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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
This Audit of Community Arts Centres has involved engagement with 87 
centres and more than 400 users and staff of these centres located in all nine 
provinces of the country.  Centres were roughly evenly split between those 
managed by either local or Provincial Government, and those managed by a 
non-governmental entity. 
 
The audit has sought to generate a current picture of the operations and 
outputs of these facilities, and identify key issues to be addressed through the 
confirmation of a clear policy framework for these facilities, and the 
development of a national business plan that would seek to strengthen and 
enhance this infrastructure. 
 
Key high level indicators generated through the audit process include: 

 Approximately 250 Community Art Centres across the country employ 
more than 3 300 people, 58% of these in full-time positions 

 The Centres involve more than an estimated 115 000 people on a 
monthly basis in active participation in the development and 
making/staging of arts and cultural work 

 The Centres collectively engage audiences of approximately 3,8 million 
annually for arts and cultural work, the majority of which is locally 
produced 

 The Centres account for an annual turnover of approximately R390 
million, obtained principally from provincial and Local Government in 
the case of government Centres, and public funding agencies and self-
generated income in the case of independently managed Centres 

 
The issues and problems identified in the audit are primarily related to: 

 Inadequate interface between government investment in infrastructure 
and a considered approach to the actual needs, resources and 
aspirations of local communities 

 The constraints and difficulties that flow from the institutional 
arrangements that attach to Centres that are managed by local or 
Provincial Government, primarily with regard to:  

o effective management 
o building community ownership 
o generating locally relevant programming 
o effectively and proactively addressing the development and 

maintenance of infrastructure 
o and raising resources to address all of the above 

 Weak intergovernmental coordination around the community arts 
mandate 

 The continued disjuncture between government centres and those run 
by independent entities 

 
 
The report notes a range of new opportunities for the development of the 
sector, including: 
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o The emergence of new, independent initiatives alongside governmental 
and more established independent Centres concerned with access and 
participation in the arts 

o The substantial resource base resident in NLDTF, with mandates 
closely aligned to those of Centres 

o The process around the revisiting of the White Paper presents an 
opportunity for the reinsertion of community arts centres as key vehicle 
for the achievement of policy objectives 

o Thusong Service Centres as host infrastructure for community arts 
programming  

o The Conditional Grant framework may represent an important 
opportunity for substantial new investment in Community Arts Centres, 
following the model of libraries 

 
The report proposes a set of forward looking propositions regarding the 
framework for and content of a National Development Programme for 
Community Arts.  Key dimensions addressed include: 

 The Role Of Government 

 A Vision For Community Art Centres 

 A Funding Framework For Community Art Centres 

 Key Priorities for a National Programme for Community Arts Centres 
Development 

 Critical Success Factors 
 
 

1. Introduction 
 
This audit of Community Arts Centres is the first of three outputs that the 
Department of Arts and Culture has commissioned from Create  Africa 
Trading (CAT) in the context of a project concerned with informing its 
approach and planning  for the development of community arts centres 
nationally.  The objective of this audit of Community Art Centres is to establish 
as comprehensive an account as possible of the present position of 
community arts infrastructure and initiatives in South Africa.  The audit 
furnishes the basis for the other two deliverables that the Department has 
commissioned: 

 Bringing current knowledge of the position of Community Arts and 
Culture Centres to bear on the development of policy 
recommendations, further to the extant Draft Policy Framework for 
Community Arts and Culture Centres, originally commissioned by the 
Department in 2006/7.Establishing the basis for the development of a 
business plan which would be used by the Department to unlock 
resources that would enable the development of the human and 
physical infrastructure necessary for community arts centres to realise 
their potential impact in the social, cultural and economic realms. 

 
The audit has been informed by, and follows on from, the commissioning of a 
similar piece of work in 2002 from the Human Sciences Research Council 
(HSRC).  Key findings from that audit were summarized as: 
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1. Policy and implementation: no policies exist with regard to the centres 
except general ones pertaining to service. Provinces accepted 
responsibility for the sustainability of the centres, but struggle with 
implementation due to arts and culture being concurrent competencies 
and lack of human and financial resources.  

2. Capacity building: capacity is inadequate in the areas of institutional 
development, management, skills, support services and monitoring and 
evaluation, and capacity building services are not seriously used. A 
planned national training programme has failed to materialise. Several 
centres have remained closed. 

3. Contextual analysis: stakeholders have limited understanding of the 
sectoral, political, social, economic and environmental contexts in 
which the arts centres operate. 

4. Service delivery: arts centres experience problems with regard to 
satisfaction of demand, programme management, appropriateness of 
facilities and services, skills development and funding. 

5. Linking older and recent arts centres: by ignoring the older arts centres 
DACST and the provinces have lost opportunities for learning from 
their best practices. 

6. Partnerships and networking: Arts centres largely operate in isolation 
and lack the advantages of partnerships with government, HET 
institutions, other arts centres and community centres, NGOs and the 
private sector. The Department of Education is reluctant to use the 
centres for their educational needs. 

7. Ownership and community participation: Although ownership of 
buildings is contractually determined, responsibility for management 
and service delivery is often unclear and community participation is 
uneven. 

8. Funding and repackaging: Existing funding is inadequate and centres 
struggle to attract funds additional to government investments. 

 
The present audit has sought to review the position of both governmentally 
and independently managed community art centres just over a decade later 
against this benchmark. 
 
Structure of the Document 
 
The documents proceeds through an outline of the approach and methods 
applied in the conduct of the audit and the detailing of findings across nine 
key dimensions of the operations of Community Arts Centres with which the 
audit was concerned: 
 

 The Core Functions of the Centre 

 Institutional Arrangements and Governance 

 Management and Staffing 

 Funding and Finance  

 Service Delivery and Programming 

 Infrastructure Narritive 

 Strategic Outlook for the Centres 
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Each section involves the presentation of the findings from research 
conducted across all nine provinces involving interviews with Centre 
Managers, staff and users of facilities, as well as the observations of 
regionally based researchers.  This process has been supplemented by a 
desktop review of existing documentation relating to government policy and 
strategy in this area. 
These findings are accompanied by an analysis of the issues pertaining to 
each aspect of the Centres operations, and consideration of the policy issues 
or implications arising from this analysis.  This analysis will inter alia inform a 
separate document concerned with policy recommendations to the 
Department arising from the audit, and the development of a draft business 
plan which would seek to animate these recommendations through a 
considered approach to the implementation of a departmental strategy and 
plan for Community Arts Centres. 
 

2. Research Methods and Sampling 

 
The research design process has sought to produce the basis for a rich and 
nuanced picture of the present position of community arts centres in South 
Africa.  The approach adopted has involved the generation of quantitative and 
qualitative data relating to community art centres through the primary 
instruments and associated sources: 

 A detailed survey of a sample of 87 community art centres, drawing on 
the perspectives of Centre managers on the operations and outputs of 
the Centres 

 A short perception survey of 405 users and ancillary/contract staff at 
selected centres 

 The overarching and independent observations and perspectives of the 
regionally based researchers who conducted the centre audit and 
perception survey. 

 
The methodological issues associated with each of these instruments are 
outlined in what follows: 
 

2.1 Centre Survey 
  

2.1.1 Overview  
 
The audit involved a survey of 87 community art centres across all nine 
provinces, using a questionnaire organised around the following eight key 
dimensions of centre operations: 

 The Core Functions of the Centre 

 Institutional Arrangements and Governance 

 Management and Staffing 

 Finance 

 Service Delivery and Programming 

 Infrastructure Narritive 

 Networks and Partnerships 

 Strategic Issues for the Centre 
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2.1.2 Database Development and Identification 
 
The Director General of the Department of Arts and Culture communicated 
with the Heads of Department of provincial departments regarding the audit.  
Provincial researchers met with designated provincial officials, who supplied 
information on community arts centres in the province, supplementary to the 
database provided to the project by the National Department. These 
databases were updated and supplemented with additional centres identified 
by the project team and provincial researchers contracted to the project, and 
included consideration of grantees of Arts Council, DAC and Lottery funding.  
This process yielded a database of 208 centres spread across the country, 
and included: 

 Centres inherited from the former homeland administrations, 
principally, the Mmabana Centres in the North West and Free State 
provinces 

 Centres developed through the Culture in Community programme of 
the then DACST 

 Government built Multi-Purpose Community Centres/Thusong Service 
Centres with Arts/Cultural programmes 

 Centres initiated and managed by independent organisations 
 
This database is felt to be generally comprehensive with regard to the 
coverage of centres that are managed by Provincial or Local Government.  
Although the database research produced a comprehensive account of the 
key centres in the independently managed group, together with the 
identification of some newer and generally smaller initiatives, it is likely that 
this last group is significantly more numerous than suggested by available 
databases and knowledge, and that there are a substantial number of 
additional small independent initiatives across the country with varying 
degrees of formality and longevity that are not represented in existing 
databases at a national, provincial or local level.  
 
Target centres were proposed by regional researchers taking into 
consideration the need to ensure adequate coverage of publicly owned 
infrastructure, with a final list being arrived at in consultation with provincial 
officials. The full database is attached as Annexure A, with the sampled 
Centres highlighted. 
 
Interviews were conducted with centre managers against a set questionnaire 
format, structured around both quantitative and qualitative measures in each 
of the above areas. Responses were captured directly into an on-line 
database enabling storage and analysis.  45 of the interviews were conducted 
in person by provincial researchers, with the balance being conducted 
telephonically by the project team based in Johannesburg. 
 
2.1.3 Key Characteristics of the Sample: Geographic spread 
 
The provincial breakdown of the participating Centres was as follows: 
  
Table 1: Provincial Breakdown of Community Art Centres 

Province Total % Sample % of Sample 
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Database Database 

Eastern Cape 21 10% 12 14% 

Free State 11 5% 4 5% 

Gauteng 32 15% 18 20% 

Kwazulu Natal 45 22% 11 13% 

Limpopo 24 12% 13 15% 

Mpumalanga 19 9% 6 7% 

Northern Cape 7 3% 3 3% 

North West 19 9% 4 5% 

Western Cape 30 14% 16 18% 

TOTAL 208 100% 87 100% 

The sampled centres involved a roughly even split between Centres managed 
by government (42 entities or 48%) and those managed by non-profit entities 
(38 entities/44%), with a small number of Centres run by privately owned for-
profit structures (Pty Ltds, CCs and Cooperatives) included in the survey 
(7/8%). Where meaningful the distinct issues that each of these types of 
Centres face are teased out in the audit findings. 
 
For the purposes of extrapolating data related to the impact of the centres 
with regards to employment, audiences and participation to the full population, 
a multiplier of 2,9 has been applied, based on the assumption of a total 
population of 250 centres. 
 
As noted, the centres were generally represented by centre managers or 
officials in equivalent/similar positions. This positioning obviously has 
implications for the nature of the responses obtained, with a natural tendency 
for managers to often represent the activities and impact of the Centres in a 
positive light.     
 

2.2 User/Perception Survey 
 
A shorter perception survey was conducted among 405 respondents to gauge 
the views of users and employees of the Centre on the services provided by 
each Centre.  
All of the interviews were conducted in person and on-site at a Centre 
participating in the Centre Survey component of the research. The regional 
researchers operated within the following guidelines in identifying respondents 
at each centre: 

 A total of 10 interviews were set as a target per centre visited 

 Of these, seven were to target users of the Centre, including both 
artists and the general public (70%) 

 Three were targeted at employees and ancillary workers, other than 
the Centre manager (30%) 

 
The majority (76%) of user perception surveys were conducted at Centres 
managed by either Local or Provincial Government. 
 
2.2.1 Key Characteristics of the Sample 
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69% of the respondents to the perception survey identified themselves as 
artists, with a relatively even spread of practitioners across disciplines 
(performing arts: 28%, dance 18%; music 26%; visual arts 25%; craft 25%; 
design 16%; film: 7%), with a number of respondents also indicating 
involvement in multiple disciplines. 28% of respondents identified themselves 
as contract staff or service providers to the Centre, corresponding closely to 
the planned 3:10 ratio for this group of respondents in the sampling for the 
survey. 
 
The following chart provides insight into the nature of the engagement 
between these respondents and the given Centre, with large proportions of 
the group either working for the Centre in some capacity (28%), attending 
some form of training (25%), or making use of production/rehearsal facilities 
(19%): 
 
Table 2: Main Purpose of Visits to the Centre (User Survey) 

Main Purpose of Visit to the Centre Nr % 

see a show/exhibition 24 6% 

scheduled meeting 17 4% 

attend a course/workshop/training 103 25% 

obtain information/advice 24 6% 

make use of production/rehearsal facilities 77 19% 

attend a community meeting/event 12 3% 

access a non-arts related service 6 1% 

am a service provider/work for a service provider to the 
centre 112 28% 

random visit 10 2% 

Other 20 5% 

 405 100% 

 

Other key characteristics of this group include: 

 Provincial spread: the provincial distribution of respondents to the 
perception survey corresponded roughly to the spread of Centres that 
were included in the Centre Survey, with 22% from the Eastern Cape, 
20% from KZN, 15% from Gauteng, 12% from the Free State and 
North West, 10% from Limpopo and smaller percentages from the 
Western Cape (6%), Northern Cape (2%), and Mpumalanga (1%). 
Principal disparities between the distribution of surveyed centres and 
users relate to the disproportionately low representation of Western 
Cape users, and the higher representation of users from Kwazulu-
Natal, the Free State and the Eastern Cape. 

 Age: 54% of respondents indicated that they are youth (respondents 
between the ages of 18 and 35), 5% were of school-going age, and 
31% fell into the over-35 age category. 

 Employment status: 29% of respondents indicated that they are 
unemployed; 28% indicated that they are employed on a full-time 
basis, and 21% indicated that they are self-employed, with smaller 
percentages involved in casual or part-time work, or attending 
school/tertiary education. 
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 Race: 98% of respondents identified themselves as Black Africans, 
with a small number of Coloured (4) and White (2) respondents – there 
were no Indian respondents.  

 
2.3 Reports on the position of Community Art Centres in each Province 
 
These were prepared by provincial researchers contracted through the 
project, informed by the experience of administering the two survey 
instruments on a face-to-face basis.  These reports provide a more external 
perspective and qualitative data on the operations, management and outputs 
of the Centres, and each included a regional SWOT analysis on the position 
of community art centres and programmes in each province. 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Thohoyandou Art Centre, Limpopo  
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3. The Context for the Audit 
 

3.1 Historical Context 
 
The historical development of community arts centres up until 2006 is 
addressed in both the 2002 HSRC audit, and the 2006 policy document. This 
section draws together salient issues from these accounts and summarises 
the historical development of community arts centres, the history and current 
status of governmental engagement with the Centres, and key issues arising 
from these accounts. 
 
The 2006 Policy Document for Community Art Centres commissioned by the 
DAC notes the broader context of the legacy bequeathed by the apartheid 
and colonial periods, with the provision of infrastructure of all kinds skewed 
towards the servicing of the needs and interests of a white minority 
population. Nevertheless, during the 1970s and 80s there were some 
investments on the part of the state in the development of, for example, the 
Mmabana Centres in the then Bophutatswana homeland, and other 
governmentally established centres such as the Kathlehong and Mofolo 
Centres in Ekurhuleni and Johannesburg.  The latter centres were 
subsequently adopted by their respective municipalities in the post 1994 
dispensation.  The Mmabana Centres now fall under the legislative and 
financial purview of the Free State and North West provincial administrations 
and fall under the management of the Mmabana Foundation. 
 
The document notes the development of an alternative community arts 
movement stretching back to the 1950s and reaching a zenith in the 1980s, 
with strong conceptual and practical linkages with the liberation movement.  
Largely sustained through international donor organisations located in 
Europe, this infrastructure struggled to reorient and sustain itself in the post 
1994 landscape for a variety of reasons.  The only organisations that survived 
from this period are the Funda Centre in Soweto and the recently revived 
FUBA (Federated Union of Black Artists) Centre in the inner City of 
Johannesburg. 
 
Community Arts Centres were positioned as an important vehicle for realising 
the goal of access to the arts and culture for all South Africans in the ACTAG 
consultative process in the early 1990s, which in turn informed the formulation 
of the White Paper for Arts Culture and Heritage in 1996, in which community 
arts centres again featured as an important policy vehicle. 
 
During the 1990s two new kinds of community arts centre emerged which 
continue to in significant ways define the overall structure of the field: 

 The surviving older ‘struggle’ centres were joined by a new group of 
independently initiated and managed community arts organisations – 
the BAT Centre (Durban), the Africa Art Centre (Durban), Artist Proof 
Studio, the CDP Trust, the Cultural Helpdesk, Moving into Dance (all 
Johannesburg) and Sibikwa (Ekurhuleni) 
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 The development of new infrastructure by government under the 
Culture in Community programme, which involved the building or 
refurbishment of more than 40 centres across the country 

 
The 2002 audit and 2006 policy document registered, and sought to propose 
policies and strategies aimed at addressing the variety of problems that were 
experienced particularly by the latter group of Centres, including:  

 lack of community participation and engagement in the development of 
the Centres  

 a set of generic institutional arrangements which generally found little 
purchase in relation to the realities of Local Government and Provincial 
Government capacity during this early moment in the development of a 
new democracy 

 inadequate management expertise and inadequate resourcing of 
operations and programming.  

 
The documents also noted the disjunction between these Centres and the 
independently managed Centres, which in the same period achieved 
significant levels of output and programming in a challenging funding 
environment. 
 
During the first decade of the new millennium, the position of independent 
community arts infrastructure in Johannesburg has been strengthened by 
substantial infrastructural investment from the Johannesburg Development 
Agency in Newtown, where many of these Centres are located. These 
independent Centres have also been joined by a new generation of emergent 
community arts infrastructure and programming, largely driven by a ‘next 
generation’ of arts practitioners and arts managers. The Ekhaya Community 
Arts Centre in KwaMashu represents one of the earliest, and now most 
developed, examples of this kind of Centre.  More recent examples include 
the Keleketla Media Arts Project and the Afrikan Freedom Station in 
Johannesburg, the Limpopo Arts and Culture Association and the Made in 
Musina Arts Network in Limpopo and the Phakamisa project in the Eastern 
Cape.  
 
Hybrid projects - involving new governmental and international investment 
supporting the development of infrastructure and the constitution of 
independent management entities with some measure of independence have 
also emerged, such as the Nyanga Arts Centre in Cape Town and the 
Ipelegeng Centre in Soweto.  
 
This period also saw Thusong Service Centres being rolled out in 
municipalities across the country as vehicles for access to a variety of 
government services. A small number of these centres also include arts-
related programming as part of their overall portfolio of activities. 
 
The 2000s also saw a variety of governmental initiatives aimed at addressing 
the problems faced by community arts infrastructure.  These are briefly 
summarised in what follows. 
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3.2 Background and Context for DAC engagement  
 
3.2.1 The 2002 Audit 
 
The 2002 Audit commissioned by the DAC from the HSRC inaugurated a 
period of intensive engagement with the community arts mandate on the part 
of National Government.  As noted above, the audit identified a variety of 
underlying problems impacting on service delivery in this area, and proposed 
a phased development strategy for the sector which included:  

 The development of policy,  

 The accessing of resources through adjacent national programmes 
such as the Poverty Alleviation Fund 

 The strengthening of institutional capacity across the spheres of 
Government and networks of cooperation and support between 
Centres, particularly between the older, independent Centres and the 
new governmentally managed infrastructure 

 The development of management resources and accredited 
management training to support the management of Centres  

 
3.2.2 The SA-Flemish Bilateral Programme 
 
Informed by these propositions, the 2002 Audit was followed by a programme 
of technical support to the community arts sector through the South Africa-
Flemish bilateral programme, which included: 

 the development of the 2006 draft policy document 

 the piloting of local cultural policy development processes across six 
municipalities 

 the provision of technical support to Centres in Limpopo, the Free State 
and Kwazulu-Natal for the strengthening of management, resources 
and programming 

 the development of a training manual and resources for Centre 
managers 

 
Parallel to this process, the National Department enabled the establishment of 
a National Federation of Community Art Centres, with provincial sub-
structures located in each province.   
 
The SA-Flemish bilateral programme of support introduced a policy-led 
approach to the development of arts centres. This programme involved 
technical assistance and support both directly to Centre managements in 
animating programmes, networks and new revenue streams, as well as to 
local and Provincial Government in starting to enact their roles and mandates 
in relation to the Arts Centres.  
 
The programme was mirrored by a process of policy development that 
provided a framework within which the Department could develop and expand 
its role in this area, and in which the mandates of provincial and local 
government could be progressively realised. Taken together, the programme 
and policy provided an overall orientation and practical approach within which 
the role of the National Department could be properly located at the level of 
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policy formulation and strategic support in the implementation thereof, rather 
than being positioned as a source of direct funding.  
 
Initially focused on centres in Limpopo, the Free State and Kwa-Zulu Natal, 
the programme was extended in 2007 to involve partnership with the (then) 
National Youth Commission around the development of four centres under the 
Batsha-Jeugd programme: the Nyanga Arts Centre in Cape Town, the 
Ipelegeng Arts Centre in Soweto, the BAT Centre in Durban and one of the 
Mmabana centres in the North-West. 
 
A lack of capacity and discontinuities in leadership at a national level appears 
to have led to a situation in which the promising processes and results 
achieved through the SA-Flemish programme were not developed, 
systematised and scaled up.  During the ensuing period, the National 
Federation and provincial substructures largely collapsed (with the exception 
of Gauteng), and the process towards ratification and implementation of the 
draft policy document entered a new phase of extended deliberation leading 
up to the present moment. 
 
3.2.3 The Establishment of a National Task Team for Community Arts 
Centres 
 
The DAC convened a major conference on Community Arts Centres in 
Durban in July 2007 and its recommendations were forwarded to the Minister. 
During the MINMEC (the meeting of the Minister and nine Provincial MEC’s of 
Arts and Culture) meeting of the 30th August 2007, in Cape Town, the then 
Minister Dr Pallo Jordan tasked the Director General and his provincial 
counterparts to look into the issue of community art centres and deal with 
challenges. A Community Arts Centre Awards programme was also launched 
at the end of the Durban Conference.  
 
The Department convened a special workshop of key stakeholders at 
Bloemfontein in October 2007 that included the sector, government and its 
parastatal cultural Institutions to discuss a plan of action.  
 
The workshop made nominations and the Director General established a 
National Task Team on Community Art Centres to work on six key areas 
which were identified as urgent matters and incorporate their outcome into an 
implementation and business plan, that would address: 

 policy implementation across the three spheres of government 

 the development of models for funding and institutional arrangements 
(addressing both governmental and independently managed CAC 
entities involving resources across the three spheres of government 

 recommendations on increased community participation in and benefit 
from Community Art Centres 

 the development of a strategy for accredited management training and 
training more generally through CACs 

 recommendations on content and the enhancement of programming 
delivered through the Centres 
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The Task Team was made up of representatives from government, institutions 
and community arts centres. Parallel to the formation of the Task Team, a 
Community Arts Centre Awards programme was launched in 2007. The focus 
of the Awards project was to profile the role of Community Arts Centres as 
incubators for creative industries and incentivize them for the efforts that 
positively impact on community development. A lengthy process of 
engagement with Centres across the country was undertaken, however to 
date the Awards have not been realized as yet. 
 
The Task Team subsequently met on the 30th January 2008 at the National 
Arts Council to take the Bloemfontein resolutions forward. The Team 
developed a framework for the development of a Business Plan for CACs. 
The Framework provides an “ideal type” model geared towards resolving the 
challenges in the CACs. Since Community Art Centres operate at varying 
levels, the following four categories were identified and agreed upon. 
  
Level 1: Flagships/ Centres of Excellence,  
Level 2: Operational Centres,  
Level 3: Less Operational Centres 
Level 4: Community Art Projects/ Initiatives. 
 
The Levels were to be seen as flexible and it was anticipated that centres 
could move from a lower level to a higher level over time as they grow to meet 
stipulated criteria. The criteria for each ‘level’ sought to ensure that Centres’ 
programming, quality of content, and other community related services are not 
compromised.  
 
The working out of these ‘levels’ in practice was to be addressed in the 
context of implementation. The most important factor emerging from the 
analysis by the task team for the policy framework lay in the suggested role of 
the Flagship/Centres of Excellence at Provincial level. Here, in addition to 
their role for the local communities they serve, a developmental role across 
the Provinces was envisaged involving touring, training, network development 
and representation at Provincial and National level. 
 

3.2.4 Process Towards the Revising of the White Paper for Arts, Culture 
and Heritage 
 
The present process around the development of a revised White Paper for 
Arts, Culture and Heritage presents a number of opportunities and challenges 
for taking forward the Department’s mandate with regard to Community Arts 
and Culture.  Key propositions within the draft Revised White Paper which 
have relevance in this context: 

 the foregrounding of the economic dimensions of arts, culture and 
heritage and the adoption of a creative industries paradigm for taking 
forward the overall work of the department  

 the amalgamation of existing structures relating to the governance and 
management of the various national cultural institutions that fall under 
the purview of the Department 
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 the centralisation of the funding of the sector under a Creative 
Industries Fund, with more direct control and oversight being exercised 
by the National Department 

 
While the draft White Paper makes no specific reference to community arts 
centres, extensive reference is made to the need to promote access to arts, 
culture and heritage/the creative industries at the most local level, for all 
South Africans. 
 

3.3 Key Issues 
 
The following key issues may be identified from this summary review of the 
overall historical trajectory of community arts development: 

 the SA-Flemish bilateral programme demonstrated the value of a multi-
dimensional engagement with policy development accompanied and 
informed by hands-on engagement and support both directly to 
Centres and to the mobilisation of the Provincial and Local spheres of 
Government around the Centres 

 subsequent engagement from the Department has emphasised it’s 
policy development role at the expense of a technical support role that 
would give some concrete reality to policy propositions  

 the current process around the revision of the White Paper presents an 
opportunity for repositioning and strengthening the position of the 
community arts sector within the overall policy framework of the 
Department 

 
 
 
 

Mmabana Cultural Centre, Mafikeng 
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4. Location, Core Functions and Scope 
 

4.1 Findings 
 
4.1.1 Location 
 
The sample achieved a significant spread and diversity of centres across 
urban, township and rural localities: 
 
Figure 1: CAC sample: Location of Centres 

 
 
Centres run by non-profit or private entities are however substantially more 
likely to be located in Inner Cities and CBDs (31% of these Centres) than is 
the case with governmentally managed Centres (only 7% of which are located 
in these areas).  
  
4.1.2 Extent of engagement with Arts and Cultural Mandate 
 
The sample also sought to capture a combination of centres that engage with 
the arts in varying degrees, though with a principal concern with those for 
whom arts programming forms a primary or major area of focus: 

 52% of the sample was comprised of organisations for whom arts 
programming was the primary focus of the centre,  

 38% of the sample was comprised of organisations for whom arts 
programming was a major area of focus, among a number of other 
non-arts related programmes 

 8% of the sample was constituted by entities for whom arts 
programming was a minor area of focus within the overall portfolio of 
activities at the Centre 
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4.1.3 Core Goals and Activities 
 
Centre managers were asked to articulate what they understood to be the 
core goals of the centres.  Very high responses were recorded across all of 
the areas proposed by the questionnaire:   

 Job creation/income generation (88%),  

 Developing new creative talent (88%),  

 Promoting social cohesion (78%),  

 Producing important creative work (76%),  

 Individual and personal development (71%).  
 
When asked to prioritise the single most important goal, job creation and 
income generation through the arts emerged as substantially the most 
important strategic priority, followed by new talent development and the 
promotion of social cohesion: 
 
Figure 2: Single most important goal of CACs (Centre Survey) 

 
 
When questioned about the core activities of the Centre, training emerged as 
the most common core activity (93% of respondents), with roughly equal 
engagement with the promotion of local artists and groups (81%), the 
provision of rehearsal/production space (76%) and the presentation of 
creative work (76%). Only 60% of respondents indicated engagement on the 
part of the Centre with the actual selling of work.  
 
User responses to the question of the core activities of the centre largely 
reinforce the views of Centre management, informed by the more individuated 
experience of particular aspects of the Centres’ activities, with priority being 
accorded to training, production and presentation: 
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Job creation and income generation through
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Individual and personal development/self-
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Figure 3: Core activities of CACs (User Survey) 
 

 
 
4.1.4 Disciplinary coverage 
 
In terms of disciplinary coverage within the arts, the visual arts and craft 
emerged as the most frequently cited area of coverage (80% and 82% of 
Centres respectively), followed closely by the performing arts (74% for dance 
and 73% for both theatre and music).  Significantly lower engagement on the 
part of Centres was recorded for design (45%) and film (27%). 39% of 
Centres reported that they were involved in multi-disciplinary arts activities. 
These trends accord closely with the profile of users of the Centres recorded 
in the preceding section. 
 
4.1.5 User Perceptions 
 
Users of the Centre generally recorded a positive view of the overall value of 
the Centre’s activities in response to the canvassing of their perception of the 
relevance of the Centres. 35% of respondents regard the Centres as “an 
extremely valuable resource for the community, addressing a set of important 
needs” and a further 38% view the Centres as providing “some useful 
services addressing some of the needs in our community”. Only 17% felt that 
the Centre “was not really valued and not addressing community needs” with 
11% indicating that they did not know/could not judge.  
 
Responses from users of government centres were slightly less positive, with 
only 32% viewing the Centres as an “extremely valuable resource” and 34% 
viewing the Centre as “providing some useful services”. Some significant 
contrast is evident in the responses from users of independently managed 
Centres, with 36% reflecting the Centre as “an extremely valuable resource” 
and 53% viewing the Centre as “providing some useful services”; with only 
6% of users reporting that the centre is “not really valued”. 

 
  

19% 

54% 

43% 

26% 

30% 

6% 

retail/selling of arts and culture products

arts/cultural training

supporting the production/making of arts
and culture products (artworks,

performances, etc)

supporting the presentation of arts and
culture products

providing space for community events

Other



Audit of Community Art Centres Research Findings 

 23 

4.2 Key Issues 
 

 The strategic focus of the Centres as reported by centre managers is 
generally congruent with national and provincial cultural policy, as well 
as with the overarching mandates of government with regard to job 
creation, skills development and so on.  

 Independently initiated and managed entities are substantially more 
likely to be found in urban and metropolitan areas. This is clearly a 
function of the more substantial non-governmental resource and skills 
base located in metropolitan areas for the initiation, financing and 
management of Centres.   
 

Simunye Thusong Centre, Western Cape 
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5. Governance and Institutional Arrangements 
 

5.1 Findings 
 
5.1.1 Controlling entity 
 
As noted in the methodology section, there was a roughly even spread of 
Centres between those that are managed by government, and those that are 
managed by private/independent entities, with the majority of the latter being 
comprised of non-profit entities (38%), and the former being roughly split 
between provincial (26%) and Local Government (22%).  The detailed 
breakdown is as follows: 
 
Figure 4: Legal form of Managing Entity for Community Arts Centres 

 
 
There were no examples of Centres controlled by National Government, 
municipally owned entities or centres owned/managed by individuals/sole 
proprietors. 
 
User perceptions of who is responsible for the management of Centres 
correlate broadly with these realities, with 48% of respondents to the 
perception survey reporting that Centres are run by either Local (30%) or 
Provincial (18%)Government – while there is some confusion about which 
level of government is responsible for the Centre, this figure is in close accord 
with the institutional arrangements reported by Centres. It is apparent though 
that users may not always be clear about who is responsible for the running of 
Centres operated by non-governmental entities, with 17% of the balance of 
respondents indicating that they “do not know” who is responsible for the 
Centre. Fieldworkers indicate that, overall, only 62% of responses of users 
responses to the question of the nature of the managing entity were 
technically correct.  
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5.1.2 Ownership of Land/Buildings 
 
The great majority of Centres reported that the land and buildings from which 
the Centre operates are owned by Local Government (51%), with smaller 
proportions indicating that ownership is vested in Provincial Government 
(14%) or in a controlling non-profit entity (13%). The overall breakdown is as 
follows:  
 
Figure 5: Ownership of Land/Buildings 

 
 
In the case of governmentally managed centres, 64% reported that the land 
and buildings were vested in the municipality, and 24% reported ownership by 
Provincial Government.  
 
In the case of independently managed Centres, only 20% reported that they 
owned the land and buildings that comprise the Centre. 39% reported local as 
the owner of the facilities, with a further 22% reporting that the facilities are 
owned by an individual.    
 
5.1.3 Leasing Arrangements 
 
With regard to arrangements around the leasing of property: 

 44% of Centres reported that management and ownership of the 
Centre were vested in the same entity.   

 22% of entities indicate that they have a formal lease in place involving 
a nominal rental, 63% of whom pay this rental to either local or 
Provincial Government.  

 Only 5% indicate that they pay a commercial rental.  

 23% of all managing entities report that there is an informal lease 
arrangement in place which has not been reduced to writing – the 
majority of facilities falling into this category are managed by non-
governmental entities, with 65% of these informal arrangements 
involving Local Government as the owner of these premises. 
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Further analysis of the data shows that the majority of facilities that are both 
operated and owned by a single entity are run by either provincial or Local 
Government. Most non-governmental entities lease their premises from Local 
Government for a nominal rental. A large proportion (45%) of facilities that are 
managed by a provincial department or agency, are located on land owned by 
a Municipal entity.  
 
5.1.4 Governance Structure 
 
The majority of structures (41%) report that oversight over the management of 
the Centre is exercised by a legally constituted Board or similar structure, 
though closer scrutiny of the raw data suggests that 14% of this group are 
seemingly simultaneously controlled by local or Provincial Government.  26% 
of all entities report that either a local or Provincial Government Department 
exercises oversight over the management of the Centre without reference to a 
stakeholder advisory structure, with 10% of structures reporting oversight from 
Local Government together with an advisory/stakeholder structure that assists 
Local Government in exercising this oversight. 7% of respondents indicate 
that only an informal advisory body exists, with 2% noting that multiple 
organisations exercise oversight over the running of the Centre. 
 
These oversight structures seemingly involve significant representation from a 
cross-section of stakeholders and interest groups, with the local arts 
community, the general public and government more or less equally strongly 
represented across Centres, as follows: 
 

Figure 6: Interest groups included in governance/advisory structures 
(Centre Survey) 
 

 
 

This diversity of representation is notably more marked in the case of non-
governmental entities, with these Centres reporting significantly higher rates 
of representation from the local community, artists and the business 
community. 
 

5.2 Key Issues 
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 The majority of community arts initiatives are not managed by 
government, though government (either local or provincial) is the 
landlord for premises, and is generally responsible for the majority of 
purpose-built community arts infrastructure  

 There are a variety of institutional arrangements for government built 
community art centres that obtain within different provinces  

 In the Eastern Cape, North West, Northern Cape and the Free State, 
the majority of centres built by government are managed by Provincial 
Departments responsible for Arts and Culture. 

 In Limpopo, Mpumalanga, Gauteng and the Western Cape, Local 
Government is generally responsible for the management of 
government-built centres  

 Nearly a quarter of the surveyed Centres have informal arrangements 
in place governing the relationship between the managing entity for the 
Centre and the owner of the land/buildings 

 In contrast to governmental centres, a small proportion of independent 
centres have ownership of the land and buildings that they utilise 

 Non-governmental centres involve a substantially greater diversity of 
representation of interest groups in their governance structures 

 It is apparent that many governmentally run community art centres are 
seeking to establish a non-profit entity which would enable them to 
raise resources for stronger programming, and to formalize wider 
representation on interests in their governance 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Mthatha Arts Centre, Port St Johns-Tombo, Eastern Cape 
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6. Management and Staffing 
 
6.1 Findings 
 

6.1.1 Employment 
 
From the group of Centres that reported on this issue (81 centres), total 
employment across the centres was calculated at just over 1000 individual 
people, with 58% of this group comprised of full-time employees and 42% 
comprised of part-time workers or short term contract staff, as per the charts 
and tables below. Extrapolated to the existing database of centres collated for 
the project, this would produce a conservative estimate of over 3300 people 
presently engaged in work in the community arts sector. 
 
Figure 7: Numbers of Employees for Art Centres 

 
 
Table 3:  Total and Average Employees per Centre by Role and Nature of 
Employment  

Functional Area Basis Nr Ave 

Management and Administration Full TIme 212 2,44 

 Part Time 122 1,40 

Programming Full TIme 278 3,20 

 Part Time 286 3,29 

Auxiliary Full TIme 139 1,60 

 Part Time 39 0,45 

Total Full TIme 629 7,23 

 Part Time 447 5,14 

 
6.1.2 Management Capacity 
 

The Centres report varying levels of expertise within the senior management 
of the facilities, with Centre managers reporting that 57% have generic 
management training and 36% reporting specialist arts management training. 
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30% of Centre Managers however report having no formal training in either 
the arts or in management, though report having acquired experience in both 
areas. 
 

The majority of Centre Managers – perhaps unsurprisingly - report a generally 
positive view of the state of management at the Centre, with 73% 
characterizing the team as either ‘strong/qualified’ (31%) or 
‘adequate/competent’ (42%).  
 

Figure 8: Perception of management and administration expertise 
(Centre survey) 

 
 

It is however apparent from provincial researcher reports, and comment from 
some of the Centres themselves, that a number of governmental Centres are 
managed remotely, with the management of the Centre located for a 
significant part of the time in a municipal or provincial office.  This obviously 
places significant constraints on the degree to which Centres can be 
effectively managed and animated in absentia. 
 
The majority of users (69%) report generally reinforcing views of the way in 
which centres are run, characterizing the Centre as either ‘well-managed’ 
(38%) or ‘reasonably well run’ (31%). 
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Figure 9: Perceptions of centre management (User Survey) 

 
 
There is a significant disjunction between perceptions of users between 
centres run by government and those that are operated by non-governmental 
entities.  In the case of non-governmental centres, 88% of users report a 
broadly positive view (‘well managed’ or ‘reasonably well run’), whereas only 
64% of users of governmental centres report responses in the same range. 
36% of users of governmental centres report a negative response on this 
issue (‘not very well managed’ or ‘badly managed’), as opposed to 12% of 
users of facilities run by non-governmental entities.  
 
6.1.3 Organisational Policies and Planning 
 
Centres report varying degrees to which they operate on the basis of 
formalised policies relating to management, staffing, infrastructure and so on: 
 

Figure 10: State of Organisational Policy Development (Centre Survey) 

 
 

65% of the entities that indicated that they had no formal policies in place 
were municipally or provincially managed entities.  Those that did report the 
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presence of policies frequently referenced the fact that these were generic 
municipal or provincial organisational policies, rather than entity-specific 
policies. Most entities reported relatively high rates of adherence to 
organisational policies with 79% of centres reporting that policies and 
procedures were either ‘rigorously’ or ‘generally’ adhered to.  
 
Centres report relatively high rates of adherence to or the presence of specific 
policies and procedures relating to management and staffing, with more than 
80% of the Centres reporting that they hold regular management meetings 
and have written job descriptions in place, with just over 60% reporting the 
presence of a formalised Human Resource policy.  
 

Figure 11: HR-related Policies and Procedures Reported to be in Place 
(Centre Survey) 

 
 

58% of Centres reported that they had a strategic or business plan, with a 
further 24% indicating a partial plan was in place and 16% reporting that no 
plan was in place. It is also evident that in the case of governmental centres, 
managers are often obliged to work with generic business plans that are 
handed down to them, usually from provincial government, and are able to 
exercise limited agency over the content of these plans. 
 

6.2 Key Issues 
 

 The Centres generally report a strong human resource base for the 
management of the Centres, with a significant proportion of the 
management of Centres having received specialist training in arts 
management 

 Governmentally managed Centres operate within general policy 
guidelines established by local or provincial Government: these are often 
in an awkward relationship with the realities of managing the operations of 
the Centres 

 There are instances in which government centres are managed remotely, 
from Provincial or Local Government offices, mitigating strongly against 

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

HR policy

written job descriptions

regular performance
reviews/appraisals

regular management meetings

clear disciplinary procedures

staff development opportunities



Audit of Community Art Centres Research Findings 

 32 

the ability of managers to fulfill their mandate in relation to the Centres 
they are responsible for.  

 There is some contrast in user perceptions of Centre management 
between governmentally and independently managed centres 
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7. Finance and Funding 
 

7.1 Findings 
 
7.1.1 Nature of Funding and Finance 
 
The majority of Centres report very low levels of revenue, with 61% reporting 
an annual budget of less than R500 000 per annum.  
 
Figure 12: Reported annual budget of Centres (Centre Survey) 

 
 
The majority of Centres in the lowest income group are comprised of non-
governmental entities (67%). It is also apparent that the governmental entities 
included in the lowest income groups may not always have taken into account 
the financial value of salaries paid by the Municipality or Provincial 
government in supporting the running of the Centre. With many government 
centres, it is evident that the majority of finance is invested in staff salaries, 
and that there is very limited budget to support programming. In the Eastern 
Cape for example, provincially managed Centres have all been allocated an 
amount of R50 000 by the Eastern Cape Arts and Culture Council, 
supplementing core investment in the staffing/management of Centres 
through a combination of provincial funding and EPWP funding for ancillary 
workers. 
 
Half of all entities in the top income groups (between R2,5 million and R10 
million+) are comprised of non-governmental entities. 
 
7.1.2 Sources of Income 
 
The most frequently cited ‘major sources’ of income are provincial (32%) and 
Local Government (23%), followed by public funding agencies (17%) and self-
generated income related to arts programming (13%). In most instances local 
and provincial government are indicated as such by entities that are 
controlled/managed by these spheres of government. Only a quarter of the 
entities citing Local Government as a major source are non-governmental 
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entities, and only 21% of entities citing Provincial Government as a major 
source are non-governmental entities. By contrast all of the entities reporting 
income generated through their programming as a ‘major source’ of revenue 
are non-governmental entities, and two thirds of the entities citing public 
funding agencies as a ‘major source’ of income are non-governmental 
entities. 
 
Corporate sponsorship and Corporate Social Investment are most frequently 
cited as not being a source of income at all (75% and 68% respectively), 
closely followed by international agencies (66%), private South African 
funding agencies and individual donations (63%).  
 

The single most important source of income for Centres was reported as 
follows: 
 
Figure 13: Most important single source of income (Centre Survey) 

 
 

 Only one (7%) of the entities citing ‘self-generated income’ as the most 
significant single source is an entity managed by government.  

 Only two (10%) of the entities citing ‘local government’ as the most 
significant source are non-governmental entities. 

 Only seven (28%) of the entities citing ‘other spheres of 
government/government agencies’ as the most significant source are 
non-governmental entities. 

 The great majority of entities citing ‘public funding (NAC, Lottery, etc) 
as the most significant source are non-governmental entities. 

 
7.1.3 Nature of financial controls and implications thereof 
 
47% of Centres noted that the Centre’s finances “are administered and 
accounted for through a controlling entity (e.g. the municipality)”. All but two of 
these entities indicated that they are entities managed by either local or 
Provincial Government.  
 
These institutional arrangements clearly have significant implications for the 
raising and management of resources.  When this group of entities (whose 
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finances are directly managed by either provincial or Local Government) were 
asked about the implications of these arrangements, the following key issues 
were highlighted: 

 74% indicated that these arrangements created difficulties in raising 
funds/finance for the Centre,  

 67% cited difficulties with regard to the planning of the Centre’s 
finances,  

 39% cited difficulties in contracting short-term staff  

 37% cited difficulties in procuring goods and services 

 only 11% indicated that this framework did not create difficulties 
 
Among the 53% of (mostly non-governmental) entities that manage their own 
finances, basic financial controls are generally in place, with 70% reporting 
having a dedicated book-keeper, 72% reporting that they generate audited 
financial statements and have financial policies and procedures in place.  
Only 51% report having an electronic accounting system in place, though 83% 
are able to generate financial statements based on the book-keeping systems 
that they do have in place.  
 
7.1.4 Constraints  
 
When asked about the most significant constraints to raising resources, lack 
of interest in the arts and culture from government was cited as the most 
significant constraint (by 30% of respondents) followed by a lack of available 
skills/expertise in fundraising and finance. 
 
Figure 14: Single most important constraint to attracting resources to 
Centres 

 
 
31% of governmentally managed entities cited “Local Government 
bureaucracy” as the single most important constraint to attracting resources to 
the Centre, followed by “lack of skills in fundraising and finance” (24%).  41% 
of non-governmental managed entities report “lack of interest in arts and 
culture from government” as being the single most important constraint to 
attracting resources to the Centres, followed by “lack of interest in arts and 
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culture from the business community” (24%) and “lack of skills in fundraising 
and finance (22%). 
 

7.2 Key Issues 
 

 Governmentally managed Centres are generally almost entirely 
dependent on recurrent sources of government funding for their 
operations and programming 

 The absence of a distinct legal entity and accounting body makes it 
very difficult for governmentally managed Centres to undertake 
financial planning informed by the needs of the Centres, and many are 
subject to generic business planning processes that are imposed by 
the controlling entity (either local or Provincial Government), and in 
which it is difficult to register the specific needs of the Centres 

 These institutional arrangements also make it difficult for governmental 
Centres to fundraise from other sources or to generate significant 
income from users, and impose significant constraints on the ability of 
these Centres to procure goods and services and contract short-term 
staff. 

 The most significant sources of funding for non-governmental entities 
are public funding agencies such as the NAC and NLDTF, as well as 
self-generated income from users 

 

8. Service Delivery and Programming 
 

8.1 Findings 
 
8.1.1 Level of Function 
 
The majority of Centres are generally open for most of the time, with 42% 
reporting that they are open every day, and a further 44% indicating that they 
are open on weekdays only.  Two of the centres indicated that they were not 
yet open/under construction, one indicated that it has effectively closed, and 
three indicated that they only operated on Saturdays. Observations of 
provincial researchers in both Kwazulu Natal and Limpopo suggest that in the 
case of governmentally managed centres in more rural areas, it is often the 
case that while they may be technically open, very low levels of usage and 
activity are often registered, with the Centre intermittently activated around 
significant days and events. 
 
8.1.2 Communications 
 
The Centres communicate their activities to the local community through a 
variety of measures, most commonly word of mouth (94%) or through posters, 
flyers and banners (83%), with radio and SMS featuring less frequently (58% 
and 40% respectively).  Local newspapers and social media platforms are 
also frequently cited as communication media, and respondents also make 
reference to the importance of community and stakeholder meetings to raise 
awareness around programming.  Only 23% of Centres report having their 
own website, with 8% reporting that they have a website in development.  
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Websites are generally updated on either a monthly (48%) or weekly basis 
(22%), with the balance being largely static sites. 
 
8.1.3 Creative Work and Audiences 
 
Centres were asked to indicate what art forms they stage or host, and provide 
estimates of annual audiences.  Based on these figures the following 
extrapolations have been made across the sample for total audiences across 
all art forms, suggesting that approximately 3,8 million members of the public 
benefit engage as audiences of the creative work generated by or in the 
community art centres, if the results from the sample are extrapolated to the 
overall population of Centres. 
 
Table 4: Art forms Staged/Hosted and Estimated Annual Audiences 
(Centre Survey) 

Art form/event staged or 
hosted 

Nr of 
Centres 

% of 
Centres 

Annual 
Audiences 

Dance 59 67% 203000 

Theatre 50 57% 203000 

Music Concerts 61 69% 243750 

Art Exhibitions 59 67% 111250 

Art/Craft Markets 52 59% 112750 

Arts festivals 55 63% 260500 

Parties 34 39% 70500 

Community events 48 55% 124250 

Total   1329000 

 
Notably, there is a fairly even spread of engagement with different art forms 
across centres, with music concerts emerging as the most commonly staged 
and popular art form/event across the Centres, and parties the least. 
Independent Centres generate markedly larger audiences for events and 
projects, accounting for the majority of responses for annual audiences of ’10 
000+’ across all art forms, whereas governmental Centres account for only 14 
(or 30%) of these responses across all art forms. 
 
8.1.4 Services, Programmes and Participation 
 
Across the Centres, a relatively even spread of arts and cultural services, 
activities and programmes offered by centres which engage the local 
community as active participants in the making of creative work are is 
reported. The following provides a picture of the numbers Centres that provide 
different services, and an illustrative indication of the numbers of people who 
benefit from these activities on a monthly basis, based on estimated rates of 
participation provided by the Centres. The provision of space for production 
and rehearsal represents the most commonly provided service, though rates 
of participation are, unsurprisingly, highest for school-related programmes. 
Though it is the service that is provided by the fewest centres, arts therapy 
workshops and classes are surprisingly widespread, considering the relatively 
specialist skills involved in this area of service delivery. 
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Table 5: Arts/Cultural Services, Programmes and Activities/Monthly 
Participation (Centre Survey) 

Service/Programme 
Nr of 

Centres 

% Monthly 
Users/Participan

ts 

Studio/Production/Rehearsal space or 
facility 65 

74
% 7665 

Creative Business Incubation 41 
47
% 3880 

Professional Art Workshops/Classes 53 
60
% 3055 

Amateur/recreational workshops 53 
60
% 4140 

After School Programming 55 
63
% 7615 

Arts Therapy Workshops/classes 26 
30
% 1910 

School Outreach programmes 60 
68
% 11920 

Total   40185 

 
 
Centres also provide a variety of non-arts/cultural services which support and 
supplement the core arts activities that they are involved in.  Here the 
percentages of centres that offer these ancillary services and programmes are 
generally substantially lower, with the low rate of access to computer and 
internet facilities (only a quarter of the Centres) being of particular concern. 
 
Table 6: Ancillary Services and Programmes and Monthly Participation 
(Centre Survey) 

Service/Programme 
Nr of 

Centres % 

Monthly 
Users/Participan

ts 

Other recreational classes 36 41% 6535 

Access to IT/internet 22 25% 3565 

Access to Library Services 23 26% 3250 

Business/Professional Development 
Advice 35 40% 2150 

Career Advice 32 36% 4560 

Venue Hire 35 40% 8010 

Total   28070 

 
8.1.5 Accreditation 
 
Only a very small proportion (8%) of Centres are accredited to offer training, 
though a significant proportion (36%) work with accredited providers.  34% 
report that training offered is not accredited and a further 9% report that they 
or a partner provider are in the process of obtaining accreditation. 
 
Figure 15: Accreditation status of training offered 
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8.1.6 Users Experience of Arts/Cultural Offer, Services and 
Programming 
 
Users experience of the arts and cultural offer of Centres largely echoes the 
trends noted by the Centre managers, though with significantly lower rates of 
attendance indicated when compared to the extent of the offer noted by the 
Centres.  This is partly accounted for by the fact that some interviewees were 
ancillary workers at Centres and might not attend events, and that users will 
generally be selective in relation to the particular art forms that they are 
interested in.  Again, a fairly even spread of art forms is noted in user 
responses, with music being the most commonly attended type of cultural 
event. 
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Figure 16: User experiences of attending arts-related events over the 
preceding 12 month period (User Survey) 

 
 
Participation in workshops/training, space to produce/rehearse and access to 
information were the three most frequently cited types of service/programme 
that users reported benefitting from, ranging between 37% and 46% of users.  
Being able to exhibit or perform work for either paying or non-paying 
audiences was reported by 1 in 5 users. Access to support services was 
generally limited, with only 8% reporting access to computer/IT facilities and 
4% reporting access to library services. 
 
Figure 17: User experience of arts-related services (User Survey) 

 
 
  

27% 

14% 

18% 
21% 

18% 
21% 

3% 

14% 

30% 

38% 

46% 

41% 

20% 19% 

access to
information and
advice related to

my work

workshops and
training related to

my work

accessing space to
produce/rehearse

creative work

exhibiting or
performing

creative work for
paying

audiences/buyers

exhibiting or
performing

creative work for
non-paying

audiences/buyers



Audit of Community Art Centres Research Findings 

 41 

Figure 18: User experience of non-arts services (User Survey) 

 
 
12% of users indicated that they used the Centre for neither arts or non-arts 
related services captured in the preceding charts.  
 
User Perceptions of Centre Services and Programmes 
 
User perceptions of the arts and cultural outputs, services and programmes 
offered by centres are largely positive, with 41% of respondents noting 
relatively consistent and useful services and programmes, and 25% reporting 
that the centre provides a range of valued programmes and is always busy. 1 
in 10 respondents note  that Centres are mostly inactive and empty, with 24% 
noting that the offer is limited and that the Centre is often inactive.  Similarly, 
users report generally high rates of participation by a wide ‘cross-section’ 
(44%) or ‘significant portion’ (20%) of the local community. 31% however 
reported the Centres are used by only ‘some’ members of the community, and 
1 in 20 respondents reported that the Centre was “not really used by the 
community at all”.  
 
Again, there is some disjuncture between perceptions of governmental and 
non-governmentally managed Centres, with 87% of users of independently 
managed Centres reporting a positive view of the programmes of Centres, 
and only 59% of users of government centres reporting perceptions in the 
same range of response. 13% of users of government Centres report that 
they are “mostly inactive and empty” whereas only 1% of users of 
independent centres report the same view. 
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Figure 19: Users overall perception of programme (User Survey) 

 
 
Figure 20: Users perception of community engagement with the Centre 
(User Survey) 

 
 
Engagement of Services/Programming with Vulnerable groups 
 
Centres report that their programming is targeted at or benefits a range of 
vulnerable groups in the community, as follows: 
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Figure 21: Centre engagement with vulnerable groups (Centre Survey) 

 
 
Users of the Centre report lower levels of engagement with a core group of 
target groups, as follows, with ‘Youth’ being a frequently specified group in the 
‘Other’ category: 
 
Figure 22: User perception of Centres focus on vulnerable groups (User 
Survey) 

 
 

 
8.2 Key Issues 
 

 Across the sample, Centres are able to generate significant local 
audiences and play an important role in enabling participation in the 
arts in spite of a limited resource base 

 Anecdotal accounts from provincial reports indicate that many of the 
governmentally run centres participating in the survey are significantly 
under-utilised relative to the scale and extent of infrastructure under 
their stewardship 

 In a number of instances, fieldworkers reported visiting centres where 
there was very little evidence of creative and cultural activity.  For 
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example, in Limpopo and Mpumalanga, four of the five centres visited 
appeared to be largely utilised for other purposes (such as venue hire 
for functions, sports activities and as municipal offices).  It is also 
apparent from the reports of regionally based researchers that the 
physical location of many of the governmentally owned and managed 
Centres sometimes mitigates against access to both local community 
users and potential buyers of arts and crafts produced by local artists. 
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9. Infrastructure 
 

9.1 Findings 
 
9.1.1 Essential office infrastructure 
 
The majority of Centres (94%) report having office space from which the 
activities of the centres can be managed, and 89% report having ablution 
facilities on site.  Of concern is the relatively low rate of access to an internet 
connection (61% of centres) for office use, though regional researchers report 
cases in which managers make use of a personal internet connection in the 
absence of their being one provided in/by the workplace. 
 
Figure 23: Office infrastructure present (Centre Survey) 

 
 
9.1.2 Infrastructure related to arts programming 
 
While there are relatively high rates of provision of basic infrastructure 
enabling the production of work (studio and rehearsal spaces), the Centres 
report low rates of provision of infrastructure for the more specialized 
production and presentation of work across different art forms, with most 
relying on informal spaces for the presentation and staging of creative work, 
as per the following chart. 
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Figure 24: Arts programming infrastructure (Centre Survey) 

 
 
9.1.3 Ancillary Infrastructure 
 
Rates of provision of infrastructure associated with the provision of various 
ancillary activities – meetings, workshops, catering and access to reading 
resources and internet – varies significantly across the Centres.  While there 
are high rates of provision for workshop/meeting space (83%) and catering 
facilities (68%), the provision of computer and internet facilities for users at 
the Centres is weak – only 19% provide internet-enabled computer facilities 
for users of the Centre.  
 
Figure 25: Infrastructure for programme-related services (Centre Survey) 

 
9.1.4 Infrastructure related services 
 
The effective management of infrastructure relies in significant ways on the 
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have some form of security service in place, and just 27% record having an 
armed response service as part of their security arrangements. 30% and 38% 
of respondents register safety and security respectively as a ‘major’ or 
‘significant’ problem for the Centre. 
 
Figure 26: Infrastructure related services and protocols in place (Centre 
Survey) 

 
 
Figure 27: Views on Safety and Security as an Issue for Centres (Centre 
Survey) 
 

 
 
 
9.1.5 Perceptions of Infrastructure 
 
In contrast to Centre perceptions of their human infrastructure, physical 
infrastructure is highlighted as a significant problem and area of need by the 
majority of Centres, with only 2% characterizing their facilities and equipment 
as “excellent and well-maintained” and 22% characterising their facilities and 
equipment as “adequate”.    
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Figure 28: Centre Perception of Infrastructure (Centre Survey) 

 
 
Interestingly, user perceptions of infrastructure and equipment are markedly 
more positive than those of the Centres themselves, with 30% of respondents 
characterising facilities and equipment as “excellent” and 26% characterising 
this infrastructure as “adequate”.  User perceptions of the facilities and 
equipment of independently managed Centres are also markedly more 
positive than those of government Centres – 79% of users of independently 
managed centres view the provision and maintenance of infrastructure and 
equipment in generally positive terms, while only 47% of users from 
government centres hold generally positive views on the provision and 
maintenance of infrastructure and equipment. 
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Figure 29: User Perception of Infrastructure (User Survey) 

 
 

 
9.2 Key Issues 
 

 While most centres have essential office infrastructure and basic 
facilities to support arts programming, few have specialist facilities that 
would enable greater levels of professionalization for users and 
participants in programmes 

 Levels of access to internet connectivity – both for the management of 
the Centres and for users – are generally low, in ways that limit the 
ability of centres to act as a knowledge hub and connect to a wider 
context 

 While infrastructure is highlighted as a significant problem or area of 
need by Centre Managers, user perceptions suggest a more positive 
picture of this infrastructure, with some significant variance between 
user perceptions of the provision and maintenance of infrastructure and 
equipment on the part of independent and governmental centres 
respectively. 

 Again the institutional arrangements surrounding governmental 
Centres mitigate against managers being able to effectively and 
responsively address the provision and maintenance of infrastructure 
and equipment, with responsible municipal and provincial departments 
often at a substantial remove from the immediate operations of the 
Centres 
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10. Partnerships and Strategic Outlook 
 
10.1 Findings 
 
10.1.1 Networking and Partnerships 
 
When asked to characterize their relationships with key stakeholders, 
networks and partners, relationships with local artists/cultural groups and the 
local community emerge as the two groups that are most recently cited as 
enjoying ‘a strong relationship’ with the Centre, closely follows by ‘other 
spheres of government’ and ‘Local Government’. Relationships with local 
business and national creative/cultural organisations generally feature weakly, 
with other arts centres and regional organisations featuring moderately 
strongly.  
  
Figure 30:  Views on strength/weakness of relationships with key 
networks, partners and stakeholders (Centre Survey) 

 
 
The strength of relationships with Local and Provincial Government are 
largely driven by responses from centres that are operated by these spheres 
of government, though a significant proportion of independently managed 
centres note a developing relationship with both of these spheres of 
government.  Independent centres are significantly more likely to reflect 
strong relationships with national creative and cultural organisations than 
governmental centres.  
 
When asked which grouping was felt to be the most important partner for 
ensuring the long term sustainability and impact of the Centre, the local 
community, local artists/cultural groups and Local Government emerged as 
the most significant groupings. 
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10.1.2 Strategic Outlook 
 
The questionnaire involved the generation of an elementary SWOT analysis 
focusing on strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats.  Respondents 
were asked to characterize different dimensions of the Centre’s operations in 
terms of strengths and weaknesses, and to identify key opportunities and 
threats.   Overall respondents were more inclined to characterize particular 
areas as strengths than weaknesses. Management and staffing was most 
frequently identified as an area of strength, followed closely by programming, 
with networks/partnerships and governance featuring as moderately 
important.  Infrastructure was consistently identified as the greatest area of 
weakness, followed by the governance structure of the organisation. While the 
analysis of strengths and weaknesses speaks to a degree of optimism and 
confidence in the  
 
Figure 31: Centres Managers’ Perception of Strengths and Weaknesses 
(Centre Survey) 

 
 
Independently managed centres were also substantially more likely to regard 
their programming as an area of strength (83% of respondents versus only 
55% for government centres). Conversely, government centres were 
substantially more likely to regard their physical infrastructure as an area of 
strength (43% vs 13% for independently managed centres). 
 
When asked to identify what they believed to be the most important external 
opportunities and threats for the Centres, the responses of Centres are 
somewhat contradictory, though largely consistent between governmental and 
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simultaneously the most frequently cited external threat, generally by the 
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same group of respondents. These responses suggest that inter alia the 
funding landscape for the Centres is unpredictable, or alternately that what 
the Centres have registered is not so much an appraisal of what the actual 
threats and opportunities currently are, but more an expressions of a set of 
hopes and fears.   
 
While these responses suggest that the nature of this questioning may have 
been difficult for some Centre managers, it does nevertheless draw into sharp 
relief the issues that are foremost in the minds of managers, and those which 
are not seen as being important.  While funding and finance unsurprisingly 
loom large as issues, the question of decline or growth in the local economy 
features as a surprisingly negligible issue, though it is one which would impact 
arguably in the most significant ways on local consumption of culture, and 
general local wellbeing.  
 
Figure 32: Most Significant External Opportunities Identified by Centre 
Managers (Centre Survey) 
 

 
 
 
Figure 33: Most Significant External Threats Identified by Centre 
Managers (Centre Survey) 
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After funding, conflict over ownership/control of the Centres is reflected as the 
largest other issue for centres managed by government (19% of 
respondents).  In the case of centres run by independent entities, the most 
significant other threat cited is “ lack of engagement from Local Government 
structures” (20% of respondents). 
 

10.2 Key Issues: 
 

 Governmentally managed centres express comparatively low levels of 
confidence in their programming, but are more likely to express 
confidence in their infrastructure 

 For all centres, access to funding is reflected as the biggest single 
strategic issue 

 Conflict over ownership and control is reflected as a significant 
secondary issue/threat for government centres, whereas independently 
managed centres regard lack of engagement from Local Government 
as a key secondary threat 
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12. Analysis and Recommendations 
 

In analysing and contextualising the findings from the audit, we have taken 
the key findings from the 2002 HSRC audit as a point of departure and 
historical benchmark.  Consideration is given to the degree to which progress 
has been made in particular areas, followed by a synthesis of what we believe 
to be the key issues to be addressed at this juncture and the key priorities 
going forward. 
 

11.1 Overview 
 
The overall picture that emerges is one that is not dissimilar to that produced 
by the 2002 audit. Across the sample of Centres, there are examples of 
excellence, innovation and resilience with regard to institutional development, 
community engagement, programming and the raising of resources to support 
this service delivery. A common denominator among these Centres is the 
presence of skilled, passionate and committed leadership and management 
able to develop coherent programming, develop staff, raise resources and 
manage stakeholders, partnerships and funding relationships.  
 
Whereas the 2002 audit suggested that these pockets of excellence were 
almost entirely located among independently managed Centres, it is apparent 
that a number of governmentally managed Centres have joined this group 
during the intervening period. The sustaining of existing examples of 
excellence and the emergence of new pockets of excellence has however 
largely been in spite of rather than because of the policy and funding 
environment in which they operate, and their success has in significant ways 
been hinged on the presence of the aforementioned management and 
leadership.  For the majority of these Centres, the capacity for effective 
succession planning is often limited, and this represents a major area of 
vulnerability moving forward. 
 
Alongside the sustaining of these older governmental and independent 
Centres, there has been the emergence of a significant number of largely 
independent new initiatives, driven mainly by a younger generation of arts 
practitioners.  These initiatives point toward exciting new possibilities for 
community and artist-led Centres, hinged around programming outputs that 
utilise existing infrastructure and resources in imaginative and innovative 
ways. The ability to move towards sustainability is however hampered by a 
variety of internal and external factors. 
 
The majority of Centres continue to operate at a sub-optimal level, and the 
following SWOT may be proposed: 
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11.2 SWOT Analysis 
 
The following summary SWOT analysis has been generated from the findings contained in this report, bringing together information 
and perspectives supplied by centre managers, staff and users, and the external observations of the provincial researchers who 
conducted the audits. 
 
Strengths Weaknesses 

o Substantial programming outputs have been achieved in 
the face of major financial and human resource constraints 
and overall deficits with regard to an ennabling policy and 
funding environment 

o Increasingly prominent coordination, support and oversight 
role being exercised by provincial departments in KZN, E 
Cape and W Cape, coupled with examples of more 
coherent engagement from Metros in KZN and Western 
Cape 

o Pockets of excellence in governmentally managed facilities 
and movement toward the establishment of structures that 
would enable community participation in governance and 
management 

o Government centres playing increasingly prominent role in 
the provision of studio and rehearsal space 

o Continued survival of key independently managed 
community arts development organisations/agencies 

o The extent to which self-generated income is a source of 
growing significance for independent Centres 

 
 

o Institutional arrangements militate against the ability of 
government Centres to involve the wider community in the 
running of centres and raise and manage new revenue 
streams to support programming 

o Mismatch between new investment in inadequately planned 
infrastructure, and investment in operations and programming 
that speak directly to local needs, resources and aspirations 

o Weaknesses in management and staffing/some centres 
continue to be remotely managed 

o No formalised networks of cooperation and collaboration 
outside of Gauteng, and few examples of networking and 
joint programming between Centres; continued disjunction 
between governmental and independent Centres 

o Absence of specialist facilities shaped by needs and interests 
of users to support professionalisation of activity 

o Inadequate levels of internet connectivity and general access 
to ICT for both management and users of facilities 

o Some centres areremotely managed, without on-site 
dedicated management expertise 

o In the majority of functioning Centres, over-reliance on a 
small number of individuals for exercising leadership and 
management, without adequte planning and financial 
provision for succession planning 

o Organisational policies (usually generic municipal or 
provincial policies) often ill-suited to operational requirements 
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of Centres with regard to procurement fo goods and services, 
recruitment of staff, management of finances and so on. 

o Organisational strength continues to be largely located in 
urban centres Discontinuities in national government 
engagement with and investment in the community arts 
mandate 

Opportunities Threats 

o New wave of smaller independent initiatives as basis for 
future development of sector 

o FET College sector potential critical partner for the delivery 
of accredited training in the arts through network of CACs 
(though the arts presently a marginal area of training 
delivery for FET colleges) 

o Substantial resource base resident in NLDTF, with 
mandates closely aligned to those of Centres 

o New macro-policy framework presents opportunity for 
reinsertion of community arts centres as key vehicle for the 
achievement of policy objectives 

o Thusong service centres as host infrastructure for 
community arts programming  

o Conditional grant framework may represent important 
opportunity for substantial new investment in CACs, 
following the model of libraries 

 
 
 

o Informal repurposing of government facilities for other (non-
arts) uses in face of poor servic delivery in this area, 
accompanied by decline in condition of inactive/under-utilised 
physical infrastructure 

o Possibility of marginalisation of the community arts agenda 
within the Revised White Paper of the Department 

o Continued inadequacy of NAC resource base for meaningful 
engagement with/investment in community arts sector  

o Continued inefficiency/dysfucntion with regard to the 
strategic, organised and efficient deployment of resources 
from Lottery 

o Difficulties that attached to drawing down resources for 
operational and programming costs versus capital 
expenditure 

o Conditional grant framework may militate towards investment 
in areas of least priority – for example, infrastructure 
development 
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11.3 Problem Analysis 
 
In what follows, some key factors are proposed with regard to the question of 
why the community arts sector has  to date realized only a limited portion of 
it’s substantial potential with regard to the core mandate of promoting access 
to and participation in the arts for all South Africans through the delivery of 
infrastructure, programming and support services at the most local level. 
 
Nationally 

 Major challenges to the existence of a stable, strong, clear vision and 
leadership at a national level for the sector 

 The deficit felt by the lack of a dedicated national structure and 
capacity for delivering strategic and technical/practical support to the 
implementation of national policy through consistent, measured and 
sustained engagement with provincial and Local Government and the 
Centres themselves through the leveraging of resources and the 
utilisation of policy instruments from adjacent national departments and 
agencies (e.g. Municipal Infrastructure Grants, Thusong Service 
Centres, FET College sector etc.) 

 Poor levels of intergovernmental coordination in supporting the 
community arts mandate and ongoing challenges  to decisively and 
effectively position community arts centres within the intergovernmental 
relations framework 

 A national funding framework for the arts that lacks strategic intent  
 

Provincially 

 The absence of a knowledge base/picture and coherent strategy for 
community arts centres and programmes at a provincial/regional level  

 The low success rate at a provincial level for promoting 
intergovernmental coordination, technical support and the 
strengthening of networks of collaboration and cooperation between 
Centres 

 The general lack of a coherent and measured framework for delivering 
resources that would support the operational and programming 
requirements of community art centres in each province 

 
Locally 

 Financial and capacity constraints for maintaining and developing 
community arts centre infrastructure 

 Lack of specialist management expertise for effectively positioning, 
resourcing and programming community arts centres 

 Municipal regulatory and public finance management frameworks that 
mitigate against the ability of Local Government to effectively govern 
and manage CACs directly 

 New and independent initiatives face substantial difficulties in engaging 
Local Government, both through lack of expertise in this area on the 
part of these initiatives, and weak capacity from Local Government to 
engage meaningfully with the potentials resident in these initiatives 
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At all levels: 

 Confusion regarding the policy goals that community arts centres can 
realistically deliver on, with often unrealistic and inadequately defined 
expectations of simultaneous and substantial meeting of social, 
economic and cultural goals 

 A key lesson to be learnt lies in the unfortunate results that can flow 
from unplanned and ill-considered investment in infrastructure with out 
proper research/cultural auditing, planning and the integration of 
processes of community engagement 

 

11.4 Recommendations 
 
Flowing from the audit findings and this analysis, a set of broad 
recommendations are proposed with regard to: 

 The Role Of Government 

 A Vision For Community Art Centres 

 A Funding Framework For Community Art Centres 

 A National Programme for Community Arts Centres Development 

 Critical Success Factors 
 
11.4.1 The Role of Government 
 
Flowing from this analysis, the attached policy note proposes a framework 
within which a set of ideal institutional arrangements for Centres, bringing into 
focus a set of longstanding and unresolved issues relating to the institutional 
and funding models for Centres.  These propositions are continuous with the 
provisions contained in the existing draft policy document for Community Arts 
Centres, though give emphasis to particular aspects of the existing draft 
framework for the purposes of immediate action. 
 
The general findings of both the 2002 and present audit support the idea that 
community arts centres and programmes are, in general terms, better 
managed by independent – and normally non-profit – entities which have a 
vested interest in bringing together the interests of government, the local 
community, art practitioners and local business.  Indeed, the audit has found 
that centre managers employed by provincial or Local Government are 
increasingly expressing a desire to formalise such structures in ways that 
would both enable more active community participation in the governance of 
Centres, and which would provide Centres with the ability to attract and 
effectively manage new sources of external or self-generated revenue/funding 
in support of both their operations and programming. 
 
The Role of National Government: 

 National Government should be positioned as the principal leader and 
driver of policy-driven implementation, providing strategic and technical 
support to other levels of government and, where necessary, directly to 
Centres themselves 



Audit of Community Art Centres Research Findings 

 

 

59 

 A permanent and properly resourced statutory instrument should be 
explored as the vehicle for the provision of this strategic leadership and 
technical support, either as a properly empowered task team located 
within an existing statutory body such as the National Arts Council, or 
as a separately constituted statutory body such as a National Council 
for Community Arts Centres.  The first approach could furnish a basis 
for the longer term development of the second. 

 While National Government should not principally be positioned as a 
direct funder of community art centres, there is clear scope for National 
Government to play a role in drawing down national resources to a 
provincial level through the Conditional Grant system in ways that 
would enable the , with a view to these allocations then being 
integrated into Equitable Share framework of treasury funding to 
provincial and Local Government 

 Following the principle of subsidiarity contained in our 
intergovernmental relations framework, an overarching goal of the 
national Department should be to promote the devolution of 
responsibility for the Centres to the most local level possible, within a 
flexible framework that enable this to be progressively achieved over 
time 

 
The Role of Provincial Government: 

 All of the existing analysis points to the central role that Provincial 
Government should be playing in the resourcing and coordination of 
centres and programmes within each province.  

 While provinces are subject to variable constraints and advantages 
related to geographic scale, the size and distribution of the provincial 
economy, and the scale and distribution of the population of each 
province, they have both a sufficiently ‘big picture’ of service delivery 
and a sufficient level of geographic focus to enable them to effectively 
manage a network of centres and programmes at a regional level.  

 They are also ideally positioned to be able to facilitate the drawing 
down of resources and instruments from a national to a local level in 
ways that would prevent each centre/programme from having to 
reinvent the wheel in this regard. 

 For purposes of deploying resources, Centres that are independently 
managed should be treated no differently to governmental centres, and 
be subject to the same criteria for accessing new resources to support 
operations and programming. 

 
The Role of Local Government: 

 Local Government has a critical role to play in ensuring the integration 
of Community Arts Centres and programmes into an overall picture of 
service delivery at a local level 

 At the same time, as has been noted here and elsewhere, the 
regulatory framework and fiscal base from which Local Government 
operates, even in the major Metros, mitigates against the ability of 
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Local Government to effectively resource, govern, manage and 
programme Centres directly. 

 A significant portion of both provincially managed and independently 
managed centres do however operate from infrastructure which is 
owned by Local Government 

 It is proposed that the role of Local Government should revolve 
centrally around the maintenance, development and leasing of 
infrastructure to other parties (whether independent entities or 
Provincial Government) 

 Such arrangements should make provision for Local Government to be 
involved in and inform the strategic orientation of Centres through a set 
of arrangements that simultaneously avoid conflict with the provisions 
of the Municipal Finance Management Act and the Municipal Systems 
Act (and amendments thereto). 

 It also establishes a framework within which Local Government can 
flexibly expand it’s involvement in operations and programming in 
accordance with the degree to which there is capacity and resources to 
do so resident a municipal level. 

 
In summary, Local Government should be fundamentally responsible for the 
resourcing and maintenance of infrastructure, Provincial Government for 
coordination and resourcing of operations and programming, and National 
Government for providing strategic and technical support to each of the other 
spheres, and facilitating access to new national resources that can be rapidly 
devolved to these levels. New resources to support operations and 
programming should be devolved to a provincial level, and new resources for 
infrastructure development should be devolved to a municipal/local level.  
 
11.4.2 A National Vision 
 
The absence of a clear vision for the community arts centres sector 
represents a significant area of deficit that should be addressed in a decisive 
way that clarifies what it is that stakeholders are trying to collectively achieve 
through the community arts centres and their programmes.  Such a vision 
should be both inspirational while defining a clear and achievable horizon of 
ambition for the Department in this area. A 2009 independent submission to 
the Department from the consulting firm, Cultures in Regeneration, suggests a 
framework that fulfills these criteria, and which summarises a set of key 
priorities to be addressed. This submission proposed that:  
The 2009 submission proposed a five-year development trajectory for a first 
phase of implementation towards the realisation of such a vision. This report 
would propose that a realistic timeframe for the realisation of the above vision 
at the present time would be to target 2020. Additionally, such a Vision 
statement should also more clearly foreground the fundamental overarching 
purposes of promoting access to and participation in the arts for all South 
Africans. 
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11.4.3 A National Framework For The Funding Of Community Arts 
Centres 
 
In order for a national development programme/plan for the realisation of this 
vision to be taken forward, substantial new resources would need to be found 
for realising this framework, and the provision of such resources would need 
to articulate in clear ways with existing instruments for funding the arts and 
culture more generally, so as to maximise coherence and minimise 
duplication of functions in the system.   
 
At present, the system of public funding through grant-making agencies such 
as the National Arts Council and National Lottery Distribution Trust Fund 
(NLDTF) are largely inaccessible to the majority of Centres, either by virtue of 
their level of development/organisation and expertise, or by virtue of their 
location as entities of government (though it should be noted at the same time 
that municipalities have managed to draw down significant resources from the 
NLDTF in addressing needs in other areas).   
 
A new framework for the funding of community arts centres should: 

 produce a new revenue stream for the stimulation of community arts 
and cultural programming in the first instance, and infrastructure that 
would meaningfully wrap around such activity in the second instance 

 maximise the ability of the sector to access dedicated and longer term 
funding through the National Lottery Distribution Trust Fund, whose 
strategic orientation is largely congruent with the goals and objectives 
of community arts organizations 

 ensure that the entity overseeing the resourcing and technical support 
of Community arts centres is sufficiently capacitated and resourced  to 
filfull its task without compromising the fulfillment of its wider mandate. 

 

“The Vision for a National Development Programme for 
Community Arts Centres is for a: 
 

 community responsive 

 municipally valued 

 sectorally informed 

 professionally managed 

 imaginatively programmed 

 provincially organised 

 digitally connected 

 securely funded 

 internationally networked 
 

National Network of Community Arts Centres in place  
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The most likely source of new revenue for addressing the first of these needs 
would be through the allocation of resources from Treasury through the 
Conditional Grant framework. Such funding should be utilised for: 

 Stabilising and strengthening operations and the capacity for delivery 
of a core set of services 

 Strengthening management and programming expertise within Centres 

 Enhancements to existing infrastructure and equipment that are 
responsive to clearly articulated needs borne out of existing 
programming – a business plan from ‘below’ rather than ‘above’ 
triggering the release of resources 

 
Such conditional grant funding would be predicated on the idea that – after a 
defined and finite development phase – such allocations would be 
mainstreamed or ‘folded’ into the Equitable Share framework that defines the 
regularised allocation of resources to Provincial and Local Government by 
Treasury.  
 
11.4.4 A National Development Programme for Community Arts Centres 
 
It is proposed that the core purpose of a National Development 
Plan/Programme for Community Arts Centres development should involve 
both the empowering of provincial ‘centres of excellence’, working closely with 
Provincial Governments, to develop and implement comprehensive and 
coordinated strategies and plans for the strengthening and enhancement of 
programming through both established and emergent centres within a 
particular province.  
 
Five key interlocking dimensions for this strategy and associated programmes 
for intervention are proposed at this stage: 
 

1. Formalising a system for ongoing monitoring and evaluation and 
impact assessment: Establishing a comprehensive and easily 
updated, dynamic and GIS-enabled national database of community 
arts centres, programmes and projects, operating within a common 
definitional framework and with an associated set of key indicators 
related to:  
o the context for each Centre (economic, social, cultural) 
o inputs (staffing, infrastructure, finances),  
o outputs (programming)  
o and impacts (participants, audiences).  
 
The knowledge base generated through the present project provides a 
strong basis for the development of such a framework. 
 

2. Network development: The development of a strong network of 
individuals, groups, projects, organisations and centres within and 
between each province through which joint artistic programming, 
training and the exchange of expertise can be realised. This would also 
involve the development of representative structures at a provincial 
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level that would inform and participate in whatever national structure 
(the DAC, NAC or a new national Council or similar structure 
established for this purpose) is tasked with realising this 
plan/programme. 

 
3. Management Training:  The consolidation and strengthening of 

existing work in this area towards the delivery of training by lead 
organisations accredited by the CATHHSETA, and supporting 
measurable qualitative and quantitative shifts in the ability of individual 
Centres to effectively address: 

a. Strong institutional arrangements and partnerships 
b. Programme development 
c. Marketing and communications 
d. Audience development 
 

4. Programme enhancement: a programme that brings together a 
comprehensive network of individuals, projects, organisations and 
centres from across each province leading to: 

a. greater visibility and impact for both individual centres and the 
sector at a local community level 

b. increased audiences and participation from local communities 
c. improved capacity for quality projects and programmes among 

local creative communities 
d. creation of work and job opportunities in local communities 

 
5. Centre Development: a programme that responds in the first instance 

to the need for enhancements to existing infrastructure informed by the 
increased scale or quality of activity of existing programming though 
existing Centres and Projects, and in the second instance to the need 
for entirely new infrastructure in new locations shaped by the needs 
and capacities of existing local initiatives. In no circumstances, should 
new infrastructure or infrastructure development be contemplated in 
the absence of an expressed and articulated need on the part of local 
stakeholders, and in all instances should be developed on the basis of 
a comprehensive plan which would include a clear indication of the 
impact of such infrastructure, and a clear framework for the ongoing 
programming, maintenance and management thereof.  

 
11.4.5 Critical Success Factors 
 
Experience to date suggests that in order for such a programme to be taken 
forward in a meaningful way, the following key issues would need to be 
addressed: 
 

o The ability to secure new resources for the proposed Programme 
o A highly skilled and adequately resourced national Programme Team, 

working either from within the National Department or the National Arts 
Council, responsible for managing the implementation of the proposed 
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Programme and the provision of strategic and hands-on support to 
provincial and Local Government, and to Centres  

o Strong political support for the work of this team 
o The development of a pact between various stakeholders from Cultural 

workers, artists, Community, Government and Non Governmental and 
civil society to ensure commitment to the development and growth of 
Community arts centres 


