkey, is the 
cradle of many ancient civilizations such as 
the Romans, the Byzantines and the Otto-
mans with its 8000 years-old historical past. 
Beginning from the 17th century, with the ef-
fects of improving trade, it has been a city 
where different ethnic groups (Armenians, 
Greeks, Jews and Turks) lived together. Ow-
ing to its deep-rooted history, Izmir had the 
chance to develop cultural policies, especial-
ly in the two decades. By means of the Izmir 
Cultural Workshop held in 2009, cultural 
studies in the city made progress and the in-
terest in public art increased. In the following 
years, after the Cultural Workshop of 2009, 
there have been some milestone develop-
ments related to cultural studies in the city. 
Among these is the Izmir Design Forum in 

2011, the preparation of the Izmir Cultural 
Economy Compendium in 2012, as well as 
Sculpture and Mural Workshops which have 
been held since 2012 (Fig. 9).

Another important initiative is the Izmir His-
tory Project which was initiated in 2014. Guid-
ed by the Izmir History Project, the historical 
core of the city, including Kemeralti and its 
periphery, is planned as a cultural quarter in 
the city. In Izmir, public art is a part of differ-
ent stages of multi-stakeholder cultural stud-
ies which includes the collaboration of uni-
versities, the local government and private 
organizations. However, the local govern-
ment has a basic role in public art. For in-
stance, the Sculpture and Mural Workshops 
organized by the local government are an 
important part of the latest public art works. 
The most well-known example in this respect 
is the Izmir Clock Tower, located at the Kem-
eralti district, which stands out as both the 
symbol and the oldest monument of the city 
(Fig. 1).

In terms of finance, public art in Izmir is fund-
ed by local governments. As in all public in-
vestments, investments in public art are to be 
made in accordance with the Public Procure-
ment Law. The donations and grants are 
transferred to the public budget without di-
rectly supporting the public art and public 
investments in Turkey are made by a single 
method.3 However, since there is no special 
procedure in Turkey for realizing public art, it 
is regarded as a construction investment. 
Through this method, an examination of the 
overall list of investments reveal that, be-
tween 2011 and 20204, only fourteen invest-
ments were made in Izmir in the categories of 
construction, design, maintenance and repair 
of public art. Additionally, workshops and 
competitions held by the local government 
support the production processes of public 
art. In Table II the data obtained from the 

Fig. 7 Example of public art made with percent  
for art in Temple bar (by Fergal McCarthy)

Fig. 8 Example of public art made with the percent 
for art scheme (by Andreas Kopp)

Table I The percent for art rates implemented  
in Dublin*

Project cost band
Percent 	
for art rate

Maximum 	
limit

€ 0 - € 5,000,000 1% € 50,000

€ 5,000,000 - € 20,000,000 1% € 125,000

€ 20,000,000 - € 50,000,000 1% € 350,000

€ 50,000,000 + 1% € 500,000

* The Department of Tourism, Culture, Arts, Gaeltacht, Sport 
and Media, 2020
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above-mentioned fourteen works of art give 
information about the hosting administra-
tion, the date of production, the costs and 
the type of construction etc. Although listed 
under the category of construction invest-
ments, the list consists of sculptures, monu-
ments and murals (Fig. 10). The cost of these 
fourteen works of art has been € 3,436,678.86 
in total (Table II).

Model proposal for percent  
for art strategy for Izmir-Turkey

The percent for art strategy, applied in many 
countries and cities over the world, is not 
used in Turkey. This strategy, as an alterna-
tive to other methods of financing, evidently 
has the potential to positively affect the con-
tribution of public art in the city. In case the 
due regulations are made in the legislation, it 
is possible to apply the percent for art as a 
part of cultural policies. The administrative 
processes related to public art in Ireland are 
determined by the central government and 
carried out by the local government, which 
can be regarded as similar to the Turkish 
case. Chicago and Dublin are examples that 
have successfully integrated the strategy 
into their cultural policies. On the other hand, 
in Barcelona, the strategy is not widely used 
in every case. However, although the percent 
for art in Barcelona is not a method applied 
frequently, it can be deemed as a model for 
the case of Izmir since there are many differ-
ent means of financing used together.
In this article, two models are suggested for 
the implementation of the percent for art 
strategy in the city of Izmir. The first one is 

the method applied in Chicago, Barcelona 
and many other cities, concerning the alloca-
tion of a share between 1% and 3% from con-
struction costs. The second method is to al-
locate a 1% share from the upper limits, as 
already applied in Dublin. Since the percent 
for art is taken from construction costs, the 
first step is to examine the public construc-
tion costs made by local governments in Izmir 
for the period of 2011-2020. Thus, the sce-
narios of the percent for art are also based on 
the data obtained from the same period of 
time. In Table III the data provides informa-
tion about the number of construction invest-
ments and the total construction costs be-
tween 2011-2020. In total, € 456,915,681.70 
as the construction costs (architectural and 
urban design investment) were made in Izmir 
over a decade (Table III).

The figures in Table III give the chance to cal-
culate the percent for art ranging between 
1-3% for the period of 2011-2020. This calcu-

Fig. 9 Sculpture by Umit Turgay Durgun made  
at the Sculpture Workshop

Fig. 10 Examples of investments made in public art, 
Kulturpark Mural

3	 Other financial methods in public are financially lim-
ited and, they are not accepted as the main method of 
finance.
4	 There has been no record of public art investments 
made in Izmir after 2020, most probably due to the 
Covid-19 pandemic conditions, therefore, data after 2020 
is not included in the table.

Table II Public art investments in Izmır from 2011 to 2020

Local government Process Public art type Year Cost (€) 

Municipality of Bayraklı Repair, renovation, restoration Monument 2013 € 69,942.34

Municipality of Karabağlar Construction Sculpture 2016 € 315,187.13

Izmir Metropolitan Municipality Construction Sculpture 2016 € 65,871.16

Municipality of Karşıyaka Repair, renovation, restoration Monument 2017 € 1,739,767.63

Izmir Metropolitan Municipality Construction Functional public art 2018 € 42,948.67

Izmir Metropolitan Municipality Repair, renovation, restoration Landscape sculpture 2018 € 52,923.12

Izmir Metropolitan Municipality Repair, renovation, restoration Monument 2018 € 105,740.04

Izmir Metropolitan Municipality Construction Functional public art 2019 € 41,465.91

Izmir Metropolitan Municipality Design Functional public art 2019 € 35,245.32

Izmir Metropolitan Municipality Construction Functional public art 2019 € 44,358.10

Municipality of Karabağlar Construction Sculpture 2019 € 802,143.25

Izmir Metropolitan Municipality Construction Mural 2019 € 30,005.46

Izmir Metropolitan Municipality Repair, renovation, restoration Sculpture 2020 € 27,650.45

Izmir Metropolitan Municipality Construction Mural 2020 € 63,430.23

 Total: € 3,436,678.86
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into three categories. According to these 
data, the share figures from the second mod-
el is given in Table IV.
Based on the threshold figures calculated on 
the basis of 1%, Table IV gives the proposed 
limits for the three categories. According to 
these figues, there have been a total of 204 
construction works made between 2011 and 
2020 and the related categories are given in 
the list of Table V. During this period, 194 of 
the works are below € 3,595,747, whereas  
7 of these works are between € 3,595,747 - 
€ 7,191,494 and finally 4 of them above  
€ 7,191,494. In the second model, based on 
the consideration of the upper limits, the 
percent for art appears to have reached € 
2,351,304.25. This amount of € 2.351.304,25 
is evidently less than the figure obtained 
from the first model, as well as the actual 
amount already spent for public art. Howev-
er, the model can still be considered since it 
is an alternative way for other methods of fi-
nancing public art.

The final step of evaluation involves a compari-
son of all models by different years (Table VI). 
Table VI contains the findings on all scenarios 
for the percent for art. In the table, the annual 
figures help to make a comparison between 
different years, and it also appears that the 
continuity of rising figures in construction costs 
in Izmir should promise sustainable funding, 
despite the changing figures by each year. All 
these findings have shown that the percent for 
art can possibly be adopted as a strategy and 
applied in Izmir, providing a sustainable meth-
od for financing public art in the city.

Table IV Percent for art scenario in Izmır**

Project cost band
Proposed 
percent 	
for art rate

Proposed 
maximum 
limit

€ 0 - € 3,595,747 1% € 35,500

€ 3,595,747 - € 7,191,494 1% € 45,000

€ 7,191,494 + 1% € 70,000

Table V Number of construction ınvestments  
ın Izmır***

Year Projects under 	
€ 3,595,747

€ 3,595,747
€ 7,191,494

Over 	
€ 7,191,494

2011 17   

2012 17 2 1

2013 26 2 1

2014 8   

2015 17  1

2016 30 1 1

2017 29 2 1

2018 21 1 1

2019 11   

2020 12 1 1

Total 194 6 4

*** It is categorized according to percent for art scenario II.

lation gives an idea about how much funding 
could have been allocated for the production 
of public art had the percent for art strategy 
been implemented in Turkey. According to 
this model, when the share is calculated at 
the rate of 1%, the resultant figure reached € 
4.569.156,82 and when it is 3%, then it was € 
13.707.470,45. However, the actual figures 
spent for the above-mentioned fourteen 
works of art have only been recorded as, € 
3.436.678,86 in total. The first model shows 
that a great amount of investments could 
have been realized in contrast with the public 
art investment already made.

Another alternative to apply the strategy of 
percent for art in Turkey is based on the mod-
el used in Dublin. The second calculation 
method is therefore based on the application 
of upper limits as in the case of Dublin. In 
Dublin, the strategy with the upper limits ap-
plied amounts to a 1% share being allocated 
from construction costs. In contrast to other 
countries and cities that accept the strategy, 
the 1% share in Dublin is applied under spe-
cific conditions of upper limits determined. 
Over these certain limits, instead of the 1% 
share of construction cost, a fixed share can 
be applied depending on the amount. While 
determining the financial upper limits in Dub-
lin, the construction figures were evaluated 
in four categories considering the budget. In 
the Turkish case, a similar classification is 
made based on the “threshold value”, which 
is the financial amount determined by the 
central government every year in public con-
struction works.

The threshold value in 2021 was announced 
as the amounts in three categories such as:

−− less than € 3,595,747
−− between € 3,595,747 - € 7,191,494
−− over € 7,191,494

The data relating to the threshold value can 
be used by dividing the upper limits in Turkey 

5	 Limitations and future research: Among the limita-
tions of the study is the inaccessibility of all data on public 
investments in Turkey. Data on public works of art made in 
Izmir with the main financing method has been obtained, 
but access to data on what proportion of the investment is 
public art and what proportion is construction investment 
is limited. The article can be a guide for future research 
and lead to similar studies in other cities in Turkey or all 
over the world.

Table III Construction investments in Izmır*

Year Number of construction 
investments

Total construction 
investment cost (€)

2011 17 € 13,205,495.53

2012 20 € 135,348,243.89

2013 29 € 54,410,079.74

2014 8 € 4,908,969.21

2015 18 € 25,518,770.24

2016 32 € 28,050,775.62

2017 32 € 143,456,675.91

2018 23 € 24,113,891.15

2019 11 € 9,798,143.99

2020 14 € 18,104,636.42

Total 204 € 456,915,681.70

* Between 2011 and 2020, a total of 12,726 works were 
made by local governments in Izmir. 3212 of these expendi-
tures are related to construction investments. 204 of the 
construction investments (excluding investments such as 
infrastructure and renovation) are the construction of archi-
tectural structure and urban design projects. The table has 
been prepared after analyzing and examining the data on all 
these investments.

** According to the threshold values, these ranges are as 
following. Percent for art maximum limits have been prepared 
by considering the rates determined in Dublin.



Scientific Paper� Public Art and Percent for Art Strategy  B. Polat, Ş. Gökçen  188-199  30[2022]  2[64]  PROSTOR    197

Table VI Izmır-Turkey percent for art scenarıos

Year Scenario I.
percent for art rate (1%)

Scenario I.
percent for art rate (3%)

Scenario II.
percent for art (upper limit 1%)

2011 € 132,054.96 € 396,164.87 € 132,054.96

2012 € 1,353,482.44 € 4,060,447.32 € 300,253.51

2013 € 544,100.80 € 1,632,302.39 € 361,976.15

2014 € 49,089.69 € 147,269.08 € 49,089.69

2015 € 255,187.70 € 765,563.11 € 325,187.70

2016 € 280,507.76 € 841,523.27 € 270,861.86

2017 € 1,434,566.76 € 4,303,700.28 € 410,792.86

2018 € 241,138.91 € 723,416.73 € 232,969.06

2019 € 97,981.44 € 293,944.32 € 97,981.44

2020 € 181,046.36 € 543,139.09 € 170,137,02

Total € 4,569,156.82 € 13,707,470.45 € 2,351,304.25

Conclusion

The percent for art program is implemented 
as a method for improving the built envi
ronment and making it more appealing, use-
ful and accessible by incorporating works  
of art in public areas. What is essential here, 
as evident in different urban experiences,  
is the creation of continuous funding for 
public art. Additionally, this strategy appears 
to act as the crucial component of cultural 
economy.

As mentioned afore, it is clear that the percent 
for art strategy in public space has various 
positive effects on the urban environment and 
the citizens. For example, the strategy can en-
sure public art in economically disadvantaged 
or smaller areas. Different city experiences are 
not only full of examples of the advantages 
that can be achieved with this strategy but 
they also offer clues on how each city can cre-
ate its own unique roadmap with different le-
gal and administrative processes.

However, the percent for art schemes applied 
in many cities in the USA and Europe, is not 
implemented in Turkey. Therefore, it is pos-
sible to consider it a strategy that can be of 
guiding importance for related funding meth-
ods in Izmir-Turkey, by means of which it can 
be evaluated as a part of cultural policies and 
put into practice with new regulations to fol-
low. In the article, two model proposals are 
given in terms of how the percent for art can 
be applied.

When the present process in the production 
of public art is examined, in the case of Izmir 
observations reveal that:

−− Public art is financed through a single 
source.

−− There is no separate and special budget 
for public art and works of art are therefore 
considered to be construction works only.

−− Construction investments are continuous-
ly made, but there can be no such continuity 
on investments for public art.

−− The selection of public art works is deter-
mined by financial criteria, and not by means 
of artistic considerations.

In future prospects, if percent for art strategy 
is applied for Izmir-Turkey;

−− Funding can be a possible alternative in 
addition to existing methods.

−− Public art can be evaluated separately 
from construction works.

−− Since it is a fund reserved only for public 
art, the continuity of investments shall be en-
sured.

−− Through percent for art, selection criteria 
for public art shall be reviewed.

−− It can be an alternative fund for workshops 
and competitions.

−− It can support the production of public art in 
economically disadvantaged or smaller areas.

The findings show that by the percent for art 
in Izmir, a continuous fund can be ensured in 
order to support the sustainable production 
of art works and the sustainability of public 
art appears to be ensured by means of sup-
porting administrative regulations and cul-
tural plans.

Since the Izmir Cultural Workshop held in 
2009, there have been cultural development 
policies apparent in various steps taken with 
the Izmir Design Forum or the Izmir Cultural 
Economy Compendium, among many others, 
and they have contributed to the urban iden-
tity and urban development by all means. 
Within this context, public art should become 
a component of urban cultural studies to-
gether with the implementation of the strat-
egy. The percent for art can be a solution for 
administrative constraints related to the pro-
duction of public art in Turkey too.5
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