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Managing multi-objective building contracts: public art in public building procurement  

 

ABSTRACT  

While the procurement of public works such as schools, bridges, train stations and roads is a well accepted 

contract management role of government in most OECD countries, the management of the provision of 

public art as part of such activities is not as well known. This paper provides an in depth analysis of the 

specific case of public art embedded in public works procurement in Queensland. While confirming expected 

benefits identified in the literature, such as economic benefits for artist, this case study extends our 

understanding of the costs and benefits of managing public art projects through an extended analysis of the 

views of various stakeholders in the procurement process. 

 

Key words: public art, stakeholder engagement, costs and benefits  
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Governments in Australia are engaged in the contract management of the construction of a variety of public 

works such as  roads, rail and schools. While the delivery of specific built assets is accepted as part of the 

role of government, the delivery of social outcomes embedded in such procurement activities is not as well 

known or understood. Watermayer (2000) suggests that procurement linked to social objectives may produce 

positive economic benefits including acting as a stimulant to economic activity, improving competitiveness 

with other sectors, redressing regional disparity, promoting employment of those in disadvantaged 

employment groups, allowing environmental sustainability and developing markets for locally sourced 

labour and products. However, the mix of market and state-driven imperatives in contractual arrangements is 

not without problems. Potential difficulties identified by Watermayer (2000) include issues of overburdening 

administrative capacity of governments in procurement oversight, creating unfair competition, compromising 

value for money in projects, creating a situation in which the private sector is unable to deliver efficient and 

effective projects and exposing government to high level risk.   
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However, embedding social outcomes in public works procurement contracts raises a number of challenges, 

as it adds to the complexity of the deliverables for a given contract and public art is no exception to this rule. 

Adding a requirement to produce functional, public artworks to the specification of contracts for the 

construction of public buildings is an innovative but complex policy instrument.  Firstly, the specification of 

the artwork is difficult as perceptions of the quality and style of the artwork is not easy to distil from the 

‘public’. It is argued ‘good art’ is difficult to achieve contractually beforehand (McCarthy 2006) due to 

different perceptions between stakeholders about what ‘good art’ looks like. Even after completion, 

considerable controversy can surround a particular piece of art (Heartney 2005), and this can result in 

ongoing expense to improve or remove the artwork (Conner, Brockway and Henning 1994).  

 

Thus public art is held to provide a number of costs and benefits, and perceptions of these appear to vary 

between various stakeholders. This paper undertakes an extended analysis of the perceived costs and benefits 

associated with the management of the provision of public art embedded in public works procurement in 

Queensland. Firstly, an overview of public art is undertaken and then the paper outlines the program of 

percent for art as a specific funding mechanism. The paper concludes that a percent for art program takes 

time to develop and implement, however, the overriding consideration in the management of percent for art 

programs that deliver functional art through multi-objective contractual arrangements, is that it delivers 

community artworks and an extended arts industry to the community.    

 

BACKGROUND: WHAT IS PUBLIC ART? 

Public art is aimed at the general community and is designed for open access viewing rather than ‘private’ 

viewing in galleries (Miles 1997; Fleming and Goldman 2005; Hein 2006). Public art includes traditional art, 

sculpture and installations as well as visual technological art pieces (Lacy 1995). Public art is typically 

installed in public space and public buildings (Armajani 2004). It is this very public, and often non-optional, 

viewing of pubic art which is a key distinction compared to private art which people choose to see. An art 

gallery displays art for interested parties to view, however public art is visible to those entering public 

buildings for another purpose, and citizens are exposed to the art on display in that location (Fleming and 

Goldman 2005). It is the propensity for art to challenge and critique the status quo, presents a particular 
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challenge for public art works, which clashes with the role of public space as an open community space that 

is free from confronting imagery
1
 (Levine 2002). The visibility of public art thus creates difficulties due to its 

‘inescapability’ (Sharp, Pollock and Paddison 2005).  

 

Various funding mechanisms exist for the procurement of public art. The main approaches to the funding of 

public art are either through direct funding, in the form of tenders, subsidies, grants, and the various percent 

for art schemes, or to indirect funding, where government provides incentives or tax benefits for individuals 

and firms which subsequently invest in public art (Strom and Wyszomirski 2004). This report examines 

percent for art programs as specific funding mechanism for public art.
2
  

 

Percent for art policies that require artworks to be included as part of the contractual arrangements for the 

construction of public buildings are prevalent in many countries of the world and form a significant part of 

funding for the visual arts (Hall and Roberston 2001). Buenders (2007, 49) notes that ‘percent of art’ policies 

in most countries in the West require that a certain percentage of the construction costs be spent on public, 

functional art in or outside a public building, and that these policies “were all about changing the 

environment – and the citizens themselves – for the better”.   

 

Thus, percent for art policies are explicitly concerned with achieving multiple social outcomes through the 

procurement of public works.   

 

Benefits of public art  

A detailed overview of the perceived benefits of public art derived from the literature is provided in Table 1:  

 

[insert Table 1 here]  

Such benefits are not a free good however, and there are numerous costs associated with the delivery of 

percent for art programs.  

                                                 
1
 It is this propensity for public art to confront and provoke, which can prove to be a major difficulty for government 

funding of public art, a point which shall be returned to later.   
2
 It is important to distinguish between the various funding mechanisms for public art, as different funding mechanisms 

(e.g. funding from a single cash pool) may introduce different organisational dynamics which in turn may affect the 

outcomes of the policy.  
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Costs of public art projects 

For public art the specification and measurement of ‘good art’ is exceedingly difficult, as there can often be a 

difference of opinion between artists, government and community as to what constitutes ‘good art’. The 

difference of opinion as to what is ‘good’ or ‘poor’ art takes a number of forms.  

 

Firstly, public art can be viewed by artists as bland, or user friendly art (McCarthy 2006).  The limitation 

here is that stakeholder bargaining sessions embedded in the procurement of Percent for Art process, tend to 

result in art that is more palatable to the majority of the public and is therefore less confronting or 

objectionable (Hein 2006), and, to artists, less like art.   A second difference of opinion is where public art 

which is viewed by the community as objectionable (McCarthy 2006). Here the artist produces art without 

taking into consideration the needs, desires, or views of the community.  It is when public art is objected to 

by its intended audience, that governments have the most difficulty, particularly as it was paid for by public 

funds (Brooks 2001).  Many authors have argued that the best way to overcome this potential detrimental 

outcome, is to engage representatives of the community in the decision making process early and throughout 

the process of creating the public art (Lidman and Bisesi 2005). A third difference has been termed the 

‘commoditisation of art’ (Miles 1997), where art is viewed as a commodity as opposed to meaningful 

expression of the artist or local community. The commoditisation of art involves artwork that does not hold 

any meaning for the local community and is art for art’s sake, rather than public art. A fourth difference is 

where public art as a replication of official aims of the public sector (McCarthy 2006), and not necessarily of 

the community it is placed within. Examples of this might be art whose purpose is to further the objectives of 

a given government, which meant that it is government art, or public sector art, rather than public art. 

Finally, the last difference is where the art has multiple interpretations. The multiple interpretations may 

result in difficulty in reading and understanding public art (Hein 1996), or to a polarisation of the public 

perceptions on a particular piece of art.  

 

Summarising these differing views then, Brecknock (1992, 6–7) argues that  

…the big question with regard to true Public Art is how to achieve a blend between high 

standards of artistic merit while at the same time developing public ownership of the 

work. The challenge is to find ways of providing mechanisms for community consultation 
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and participation in decision making process. Without doubt this is one of the most 

complex issues facing the government agencies; they are caught between a rock and a 

hard place.   

 

Percent for Art as a policy attempts to address this difficulty as the art work is procured as a percentage of a 

larger suite of public works, which means that the procurement of the artwork often involves the inclusion of 

a large range of stakeholders – the owners of the building, the architect, the department of public works who 

are managing the construction process, together with end users of the building (Department of Culture and 

the Arts 2003). It is this "partnership in public procurement” (Erridge and Greer 2002) which is held to 

enhance trust and other positive externalities, important elements which shall be returned to at a later point.  

 

One of the potential sources of difficulties in engaging multiple parties to decision making process in Percent 

for Art projects, however, occurs when there are differing goals between artists, government and the public 

who are the end beneficiaries of any piece of public art (McCarthy 2006). Difficulties in this relationship 

emerge as the various stakeholders have different goals and these goals are in conflict (Trimarchi 2003, 373). 

The end outcome of a given percent for art project is also typically quite difficult to specify contractually, 

due to potential differences of opinion among those who are involved in the process (Brecknock 1992, 6–7). 

In this sense, the outcomes of public art projects are considered highly complex, as the specific outcome 

cannot be predetermined.   

 

In percent for art projects, these information problems are typically compounded by the relatively large 

number of parties involved in the development of the art work. Parties include the artist, who is contracted to 

provide the art work; the art coordinator or curator, who provides expert advice on the planning and delivery 

of percent for art; community representatives – who provide specific information about the site, including 

information on the locality’s history and inhabitants; the architect – who has to accommodate the percent for 

art into the overall project, and the public works coordinator who has overall supervision of the construction 

process (Department of the Arts 1990).  

  

However, weighed against these contracting complexities are a number of other considerations. First, many 

percent for art schemes aim to promote an open dialogue between artists and the community members 



 6 

(Lidman and Bisesi 2005). That is, percent for art schemes aim, in part, to maximise the number of 

participants and should, therefore, be evaluated, in part, against this objective. Fleming and Goldman (2005) 

argue additionally that the involvement of multiple individuals in the decision making process improves the 

quality of the art work (Fleming and Goldman 2005). Supporting this, a number of authors have identified 

that the inclusion of community via percent for art schemes helps reduce the risk of ‘plop art’ or ‘plonk art’, 

that is, artwork that is neither integrated to the building nor into the culture of the community, and is 

therefore derided by the community it was meant to benefit (Conner, Brockway and Henning 1994; Heartney 

2005; Anderson 1998). Adams (1997) asserts further that community participation within the commissioning 

process of public art provides benefits for the community members. Specifically, the experience of being part 

of the development of public art may provide the opportunity for community members to develop “their 

capabilities as active citizens in shaping the environment in the future” (Adams 1997, 237). 

 

METHODOLOGY 

Case studies provide for in-depth analysis of a particular issue or technology as it impacts an organisation or 

industry. Case studies in the area of policy have been called for as a way of advancing public policy practice 

(Osborne & Brown, 2005).   

  

Semi-structure interviews were used to collect data from industry participants on the costs and benefits of 

percent for art policies. Semi-structured interviewing was selected as it is important when conducting 

exploratory studies – particularly in order to find out what is actually happening in practice (Saunders, Lewis 

and Thornhill, 2000, p.245). The sample was based initially on purposive sampling (Zikmund, 2003, p.383) 

as respondents with particular expertise concerning public art procurement were considered the most critical 

informants for this research. A total of 13 in-depth semi-structured interviews were conducted with 

stakeholders in Queensland. Interviews were conducted with a range of stakeholders involved in the planning 

and delivery of public art projects in Queensland, including Artists, Client Representatives, Curators, Project 

Managers and Policy Officers over a period of 6 months.  

 

Interviewees were provided with opportunities to review and correct interview summaries and summary 

tables of the research, by which means members of the sample checked both the data and the interpretation 
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of the data for accuracy, thereby considerably strengthening the internal validity of the research (Mertens, 

2005). A summary of the interviews undertaken is below in Table 2: 

 

 
 

[insert table 2 here] 
 

Individual informants have been de-identified and any commercial in-confidence information has not been 

divulged. The names of specific government policies have not been obscured as most of this information is 

already freely available, either on the Internet or in public libraries.  

 

FINDINGS  

The Art Built-In Policy of the Queensland Government  

The Queensland policy for inclusion of public art as a percentage of building works is the Art Built-In 

policy
3
.  

The stated purpose of the Art Built-In policy was: 

… allocating 2% of the total value of State Government capital works building projects for public 

art. The purpose of the policy is to ensure that cultural expertise and contemporary discourse and an 

integral part of shaping the built environment and influencing the spirit of place. The policy aims to 

maximise the social, cultural and economic benefits that will result from a heightened quality, 

experience and understanding of Queensland’s public places (Art Built-In Policy and Guidelines 

2004).  

 

The Art Built-In policy is implemented through requiring capital works projects valued at more than 

$250,000 to allocated 2% of the total budget (excluding government fees and charges), and this allocation 

occurs at the business case stage of the planning of new capital works, as part of the Capital Works 

Management Framework. Over $27 million dollars worth of art has been commissioned in Queensland since 

the inception of the program, generating significant employment opportunities for artists in Queensland. 

Academic research into the costs and benefits of public art projects, such as Art Built-In, are very limited.  

                                                 
3
 It is important to note that the Art Built-In policy has been recently replaced in Queensland by the 

art+place policy, following a review by the Queensland Government. As no new commissioned public art 

projects funded under this new policy have yet to be finalised, it is not possible to undertake research on the 

implications of the new policy. Consequently this report will focus on the Art Built-In policy instead.  



 8 

 

Arts Queensland, through its Public Art Agency is the sponsoring body of the Art Built-In policy and is 

responsible for its implementation. Specifically the Public Art Agency assists in best practice commissioning 

of public art, providing assistance to government agencies to audit and manage their existing public art 

collection, providing policy advice on allocation of monies for public art from capital works budgets. The 

Public Art Agency provides ongoing evaluation of the Art Built-In policy, for the provision of ongoing 

policy advice to government and to government agencies. The Public Art Agency also is responsible for 

developing a whole of government strategy for the audit and management of the Government Public 

Artworks Collection, including de-accessioning and disposal of artworks. The Public Art Agency also has an 

advocacy role in promoting public art in Queensland.   

 

The focus of the analysis is on the costs and benefits of the Art Built-in policy as perceived by the various 

stakeholders. The costs and benefits associated with the Art Built-in policy are analysed based on data 

collected through interviews with significant stakeholder groups, including artists, client representatives, 

curators, project managers and policy officers. This data identified each groups’ perceptions of the costs and 

benefits involved with the policy.  

 

The costs and benefits associated with the Art Built-in policy varied depending on the stakeholder group 

involved. Within the report, costs and benefits mentioned are considered significant if the costs and benefits 

have occurred across at least two interviewees within each interview category.   

 

Costs of the Art Built-In Policy  

Time was the main cost associated with the Art Built-in policy. Time involved the extra time required to 

complete projects, project delays, and the time to coordinate meetings. For Artists it is the time needed to 

research concept ideas and artwork materials, and for Clients it is the time required within extra meetings.  

 

As noted in the literature review, a key public policy difficulty in delivering public art policies is the need to 

develop a high calibre art product, which is at the same time valued by the communities in which they are 

located (Brecknock 1992, 6–7). This difficulty is overcome in the Art Built-In policy through investment 
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of time by all of the stakeholders in regular meetings. Extended dialogue ensures that poor art is 

avoided – both for the artist as well as for the client. Thus time, while a significant cost mentioned by all 

stakeholders, was considered an essential ‘investment’ in order to create a ‘good’ outcome for the project. 

Another cost associated with the Art Built-in policy was the financial pressure on the Artists, and the costs 

involved in developing new skills. A summary of the costs indicated in the interviews is provided in Table 3, 

below. 

 

[Insert Table 3 here] 

 

As this table shows, while a number of costs had been predicted in the literature, there were also a number of 

novel findings from the interviews. While time was expected – the extent of time being mentioned (virtually 

every interviewee) was surprising. It should be emphasised however, that time was seen as necessary in 

order to produce a good outcome. Indeed in order to produce ‘good art’ as outlined in the introduction, 

adequate engagement with stakeholders is a mater of necessity.  

 

What was not expected, was the extent of skill development required by artists to be successful. Skills 

identified by artists included project management skills, small business management, preparing and 

presenting art proposals, and working with other people involved in the project. Additionally, while the 

income from Art Built-In was considered very valuable, the small amounts involved in some projects created 

challenges for some artists.  

 

Benefits of the Art Built-in policy in Queensland  

A number of benefits from the Art Built-in policy have been identified through the interview 

process. The major benefits derived from the Art Built-in policy included benefits for the Artists, 

benefits for the building, cultural benefits and potential benefits. These are summarised in Table 4 

below. 

[Insert Table 4 here] 
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As with costs, while a number of benefits from the Art Built-In policy have been anticipated from the 

literature, there are a number of novel findings from our research as well. The first of these was the number 

of respondents who indicated that being involved in the development of the Percent art project was 

considered an enjoyable experience. This certainly was not noted at all in the literature, and is a very 

interesting finding. Community benefits of enhancing the standard of community arts in Queensland, 

diffusion of the policy to private firms and local government, and providing a vehicle for engagement of 

wider community groups in government projects – particularly young people and Indigenous communities is 

a very welcome outcome of the Art Built-In policy. For the building, increased aesthetics was expected, but 

the ability of public art to enhance the achievement of the building’s purpose is a novel outcome, as was 

enhanced morale of building users. Enhanced economic development was also anticipated for artists – but in 

Queensland, some high profile artists have developed multi-million dollar businesses from delivering public 

art works. The public art policy provided them with a platform which increased their exposure and 

recognition as artists in Queensland. While increased recognition was noted in the literature, the possibility 

of the development of a multi-million dollar international business out of public art is a novel finding.  

 

Summary of Costs and Benefits of the Art Built-in Policy in Queensland  

There are a number of recurrent themes in the interviews of the Queensland Art Built-in policy. These costs 

and benefits are summarised in Table 5.  

[Insert Table 5 here] 

 

CONCLUSION 

Public art has been held to deliver a range of benefits particularly improved aesthetics, building quality, 

economic development for artists, and a range of other social and community benefits. This research has 

extended these findings by also identifying a range of additional benefits, such as a vehicle for community 

engagement, enhancing the performance of the building itself, and visual arts in general. Likewise a range of 

costs has been identified in the literature including the actual cost of planning and delivering the art work. 

However, the sheer amount of time involved by all stakeholders was not anticipated, nor was the high level 
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of skill development required by artists for successful implementation of a public art project, or the financial 

pressure which resulted from smaller works being commissioned. That at least some artists developed a 

multi-million dollar international business out of the profile that public art provided for them is certainly a 

novel finding.   

 
The provision of public art poses a set of problems for governments, particularly as it seeks to provide high 

quality public art, while at the same time promoting public ownership of the art (Brecknock 1992). This 

challenge is overcome in the Art Built-In policy by ensuring high levels of consultation in the design of the 

art work. This strategy overcame the difficulties noted in the literature review concerning the ownership of 

the art by the intended audience, and the difficulties in ensuring high quality art. The consultative process 

resulted in another cost being introduced into the process – that of expenditure of time, which was mentioned 

by every stakeholder group. What is interesting here though is that this cost was not considered significant – 

and simply part of the process in ensuring there was a good outcome for all involved. In economic terms the 

indirect costs of the involvement of representatives of the community in the planning and delivery of the 

public art work, ensured that the externalities (ownership of public art work by the community) were 

positive. While this is a case study from a single jurisdiction, the manner in which the risks of ‘bad art’ were 

addressed is of considerable interest to other jurisdictions. While generalization from a single study is not 

possible to all public arts projects, consulting key stakeholder groups in order to ensuring art is valued by all 

parties, is a logical process which has merit for consideration in other jurisdictions.  

 

A figure which summarises the costs and benefits, anticipated and novel, is provided below in Figure 1. 

[Insert Figure 1 here] 
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Tables  

 

Table 1: Public Art – Benefits identified from the academic literature  

Benefits  Description  

Amenity  Enhanced public spaces – aesthetically, functionally, and by adding 

meaning (Gopnik 2005, 11; Robbins 1963, 55; Taylor 2002) 

Artist  Skill development (Taylor 2002), employment opportunities (Kins 

1998; Sharp et al. 2005)., and creative opportunities 

Economic  Tourism and urban regeneration and flow on effects to suppliers and 

manufacturers (Miles 1997; Sharp et al. 2005; McCarthy 2006; Coakley 

2007). Local branding or marketing benefits (Sharp et al. 2005; 

McCarthy 2006). 

Building  Building design and complement architecture.   

Community  Provide memorial, historical, and education benefits (Hein 1996; Hein 

2006; Eccles 2004, 12).  

Social psychological  Enhancement of civic pride and identity (Adams 1997; Miles 1997; 

Goodling 1998; Sharp et al 2005; McCarthy 2006). Enhancement of 

social inclusion, emotional satisfaction and enjoyment (Dissanayake 

2001, 27-28).  
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Table 2 : Summary of interviews undertaken  

 

Stakeholder group Date of interview  Number  of Interviews 

Artists November to  

December 2007 

5 

Client Representatives November to  

December 2007 

5 

Curators December 2007 1 

Project Managers October 2007  1 

Policy Officers April 2008 2 
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Table 3: Costs of the Art Built-In policy According to Key Stakeholder Groups  

 

 

Stakeholder group  Costs  

Artists Time and financial pressures  

o Project schedule delays. The delays have further impacts on the 

other jobs of the artists  

o Also not enough research time for artists  

 

Financial pressures  

o Extra outlay of expanses by artists 

o artists are unable to ‘live off’ payment from a single Art Built-in 

project 

 

Skill development demands 

o Artists are required to quickly develop skills in administration 

and project management 

o This can be particularly difficult for new artists 

Client 

Representative 

Time pressures  

o Extra meetings 

o Coordination difficulties 

o Extra time and effort required to complete projects 

Curators Extra time and effort required by the Artist 

o Remuneration does not cover the extra time and effort of the 

Artists 

Project Managers Time and effort  

o Extra time and effort to complete projects 

o Although a burden, can also be appositive as the extra time and 

effort helps to develop closer working relationships 

Policy officers Time and effort: 

o Time required to produce a good outcome 

o Tendering time required 

Administrative costs 

Costs for the art work itself  

Skill development for artists 
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Table 4: Benefits of the Art Built-in policy According to Key Stakeholder Groups  

Stakeholder group  Benefits  

Artists Personal benefits  

o the enjoyment of challenging projects  

o the satisfaction of working on a public building  

 

Artist benefits  

o exposure and recognition from public art 

o development of new skill set and also project management 

skills  

o relationship building between artists in collaborative work 

teams (unexpected)  

 

Cultural and community benefits  

o enriching community ambience 

o enriching people’s lives 

o educate the community 

o enrich public culture in Brisbane 

o and art can provide iconic features to the building which the 

community can enjoy 

  

Building benefits  

o artwork creating an environment for the building 

o educate about the building 

o also naming the site 

Client Representative Artist benefits   

o financial gains 

o opportunity to develop new skills, particularly in 

administration and project management 

o gain public recognition and exposure  

o generation of new jobs 

  

Building benefits  

o include storying telling and educational functions 

o the artwork can also add to the experience of the building 

visitors and to the enjoyment of the building inhabitants  

 

Community and cultural benefits  

o artwork as a cultural investment 

o art appreciation 

o add to atmosphere of Brisbane 

 

Potential benefits 

o Art Built-in providing a source of publicity 

o Positive media attention can combat any negative public 

perception regarding financial cost of the artwork. 

o Also, artwork has potential for tourism and economic 

benefits from tourism   

 

Personal benefits  

o enjoyment from working on a fun and interesting project 

o Also benefited from working on a ‘big’ project  
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Stakeholder group  Benefits  

Curators Building benefits  

o artwork attracting people to the building 

o Site specific artwork is the best at doing this 

 

Artist benefits  

o development of new skills such as project management 

o the opportunity to practice their art and extend their private 

practice 

o New Artist practically gains from the experience  

o relationship building between artists in collaborative work 

teams (unexpected)  

 

Community benefits  

o education functions of the multi-layered artwork  

 

Personal benefits  

o enjoyment of working on an interesting project outside a 

gallery 

Project Managers Artist benefits  

o financial and economic gains 

o achieve artistic recognition and help launch careers 

o Also career development opportunities 

o opportunity to have a large project 

 

Building benefits  

o educational functions of the artwork 

o artwork helping people connect to the building 

o Artwork potential to help the building achieve or enhance 

its environmental quote 

 

Client benefits  

o artwork acting as a tool in their marketing campaign  

    

Community benefits  

o artwork as a community asset 

o artwork educating about history of building and place 

o art appreciation 

o Also can foster community engagement 

Policy Officers Artist benefits   

o financial support  

o opportunity to develop new skills, particularly in 

administration and project management 

o generation of new jobs interstate and overseas 

  

Building benefits  

o Enhanced recovery times in hospitals 

o Media opportunities for government   

 

Community and cultural benefits  

o Enhancing the public appreciation for the arts 

o Enhancing the standard of visual arts in Queensland  

o Promoting tourism and regional identity  

o Promoting a sense of place 

o Respect for cultural heritage and enhancing cultural 

diversity 

o Providing a vehicle for community expression, Indigenous 
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Stakeholder group  Benefits  

representation and the inclusion of young people 

o Diffusion of the policy as it is adopted by private firms, and 

local government  
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Table 5: Overall Summary of the Costs and Benefits of the Qld Art Built-in Policy compared to the 

literature review.  

Qld Art Built-in outcomes  

Costs  Benefits  

Time (unexpected)  

o The additional time of the 

stakeholders was not expected. 

However the majority of 

interviewees did consider the extra 

time as important to developing a 

good outcome.  

 

Financial pressures (unexpected)  

 

Skill development demands (unexpected) 

 

% of the building costs (expected)  

Personal benefits for interviewees  

o enjoyment of a challenging process 

(unexpected)  

Artist benefits  

o exposure / recognition (expected)  

o skill development (expected) 

o financial and economic gains 

(expected)  

o career development opportunities 

(expected)  

o relationship building between artists 

in collaborative work teams 

(unexpected)  

Community benefits  

o artwork as a community asset 

(expected)  

o educational role of the artwork 

o community art appreciation 

(expected)  

o enhance cultural atmosphere of 

Brisbane (expected) 

o provide iconic buildings for Brisbane 

(expected)  

o Enhancing the standard of visual arts 

in Queensland  (unexpected)  

o Promoting tourism and regional 

identity (expected)  

o Promoting a sense of place 

o Providing a vehicle for community 

expression, Indigenous 

representation and the inclusion of 

young people (unexpected)  

o Diffusion of the policy as it is 

adopted by private firms, and local 

government 

Building benefits  

o Attracting people to the building by 

helping people connect with the 

building (unexpected)  

o Enhancing the experience of building 

users (unexpected)  

o Artwork potential to help the 

building achieve or enhance its 

environmental (unexpected)  

o Enhanced enjoyment and work 

morale of building occupants 

(unexpected)  

Potential benefits  

o Source for potential  
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positive media (unexpected)  

o Potential for tourism and tourism 

economic benefits (expected)  
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Costs Benefits 

% of total building costs 
 
Time of volunteers, 
coordination time of 
government 
  
(While time was mentioned as 
a cost most interviewees 
regarded this as time well 
spent) 

- Artist economic benefit, and skill 
development, career development, 
creative opportunities 

- Improved building appearance 
(aesthetics) 

- Increased cultural tourism  
- Enhance local identity and sense of 

place 
- Enhanced appreciation of the arts in 

community 
- Providing emotional satisfaction, 

social inclusion, and history 
- Educational outcomes 
- Enhanced cultural atmosphere of 

Brisbane 
- Development of iconic buildings 
 

As per literature review, plus: 
 
Financial pressures 
 
Skill development demands 
on artists  
 
  

As per literature review, plus:  
 
A fun experience for all those involved 
 
Artists:  
- Collaborations between artists and 

other artists, engineers and architects, 
manufacturers  

 
Buildings 
- Helping people to connect with the 

building 
- Enhanced experience of building 

users  
- Functionality and quality of buildings 
- Artwork helped building to achieve 

purpose  
 
Community benefits 
- Enhanced the standard of public art in 

Queensland  
- Providing a vehicle for community 

engagement, indigenous 
representation and inclusion of young 
people 

 
Policy diffusion 
- Adoption of percent art policy by local 

authorities and private developers 
 
Tourism 
- Enhanced potential for positive media 

 

Outcomes 
predicted 

from 
literature 
review, 

which were 
also found 
in this case 

study 

Novel  
findings 
from this 
case study 

Figure 1: Summary of Costs and Benefits of Art Built-In   


