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T
he “field” is the folk and traditional arts. T

hese “acces-

sible arts,” to paraphrase one folklorist, are practiced

am
ong fam

ilies, friends and neighbors throughout the

U
nited States in fam

iliar settings of everyday life and, in-

creasingly, on concert stages and in m
useum

s. M
ost folk

arts activity occurs outside institutional settings and, w
hile

som
e of it intersects w

ith com
m

erce and popular culture,

other portions find nurturance from
 public and private

funding. Folk arts are seem
ingly everyw

here and now
here

at the sam
e tim

e. T
his study sketches the breadth and depth

of folk and traditional arts activity in the U
nited States.

O
ur goal is to begin to provide som

e quantitative and

evaluative data about this area of cultural activity w
hich

rem
ains rem

arkably unexam
ined. T

here is no national ser-

vice organization to track inform
ation about folk and tradi-

tional arts. System
atic research has rarely been conducted

to assess the grow
th of folk arts organizations, the nature

and extent of artistic activity, audience participation or con-

stituents served. M
ost docum

entation efforts rem
ain scat-

tered, anecdotal and sim
plistic in their conceptions. Stud-

ies of other areas of the arts provide little help, com
pound-

ing this lack of inform
ation since traditional artists, cultural

practitioners 
and 

com
m

unity-based 
organizations 

are

rarely counted in studies w
hich rely on self-identification.

B
ut how

 does one go about identifying the unidentified?

H
ow

 do you count or account for all the basketm
akers,

tam
buritza groups, volunteer-run ethnic organizations,

bluegrass societies, gospel quartets, crafts fairs, fam
ily-

based rituals and traditions, the church suppers or B
ud-

dhist tem
ples? In fact, you don’t. Instead, this study exam

-

ines how
 artists, com

m
unities and organizations m

arshal

the desire and resources to m
ake folk arts activities happen

and continue. W
ithin a larger context of social scientific

research, planning and evaluation, folk arts and other com
-

m
unity-based arts require a re-consideration of conven-

tional approaches to m
easurem

ent, assessm
ent and evalua-

tion. A
 different kind of inquiry com

bining field-based

or case study m
ethodologies w

ith quantitative research is

essential to fully understanding the diverse cultural situa-

tions and non-institutional base of m
ost folk or traditional

arts. T
his study is a first exploration tow

ards that goal and

an invitation to others to am
plify its findings.

W
ith the assistance of E

ndow
m

ent staff and a national

advisory com
m

ittee, a sm
all num

ber of organizations, indi-

viduals and activities w
ere selected as case studies to pro-

vide in-depth exam
ination of com

m
on issues, obstacles and

useful strategies for action. W
hile they do not constitute a

representative sam
pling of the field, they suggest a broad

spectrum
 of folk arts activities. Profiles w

ere developed by

w
riters w

ith expertise in the field—
artists and specialists

alike. T
hey conducted interview

s and analyzed m
aterials

provided by the organizations or individuals in the study.

“
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 c
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r
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r
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p
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boldt Area Foundation
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“
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h
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 r
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r
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u
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v
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 d

o
n
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m
a
k
e
 a

 s
p
l
a
s
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e

a
r
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o
r
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. T
h
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 is
 n

o
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a
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o
r
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u
s
tif

y
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o
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l p
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r
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s
e
.

T
h
is

 is
 a

 r
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 o

r
d
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y
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r
e
 c
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 th

e
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 c
u
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r
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r
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r
in

g
.”

H
al Cannon

Founding D
irector

W
estern Folklife Center

S
p
e
c
ta

t
o
r
s
 a

t
 F

r
y
e
b
u
r
g
 F

a
ir

, M
a
in

e
. (P

h
o
t
o
 b

y
 C

r
a
ig

 B
l
o
u
in

/c
o
u
r
t
e
s
y
 o

f
 M

a
in

e
 A

r
t
s
 C

o
m
m
is

s
io

n
)



8

“
T
h
e
 n

e
x
t te

n
 to

 f
if

te
e
n

y
e
a
r
s
 c
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 d
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t r
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b
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 c
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D
ave W

arren (Santa Clara Pueblo)
M

em
ber, President’s Com

m
ittee on the Arts and H

um
anities

D
a
v
id

 G
o
n
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l
e
s
 p
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in
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 d
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, Ta
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9
9
6
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h
o
t
o
 b

y
 M

ig
u
e
l
 G

a
n
d
e
r
t
 ©

1
9
9
6
)

T H
 E   C H

 A N
 G

 I N
 G

   F A C E S   O
 F   T R

 A D
 I T I O

 N



9

I N T R O D U C T I O N

Statistical inform
ation appears throughout the publica-

tion—
som

e from
 original surveys developed for the study

and conducted by N
uStats, Inc. of A

ustin, T
exas (see page

10 for further discussion of m
ethodology) as w

ell as available

sources. T
he study has been structured to be as inclusive as

possible. T
he tw

o original surveys, for instance, track

breadth and depth of organizational involvem
ent in the folk

arts. O
ne focuses on a sm

all sam
ple of those organizations

self-identified as folk arts or folklife organizations w
hile the

other assesses the range of organizations nationw
ide in-

volved in folk arts activity and their level of participation.

T
he N

ational A
ssem

bly of State A
rts A

gencies (N
A

SA
A

)

provided further inform
ation regarding the range of activi-

ties and institutions funded through folk arts program
s at

state arts agencies throughout the U
.S. 1 O

ther data point to

im
pact, provides contextual inform

ation and breadth of

activity in areas of cultural life sufficiently institutionalized

and organized to track such inform
ation—

particularly per-

form
ing arts.

T
he results of this study suggest that involvem

ent and

interest in folk arts and folk culture is significant, pervasive

and increasing in varying cultural w
orlds—

from
 ethnic

organizations, m
useum

s, libraries, schools, historical soci-

eties and local arts agencies to folk arts organizations, pre-

senters, festivals, fraternal organizations, Saturday night

dances and beyond.  For instance, types of organizations

responding to the N
uStats survey designed to gauge

breadth of activity included several local arts agencies; per-

form
ance groups; historical societies; non-art m

useum
s;

festivals; schools and other instructional organizations;

com
m

unity service organizations; folklore or folk m
usic so-

cieties; and a substantial num
ber of cultural centers en-

gaged in m
ulti- disciplinary activity. 2 T

hree prim
ary m

oti-

vations or perspectives guide these organizations in their

support of folk arts or traditional cultural activity.  D
iscipline

specific interests—
w

eaving groups, pottery centers, folk

m
usic societies—

define one im
portant category of involve-

m
ent. A

rts or cultural organizations attem
pting to reflect or

serve the needs and interests of a particular region or locale

are another—
that is, organizations such as local arts agen-

cies w
ho serve the needs of a diverse local population or

organizations such as historical societies, heritage preser-

vation groups, cultural tourism
 organizations or organiza-

tions w
ho not only serve a particular locale or region but

also offer program
s or services of or about that locale. T

he

broadest and m
ost significant category of involvem

ent,

how
ever, involves program

m
ing focusing upon traditional

art or culture as an expression of cultural identity.

O
ther data from

 N
A

SA
A

 confirm
 these findings as w

ell.

Inform
ation from

 state arts agencies for fiscal year 1994 re-

veals that they funded 48 types of organizations, the m
ost

com
m

on ones being prim
ary schools, com

m
unity service

Types of Activity
of O

rganizations Involved

in Folk Arts Program
m

ing

(n=
102)

Public Dem
onstrations

or W
orkshops

83%

Concerts, tours,
perform

ances
76%

School program
s

76%

Exhibitions
65%

Festivals
61%

Other
18%

Since survey respondents w
ere

perm
itted m

ore than one response,

percentages do not total 100.

“O
ther” includes a w

ide range

of activity such as w
eekly dances,

publications, radio program
s,

conferences, outreach activity

and fieldw
ork/docum

entation.

Source: N
uStats, Inc.

Annual Budget of
O

rganizations Involved

in Folk Arts Activity

(n=
102)

U
nder $50,000

33%

$50,000-$100,000
16%

$100,000-$250,000
18%

$250,000-$500,000
10%

$500,000-$1,000,000
4%

Over $1,000,000
15%

N
o answ

er
4%

Source: N
uStats, Inc.



10 organizations, local arts councils and agencies, school dis-

tricts, perform
ing groups and non-art m

useum
s. T

he Fund

for Folk C
ulture’s L

ila W
allace-R

eader’s D
igest C

om
m

unity

Folklife Program
 has funded organizations as varied as the

W
innebago L

anguage &
 C

ulture Preservation C
om

m
ittee,

the H
istoric C

hattahoochee C
om

m
ission, the W

orld M
usic

Institute and the E
thnic H

eritage C
ouncil of the Pacific

N
orthw

est. A
 previous N

E
A

 publication, C
ultural C

enters
of C

olor, indicates significant involvem
ent in folk arts pro-

gram
m

ing by these centers and underscores the great im
-

portance of traditional culture in contem
porary arts activity

in com
m

unities of color. 3 (See page 11) Such diversity of or-
ganizational involvem

ent and type of activity is a character-

istic feature of folk arts and culture.

W
hile m

ost folk arts activity throughout the U
nited

States is carried out on a part-tim
e basis, it is nonetheless an

integral part of a daily, w
eekly or seasonal rhythm

 of com
-

m
unity and organizational life. N

o am
ount of num

bers can

appropriately convey that fact. In ideal circum
stances, folk

arts as a living cultural heritage enable individuals and com
-

m
unities to shape and m

ake sense of the w
orld. U

ltim
ately,

this study is about the w
ays in w

hich artists and com
m

uni-

ties value and share their artistic and cultural inheritances,

create and change w
ithin the param

eters of com
m

unity tra-

dition, connect w
ith each other and those around them

 and

organize for greater strength and continuity.

A Note about M
ethodology

For this study, tw
o surveys w

ere conducted by NuStats, Inc. of Austin, Texas on behalf of the National

Endow
m

ent for the Arts. The first survey w
as designed to obtain inform

ation about the breadth and

range of organizational involvem
ent in the folk and traditional arts throughout the U.S. and its territories.

M
ailing lists w

ere solicited from
 state and regional arts agencies, cultural agencies in the territories,

and, on occasion, folk arts organizations functioning in a state-w
ide capacity or program

s housed in

other state-w
ide agencies. From

 a com
bined total of 1,539 addresses received from

 42 states, a random

sam
pling of approxim

ately 500 organizations w
ere sent surveys. Nearly 200 w

ere returned because of

incorrect addresses. Of the rem
aining organizations, 102 com

pleted surveys for a response rate of 33%
.

A lengthier second survey designed to attain m
ore detail on organizational status, activities, and needs

of 501(c)(3) folk arts organizations w
as sent to a sam

pling of 31 self-identified folk arts organizations

to w
hich 74%

 responded. The nine page survey covered topics pertaining to organizational background;

facility and program
m

ing space; program
m

ing activity; audience and com
m

unities served; com
m

unity

relationships and organizational visibility; and financial status and needs. In addition to the original

surveys, other relevant statistical data w
ere consulted as w

ell and are referenced throughout the study.

Interview
s conducted w

ith individuals in the field helped to identify issues for the study. An advisory

w
orking group served in a consulting capacity throughout the duration of the study and assisted in

shaping the focus. Eight topics representing diverse aspects and interests of the field w
ere chosen to be

profiled to provide a broad sense of issues, historical developm
ent, and range of activity. M

ost profiles

are based largely on interview
s and m

aterials provided by organizations and individuals.
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I N T R O D U C T I O N

According to Local Arts Agency Facts, 1994,

52%
 of those local arts agencies w

ho m
ake

grants fund the folk arts.**

In R
ound Tw

o Funding (1994), The Fund for

Folk Culture’s Lila W
allace-R

eader’s Digest

Com
m

unity Folklife Program
 aw

arded

$350,740 to 36 organizations for public

program
s and com

m
unity heritage

projects.***

In past years, the N
ational Endow

m
ent for

the Arts’ Folk &
 Traditional Arts Program

routinely review
ed applications in categories

including perform
ances, festivals and tours;

exhibitions; apprenticeships; m
edia (radio,

recordings, film
 and video); docum

entation;

services to the field; and folk arts in

education.

According to prelim
inary 1994 data, state

arts agencies funded 26 types of folk arts

activities or projects, the m
ost com

m
on ones

being apprenticeships, perform
ances, school

residencies, festivals, instruction/classes,

operating support and fellow
ships.

In R
ound Tw

o funding, The Fund for Folk

Culture’s Lila W
allace-R

eader’s Digest Fund

Com
m

unity Folklife Program
 funded projects

in categories including festivals; fieldw
ork

w
ith public program

s; exhibitions; fieldw
ork

and research; instruction and preservation;

concert series; tours; program
s w

ith m
ulti-

presentational form
ats; and m

iscellaneous

(projects including technical and m
arketing

assistance to artists, conferences, etc.).

*Source: U
nless otherw

ise noted, figures w
ere

supplied by N
ASAA and are based on prelim

inary
FY1994 data requested by the author from

 state
arts agency final descriptive reports subm

itted
annually to N

ASAA and N
EA. Prelim

inary figures
exclude am

ounts from
 Connecticut, W

ashington,
D

.C, and Am
erican Sam

oa.

**Source: Local Arts Agency Facts, 1994
(W

ashington, D
.C.: N

ational Assem
bly of Local

Arts Agencies, 1995). Source: Randy Cohen,
D

irector of R
esearch and Inform

ation, N
ALAA.

***Source: The Fund for Folk Culture, Lila W
allace-

R
eader’s D

igest Com
m

unity Folklife Program
Com

m
unity H

eritage Projects, Public Program
s,

R
ound Tw

o Proposals, January, 1994.

Folk Arts Funding at a Glance

From
 1986 through 1994, state arts agency

funding for folk arts has been consistently

2 to 3%
 of the annual budget total. In fiscal

year 1994, according to the N
ational

Assem
bly of State Arts Agencies, states

aw
arded over $4,757,105 in folk arts

grants out of $219,606,353.*

State arts agency funding supported the

w
ork of 48,318 artists and an estim

ated

15,000,000 w
ere reported to benefit from

these grants (including audiences,

instruction participants, conference

attendees, broadcast listeners, etc.)

53 out of 56 state arts agencies and special

jurisdictions routinely aw
ard folk arts grants.

In FY 1994, 50 out of 53 reporting agencies

m
ade folk arts aw

ards.

In addition to the $4,757,105 in folk arts

grants aw
arded by states in FY 1994,

estim
ated additional funds of $2,417,003

reached folk artists in other funding

categories such as ethnic dance, ethnic

m
usic, crafts and m

ultidisciplinary

categories.

Multidisciplinary

Visual Arts

Theater

Music

Dance

Other

D
istribution of cultural centers of

color by discipline. See table for

break-out of “other” category.

R
eprinted from

 C
ultural C

enters of
C

olor (N
ational E

ndow
m

ent for the

A
rts, 1992).

Num
ber of

C
ultural C

enters of C
olor

in O
ther* Artistic Disciplines

(n=
110)

Folk Arts
24

H
um

anities
18

M
edia Arts

18

Opera/M
usic Theater

12

Literature
9

N
onarts/N

onhum
anities

9

Interdisciplinary
8

Crafts
7

Design Arts
4

*C
ultural centers of color w

orking in

“other” disciplines. R
eprinted from

C
ultural C

enters of C
olor (N

ational

E
ndow

m
ent for the A

rts, 1992).

Distribution of
C

ultural C
enters of C

olor

by Disciplines

(n=
543)

30%

25%

20%

15%

10%

5%0



12

All artists are local. T
he concept is deceptively sim

ple but

it speaks directly to one of the tw
o guiding principles of this

study. In its exam
ination of the breadth and depth of folk

and traditional arts activity in com
m

unities throughout the

U
.S., this study is based on a particular approach to art. It is

a study that understands art and artists as an integral part of

the social, cultural and econom
ic life of a given com

m
unity.

It takes for granted the pow
er of art to speak through tim

e

and across cultures and yet, it values the grounded specifi-

city of traditional arts and artistic traditions in everyday life

and further, it values the aesthetic and cultural diversity that

such an approach im
plies. It also understands that tradi-

tional arts and artists are doubly local, that traditional arts

are both rooted in tim
e and place and expressions of the

shared aesthetics, values and m
eanings of a cultural com

-

m
unity. In m

uch the sam
e w

ay as w
riter Peter G

uralnick

described the “roots m
usicians” w

hom
 he profiled in L

ost
H

ighw
ay, this study looks at traditional artists w

ho speak

from
 a “shared experience that links them

 inextricably not

to the undifferentiated m
ass audience that television courts,

but to a particular, sharply delineated group of m
en and

w
om

en w
ho grew

 up in circum
stances probably very m

uch

like their ow
n, w

ho respond to the [art] not just as enter-

tainm
ent but as a vital part of their lives.”

5

A
ll artists are local. T

he statem
ent speaks also to som

e of

the issues involved in m
aking generalizations about the folk

arts as w
ell as the cultural needs and resources of diverse

com
m

unities. A
s the profiles aptly illustrate, the concerns

and circum
stances of particular traditions vary. Som

e tradi-

tions continue to thrive, the m
eaning and value of others

have changed and shifted over tim
e, w

hile still others are

critically endangered. M
any N

ative A
m

erican traditions, as

D
ave W

arren’s com
m

ent m
akes clear, are at the brink of ex-

tinction and w
ill possibly die w

ith the current generation of

elders. A
s D

avid R
oche’s article describes, Sam

-A
ng Sam

and other C
am

bodian artists are involved in a literal fight

for cultural reclam
ation. Q

uilts, objects of beauty once

m
ade of necessity, are now

 for m
any a pursuit of leisure. O

n

the other hand, L
ouisiana C

ajun m
usic, language and cul-

ture, thought to be in im
m

inent danger of dem
ise thirty and

forty years ago, are undergoing a revival and have been for

som
e tim

e. M
uch the sam

e thing could be said for m
any

H
aw

aiian cultural traditions.

A
ll artists are local. W

hile traditional art and culture de-

rive m
uch of their strength and eloquence from

 this

grounded specificity, it has also m
ade the field vulnerable—

for a sim
ple reason. M

ost cultural funding program
s have

historically favored artists w
ho com

e from
 “som

ew
here

else” and have concentrated on delivering artistic resources

or assets to com
m

unities from
 outside. C

ertainly, these ap-

proaches are not w
rong or m

ade w
ith bad intent but their

rigid application can som
etim

es m
ake it easy for funders

“
…

E
v
e
r
y
 a

r
tis

t
is

 a
 lo

c
a
l a

r
tis

t
s
o
m
e
w
h
e
r
e
.

A
ll b

e
lo

n
g
 to

th
e
 c

o
m
m
u
n
ity

th
e
y
 c

a
ll h

o
m
e
.”

4

from
 A

n
 A

m
e
ric

an
 D

ialo
g

u
e,

a report of the N
ational Task Force

on Presenting and Touring
the Perform

ing Arts
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P
u
e
r
t
o
 R

ic
a
n
 p

l
e
n
a
 m

u
s
ic

ia
n
s
 p

e
r
f
o
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in

g
 in

 f
r
o
n
t
 o

f
 a

 m
e
m
o
r
ia

l
 w

a
l
l
, N

e
w
 Y

o
r
k
 C

it
y
.
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p
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I N T R O D U C T I O N

and policy m
akers to be blind to the artistic traditions that

are of, by and for a com
m

unity and blind to the local w
is-

dom
 w

hich insists on identifying or developing the artistic

traditions and cultural resources w
ithin and betw

een com
-

m
unities. It is a dilem

m
a w

orth considering and one to

w
hich this and other fields grounded in cultural specificity

and approaches m
ay be able to respond. A

t the heart of the

dilem
m

a are questions concerning the m
eaningful intersec-

tion of local, regional and national resources. H
ow

 do w
e

listen and respond to local w
isdom

? H
ow

 do w
e identify

local cultural resources? H
ow

 can state, regional or na-

tional resources be brought to bear upon the needs and

problem
s of particular cultural com

m
unities and traditions

in w
ays that m

ake sense? T
hrough the profiles and other

inform
ation contained in this publication, it is our intent to

abstract lessons and suggest successful strategies w
hich ad-

dress som
e of these questions.

Just as John D
os Passos provided a new

sreel of headlines

in his classic U
.S.A

. trilogy to indicate an historically reso-

nant context, the disparate num
bers show

n on the next

page provide a suggestive context for this study. T
hey are

shards that refract light in several directions and they can

be m
anipulated in m

any w
ays. T

hey speak directly to m
as-

sive social and cultural change and signify loss for som
e, a

shuffling of boundaries for others and new
 beginnings for

still m
ore. Im

plicit in the num
bers, too, are the “concerns”
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6

❚ 32.8%
 of U

.S. population grow
th during the 1980s w

as due

to im
m

igration. N
early one out of every thirteen Am

ericans is

foreign-born.

❚ 75.2%
 of the U

.S. population occupies 2.5%
 of the land area.

N
early one out of four people w

ho lived on farm
s and ranches

in 1979 w
ere off the land ten years later.

❚ Only 3 %
 of the food plants that our grandparents cultivated

and ate in 1900 are still available today. 7

❚ 32 m
illion in the U

.S. (13%
) speak languages other than

English at hom
e.

❚ The top tw
o U

.S. m
agazines by circulation are the

Am
erican Association of Retired Persons’ B

u
lle

tin
 and

AARP’s M
o

d
e
rn

 M
a
tu

rity.

❚ M
ore than 100 languages are spoken in the school system

s

of N
ew

 York City, Chicago, Los Angeles and Fairfax County,

Virginia. 8

❚ The num
ber of w

age earners on farm
s and ranches fell 23%

from
 1979 to 1989. Six out of ten farm

ers and ranchers m
ust

seek part-tim
e em

ploym
ent at least part of the tim

e.

T H
 E   C H

 A N
 G

 I N
 G

   F A C E S   O
 F   T R

 A D
 I T I O

 N

to w
hich Peter Pennekam

p referred in the opening quota-

tion as w
ell as an uncertainty about the m

eaning of com
m

u-

nity in an A
m

erica in dem
ographic flux. T

his sense of com
-

m
unity is the second guiding principle of this study.

C
om

m
unity is a m

uch bandied-about term
 these days.

W
e speak about “the com

m
unity” as if it w

ere one m
ono-

lithic entity. W
e speak about “getting com

m
unity input”

and “advocating for the com
m

unity.” B
ut m

ostly, w
e speak

about the loss of com
m

unity, a lack of connectedness, the

feeling of being cut adrift in a fragm
ented w

orld that m
oves

too fast. H
om

e is a source of com
fort for som

e. For others,

hom
e is a place to leave, a place to m

ark tim
e or a place

m
ade unrecognizable by irrevocable (and som

etim
es vio-

lent) change. C
ivil w

ars, global trade, ecological and tech-

nological change are rendering obsolete our notions of na-

tional borders as w
ell as the borders defining our com

m
uni-

ties and private lives.

In H
abits of the H

eart, a sociological study of individual-
ism

 and com
m

itm
ent in A

m
erican life, the authors talk at

great length about “com
m

unities of m
em

ory” and a short-

ened version of their definition is w
orth quoting here be-

cause it inform
s the sense of com

m
unity that appears

throughout this study and it speaks directly to the relation-

ships of artist, artistic tradition and com
m

unity w
hich are

at the core of traditional arts and culture.

“C
om

m
unities, in the sense in w

hich w
e are using the

term
, have a history—

in an im
portant sense they are consti-

tuted by their past—
and for this reason w

e can speak of a

real com
m

unity as a ‘com
m

unity of m
em

ory’…
. People

grow
ing up in com

m
unities of m

em
ory not only hear the

stories that tell how
 the com

m
unity cam

e to be, w
hat its

hopes and fears are, and how
 its ideals are exem

plified in

outstanding m
en and w

om
en; they also participate in the

practices—
ritual, aesthetic, ethical—

that define the com
-

m
unity as a w

ay of life. W
e call these ‘practices of com

m
it-

m
ent’ for they define the patterns of loyalty and obligation

that keep the com
m

unity alive. A
nd if the language of the

self-reliant individual is the first language of A
m

erican

m
oral life, the languages of tradition and com

m
itm

ent in

com
m

unities of m
em

ory are “second languages” that m
ost

A
m

erican know
 as w

ell, and w
hich they use w

hen the lan-

guage of the radically separate self does not seem
 ad-

equate.”
9

W
hile w

e m
ight quibble w

ith the em
phasis the authors

give to individualism
 as a trait valued equally by all cultural

groups in the U
.S., the definition of “com

m
unities of

m
em

ory” accurately describes m
any of the groups por-

trayed in these pages. T
hey are enduring com

m
unities that

share m
ore than sim

ilar interests, consum
er preferences or

geographic proxim
ity. T

hey share values and m
em

ories and

their artistic traditions, their cultural heritage are nothing if

not practices of “com
m

itm
ent.” In his poem

 “T
he Second
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C
om

ing,” W
. B

. Yeats w
rote, “things fall apart; the center

cannot hold.” T
hings do fall apart—

they break, they

change, they die—
but som

ehow
 the center does seem

 to

hold. T
his study contains stories w

hich describe w
hat that

center is and how
 people hold onto it—

at tim
es for dear life.
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