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ABSTRACT 

	

For eight years, dancers in the United States performed and taught as employees 

of the federal government. They were eligible for the Comprehensive Employment and 

Training Act (CETA), a Department of Labor program that assisted the unemployed 

during the recession of the late 1970s. Dance primarily occurred in artistic or leisure 

contexts, and employing dancers as federal government workers shifted dance to a labor 

context.  CETA dancers performed “public service” in senior centers, hospitals, prisons, 

public parks, and community centers. Through a combination of archival research, 

qualitative interviews, and philosophical framing, I address how CETA disrupted public 

spaces and forced dancers and audiences to reconsider how representation functions in 

performance. I argue that CETA supported dance as public service while local programs 

had latitude regarding how they defined dance as public service.  

Part 1 is entitled Intersections: Dance, Labor, and Public Art and it provides the 

historical and political context necessary to understand how CETA arts programs came to 

fruition in the 1970s. It details how CETA arts programs relate to the history of U.S. 

federal arts funding and labor programs. I highlight how John Kreidler initiated the first 

CETA arts program in San Francisco, California, and detail the national scope of arts 

programming. In Part 2 of this dissertation, CETA in the Field: Dancers and 

Administrators, I focus on case studies from the Philadelphia, Pennsylvania and New 

York, New York CETA arts programs to illustrate the range of how dance was conceived 

and performed as public service.   
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CETA dancers were called upon to produce “public dance” which entailed federal 

funding, free performances in public spaces, and imagining a public that would comprise 

their audiences. By acknowledging artists and performers as workers who could perform 

public service, CETA was instrumental in shifting artists’ identities from rebellious 

outsiders to service economy laborers who wanted to be part of society. CETA arts 

programs reenacted Works Progress Administration (WPA) arts programs from the 1930s 

and adapted these ideas of artists as public servants into the Post-Fordist, service 

economy of the 1970s United States. CETA dancers became bureaucrats responsible for 

negotiating their work environments and this entailed a number of administrative duties. 

While this made it challenging for dancers to manage their basic schedules and material 

needs, it also allowed for a degree of flexibility, schedule gaps, and opportunities to 

create new performance and teaching situations. By funding dance as public service, 

CETA arts programs staged a macroeconomic intervention into the dance field that 

redefined dance as public service.   
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INTRODUCTION 

 

A message from the house of the Vice President, Washington, D.C. 
…Through CETA, artists have been acknowledged as members of 
the American work force. The integration of artists as workers is 
important in our society because we are a nation of workers. As 
long as artists were seen as apart from the mainstream, the arts 
could not take their true place of importance in our culture… Joan 
Mondale, Honorary Chairperson, Federal Council on the Arts and 
Humanities  

(Hecht 1980, 7) 

1. Research Focus 

The federal United States Comprehensive Employment Training Act (CETA) 

provided artists and performers employment beginning in 1974 as city officials across the 

country framed the arts as public service. CETA government funding supported between 

10,000 and 16,000 visual and performing artists during this time period (Dubin 1987, 

193), and while it was a large and heavily funded program, it has often been relegated to 

footnotes in art and performance scholarship. The research focus of this dissertation is 

how CETA supported dance as pubic service and how local programs defined dance as 

public service. Though it was a federal program, local authorities created and 

administrated each CETA program. This decentralized structure makes it challenging to 

evaluate CETA because local programs kept their own records and only reported general 

statistics to the U.S. Department of Labor.1  In this assemblage of regional programs, it is 

impossible to determine exactly how many artists and performers received CETA 

funding.  
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Even though CETA’s statistics are incomplete, it is certain that thousands of 

artists and performers held CETA Public Service Employment (PSE) positions. CETA 

artist employment was modeled after the 1930s Works Progress2 Administration (WPA) 

art and theater programs that emphasized creativity and public service (Kreidler interview 

3/31/14). The WPA had a strong reputation for supporting many important artists and 

performers, but CETA is generally not credited with making a lasting contribution to 

professional art and performance communities due to its decentralized nature, (Cowen 

2006, 73). For example, it is well known that the WPA funded writers and theater artists 

Orson Welles, Arthur Miller, and Richard Wright (Quinn 2008, 281-282) along with 

dancers Katherine Dunham (Schwartz 2003, 161) and Helen Tamiris (McPherson 2012, 

2). My research indicates that CETA made a significant contribution to artists and 

performers because it provided stable employment and training opportunities in their 

respective fields. Well-known individuals who benefited from CETA include performer 

Bill Irwin (Nolan 2008), playwright August Wilson (Hill 2008, 39), and choreographer 

Joan Myers Brown (Gottschild 2012, 285). Though these individuals received CETA 

support, they are not widely known as “CETA artists.” In contrast, WPA artists are often 

closely associated with the depression era government relief programs that funded their 

creative work.  

This is the first study that focuses on dancers who participated in the CETA 

program and I specifically analyze those associated with the program from 1974-1982. I 

include dancers’ and administrators’ perspectives as a means to interrogate how CETA’s 

mandate for public service manifested and evolved over time. CETA was not designed to 

support artists or performers, and I consider how it became an important source of 
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employment for the dance field. By tracing connections between government policy, 

dance practices, and public service, I search for relationships between dance and the 

public sphere.  

In this exploration of dance as public service, my hypothesis is that CETA 

dancers were called to perform “public dance.” Cultural theorist Michael Warner 

contends that “public” and “private” are learned categories that reflect how individuals 

navigate their identities in the world (2002, 24). The state demarcates public and private 

space, and U.S. law “frequently defines privacy as a zone of noninterference drawn 

around the home” (Warner 2002, 27). Public is often characterized as “open to 

everyone… state-related… outside of the home,” but Warner further explicates how 

public and private are complex concepts that escape binary comparisons (Warner 2002, 

29). Warner conceives the public as a “virtual social object” through which participants 

can imagine new futures (Warner 2002, 55). Warner’s concept of the public will be 

explicated in detail in Chapters 3 and 5. In this dissertation, the term public dance 

indicates how dancers actively imagined a public to serve. Other characteristics of public 

dance included receiving government funding, performing in a space designated as 

public, and presenting performances free of charge.  

While many public dance performances occurred outside of the proscenium stage, 

public dance differs from site-specific dance. Dance scholar Victoria Hunter defines site-

specific dance as “a dance performance created and performed in response to a specific 

site or location” (2015, 1). In CETA public dance, responding to a site’s artistic or 

aesthetic qualities was a secondary consideration; public dance performance locations 

were chosen to serve publics. Many CETA dancers did not have the opportunity for in-
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depth interaction with their performance sites. Methods for making public dance included 

considering an audience’s viewing choices, taking account of a performance’s site, and 

recognizing how a performance could relate to a specific audience. While performing 

public dance was a desired objective in CETA, it did not occur in every instance. The key 

component that varied from case to case was whether dancers imagined the public that 

they would serve. Imagining a public entailed considering a dance’s potential audience 

and making choices accordingly. While my theorization of public dance is specific to 

CETA, it is designed to build a discourse around the concept of dance as public service. 

I examine four research questions through which to prove this hypothesis. Each 

chapter answers aspects of each question, but here I will highlight some of the most 

important elements of my argument. Firstly, I investigate	how CETA dancers and 

administrators in New York City and Philadelphia, Pennsylvania defined dance as public 

service. Through studying how dance was articulated as public service in Chapters 3, 4, 

and 5, I elucidate how local programs derived unique definitions for what comprised 

CETA public service. My second research question interrogates how dance functioned as 

public service in the CETA program. In Chapters 3 and 5, I examine how participants 

danced and taught under the auspices of this program, I reveal how federal funding 

impacted individual dancers, and I propose how these instances can be relevant to the 

field as a whole. In Chapters 1, 2, and 4, I include administrators’ experiences working 

with the federal government to present performances and educational programs in public 

settings. My third research question considers how dance as public service shaped 

choreographic strategies and performance outcomes. This includes observing how 

distinct paradigms of public service manifested in embodied movement practices in 
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Chapters 3 and 5. For my fourth research question, I relate concepts of the public and the 

public sphere to dance as public service. Through interrogating concepts of the public, I 

create connections between dance, public art discourse, and public service. I designed 

this research structure to highlight the unique characteristics present in CETA public 

dance and to evaluate CETA’s funding of dance workers.   

This dissertation focuses on the perspectives of CETA dancers, performers, and 

administrators. While I examine on how dance functioned as public service, one of my 

study limitations is that I do not explicate how various publics interacted with dance 

performances. For the purposes of this study, I draw upon Warner’s definition of the 

public as an imagined “virtual social object” that arises from participation (Warner 2002, 

55). I define audience as a group of spectators gathered at a specific performance. In 

some portions of this study, I include dancer and administrators’ descriptions of audience 

behavior, but audience member recollections are not explored. There are audience 

responses to New York City CETA performances in the Cultural Council Foundation 

archival collection at the New York City Municipal Archives, and audience response 

analysis is a possible topic for future CETA research. 

I chose to write about CETA’s legacy in dance and the arts for both personal and 

scholarly reasons. I began teaching dance in community settings in New York City in 

2002 and this experience led me to examine what constitutes dance as public service. I 

have performed and choreographed professionally since 2002, and I found that teaching 

in community settings impacted the content of my artistic work and it affected my 

aesthetic preferences. I became curious about the theoretical and aesthetic components of 

creating work in community settings after witnessing the interaction between my 
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teaching and artistic practice. I learned about the CETA arts program through an 

interview with choreographer Martha Bowers that was featured in Melanie Kloetzel and 

Carolyn Pavlik’s book Site Dance: Choreographers and the Lure of Alternative Spaces 

(2009, 270). In 2016, there is an emphasis on private and foundation funding in the dance 

field. The current funding climate made it difficult for me to fathom that the federal 

government subsidized dancers to perform public service in the 1970s through CETA. 

Learning about the CETA arts programs led me to interview Bowers three times from 

2014-15 in hopes of learning how this program came to fruition, how it operated, and 

how it impacted dancers. When I began asking dancers of Bowers’s generation about the 

CETA program, many of the dancers I spoke to had worked for CETA or knew someone 

else who had benefitted from the program. My experience speaking to dancers led me to 

believe that CETA arts programs had a significant impact on individual dancers and 

influenced the dance field at large. After identifying archival sources and over two dozen 

dancers, administrators, and other artists that I could interview, I chose to focus on the 

relationship between CETA and dance as public service for my dissertation project.  

  

2. Methodology 

My methodology employs archival research, qualitative interviews, and 

philosophical framing to address my research inquiries about dance and public service. I 

am working in the framework of dance studies with an emphasis on qualitative research 

and theoretical analysis. To address how the CETA programs defined dance as public 

service, I primarily use archival research. According to education scholars Catherine 

Marshall and Gretchen B. Rossman, archival documents often complement qualitative 
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methods such as interviewing (2011, 161). Marshall and Rossman urge researchers to 

interpret archival findings in relation to other methods because documents’ significance 

can be misconstrued if archival analysis is the only mode of research inquiry (2011, 161). 

Qualitative researcher Michael Quinn Patton discusses how archives have been 

categorized as “material culture” in the anthropological field, and he explains how 

archives provide insight into behaviors and historical events that could otherwise not be 

accessed (Patton 2002, 293). Patton also highlights the archives’ potential for revealing 

incongruities between official documentation and personal correspondence (Patton 2002, 

293). Through viewing CETA arts documents, I establish how local programs and 

individuals articulated dance as public service through official documents and personal 

correspondence. I gained access to a fifty-four box collection of the CETA Cultural 

Council Foundation Artists Project (CCF/AP) the New York City Municipal Archives. I 

surveyed the entirety of this collection, and it provided valuable documentation about 

how CETA CCF/AP began, how it operated, and how the project eventually lost funding 

and closed. This collection is part of the public record, but due to the personal nature of 

some documents and ethical concerns for human subject research, I only included 

information that does not endanger or incriminate the subjects (Patton 2002, 294). The 

records were divided into seven categories: start-up files, general files, general 

correspondence, public relations, sponsor files, project files, and CETA personnel files. 

In addition to these seven categories, there was one box each dedicated to completed 

projects, project logs, and photographs and scrapbooks. I will provide a brief synopsis of 

the types of material found in each category, and due to the large size of this collection, 

this contents listing is by no means comprehensive.  
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The start-up files include the application process for securing CETA CCF/AP 

funding and documentation of the artist selection process. The general files have in-depth 

information about the American Association of Dance Companies (AADC), the 

Department of Employment (DOE), and the proposal CETA CCF/AP submitted in 

September 1978 to renew their funding for a second year. The general correspondence 

category is separated into incoming and outgoing correspondence and these documents 

are arranged chronologically. The public relations category contains press releases, 

publicity strategy documents, and information about CETA arts programs across the 

country. Sponsor files is the largest category in this collection and it contains sixteen 

boxes: any organization that applied to have a CETA artist perform or teach at their 

organization has a file. The files are arranged based on the organization’s location within 

one of the five boroughs of New York City: Bronx, Brooklyn, Manhattan, Queens, or 

Staten Island. Within the boroughs, organizations are arranged alphabetically, and it is 

important to note that all organizations that applied to receive CETA artist public service 

are included, regardless of whether or not their request was granted.  

The project files category includes artist evaluations of community sponsors, a 

73-page book detailing the 1978 activities of CETA CCF/AP, and files on artist initiated 

projects. The CETA personnel files category contains eleven boxes and has detailed 

records on each artist including CETA employee data cards, CETA artist applications, 

and declaration of income from the previous year. The completed projects box contains 

nine binders that list over nine hundred completed CETA CCF/AP projects 

chronologically. The project logs box has artist-sponsor assignment forms and it serves as 

a record for where specific artists performed their public service. The photographs and 
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scrapbooks box has extensive photographic documentation of the CETA CCF/AP and it 

contains the material that was adapted into Anne Dahlgren Hecht’s book Cultural 

Council Foundation Artists Project: On the Identification and Utilization of Largely 

Untapped Resources (1980).  

In addition to this archival collection, I obtained CETA arts documentation from a 

range of sources during my research process. John Kreidler, the individual who initially 

procured CETA funding for the arts, shared a proposal he wrote which secured CETA 

arts funding from the San Francisco mayor’s office (Kreidler interview 3/31/14). This 

proposal became a model document that other prime sponsors used as an example to gain 

CETA funding. Some artists also contributed archival records that document their CETA 

participation. Tap dancer and writer Jane Goldberg’s text Shoot Me While I’m Happy: 

Memories from the Tap Goddess of the Lower East Side (2008) includes a chapter that 

discusses her experience working for CETA in New York City with her teacher and 

mentor Charles “Cookie” Cook (109-110).  Terry Fox, currently the director of 

Philadelphia Dance Projects, has a 1977 final report summarizing her participation in 

CETA and a Pennsylvania Council on the Arts (PCA) (1976) proposal to continue 

providing artists with CETA public service employment positions. There are extensive 

government documents and newspaper articles that provide insight into the CETA arts 

program. Newspaper articles (Hyatt 1975, Delatiner 1979) reveal issues that were 

important to the public while the CETA program was in operation. Newspapers and 

magazines also include detailed accounts of alleged corruption (see a summary of 

negative CETA press in Mucciaroni 1990, 176-178) and this is an important element of 

political debates surrounding the CETA program’s effectiveness.   
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To ascertain how dance functioned as public service, I interviewed a group of 

dancers, a theater artist, a visual artist, and CETA administrators. I conducted twenty-two 

interviews total, and my subjects included ten dancers, ten administrators, one visual 

artist and one theater artist. The dancers I interviewed were Martha Bowers, Madeline 

Cantor, Terry Fox, Jane Goldberg, Susan Griss, Kenneth King, Mitchell Rose, Merían 

Soto, Cathryn Williams, and Theodora Yoshikami. In addition, I interviewed theater 

artist Johnnie Hobbs Jr. and visual artist Michael Spring. The administrators I 

interviewed were Ted Berger, Anne Edmunds, Sara Garretson, Wylie Lucero, George 

Koch, John Kreidler, Bill Moskin, Patrice Walker Powell, Rochelle Slovin, and David 

White. My interview questions are included in Appendix A and they were approved by 

Temple University’s Institutional Review Board (IRB) for research on human subjects.  

Because I sought to represent a broad cross section of CETA participants through 

a small number of cases, I utilized purposeful sampling (Patton 2002, 46). This approach 

entailed selecting a small number subjects that were “information rich” and conducting 

in-depth analysis of how these dancers and administrators related to public service 

(Patton 2002, 46). In my case studies in Chapters 3, 4, and 5, I chose to focus on subjects 

from New York City and Philadelphia, Pennsylvania because New York City’s CETA 

program for artists was the nation’s largest and Philadelphia’s archives and participants 

are locally available. These cities are also historically important locations for dance, 

which may have led to a higher concentration of dancers participating in CETA 

employment programs. I included artists and administrators with a variety of professional 

experiences and goals. For example, some dancers focused on education and community 

programming while others primarily performed nationally and internationally. The 
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administrators I interviewed also represented varying career paths that include directing 

local arts organizations, serving as the head of a foundation, and working nationally as an 

arts consultant. While this approach did not produce data that is generalizable for all 

CETA dance employees, it provided insight into how dance as public service impacted 

choreographic strategies and performance outcomes. Within the method of purposeful 

sampling, I employed maximum variation sampling (Patton 2002, 243). Participants were 

chosen based on varied criteria in order to ensure a heterogeneous sample. From those 

who were willing to participate, I chose subjects who represented a diverse range of 

dance styles, racial and ethnic backgrounds, and geographic locations. From this varied 

sample, I established patterns that occurred working for CETA (Patton 2002, 243).    

As a Caucasian, middle class, college-educated woman, I benefit from aspects of 

white privilege in U.S. society. My positionality grants me unearned advantages such as 

connections to educational resources and preferential treatment when gaining access to 

institutional archives or personal files. A number of the subjects who I interviewed are 

minorities and I held a position of power in selecting which portions of their interviews I 

chose to include in this study. In effort to address this power dynamic, I provided each 

subject with a full transcript for his or her review. At this time, subjects had the 

opportunity to reflect upon their language and make adjustments as they saw fit. One 

subject elected to retract the majority of her interview because she did not feel 

comfortable sharing her experience in my dissertation project. This example is important 

because it demonstrates that my study design allowed subjects sufficient opportunities to 

revoke any portion of their interview responses.  

Subjects selected for interviews participated in discussions that lasted between forty-
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five minutes and one hour and thirty minutes. As stipulated by Temple University’s IRB 

human subjects protocol, I explained my research rationale and secured verbal and 

written permission from participants to record our conversation and include our 

discussion in my dissertation. I conducted in-depth, semi-structured interviews based on 

established qualitative methodology. In-depth interviews focus on the research topic but 

develop in a conversational format. Most importantly, this interviewing format relies 

upon “individual lived experience” and “the primary strategy is to capture the deep 

meaning of experience in the participants’ own words” (Marshall and Rossman 2011, 

93). I interviewed each subject once and follow up interviews were only scheduled when 

the subject wished to share or present additional information that applied to the study. 

When I interviewed dancers, we discussed dance practices, performances, and movement 

investigations facilitated through their CETA public service employment. With 

administrators, I focused on their role in the CETA arts program and how they viewed art 

as public service (see Appendix A for interview questions). 

After completing transcripts of the interviews, I reviewed the transcript documents 

multiple times and coded them according to my research questions. I selected aspects of 

the interviews that related to concepts of dance as public service and made note of 

elements that subjects emphasized. Next, I considered my interview data in relation to my 

archival findings and in comparison to my secondary sources regarding CETA, public art, 

labor, and employment policy. I then determined if additional secondary sources were 

necessary to elucidate my findings. In many cases, I conducted further research regarding 

the themes that arose from the interviews. After analyzing my interview and archival 

data, I employed philosophical framing to illuminate my findings.  
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In my philosophical framing, I cite a range of interdisciplinary scholars to explore 

conceptions of the public, labor, work, bureaucracy, service, reenactment, racial politics, 

feminist performance, visuality, and hired dancing bodies. I detail these literature areas in 

section 3, Literature Survey, and I utilize this philosophical framing to interpret my 

interview and archival findings. These sources also situate dance as public service within 

broader discussions about public art, identity, economics, and politics. My philosophical 

framing methodology comprises my theoretical intervention into the historical narrative 

of dancers and CETA arts programs. Concepts from interdisciplinary authors transform 

my descriptive historical account into an interpretive inquiry. Like dance scholar Priya 

Srinivasan (2012), I am influenced by philosopher Michel Foucault’s concept of a 

genealogical inquiry that “demonstrates multiple and contradictory pasts that reveal the 

effect that power has had on truth” (Srinivasan 2012, 8). This approach allows for 

numerous interpretations without searching for a unified, teleological approach to history. 

Foucault (1977) expands upon Nietzsche’s concepts of genealogy and history3 to state 

“What is found at the historical beginning of things is not the inviolable identity of their 

origin; it is the dissension of other things. It is disparity” (142). I find this concept useful 

because archival gaps make it impossible to produce a complete history of dancers in 

CETA, yet I can rely upon interview and archival findings in combination with 

philosophical framing to make claims about CETA’s role in supporting public dance.  

I draw upon philosophical framing to answer my fourth research question 

concerning how concepts of the public and the public sphere relate to dance as public 

service. Philosopher Jürgen Habermas’s philosophical conception of the public sphere 

(1991 [1962]) as a phenomenon that arises out of communication and participation is key 
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to my discussion of dance as public service. I employ cultural critic Michael Warner’s 

concept of the  “counterpublic” (2002) to explain how multiple publics coexist and reflect 

varying degrees of power and agency in relation to the state. In order to contextualize the 

concept of public service, I utilize cultural theorist Ceri Sullivan’s writing on literature as 

public service (2013) to elucidate how serving the public is a creative act that requires 

imagining the public that one will serve. These three authors are central to my definition 

of the public, counterpublics, and public service, and their philosophical framing supports 

my conception of CETA public dance. Through utilizing a range of theoretical concepts, 

I reveal how the CETA arts programs were significant for dancers and for the dance field 

as a whole.  

 

3. Literature Survey 

To provide an intellectual framework for this project, I present a survey of the key 

literature that addresses concepts underpinning dance as public service. This range of 

literature reflects social and historical perspectives from dance studies, philosophy, 

history, political science, public policy, economic theory, sociology, Latina/o studies, 

African American studies, music studies, art history, anthropology, performance studies, 

American studies, and cultural theory. By combining these secondary sources with my 

archival findings and interview data, I fully address my four research questions and 

support my hypothesis that CETA dancers were called to perform public dance. 

Furthermore, this literature supports my claim that CETA’s legacy of dance as public 

service is relevant to the state of the dance field as a whole. 
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The literature areas that I include are a point of origin for thinking about my 

research questions and hypothesis. In this section, I will summarize and assess my three 

literature areas: technical documents, humanities scholarly texts, and social science 

scholarly texts. I include technical documents that were prepared by or for the 

government because they provide answers to my first research question about how 

administrators defined dance as public service and my second research question about 

how dance functioned as public service. The types of technical documents include CETA 

arts program reports prepared for the government, program proposals, dancer evaluations, 

and the archives of the New York City CETA CCF/AP. These documents provide 

definitions, statistics, and evaluation of CETA arts programs. Because CETA arts 

programs were all locally operated, they fail to offer a comprehensive overview of federal 

programs and many of these documents reflect the improvised nature of arts 

programming.  

In the following paragraphs, I highlight several technical documents that reveal 

the benefits and limitations of this literature area. The Morgan Management Systems’ 

(2011 [1981]) report “The CETA Arts and Humanities Experience” was a multi-phase 

national study of CETA arts and humanities programs commissioned by the federal 

government from 1974-1981 and it includes fifteen case studies of exemplary programs. 

Though it was not a complete survey of all CETA arts programs, it was a major effort to 

quantify these programs and it includes recommendations for future artist employment 

efforts and I feature information from this report in Chapter 3 Decentralized Political 

Landscapes. John Kreidler’s CETA arts program proposals to the city of San Francisco 

(Kreidler 1974) are documents of major importance because they mark the beginning of 
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the CETA arts program movement. Kreidler wrote CETA arts guides for artists and local 

governments and they were instrumental in disseminating techniques for procuring 

CETA arts funding (Kreidler 1975a, 1975b). While it is clear that Kreidler’s documents 

were circulated widely, it is impossible to know how many localities utilized these 

documents without conducting additional interviews and visiting local archives. I address 

Kreidler’s documents at length in Chapter 2 Dance as Public Service.  

Anne Dahlgren Hecht edited Cultural Council Foundation Artists Project: On the 

Identification and Utilization of Largely Untapped Resources (1980) as part of the New 

York City CETA CCF/AP initiative and this publication promotes and preserves the work 

that artists accomplished. This book was self-published by the CCF and it is not widely 

available in academic or public libraries. However, it contains a broad range of primary 

resources that depict important components of the CETA/CCF AP. For example, while 

CETA funds were typically distributed first come, first served, CCF President Sara 

Garretson developed a rigorous application process that evaluated an artist’s professional 

qualifications and one’s ability to perform public service (Hecht 1980, 22).  Hecht’s text 

informed Chapter 4 Choreographies of Bureaucracy: Administering the New York City 

CETA Cultural Council Foundation Artists Project (CETA CCF/AP) and it is featured in 

Chapter 5 Transmedia, Tap Dance, and the Latina/o Postmodern: New York City Case 

Studies. The New York City Municipal Archives CCF/AP collection contains technical 

documents grouped by topic, and this was useful in identifying documents authored by 

Representative Ted Weiss regarding the Federal Artists Program (FAP) (Weiss 1979a, 

1979b, 1980, circa 1980). Technical documents relating to FAP are discussed at length in 

the Coda: CETA’s Arts Legacy and the Federal Artists Program, and these documents 
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revealed how the National Endowment for the Arts (NEA) incorporated aspects of the 

CETA arts programs into its funding structure. Technical documents were instrumental in 

identifying how CETA arts programs were defined, how they operated, and how they 

influenced federal arts funding after the CETA program ended.  

My second literature area is scholarly texts in the humanities. Because my 

research is situated in dance studies, texts from the humanities comprise the majority of 

my literature sources. Humanities texts address my second research question concerning 

how dance functioned as public service under CETA, my third research question about 

how dance as public service shaped choreographic strategies and performance outcomes, 

and my fourth research question regarding how concepts of the public and the public 

sphere relate to dance as public service. My humanities texts include the following 

disciplines: dance studies (Banes 1980; Burt 2006; Cooper 1997; Croft 2015; Foster 

1997; Franko 2002; Goldman 2010; Hill 2010; Kraut 2015; Manning 1988, 1989, 2004; 

Morrison 2014; Perpener 2001; Prevots 1998); anthropology (Kealiinohomoku 2001 

[1969]) performance studies (Lepecki 2010; Phelan 1993); cultural theory (Gabriels 

2015; Sullivan 2013; Strinati 2003 [1995]; Warner 2002); philosophy (Arendt 1958; 

Habermas 1974, 1989 [1962]; Kunst 2011); history (Binkiewicz 2004; Lautin 2011); art 

history (Brenson 2001; Crimp 1986; Harris 1995; Park and Markowitz 1992), music 

studies (Hebdige 1987; Kun 1997), theater studies (Osborn 2011; Schwartz 2003), 

African American studies (Bogle 2001 [1973]; DeFrantz 2004) Latina/o studies (Arrizón 

1999; Rivera-Servera 2012, 2014), and American studies (Lott 1992). Through utilizing 

this combination of texts, I theoretically interpret the significance of dance as public 

service during CETA.  
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In section 2 Methodology I briefly described how Jürgen Habermas’s The 

Structural Transformation of the Public Sphere: An Inquiry into a Category of Bourgeois 

Society (1989 [1962]), Ceri Sullivan’s Literature in the Public Sphere: Sublime 

Bureaucracy (2013), and Michael Warner’s Publics and Counterpublics (2002) support 

my discussion of the public and dance as public service. These three texts are 

instrumental in describing how publics are “virtual social objects” (Warner 2002, 55) 

formed through communication and participation. Habermas, Sullivan, and Warner 

deconstruct the notion of “the public” as the general population and expand the 

possibilities for how dance could be public service. I utilize Habermas’s concepts in 

Chapters 3 and 5, Sullivan is included in Chapters 1 and 3, and Warner is featured in 

Chapters 3, 4, and 5. Habermas, Sullivan, and Warner’s concepts of the public make it 

possible for me to theorize that CETA arts programs called dancers to perform public 

dance.  

I establish a relationship between WPA arts programs from the 1930s and CETA 

arts programs in the 1970s, and in Chapter 1 I employ a variety of sources to explicate the 

dance history of the WPA arts programs in the 1930s (Manning 2004; Cooper 1997; 

Franko 2002; Osborne 2011; Schwartz 2003). In Chapter 2, I draw upon art historians 

Marlene Park and Gerald E. Markowitz’s characterization of New Deal art in Critical 

Issues in Public Art: Content, Context, and Controversy (1992) and Jonathan Harris’s 

concept of the “citizen artist” who sought to serve society over self-interest (1995, 9)  

In Chapter 4, I delve into how CETA CCF/AP specifically reenacted the WPA ideas of 

art as public service with performance studies scholar Andre Lepecki’s concept of the 

“will to reenact” (2010, 28). I also introduce music theorist Dick Hebdige (1987) and 
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dance and African American studies scholar Thomas DeFrantz’s (2004) concepts of 

“versioning” to explain how CETA administrators and dancers in the 1970s created their 

own iterations of dance as public service.  

In Chapter 1, I articulate how historical developments from the 1940s through the 

1970s contributed to the economic and artistic climate during CETA in the 1970s. I 

include Naima Prevots’s Dance for Export: Cultural Diplomacy and the Cold War (1998) 

to detail how the U.S. government began to support dance companies in the 1950s by 

funding international tours. Art critic and historian Michael Brenson’s (2001) Visionaries 

and Outcasts: The NEA, Congress and the Place of Visual Art in America describes how 

the U.S. government began to fund artists through the National Endowment for the Arts 

(NEA) in 1965. Both Prevots and Brenson’s texts explain how the government supported 

artists prior to CETA.  In Chapter 2, Historian Donna M Binkiewicz’s text Federalizing 

the Muse: United States Arts Policy and The National Endowment for the Arts 1965-1980 

provides extensive context for the NEA and details how presidential administrations 

utilized art to further their political agendas (2004). Binkiewicz’s research provides an 

historical frame that I use to situate the CETA arts program within public art during the 

1970s. 

In Chapter 3, I utilize dance scholar Susan Foster’s essay “Dancing bodies” to 

elucidate how Madeline Cantor became a “hired body” (1997, 255). This connection 

provides insight into my third research question about how dance as public service 

shaped choreographic strategies and performance outcomes. In Chapter 4, I cite 

performance studies scholar Peggy Phelan’s Unmarked: The Politics of Performance 

(1993) to explore how visibility impacted dance as public service. In Chapter 5, I include 
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an array of secondary literature that addresses each artist’s professional milieu.  I begin 

with Kenneth King and discuss his association with the Judson Dance Theater starting in 

1964. I reflect upon Judson Dance Theater’s role in 1970s dance through a range of 

sources: Banes 1980; Manning 1988; Perpener 2001; Burt 2006; Strinati 2003 [1995]; 

and Goldman 2010. These scholars situate King’s accomplishments within the broader 

dance field and also question the central role that Judson Dance Theater has occupied in 

dance history. I also utilize art historian Douglas Crimp’s (1986) writing about site-

specificity in relation to King’s work to probe how dance disrupts public spaces.  

My discussion of Charles “Cookie” Cook and Jane Goldberg employs secondary 

sources (Kraut 2015, 2008; Morrison 2014; Robinson 2006; Gottschild 1996; Lott 1992) 

to investigate the racial and cultural aspects of their performance careers. These sources 

combine to portray a nuanced picture of their artistic and financial partnership. I also 

include dance scholar Constance Valis Hill’s Tap Dancing America: A Cultural History 

(2010) to situate Cook and Goldberg’s artistic work within the broader tap dance field  

My research on Merían Soto includes Latina/o studies scholar Alicia Arrizón’s text 

Latina Performance: Traversing the Stage (1999) to contextualize how Soto’s 

performance practice subverted dominant patriarchal and religious norms. Performance 

studies scholar Ramón Rivera-Servera’s moderated conversation with Merían Soto, 

Viveca Vazquez, and Arthur Avilés (2014) articulates specific issues that Soto faced as a 

Latina performer, and Jane Gabriels dissertation  “Choreographies of Community: 

Familias and its Impact in the South Bronx” (2015) documents Soto’s community-based 

performance processes and historically locates her dance performance practice. This 
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combination of scholarly texts in the humanities provides an interpretive depth to my 

research and reveals how dance as public service connects to thinking in other fields.  

My third literature area is scholarly texts in the social sciences. These texts 

provide information necessary to answer my first research question about how dance was 

defined as public service during CETA and my second research question about how 

danced functioned as public service. CETA arts programs existed at the intersection of 

the social sciences and the humanities, and I include texts from political science 

(Mucciaroni 1990; Hargrove 1980; Weir 1992; Williams 2003); public policy (Baumer 

and Van Horn 1985) economics and economic theory (Hardt and Negri 2000; Lazzarato 

1996; Keynes 2007 [1936]; Rifkin 2004 [1995]; Rose 1993); and sociology (Dubin 1987; 

Levine-Rasky 2008; Martin 2006; Weber 1978 [1922]). Texts in the social sciences 

comprise the majority of the material written about CETA, and therefore they are 

necessary to prove my hypothesis about CETA public dance.  

Steven Dubin (1987) wrote a monograph about the CETA Artists-in-Residence 

(AIR) Program in Chicago and I cite his work in Chapter 2. As a sociologist, he sought to 

understand how CETA’s cultural and organizational structure impacted artists. He 

conducted fieldwork in Chicago’s AIR program from 1978-1980 and he was employed in 

the CETA program as a Research Coordinator. Dubin acted as a “participant observer” 

(186) and he was critical of how CETA’s bureaucratic structure impinged upon artists’ 

freedom of expression. Dubin focuses on how artists became “boosters” for the city of 

Chicago in exchange for financial support and he contends this program did not make use 

of the artists’ skills (177).  Dubin is currently the only widely available monograph that 

addresses CETA arts programs in depth, and therefore his negative view of the CETA 



	 xxxiii	

AIR program in Chicago has greatly influenced general perceptions about CETA arts 

programs.  

In Chapter 1, I include economist Nancy Rose’s 1993 article “Gender, Race, and 

the Welfare State: Government Work Programs from the 1930s to the Present” to provide 

insight into how job training programs interfaced with unions and the private sector, 

while public policy scholars Donald C. Baumer and Carl E. Van Horn’s The Politics of 

Unemployment (1985) provides background information on the ideological divides 

surrounding U.S. unemployment policy. When I examine dancers’ economic and 

bureaucratic conditions during the 1930s WPA art programs, I employ economic and 

social theorist Jeremy Rifkin’s text The End of Work: The Decline of the Global Labor 

Force and the Dawn of the Post-Market Era (2004 [1995]) to explain how Taylorism and 

Fordism influenced workers in the early twentieth century. In my investigation of dancers 

and bureaucracy in the WPA arts program, I cite sociologist Max Weber’s research on 

modern bureaucracy (1978 [1922]).  

In order to differentiate dance as public service in the 1970s from the 1930s, I 

bring in a number of scholars to discuss the U.S. transition to a service economy that 

occurred in the 1970s. In Empire, cultural theorists Michael Hardt and Antonio Negri 

describe how workers in the 1970s increasingly were called to produce services such as 

cultural products, knowledge, and communication instead of material goods (2000, 290). 

Sociologist and philosopher Maurizio Lazzarato’s chapter “Immaterial Labor” explains 

how this shift to a service economy required immaterial labor that emphasized 

intellectual skills and communication (1996, 145). I utilize these sources to provide 
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economic context for my second research question about how dance functioned as public 

service during CETA.  

Chapter 2 references key political science texts such as The Political Failure of 

Employment Policy 1945-1982 by Gary Mucciaroni (1990) and Politics and Jobs: The 

Boundaries of Employment Policy in the United States by Margaret Weir (1992). 

Mucciaroni and Weir’s research provides insight into how the government has 

historically assisted the unemployed and this information assists in my explanation of 

CETA’s public service employment. I include political scientist Erwin Hargrove’s article 

“Federal Authority and Grass-roots Accountability: The Case of CETA” to illuminate 

how local CETA programs operated (1980). My discussion of federally funded art relies 

upon sociologist Randy Martin’s characteristics of public art as defined in Artistic 

Citizenship: A Public Voice for the Arts (2006).  

In Chapter 4, I examine political scientist Linda Faye Williams’s text The 

Constraint of Race: Legacies of White Skin Privilege in America (2003) to demonstrate 

how diversity legislation impacted dance as public service. By citing a range of social 

science texts, I include much of the literature that has been written about CETA arts 

programs. In this dance studies dissertation, I am combining the existing social science 

literature with my historical research and new perspectives from humanities literature to 

support my hypothesis that CETA called dancers to perform public dance.  

 

4. Chapter Summary  

 I detail a summary of the two parts and each chapter that comprise this 

dissertation. Part One of the dissertation is entitled Intersections: Dance, Labor, and 
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Public Art and it provides the context necessary to understand how dance became public 

service during CETA. Chapter 1 Dance as Public Service compares CETA’s 1970s 

version of dance as public service to how this concept was executed during the WPA 

programs of the 1930s. By explicating how dance was defined as labor during the WPA, I 

differentiate and historically situate CETA’s articulation of dance as public service. This 

comparison aids in answering my first research question concerning how dance was 

defined as public service and my second research question regarding how dance 

functioned as public service during the CETA program. Through highlighting dancers’ 

economic conditions, I argue that dancers were perceived as workers in the 1930s WPA 

programs and they became bureaucrats in the 1970s CETA arts programs.  

Section 1.1. CETA and the Unemployed Artist discusses how public policy expert 

John Kreidler wrote the first successful proposal for CETA arts employment in San 

Francisco in 1974. Through referencing the 1930s U.S. depression-era Works Progress 

Administration (WPA) arts programs, Kreidler asserted that artists in the 1970s could 

benefit from government employment assistance during an economic downturn. He 

initiated a new iteration of dance as public service that had national implications and 

influenced the dance field as a whole.  

Section 1.2 Dance, Material Labor, and the Works Progress Administration 

(WPA) describes the conditions under which dancers in the 1930s performed dance as 

public service. Dancers at this time were considered workers in the industrial economy 

and I explicate how they reflected broader economic trends. Section 1.3 Post-WPA Dance 

and Post-Fordism demonstrates how dancers adapted to a 1970s post-Fordist service 

economy by becoming adaptable CETA employees with constantly changing job 
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requirements. In the 1970s landscape of work build on cooperation, communication, and 

information, CETA dancers became bureaucrats. This chapter argues that Kreidler 

instigated a new era of dance as public service based on concepts from the 1930s WPA 

programs; building on this foundation, I identify how CETA dancers redefined public 

service in the 1970s economy.  

Chapter 2 is entitled Decentralized Political Landscapes and it details how CETA 

arts programs relate to labor policy, public art, and job training programs. This chapter 

provides the historical context required to understand how government funding for the 

arts intersected with labor policy during CETA. Section 2.1 Labor Policy and Public 

Service Employment charts the history of labor policy in the U.S. from the 1930s to the 

1970s. Section 2.2 Defining Public Art explains how government funding for the arts 

reflected presidential political agendas and aesthetic priorities. In section 2.3 CETA 

Decentralization and Accountability, I focus on how CETA’s decentralized structure 

impacted program measurements and perceptions of CETA’s success or failure. This 

chapter includes my interviews with George Koch, former Department of Labor 

employee and president of the National Artists Equity Association; Patrice Walker 

Powell, assistant researcher for CETA Morgan Report, retired NEA Deputy Chairman for 

Programs and Partnerships; and Michael Spring, former CETA visual artist, current 

Director of Miami Dade County Department of Cultural Affairs. In conclusion, though 

CETA was largely considered a political failure, CETA arts programs created a 

macroeconomic intervention in the arts and culture sector and increased the prevalence of 

art as public service.  
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Part 2 of this dissertation is entitled CETA in the Field: Dancers and 

Administrators and it consists of case studies with a geographical focus on subjects in 

New York City and Philadelphia, Pennsylvania.  Chapter 3 Dance and Other Disciplines: 

Philadelphia Case Studies profiles this city’s modestly sized CETA arts program and 

illustrates how dance interacted with other disciplines in framing art as public service. 

Section 3.1 Expanding Art’s Public: Anne Edmunds, Philadelphia CETA Administrator is 

based on my interview with Edmunds and it details how she helped found Philadelphia’s 

CETA arts program in 1976. During her time working for CETA, she reimagined how art 

could serve various publics and her conception of the public relates to Habermas’s view 

of how the public sphere arises from communication and participation (1989 [1962]). 

Section 3.2 “Dancers’ Needs are Relatively Simple:” Terry Fox in Philadelphia 

is focused on my interview with Fox and her “Final [CETA] Progress Report” from her 

personal archival collection (Fox 1977). Fox had significant bureaucratic responsibilities 

and she lacked administrative support, but she performed public service through her 

creative teaching and by imagining how art centers in the city could better suit children 

and families’ needs. I return to Sullivan’s writing on literature as public service to 

contextualize how Fox’s public service was a departure from self-interest (2013). Section 

3.3 CETA-Funded Performance Companies: Johnnie Hobbs, Jr. and Madeline Cantor 

focuses on how these two performers received CETA funding to become full-time 

employees of previously established companies. Hobbs and Cantor did not have 

bureaucratic responsibilities, so they were able to focus on rehearsing, performing, and 

teaching as public service. This section primarily relies upon my interviews with Hobbs 

and Cantor and it also includes records from Cantor’s personal archive (c. 1977). From 
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these case studies, I identify five factors that impacted artists’ ability to deliver public 

service that were specific to the Philadelphia program.  

Chapter 4, Choreographies of Bureaucracy: Administering the New York City 

CETA Cultural Council Foundation Artists’ Project (CETA CCF/AP) answers my first 

research question by focusing on how administrators for the CETA CCF/AP defined art 

as public service. Section 4.1 Forming a Counterpublic: Imagining a “New York City 

Arts Community” includes interviews with three administrators who were instrumental in 

establishing the CETA CCF/AP. Interview subjects Ted Berger and Sara Garretson 

worked with Cheryl McClenney to bring together individual artists and organizations to 

form a  “counterpublic” as defined by Warner (2002, 122). This counterpublic became 

known as the “New York City arts community,” and it resisted dominant discourses 

about CETA employment and established a CETA arts program based on the principle of 

art as public service.  

In section 4.2 Conceiving Diversity: Legislation and Visual Politics, I examine 

how the CETA CCF/AP dealt with diversity. It features my interview with CETA 

CCF/AP director Rochelle Slovin, and she addresses criticism that the program received 

for funding well-educated artists, some of whom came from privileged backgrounds. I 

investigate how CETA CCF/AP complied with equal opportunity employment 

commission requirements and examine how CETA CCF/AP reallocated funding designed 

for the general unemployed population to unemployed artists. Section 4.3 Reenacting the 

WPA: CETA CCF/AP and Versioning Public Service explores how the CETA CCF/AP 

reenacted the concept of art as public service from the 1930s WPA arts programs. 
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Administrators worked with artists to make the 1930s concept of public service relevant 

in the 1970s.  

Chapter 5 Transmedia, Tap Dance, and the Latina/o Postmodern: New York City 

Case Studies is focused on case studies of dancers Charles “Cookie” Cook, Jane 

Goldberg, Kenneth King, and Merían Soto. Drawing on these dancers’ experiences, I 

highlight three aspects of the CETA CCF/AP program and expose how dance as public 

service was limited by dominant artistic milieus, race, gender, and cultural identity. In 

section 5.1 Kenneth King: Dance, Philosophy, and Transmedia, I explore King’s 

established choreographic practice and explain how he was selected for CETA CCF/AP 

based on his choreographic skill and his willingness to work in site-specific settings with 

various populations.  

In section 5.2 CETA’s Interracial Tap Dance Couple: Charles “Cookie” Cook 

and Jane Goldberg, I elucidate how these two dancers were instrumental in making tap 

dance more popular on the concert stage in the 1970s. Goldberg studied tap dance with 

Cook, and CETA CCF/AP paired them together to perform as a duet company. Goldberg 

was a young white Jewish woman, and Cook was an older African American man, and I 

investigate the racial and cultural aspects of their performance partnership. In section 5.3 

Merían Soto: Space and Time for my Work, I discuss how Soto combined classical dance 

training, experimental performance, and Latina/o popular dance to create her distinctive 

choreographic approach. CETA CCF/AP employment gave her confidence and helped 

establish her identity as a dancer, and she was part of a Puerto Rican avant-garde 

performance community that flourished in the 1980s. From these four dancer case 

studies, I determined three characteristics of the CETA CCF/AP dance program. These 
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traits reflect CETA CCF/AP’s mission to serve both artists and the public. I also 

demonstrate how CETA CCF/AP related to the dance field in New York City and explain 

what this program provided to the dancers it employed.   

In the Conclusion, I argue that CETA dancers often performed public dance, and 

this performance was based on imagining a public. I suggest how CETA’s version of 

dance as public service has influenced the field and explain how the construct of dance as 

public service is a source of anxiety for the field.  Following the Conclusion, there is a 

section entitled Coda: CETA’s Art Legacy and the Federal Artists Program (FAP). This 

section highlights a little-known bill proposed by Congressman Ted Weiss (D-NY) that 

would have continued funding artists as public servants after the CETA program ended. 

While this bill never came to vote, aspects that Weiss proposed were incorporated into 

the 1980 NEA reauthorization bill and this section speaks to how CETA’s discourse on 

art as public service had further implications for the art field.  

 

5. Conclusion 

By analyzing how dance was defined and functioned as public service, I create a 

new body of knowledge that highlights how embodied practices intersected with official 

intentions for the federal CETA program. My research delves into how dance as public 

service impacted choreographic strategies and performance outcomes. Finally, I place 

dance as public service in dialogue with concepts of the public and the public sphere. 

Because CETA is currently not well known for its role in the arts and performance, this 

study elucidates how the participating dancers and administrators interacted with and 

benefited from this program.  
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Through focusing on dance as public service during CETA, I articulate the 

construct of “public dance.” In this study, this construct is limited to dancers employed 

by CETA. However, public dance is relevant in other contexts where dancers are required 

to imagine a public to serve. By highlighting CETA’s role supporting the arts, this study 

could stimulate further interest into CETA’s history. It was a large program that provided 

an infusion of funding and resources in a dance field that continues to be in dire need of 

support. Until now, this support has largely been overlooked in the field of dance studies. 

By connecting dancers employed by CETA to concepts of public dance, I will stimulate 

inquiry into how dancers communicate and participate in the public sphere. 

 

Notes:  

																																																								
1 As noted by Dubin (1987), “CETA was a decentralized program and required the 
collection of information by funding title only, not by specific occupational categories. 
2 The Works Projects Administration was originally titled the Works Progress 
Administration and both operated under the acronym WPA (Park and Markowitz 1992, 
134).   
3 Deutsche (1996) writes “According to Friedrich Nietzsche, who conceived the term 
genealogy in opposition to nineteenth-century conceptions of history, the recovery of 
origins does not reveal the essential, unchanging meaning of a concept; it shows, on the 
contrary, that meanings are conditional, formed out of struggles” (290).  
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PART 1 

INTERSECTIONS: DANCE, LABOR, AND PUBLIC ART 

CHAPTER 1 

DANCE AS PUBLIC SERVICE	

Introduction 

Chapter 1 focuses on a paradigm shift from dance as labor in the 1930s to dance 

as public service in the 1970s. By examining this paradigm shift, I explain how dancers 

became bureaucrats performing public service under CETA. I employ secondary sources 

about the industrial economy of the 1930s and the service economy of the 1970s and 

primary sources that explain how dance gained CETA funding. Drawing upon these 

sources, I assert that CETA arts programs in the 1970s fundamentally impacted how 

dance is viewed as public service.  

Section 1.1, CETA and the Unemployed Artist, highlights how public policy 

expert and former Department of Labor employee John Kreidler successfully procured 

CETA funding for unemployed artists and performers in 1974 by drawing upon 

conceptions of art as public service from the 1930s U.S. depression-era relief programs.4 

The U.S. economy was again under economic duress again in the 1970s when Kreidler 

made the case that artists and performers were disproportionally affected by the recession 

and they were in need of government support. He also emphasized that local communities 

could benefit from art and performance activity.  Kreidler was successful in starting a 

national CETA arts movement within which the performing arts had the greatest number 

of CETA arts and humanities participants (Startzel and Walker 1981, ix).  
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Section 1.2, Dance, Material Labor, and the Works Progress Administration 

(WPA), explains how WPA programs promoted a populist view of art and performance 

that put unemployed artists back to work and provided affordable performances for 

impoverished Americans in the 1930s. In the 1930s, the U.S. economy was focused on 

industrial production and workers faced increasing demands for productivity. Scientific 

management principles from Taylorism and Fordism, which will be discussed at length in 

section 1.2, called upon workers to perform precisely measured movements to achieve 

maximum labor efficiency. WPA dancers were viewed as workers in this industrial 

economy who labored for public benefit.  

Section 1.3, Post-WPA Dance and Post-Fordism, illustrates how an emerging 

service economy in the 1970s impacted CETA dancers. Despite some correlations 

between the economic crises of the 1930s and the 1970s, a different paradigm of dance as 

labor developed during CETA: dancers under CETA became bureaucrats. By the 1970s, a 

Post-Fordist service economy developed that depended upon workers’ immaterial labor 

for service, cultural products, knowledge, and communication (Hardt and Negri, 2000, 

290). The Post-Fordist economy was marked by flexible, unstable labor networks: CETA 

programs were locally administered and dancers’ work took place in a variety of public 

settings. In order to adapt to these working conditions, CETA dancers became 

bureaucrats who were increasingly responsible for negotiating their work situations.   

 

 1.1 CETA and the Unemployed Artist                                                       

In 1974-1975, the unemployment rate increased dramatically from 5% to 9%, and 

both Democrats and Republicans “called for federal action to ease unemployment” 
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(Baumer and Van Horn, 1985, 64). When CETA passed into law in 1973, it contained a 

provision for Public Service Employment (PSE) that utilized government money to create 

new jobs for the unemployed. To avoid conflict with the “production-for-profit” logic, 

CETA PSE jobs were all service oriented; for example, these positions could aid with 

maintenance and conservation of facilities, but they could not construct new facilities 

(Rose 1993, 323, 332). They were also forbidden from “normal government operations” 

to avoid work conflicts with unions and possible union members (Rose 1993, 332). This 

was the administrative basis for the dancer as civil servant rather than as worker, which 

had constituted the conflict of the 1930s around the dancer’s status as a contributing 

member of the economy. The performing and creative arts provided a large population of 

skilled, underemployed workers who would not interfere with “normal government 

operations” or upset unions because most artists were not eligible for union membership. 

Through utilizing census data, local governments made the case that artists and 

performers were disadvantaged workers who deserved CETA funding. John Kreidler 

wrote the first successful proposal allocating CETA money for artists in 1974, and he did 

so by framing the arts as public service: artists and performers would gain income and 

financial stability from CETA, and municipalities would benefit from increased arts 

activity (Kreidler 1974, 3). 

CETA administrators deployed labor rhetoric to catalyze opportunities for dance 

artists as public servants. Through framing “performance as public service,” Kreidler 

activated a series of manpower discourses that redefined how performers and artists were 

to be viewed as workers by the United States government. Officially, CETA money could 

be utilized for any public service that a municipality needed as long as the service did not 
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interfere with union contracts or “normal government operations” (Rose 1993, 332). This 

employment training money was disbursed to counties and cities, and local administrators 

had a great deal of freedom in determining how it would be put to use. CETA money 

could employ trash collectors, police personnel, or dancers, as long as the individuals met 

the unemployment guidelines. Key to this strategy was that non-profit organizations were 

categorized as public service providers rather than for-profit employers: CETA 

employees could legally be placed at any non-profit.  

Kreidler’s writing negotiated precarious relationships between labor, dance, and 

public service.  Through extensive U.S. census analysis, Kreidler substantiated his claim 

that artists and performers were workers who deserved federal assistance during the 

economic downturn in the 1970s. Kreidler’s background in the federal government and 

arts policy uniquely situated him to make this claim. After completing a 1968 masters 

thesis at University of California at Berkeley that focused on artists funded in the 1930s 

by the Works Progress Administration (WPA), he moved to Washington, D.C. and served 

as a Policy Analyst at the U.S. Office of Management and Budget (OMB) on U.S. Labor 

and Manpower programs for five years (Kreidler interview 3/31/14). During his time in 

Washington, he learned about the CETA program, and then returned to California to 

attend an arts administration masters degree program at University of California Los 

Angeles. He wrote his CETA Artists proposal in 1974 while working as an intern at the 

San Francisco Neighborhood Arts Program. In this proposal, he approached the problem 

of high unemployment among artists with a novel proposal to utilize government 

funding. 
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Kreidler proposed to employ twenty-four visual and performing artists through 

the Neighborhood Arts Program to “increase the flow of free artistic services throughout 

San Francisco” (Kreidler 1974, 2). The San Francisco Neighborhood Arts Program 

already assisted artists and communities through loaning equipment and providing 

consultations. Expanding their program to include CETA resident artists was a logical 

development that would deepen their community involvement. Kreidler proposed that 

visual artists could conduct classes in senior centers, photographers could document 

street festivals, and performers could be featured in citywide celebrations. His proposal 

was grounded in four basic tenets that applied to visual and performing artists: there was 

a surplus of artistic labor; “ineffective mechanisms” failed to match artists with jobs; 

artists received low wages due to lack of technological innovations; and artists were 

subject to seasonal employment (Kreidler 1974, 2). Another strong aspect of Kreidler’s 

proposal was his 1970 Census Bureau analysis of labor statistics. He concisely described 

how the census grouped perennially unemployed groups such as visual artists and dancers 

in the same category as professional athletes and designers. This census category 

“writers, artists, and entertainers” was quite broad, but it was still marked by high 

unemployment. Given the trend towards high unemployment in the best of 

circumstances, “writers, artists, and entertainers” suffered even more joblessness during 

recessions. Even though the census figures indicated this category was dominated by 

white workers, Kreidler’s experience working in San Francisco led him to believe that 

there were actually large numbers of African American and Latino workers who were not 

accounted for in the census. Minorities had higher unemployment rates than whites, and 

he proposed that unemployment rate among artists was far worse than the figures 
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indicated. Since most artists were well trained, they did not require additional training 

programs and they had skills that could be utilized for public service to improve cultural 

life for city residents. Kreidler was careful to point out that the Neighborhood Arts 

Program CETA-funded artistic activities would not interfere with private sector arts 

programs.  

While Kreidler acknowledged that artists did not “fit neatly into the city’s civil 

service classification system,” he suggested that artists could be designated as 

“professional helpers” or “community organizers” (Kreidler 1974, 4). In his proposal, 

Appendix A (Figure One) breaks down the total labor force compared to the “writers, 

artists, and entertainers” category and it includes separate figures for African Americans 

and Latinos. Appendix B (Figure 2) lists the “manpower needs” for 24 artists in residence 

(Kreidler 1974, 5-6). By listing artists and performers as “manpower needs,” Kreidler 

changed the discourse surrounding artists’ potential to work and contribute to the 

community. He received support from Martin Snipper, the San Francisco Director for 

Cultural Affairs, in part because Snipper had been part of the WPA as a painter and he 

understood Kreidler’s approach to art as public service.5 Snipper passed Kreidler’s CETA 

proposal to the San Francisco Mayor’s office for approval in October 1974, and it was 

funded in December of the same year. More than 1400 visual and performing artists 

applied to become CETA artists in San Francisco. In response, the city went beyond 

Kreidler’s original request for twenty-four artists and created 130 positions to employ 

dancers, puppeteers, muralists, gardeners, writers, architects, circus performers, 

photographers, and actors in community settings (Kreidler 1975a, 1). After Kreidler 

successfully pitched his CETA Artists project to San Francisco, he became head of the 
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Alameda Neighborhood Arts Program in Oakland, California (Kreidler interview 

6/16/14). An unanticipated result of his success in San Francisco was that he became a 

spokesperson and promoter for CETA artist programs.  When the California Arts Council 

received inquiries about how to utilize CETA money for the arts, they would hire 

Kreidler to travel throughout the state to consult with local organizations. Nationally, he 

received inquiries from programs in various states and he developed two documents that 

he distributed widely: “Artistic Applications of CETA” (1975a) helped state labor 

officials to understand artists’ needs and public demand for arts services, and “A Brief 

Guide to Public Jobs for Artists” (1975b) assisted artists and administrators with creating 

CETA-funded arts programs.  The National Endowment for the Arts (NEA) also began to 

send Kreidler nation-wide to conferences to promote CETA-funded art projects. These 

were city, state, and county conferences about CETA, and Kreidler would explain how 

visual and performing artists could be valuable CETA employees. CETA was already a 

U.S. Department of Labor program, and it did not have any direct connection to the arts. 

However, during President Jimmy Carter’s presidential administration from 1977-81, the 

Department of Labor encouraged states to employ artists through CETA and the 

Department of Labor developed written and video materials to promote CETA projects.6  
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Figure One, Appendix A. John Kreidler, 1974. “City and County of San Francisco Art 
Commission Neighborhood Arts Program: Proposed Artists in Residence Program.” Used 
with permission of Kreidler.  
 

 
Figure Two, Appendix B. John Kreidler, 1974. Used with permission of Kreidler.  
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After President Ronald Reagan’s election in 1980, CETA suffered a quick demise 

and many of the materials the government developed were discarded.7 Government 

support of art as public service ended, but there were many important implications that 

resulted from linking the arts to public service. An idea that started with Kreidler’s 1974 

proposal for twenty-four artists in San Francisco led to a national movement that 

employed approximately 22,000 arts and humanities workers from 1977-80 (Startzel and 

Walker 1981, ix). CETA public service jobs reached a high of 725,000 in 1978, so 22,000 

artists only comprised approximately three percent of the public service jobs overall 

(Baumer and Van Horn 1985, 91). However, employing 22,000 artists and performers 

made a large impact on disciplinary fields and it reignited the conversation about artists 

as public servants.   

 

1.2 Dance, Material Labor, and the Works Progress Administration (WPA) 
 

CETA arts programs reenacted aspects of the 1930s Works Progress 

Administration (WPA) programs, but these government efforts each reflected unique 

economic and historical conditions. The shift from an industrial economy in the 1930s to 

a post-Fordist economy in the 1970s sharply differentiated CETA and WPA’s 

bureaucratic structures. The definition of labor and work transformed from the 1930s to 

the 1970s, and the work required of WPA and CETA dancers mirrored these changes. 

This section outlines dancers’ economic and bureaucratic conditions in the 1930s and 

elucidates how industrialization impacted their dance practices.   

In March 1933, the unemployment rate reached a height of twenty-five percent 

and the government created the Federal Emergency Relief Administration (FERA), the 
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first nationwide welfare and government work program, as part of President Franklin D. 

Roosevelt’s “New Deal” legislation (Rose 1993, 323). Congress passed a broader welfare 

program in 1935 that included aid for theater workers, artists, musicians, and writers with 

the aim of hiring unemployed professionals in their given fields (Witham 2003, 2). WPA 

Federal Art Project (FAP) national director Holger Cahill expressed a populist intention 

for the WPA art programs: “The organization of the Project has proceeded on the 

principle that it is not the solitary genius but a sound general movement which maintains 

art as a vital, functioning part of any cultural scheme” (O’Connor 1973, 18). By 

emphasizing how art could serve the broader population, WPA programs sought to 

declassify art as an elitist endeavor. According to cultural theorist Rena Fraden, “New 

Deal policy would claim that artists and the arts were an integral part of a democratic 

people and a democratic culture” (1994, 1). Through framing the arts as integral to 

democracy, WPA program directors presented artists as cultural workers who contributed 

to society at large. Artist and performer labor also fit within the economic goals that 

guided WPA projects.  

Economic and social theorist Jeremy Rifkin characterized government-funded 

WPA jobs as “light projects” that required substantial labor and could be completed in a 

short time period while incurring few overhead costs (2004, 30). This strategy focused on 

hiring “unskilled and semiskilled laborers” and the government hoped that these workers 

would spend their wages, therefore increasing businesses’ profits and benefitting the 

economy as a whole (Rifkin 2004, 30). According to philosopher Hannah Arendt, labor 

was effort expended, while work had a productive function: “the products of work—and 

not the products of labor—guarantee the permanence and durability without which a 
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world would not be possible at all” (Arendt 1958, 94). Material production and 

consumption was a driving force in the 1930s industrial economy. Workers’ economic 

conditions in the 1930s were a direct result of Taylorism and Fordism in the early 

twentieth century.    

Frederick W. Taylor published his research on “scientific management” in 1895 

and his methods for increasing productivity in the workplace became known as 

“Taylorism” (Rifkin 2004 [1995], 49-50). Taylorism was primarily concerned with 

efficiency, which Rifkin defines as “the maximum yield that could be produced in the 

shortest time, expending the least amount of energy, labor, and capital in the process” 

(2004 [1995], 49). In order to increase efficiency, Taylor timed and measured work tasks 

and set specific time expectations for each required movement. Using this method, he 

instructed employers and workers on how to achieve maximum efficiency (Rifkin 2004 

[1995], 50). The goal of Taylorism was to increase business earnings and to decrease the 

labor required to produce industrial products; this emphasis on efficiency led to higher 

productivity and more leisure time for workers (Rifkin 2004 [1995], 50). Utilizing 

principles from Taylorism, automobile manufacturer Henry Ford created the first 

“moving assembly line” in 1913 (Rifkin 2004 [1995], 95). Ford’s approach 

revolutionized manufacturing because each worker had a specific job installing pre-

fabricated automobile components. This precise approach to manufacturing increased the 

number of automobiles that Ford produced while saving time and reducing workers’ 

labor (Rifkin 2004 [1995], 95). 

Philosopher and contemporary art theorist Bojana Kunst (2011) discusses how 

pioneers of modern dance came to prominence just as early twentieth century factory 
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workers’ movements were increasingly measured and monitored for maximum 

productivity through Taylorism and Fordism: 

The (largely female) dance pioneers (Isadora Duncan, Loïe Fuller, Ruth St. Denis, 
Mary Wigman, Valentine du Saint Point, etc.) encountered the stage at a time 
when the organizational model of labor had become omnipresent, when all forms 
of false, expressive, slow, still, unexpected, wrong, clumsy, personal, lazy, 
ineffective, imaginative, additional movement was eliminated from physical 
labor.  

(Kunst 2011, 50)  
 

Kunst continues to explain how dance offered an alternative to work through exploring 

the body’s various potentials for movement. In the early twentieth century, there was a 

clear delineation between work in factories and the movement, including dance, outside 

the factory’s confines. Many workers participated in dance in an amateur capacity. For 

example, in the early twentieth century, settlement houses served recent immigrants in 

cities such as New York and Chicago and they designed dance and drama programs to 

“mitigate the ravaging experiences of urban industrial life” (Tomko 1999, 80). Edith 

Segal choreographed movement for dozens of amateur dancers in the 1928 “Mass 

Revolutionary Pageant” at Madison Square Garden in New York City. This performance 

was part of a Communist party rally, and according to dance historian Ellen Graff, the 

workers who performed “probably had more enthusiasm than technique” (1997, 27). 

“Mass spectacles” staged in Russia following the 1917 revolution influenced large-scale 

U.S. performances; Russian mass spectacles were characterized by “bold, exaggerated 

movements, presentational acting styles, clear symbolism, and characters representing 

good and evil in archetypal terms” (Graff 1997, 35). As modern dance became more 

popular in the 1920s and 30s, dance historian Linda Tomko asserts “this modernist 

sensibility privileged aesthetic goals and marginalized, if it did not put under erasure, 
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dance’s instrumentality as a form of direct political or social engagement” (1999, 80).  

There was a tension between dancers who presented overtly political work and those who 

sought to explore abstract aesthetic principals. The WPA funded a broad range of dancers 

who fit both of these descriptions and provided economic support to a burgeoning 

professional dance field.  

 The federal Works Progress Administration (WPA) administered Dance Units as 

part of the Federal Theatre Project (FTP): Katherine Dunham produced work in Chicago 

(Schwartz 2003, 161-167) and Edith Segal was based in Detroit (Manning 2004, 68). 

New York City choreographer Helen Tamiris organized a Dance Association of fifteen 

prominent modern dance choreographers to lobby for a separate dance unit, leading to the 

creation of the Federal Dance Theatre (FDT) in 1936 (Cooper 1997, 24). Tamiris 

envisioned that the FDT could “create a viable means to sustain dancers through the 

economic crisis of the 1930s and … bring ‘socially relevant’ modern dance to new 

audiences” (Cooper 1997, 24). Tamiris wrote a manifesto that included a call for a new 

dance form connected to nationalist expression (Manning 2004, 2), and she viewed the 

FDT as a promising first step towards government-subsidized modern dance.  In 1936, 

Tamiris advocated to expand the FDT to support all unemployed dancers (Cooper 1997, 

28).  

The FDT was never developed to aid all unemployed dancers, and scholars 

propose economic and market-based rationale to explain why federally subsidized dance 

remained limited and later declined. Dance scholar Mark Franko (2002) asserts that, “a 

value-sustaining and nevertheless wage-earning theatrical working underclass 

contradicted the market” (2002, 151). Modern dance was an inefficient labor, and its 
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performances were often illegible to audience members (Franko 2002). Both of these 

factors contributed to its short-lived government subsidy during the Great Depression. 

WPA employment programs also interfered with capitalist modes of production. 

Economist Nancy E. Rose distinguishes between two primary types of U.S. government 

work programs: mandatory programs obligate welfare or aid recipients to work outside of 

the home, thereby keeping market-based labor costs low while enhancing “production-

for-profit” (1993, 322), while voluntary programs are implemented in times of economic 

turmoil (such as the WPA in the 1930s or CETA in the 1970s) when the market is not 

creating sufficient jobs and they offer “sufficiently high payments” that can tamper with 

“production-for-profit” (1993, 323). WPA jobs were designed to be a temporary 

intervention during a period of economic contraction, and the government did not 

seriously consider employing dancers after the economy improved.   

Dancers fortunate enough to take part in FDT were stymied by bureaucratic issues 

and performance opportunities were scarce. In her text Literature in the Public Service: 

Sublime Bureaucracy (2013), Ceri Sullivan draws upon philosopher Max Weber’s The 

Economy and Society (1978 [1922]) to explain the establishment of contemporary 

bureaucracy. Weber describes how early modern European society shifted from being 

loyally devoted to a state leader to honoring a “rational code,” which in turn established 

bureaucracy (Sullivan 2013, 10). Bureaucracy “codified reason” to create a system of 

rules that could be applied to a range of situations (Sullivan 2013, 10). Weber (1978 

[1922]) defined three primary characteristics of “Modern Bureaucracy:” the first 

characteristic is that there must be routine tasks that are designated as formal 

responsibilities. Secondly, leadership is disbursed systematically among bureaucrats. 
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Finally, responsibilities are assigned and must be completed on an ongoing basis. 

Completing the required tasks entitles bureaucrats to rights and privileges associated with 

their positions (Weber 1978 [1922], 956). The bureaucracy that administered FDT was 

dysfunctional, and dancers faced challenges when they attempted to fulfill their job 

requirements. FDT director Don Oscar Becque was dismissed for incompetency in 

December of 1936,8 and Lincoln Kirstein served as director for a month following 

Becque’s departure (Cooper 1997, 29). The bureaucratic structure was designed in such a 

way that it neither supported the administrators nor the dancers.  

Part of the bureaucratic failure can be attributed to a lack of administrative funds: 

ninety-percent of FDT and FTP funding was designated for performer salaries, leaving 

only ten-percent to cover administration, costumes, publicity, and any other costs 

(Osborne 2011, 4). The federal structure of the WPA and FTP comprised another 

bureaucratic hurdle. Each state had a WPA director who fiscally supervised its respective 

FTP, but this director had no input into the FTP programming or personnel (Osborne 

2011, 4).  State WPA directors and the FTP staged many productive collaborations, but 

there were also cases when state WPA directors disliked a FTP’s approach and censored 

performances or rescinded necessary supplies (Osborne 2011, 4). Theater studies scholar 

Elizabeth Osborne explains that the FTP was “ill-equipped to deal with the challenges of 

decentralization, yet also had difficultly conceiving of local FTP units as part of a 

cohesive national identity” (2011, 8). Despite administrative issues, choreographers 

continued producing new works, and Tamiris premiered the critically acclaimed piece 

How Long, Brethren? which received Dance Magazine’s award for best group 

choreography in 1937 (Cooper 1997, 35). Tamiris also led the Dancers’ Association, an 
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independent group dedicated to dancer welfare, and this organization merged with the 

New Dance League and the Dance Guild to form the American Dance Association 

(ADA) in 1937. The ADA served professional dancers, students, and audience members, 

and advocated for suitable conditions to study dance and professional dancers’ right to 

collective bargaining and fair wages (Cooper 1997, 35). When the federal government 

announced planned cuts to the WPA, labor unions boycotted FTP performances and 

Charles Weidman led a sit-in strike9 at the Nora Bayes Theatre (Cooper 1997, 36). 

Despite the protests, budget cuts took place in October 1937, the FDT became a division 

of the FTP, and Tamiris was the only remaining FTP staff choreographer (Cooper 1997, 

36). In January 1939, the federal government cut WPA staff by sixty-five percent, but 

Tamiris managed to stage Adelante, a controversial10 piece supporting Spanish loyalists 

in the civil war against fascist forces, in May 1939 (Cooper 1997, 39). While ineffective 

management hindered the FTP’s ability to produce dance and theater, choreographers 

such as Tamiris managed to stage acclaimed new performances.  

Despite its many accomplishments, the FTP received intense criticism for the 

content of productions, its professional quality, and the political affiliations of its 

performers (Osborne 2011, 7). Republican Congressmen Martin Dies and J. Parnell 

Thomas began hearings in August 1938 for the House Un-American Activities 

Committee (HUAC) to determine if members of the FTP engaged in Communist 

activities. FTP director Hallie Flanagan was permitted to respond to these charges in 

December 1938, and though she thoroughly defended the FTP, the FTP was defunded 

and closed in June 1939  (Cooper 1997, 42). After this date, there was no federal support 
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for dance, and choreographers were compelled to create a livelihood for themselves in the 

capitalist marketplace.    

 

1.3 Post-WPA Dance and Post-Fordism 

World War II (1939-1945) stimulated growth across a variety of industries and it 

ended the Great Depression’s economic contraction. The U.S. increased spending on 

military defense after the Germans invaded France in June 1940; soon after, the U.S. 

officially entered World War II following the December 7, 1941 Japanese attack on Pearl 

Harbor (Rosenberg 2003, 20). By 1944, the unemployment rate had reached an 

unprecedented low of 1.2% and civilian employment rose from 45.8 million in 1939 to 54 

million in 1944 (Rosenberg 2003, 20-21) After World War II came to a close in 1945, 

Winston Churchill’s proclamation that an “iron curtain” separated free Western Europe 

from Communists in the East in 1946 marked the beginning of the Cold War (Foner in 

Prevots 1998, 1). “Freedom” in many ways became synonymous with consumerism in 

the United States and the gross national product more than doubled in the twenty years 

following World War II (Foner in Prevots 1998, 2). Cold War rhetoric heightened U.S. 

citizens’ fear of Communism, and this concern impacted professional performers, 

filmmakers, and public personalities. In 1947, the House Un-American Activities 

Committee (HUAC) black listed screenwriters and directors in the film industry for 

refusing to cooperate with identifying possible Communists and Senator Joseph 

McCarthy proliferated wide-sweeping accusations of dissident behavior and Communist 

treachery beginning in 1950 (Prevots 1998, 7-8).   
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Naima Prevot’s Dance for Export: Cultural Diplomacy and the Cold War (1998) 

describes how the U.S. diplomacy initiatives surrounding Communism in the late 1940s 

and early 1950s led President Dwight Eisenhower to establish the President’s Emergency 

Fund for International Affairs in 1954. The primary purpose of this fund was to increase 

international appreciation of U.S. culture by exporting it abroad. Presenting U.S. art and 

performance internationally was part of the government’s ideological strategy to assert 

the superior value of capitalist notions of freedom and individualism over Communist 

principles of equality and commonality. Dance companies were selected by peer-panels 

administered by the American National Theater and Academy (ANTA) based in New 

York City, and the companies selected reflected a preference for “upholding the standard 

of high art in dance while also appealing directly to audiences” (Prevots 1998, 51). The 

government began to fund international dance tours in the 1950s because officials 

believed that it would increase respect and admiration for U.S. culture. The Soviet Union 

was known for its dance culture: the Moiseyev company had an extremely popular tour of 

the U.S. in 1958 and Bolshoi Ballet toured the U.S. in 1959, followed by the Kirov Ballet 

in 1961 (Prevots 1998, 71, 81). After much debate about which dance company should 

represent the United States in the Soviet Union, the American Ballet Theatre (ABT) 

toured the Soviet Union in 1960 and the New York City Ballet followed in 196211 

(Prevots 1998, 75, 81). The belief that artists offered a valuable counterpoint point to 

U.S. consumer culture led to an influx of government funding for the arts in the 1960s.  

Art historian Michael Brenson summarizes the views of Phillips Collection trustee 

Gifford Phillips at a 1965 meeting of art leaders across the country:  
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Because artists were inner-directed, they were not seduced and corrupted by 
money, the obsession with which was threatening to undermine the moral and 
spiritual purpose that cultural and political leaders believed America had to 
maintain if it was going to be equal to the challenges it faced at home and abroad.   

(Brenson 2001, 3) 
 
Government and art leaders were concerned about America’s focus on consumer goods 

and materialism, and artists were valued for their “outsider” status and “anti-commercial” 

beliefs. This simplistic binary does not provide much insight into artists’ and performers’ 

attitudes, but it is useful to note that this discourse helped define artists’ relationship to 

society during this time period. The NEA sought to support artists financially so they 

would be free to pursue aesthetic goals outside the capitalist marketplace. What most 

characterized dance in the 1960s was proliferation: from 1965 to 1975, and the number of 

dance companies in the U.S. more than quadrupled (Sonntag 2008, 182).  

Government funding supported a “Dance Boom” during the 1960s and 70s (Croft 

2015, 1) and the field professionalized rapidly in the ten years preceding CETA: 

according to Douglas Sonntag from the National Endowment for the Arts (NEA), the 

number of professional dance companies grew from 37 in 1965 to 157 in 1975 (Sonntag 

2008, 182). During this upsurge in funding, dancers were increasingly viewed as 

professional workers with access to a growing number of career opportunities. The 

American Association of Dance Companies (AADC) was founded in 1966 with a $5,000 

grant from the NEA, and it was “formed to serve and represent the entire field of 

American dance” (Sonntag 2008, 174). AADC auditioned and selected dancers for the 

New York City CETA Artists Project. CETA linked dancers to public service 

opportunities and provided support for creative artistic projects: it was a temporary 

government employment initiative that bolstered the profile of dance as a viable 
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professional career. Similar to the WPA, CETA funded labor-intensive public service 

employment with low overhead costs in effort to increase unemployed workers’ 

purchasing power. However, CETA took place during the shift into a post-Fordist 

economy and this drastically impacted how dancers performed public service in the 

1970s.  

In the early 1970s, the U.S. economy began a transition to a service economy. As 

noted by cultural theorists Michael Hardt and Antonio Negri, global capitalism redefined 

the proletarian working class during the time period from 1968-1989 (2000, 53-54): 

CETA reflected this shift to post-Fordism because it grappled with a new set of rules and 

possibilities governing work.  According to Kunst, “the contemporary post-Fordist 

worker is no longer included in the rationalized machine, but is instead part of affective 

and flexible networks, with his or her own potential for sale” (2011, 55). The post-Fordist 

economy relied more upon workers performing services than producing goods. In a 

service economy, the majority of workers produce immaterial commodities, which Hardt 

and Negri identify as service, cultural products, knowledge, and communication (Hardt 

and Negri 2000, 290). Immaterial labor refers to the effort required to produce immaterial 

commodities. The “use value” of immaterial commodities is determined by its 

“informational and cultural content,” and it is important to note how these commodities 

circulate (Lazzarato 1996, 138):  

[An immaterial commodity] is not destroyed in the act of consumption, but rather 
it enlarges, transforms, and creates the “ideological” and cultural environment of 
the consumer. This commodity does not produce the physical capacity of labor 
power; instead, it transforms the person who uses it.  

(Lazzarato 1996, 138) 
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Material commodities are depleted through use and require replenishing, but immaterial 

commodities do not operate by these rules of supply and demand; instead they multiply 

and infiltrate markets through their consumers. Workers must create a demand for the 

immaterial commodities they produce, and then they rely upon consumers to transmit, 

communicate, and interact with these commodities. Sociologist and philosopher Maurizio 

Lazzarato describes this phenomenon as a “double productive function:” the ideological 

product is addressed to the consumers, and the consumers then construct the product 

through “social communication” (Lazzarato 1996, 145). Through communication, the 

immaterial commodity becomes something that can be bought and sold. The consumer’s 

reception bestows value upon the ideological product.  

CETA dancers were contracted by the government to perform immaterial labor. In 

examining the immaterial labor categories of service, cultural products, knowledge, and 

communication, dance is most readily identified as a cultural product. In the case of 

CETA, dance was also a service. By categorizing dance as public service, CETA officials 

shifted dance’s use value. For example, they drafted contracts that paid dancers a fixed 

salary to perform and teach dance in a variety of venues. Officials determined that 

dance’s cultural and informational content was sufficiently valuable to merit government 

support. Dancers also relied upon consumers for reception, transmission, and circulation: 

as an immaterial commodity, dance is a prime example of Lazzarato’s “double 

productive function” (1996, 145).  In a performance situation, dance is addressed to 

audience members, and through witnessing the performance, audience members construct 

dance as an immaterial commodity. In a dance classroom, students participate in a dance 

practice, and their engagement constructs dance as an immaterial commodity. Dance 
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expands as it is consumed by audience members or students, and it transforms the 

consumer in the process. For instance, in a dance performance, consumers receive 

dance’s ideological content, which in turn alters the consumers’ minds. Dance’s ideology 

gains use value through this process of consumer reception, construction, and expansion.    

Affective labor is a specific type of immaterial labor that occurs when people are 

in contact with one another. According to Hardt and Negri, “health services, for example, 

rely centrally on caring and affective labor, and the entertainment industry is likewise 

focused on the creation and manipulation of affect”  (Hardt and Negri 2000, 292). Hardt 

and Negri note that people often categorize affective labor as any labor that takes place 

person to person, but in actuality, it hinges upon “manipulation of affect” (Hardt and 

Negri 2000, 293). Affective labor intends to alter consumers’ feelings and emotions. 

According to sociologist Arlie Russel Hochschild, one “experience[s] [emotion] when 

bodily sensations are joined with what we see or imagine” (2003 [1983], 17). Dance 

performances focus on visual presentation, while dance classes emphasize physical 

sensation and bodily engagement. Both performed and pedagogical dance practices are 

designed to cultivate an affective response from consumers. As an art form, dance 

prompts consumers to engage in the affective process of creatively interpreting visual and 

physical stimulus. CETA dancers performed affective labor in performance and 

classroom settings as a service for the U.S. government  

Immaterial labor changed the definition of work because workers who produced 

immaterial commodities needed a combination of  “intellectual skills, manual skills, and 

entrepreneurial skills” (Lazzarato 1996, 145). Workers who labored in industrial factories 

were responsible for producing a specific material product, whereas workers tasked with 
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producing immaterial commodities had to constantly innovate and combine different 

types of knowledge. According to Lazzarato, in a post-Fordist economy, work is “the 

capacity to activate and manage productive cooperation” (Lazzarato 1996, 135). This 

entailed organizing aspects of production and one was forced to think beyond fulfilling 

specific outlined tasks. Work in the 1970s included “the worker’s personality and 

subjectivity” because one’s behavior and affect impacted the potential for “productive 

cooperation” (Lazzarato 1996, 134-135). This expansive consideration of work tasks 

required moving beyond the spatial constraints of a traditional workplace. Lazzarato 

asserts that immaterial labor occurred in a variety of settings and work was no longer 

bound to an official workplace setting (Lazzarato 1996, 137). CETA dance performances 

included but were not limited to traditional proscenium stages and dancers performed 

public service in a broad range of settings. CETA was an adaptable program by design: 

states could create any CETA employment that fit within the definition of public service 

and the work could take place in any approved setting.  

Post-Fordism also changed ideas about the duration and purpose of work. 

“Productive units,” which could be comprised of one person or more, were constructed to 

accomplish specific projects and then they were disbanded upon completion of the task 

(Lazzarato 1996, 137).  The site of work was no longer definite. The duration of work 

was always in question. The structure of CETA dances reflected the framework of this 

economy. CETA dance performances were ideally flexible, portable creations that could 

be transported and performed in any environment. CETA dancers were asked to be 

available to be able to go anywhere and connect with anyone, at anytime. Work’s purpose 

was constantly morphing and transforming, subject to cooperation, information, and 
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communication. CETA fits with post-Fordist descriptions of work because it was a 

decentralized group of “flexible networks,” fueled by generous infusions of federal 

capital that adapted to reflect each region’s unique goals and values (Kunst 2011, 55).  

In this post-Fordist labor landscape, CETA dancers became bureaucrats. Dancers 

administrated their performing and teaching schedules and directly negotiated working 

conditions with public service sites. While the FDT had a substantial federal bureaucratic 

framework, CETA programs were local and lightly regulated; dancers were responsible 

for tasks that previously would have been performed by federal bureaucrats. In the 

Philadelphia program that I detail in Chapter 3, there was a coordinator who assigned 

dancers to specific positions, but there was limited oversight of their work. In the case of 

Terry Fox, she was assigned to job sites and she was responsible for negotiating her work 

environment, class size, and resources. In the New York City CETA CCF/AP program 

that I discuss in Chapters 4 and 5, there was a program director, a coordinator for each of 

the five boroughs, and a discipline coordinator for visual art, dance, theater, and video. 

The borough coordinator and discipline coordinators observed dancers’ performances and 

teaching periodically to ensure they were performing adequate service, but the dancers 

worked and performed independently the majority of the time. CETA dancers were 

responsible for tabulating their working hours and they had to obtain time sheet 

signatures from site supervisors. Because these dancers’ service was predominately 

outside traditional theatrical settings, they were tasked with negotiating public spaces and 

spaces designated for other purposes, such as prisons, psychiatric hospitals, and senior 

centers. These spaces had already operating economies and that existed for other 

purposes, so bringing dance into these settings required specialized expertise.  
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Returning to Weber’s insights on how bureaucracy operates, he asserts that it 

functions through “general rules” that can be mastered by its employees. These rules 

must be well established and comprehensive in order for the bureaucracy to function 

properly (Weber 1978 [1922], 958). The bureaucrat’s “special technical expertise” 

derives from understanding how these rules operate (Weber 1978 [1922], 958). Being a 

CETA dancer meant mastering a level of bureaucratic expertise in order to fulfill the 

public service requirements. As detailed in Chapters 3 and 5, dancers dealt with CETA’s 

bureaucratic systems with varying degrees of success. This shift to dancers as bureaucrats 

reflects overall trends in the post-Fordist economy.  Lazzarato notes that post-Fordist 

immaterial labor is characterized by “precariousness, hyperexploitation, mobility, and 

hierarchy” (Lazzarato 1996, 137). Dancers shouldered the liability of administrative work 

instead of receiving support from a class of bureaucrats. Serving as bureaucrats left 

dancers in an unsupported position, but it also provided space to adjust working 

conditions and artistic processes.  

 

Conclusion 

In charting the shift from dance as labor in the 1930s to dance as public service in 

the 1970s, it is clear that economic changes influenced how dance as public service 

developed during CETA. During the 1970s, the majority of dancers were part of flexible, 

unstable labor networks that adapted to the CETA program without jeopardizing labor 

union relationships or private sector interests. By forcing dancers to become bureaucrats, 

CETA expanded the expected job functions of a working dancer. From the 1970s 

onward, professional workers, including dancers and choreographers, have increasingly 
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been tasked with administrative work that would have previously been delegated to 

bureaucrats. CETA dancers who became bureaucrats were burdened with administrative 

functions, but they also gained a sense of agency. This infusion of government funding 

was temporary, but framing the arts as public service had an impact on the artists, 

communities, and disciplinary fields. This engagement with the public supported visual 

and performing art in senior centers, hospitals, prisons, public parks, and community 

centers. By attending to the multiple publics and public spaces where they performed and 

taught, dancers experienced an alternative to the western theatrical experience. The 

national CETA arts movement promoted a new reality of dance as public service.  

For a window of eight years during CETA, moving bodies were legible to the 

state as public service. CETA dancers were bureaucrats who performed affective labor 

under contract with the state. Even though CETA dancers were state employees, they had 

a great deal of freedom to choose how they fulfilled their contracts. CETA dancers 

operated in ad hoc “productive units” that coalesced for designated performances and 

teaching assignments, and then disbanded when the assignment was complete (Lazzarato 

1996, 137). This constantly shifting project-based work environment reflected the 

transient nature of the post-Fordist employment.  While working as CETA bureaucrats, 

dancers were forced to manage constantly shifting responsibilities, but this changeable 

environment produced gaps. CETA therefore provided varying amounts of time and 

space for dancers to create new artistic futures.  
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Notes:  
 
																																																								
4	1930s Depression-era relief programs included the Works Progress Administration 
(WPA) Federal Theatre Project (FTP, 1935-1939), Federal Art Project (FAP, 1935-1943), 
and the Federal Dance Theatre (FDT, 1936-1939). 	
5 See Lagos (2009) for Martin Snipper’s obituary and biographical details.  
6 See Startzel and Walker (1981) for an in-depth independent analysis of CETA arts and 
humanities programs from 1977-81. This report was commissioned by the U.S. Labor 
Department and compiled by Morgan Management Systems, Inc. and it will be addressed 
in Chapter Three.  
7 John Kreidler in conversation with the author, June 16, 2014.	
8 According to Franko (2002), “During his tenure at the Federal Theatre Project, Don 
Oscar Becque accused radical dancers of lacking the artistic abilities necessary for the 
theatrical expression of their political convictions… ‘Less attention must be paid,’ wrote 
Becque, ‘to over-earnest young ladies who shakily stare into amber spots on Sunday 
evenings and effectively carry sandwich signs in picket lines during the week, 
denouncing everything except bad dancers’ ” (Becque qtd. in Franko, 152).  
9 Franko (2002) notes that this sit-down strike was emblematic of modern dance’s 
“unproductive labor:” “Evaluating a dancer’s strike by presumably aesthetic standards 
inferred that dance itself was a labor action whose tendency towards inactivity in the sit-
down was a metaphor for its movement and an indicator of its unprofessionalism” (164).  
10 For more on this controversy, see Cooper (2004). She explores “the conflicts that arose 
in creating and presenting dances about the Spanish Civil War—a conflict which the 
Roosevelt Administration adopted a position of staunch neutrality but one in which many 
Americans, in particular members of the artistic community, felt passionately and took a 
profoundly partisan stance in support of the Loyalist’s struggle against the Fascists” (232-
233). 
11 For more about the New York City Ballet’s 1962 tour of the Soviet Union, see Clare 
Croft’s (2009) analysis of ballet’s hybridity and narratives of the cold war.  
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PART 1 

INTERSECTIONS: DANCE, LABOR, AND PUBLIC ART 

CHAPTER 2 

DECENTRALIZED POLITICAL LANDSCAPES	

 
   
Introduction 

Beginning with an overview of U.S. labor policy from the 1930s to the 1970s, in 

Chapter 2 I explain how CETA public service employment gained and subsequently lost 

political support. In terms of methodology, I selected historical sources from a range of 

disciplines to establish this context: labor policy (Weir 1992; Mucciaroni 1990), U.S. 

government support for the arts (Binkiewicz 2004; Harris 1995), public art (Martin 2006; 

Park and Markowitz 1992), and CETA’s effectiveness as a job training program 

(Hargrove 1980; Dubin 1987). These sources establish CETA as both a labor program 

and as an arts program. The purpose of this chapter is to explicate why CETA was 

perceived as a political failure and then to argue that it was successful in terms of 

supporting the arts.  

In section 2.1 Labor Policy and Public Service Employment, I discuss how 

presidential administrations dealt with employment issues in an effort to situate CETA 

within a larger employment policy narrative. I begin in the 1930s, and then address in 

some detail John F. Kennedy’s Manpower training programs, Lyndon Johnson’s War on 

Poverty, Richard Nixon’s emphasis on decentralization, Gerald Ford’s economic 

compromises, and Jimmy Carter’s efforts to deal with stagnant growth and inflation. In 

section 2.2 Defining Public Art, I examine federal approaches to funding art from the 
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1930s to the 1970s with a special focus on the National Endowment for the Arts (NEA) 

and its relationship to CETA arts programs. By following political discourse about public 

art, I discuss the values and political motivations for art policies during this time period. 

In section 2.3 CETA Decentralization and Accountability, I examine the impact of 

decentralization on state-run CETA programs. Allegations of CETA abuse, reporting 

standards, and Department of Labor regulations all contributed to CETA’s demise. I also 

include perspectives from George Koch, former Department of Labor employee and 

president of the National Artists Equity Association; Patrice Walker Powell, assistant 

researcher for CETA Morgan Report, retired NEA Deputy Chairman for Programs and 

Partnerships ; and Michael Spring, former CETA visual artist, current Director of Miami 

Dade County Department of Cultural Affairs. By positioning CETA in relationship to 

labor policy and government arts funding, I elucidate how local CETA arts programs 

collectively staged a national macroeconomic intervention in the arts and culture sector.    

 

2.1 Labor Policy and Public Service Employment 

By charting the history of U.S. labor policy from the 1930s to the 1970s, I reveal 

how CETA fits into historical trends in government workforce intervention. Keynesian 

economics rose in popularity in the mid-1930s, and this approach blamed unemployment 

on the economy’s low demand for workers (Weir 1992, 9). In 1938, “Stagnationists,” 

who followed Keynesian economic principles, convinced President Roosevelt that 

capitalism could not maintain adequate growth levels and the government needed to 

continually invest in the economy to sustain growth (Mucciaroni 1990, 22). In 1944, 

there was bipartisan support for a “full employment” bill that called for the government 
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to subsidize jobs if the private sector could not provide full-time employment to all 

working adults (Mucciaroni 1990, 23). U.S. labor policy during this time reflected the 

belief that there was something structurally missing in the economy. These ideas 

continued to be popular until the 1960s. In 1962, President John F. Kennedy passed the 

Manpower Development and Training Act (MDTA) to train workers who had been 

displaced as a result of new technologies (Weir 1992, 67). This was the beginning of a 

shift towards focusing on worker training that moved away from using government 

funding to increase labor demand. Labor policies from the 1960s onward emphasized 

workers’ inadequacies instead of addressing larger macroeconomic issues.  

After his election in 1968, President Richard Nixon enacted a “new federalism” 

that decentralized many federal government powers to the state level (Binkiewicz 2004, 

149). Nixon was eager to dismantle President Lyndon Johnson’s War on Poverty 

programs, and he capitalized on racial tensions following urban riots in the mid-1960s to 

eliminate War on Poverty programs that were primarily designed to benefit poor African 

Americans (Weir 1992, 88). CETA passed in 1973, and it gave local governments 

freedom to construct local unemployment programs that suited their needs. When the 

unemployment rate increased 9% in 1975, congress voted to increase CETA funding to 

provide Public Service Employment (PSE) jobs for the unemployed (Baumer and Van 

Horn 1985, 64). These PSE jobs made the nationwide CETA arts programs possible, and 

President Jimmy Carter increased CETA funding when he took office in 1977 (Baumer 

and Van Horn 1985, 125). The unemployment rate dropped to 6% in 1978, and there 

were widespread, but many unsubstantiated, reports of CETA corruption (Baumer and 

Van Horn 1985, 125). These two factors led Carter to cut CETA funding in 1978, and the 
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program was completely eliminated by President Ronald Reagan in 1983 (Baumer and 

Van Horn 1985, 129). In terms of employment policy, CETA focused on training 

deficient workers, but by instituting PSE jobs, politicians also acknowledged that the 

economy could not produce sufficient jobs during an economic recession.  

Prior to the Great Depression (1929-1939), the U.S. government did not have an 

active role in labor policy. When unemployment increased, experts in the federal 

government encouraged businesses to work together to “pace production to stabilize their 

demand for labor” (Weir 1992, 29). Under President Herbert Hoover from 1929-33, the 

government’s labor policy consisted of distributing information to businesses to promote 

coordinating production. It was also accepted practice from the 1890s to the 1920s for the 

local governments to initiate public works projects during economic downturns to 

provide jobs (Weir 1992, 29). In the midst of the Great Depression, President Franklin D. 

Roosevelt enacted the National Industrial Recovery Act (NIRA) of 1933 with an 

emphasis on industrial planning and public works at a federal level. The Works Progress 

Administration (WPA) passed in 1935 and the federal government provided oversight for 

locally initiated projects that provided jobs for the unemployed (Weir 1992, 35-36).  

Following the WPA’s large-scale, short-term employment programs, Keynesian 

economics began to gain popularity. Economist John Maynard Keynes’ influential book 

The General Theory of Employment, Interest, and Money (2007 [1936]) “challenged 

classical economic theory, arguing that unemployment was not voluntary, but stemmed 

from insufficient demand in the economy” (Weir 1992, 9). In 1938, this ideology led the 

U.S. to become one of the first Western countries to utilize deficit spending in effort to 

encourage employment (Weir 1992, 9). In 1938, President Roosevelt lobbied Congress to 
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increase spending dramatically in hopes of spurring an economic recovery from the 1937-

38 recession (Mucciaroni 1990, 22). He was influenced by “stagnationists,” Keynesian 

economists who believed that capitalism could not sustain growth and that it required 

ongoing financial stimulus from the government (Mucciaroni 1990, 22). Entering World 

War II in 1941 led to more deficit spending, but ultimately taking part in the war lifted 

the U.S. economy out of the Great Depression (Mucciaroni 1990, 22).   

Leading up to the 1944 elections, both Democrats and Republicans supported 

“full employment,” the federal guarantee that anyone who was willing to work was 

entitled to a full-time job (Mucciaroni 1990, 23). If the private sector could not provide 

adequate employment, the government would spend the funds necessary to reach full 

employment (Mucciaroni 1990, 24). Senator James Murray proposed the Full 

Employment Bill in 1945, but the House of Representatives rejected it because they felt it 

degraded “free enterprise” (Mucciaroni 1990, 24). Representative Will Whittington 

rewrote the bill as The Employment Act of 1946, and instead of guaranteeing full 

employment, the government would use “practical” measures to encourage “maximum 

employment” (Mucciaroni 1990, 24). Though this language was vague and did not 

require government action, it was an important step in establishing that the federal 

government had an important role in ensuring adequate employment (Mucciaroni 1990, 

25).   

In 1954, Secretary of Labor James A. Mitchell established an Office of Manpower 

Administration to prepare the country for possible employment demands generated by the 

Cold War (Weir 1992, 65). Congress led an effort for economic aid to “depressed areas” 

with high unemployment and passed bills in 1958 and 1960, but President Dwight 
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Eisenhower vetoed both pieces of legislation (Weir 1992, 66). In 1959, senate majority 

leader Lyndon Johnson appointed a committee to study unemployment, and the most 

immediate, tangible result was establishing the permanent Senate Subcommittee on 

Employment and Manpower under the Labor and Public Welfare Committee (Weir 1992, 

66). President John F. Kennedy was elected in 1960, and the Manpower Development 

and Training Act (MDTA) passed in 1962 with a goal of “retraining skilled males who 

had lost their jobs as a result of automation” (Weir 1992, 67). This specific, focused 

measure began the legacy of federal job training programs. 

U.S. labor policy in the 1960s falls into two general camps. The liberal approach 

is that labor policy can contribute to the macroeconomy and alter flaws that are inherent 

in the private sector economy. Conservatives viewed labor policy as a minor force 

designed to help the hard-core unemployed on the fringes of society (Weir 1992, 62). 

Political scientist Margaret Weir establishes connections between employment policy, 

poverty, the civil rights movement, and racial unrest in northern cities. She explains how 

President Kennedy, President Johnson, and other politicians created the “poverty 

approach” to employment policy in the early 1960s, and “by the late 1960s, labor market 

policies had become politically identified as income maintenance policies not much 

different than welfare” (Weir 1992, 63). This association with welfare limited the scope 

of employment policy to create macroeconomic policy and meaningful institutional 

change. These policies were designed to help “the lowest end of the labor market” 

through “modifying the workers’ characteristics rather than seeking to change the 

demand for labor” (Weir 1992, 64). 
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In 1962, President Kennedy tasked his Council of Economic Advisors (CEA) to 

create a report on the issue of poverty, and the CEA asserted that poverty “was a problem 

of individuals who lacked the necessary motivation or skills to benefit from the 

opportunities open to them… the objective of a government poverty program, then, 

would be to prepare poor individuals to take advantage of such opportunities” (Weir 

1992, 69). They focused on young people and giving individuals access to job training to 

break the “cycle of poverty” while disregarding how structural aspects of the labor 

markets contributed to poverty (Weir 1992, 69). The Department of Labor argued that 

youth programs were insufficient and asserted that “stable employment for male heads of 

households was the optimal route” to combat poverty (Weir 1992, 70). However, the 

CEA’s ideology prevailed: the CEA had backing from the economics profession, and its 

cogent policies bested the nascent and somewhat disorganized policy suggestions from 

the Department of Labor (Weir 1992, 72). The Department of Labor was also perceived 

as an advocate for organized labor and the CEA were considered unbiased experts (Weir 

1992, 72, 73). Following President Kennedy’s assassination in 1963, President Lyndon 

Johnson proposed an ambitious program to combat poverty.  

In his State of the Union speech on January 8, 1964, Johnson declared a “War on 

Poverty.” This initiative is most closely linked to the passage of the 1964 Economic 

Opportunity Act, which provided employment training, education opportunities, financial 

support, and funded Community Action Programs (CAPs) for the poor (Zarefsky 1986, 

xiii). The War on Poverty focused on new programs, and this resulted in the 

“multiplication of programs rather than reform of existing institutions” (Weir 1992, 75). 

The Department of Labor ran the Neighborhood Youth Corps training programs, and 
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CAPs were responsible for The Concentrated Employment Program that began in 1967 

(Weir 1992, 78). For this program, CAPs were tasked with compiling manpower 

resources and creating partnership with businesses to create jobs                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                    

in areas of high unemployment. However there were no additional funds allocated for 

CAPs to run this program, and it ended without any institutional legacy.      

 The War on Poverty became specifically associated with poor African American, 

inner city communities. This can partially be attributed to demographics because in 1964, 

47.9% of minorities were poor, and only 14.2% of Caucasians were at poverty level or 

below (Weir 1992, 86). The Civil Rights Movement also had a strong impact on who 

these poverty programs served; African American communities were demanding a say in 

local community action programs all over the country. Finally, riots in cities across the 

country in the mid-1960s left government officials scrambling for means to ameliorate 

conditions in the inner cities. However, Democrats and Republicans “tried to link the 

poverty programs with urban riots, black militancy, and subversive political activity” 

(Weir 1992, 88). In 1967, between 60-70% of Caucasians believed “the president had 

gone too far in the Civil Rights area” and they linked the War on Poverty directly to Civil 

Rights (Weir 1992, 88). Racial bias combined with an aversion to public welfare 

programs made War on Poverty programs increasingly unpopular with white America.  

Politicians, independent research groups, and lobbyists for the poor all advocated 

for employment assistance for poor African American inner city residents in 1967-68, but 

the government’s spending power was limited due to involvement in the Vietnam war 

(Weir 1992, 92). There was also a racial component: President Johnson felt promoting 

public employment in the late 1960s would be “rewarding riots” and liberal supporters of 
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public employment did not have enough support to get their initiatives passed (Weir 

1992, 93). In 1968, Johnson enacted the JOBS program, a partnership between 

government and private sector. There were 338,000 jobs pledged, but only a small 

number materialized, and it closed unsuccessfully in 1970, (Weir 1992, 93) Neither 

businesses nor unions had a strong stake in this approach to job training.  

In the presidential election of 1968, Richard Nixon courted white voters by 

capitalizing on their racial fears: he promised “law and order” following three summers 

of black urban riots (Weir 1992, 97). He won on this platform and his began his term as 

president in 1969. Nixon’s “new federalism” strategy decentralized many governing 

powers from the federal to the state level (Binkiewicz 2004, 149), and the labor market 

policy of public service employment (PSE) regulated at the local level gained popularity 

among lawmakers in the 1970s (Weir 1992, 99). The debate over CETA extended from 

1969-73, and Republicans fought to have local governments control unemployment 

training instead of managing programming at the federal level. When the Comprehensive 

Employment Training Act (CETA) was finally passed in 1973, “a high percentage of 

those enrolled were the poor, the young, minorities, older workers, migrant farm workers, 

and Native Americans” (Dubin 1987, 12). While both Democrats and Republicans sought 

to train the unemployed, they disagreed on who should be eligible for CETA and how 

many regulations the federal government should mandate.  

Democrats wanted strict “entrance standards” for CETA enrollment to ensure that 

the poor benefited most, but Republicans fought for more lenient standards. According to 

Baumer and Van Horn, “Title I, which initially contained the bulk of the funds, required 

that a person be unemployed for just seven days to be eligible for assistance” (1985, 62). 
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Democrats advocated for Public Service Employment (PSE) jobs that were completely 

funded by the government, and while Nixon and Republicans believed that PSE jobs hurt 

the private sector (Baumer and Van Horn 1985, 64). Title II of CETA passed in 1973 

included $600 million for PSE jobs earmarked for communities with unemployment rates 

of 6.5% and higher (Baumer and Van Horn 1985, 64). The 1974-1975 unemployment 

rate increased from 5% to 9%, and Democrats and Republicans came together to propose 

federal action that could mitigate the impact of this rise in unemployment (Baumer and 

Van Horn 1985, 64). Richard Nixon resigned as president in August 1974 in the 

aftermath of the Watergate scandal, and in December 1974, his successor Gerald Ford 

signed Title VI, the Emergency Jobs and Unemployment Assistance Act, which provided 

an additional $2.5 billion for “temporary jobs and expanded federal unemployment 

insurance coverage” (Baumer and Van Horn 1985, 65). Dubin explains that this second 

round of CETA money went towards more PSE jobs and, “the beneficiaries of this aspect 

of the CETA program were quite different, tending to be older, better educated, and less 

disadvantaged” (Dubin 1987, 12). The Title VI $2.5 billion in funding made CETA artist 

employment a possibility.  

Jimmy Carter began his presidential term in 1977 and he significantly expanded 

CETA, but 1978 reports of CETA corruption and a lower unemployment rate of 6% led 

Congress to cut CETA funding (Baumer and Van Horn 1985, 125). In addition, Dubin 

explains that, “the total elimination of CETA became a major priority of the national 

administration elected in November 1980” (1987, 84). In the end, accusations of 

corruption damaged CETA’s reputation (Poverty and the Government in America 2009) 
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and the federal program was cut significantly each year beginning in 1978 until it was 

completely eliminated in 1983 (Baumer and Van Horn 1985, 129). 

While labor policy in the 1930s through the 1950s acknowledged that the U.S. 

capitalist economy could not provide adequate jobs for its workers, from the 1960s 

forward, labor policy focused on reducing unemployment through training unskilled 

workers. Though this was the general trend, there were liberal policy makers in the 1960s 

who felt that labor policy could meaningfully intervene in the private sector economy and 

thus contribute to the macroeconomy. Conservative policy makers in the 1960s felt that 

labor policy should play a minor role in the economy and should only assist the “hard-

core unemployed” (Weir 1992, 62). Through acknowledging this ideological divide on 

labor policy, one can understand many of the controversies that surrounded CETA. 

CETA artists were trained workers who possessed expertise and, as discussed in Chapter 

1, John Kreidler made the case that artists needed government employment assistance 

because there was a surplus of artistic labor, systems that matched artists with jobs were 

inadequate, artists failed to benefit from technological innovations, and artists were 

employed on a seasonal basis (Kreidler 1974, 2). This is a liberal labor policy vision for 

CETA artist employment that extended well beyond what conservative policy makers felt 

labor policy should accomplish.  

 

2.2 Defining Public Art  

I now examine how public art has been defined and supported in the United States 

and link this history to the brief national popularity of CETA arts programs. Through 

highlighting the National Endowment for the Arts (NEA) and government support of the 
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arts, I will focus on cultural trends regarding art’s role in society from the 1930s through 

the 1970s. This history is important to my analysis of dance as public service because 

prior federal arts funding influenced how CETA arts programs were created and 

functioned.  

While public art eludes simple definitions, sociologist Randy Martin presents 

three characteristics of public art informed by a variety of historical contexts. First he 

cites a connection between public art and its environment: the space surrounding public 

art becomes part of its conceptual rigor and serves as its “frame” (Martin 2006, 1). 

Secondly, it is a representation that unites individuals and stimulates dialogue about our 

shared heuristic process. Part of this meaning making includes mining tension between 

individuals and the state. Martin views this as an exchange: “public art rubs up against 

the state, and some part of the state’s function to speak on behalf of the people rubs off 

on the art” (2006, 4). Thirdly, public art is an event, an occasion, and a shared experience. 

By bringing a group of people together, Martin identifies public art’s potential for “civic 

activity, [and] the desire to be critically engaged” (2006, 4). Public art has also 

effectively promoted fascism, racism, and other forms of intolerance. By acknowledging 

public art’s power, Martin calls for an attention to civic practice and conscious artistic 

citizenship. This call for artistic citizenship arose during the federally funded art projects 

of the 1930s.  

As outlined in Chapter 1 President Franklin Delano Roosevelt’s Great Depression 

era Works Progress Administration (WPA) provided jobs for the unemployed from 1935 

to 1943. Art historians Marlene Park and Gerald Markowitz assert that bolstering 

government programs during the Great Depression cultivated an ethos of collectivity in 
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U.S. society (1992, 128, 131). President Roosevelt promised “greater security for the 

average man” (Park and Markowitz 1992, 129) and the federal government pledged to 

provide aid to the indigent and supported collective bargaining for unionized labor (130). 

Historian Donna Binkiewicz notes, “WPA projects had been a rare short-term work-relief 

effort that only happened to include artists as one set of employees” (2004, 24). Even 

though the government did not intend to elevate artists above other professions, merely 

considering artists as workers impacted the role of art in national culture.  

 According to art historian Jonathan Harris, the New Deal programs focused on an 

ethos of citizenship: it was a shared bond that transcended profession, race, and gender to 

unite Americans. “Citizen-artists” worked to serve society rather than indulging personal 

interests (Harris 1995, 9). The WPA art projects were primarily designed to provide jobs 

for the unemployed, but the secondary goal was to interpret “the American Scene” 

(Binkiewicz 2004, 16). Suggesting artistic content proved to be controversial. Leaders in 

art and culture criticized WPA art projects for generating “material that was palatable to 

the masses but not necessarily aesthetically excellent” (Binkiewicz 2004, 24). This 

accusation of artistic mediocrity was a coded critique of leftist and communist artistic 

subject matter. By involving lawmakers and federal bureaucrats in aesthetic artistic goals, 

two primary fears arose: government money would inhibit creative expression, and 

artistic censorship suggested the rigid cultural controls imposed by the Nazi or Soviet 

dictatorships (Binkiewicz 2004, 24). Moving forward, government art policy would 

creatively negotiate the relationship between artistic freedom and the civic responsibility 

that many believed accompanied government funding.   
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The remaining New Deal federal arts programs were eliminated by 1943 when the 

U.S. shifted its resources towards World War II. As noted in Chapter 1, the war effort had 

a significant impact on dancers and choreographers, and federal funding for the arts 

ended. After World War II came to a close in 1945, Cold War tensions rose between the 

U.S and the U.S.S.R. The U.S. fear of Communism led to increased hearings of the 

House Un-American Activities Committee (HUAC). Senator Joseph McCarthy’s 

committees in the 1950s resulted in persecuting and “blacklisting” artists who did not 

conform to a “fundamentalist” vision of America (Brenson 2001, 6).  

This era of repression and censorship was gradually replaced by President John F. 

Kennedy’s movement to establish art “as a truth” separate from ideology and politics 

(Brenson 2001, 18). Harris asserts that visual artists and writers during the post-1945 

Cold War period exhibited a preference for modernist aesthetics in reaction to the leftist, 

communist, and socialist artistic leanings that were popular during the 1930s (1995, 3). In 

1962, President Kennedy authorized the federal government to allocate up to 1% of its 

construction costs for the “fine arts” in federal buildings and this authorization was 

renewed in 1972 (Redstone 1975, 5, 7). Redstone outlined strategies for architects to 

commission visual artists and suggested architects were responsible for making art “an 

essential part of living” (1975, 7). Kennedy received positive media attention for 

supporting the arts, and in a 1963 speech one month before his assassination, he 

portrayed the artist as a romantic figure who must exist outside mainstream society to 

preserve his unique perspective (Brenson 2001, 17). This description aligns with the 

modernist aesthetics that became popular during the 1950s and it is a huge departure from 
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the “citizen artists” who served the state during the WPA programs from 1935-43 (Harris 

1995, 3, 9).  

Kennedy’s successor President Lyndon B. Johnson was eager to add his mark to 

the U.S. cultural legacy and signed a bill that established the National Endowment for the 

Arts (NEA) in 1965. The NEA was part of Johnson’s attempt to garner support from the 

liberal establishment on the East Coast in light of the unpopular conflict in Vietnam 

(Brenson 2001, 1). The U.S. economy was growing, and Johnson wanted to use that 

wealth to “uplift the general populace through an array of welfare-state legislation” 

through his Great Society and the War on Poverty programs (Binkiewicz 2004, 75). 

Johnson gained political support for the arts in Congress by combining the NEA proposal 

with National Endowment for the Humanities and making clear connections between the 

arts and education (Binkiewicz 2004, 79). The goals of the NEA were to “promote artistic 

excellence and its appreciation among American people, as well as, it was hoped, to 

illustrate American cultural success to the world” (Binkiewicz 2004, 89). By supporting 

artists, educating the public, and promoting American culture internationally, the NEA 

was poised to utilize the arts for political purposes under the guise of free expression.  

Artists who survived the McCarthy era’s anti-communist investigations were 

initially wary of the NEA’s federal funding, but eventually many came to understand that 

the NEA was a new opportunity to receive government funding with “no strings 

attached” (Brenson 2001, 9). While artists were free to use individual fellowships in any 

way they saw fit, the NEA carefully chose the artists and organizations that received 

support. Art in Public Places was a high profile sculpture program that aligned with 

Johnson’s goals for revitalizing urban spaces. According to Martin, “The modern 
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paradigm of public art in the United States can be seen as a response to the urban strife of 

the 1960s” (2006, 2). In the 1960s, pop, feminist, African American, Chicano, and 

performance art offered critique of U.S. society and challenged established ideas about 

aesthetics and form. However, the NEA overwhelmingly supported more established 

modernist abstract art that had risen to prominence in the 1950s (Binkiewicz 2004, 4). 

Modernist abstract art was characterized as “representative of American freedom” and it 

was a Cold War weapon: it diametrically opposed the political, ideological social-realist 

art in the U.S.S.R. (Binkiewicz 2004, 122). Abstract expressionist and monumental art 

received the most NEA awards, and consequently it was honored as the “best in 

American culture” (Binkiewicz 2004, 98).  

Dance NEA awards were primarily designated for established ballet companies 

and modern dance companies that exemplified formalism. The American Ballet Theatre 

received the NEA’s first grant in 1965 (Sonntag 2009, 173), and 1966 individual 

fellowships totaling $93,000 were awarded to Alvin Ailey, Merce Cunningham, Martha 

Graham, José Limón, Alwin Nikolais, Anna Sokolow, and Paul Taylor (Sonntag 2009, 

174). Anna Sokolow had ties to leftist dance and Communism during the 1930s, but her 

work in the 1950s and 60s was “abstracted” and less overtly political (Kosstrin 2013, 6). 

Prior to receiving NEA awards, Alvin Ailey, Martha Graham, José Limón, and American 

Ballet Theatre were funded by the U.S. State Department to tour internationally as 

ambassadors of American culture abroad (Prevots 1998). Cunningham, Nikolais, and 

Taylor produced more experimental choreography and had yet to receive State 

Department support, but their work was primarily devoid of political content and 

exemplified abstraction and formalism.  



	 44	

By 1967, the NEA instituted peer panels composed of experts in the field who 

evaluated artists “solely on an individual’s noted talent” (Binkiewicz 2004, 129). This 

strategy helped protect the NEA from potential controversies while protecting artists’ 

freedom of expression. Because the awards were based on past achievement and they 

were not tied to specific future projects, the NEA could not be held liable for the artists’ 

work produced after the award. Brenson states that NEA fellowships “rewarded risk 

taking” (2001, 30-32) whereas Binkiewicz asserts “modernist artists and devotees were 

insiders at the NEA” (2004, 138). Binkiewicz explains that “the celebration of one 

particular high modernist cultural vision also resulted in the marginalization of more 

avant-garde or popular arts” (2004, 119). This “high modernist cultural vision” continued 

to dominate the NEA until President Richard Nixon altered the course of this cultural 

institution to forward his political agenda.   

NEA’s experienced a “golden age” during Nixon’s presidency through a 

tremendous budget expansion: the NEA budget rose from $7 million in 1968 when Nixon 

took office to over $64 million when he resigned from office in 1974 (Binkiewicz 2004, 

148). This expansion was part of his “new federalism” strategy that transferred many 

areas of governance to the state while retaining specific powers at the federal level. He 

continued to direct the policy surrounding the NEA and states received greater financial 

support for local programs (Binkiewicz 2004, 149). For Nixon, art was an opportunity to 

promote “positive (and conservative) moral aims” that could shift attention away from 

Vietnam War protests and racial unrest (Binkiewicz 2004, 149). Promoting the arts also 

served his political goals in Washington, D.C.. Democrats were critical of his Vietnam 

policy and military budget, but they were enthusiastic about his budgetary increases for 
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the NEA (Binkiewicz 2004, 162). Nixon cut the majority of federal programs, and by 

1974, the NEA and the Department of Defense were the only two departments that 

received an increase in funding (Binkiewicz 2004, 162).   

Under Nixon’s leadership, the NEA moved away from the high modernist vision 

for art. He promoted local community art centers, folk arts, and expansion arts programs 

aimed at minority communities. His “administration officials expressed hostility to 

entitlement programs and minority activism and saw the arts as a positive, 

uncontroversial, and inexpensive means of promoting diversity” (Binkiewicz 2004, 168). 

His arts efforts were high profile and generated significant publicity, and Nixon 

strategically used the arts to benefit his image while simultaneously dismantling 

entitlement programs that supported poor and minority communities. He also understood 

how the arts promoted nationalism and planned large celebration for America’s 200th 

birthday in 1976 and founded the American Revolution Bicentennial Commission 

(Binkiewicz 2004, 184). Patrice Walker Powell, assistant researcher for CETA Morgan 

Report and retired NEA Deputy Chairman for Programs and Partnerships, noted that 

many CETA arts programs originated out of Bicentennial arts activities (Powell interview 

8/23/14).  Nixon resigned in 1974 as a result of the Watergate Scandal,12 and his 

successor President Gerald Ford did his best to uphold Nixon’s cultural efforts in the face 

of a weakening national economy.  

 President Jimmy Carter was elected in 1976, and he was a fiscally conservative 

democrat who supported aid to cities, youth training, education, environmental 

protection, civil rights, women’s rights (Binkiewicz 2004, 186). In terms of art policy, he 

sought to increase Americans’ access to the arts, assist unemployed artists, and continue 
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decentralizing art from the federal to the state level (Binkiewicz 2004, 188). He oversaw 

the expansion of CETA that made the CETA arts programs possible, and Vice President 

Walter Mondale’s wife Joan Mondale served as the Honorary Chairperson of Federal 

Council on the Arts and Humanities and promoted CETA arts endeavors nationally 

(Binkiewicz 2004, 189). Patrice Walker Powell pointed out that the Department of Labor 

goals of increasing employment did not necessarily support artistic excellence (Powell 

interview 8/23/14). From her experience as a researcher compiling the CETA Morgan 

Report, she felt that CETA arts programs were more about the process and less about 

artistic product. Not all dancers felt that CETA was adequately “professional.” In a letter 

to the New York City CETA Cultural Council Foundation Artists Project (CCF/AP), 

award-winning choreographer Rosalind Newman explained why many dancers were 

reluctant to list their affiliation with CETA in performance advertisements and publicity:  

We are embarrassed; CETA has become associated with mediocrity in art, with 
slovenly performances. The standards at most CETA supported functions have 
been low. Perhaps if we took care to present ourselves in a better light this 
wouldn’t be so.  

(Newman 1979) 
   

Despite Newman’s criticism, Powell noted that the majority of artists and performers 

approached CETA arts work with resourcefulness and rigor (Powell interview 8/23/14). 

George Koch asserted that the NEA kept CETA arts programs at “arm's length” and he 

felt that this was due to the NEA’s elitism and concerns about artistic quality (Koch 

interview 8/25/14). Carter emphasized diversity in arts programming: the NEA was urged 

to support women artists, minority artists, and a variety of genres. He also had political 

goals for his arts policies: “By expanding arts funds, [Carter] hoped to reap symbolic 

benefits from a small, cheap program with lots of state and local control” (Binkiewicz 
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2004, 190). During Carter’s administration, the NEA was quite popular with Congress 

because local constituents received a sizable share of arts funding.  

 From the 1930s to the 1970s, public art underwent a series of aesthetic and 

philosophical changes. CETA arts programs arose at a historical moment when public art 

was used by the federal government as a tool for political gain: both Nixon and Carter 

viewed government subsidized art programs as an inexpensive means to placate local 

communities at a time when they eliminated other federal programs. I will explore how 

this trend intersected with concepts of visuality and diversity in Chapter 4. CETA arts 

jobs were awarded locally, and because this process was decentralized from the federal 

level, individual communities had a significant influence upon which artists would 

receive these jobs. However, because there was minimal federal oversight, CETA arts 

programs suffered allegations of corruption that were difficult to dispute or corroborate.  

 

2.3 CETA Decentralization and Accountability 

Once CETA passed in 1973, it replaced over a dozen programs that operated 

under the Manpower Development and Training Act (MDTA) and the Office of 

Economic Opportunity (OEO) (Weir 1992, 118). Nixon cut back on Labor Department 

programs, and the federal government did not oversee the CETA mandates. CETA’s 

legislation outlined a sizeable role for the federal government, but the Nixon 

administration eliminated the federal budget allocation (Weir 1992 122). Local officials 

appreciated CETA’s decentralization because they could use Public Service Employment 

(PSE) money freely. As noted by George Koch, it was very difficult to track 

decentralized CETA programs because local jurisdictions often gave funds to nonprofits 
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and other organizations, and the Department of Labor only received basic title 

information about the CETA projects after their completion (Koch interview 8/25/14). 

Regional municipalities were responsible for proposing and implementing CETA 

initiatives, and federal lawmakers counted on local residents to lobby CETA officials for 

programming that reflected their community’s needs. In this model, the federal 

government would offer technical assistance and no meaningful supervision (Hargrove	

1980,	130).	Lawmakers overestimated average citizen’s investment in CETA: many 

local officials disbursed CETA aid to further their political agendas and to satisfy vocal 

constituents instead of focusing on the disadvantaged (Hargrove 1980, 131). 

Decentralization, lack of accountability, and perceived political favoritism led to CETA 

spending controversies.  

The Urban Coalition issued a report on the impact of decentralizing PSE in the 

Emergency Employment Act (EEA) of 1971. The EEA provided $2.25 billion for a two-

year PSE program (Weir 1992, 118) and it directly preceded CETA’s PSE programs. The 

Urban Coalition found that workers living in poverty received less assistance from the 

EEA and those who lived in areas with high unemployment received lower wages than 

other beneficiaries (Weir, 1992, 122). Local EEA and CETA officials were not required 

to award PSE jobs to those who were most in need, so many chose not to. The	Work 

Incentive Program (WIN) was specifically focused on job assistance for poor African 

Americans, but its programs were largely ineffective (Weir 1992, 122). CETA program 

directors often participated in “creaming:” the practice of choosing recipients whom they 

judged were the most likely to succeed in CETA placements (Hargrove 1980, 134). This 
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practice was legal, but some programs were criticized for selecting beneficiaries who 

were not truly in need of government employment aid.  

Following his 1976 election, Jimmy Carter championed CETA and public service 

employment. He hoped it would spur the economy by funding the unemployed while 

simultaneously reducing the risk of inflation (Weir 1992, 123). Carter embarked on an 

ambitious stimulus plan in 1977 that infused the economy with $31.6 billion over two 

years through a combination of tax rebates, public works jobs, a new youth employment 

program, an extension of countercyclical revenue sharing, and more than doubled 

funding for CETA PSE jobs (Weir 1992, 124-125). Carter’s secretary of labor Ray 

Marshall advocated for a greater federal role in CETA and the decentralized structure of 

the CETA program proved insufficient in the face of such a sizable program expansion 

(Weir 1992, 125). CETA’s growth was accompanied by further allegations of 

mismanagement.  

One of the main fraud accusations was “substitution” which entailed using CETA 

monies to fund salaries of current employees instead of generating new jobs for the 

unemployed (Dubin 1987, 10). During CETA’s largest expansion in 1978, there were the 

highest number of press reports charging political favoritism, mismanagement, and fraud 

(Mucciaroni 1990, 176). For example, Chicago was forced to return $1 million of CETA 

funding because local officials would only hire CETA applicants who had letters of 

recommendation from city democratic leaders (Mucciaroni 1990, 177). Michael Spring 

was a visual artist in Miami’s CETA arts program, and he described how difficult it was 

for CETA administrators to track artist activities and assignments. Artists would be sent 

to complete specific projects, but there were not effective structures in place to confirm 
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that the required work was completed (Spring interview 8/23/14). It was difficult to prove 

how widespread fraud and corruption were because CETA was a decentralized program. 

The Labor Department declared that only one percent of CETA funds had been 

misallocated or abused (Mucciaroni 1990, 178), but the negative press13 surrounding 

CETA made an impact on lawmakers and damaged public perception surrounding public 

service employment.  

In 1978, Carter began to distance himself from CETA and he no longer publicly 

advocated PSE (Weir 1992, 126). CETA’s budget was cut in 1978, and Congress focused 

more on preventing fraud than improving CETA’s obviously insufficient administrative 

structure (Weir 1992, 127). There were measures to encourage helping poor applicants, 

salary caps were instituted, and PSE employment periods were shortened (Weir 1992, 

127). The federal government recentralized their jurisdiction over CETA (Mucciaroni 

1990, 4) and The Department of Labor was given a more active role in tracking possible 

abuse and fraud (Weir 1992, 127). In the end, The Department of Labor did not have the 

resources or experience to effectively administer CETA (Weir 1992, 122). Political 

Scientist Gary Mucciaroni asserts that CETA’s decentralized structure was formulated for 

political failure: it became an emblem of defeat for “positive government interventions” 

(1990, 14).  

However, studies by the National Academy of Sciences and Johns Hopkins 

Health Services Research and Development Center both demonstrated that CETA had a 

positive impact on participants (Mucciaroni 1990, 11). Patrice Walker Powell described 

unique CETA arts programs in Dallas, Texas and Washington, D.C. that offered targeted 

job services. They assisted artists and performers with field-specific job preparation, such 
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as creating an artistic portfolio (Powell interview 8/23/14). George Koch worked directly 

with the Washington, D.C. program and developed a policy that encouraged 

organizations to help CETA workers get placed in a private sector jobs. The D.C. 

program placed 87% of their CETA arts workers in outside jobs while working with 

organizations small and large and any organization that failed to offer CETA workers job 

placement services did not receive any additional CETA employees (Koch interview 

8/25/14). Koch previously worked at the Employment and Training Administration and 

he knew that individuals were most likely get jobs from friends and acquaintances, so 

placing artists in artistic settings such as theaters, even in an administrative capacity, 

increased their likelihood of future artistic employment in their field. Through his 

position at the Department of Labor, Koch also helped commission Morgan Management 

Systems to create a report on the CETA arts programs nationwide, and Powell was one of 

the researchers for this report. It primarily focused on fifteen exemplary CETA arts 

programs across the country and it served as an example for how PSE can work with arts 

organizations.   

Carter became more fiscally conservative later in his term, and upon his election 

in 1980, President Reagan completely renounced Keynesian economic ideology for 

supply-side economics that favored businesses (Weir 1992, 9). Under Reagan, CETA 

expired and was replaced with the Job Training and Partnership Act (JPTA) of 1982. This 

labor program emphasized job training and completely eliminated public service 

employment. Its budget was smaller than CETA’s allocation and it had stringent 

guidelines to ensure that only extremely disadvantaged individuals could participate 
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(Mucciaroni 1990, 5). Public service employment had come to an end, and labor policy 

intervention in the macroeconomy receded as a new era of privatization took hold.  

 
 

Conclusion 

 By surveying labor policy, defining public art, and analyzing CETA’s 

effectiveness, I assert that CETA was a political failure and a success for the arts. CETA 

arts programs were controversial because they supported trained artists and strategically 

impacted the arts and culture economy. For conservatives who felt labor policy should 

only aid the least fortunate, CETA arts programs were depicted as wasteful and 

unnecessary. Liberal policy makers positioned the arts as public service and highlighted 

the artist’s precarious economic condition to justify CETA’s economic intervention. 

CETA arts programs shifted the labor policy conversation away from training deficient 

workers and emphasized how the economy failed to provide sufficient jobs for workers. 

By portraying artists as workers, CETA arts programs made a case for why the 

government should employ artists.  

 Through examining the history of public art in the U.S., it is clear that public art 

reveals tensions that exist between individuals and the state (Martin 2006 4). Artists first 

became federal workers in the 1930s during the WPA relief programs, and this program 

encouraged “citizen artists” who considered how their work benefitted the broader 

population instead of focusing on personal aesthetic interests (Harris 1995, 9). In the 

1960s, the NEA predominately supported artists who explored modernist aesthetics and 

shied away from overt political representation (Harris 1995, 3). Beginning in 1969, 

President Nixon expanded the NEA’s budget and decentralized its budget allocations to 
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support more local community projects across the country (Binkiewicz 2004, 168).  By 

shifting NEA support from major metropolitan areas to smaller cities and towns 

nationwide, Nixon used federal art programs to promote his political agenda. Carter 

continued decentralizing NEA funding, and both Nixon and Carter increased arts funding 

for minorities and women while cutting other government programs that benefitted these 

groups.  

CETA was the last labor program that created PSE jobs for U.S. citizens. Because 

Nixon eliminated federal CETA oversight and placed CETA supervision on the local 

level (Weir 1992, 122), it was practically impossible to evaluate whether CETA 

succeeded or failed. According to Koch, the Department of Labor received limited 

information about CETA projects following their completion (Koch interview 8/25/14). 

When Carter increased CETA funding in 1977, CETA’s decentralized administrative 

structure could not effectively manage this expansion (Weir 1992, 125).  By the time the 

federal government recentralized jurisdiction over CETA in 1978 (Mucciaroni 1990, 4), 

the program had largely lost political support. Studies by the National Academy of 

Sciences and Johns Hopkins Health Services Research and Development Center proved 

CETA positively impacted participants, but PSE was viewed as a failed labor policy 

(Mucciaroni 1990, 11). Despite CETA’s status as a political failure, CETA arts programs 

staged a macroeconomic intervention that meaningfully shifted financial resources to 

artists and strengthened the artistic labor market.  

 

Notes: 
																																																								
12 The Watergate Scandal refers to a burglary of the Democratic National Committee that 
Nixon authorized in 1972 and the ensuing cover-up which led to Nixon’s resignation in 
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1974. See “The Watergate Story” http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-
srv/politics/special/watergate/ (accessed 12/17/15). 
13 See Mucciaroni (1990, 176-178) for a summary of negative press on CETA.  
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PART 2 

CETA IN THE FIELD: DANCERS AND ADMINISTRATORS 

CHAPTER 3 

DANCE AND OTHER DISCIPLINES:  

PHILADELPHIA CASE STUDIES	

 
 
Introduction 

Pennsylvania had a relatively small CETA arts program,14 and in Chapter 3 I 

explore how Philadelphia administrator Anne Edmunds, theater artist Johnnie Hobbs, Jr. 

and dancers Madeline Cantor and Terry Fox viewed dance, visual art, and theater as 

public service. In section 3.1 Expanding Art’s Public: Anne Edmunds, Philadelphia 

CETA Administrator, I highlight how Edmunds shifted the mission of the Brandywine 

Workshop from supporting individual artists’ work to providing art classes and public art 

in underserved communities. By making the Brandywine Workshop a more public 

service oriented arts organization, Edmunds expanded its public, and I relate her 

approach to philosopher and historian Jürgen Habermas’ characterization of the public as 

a phenomenon that arises through participation and communication (1991 [1962]; 1974).  

In section 3.2 “Dancers’ Needs are Relatively Simple:” Terry Fox in Philadelphia, I 

utilize definitions of public service from cultural theorist Ceri Sullivan (2013) to examine 

how Fox’s imagining of public service was a departure from self-interest.   

 In section 3.3 CETA Funded Performance Companies: Johnnie Hobbs, Jr. and 

Madeline Cantor, I focus on how their CETA employment was akin to working as 

professional performers who taught in community settings. Hobbs had few administrative 
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duties and his artistic vision was in line with the company’s aesthetics, and this 

combination of factors contributed to his experience performing CETA public service.  

Cantor was critical of her public service with Joan Kerr’s company in Philadelphia 

Recreation Centers, and her experience led her to formulate other approaches to teaching 

dance in residency settings. Hobbs continued in Freedom Theatre’s public service 

tradition, while Cantor diverged from Kerr’s approach to public service. These case 

studies provide insight into how CETA impacted individual artists, arts organizations, 

and Philadelphia cultural life.  

 

3.1 Expanding Art’s Public: Anne Edmunds, Philadelphia CETA Administrator 

Anne Edmunds is an arts administrator and she worked directly with 

Pennsylvania Secretary of State James Wade to implement CETA arts programs in 

Philadelphia.15 She served as a consultant for the Pennsylvania Council on the Arts 

(PCA) in the 1970s, and for five years, she also served as the executive director of the 

Print Club,16 a non-profit gallery space founded in 1915 to promote printmaking and 

photography in fine art (Edmunds interview 6/13/14). Philadelphia’s first CETA arts 

program ran in 1975, and it closely followed San Francisco, California’s inaugural CETA 

Artist in Residence program that began in January 1975.17 Edmunds ran a CETA program 

through Philadelphia’s Print Club from 1976-77 with approximately twenty artists 

(Edmunds interview 6/13/14). She left the Print Club and joined the Brandywine 

Workshop where the CETA program operated from November 1977 through 1980. 

Director Allan Edmunds18 conceived the “Visual Artist in Public Service Program” to 

“teach children and adults who normally wouldn’t have the opportunity” (Edmunds 
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interview 6/13/14). As an African American woman, she was sensitive to the need to 

serve diverse populations. There was also an emphasis on artists spending time in the 

studio and producing their own work.19  

Artists were encouraged to do projects that “beautified” vacant lots by creating 

murals or public art works (Edmunds interview 6/13/14).20 The Brandywine Workshop 

CETA Program focused on the process of creating these murals and involving the 

community. Anne Edmunds21 explained that for low, moderate, and middle-income 

neighborhoods, this was a way of introducing artists into the community. Many of these 

neighborhoods did not have community art centers, so these projects became an 

opportunity for people to learn about art and help with the process. Unlike Philadelphia’s 

Mural Arts Program which emphasized accumulating and preserving murals beginning in 

1984,22 the earlier Brandywine Workshop Artist in Public Service viewed murals as a 

“community outreach project more so than an artist mural program” (Edmunds interview 

6/13/14). This is significant because Edmunds emphasized the process of artists working 

in the community rather than the product of the mural they produced.  

Edmund’s emphasis on public participation connects to philosopher and historian 

Jürgen Habermas’ characterization of the public (1991 [1962]; 1974). While Habermas 

has been rightly criticized for being overly abstract and focusing on the male bourgeoisie 

in his conception of the public sphere (Franko 2009, Crossley and Roberts 2004), there 

are elements to his theorization that are useful in defining art as public service. Habermas 

details how the European bourgeois public sphere arose and devolved during the 

eighteenth and nineteenth centuries; this literate public in a civil society could debate 

matters of importance and, above all, they were private individuals who could be critical 
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and attempt to hold the state accountable for its actions. In Habermas’s view, no space is 

essentially public because being public only arises from dialogue, more specifically 

rational critical discourse. Habermas claims that the bourgeois public sphere was a model 

for contesting “domination and power,” and the “proper” functioning of the public sphere 

will determine the degree to which forms of state-mandated oppression persist (1991 

[1962], 250). Art and dance in community settings can be characterized as discourse in 

the public sphere because artists express individual viewpoints and their work creates a 

dialogue in the community in which it is presented. Artists can collaborate with 

community members to create devised collective meaning. There is a permeable 

relationship between artists and the collaborating public because each influences the 

other: Edmunds shifted artists’ focus away from producing solely authored objects and 

towards art as a means to communicate with the public.  

Each CETA artist designed a work plan that included public service and time in 

the studio to work on individual projects, and these plans were subject to Edmunds’s 

approval (Edmunds interview 6/13/14). Artists were responsible for submitting weekly 

time sheets and creating work for their personal portfolio. There were meetings that 

brought the artists together to discuss the range of projects they were working on, from 

designing exhibits at the Please Touch Museum23 to teaching basic art classes at a local 

Boys and Girls Club.24 She explained that during staff meetings, the artists often inspired 

each other and tried to “outdo” one another (Edmunds interview 6/13/14). Artists created 

an individualized work plan for the year, and they did not have a choice about the site 

where they were placed. While many of the artists wanted to be paid to make their work, 

akin to a fellowship, Edmunds insisted that working with the CETA program entailed 
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public service (Edmunds interview 6/13/14). She defined public service as providing 

children with arts education, beautifying and conserving neighborhoods, and engaging 

community people in arts projects (Edmunds interview 6/13/14).  

One of the challenges she faced was that the majority of artists wanted to produce 

large-scale, high-profile projects (Edmunds interview 6/13/14). This did not fit with 

Brandywine Workshop’s goals because their program was primarily dedicated to public 

service. According to Edmunds, “I just remember meetings with the artists and them 

complaining about: ‘We need more time to produce our work.’  And I said: ‘You need 

more time to produce public service’” (Edmunds interview 6/13/14). Edmunds insisted 

that artists work in underserved areas where children, adults, and seniors did not have 

access to the arts, and in some cases the artists would complain, “Those are the hard sites. 

That was too hard.” Edmunds witnessed the relationships artists formed with their 

students during her numerous site visits, and she observed many people getting exposed 

to art for the first time. In general, she felt that artists enjoyed sharing their skills, and 

they had work experience that would serve them moving forward (Edmunds interview 

6/13/14).     

Edmunds recalls that New York City’s CETA arts program came after 

Philadelphia’s programs, and while New York’s program was the largest and it placed 

artists in schools, Philadelphia focused on working in neighborhoods (Edmunds interview 

6/13/14). She does not recall receiving directives regarding requirements for the racial, 

economic, or geographic diversity of the program (Edmunds interview 6/13/14). She was 

interested in making the program as diverse as possible and serving low-income 

neighborhoods in North, South, and West Philadelphia. She was also conscious of 
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networking with other city organizations: “what I was thinking was ‘How could this 

continue?’ even when there was no CETA money” (Edmunds interview 6/13/14). This 

comment reveals Edmund’s tendency towards long-term planning and institution 

building. She was acutely aware that CETA was a temporary infusion of financial 

support, and she was thinking about how to ensure the longevity of the programs 

developed during CETA.  

She credits CETA with the prevalence of community art programs in local 

Philadelphia organizations: “All over the city, where there was no art, now there is. Even 

in the Boys and Girls Clubs” (Edmunds interview 6/13/14). Edmunds stated that the 

artists’ greatest benefit was receiving work experience. The artists they hired were not 

certified as teachers, so writing a work plan based on their interests and strengths 

presented an opportunity to develop their skills while receiving a salary and logistical 

support. Through this process, the artists “became teachers,” and Edmunds recalled that 

community groups and cultural organizations, such as the Philadelphia Museum of Art, 

hired artists after CETA ended (Edmunds interview 6/13/14). Richard Watson was a 

CETA artist who had no prior teaching experience; he developed a number of 

professional skills during the CETA program and he later became the curator at the 

African American Museum in Philadelphia. When I asked why artists with successful 

careers often do not mention their time working for CETA, Edmunds offered the 

explanation that CETA was not known as an artist program; it was an employment 

program. For Edmunds, CETA’s goal “wasn’t about what you were doing as much as 

making sure you had a job” (Edmunds interview 6/13/14). While CETA’s primary goal 

was to provide work to the unemployed, the Brandywine Workshop’s CETA arts 
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program went beyond that mandate by supporting artists’ professional development and 

community-based teaching practice.  

In terms of institution building, managing CETA proved that Brandywine 

Workshops could administer large-scale government funding (Edmunds interview 

6/13/14). Edmunds stressed that the Visual Artists in Public Service program transformed 

Brandywine Workshop from an artist-run space concerned with producing artistic 

products to a public service oriented arts organization that became eligible for city, state, 

federal, foundation, and corporation grants. Edmunds imagined a public that CETA 

artists could serve, and she established a system that made this public service possible. 

Cultural critic Michael Warner defines a public as a “virtual social object, enabling a 

special mode of address,” and he credits Habermas’s text The Structural Transformation 

of Public Sphere (1991 [1962]) with charting a history of how this “virtual object” 

evolved (Warner 2002, 55). Rational critical discourse in the public sphere “contained an 

emancipatory potential … and modern culture should be held accountable to [it]” 

(Warner 2002, 46). Within Habermas’s concept of the public sphere, Warner sees space 

for numerous publics to coexist simultaneously. Some publics strain against the codes 

and conduct of more sizable publics, and he terms these smaller, resistant groups 

“counterpublics” (Warner 2002, 56). By engaging in a public or a counterpublic, 

members construct and reconstruct their identities. He asserts that “a public is poetic 

world making” (114, 2002). A public is a self-organized group of strangers who 

participate together and circulate discourse, and he explains how this “world making” 

extends from nationalism to performance audiences. His advice for forming publics: 

“Run it up a flagpole and see who salutes. Put on a show and see who shows up” (114, 
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2002). Edmunds made a claim for how CETA artists could engage with local publics and 

her “world making” shifted artistic engagement in Philadelphia. Through her creative 

administration, Edmunds envisioned how Brandywine Workshop could transition from 

serving a public comprised of artists to a public that included neighborhood residents 

throughout the city.  

Edmunds currently serves as the principal of A.L. Edmunds Associates, Inc. and 

she has worked with non-profit organizations, city, state and federal agencies for over 

thirty-five years (Edmunds interview 6/13/14). She was a manager and consultant for the 

Philadelphia Cultural Fund for thirteen years and served as an interim executive director 

for the African American Museum in Philadelphia (Edmunds interview 6/13/14). She has 

also served as a consultant for the National Endowment for the Arts (NEA) and her 

specialties include organizational assessment, board and staff development, marketing, 

and fundraising (Edmunds interview 6/13/14).   Edmunds expanded the Brandywine 

Workshop’s public: they had previously been limited to artists, specifically the members 

of the workshop whose goal was to support each other. Edmunds established a wider 

concept of what art could accomplish, and whom it could benefit. By expanding 

Brandywine Workshop’s public to include racially and ethnically diverse children, adults, 

and senior citizens from low-income neighborhoods, she radically altered the workshop’s 

trajectory. Through placing artists in public service jobs, their creativity became relevant 

to a newly imagined conception of the public. 
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 3.2 “Dancers’ Needs are Relatively Simple:” Terry Fox in Philadelphia  

While Edmunds expanded the Brandywine Workshop’s public through the CETA 

arts program, dancer Terry Fox was frustrated by Edmunds earlier work administering 

the Print Club pilot CETA arts program. Fox grew up in Philadelphia, attended high 

school in the city, and went to Temple University for one year before leaving to join Joan 

Kerr’s25 dance company in the mid-1960s.26 Kerr encouraged Fox to leave college so she 

could focus on dancing, and dropping out of school coincided with Fox’s political beliefs. 

Fox was against the government’s continued involvement in the Vietnam War and felt 

that college was another element of the “military-industrial complex”27 (Fox interview 

7/31/14). Fox is a Caucasian woman, and during the 1960s, and she had a range of 

diverse performance and training experiences; in the summer, she studied at American 

Dance Festival and performed in repertory with Alvin Ailey28 and Yvonne Rainer.29 She 

also traveled to New York to study at the New Dance Group with Judith Dunn30 and at 

the Clark Center with Jimmy Truitte.31 She attended a summer workshop with Barbara 

Dilley32 and Steve Paxton when Paxton was just beginning to experiment with contact 

improvisation.33  

Kerr suggested that Fox begin working with the Painted Bride Art Center to 

produce dance performances. The Painted Bride is a Philadelphia gallery and 

performance space that was founded by visual artists in 1969, and it was part of the 

“alternative space movement” that sought to increase diversity in the arts through 

featuring underrepresented artists including women, the gay and lesbian community, 

people of color, and artists with disabilities.34 The Painted Bride also provided a venue 

for artistic exploration outside of commercial galleries and performance spaces (Bride 
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History 2015). Fox became the director of the Painted Bride’s dance program and curated 

dance performances during the time period that she worked for CETA. In 1976, Fox 

moved into a loft with fellow artists Jean Parissi and Jeff Cain, and this move was 

important to her development as a choreographer and performer because it provided 

ample space and time for artistic experimentation (Fox interview 7/31/14). Fox, Parissi, 

and Cain resided in a 1700 square foot space in the Old City neighborhood of 

Philadelphia, and Fox explained that approximately ten other artists had access to the 

space at any time of day or night to rehearse and work. Ishmael Houston-Jones35 and 

Lenny Seidman36 were among the group of artists who had full access to the loft (Fox 

interview 7/31/14). This group of performers created Old City Arts (OCA) to serve as an 

umbrella for their performances and the activities that took place at the loft. The Old First 

Reformed Church was their non-profit aegis, and this made them eligible to apply for a 

number of grants from the city and state (Fox interview 7/31/14). Rent for the loft was 

$129 per month: the three artists who lived in the space paid half of this cost and the ten 

affiliated artists contributed money to cover the remainder of the rent (Fox interview 

7/31/14). Adjusted for inflation,37 in 2015 this would be approximately $504 rent for a 

large living and performance space. Fox’s monthly contribution was $21.50, which 

would be $84.09 in 2015. This low cost of living made it possible for Fox to work in a 

freelance capacity and she did not need a full-time job to cover her cost of living. Fox 

explained that she and other artists did go on welfare from time to time when their 

earnings decreased, but she was not eligible for unemployment insurance because she 

worked as an independent artist and never had an ongoing contract with a dance company 

(Fox interview 7/31/14). By sharing a loft space with a community of artists, Fox 
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lessened her financial responsibilities and created space and time for pursuing her artistic 

work.  

Fox began working for CETA in January 1977, and she was enthusiastic about the 

opportunity to earn $10,000 for teaching dance in the community. She explains, “I don't 

think I ever made $10,000 in my entire life, and it was just totally amazing.  And so, it 

was like ‘For sure!’” (Fox interview 7/31/14). In 2015, this would be equivalent to paying 

artists $39,000 to work part-time in community settings for a year. Fox explained that it 

felt like “having a million dollars” and the schedule was somewhat flexible because it did 

not require a strict eight-hour workday (Fox interview 7/31/14). According to Fox’s 1977 

Final Progress Report, she taught thirteen hours a week in the winter and spring, and ten 

and a half hours per week in the summer. The winter and spring sessions required 

traveling to the Parkway Program four times a week and to the Lutheran Settlement 

House three times a week. Estimating thirty minutes travel time each way, Fox spent 

thirteen hours teaching each week, seven hours traveling, and approximately seven to ten 

hours preparing lessons, bringing her total to between twenty-seven and thirty hours of 

work per week. This work schedule reflects Bojana Kunst’s description of the post-

Fordist worker, one who is “part of affective and flexible networks, with his or her own 

potential for sale” (2011, 55). Fox was responsible for negotiating her teaching 

environment and she did not have adequate facilities or administrative support to ensure 

that students enrolled for her classes.  

When asked why a Germantown class that was scheduled did not have sufficient 

student enrollment, Fox replied “Thanks to Anne Edmunds … Anne Edmunds really, I 

think, maybe didn't take an interest in the performing ones so much. When they did the 
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visual arts, she was smart. So, but yeah, they were supposed to do things that they never 

did” (Fox interview 7/31/14). In her 1977 final report, Fox explained “I feel that the 

course again suffered from dissipated energy of not having enough students and general 

support on [sic] part of sponsors and alternative school” (Fox 1977). The Parkway 

Program was based in the Parkway School, a non-traditional educational institution that 

was designed to utilize resources from the museums on the Benjamin Franklin Parkway 

such as the Franklin Institute, the Philadelphia Museum of Art and the Academy of 

Natural Sciences. Fox described the Parkway School as a “loose alternative school” that 

did not maintain student enrollment and it closed after a few years (Fox interview 

7/31/14). Lacking adequate support from Edmunds and working at a school facing 

student and community issues, Fox was forced to take on bureaucratic responsibilities 

that she was not able to perform.  

Teaching at the Lutheran Settlement House38 was Fox’s “most constructive 

[CETA] experience” (Fox 1977). She had previously worked at the Lutheran Settlement 

House in the mid-1960s after she left Temple University. This job was part of VISTA 

(Volunteers in Service to America)39 and she incorporated reading and literacy into arts 

programming. When her term with VISTA ended, Fox continued teaching at the Lutheran 

Settlement House and shifted to instructing dance classes (Fox interview 7/31/14). She 

worked with a group of dancers who consistently attended class, and she brought a 

number of her students to American Dance Festival for the weekend to see Alvin Ailey’s 

dance company perform live. Fox’s work at the Settlement House was prior to her 

involvement with CETA, and Fox believed she may have suggested the Lutheran 
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Settlement House as a CETA site since she had a previous relationship with the 

organization (Fox interview 7/31/14).   

During her CETA residency at the Lutheran Settlement House, Fox collaborated 

with CETA visual artist Joanne Kau on a children’s performance based on the theme of 

“dreams.” Kau created a backdrop and costumes for the performance, and Fox enjoyed 

this collaboration because the children split their time between dancing and making the 

costumes and scenery (Fox interview 7/31/14). Fox explained that the students “gained a 

basic comprehension of dance technique and began improvising” and the classes were 

“successful” (Fox 1977). She planned to connect students with ongoing dance classes at 

the Settlement Music School, but voiced concern about the logistics for families bringing 

students to classes in other neighborhoods. In her final report reflection, she wrote:  

I began to see the necessity for clean, spacious community arts centers in every 
neighborhood since traveling out of neighborhoods is almost impossible because 
of ages of children, family income, etc. etc. and since facility for dance is so 
makeshift (at every site it means cleaning floors and/or moving and replacing 
furniture).  

(Fox 1977) 
 

Fox expressed the need for local, neighborhood institutions with dedicated space for 

dance. She is considered a broader public and thinking beyond her needs and desires as 

an individual artist. Cultural theorist Ceri Sullivan defines public service as a creative 

departure from self-interest. Sullivan distinguishes between the ethics of public service 

and other types of work: serving the public requires abstract thinking and reasoning about 

the greater good, sovereign interest is founded on an obligation to the individual, and 

business is tied to capitalist market priorities (Sullivan 2013, 8). She states, “Employees 

must imagine a public, its rights and duties … The public institution draws in imaginative 

people, with a vocation to work in it and write about it” (Sullivan 2013, 1). Fox was 
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acting as a public servant when she declared it was not realistic for students to travel to 

dance schools in other parts of the city due to economic and time limitations. Fox’s desire 

to decentralize dance education echoed the NEA’s approach to decentralizing its funding 

and expanding its local impact during this time period, as described in in Chapter 2, 

section 2.2 Defining Public Art. 

Fox faced further program facility challenges at Casa de Eakins, her third site. 

The space focused on visual art, but she was hopeful that the organization’s affiliation 

with the Philadelphia Museum of Art would provide the infrastructure necessary for a 

successful series of summer classes. Site staff did not contact her prior to the first day of 

class, and the staff was unaware of what she needed to teach. On her first day, she 

discovered that the studio floor was full of wood splinters, making it unfit for dancing. 

There were twenty students enrolled, and the room was too small for this number of 

students because it was approximately twenty by twenty feet. It was also on the top floor 

of a building with no air conditioning, and the summer temperature was consistently in 

the high nineties. The students were reluctant to move in the heat, and chafed at her 

instructions. Classes were bi-lingual, and she relied upon a student to translate her 

English instructions into Spanish and she worked to improve her basic knowledge of 

Spanish. She settled into a routine of slow stretches and some work in improvisation. She 

brought in books about dance, and musicians Stan Slotter and Jeff Cain played live 

accompaniment, but the students were hesitant to move. Fox suggested that the Casa de 

Eakins staff seal the floor with polyurethane. Instead, they used a shellac with a strong 

odor, and the group “couldn’t breath and couldn’t work in there” (Fox interview 7/31/14). 

In the face of these material issues, Fox could not adequately perform the service she was 
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contracted to provide. This connects to cultural theorist Maurizio Lazzarato’s observation 

that post-Fordist workers move beyond traditional workplace settings to perform 

immaterial labor in a changeable configuration of spaces (1996, 137). Since Fox could 

not perform public service in her designated space, she was forced to think beyond the 

space provided to utilize other resources in the city.      

During her third week of teaching, she brought the students to the library on 

Logan Circle and they talked about Isadora Duncan40 and other early American dance 

companies and listened to modern and classical ballet music. She continued to take the 

students off-site, and they visited her loft, Joan Kerr’s studio, and the Philadanco41 studio. 

The teenagers were being paid to participate in this program, and Fox believes that it was 

most likely through CETA.42 Fox expressed frustration surrounding a lack of support; 

Anne Edmunds was “totally indifferent” to her facility issues at Casa de Eakins (Fox 

interview 7/31/14). She continued working with the shellacked floor, and observed 

“Being prepared to really work meant changing into dance clothes and probably sweating 

and this was a little too hard for [the students] to put together” (Fox 1977). She 

persevered, and continued teaching in the capacity that she could given the 

circumstances.  

By the fifth week of the program, a floor covering arrived and she could teach a 

full technique class. She had the students hold string while performing different 

movements and brought their attention to how this changed the space; she described it as 

a “beautiful improvisation” (Fox 1977). They also hiked to Lemon Hill in Fairmount Park 

to escape the heat and dance outdoors. Week seven was the culmination of the program, 

and Fox believed that this course did not accomplish what she had hoped, but she was 
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successful “acquainting the students with what modern dance is” (Fox 1977). In her 

report conclusion, Fox posed some pointed questions about art and dance: “Art—What is 

it? What does it have to with their struggles of growing up and surviving in here and now 

in the U.S.?” (Fox 1977). In a hopeful tone, she explains how dance can bring students’ 

attention to their bodies and challenge them to experience physicality in a new way. She 

also asserts dance’s status as work, charging that “work at Casa de Eakins is just as 

responsible individually, and [sic] being an orderly in a hospital, or pushing a broom in 

the street, and just as ‘adult’ as any other ‘job’” (Fox 1977). By placing dance in the same 

category as health care or sanitation work, Fox is declaring that dance is public service. 

Her view directly opposes President John F. Kennedy’s 1963 conception of the artist as a 

romantic figure who must exist outside of mainstream society to preserve his or her 

unique perspective (Brenson 2001, 17). By focusing on the practical aspects of making 

dance and categorizing dancers as workers, Fox is demystifying artistic life and 

demanding respect for the arts as a career path.  

After making a case for dance as public service, Fox offered a strongly worded 

institutional critique of the Philadelphia Art Museum specifically and CETA in general. 

She sensed that the students had a negative attitude towards the Casa de Eakins program, 

and she contemplated how this could be connected to larger social issues:  

Do they [the students] know that the Art Museum is so reckless in its support, and 
do they expect this? Is the Art Museum only marking its time until the 
neighborhood ‘changes’ and becomes a [sic] ‘safe’ and fashionable in order to 
turn the house into another museum? Isn’t the students’ attitude justified? Just 
another lunch program? Welfare check? It seems strange that Casa de Eakins 
would sponsor a trip to Hershey Park which would naturally exclude the poorer 
students who turn most or all of their salary back into their home households. 
“Class consciousness” is happening at a zillion different innuendos, and amidst 
this you try to offer art! A different way to approach life! Buena suerte!43  

(Fox 1977) 
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Fox connected her struggles teaching this course to larger issues of gentrification, 

poverty, welfare benefits, and inequality. She questioned how this course advanced the 

Philadelphia Art Museum’s institutional agenda for outreach. She implied that it was 

designed to benefit the museum more than the teenagers who participated. The fact that 

Casa de Eakins offered an expensive field trip to Hershey Park for students who were 

financially supporting their families was a particularly revealing detail. There was a 

fundamental disconnect between the program’s design and the needs of the teenagers 

who participated. Physically, the environment was unsuitable for dance classes. The 

splintered floor, oppressive heat, and small room were all hazards that made dancing 

nearly impossible. The program was set up to offer dance courses to students who would 

not normally have access to classes. However, facility issues and programmatic failures 

interfered with Fox’s ability to teach this class.  In the conclusion of her report, Fox noted 

that it seemed difficult to find a “suitable site for dance,” but that was because CETA 

staff and the program sites did not prioritize creating these spaces (1977). She explained 

that “Dancers needs are relatively simple:” the films she showed her class were free, the 

leotards were donated, and she only used $200 of her $1000 budget (1977). Without a 

staff member advocating for the specific spaces and materials that Fox needed, there was 

a large discrepancy between the skills that she had to offer and the class that she could 

deliver.  

Fox wanted to continue teaching at the Lutheran Settlement House, but the 

administration did not have any funding to pay a dance teacher. She benefited most from 

CETA’s financial support, and she was able to save money to travel to India and study 

yoga. She had sufficient funds to travel and live in an ashram for two months, and she 
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would not have had this opportunity without the money from CETA (Fox interview 

7/31/14). By taking time to travel and focus on personal studies, Fox shifted away from 

Sullivan’s conception of public service and towards sovereign self-interest (Sullivan 

2013, 8).  She continued to teach dance at the Settlement Music School and focused her 

energy on community and site-specific events with the OCA organization. Some 

members of OCA suggested that they should become incorporated, but the majority of 

the group resisted creating an institutional structure (Fox interview 7/31/14). Fox 

maintained an active performance schedule while working for CETA, and she presented 

or performed in thirteen works and logged thirty-one performances during a nine-month 

period (1977). The funding from CETA helped pay for dancer fees, promotional 

materials, and other production related costs (Fox interview 7/31/14). For Fox, CETA 

was about “put[ing] artists to work. Have them in a community, have them visible, help 

them” (Fox interview 7/31/14). Without institutional support, Fox was not able to 

continue her work at Lutheran Settlement or Casa de Eakins. As Fox predicted, Casa de 

Eakins was absorbed into the Philadelphia Museum of Art, the Lutheran Settlement 

House still serves its surrounding community in various capacities, and OCA no longer 

exists. Tracing the history of community and cultural organizations in Philadelphia, it is 

evident that CETA helped strengthen organizations that were seeking to build a legacy, 

and provided a temporary infusion of funding for more loosely affiliated groups focused 

on artistic process rather than institutional longevity.  

After an extensive career performing, choreographing, and curating, Fox founded 

Philadelphia Dance Projects (PDP) in 1993 with the mission of supporting contemporary 

dance in Philadelphia and it now serves as a hub for performances, artist opportunities, 
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and audience engagement.44 She is the executive director of this organization and 

provides support to independent dance artists and more established companies. As PDP’s 

leader, Fox is dedicated to giving dancers a number of choices about how they will 

pursue their careers. She has continued to reimagine dance as public service in the years 

that followed her CETA employment.    

   

3.3 CETA-Funded Performance Companies: Johnnie Hobbs, Jr. and Madeline 

Cantor 

In some cases, CETA provided existing dance and theater companies funding to 

employ their performers full-time. For example, Joan Meyers Brown, founder and 

director of the renowned Philadanco dance company, was able to pay her dancers for the 

first time with funds from CETA in 1977 (Dixon Gottschild 2012, 265). According to 

Brown:  

I do know [CETA] allowed me to pay the dancers for the first time and that did 
change the expectations from the dancers. Whereas they were previously dancing 
for free, they then made demands and watched the clock. I began with compliance 
issues and legal requirements. Artistically it did not change anything.  

(Brown email 3/10/14) 
 

CETA played a role in professionalizing Brown’s company, which has grown and 

continues to this day.45 In this section, I highlight actor Johnnie Hobbs, Jr. and dancer 

Madeline Cantor’s CETA employment with established Philadelphia companies. Hobbs 

began working with Freedom Theatre in 1972, and CETA funding allowed him to 

transition from a volunteer role to a paid teaching position. Following his CETA 

employment, he became the full-time director of admissions and training at Freedom 

Theatre. Madeline Cantor was living in New York City when she learned about an 
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audition for full-time employment with Joan Kerr’s dance company in Philadelphia. She 

was chosen from the audition process and relocated to Philadelphia for a year-long full-

time paid dance contract with Kerr’s company. While Cantor did not continue to dance 

for Kerr following CETA, she stayed in the Philadelphia area to dance for a number of 

local companies and she taught dance extensively. By examining these two performers’ 

experiences, I investigate how working for a performing company full-time with no 

contact with CETA administration affected their experiences of public service.      

 

Johnnie Hobbs, Jr.  

Hobbs was drafted into the Army in 1969, and after he finished his service in 

1971, he worked as a machinist at a manufacturing company in North Philadelphia. He 

explains he was “investigating [his] feelings of expressing [himself] and to be an actor, 

and [his] role model was Sydney Poitier, and [he] thought [he] could ultimately, at some 

point, do stuff like that” (Hobbs interview 8/22/14). As an African American man, Hobbs 

found inspiration and opportunities working at Freedom Theatre. Growing up in North 

Philadelphia, there were gang conflicts in his neighborhood, but he said that the gang 

members knew that he was involved in poetry and art, and they appreciated the fact that 

he was different (Hobbs interview 8/22/14). Freedom Theatre is Philadelphia’s oldest 

African American theater and John Allen founded this organization in 1966. The 

Theatre’s initial emphasis was on producing plays with adult actors, but in 1971 Bob 

Leslie joined the organization and instituted a training program.46 Shortly after the 

training program began, Hobbs began working with the Freedom Theatre in 1972. After 

training at Freedom Theatre for two years, Allen and Leslie asked Hobbs if he was 
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interested in teaching. Hobbs was shocked. He was focused on becoming a successful 

actor on stage or screen, and teaching was not something he had considered. 

Nevertheless, he accepted their request, and he “got involved in understanding the 

discipline of being in the classroom circumstance of teaching, of guiding” (Hobbs 

interview 8/22/14). Because he was successful working in the training program, Allen 

and Leslie offered Hobbs a CETA position.47  

Working for CETA allowed Hobbs to leave his job as a machinist and focus on 

acting and teaching full-time. CETA gave him time to practice his craft as a teacher and 

performer. One of the groups that Hobbs worked with through CETA was Open 

Connection, a youth organization in North Philadelphia. The teenagers from Open 

Connection would come to Freedom Theatre twice a week for a two-hour class, and 

Hobbs would occasionally travel to their space on North Cumberland Street. Hobbs co-

taught with the playwright Clay Goss and the classes were focused on theater exercises 

and small showings (Hobbs interview 8/22/14). Hobbs described developing a mutual 

understanding with this group of young people. The basis of his teaching, as derived from 

John Allen’s methods, was “getting in touch with who you are as a person” (Hobbs 

interview 8/22/14). He and Goss prompted the students to reflect upon their identity 

through performing monologues, playing theater games, developing scenes, and writing 

poetry. Hobbs explained, “we would read out loud and just getting an overall sense of 

who you are and what you're really expressing … and when you say these things, it’s a 

total representation of what you believe” (Hobbs interview 8/22/14). By connecting 

theater to the students’ personal motivations and identity, Hobbs built strong relationships 

with the class participants and felt that his teaching benefitted the group as a whole 



	 76	

because they came regularly and participated fully. In this case, CETA supported public 

service that connected with participants and helped develop Hobbs’ teaching practice.  

Through CETA, Hobbs and Allen also worked with the Prison Society on a 

program at the Holmesburg Prison in Philadelphia. They worked with male and female 

inmates, and Hobbs was impressed by how they took part in the classes. Hobbs explained 

“For me, some of the finest execution and understanding of exercises took place in an 

incarcerated institution with incarcerated men and women” (Hobbs interview 8/22/14).  

Hobbs felt that the inmates appreciated the classes because they explored personal 

motivation, self-expression, and being present in the moment. They discussed what it 

meant to be honest with oneself and the inmates were challenged by these conversations. 

There were some relationships that formed between the male and female inmates, and 

this aspect of the program was controversial with the prison administration (Hobbs 

interview 8/22/14). Hobbs and Allen were careful to make sure that the participants did 

not overstep personal or physical boundaries, and they consistently had a group of ten to 

fourteen participants. Allen and Hobbs demanded that the inmates treat them with 

respect, and the inmates responded accordingly.  

Hobbs worked on CETA teaching assignments during the day and studied acting 

at Freedom Theatre every night. During the CETA program, he was primarily acting at 

Freedom Theatre, and he was not paid for these performances. He was focused on 

learning the craft of acting and working as hard as possible, and he was not concerned 

about pay because his CETA salary was sufficient. He explained:  

the professionalism came from your approach, and it came from your attitude 
about the play and how you sort of participated in that, the mantra in the theatre 
was always, “Freedom is the outgrowth of discipline.”  

(Hobbs interview 8/22/14)  
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Through separating professionalism from financial remuneration, Hobbs and the staff at 

Freedom Theatre adopted a different stance on what defined an actor. During the 

production of a play, it was normal for Hobbs and the cast to be in the theater until 2:00 

AM or 3:00 AM in the morning rehearsing. They also built the sets, maintained the 

building, and did other production related tasks. He often spent the night at the theater, 

and he described being so engaged that they once worked until 6:00 AM without 

realizing that they had stayed up all night. Discipline, focus and self-expression were the 

hallmarks of a professional, regardless of compensation (Hobbs interview 8/22/14). 

Despite his willingness to work without pay, CETA provided Hobbs with the financial 

support necessary to deepen his performance and teaching practice.  

  Freedom Theatre staged a number of plays that reflected the African American 

experience during the CETA program. They performed a Black History show in various 

venues throughout the city, and they staged One Acre at a Time as part of Philadelphia’s 

Bicentennial Celebration in 1976. One Acre at a Time dealt with the triumphs and 

struggles of black people over two hundred years. The stories were told from the point of 

view of a preacher who was preparing to deliver his Fourth of July sermon to his 

congregation. Hobbs recalls that the performance included blues music, jazz dance to the 

song “Get On Board Little Children,” scenes about baseball, and politics, including a 

scene about Malcolm X discussing his father’s death (Hobbs interview 8/22/14). Through 

supporting a theater that performed African American history, the Philadelphia CETA 

program promoted minority perspectives that had historically been underrepresented in 

U.S. professional performance venues.   
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The most important thing that Hobbs gained from participating in CETA was 

independence and responsibility. Through providing financial stability and valuable 

training programs, the CETA program offered a strong foundation for Hobbs’s acting and 

teaching career. Hobbs estimates that he worked in the CETA program for two years, and 

when it came to an end he transitioned into a role as the director of admissions and 

training at Freedom Theatre (Hobbs interview 8/22/14). Hobbs felt that CETA was a 

program that assisted the citizens of the U.S. For Hobbs, it brought him to a “very 

productive place” and he was able to make the most of this opportunity. He explained:  

Everybody needs a handout sometimes. Everybody needs to, needs to feel that 
they’re worth it. So if anything it develops self worth. It develops a sense of doing 
and, you know, it makes you feel like you're a whole human being, you know. 
And because of that … I've been quite successful.  

(Hobbs interview 8/22/14) 
 

Hobbs did not have any criticism of the program because it worked well for him. 

Freedom Theatre founders Allen and Leslie stressed the importance of building an 

institution. Their institutional vision was predicated on welcoming the community, 

sharing one’s identity, and developing pride in oneself. They were more concerned with 

establishing a strong institution than anything else, and Hobbs shared these Freedom 

Theatre values:  

It has nothing to do money. I was kind of brought up in Freedom Theatre not to 
even think about money. Money is important, believe me, but … our whole 
mantra was “What are you, what are you lending to? Are you putting mortar 
between the bricks? Are you building something? Are we building something?” 
And the answer is we are building something and we have built something. 

(Hobbs interview 8/22/14) 
 

Freedom Theatre continues to produce a number of plays each year and has won 

numerous awards for its performances and training programs.48 Hobbs noted that he 

never received advanced educational degrees, but his professional theater experience 
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made him eligible to teach at Temple University part-time for five years. Hobbs began 

teaching at University of the Arts in 1983, then Philadelphia College of Performing Arts, 

when Walter Dallas started the theater program. He became a tenured associate professor 

at University of the Arts and recently retired after teaching for thirty years (Hobbs 

interview 8/22/14).     

 

Madeline Cantor 

 Madeline Cantor grew up in the New York City area and took classes at Martha 

Graham’s49 studio as a teenager (Cantor interview 10/27/15). She received a BA from 

Barnard College and a MFA in dance from the University of Michigan (“People”). 

Directly following her graduation from Michigan, she got a full-time job teaching dance 

at Kansas State University (Cantor interview 10/27/15). She worked there for “two lonely 

years” from 1975-1977, and then resigned to pursue a professional dance career because 

she was “dying to dance, full time” (Cantor interview 10/27/15). She went to New York 

City and stayed with friends and family members while auditioning for dance jobs. She 

went as far as Cleveland, Ohio to audition for a modern dance company job (Cantor 

interview 10/27/15). She received word about a dance company in Philadelphia that was 

awarded a grant and needed ten dancers for full-time positions, and she traveled to 

Philadelphia to audition (Cantor interview 10/27/15).  

 The dance company was Joan Kerr Dance Company, “the oldest modern dance 

group in Philadelphia” (Area Manpower 1978), and Cantor was “offered a position … 

which was full-time, unheard of, astonishing, with health care” and her one-year contract 

began October 1977 (Cantor interview 10/27/15). Joan Kerr (1935-1982) danced, 
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choreographed, and taught for Lester Horton’s company in Los Angeles for ten years and 

her choreography was specifically based on Horton’s dance technique (The Company, c. 

1977). Horton (1906-1953) was a dancer with Ruth St. Denis and Ted Shawn’s 

Denishawn Company in the 1920s and he began developing his dance technique in Los 

Angeles, California the 1930s (Prevots 2012, 1-2). Horton was Caucasian and his 

company was among the first to be interracial in the pre-Civil Rights Movement U.S.; his 

dancers included many prominent African American performers including Alvin Ailey, 

James Truitte, and Carmen de Lavallade (Prevots 2012, 1). Kerr founded her company in 

Philadelphia in the 1960s and she continued Horton’s tradition of an integrated dance 

company; in her company pamphlet she proclaimed “The [Joan Kerr Dance] Company 

continues to follow its founding principle of creating and maintaining an interracial 

artistic community” (The Company, c. 1977). In 1982, Terry Fox eulogized Kerr as “a 

fine choreographer in the tradition of Horton’s choreo-dramas. She was probably the best 

teacher in the city during her time, opening the experience of dance to children and the 

uncompromising discipline to aspiring dancers” (Joan Kerr Eulogy 1982). Kerr’s artistic 

reputation and strong teaching practice made her a suitable recipient of CETA 

employment funds.   

The dancers in Kerr’s company had class each day from 10:00 AM-11:30 AM, a 

break, and then three hours of rehearsal which lasted until approximately 3:00 PM 

(Cantor interview 10/27/15). According to Cantor, Kerr “had to convince [CETA 

officials] that class was necessary” because the officials asked “What do you need that 

for? Don’t they already know how to dance?” (Cantor interview 10/27/15). A highly 

publicized article about CETA in the Reader’s Digest highlighted similar assumptions 
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about the necessity of dance class. CETA dancers in 1978 in Montgomery County, 

Maryland were decried as unprofessional “ballerinas on the dole” because they were paid 

by the government to take ballet classes “full time” and gave “occasional benefit 

performances for county residents” (Bennett 1978, 75). This passage demonstrates a 

fundamental misunderstanding about dancers’ need for class. Dance scholar Susan Foster 

explains the dancers’ ritual of daily technique class: “dancers are not expected to practice 

extensively on their own. Their training is communal and highly regimented” (1997, 

238). Despite CETA official’s objections to funding class for dancers, Kerr managed to 

get this expense approved. Cantor does not recall ever being visited or observed by 

CETA officials over the course of her employment in Kerr’s company (Cantor interview 

10/27/15). After class and rehearsals, the dancers would travel to different recreation 

centers around the city. Dancers were in residence at each recreation center for thirteen 

weeks;50 the residency began with a lecture demonstration by the company, followed by 

ten weeks of dance classes, and culminating with a student performance in the thirteenth 

week (Cantor interview 10/27/15). Cantor described this work in recreation centers as 

“the reason they got the grant” (Cantor interview 10/27/15). Cantor felt that working for 

Kerr was akin to receiving an artistic grant, and she had no sense that she was receiving 

unemployment assistance (Cantor interview 10/27/15). This was in part due to Kerr’s 

competitive audition process and the idea that company members were selected based on 

artistic merit (Cantor interview 10/27/15). 

For Cantor, the most important aspect of this opportunity was becoming a full-

time dancer; in her words, “this was astonishing, and it didn’t even matter to me so much 

what the work was, it was the idea of being a full-time, employed dancer” (Cantor 
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interview 10/27/15). She had taken a risk by leaving a full-time teaching job at Kansas 

State University to seek a full-time professional dance job, and she found it “personally 

thrilling, and validating” to succeed in this venture (Cantor interview 10/27/15). She sent 

an announcement (Figure 3) to friends and family describing her new position with the 

Joan Kerr Dance Company; the centered, typed text in all capital letters reads 

“MADELINE CANTOR HAPPILY ANNOUNCES THAT SHE WILL BE DANCING 

WITH THE JOAN KERR DANCE COMPANY IN PHILADELPHIA, PA” (Figure 3). 

This text represents the fixed, contractual nature of her full-time employment with Kerr’s 

company. Surrounding the fixed text, Cantor drew a series of cartoon profiles that 

represent an imagined dialogue surrounding her dance employment. The set of profiles 

on the left side of the page represents a character who initiates the dialogue with 

questions about the nature of Cantor’s work, firstly “What’s this hoopla all about?” The 

profile on the right represents a well-informed character who replies “Mady got a real 

dance job!” The respondent on the right continues to provide clarifying information 

about what this job entails. When the character on the left asks “You mean like belly 

dancing? Topless, maybe?” the character on the right replies “Nope. It’s something called 

‘Modrin Dance.’ You know—Ahhht.” By suggesting that the job would be belly dancing 

or topless dancing, the character on the left implies that the majority of female dancers 

are paid to perform sexually provocative movements that objectify their bodies. When 

Kerr posted a notice for unemployed dancers to audition for CETA company positions, 

the city of Philadelphia sent strippers and go-go dancers to her auditions (Conheim 1978). 

What this reveals is that the city did not have employment categories to specify that Kerr 

was seeking modern dancers. According to Philadelphia Inquirer staff writer Maryanne 
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Conheim, “CETA… does not distinguish between unemployed strippers and prima 

ballerinas” (Conheim 1978). Through the characters’ dialogue in her announcement, 

Cantor demonstrates an understanding that dance genre categories are difficult for 

individuals outside the dance field to grasp and articulate. The character on the right 

responds that Cantor will be performing “Modrin Dance:” this is a colloquial 

pronunciation of “modern dance” and it belies that the respondent on the right is also 

somewhat of a novice at describing modern dance. When the character on the right adds 

“You know—Ahhht,” this is a mocking and pretentious pronunciation of “art.” In this 

short dialogue, Cantor is both asserting the importance of dance as art and taking a self-

deprecating tone towards modern dance’s often serious artistic subject matter.  

The character on the left finds it hard to believe that Cantor gets paid for 

performing and dancing without having to “wait on tables or file or type.” This comment 

highlights how many dancers must work in non-dance related settings such as restaurants 

or offices to subsidize their income. The character on the right declares that Cantor need 

only “jump, turn, fall, kick, roll, rehearse, teach, [and] make dances” to fulfill the 

requirements of her new job. Through this commentary, Cantor is repositioning dance 

labor as work that deserves full-time paid compensation. While Cantor found getting a 

full-time dance job “personally thrilling, and validating,” she was less enamored with the 

dance labor she was required to perform (Cantor interview 10/27/15). She describes 

Kerr’s style as “very classic, traditional Horton” and for Cantor:  

[Horton technique] was hard, and it required a very specific sort of body…You 
need to have a short back, short spine, I have a long spine. You need to be very 
flexible. So it was pretty painful, those things, the classes.  

(Cantor interview 10/27/15) 
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Prior to training with Kerr, Cantor had what she would describe as an “eclectic” dance 

background, and she credits her Graham technique with providing the necessary training 

she needed (Cantor interview 10/27/15). Dance scholar Susan Foster describes Graham 

technique as a “rigorous training program” and “the dancing body must possess the 

strength, flexibility, and endurance necessary to provide the expressive self with a fully 

responsive instrument” which “continues to provide a coherent and viable alternative to 

ballet training in dance schools around the world” (1997, 246). Foster explains that the 

first half of a Graham class consists of exercises on the floor, followed by standing 

exercises, and then traveling across the floor (1997, 246). According to Cantor, “[Graham 

technique] is why I could do Horton at all, because there was so much floorwork in 

[Graham]” (Cantor interview 10/27/15).  
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Figure 3: Notice that Madeline Cantor (Mady) sent to friends and family to announce her 
CETA job with Joan Kerr Company (Madeline Cantor Personal Collection, 1977). Used 
with permission of Cantor.  
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Dance and African American studies scholar Thomas DeFrantz describes Ailey’s 

famous Revelations solo “I Wanna Be Ready” as a piece “built on Lester Horton-inspired 

floor exercises … Staying low to the ground for a remarkably demanding series of floor-

bound movement, including an exacting series of coccyx balances” (2004, 9). Dance 

historian Naima Prevots describes Horton’s technique as follows:  

 It is marked by strong thrusts of extended arms, legs, and torso; broad strokes of  
the body in space; hips used as accents and motivators; lunges and deep second 
position pliés that that emphasize power and space; swings of the legs and torsos, 
leaps and jumps into space.  

(Prevots 2012, 3) 
 
For Cantor, Horton technique was painful to perform and practice, and she favored 

Limón Technique, which she described as “more fluid” (Cantor interview 10/27/15). 

Limón Technique was based on José Limón’s choreographic and teaching techniques, 

though it was never completely codified as a dance form (Owen 2012, 1). Limón (1908-

1972) was born in Mexico and trained extensively in New York City with choreographers 

Doris Humphrey and Charles Weidman and became a member of their Humphrey-

Weidman Company (Owen 2012, 1). He began his choreographic career in 1931 and the 

José Limón Dance Company continued premiering critically acclaimed works through 

the 1960s (Owen 2012, 2). According to dance historian Norton Owen:  

The approach to movement that many today recognize as the Limón Technique is 
based upon principles of fall and recovery that were largely developed by Doris 
Humphrey, with obvious reliance on breath and weight.  

(Owen 2012, 2) 
 
 Cantor preferred the Limón Technique’s emphasis on breath and flow, but she was 

willing to perform Horton technique in order to be employed full-time as a dancer. This 

relates to Foster’s concept of the “hired body:” “Uncommitted to any specific aesthetic 

vision, it is a body for hire: it trains in order to make a living at dance” (Foster 1997, 
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255). Foster describes this “hired body” as a phenomenon that arose primarily in the 

1980s and relates it to television’s “video dancing body,” but I would argue that Cantor’s 

CETA employment with the Joan Kerr Dance Company was an early iteration of the 

“hired body” (Foster 1997, 253). Cantor utilized her “eclectic” dance training and 

background in Graham technique to perform Horton technique even though she was not 

committed to the Horton aesthetic (Cantor interview 10/27/15). However, Cantor did 

have an aesthetic basis in Limón Technique, and she used her experience with Kerr’s 

company to make connections in the Philadelphia dance community and she began a 

teaching career in Philadelphia after CETA ended (Cantor interview 10/27/15).  

In terms of public service, Cantor believed the residencies in recreation centers 

could have been more effective (Cantor interview 10/27/15). Students at the recreation 

centers were provided with little context about the dance performances and they were 

often required to attend performances without learning anything about the dance they 

were going to see. Cantor gave an example of a “restive audience” who yelled comments 

at the dancers during the performance, and this experience made her question why they 

were performing because she concluded “They don’t want us” (Cantor interview 

10/27/15). She explained that the structure of the residency did not support exploratory 

learning:  

We did a performance, teach, teach, teach, teach, and then they were supposed to 
do a performance … that was a terrible set up. You can’t do that in ten weeks with 
kids that come in and out of the classes. If you only see them once a week or 
something, you’re just teaching to the test. You’re just prepping for a 
performance. There’s no actual free learning going on.  

(Cantor interview 10/27/15) 
 
Inconsistent student attendance made it difficult for Cantor to teach skills and develop a 

rapport with the students (Cantor interview 10/27/15). Recreation centers primarily focus 
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on athletics, and some of the students were not interested in learning about dance as an 

art form (Cantor interview 10/27/15).  From this experience, Cantor learned that it is 

important to demonstrate movements and explain gestures to students so that you can 

provide context for dance performances (Cantor interview 10/27/15). Over the course of 

her career, Cantor learned that the best situation for a residency is when there is 

previously an established dance program and the site has a dance teacher in place (Cantor 

interview 10/27/15). An on-site teacher has an ongoing relationship to students and the 

surrounding community, and the resident artist would ideally be providing enrichment 

(Cantor interview 10/27/15).  The site dance teacher would act as a “go-between,” 

negotiating space and student needs and supporting the resident teacher (Cantor interview 

10/27/15). During the CETA program, Cantor and the other dancers dealt directly with 

recreation center directors who primarily had an athletic background and “they were 

missing that connection” to dance and artistic process (Cantor interview 10/27/15).  

 Kerr passed away in 1982; CETA funding came near the end of her choreographic 

career and did not stimulate a new cycle of growth in her company (Cantor interview 

10/27/15). Cantor never considered staying with Kerr’s company after her full-time 

contract ended because it would have been an “unpaid or barely paid” position, but she 

performed as a guest in Kerr’s company when dancers were injured (Cantor interview 

10/27/15). She received unemployment insurance after her CETA contract ended and she 

referred to this phenomenon as the “52/30 club:” if you are employed full-time for fifty-

two weeks, you can receive 30 weeks of unemployment insurance benefits (Cantor 

interview 10/27/15). She credits her experience with CETA for giving her “energy to 

keep trying” to make a career in the dance field; after her contract ended with Kerr’s 
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company, she began teaching dance in a range of settings including the Allens Lane Art 

Center, the Pennsylvania Council on the Arts (PCA) Arts in Education Program, 

Pennsylvania Ballet, nursery schools, and Temple University (Cantor interview 

10/27/15). Cantor gained valuable contacts in Philadelphia’s dance field while dancing 

for Kerr, and these relationships made it possible for her to teach dance in Philadelphia 

after CETA ended (Cantor interview 10/27/15). After CETA, Cantor continued to teach, 

choreograph, and perform on a freelance basis until 1989 when she began a half-time job 

with benefits at Bryn Mawr College (Cantor interview 10/27/15). She is currently the 

Associate Director of the Dance Program at Bryn Mawr College, she directs the Dance 

Teaching Artists Group (TAG), and she serves on the board of directors for Dance and 

the Child International (“People” 2015). 

 

Conclusion 

Through detailing how the Philadelphia CETA arts program impacted individuals 

and organizations, this Chapter expanded the notion of how dance and art served multiple 

publics. Participation in CETA was contingent upon public service, and performing 

public service required imagining a public and constructing the necessary infrastructure 

to support that service. Edmunds understood that multiple publics existed simultaneously, 

and she challenged artists at the Brandywine Workshop to expand their artistic practice to 

serve these new publics. Public-making is identity making, and through teaching and 

producing art, CETA artists at the Brandywine Workshop created dialogue with residents 

of Philadelphia who previously lacked opportunities to engage in artistic practices. After 

working with an interdisciplinary group of artists at the Print Club, Edmunds chose to 



	 90	

work solely with visual artists at the Brandywine Workshop, and this enabled her to 

provide the material support that the artists required.  

As Fox struggled to teach classes in community settings, she questioned the 

“makeshift” quality of her classroom facilities and made a case for “clean, spacious 

community arts centers” throughout the city (Fox 1977). Fox had already been teaching 

in various capacities for ten years by the time she began working for CETA. She had 

skills as a teacher, and she was looking for opportunities to use her skills in new 

environments with different populations. She was frustrated that her needs as a teacher 

were not met, but she went further in her thinking to imagine broader public needs; 

families faced financial and time constraints that prohibited traveling to other parts of the 

city for dance training, and local community arts centers would fulfill family and 

children’s needs. She was also critical of the Philadelphia Museum of Art’s Casa de 

Eakins program because she felt that it did not hold the students’ best interests in mind. 

Fox was paid to teach dance classes, and students were being paid to participate, but the 

facilities could not support the classes. When the classroom was unfit for dancing, Fox 

brought students to alternative sites throughout the city so she could provide public 

service and they could engage with the material in some way. She alleged that the Casa 

de Eakins program benefitted the Philadelphia Museum of Art more than it benefitted the 

students, and it was a case of outreach that did not fulfill on its potential for providing 

public service. Fox appreciated the financial stability that her CETA job provided, and 

she utilized a portion of this salary to support collaborative productions with her 

company OCA. Following CETA, Fox traveled to India and studied yoga for a period of 
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months, and this was a shift from focusing on public service to making decisions based 

on sovereign self-interest and personal development.  

Hobbs began training at Freedom Theatre in 1972, and working for CETA was 

one of his first teaching experiences. Through CETA, he acquired a set of teaching skills 

under close mentorship from the theater directors.  Hobbs developed a new career out of 

participating in CETA, and his positive experience with CETA was partially a result of 

his ongoing relationship with Freedom Theatre that expanded into a full-time position. 

This suggests that artists who had a previous relationship to a site were the most 

successful. However, this could be antithetical to CETA’s purpose of bringing 

performance courses to those who regularly had no access to classes. Hobbs’s work with 

the Prison Society is an example of how his strong ongoing collaboration with Allen was 

adapted into a new situation to serve inmates who did not normally have access to theater 

classes. The Freedom Theatre’s directors focused on larger public service goals that 

eclipsed the needs and career of an individual artist, and Hobbs became part of that 

vision. 

For Cantor, working for CETA confirmed her identity as a professional dancer 

because she was able to focus solely on dancing and teaching in recreation centers for 

one year. The announcement that she sent to family and friends conveyed her dialogue 

surrounding modern dance. She dealt with assumptions about dance as a sexually 

objectifying practice and explained, with a sense of humor and self-satire, that modern 

dance was an art form. Her announcement staged a dialogue about how different types of 

dance serve a range of objectives. She also made it clear that she would be paid for 

performing and teaching modern dance. She was frustrated by how the public service 
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portion of the program operated, and these experiences helped her determine other 

teaching methods that were more effective. Even though she disliked both taking Horton 

technique classes and performing Kerr’s choreography, she used this experience to build 

her career as a dance teacher and performer.  

From this range of case studies, I have identified five factors that determined the 

artists’ ability to perform dance, art, or theater as public service. First was material 

support. If, as in Fox’s case, a CETA employee lacked sufficient space or adequate 

temperature control, it was difficult or impossible to perform public service. Second was 

bureaucratic support. As detailed in Chapter 1, dancers became bureaucrats in the CETA 

program and, to be successful, the administrator or artist’s degree of bureaucratic 

responsibilities had to be comparable to one’s agency. Edmunds had a high degree of 

responsibility and a high degree of agency, and was therefore able to construct a strong 

public service program at the Brandywine Workshop. In contrast, Fox had a high degree 

of responsibility but a low degree of agency, and this led to frustration and ineffective 

teaching. Both Hobbs and Cantor meanwhile had a low degree of administrative 

responsibility, and this allowed them to focus on the artistic and teaching aspects of their 

public service.  

Thirdly, it was important to provide audience members context for what they 

were seeing. For Cantor, students at the recreation centers did not have adequate context 

prior to her performances with Kerr’s company. Conversely, Hobbs worked with 

members of the Freedom Theatre to build context for his workshops and performances 

throughout his residencies. The fourth factor determining one’s ability to provide public 

service was aesthetic compatibility. Even though Fox lacked the material support she 
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needed and shouldered a significant bureaucratic burden, she was invested in the 

aesthetic content that she taught and once she created an acceptable instruction space, this 

made her service more effective. During Cantor’s CETA employment, she encouraged 

Kerr to present different dance techniques, but Kerr was committed to primarily teaching 

and performing Horton technique. Kerr’s focus on Horton technique made it difficult for 

Cantor to provide public service because this technique was incompatible with Cantor’s 

body and artistic sensibilities.  

The fifth factor in delivering public service was the artist’s ability to imagine the 

“virtual social object” of the public (Warner 2002, 55). Through this creative act, public 

servants could then think about what programs, performances, or classes could serve that 

public. This creative act could lead to conflict, create empathy, or any combination of 

reactions. Edmunds imagined a new public for the Brandywine Workshop and shifted the 

focus of their artistic programs to create dialogue with Philadelphia neighborhood 

residents. Fox identified how CETA arts programs were not serving the students’ needs 

and she suggested creating new community arts centers that would serve local publics. 

Hobbs served multiple publics through teaching theater exercises that reflected on 

students’ identity and personal motivations; this strategy translated across settings from 

working with young people at Open Connection in North Philadelphia to working with 

adult inmates at Holmesburg Prison. By imagining publics and thinking beyond one’s 

self-interest, artists and performers in the Philadelphia CETA arts program created 

dialogue through teaching and performing for new publics.  
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Notes:  
																																																								
14 In 1977, Pennsylvania funded 60 CETA arts positions, compared to 683 arts positions 
in New York, 340 in California, 43 in New Jersey, 195 in Maryland, and 119 in Delaware 
(Conheim 1978).   
15 Pennsylvania Secretary of State James Wade invited Anne Edmunds, a Pennsylvania 
Council on the Arts consultant based in Philadelphia, and Bill Strickland from the 
Manchester Bidwell Corporation in Pittsburgh to meet and create a CETA arts program 
in Pennsylvania. At the time, Edmunds was also Executive Director of Prints in Progress, 
a community printmaking program (Edmunds interview 6/13/14).  
16 The Print Club was renamed The Print Center in 1996  “Mission and History” The 
Print Center. printcenter.org (accessed 12/6/15).  
17 John Kreidler proposed the CETA Artists in Residence Project in October 1974 with 
CETA Title II funds and it was implemented in January 1975 (Kreidler 1974, 1975a, 
1975b).  
18 Anne Edmunds and Allan Edmunds are a married couple.  
19 In Hecht (1980), Ken Sofer claimed that New York City’s Cultural Council Foundation 
CETA Artists Program was the only such program that provided artists with studio time 
to complete their own work. However, Edmunds asserts that Philadelphia artists also had 
time to work in their studios. Unless one researches each individual program, it is 
impossible for Sofer to claim that any characteristics are unique to the New York 
program since there were no federal guidelines regulating CETA arts programs.  
20 Using art to beautify impoverished neighborhoods is controversial because it makes the 
neighborhood appear more appealing without changing the underlying housing 
conditions. Brandywine Workshop began the Philly Panache project in 1980, and it was a 
trompe l’oleil (fool the eye) art initiative that painted the sealed windows of abandoned 
homes to present the illusion that they were occupied (Washington 1984). The rising 
popularity of this program coincided with the 1982 approach to “broken windows” 
policing (Harcourt 2001) that focused on punishing citizens for minor infractions in 
attempt to make neighborhoods safer.  
21 Moving forward, Edmunds will refer to Anne Edmunds and any mention of Allan 
Edmunds will include his first and last name.  
22 “History and Overview” of the Mural Arts Program, http://muralarts.org/about/history-
and-overview (accessed 3/7/15).  
23 Montessori educator Portia Sperr founded The Please Touch Museum in 1976 to 
provide children with a hands on, interactive environment for learning. It is the first 
museum for children ages seven and under and the museum commissioned local artists to 
create exhibits from 1978-1982 http://www.pleasetouchmuseum.org/about-us/history/ 
(accessed 12/8/15).  
24 The Boys and Girls Clubs of America were founded in 1860 in Hartford, Connecticut 
to provide children with activities after school. The clubs emphasize sportsmanship, 
honesty, and fair play and there are more than 4,000 clubs nationwide www. bgca.org 
(accessed 12/9/15).   
25 Joan Kerr was notable Philadelphia dance teacher and choreographer. She taught 
Horton Technique and trained many prominent dancers including Judith Jamison 
(Zimmer 1999).  
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26 Fox estimates that she left Temple University to join Joan Kerr’s company in 1966.  
27 Military-industrial complex is defined as “The set of interdependent relationships 
between government and defense industries including contracts for equipment and 
services, moves of personnel between the two sectors, and policy dialogue. It is said to 
constitute a single powerful entity spanning capital and the state, with a vested interest in 
defense spending and the continuation of warfare” (Castree et al. 2013). Leftists often 
utilized the terminology “military-industrial complex” to criticize U.S. capitalism and 
involvement in the Vietnam War.  
28 Alvin Ailey (1931-1989) was a seminal figure in American modern dance and the most 
successful African American choreographer of his generation. For more on his legacy 
and artistic work, see DeFrantz (2004).  
29 Yvonne Rainer (1934-) is a prominent experimental choreographer and one of the 
founders of Judson Dance Theater. Her work championed pedestrian movements and she 
transitioned from choreography into filmmaking in 1974. For more on her aesthetics and 
artistic legacy, see Lambert-Beatty (2008) and Sachs (2002).   
30 Judith Dunn (1933-1983) was a dancer with Merce Cunningham’s company and she 
was one of the founders of Judson Dance Theater in 1963 (Kennedy 1983).  
31 James Truitte (1923-1995) was a principal dancer in Lester Horton and Alvin Ailey’s 
dance companies (Dunning 1995).  
32 Barbara Dilley danced in Merce Cunningham’s company, joined the Judson Dance 
Theater, and performed for Yvonne Rainer beginning in 1968. She co-founded Danspace 
Project at St. Mark’s Church in 1974 with Mary Overlie and Larry Fagin and founded the 
dance program at Naropa Institute in Bolder, Colorado (Ferretti, 2013).   
33 Contact improvisation is an American dance form that Steve Paxton developed in the 
early 1970s to cultivate a “redefinition of self within a responsive, intelligent body” 
(Novack 1990, 3). Echoing egalitarian and community oriented politics, contact 
improvisation features dancers moving together, sharing body weight, and utilizing 
momentum to move through space in unscripted patterns.  
34 For more about the Painted Bride, see https://paintedbride.org/about-us/#history 
(accessed 12/9/15).  
35 Ishmael Houston-Jones is a renowned experimental choreographer recognized 
internationally for his work in improvisation and performance. He is the curator of the 
DraftWork Series at Danspace Project at St. Mark’s Church and he serves on the faculty 
at the American Dance Festival (ADF) and the New School in New York, NY 
(http://www.newschool.edu/lang/faculty.aspx?id=24552, accessed 3/10/15).  
36 Lenny Seidman is the award-winning managing director of the Philadelphia-based 
Spoken Hand Percussion Orchestra (http://www.spokenhand.org/history.html, accessed 
3/10/15) and the music curator at the Painted Bride Art Center 
(https://paintedbride.org/about-us/#staff, accessed 3/10/15).  
37 This estimate and all other estimates are derived from the U.S. Department of Labor 
Inflation Calculator, (http://www.bls.gov/data/inflation_calculator.htm, accessed 
3/10/15).   
38 The Lutheran Settlement House was founded in 1902 during the settlement house 
movement in the United States and it continues to offer a variety of educational and 
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social programs to residents of the lower Kensington neighborhood of Philadelphia 
(http://www.lutheransettlement.org/history/, accessed 12/9/15).  
39 President Lyndon Johnson’s 1964 Economic Opportunity Act funded VISTA 
(Volunteers in Service to America). VISTA provided paid opportunities for volunteers to 
work in educational and service programs for low-income, disadvantaged communities 
(VISTA 2006).  
40 Isadora Duncan (1877-1927) “pioneered a radically new dance aesthetic and a 
concomitant approach to training the body. Claiming for the body an intrinsic freedom 
and merit, Duncan transported those for whom she danced into an evanescent realm of 
feeling-filled forms” (Foster 1997, 243-244). She was also noted for dancing barefoot and 
she adopted postures and inspiration from classical Greek art. For more on Duncan, see 
Done into Dance: Isadora Duncan in America (Daly 2002 [1995]).  
41 Joan Myers Brown founded the dance company Philadanco in 1970 and it is focused 
on preserving “predominantly African American traditions in dance” 
(http://www.philadanco.org/about/ accessed 12/9/15) 
42 There were many government programs for young people during this time period, but 
the documentation I have does not specify how the students were compensated. 
43 Translated from Spanish, buena suerte means “good luck.”  
44 http://www.philadanceprojects.org/about (accessed 3/12/15).  
45 See Brenda Dixon Gottschild’s Joan Myers Brown and the Audacious Hope of the 
Black Ballerina: A Biohistory of American Performance (2012) for more about 
Philadanco’s legacy.  
46 http://www.freedomtheatre.org/about/ (accessed 3/12/15).  
47 Hobbs cannot recall the exact years of his CETA employment and I have been unable 
to gain access to Freedom Theatre’s archive. He approximates that he worked for CETA 
for two years, so I estimate that his CETA service occurred between 1976-1979.   
48 In 1992, Walter Dallas became Freedom Theatre’s Artistic Director and soon after 
Freedom Theatre became a nationally recognized regional theater and a member of the 
League of Resident Theatres (LORT). In 2001, Philadelphia Weekly named Freedom 
Theatre “Theatre of the Year” (http://www.freedomtheatre.org/about/ accessed 12/9/15).  
49 Martha Graham (1894-1991) was arguably the most influential U.S. modern dance 
choreographer heralded in both critical and popular press, and Howard Gardner ranked 
her as “one of the most creative minds of the twentieth century” (Franko 2012, 3).  For a 
detailed critique and analysis of her work and legacy, see Martha Graham in Love and 
War: The Life in the Work (Franko, 2012).  
50 Area Manpower Planning Council (1978) states that Kerr’s company residencies were 
thirteen weeks, but Cantor recalled that the residencies were twelve weeks in length.  
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PART 2 

CETA IN THE FIELD: DANCERS AND ADMINISTRATORS 

CHAPTER 4 

CHOREOGRAPHIES OF BUREAUCRACY: ADMINISTERING THE NEW 

YORK CITY CETA CULTURAL COUNCIL FOUNDATION  

ARTISTS PROJECT (CETA CCF/AP) 

 

Introduction 

The New York City CETA CCF/AP was the largest and, in many ways, most 

ambitious in the country. Chapter 4 focuses on how New York City administrators 

defined art as public service. Through investigating the CETA CCF/AP’s administrative 

process, I connect themes of counterpublics, diversity, and reenactment to dance as 

public service. Utilizing a combination of interviews, archival research, and secondary 

literature, I claim that CETA CCF/AP created a unique version of art as public service 

that was specific to the 1970s and beneficial to artists across disciplines.  

To gain CETA funding, administrators and artists from a range of disciplines 

formed a “New York City arts community” to present a united voice in their CETA 

application to the Department of Employment. In section 4.1 Forming a Counterpublic: 

Imagining a “New York City Arts Community,” I assert that administrators Ted Berger, 

Sara Garretson, and Cheryl McClenney worked together to coalesce individual artists and 

organizations into a “counterpublic” as defined by cultural critic Michael Warner (2002, 

122). As word of CETA funding spread throughout the New York City cultural sector, 

Berger was concerned that multiple groups would vie for CETA funding and this could 
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splinter the funding and lessen their chances of hiring unemployed artists and performers. 

Through forming a counterpublic, Berger, Garretson and McClenney resisted the 

dominant conversation about CETA public service and united formerly disparate artists 

and arts organizations through a paradigm of art as public service. The New York City 

arts community counterpublic creatively reconfigured federal CETA funding to provide 

employment for artists and performers.  

In section 4.2, Conceiving Diversity: Legislation and Visual Politics, I discuss 

how CETA CCF/AP dealt with federal diversity mandates. I also note how politicians 

showcased minority and female artists as a distraction to pull attention away from 

eliminating federal benefits for these populations. As discussed in Chapter 2, the NEA 

increasingly supported diversity in the arts, while beginning in 1969, President Richard 

Nixon downsized many health and welfare benefit programs for minorities at the federal 

level. I bring in performance studies scholar Peggy Phelan’s writing about visibility to 

complicate notions of who visibility benefits: she explains how being seen can be a 

means of surveillance, possession, and colonialism (1993, 6). Many NEA programs 

offered high visibility and low levels of material support. Instead of offering primarily 

visual recognition, CCF/CETA provided a diverse group of artists with meaningful 

material support through full-time employment with health benefits and job training 

opportunities. From this perspective, I assert that NEA programs were somewhat 

beneficial to artists while CETA arts programs offered greater benefits to its employees.   

The Civil Rights Act of 1964 and subsequent executive orders signed by Lyndon 

Johnson established affirmative action for minorities and women and gave these groups 

legal recourse when they experienced discrimination. These laws opened a number of 
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government employment opportunities to women and minorities and in turn these 

populations experienced material gains (Williams 2003, 177). As a government 

contractor, CETA CCF/AP complied with the federal government’s affirmative action 

guidelines and met requirements for racial and gender diversity (“Equal Opportunity 

Employment Commission” Box 37). CETA CCF/AP made a more significant impact 

than NEA arts programs on women and minorities because it provided these groups with 

visibility in addition to material support in the form of a salary and insurance.  

In section 4.3 Reenacting the WPA: CETA CCF/AP and Versioning Public 

Service, I expand upon how CETA arts programs were intended to replicate the well-

known successes and avoid the shortcomings of the WPA arts programs in the 1930s. 

Instead of replicating the WPA, CETA CCF/AP “reenacted” the WPA as explained 

through performance studies scholar Andre Lepecki’s concept of the “will to archive” 

(2010, 28). According to Lepecki, reenactment pulls upon untapped creative potential 

that virtually resides in performances from the past. CETA CCF/AP was a reenacted 

performance of the WPA that generated new potentials for art as public service in the 

1970s. Though CETA CCF/AP faced financial limitations and allegations of corruption, 

the will to reenact the WPA propelled the CETA CCF/AP staff forward in their vision of 

art as public service. Music theorist Dick Hebdige and dance scholar Thomas DeFrantz’s 

concept of “versioning” also elucidates how the CETA CCF/AP reimagined the WPA: a 

concept based on Caribbean popular music that connects to methods of African orature, 

versioning brings a story from the past into the present moment through an act of 

generative imagination (DeFrantz 2004, 82; Hebdige 1987, 12-16). While Hebdige 

developed this concept specific to Caribbean music, he explains how popular music in the 
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U.S. has seized upon this method for creative reinterpretation. DeFrantz connects 

versioning to African American dance traditions (2004), and because African, Caribbean, 

and African American culture is inextricably linked to U.S. culture as a whole, I employ 

versioning to explain how CETA CCF/AP administrators and artists refashioned the 

concept of art as public service. CETA CCF/AP artists were educated about the WPA arts 

programs, and then encouraged to generate their own version of the WPA mission of art 

as public service in the 1970s.   

 

4.1 Forming a Counterpublic: Imagining the “New York City Arts Community” 

Three people were particularly instrumental in creating the New York City 

CCF/CETA Artists Project: Ted Berger, Sara Garretson, and Cheryl McClenney. Berger 

was the Artists in Schools Coordinator for the New York Foundation for the Arts 

(NYFA), and he was most involved in getting the project started, creating the application 

process, and serving in an advisory capacity. Sara Garretson, Executive Director of CCF, 

helped initiate the idea and took on the responsibility for the day-to-day operations of the 

CETA Artists Project. Cheryl McClenney, then Assistant Commissioner of New York 

City’s Department of Cultural Affairs (DCA), was crucial to the early planning stages of 

the project, but she left New York before the project came to fruition (Berger interview 

7/24/14). Berger was aware of John Kreidler’s CETA artist project in San Francisco and 

other CETA arts programs across the country (Berger, July 24, 2014). San Francisco’s 

CETA Artists Project had been operational since January 1975, and New York City’s 

project opened its doors in January 1978 (“Cultural Council Foundation: CETA Artists 

Project” 1978). For Berger, the CETA CCF/AP was highly ideological: “this was our 
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opportunity to say to the civilian population, artists are important” (Berger interview 

7/24/14). He viewed himself as a “translator” who could communicate the importance of 

the arts to a broader public (Berger interview 7/24/14). As discussed in Chapter 3, 

Warner postulated that multiple publics coexist simultaneously, and this expanded upon 

Habermas’s concept of the public sphere (Warner 2002, 56).  Working with Garretson 

and McClenney, Berger imagined multiple publics who could benefit from increased arts 

engagement.  

In the spring of 1976, visual and performing artists gathered with administrators 

at Berger’s house to draft a proposal for artist employment with Title VI CETA funding 

(“Cultural Council Foundation: CETA Artists Project” 1978). Word of the available 

CETA money had spread throughout the city, and performing and visual artists of all 

disciplines wanted to gain access to this government funding. Berger was concerned that 

a number of New York City arts groups would submit competing applications to the 

Department of Employment for the CETA funds, and his goal was to reach an agreement 

that would benefit artists and arts groups as a whole (Berger interview 7/24/14). He 

realized that in order to make a successful application to the local government officials, 

the arts groups needed to come together and speak with a “united voice” (Berger 

interview 7/24/14). Berger described the New York City arts community as a 

“dysfunctional family,” and agreeing upon a united plan was a difficult process (Berger 

interview 7/24/14). To achieve this unification, Berger chose to physically limit the space 

until an agreement could be reached:  

Often, in the Jewish community when, at least, historically, when monies had to 
be raised, when things had to be done, people would lock the door and say, “We 
have to get this together.” I think I said something comparable to that, that I really 
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didn’t want anybody to leave until we had worked out the plan that we could 
agree on. It was a perfect plan, because it was a united plan.  

(Berger interview 7/24/14)  
 

This closed-door session was significant because it brought together artists from different 

disciplines, geographic areas, and diverse backgrounds,51 to form a counterpublic. 

According to Warner, publics must be self-organized, and publics gain creative agency 

through this organizational process (2002, 69). Counterpublics resist the discourse of 

larger, more powerful publics, and they seek to transform this discourse (Warner 2002, 

122). By locking the door, Berger limited each individual’s mobility and imposed a 

physical limitation that was only removed when the group formed a consensus about how 

to approach CETA arts funding. This consensus formed a counterpublic, which became 

known as the “New York City arts community” that cooperated to secure CETA funding. 

Berger described the process of bringing together “as many constituencies as we were 

going to trying to fit under [the CETA CCF/AP] umbrella,” and he mentioned Hazel 

Bryant, a prominent African American playwright, as a driving force in the CETA 

negotiation process (Berger interview 7/24/14). Warner describes publics as a “relation 

among strangers” (2002, 74) and “the address of public speech is both personal and 

impersonal” (2002, 76), and this fits with Berger’s description of establishing a set of 

common interests within a group of arts organizations who previously acted 

independently as separate entities. Berger brought together organizations that had never 

previously collaborated to form the “New York City arts community” as a means to gain 

access to CETA funding. The New York City arts community became a counterpublic in 

relation to the municipal government that administered CETA funds: this arts community 
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convinced the local government to reimagine how art and performance could be public 

service.  

CCF was well positioned to run the CETA Artists Project because its employees 

had experience with fiscal management, payroll, and it had a “commitment to the 

integration of the arts and the community” (“Cultural Council Foundation: CETA Artists 

Project” 1978). CCF was founded in 1968, and its original purpose was to administer 

private funding for the New York City’s Department of Parks, Recreation, and Cultural 

Affairs (“Cultural Council Foundation: CETA Artists Project” 1978).  New York City 

Mayor John Lindsay’s administration founded what Garretson termed a “three-part 

system:” a Department of Cultural Affairs (DCA) within the Department of Parks and 

Recreation,52 a Cultural Council comprised of volunteers, and the CCF, which provided 

the Cultural Council with the necessary financial structure to facilitate cultural projects 

(Garretson interview 6/19/14). According to Garretson, the Model Cities53 program was 

among the first CCF programs, and it was specifically targeted to help minority 

communities.   

In 1973, CCF expanded to offer financial and administrative support to small arts 

groups that were moving towards non-profit status.  (“Cultural Council Foundation: 

CETA Artists Project” 1978). By 1978, CCF served over 125 small organizations, 

including dance companies, theaters, and community-based arts organizations (“Cultural 

Council Foundation: CETA Artists Project” 1978). Garretson described CCF as a “bank, 

bookkeeper, and mother” to its many clients (Garretson interview 6/19/2014).  CCF was 

a “fiscal manager:” it was a tax-exempt entity that received its clients’ grants and private 

funding, and it wrote all of the clients’ checks and kept clear financial records (Garretson 
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interview 6/19/2014).  According to Garretson, this process continued until “the company 

would either die or they would graduate:” in this case, dying off would mean disbanding 

the organization, and graduating would be applying for and receiving non-profit status 

(Garretson interview 6/19/2014). Garreston emphasized that some very impressive 

organizations evolved out of the CCF’s support system, and cited the Clark Center for the 

Performing Arts54 in Manhattan as an example of a success story (Garretson interview 

6/19/2014). By taking on the CETA contract, CCF assumed a large financial 

responsibility. From January 1978 through February 1979, CCF disbursed $4 million of 

CETA Title VI money for artist employment, and in the second year of the project, its 

allocation was increased to $5.9 million (“CETA Artists Project: History” 1978). The 

CCF/CETA AP was designed to address “both the economic plight of the artist and the 

interest and needs of community and arts organizations”  (“Cultural Council Foundation: 

CETA Artists Project” 1978, 1).  

When the CETA CCF/AP project opened, the artists attended an orientation on 

January 4, 1978, and speakers included Livingston Biddle, Chairman of the National 

Endowment for the Arts (NEA), and Henry Geldzahler, New York City Commissioner of 

Cultural Affairs (DCA). Biddle spoke about the importance of CETA’s contribution to 

art: he noted that 6,500 artists in the U.S. were employed through CETA, and he 

projected that by the end of 1978, over 10,000 artists would be employed nationwide with 

more than $100 million CETA funding (“Cultural Council Foundation: CETA Artists 

Project” 1978). For Biddle, the continued funding of CETA arts programs since 1975 was 

evidence of “a higher sense of priority for the arts” and he described New York’s CETA 

CCF/AP as the “largest and most comprehensive” of the national projects, positioned on 
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“the vanguard of this new movement in artists employment” (“Cultural Council 

Foundation: CETA Artists Project” 1978, 2). 

While Biddle, Geldzahler and other arts leaders were enthusiastic about CETA 

CCF/AP’s goal of bringing art to the people of New York City (“Cultural Council 

Foundation: CETA Artists Project,” 1978, 2), using CETA funding to employ artists was 

outside of the federal government’s original intentions for this legislation. CETA 

CCF/AP Director Rochelle Slovin felt that it was “somewhat of a distortion of the initial 

… meaning of the legislation” (Slovin interview 6/26/14). Reflecting on the role of 

CETA arts from a federal perspective, Slovin said:  

What is that money supposed to do, and who is that money supposed to go to? 
When Gerald Ford signed that legislation, he had in his mind’s eye somebody he 
thought was going to benefit from that, and that was not these middle class kids 
who already had their MFAs, and were not necessarily being supported by their 
parents, but who had the safety net always of their parents.  

(Slovin interview 6/26/14) 
 
Each artist had to prove financial eligibility for the program, and the guidelines were very 

strict. Applicants had to be unemployed for fifteen consecutive weeks and their previous 

year’s income could not exceed poverty level ($2590 for a family of one, $4240 for a 

family of two) (Letter to Jose Cardona, 1978). Slovin explained that through the process 

of working with the artists, she came to the conclusion that many of the younger artists 

“were truly not poor; they had parents who were supporting them” (Slovin interview 

6/26/14). She is clear that the parental support was “indirect,” so it was not considered 

salary. This raises the question about whether the artists who participated were truly 

disadvantaged, or if they were misusing a federal program to pursue creative agendas. 

CETA adopted a broad concept of what could be categorized as public service, and this 

open definition inspired criticism from politicians and the press. Ralph Kinney Bennett’s 
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widely circulated 1978 article “CETA: $11 Billion Boondoggle” in Reader’s Digest 

stated: 

CETA ‘arts’ programs are funding at least 10,000 men and women—many of 
whom have left jobs in the private economy—to paint, sculpt, make movies, 
create street theater, play guitar, weave and make pottery at the public expense of 
more than $75 million a year. It seems that CETA money is waiting for anyone 
resourceful enough to tap into it in the name of performing “public service.”  

(Bennett 1978, 75) 
 

While Bennett’s evaluation discredits art and performance as public service, he does offer 

a valid criticism of how CETA helped some privileged individuals who may not have 

been in need of government aid. The class element of this comment is also important: 

learning that middle class artists were benefitting from a program designed for the poor 

raised questions about who deserved federal funding. Bennett complained that CETA 

“payrolls [were] clogged with would-be artists, political activists and college educated 

professionals, [and] the program has degenerated into a joke on the genuinely 

disadvantaged” (1978, 73). Slovin recognized that many of the New York City CETA 

CCF/AP artists were middle class young adults with low-incomes who received some 

financial support from their parents. Because CETA was designed to benefit the 

disadvantaged, giving privileged, educated artists CETA jobs was in conflict with the 

programs’ original intentions.   

However, Slovin was clear to point out that the age and background of the artists 

varied. As previously noted in Chapter 2, Gerald Ford expanded CETA significantly 

when he signed Title VI in December 1974, and this second round of CETA money went 

towards more Public Service Employment (PSE) jobs: according to sociologist Steven 

Dubin, “the beneficiaries of this aspect of the CETA program were quite different [than 

the CETA Title I recipients], tending to be older, better educated, and less disadvantaged” 
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(1987, 12). All of the New York City projects received Title VI funding, but Slovin had a 

different perspective on the demographic make-up of the CETA CCF/AP artists. If artists 

were in their twenties, just beginning their careers, she observed they were more likely to 

be poor and unemployed while receiving some financial support from their family 

(Slovin interview 6/26/14).  

Slovin stated that artists who were in their thirties, or older, were more thankful 

for CETA CCF/AP’s support: “if you were more mature when you got the job, you 

would, I believe, appreciate it more” (Slovin interview 6/26/14). Speaking about abstract 

expressionist painter Herman Cherry (1909-1992), Slovin asserted “We [the CETA 

CCF/AP] saved Herman’s life.  There’s no question about it. Herman said that many 

times to me in the years after” (Slovin interview 6/26/14). Cherry had painted murals in 

the 1930s for the WPA, and he was very successful as a painter in the 1950s and 60s 

(“Herman Cherry”), but he was “down on his luck, and he was so poor when he became a 

CETA artist” at age sixty-nine (Slovin interview 6/26/14). Tap dancing legend Charles 

“Cookie” Cook (1917-1991) was sixty-four when he joined CETA CCF/AP, and he was a 

vaudeville and Broadway veteran in the twilight of his career (Dunning 1991). By the 

time he joined CETA, he had over five decades of performance experience. His student 

and fellow CETA dancer Jane Goldberg explained that when they went to pick up their 

CETA paychecks every other week, “[Cook] would act very nonchalant, like it was no 

big deal to get that check. But I knew that this was a huge deal for him, to finally have 

something steady as a dancer again, to be working” (Goldberg 2008, 110). He would sing 

the rhyme “CETA, CETA, pumpkin eatah” as a means of dismissing the program 

(Goldberg 2008, 110), but fellow tap dancer Honi Coles confided to Goldberg that the 
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CETA was a “big deal” for Cook because it had been years since he was gainfully 

employed (Goldberg interview 7/10/14). Goldberg explained that Cook took CETA very 

seriously, always arriving promptly and ready to work (Goldberg interview 7/10/14). 

According to Valis Hill, the 1970s brought a resurgence of “black rhythm tap dance:” 

“As tap dancers were beginning to emerge from nearly two decades of virtual 

unemployment, their reengagement came from opportunities to perform in a number of 

musical venues” including the New York Jazz Museum (2010, 218). Cook and members 

of the Copasetics were part of this renewed public interest in tap dancing which led to 

more performance opportunities and paid employment. I will explore Cook and 

Goldberg’s tap dance collaboration further in Chapter 5, but it is important to note that 

older artists and performers benefited greatly from CETA.  

CETA CCF/AP was primarily concerned with using federal funding to support 

talented artists. According to Berger, he felt that CETA was an excellent example of  

“using money that was designed for another purpose to help our [art] community” 

(Berger interview 7/24/14). While there were significant issues surrounding artists’ 

income eligibility and their undocumented access to financial support, Berger’s statement 

highlights the tensions between publics and counterpublics. Warner defines a “dominant 

public” as a group who can mistake its “indefinite scope of [its] expansive address as 

universality or normalcy,” while a counterpublic utilizes its creative agency to transform 

existing systems (2002, 122). In this situation, the government has determined a policy to 

combat high unemployment and an economic recession. The “New York City arts 

community,” and dozens of other arts communities across the country, formed 

counterpublics and asserted that artists were workers who deserved federal employment 
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assistance. They created the possibility of CETA funding artists because there was no 

system in place that benefited unemployed or underemployed artists. These 

counterpublics expanded and transformed CETA’s mandates to include artists by using 

the precedent of the WPA. In order to make the case that artists’ work would be 

beneficial to multiple publics, the next step was to create the public who would benefit 

from this work. Creating this public required two things: developing and implementing a 

concept of diversity, and reenacting the arts programs from the WPA.  

 

4.2 Conceiving Diversity: Legislation and Visual Politics 

During the 1970s, diversity was an important national issue, especially for 

contractors such as CCF that worked with the federal government. In this section, I 

demonstrate how an array of laws, including affirmative action and the Equal 

Opportunity Employment Act, offered protection to women and minorities. I also detail 

how presidential administrations utilized art to reach political goals. Through promoting 

visual representations of diversity, both President Nixon and President Carter offered the 

appearance of diversity while defunding many of the health and welfare programs that 

benefitted diverse communities. Images of diversity have a limited potential to improve 

conditions for the people that they represent. In her discussion of how underrepresented 

populations are visually represented in society, performance studies scholar Peggy Phelan 

writes, “visibility is a trap… it summons surveillance and the law; it provokes voyeurism, 

fetishism, the colonialist/imperial appetite for possession” (1993, 6). According to 

Phelan, in the 1990s both conservative and progressive activists operated under the 

assumption that increasing a population’s visibility resulted in “enhanced political 
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power” (1993, 2). She proves that this assumption was faulty, stating that “representation 

is almost always on the side of the one who looks and almost never on the side of the one 

who is seen.” (1993, 25-26). While her critique was specific to the 1990s, her concerns 

can be applied to the 1970s when politicians promoted images of diversity while cutting 

programs that benefitted women and minorities. The government and local organizations 

that featured diverse art often benefited more from this display than the artists did. 

Instead of merely offering visual exposure, CETA provided minority and female artists 

with material support and resources such as a full-time salary, disability benefits, and 

health insurance. This material support differentiated CETA from other government arts 

programs that only provided funding for project based artistic endeavors.  

CETA CCF/AP took place during time of artistic expansion in the U.S; many arts 

organizations were founded in the 1960s and 70s (Berger interview 7/24/14). State Arts 

Councils were emerging nationwide,55 and Berger explained that “the public moneys 

gave rise … to a whole bunch of new voices … lots of people saying ‘I'm an artist;’ lots 

of people in local arts councils. The whole system that we kind of now take for granted 

was being born during this time” (Berger interview 7/24/14). This proliferation of new 

voices took place during a historical moment when African Americans, Hispanics, and 

women were gaining more mainstream attention for their cultural contributions. During 

the Black Arts Movement, primarily defined as the decade from 1964-74,56 African 

American performers and writers produced a range of experimental work that addressed 

their cultural identity (Benston 2000). Feminist art, Chicano art, and performance art 

gained popularity during the 1960s (Binkiewicz 2004, 122). As noted in Chapter 2, 

President Nixon increased NEA funding for local arts organizations and expansion arts 
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programs aimed at minority communities because he viewed these programs as a highly 

visible, “inexpensive means of promoting diversity” (Binkiewicz 2004, 168). At the same 

time, Nixon cut government programs that benefitted minorities, and “Nixon officials 

employed the language of democracy and inclusivity while generally addressing the 

needs of white, rural Americans more than inner-city minorities and youth” (Binkiewicz 

2004, 168). This duplicitous political rhetoric obscured the fact that arts support for 

diverse populations increased just as other federal programs for the poor and 

disadvantaged were diminished or eliminated.   

President Gerald Ford continued Nixon’s arts agenda during his term from 1974-

77 (Binkiewicz 2004, 180), but President Jimmy Carter promoted a new era of 

“pluralism” at the NEA following his election in 1977 (Binkiewicz 2004, 179). Carter 

was a fiscal conservative concerned with balancing the nation’s budget (Binkiewicz 

2004, 186), but he supported expanding arts education, aiding unemployed artists, and 

decentralizing art funding to the state level (Binkiewicz 2004, 188). Carter encouraged 

diversity at the NEA by expanding opportunities for women, minority artists, and folk 

artists, but his federal budget austerity measures left out welfare and health programs 

(Binkiewicz 2004, 190). The expansion of federal arts funding in the 1970s was part of a 

trend towards visual diversity that utilized the arts as a vehicle to promote diversity 

rhetoric. This was evidenced by increased representation of diverse artists while federal 

aid programs that benefited diverse communities were being cut. This connects to 

Phelan’s assertion that representation often benefits the viewer more than the person who 

is seen (1993, 25-26). While federal aid program cutbacks had a devastating impact on 
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poor minority communities, legislation from President Lyndon Johnson’s Civil Rights 

Act of 1964 provided legal recourse to demand equal employment opportunities.  

The civil rights movement of the 1960s galvanized African Americans and other 

minorities to demand inclusion in all aspects of U.S. society. Title VII of the Civil Rights 

Act of 1964 “banned discrimination in employment on the basis of race and prohibited 

discrimination in union membership” (Williams 2003, 135). However, unions continued 

to discriminate on the basis of race, and Johnson signed Executive Order 11246 in 1965 

to force contractors to take “affirmative action” to create racial equity (Williams 2003, 

136). In 1967, Johnson expanded affirmative action to include women with Executive 

Order 11375 (Williams 2003, 136). Political scientist Linda Faye Williams explains that 

affirmative action has existed since the Civil War in the form of “veteran preference:” 

“veterans and wives of veterans who took civil service examinations simply, openly, and 

directly had 10 points added to their scores if they were disabled and 5 points otherwise” 

(2003, 136). Johnson’s version of affirmative action did not promise any extra points on 

the civil service exam; it simply required employers who did business with the 

government to write and submit an affirmative action plan (Williams 2003, 137). The 

government could take action to assist women and minorities with obtaining work, and 

the attorney general could also file a suit against non-compliant employers (Williams 

2003, 138). According to Williams, for the first time, the government “was seeking to 

overturn historical forces that had worked over time to benefit whites” (2003, 138). The 

Equal Opportunity Employment (EEO) Act of 1972 made it illegal for the government to 

discriminate on the basis of race or gender, and the government was required to keep 

employment records that tallied employees by race and gender (Williams 2003, 177). 
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These regulations gave minorities and women a strong legal precedent to demand fair 

hiring practices, and according to Williams, “government employment became nearly an 

occupational niche for women and blacks” (2003, 177).  This approach departs from an 

emphasis on diverse visual representation because these laws resulted in material gains, 

in this case increased employment opportunities, for women and minorities.  

As noted earlier in this chapter, CCF worked with the Model Cities program and 

it was committed to fostering diversity in the arts prior to its involvement in CETA. 

Johnson enacted Model Cities in 1966 as part of the Department of Housing and Urban 

Development (HUD), and it focused on assisting low-income inner city neighborhoods 

through social services, cultural projects, health care, construction projects, and job 

training (Lautin 2011, 143). According to Garretson, CCF’s clients included a number of 

small minority organizations that came out of the Model Cities initiative, including Black 

Theatre Alliance (BTA) and Association of Hispanic Arts (AHA) (Garretson interview 

6/19/14).  Historian Jessica Lautin states, “Model Cities cultural programs across the 

country appeared to have several goals: to provide arts classes offered to and run by 

residents of the neighborhood, to train future instructors and art professionals, and teach 

technical skills” (2011, 149). Model Cities cultural projects contributed to larger 

conversations about diversity coming out of the Civil Rights Movement, and its approach 

to integrating arts in the community influenced the structure of the CETA CCF/AP.  

Another important program that impacted CETA CCF/AP was the Emergency 

School Aid Act (ESA). President Richard Nixon proposed the ESA in 1970 to facilitate 

school desegregation, and it included “financing of innovative techniques for providing 

educationally sound interracial experiences for children in racially isolated schools” 
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(Nixon 1970). Berger was the Artists in Schools Coordinator for the New York 

Foundation for the Arts (NYFA) at this time, and he explained the concept underpinning 

ESA: “The idea was how you could use the arts to deal with diversity tensions” (Berger 

interview 7/24/14). Through NYFA, Berger received a sizable grant to institute programs 

in three cities that were experiencing racial unrest: Buffalo, New York; Roosevelt, Long 

Island; and New York City (Berger interview 7/24/14). For the ESA program in New 

York City, Berger received approval from the Board of Education to interview and 

audition artists and performers for the program (Berger interview 7/24/14). He designed 

an application that highlighted professional artistic accomplishments, teaching 

experience, prior public service work, and willingness to perform public service. When 

the CETA CCF/AP project began to take shape in 1976, Berger adapted this application 

and contributed his knowledge from working on the ESA program. The ESA made the 

claim that arts programming could impact social conditions and cultural understanding, 

and this idea was carried over to CETA CCF/AP.   

Garreston emphasized how cultural and gender diversity throughout the CETA 

CCF/AP leadership team helped create a successful project. She mentioned how Cheryl 

McClenney, Assistant Commissioner of New York City’s Department of Cultural Affairs 

(DCA), advocated for diversity throughout the process of conceiving CETA CCF/AP. 

McClenney is an African American woman, while Garretson and Berger are both 

Caucasian, and Garretson credits McClenney with consistently reminding the CETA 

CCF/AP leadership that racial diversity was extremely important (Garretson interview 

6/19/14). In designing the CETA CCF/AP artist application process, CCF staff 

emphasized artistic talent, followed by diversity in gender, race, veteran status, and 
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geographical location. Garretson described how the candidates were scored by a point 

system: the top third scores were hired regardless of other factors. The bottom third were 

removed from the selection process, and but the middle third scores were weighted with 

consideration towards diversity. The panel would assign additional points for racial 

diversity, veteran status, veterans with disabilities, and women (Garretson interview 

6/19/14). According to Garretson, “the best candidate was in Staten Island Vet who lost 

an arm, but who could also paint … who was female” (Garreston interview 6/19/14). This 

remark conveyed some of Garreston’s frustration with meeting the government’s 

mandate for diversity.  

Reflecting on the New York City CETA Artists Project as a whole, CETA 

CCF/AP dancer Martha Bowers explained that it primarily employed privileged, white 

artists. While she greatly appreciated her experience with CETA, she felt that it favored 

college-educated, formally trained, middle-class white artists who were connected to the 

“downtown” dance scene (Bowers interview 8/25/14). There were dancers of different 

races and ages in the program, and CETA CCF/AP had to meet the diversity guidelines 

set forth by U.S. federal government’s Equal Opportunity Employment Commission (See 

“Equal Opportunity Employment Commission,” NYCMA Box 37). Nevertheless, 

Bowers describes the CETA arts program in New York City as “deeply racist and deeply 

classed” and asserts that it should have focused more on low-income artists. This 

coincides with Dubin’s observation that CETA Title VI money was allocated to “older, 

better educated, and less disadvantaged” beneficiaries (1987, 12). 

In a country steeped in institutional and systemic racism, classism, and sexism, it 

was difficult for diverse candidates to receive the artistic training and professional 
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experience necessary to be competitive for CETA jobs. The odds were tilted in favor of 

white male candidates because they have better access to the training and jobs that would 

make them successful candidates. A March 1, 1978 statistical summary of the 

CCF/CETA Artists Project reveals that 59% of the artists were Caucasian, 24% were 

African American, 14% were Hispanic, and 4% were Asian (“Statistical Summary” 

1978). 58% were men, and 42% were women, and this report lacked the intersectional 

analysis of Caucasian men, African American women, etcetera, but it does present the 

discrepancy between the population of New York City and the artists selected for the 

project. In the 1980 Census, New York City was approximately 25% African American 

and 20% Hispanic, but there was controversy surrounding allegations that these groups 

were undercounted and actually comprised a far greater proportion of the population 

(Oreskes 1982). According to the admittedly flawed 1980 census, the minority population 

of New York City in 1980 was 47.1%, which included African Americans, Hispanics, 

and Asians, while CETA CCF/AP was 42% minority artists. While this 5% gap between 

the CETA CCF/AP artist population and the New York City population was an officially 

acceptable proportion of minority artists, it represents a difference of fifteen minority 

artists.  

 While including more minority artists would have benefited the program’s 

diversity, CETA CCF/AP met government requirements for diversity and equal 

employment based on the census figures available at that time. Unlike NEA funding that 

provided a one-time financial award, CETA employment provided artists a full-time job 

with health benefits. CETA CCF/AP provided material support for minorities and women 

in addition to offering artistic visibility. In this way, it was an important departure from 
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visibility-oriented diversity projects that Nixon and Carter promoted through the NEA. 

As noted in Chapter 3, dancer Madeline Cantor viewed her CETA position as a grant and 

it legitimated her identity as a dancer. In Cantor’s case, and in additional case studies in 

Chapter 5, CETA included the salary and insurance benefits of government employment 

with little to none of the stigma that can be associated with public assistance (see Weir 

1992, 88 for more about this stigma). Both Nixon and Carter employed diversity in the 

arts as a visual representation of equality while they simultaneously cut programs that 

offered minorities and women material support. CETA arts employment was a rare 

situation that offered artists both increased exposure and meaningful material support in 

the form of a salary, health insurance, and disability insurance.  

 

4.3 Reenacting the WPA: CETA CCF/AP and Versioning Public Service 

In New York City and nationwide, CETA arts programs engaged with the history 

of the WPA to reimagine art as public service. As noted in Chapter 1, John Kreidler 

utilized his knowledge of the WPA performing and visual arts programs to make a case 

for the CETA arts program. San Francisco Director of Cultural Affairs Martin Snipper 

was a painter during WPA, and he supported Kreidler’s proposal to reenact government 

support of art as public service (Kreidler interview 6/16/14). This desire to revisit and 

reenact the past connects to performance studies scholar Andre Lepecki’s concept of the 

“will to archive” and the “will to reenact” (2010, 28).  

Lepecki is specifically focused on contemporary dance, but his discussion of 

archives and reenactment is useful in reference to CETA’s relationship to the WPA. 

Lepecki defines the “will to archive” as a “a capacity to identify in a past work still non-
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exhausted creative fields … these fields that ‘concern the possible’ (Massumi 2002, 93) 

are always present in any past work and are that which re-enactments activate ” (Lepecki 

2010, 31). In each dance performance, there are potentials left untapped, movements left 

unexplored, and Lepecki imagines how these potentials can reside in virtual reserves. 

Here, Lepecki utilizes Gilles Deleuze’s concepts of compossibles and incompossibles57 to 

explain how these potential movements and meanings:  

compossibles can be called (1) the totality of converging and extensive series that  
constitute the world, (2) the totality of monads that convey the same world…  
Incompossibles can be called (1) the series that diverge, and that from then on 
belong to two possible worlds, and (2) monads of which each express a world 
different from the other.  

(Deleuze 1993, 60; qtd. in Lepecki 2010, 31) 
 

The “will to archive” stems from a desire to “unlock, release, and actualize a work’s 

many (virtual) com- and incompossibilities, which the originating instantiation of the 

work kept in reserve, virtually” (Lepecki 2010, 31). In dance, this “will to archive” 

manifests in a “will to reenact” through the body, and Lepecki focuses on how the body 

is inseparable from the archive (2010, 31). However in the case of CETA and the WPA, 

it is less about bodily reenactments and more about the com- and incompossiblities that 

the concept of government funded art “kept in reserve.” The WPA arts projects held 

additional possibilities: there was more that the WPA project could be, and those who 

advocated for CETA arts projects saw the potential in that engagement. However, when 

artists, administrators, press, or politicians expected CETA to imitate, recreate, preserve, 

or resurrect the WPA out of sentimentalism, these expectations were misguided. While 

the 1970s was a period of stagnant growth and inflation, it was not an economic crisis on 

par with the Great Depression.58 The “will to reenact” the WPA was based on generating 

a new iteration of art as public service that reflected the unique conditions of the 1970s.  
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 One of the primary challenges the CETA CCF/AP faced reenacting the WPA was 

financial: CETA CCF/AP received no funding for start-up costs, and it received its first 

government money to pay the artists for providing public service (Garretson interview 

6/19/14). Garreston and the CCF staff enlisted volunteers, hired staff who would accept 

retroactive pay, and created a functional program so that the artists could begin their 

service, all with no funding (Garretson interview 6/19/14). According to Slovin, the staff 

that received and processed requests for artists were “desperately … pounding the 

pavement and finding people who would take them for public service portion” (Slovin 

interview 6/26/14). There were 300 artists who needed public service placements, and 

according to Garretson, “whoever would take us on the performing arts side, we’d go” 

(Garretson interview 6/19/14). Without sufficient staff to identify public service sites 

prior to the artists’ start dates, there was a scramble to find appropriate placements. All 

organizations that applied for CETA CCF/AP artists needed to be not-for-profits and they 

had to fill out an application form (Slovin interview 6/26/14). The “will to reenact” the 

WPA-era art as public service led the CCF staff to create a program from nothing. 

Though they lacked start-up funding and faced challenges identifying service sites, CCF 

staff found and unlocked new potentials for artists in public service.  

Kreidler’s documents “Artistic Applications of CETA” (1975a) and “A Brief 

Guide to Public Jobs for Artists” (1975b) were distributed widely to CETA programs all 

over the country, and he presented possible solutions to some of the WPA’s problems. 

For example:  

The Works Progress Administration (WPA) projects of the Great Depression were 
sometimes criticized for being “make work” because several workers sometimes 
performed the work of one person. This problem can be avoided through careful 
conceptualization of the activities which each artist will perform.  
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(Kreidler 1975b, 2)  
 

 
It was difficult, if not impossible, to avoid the allegation of “make work” with the WPA 

and CETA because, in both cases, the government was literally creating jobs. To 

highlight the acclaimed aspects of the WPA, Kreidler emphasized the legacy of WPA arts 

projects. He specifically referenced the WPA’s material products: arts workers produced 

murals, mosaics, sculptures, publications, films, recordings, landscaping, and architecture 

(Kreidler 1975b, 3).  In terms of the performing arts, he credited the WPA with putting 

U.S. music composition and performance “on an equal footing with Europe” (Kreidler 

1975a, 4). He also touted CETA’s ability to match the WPA’s contribution to art: “CETA 

has the same potential for providing work experience to assist the present generation of 

artists to compete for employment opportunities when the economy improves” (Kreidler 

1975a, 4). Here Kreidler is referring to CETA’s potential to reenact the WPA, and he is 

activating a set of new possibilities for the CETA program. By contextualizing the CETA 

artists’ work within the broader frame of WPA artists, CETA CCF/AP had a “will to 

reenact” and placed the New York City artists in a generative archival dialogue with 

earlier work (Lepecki 2010, 31).  

Another useful concept in explaining how CETA related to the WPA is music 

theorist Dick Hebdige and dance scholar Thomas DeFrantz’s term “versioning” (1987 , 

12-16; 2004, 82-84). It is “a way to tell an old tale new or launch a musty proverb into 

the contemporary moment” and it has its origins in “transplanted modes of African 

orature” (DeFrantz 2004, 82). It is typified by “transformative agility” (82), and those 

who perform versioning are tasked with becoming “generative interpreters” (DeFrantz 

2004, 83).  DeFrantz expanded upon this term from music theorist Dick Hebdige, who 
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wrote about versioning in Carribbean popular music. For Hebdige, versioning provides a 

space for reinvention: “The original version takes on a new life and a new meaning in a 

fresh context” (1987, 14). While this concept has roots in African and Caribbean culture, 

African and Caribbean cultures have significantly shaped U.S. culture and therefore 

versioning has a strong presence in U.S. cultural life. Hebdige explains how Elvis Presley 

versioned other singers from Dean Martin to Arthur Crudup to Hank Williams by 

adapting aspects of their stylistic approach and melding them into something that became 

his own. According to Hebdige, one can utilize this approach in performance or scholarly 

writing, and versioning “is a democratic principle because it implies that no one has the 

final say” (1987, 14). CETA CCF/AP’s project was a complex choreography of 

paperwork combined with artistic advocacy and political acumen and its administrators 

versioned the WPA’s public art programs. The diverse group of individuals who created 

CETA CCF/AP’s project made the WPA’s call for public art new, relevant, and possible 

in the 1970s. 

On Tuesday January 3, 1978, the CETA CCF/AP artist orientation utilized 

versioning by referring back to the WPA experience and inviting artists to imagine how 

that historical program could be reimagined in the 1970s. Orientation included a 

screening of the film Federal Theatre from Bread and Roses: A New Deal for the Arts 

1935-1943 by Wieland Schulz-Keil and a panel entitled “The WPA Experience” with 

historian Francis O’Connor and artist Elton Fox (Cultural Council Foundation CETA 

Artists Project Orientation 1978). Berger noted how Kreidler utilized the WPA’s public 

service arts programs to persuade local governments to approve CETA arts funding 

(Berger interview 7/24/14). To Berger, the WPA arts projects have “nostalgia” and 
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“cachet” and he explained that “certain parts of WPA now that have taken on mythic 

proportions … [such as filmmaker] Orson Welles” (Berger interview 7/24/14). Berger 

and his collaborators portrayed CETA as an improved incarnation of the WPA, but it was 

a versioning that generated what public service could be in the 1970s. Implementing 

CETA CCF/AP presented a number of obstacles, but CCF remained agile in their 

versioning and committed to their vision of art as public service.  

 Slovin had a great deal of contact with the day-to-day CETA CCF/AP operations, 

and she described a large variation in the quality of the public service projects. Slovin 

explained:  

I do think that some of these projects probably were a little bit “make work”… 
they were bona fide, everything was bona fide, everything actually happened that 
was supposed to happen.  But the question is like, what exactly was achieved by 
some of these projects?  

(Slovin interview 6/26/14) 
 

There were no measures in place to track the results of the CETA CCF/AP (Garretson 

interview 6/19/14), and dancers’ perspectives on public service projects will be examined 

in Chapter 5 According to Slovin, “the way that public service was conceived in this 

project is a conventional way of conceiving public service … there’s just a huge history 

for this kind of conception” (Slovin interview 6/26/14). She is referring to how CETA 

CCF/AP imitated WPA’s approach to public service, and she was more interested in how 

CETA CCF/AP addressed artist employment. However, CETA CCF/AP did not mimic 

the WPA’s approach to public service; it reenacted it. The public service sites self-

identified and applied for artists’ services, and the entire project was conceived locally, 

rather than federally as it was in the WPA. CCF employees were generative in their 

interpretation of public service, a characteristic of Hebdige and DeFrantz’s “versioning” 



	 123	

(1987, 12; 2004, 82). Art as public service unlocked potential that was adapted into a new 

era with a different set of challenges and concerns. 

  

Conclusion 

 Chapter 4 investigated how New York City administrators defined art as public 

service and imagined a distinct vision of how this could benefit artists. Under the 

guidance of Berger, Garretson and McClenney, the New York City arts community 

formed an alliance, and through CETA CCF/AP, made an ideological claim about art as 

public service. The New York City arts community claimed that the arts could benefit 

multiple publics, and this expanded the scope of artistic activity in the city. This arts 

community also became a counterpublic that constructed its identity in opposition to local 

government policies about CETA employment. By staking a claim that the arts were 

public service and that artists were workers, the New York City arts community worked 

with CETA CCF/AP to redefine arts engagement across the city. The goal of the CETA 

CCF/AP was to provide artists economic assistance while serving communities and arts 

organizations citywide.  

CETA CCF/AP was part of a larger national movement that included 

approximately 10,000 artists and over $100 million CETA funding (“Cultural Council 

Foundation: CETA Artists Project” 1978). To NEA Chairman Livingston Biddle, the 

national proliferation of CETA artists signaled that the arts were gaining importance 

across the country (“Cultural Council Foundation: CETA Artists Project” 1978, 2). While 

lawmakers did not intend to disburse CETA funds to unemployed artists, the CETA arts 

movement indicated that given the funding, local governments were willing to create 
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infrastructure to support unemployed artists and performers. CETA arts programs 

nationwide established counterpublics that resisted the federal government discourse 

surrounding unemployment and public service; CETA arts programs constituted a 

network of organizations that advocated for artist employment.   

While CETA arts programs were criticized for employing well-educated artists 

from middle class backgrounds, it is clear from further analysis that the CETA CCF/AP 

artists came from a variety of backgrounds and CETA CCF/AP adhered to government 

equal opportunity employment regulations that ensured a diverse representation of artists. 

By providing minority and female artists with a full-time salary, health insurance, and 

disability insurance, CETA countered the 1969-1980 trend of cutting federal benefits. 

NEA grants offered limited financial support, but CETA’s full-time employment 

provided artists with an ongoing form of financial stability. During the 1970s, local arts 

organizations expanded and a greater number of individuals were pursuing artistic careers 

(Berger interview 7/24/14). This coincided with stronger affirmative action requirements 

that ensured government contractors gave women and minorities fair consideration. 

CETA CCF/AP provided artists with financial stability, employment, and training in their 

field without the negative connotations that can be associated with public assistance 

(Weir 1992, 88). CETA arts programs were an important source of material support at a 

time when the federal government deployed images of diversity while cutting many 

programs that benefitted minorities and women.  

Through the “will to reenact” the WPA, CETA arts programs set in motion a new 

set of possibilities for art and public service (Lepecki 2010, 31). CETA CCF/AP was not 

trying to portray art as federally funded public service for the first time; they were doing 
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it for the second time in history, and they relied upon the WPA discourses of art as public 

service as a starting point from which to explore what else was possible. CETA CCF/AP 

began later than many of the other national programs, so they had time to learn how the 

other programs operated and they had materials from CETA arts programs from all over 

the country. Reenacting the WPA and learning from other programs enhanced CETA 

CCF/AP’s capability for “versioning” (Hebdige 1987, 12-16; DeFrantz 2004, 82-84): 

CETA CCF/AP transformed the WPA’s historical dialogue into a contemporary 

refashioning of art as public service that build upon the national CETA arts movement.  

 

 

Notes: 
																																																								
51	For	a	list	of	participating	arts	organizations	by	New	York	City	Borough,	see	Anne 
Dahlgren Hecht’s Cultural Council Foundation Artists Project: On the Identification and 
Utilization of Largely Untapped Resources (1980). 	
52 New York City’s Department of Cultural Affairs was founded in 1968. For more, see, 
“About Cultural Affairs: History: 1965-1980.”   
53 According to historian Jessica Lautin, “Authorized in 1966, Model Cities was the last 
of [President Lyndon] Johnson’s major antipoverty initiatives. Established through the 
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD), the program was designed to 
target ‘hardcore’ slums with low-income families, low educational skill levels and high 
crime through the ‘coordinated application of physical rebuilding, social services, health 
care, job training and economic development.’” (2011, 143).  
54	Choreographer Alvin Ailey founded the Clark Center for the Performing Arts in 1959 
in Manhattan’s Westside YWCA. By 1970, the center focused primarily on dance 
instruction and presentation with an emphasis on multi-racial companies and African 
American culture. The 1970s marked the Clark Center’s most prolific period of dance 
presentation and the center remained active until its dissolution in 1989 “Clark Center 
Records 1960-1995” <http://archives.nypl.org/dan/19827> (accessed 12/14/15).  
55 New York State Arts Council was founded in 1960 (Barresi, 1972).  
56 Kimberly Benston describes “the era known, after Larry Neal, as The Black Arts 
Movement, the period extending somewhat beyond the defining decade of 1964 (the of 
Malcolm X’s rupture with the Nation of Islam) to 1974 (the year of [Amiri] Baraka’s 
renunciation of absolute black nationalism), during which the category of ‘blackness’ 
served as the dominant sign of African-American cultural activity” (2000, 3).  
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57	The terms compossibles and incompossibles were originally coined by Leibniz 
(Lepecki 2010, 31). 	
58 As noted in Chapter Two, the Great Depression was a more severe economic crisis 
than the stagnant growth, and inflation of the 1970s. The unemployment rate during the 
Great Depression reached a high of 25 percent in 1933 (Rose 1993, 323), while the 
highest unemployment rate in 1974-1975 was nine percent (Baumer and Van Horn, 1985, 
64).	
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PART 2 

CETA IN THE FIELD: DANCERS AND ADMINISTRATORS 

CHAPTER 5 

TRANSMEDIA, TAP DANCE, AND THE LATINA/O POSTMODERN:  

NEW YORK CITY CASE STUDIES  

 

Introduction 

In Chapter 5, I present in-depth analysis of four dancers selected from over forty 

CETA dancers in New York City: Kenneth King, Charles “Cookie” Cook, Jane 

Goldberg, and Merían Soto. These dancers were chosen due to their visibility in New 

York City from 1974-1982. They also present a cross section of dance genres, aesthetics, 

race, and age. As detailed in the Introduction, I employed purposeful sampling and 

maximum variation sampling to ensure a broad range of subjects (Patton 2002). From my 

subject responses, I documented how dancers responded to working for CETA and 

identified paradigms of dance as public service. Appendix B lists the dancers who 

participated in the CETA CCF/AP as of January 1980 and many of their careers deserve 

further study and attention.  

 I selected Kenneth King (featured in section 5.1 Kenneth King: Dance, 

Philosophy, and Transmedia) because he was an established experimental choreographer 

associated with the Judson Dance Theater beginning in 1964, and CETA funding 

provided him financial support as he entered into the most critically acclaimed portion of 

his career (Jowitt in King 1992, xix). While Judson Dance Theater’s central position in 

dance history is problematic,59 it is possible to acknowledge these issues while 
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simultaneously recognizing King and his contemporaries for their choreographic 

accomplishments. King positioned himself as an artist who existed in opposition to the 

“popular arts,” and this rhetoric connects to theories of mass culture and reproduction 

(Strinati 2003 [1995]). CETA supported King’s esoteric vision for dance, thereby 

creating tension in the public sphere as characterized by Habermas (1991 [1962]). 

Though King did not have significant public service experience, the CETA CCF/AP staff 

chose to offer him a position due to his choreographic skill and his willingness to teach 

students of all age groups. King is a Caucasian man, and the CETA CCF/AP staff noted 

that, although he had limited experience working with minority populations, they 

believed would be most effective teaching students capable of rigorous dance movement. 

King enjoyed performing public service for new audiences in outdoor settings and he 

welcomed the challenge of sharing public space with others who were using the space for 

different purposes.  

 I chose to write about dancers Charles Cook (1917-1991) and Jane Goldberg (see 

in section 5.2 CETA’s Interracial Tap Dance Couple: Charles “Cookie” Cook and Jane 

Goldberg) because they were central to a tap dance revival on the concert stage in the 

1970s. While the information in this section is evenly divided between Goldberg and 

Cook, Goldberg’s perspective is dominant because I interviewed her in 2014 and Cook 

passed away in 1991. Goldberg was Cook’s student, and they auditioned separately for 

CETA. After they were both offered CETA employment, CETA CCF/AP staff paired 

them together as a performance duo. Goldberg was a young, white, Jewish woman who 

was primarily concerned with learning about tap dance and preserving its history. Being 

selected for this CETA job thrust her onto the performance stage with her mentor before 
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she felt ready to perform with him. Cook was an African American man in his sixties and 

an accomplished dancer; he had performed consistently with his partner Ernie Brown 

from the 1930s to the 1960s. By pairing Cook and Goldberg as a duet, CETA CCF/AP 

staff was capitalizing on nostalgia for the 1930s when tap dancers Bill Robinson and 

Shirley Temple headlined in a number of successful films. This strategy portrayed an 

image of racial harmony, but it was built upon the tap dance’s unacknowledged history of 

minstrelsy and racism (Morrison 2014).  

 There were also complex racial dynamics at play when Goldberg took on the role 

of Cook’s agent and producer for professional performance opportunities outside CETA. 

Their relationship shifted from an affectionate friendship between student and teacher to 

a strained business relationship between a reluctant agent and a distrustful performer. 

This reflected a larger trend in the tap field at that time of young, predominately white 

women writing grants to support older African American tap dancers who were primarily 

men. Cook’s relationship with Goldberg was interdependent because he relied upon her 

for her grant writing expertise and administrative support, while she depended on him for 

his technical and cultural knowledge of tap dance. There is an extensive history of white 

dancers and choreographers profiting from African American dance forms as documented 

in Kraut (2008; 2015), Robinson (2006), Gottschild (1996), and Lott (1992). Despite 

Goldberg’s motivation to preserve and share tap dance for the benefit of others, she was 

entangled in the legacy of white dancers profiting from African American dance forms. 

Goldberg and Cook experienced conflict when they negotiated terms for professional 

performances, but there was no such conflict surrounding CETA performances because 

their salaries and benefits were determined by their contract. While Goldberg experienced 
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commercial success during her time with CETA, she found professional dance 

employment unpredictable therefore she would have rather continued working for CETA 

with a guaranteed income. In terms of public service, Goldberg felt that she and Cook 

could have taught and performed more for CETA, but she was grateful for the stability 

and support that her CETA employment afforded.  

 I elected to write about dancer and choreographer Merían Soto (in section 5.3 

Merían Soto: Space and Time for my Work) because she was a key figure in a Puerto 

Rican avant-garde performance movement that came to fruition in the 1980s. Her 

choreography fused Latina/o popular dance forms such as the Puerto Rican bomba and 

the Cuban son with her classical dance training in ballet and compositional work in 

experimental performance. Through performance, she sought to subvert dominant 

patriarchal and religious structures by articulating her experience as a Puerto Rican 

woman living in the New York. Her choreographic process included vocalizations, 

moving in silence, and deconstructing rhythmic patterns. Working for CETA helped 

establish her identity as a dancer and it gave her the necessary resources to reinvent her 

cultural traditions in collaboration with other Puerto Rican artists. In terms of public 

service, she taught workshops on how to choreograph with popular Latina/o dance forms 

and taught children at the Bedford Stuyvesant Restoration Corporation in Brooklyn. This 

teaching experience led to additional teaching opportunities in the years following CETA 

at the Lincoln Center Institute among other venues. In 1983, she founded the 

interdisciplinary artists’ collective Pepatián with her collaborators Pepón Osorio and Patti 

Bradshaw. This began a long period of producing choreography, performance, and visual 

art in the South Bronx, New York; Soto’s practice expanded in 1985 to include 



	 131	

supporting a new generation of Latina/o visual and performing artists. By examining 

these four dance artists, I identify CETA CCF/AP characteristics that were specific to this 

local iteration of dance as public service.   

 

Kenneth King: Dance, Philosophy, and Transmedia 

Kenneth King was born in 1943 in Freeport, New York (Kenneth King Papers) 

and he grew up participating in musical theater and developed a fondness for puppet 

shows and television (King 2003 [1992], 148-149). He studied religion and philosophy at 

Antioch College in Ohio and he took advantage of a flexible work-study program that 

enabled him to travel to New York City to study dance while remaining a full-time 

student (Jowitt 2003, 117-118). He was still an undergraduate student at Antioch in 

September 1964 when he presented his first New York City performance, cup/saucer/two 

dancers/radio, at the Judson Church (Jowitt 2003, 118). This was just two years after 

Robert Dunn organized the first dance concert at Judson Church that included dance 

performances by Steve Paxton, David Gordon, Deborah Hay, Yvonne Rainer, and Elaine 

Summers, among others (Banes 1980, 11-12). King and Meredith Monk appeared on the 

same program at Judson Church in 1964, and by 1965, King, Monk, and Phoebe Neville 

were gaining attention as “second-generation Judson choreographer[s]” (Banes 1980, 

169).  In 1965, Village Voice dance critic Jill Johnston declared that 1964 was the end of 

Judson Dance Theater, and the last “officially numbered” Judson concert was on April 

29, 1964 (Jowitt 2003, 113, 134). King collaborated with choreographers and artists 

associated with the “Judson Dance Theater,” but closer examination of dance during this 

time reveals that the “Judson Dance Theater” qualifier is narrowly conceived.  
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According to dance historian Sally Banes, “a new expressionism arose in the 

work of Meredith Monk, Kenneth King, and others. Narrative was reinstalled in dance, 

but one that was distanced by techniques of alienation and reflexiveness” (1980, 18). 

Susan Manning (1988, 1989), Ramsey Burt (2006), and Danielle Goldman (2010) have 

heavily critiqued Banes’s aesthetic assertions about dance during this time period. For 

example, Banes’s assertion that Monk and King reintroduced narrative in dance discounts 

choreographers and dancers in other milieus who consistently worked with narrative. 

Burt credits Banes with writing “thorough and comprehensive” accounts of the dancers 

she chose to write about; however, she failed to acknowledge the breadth of the dance 

field through focusing on the primarily Caucasian60 dancers associated with the Judson 

Church performance space in downtown New York City (Burt 2006, 6-7).  Banes was 

one of the first writers to make theoretical claims about dancers in the 1960s and 70s, but 

she employed Clement Greenberg and Michael Fried’s discussions of modernism as a 

means to focus on formal radicalism and little else (Burt 2006, 6-7). This led her “to 

propose a systemic history of postmodern dance in which developments were internally 

motivated and entirely independent of any social and historical context” (Burt 2006, 7). 

Because Banes’s analysis lacked social and historical context, her generalizations about 

how 1960s dance improvisation equated with freedom disregarded how dancers outside 

this community, such as African Americans and other minorities, might conceive of 

freedom (Goldman 2010, 9). Despite the limited socio-historical scope of her scholarship, 

her in depth description of King’s work provides useful documentation of his dancing 

and choreography.  

King experimented with characters, props, text, and film, in his early 
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choreographic work, and dance critic Deborah Jowitt remarked that he “had much in 

common” with Monk from 1964 to 1968 (2003, 115). In 1965, both Monk and King 

performed in poet Jackson Mac Low’s piece The Pronouns, and working with Mac Low 

may have influenced King’s use of language in performance (Jowitt 2003, 114). King and 

Monk also had a close working relationship with theater artist Robert Wilson, but their 

collaboration with Wilson soured as chronicled in dance critic Arlene Croce’s book 

chapter “Slowly Then the History of Them Comes Out” (Croce 1982, 285-293). King’s 

early work vacillated from societal commentary to abstract collage, with pieces such as 

Camouflage (1966) making clear anti-military statements against the Vietnam War and 

INADMISSLEABLE EVIDENTDANCE (1971) alleged CIA and FBI criminal wrongdoing 

two years prior to President Nixon’s Watergate burglary (Banes 1980, 171, 174). 

Critic John Howell credits King and Monk with inventing “dance plus” in the late 

1960s; “a format that could accommodate theoretical and dramatic material as well as a 

limitless range of movement ideas” (1978, 12). This assertion fails to acknowledge other 

choreographers who were working with dance theater and movement innovation during 

this time. Burt (2006) draws parallels between the historically contemporaneous Judson 

Dance Theater and Pina Bausch’s European dance theater, while dance historian John 

Perpener explains that many African American choreographers working during this time 

“continued to embrace the narrative, emotional, and dramatic elements of early modern 

dance” (2001, 205). These clarifications are important efforts to complicate how Judson 

Dance Theater choreographers were credited with artistic accomplishments. While I 

acknowledge that King and his Judson era contemporaries were innovative artists, I must 

conclude that writers and critics during that time operated from a narrow view of dance 
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that focused on work by the Judson Dance Theater while excluding other choreographers’ 

work.  

King writes that in the mid-1970s, his performance work began to emphasize 

dance movement, music, and “transmedia” while steering away from “characters and 

overt polemics” (King 1992, 10). He characterizes “transmedia” as “movement that 

connects and extends whatever we see or know, in our heads, on the page or stage, across 

a room, or on a screen: even across disciplines” (King 1992, 4). His movement style was 

deeply influenced by Merce Cunningham and he considered Cunningham the 

“postmodern axis” that completely changed how dance functioned in the “open system” 

of modern dance (King 1992, 144, 142). Banes did not consider Cunningham “post-

modern” because Cunningham “remain[ed] entrenched in a dance-technical idiom” 

(1980, 7). Banes’s notion of the postmodern was actually connected to one aspect of 

Clement Greenberg’s definition of modernism, namely formal radicalism (Burt 2006, 7). 

Banes acknowledges that “post-modern” dance was exploring modernist principles and 

she claims “postmodern dancers made their breakthrough by reacting against the 

expressionism of modern dance” (Burt 2006, 9). However, this assertion has been 

contested by Manning (1988, 1989) and Burt (2006) because the postmodern dance 

Banes refers to was not in fact embracing modernist principles nor reflecting a new set of 

concerns in dance. In this sense, King’s declaration of Cunningham as the “postmodern 

axis” could be understood as postmodern in the sense that it “came after” modern dance, 

but it was not postmodern in a philosophical or aesthetic sense.  

When examining King’s involvement in CETA, there are evident connections 

between the resources he received and how his artistic work progressed during this time 
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period. When King joined CETA in 1978, he had over a decade of experience 

choreographing in New York City. He described CETA’s timing as “opportune” because 

he was traveling for university teaching engagements in Maryland and Wisconsin and 

CETA provided the time and focus that he needed to invest in his New York City-based 

dance company (King interview 9/25/14).  

By 1978, when I entered the CETA program, I had built up certain but still hard to 
support career momentum… [I] was preparing to perform with my company at 
the Brooklyn Academy of Music (1978).  However, the economy was difficult 
and to sustain myself and find work and performing was even more difficult.  

(King interview 7/15/14) 
 

Being part of the CETA program alleviated King’s financial concerns, and CETA’s 

“guaranteed yearly income freed up my time and gave me the opportunity to develop my 

work, explore and experiment” (King interview 7/15/14).  

His focus on choreography and performance led to a “break-out” performance at 

the Brooklyn Academy of Music (BAM) in 1978 that included the dances 

RAdeoA.C.tiv(ID)ty and DANCE S(P)ELL (King interview 9/25/14). Howell notes that 

this 1978 performance was a departure for King because “the pieces are filled out with a 

more complex kind of dancing” (1978, 12). It was followed by performances at the 

Kitchen, P.S. 122, Merce Cunningham Studio, La MaMa and other New York City 

venues (King interview 9/25/14). King also began to collaborate with fellow CETA 

employee and poet Bob Holman, and they performed together at PS 122 in 1980 (King 

interview 7/15/14).  According to Jowitt, “The eighties were perhaps the heyday of 

King’s group choreography. He had splendid dancers and collaborated with 

videographers as well as composers” (Jowitt in King 1992, xix). King was able to stay in 

New York and focus on his choreography for “three crucial years;” even after CETA 
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ended, King collected unemployment for an additional year (King interview 9/25/14). 

During his time employed by CETA, King was one of seven postmodern 

choreographers featured in Michael Blackwood’s film Making Dances and this film 

included King’s rehearsals outdoors at the World Trade Center and in the Museum of 

Modern Art’s sculpture garden (Blackwood 1980). While this film and these featured 

performances were not CETA sponsored events, according to King CETA “made 

preparing and rehearsing for projects like that possible” (King interview 7/15/14). In the 

film, King discussed his decision to rehearse and perform Wor(l)d (T)raid, a piece 

conceived outdoors in a park adjacent to the World Trade Center: “Studios cost $5 an 

hour to rent, or $7.50, and here you can just rehearse just free. It’s terrific. You know, 

you have to contend with people watching and footballs and baseball games, and 

frisbees” (King in Blackwood 1980). This choice to make dance in a public park put King 

in direct contact, and possibly conflict, with people who intended to use the park for other 

purposes. This choice demonstrates King’s willingness to expose himself to people who 

may not have appreciated or understood his performance in a public setting. He embraced 

the possibility of contentious interactions while performing in a public space, and this 

connects to concepts of the public sphere.  

As discussed in Chapter 3, Habermas’s (1991 [1962]) historical conceptions of 

the public sphere are key to understanding critical discourse surrounding concepts of the 

public in dance and art. Habermas’s The Structural Transformation of the Public Sphere 

(1991 [1962]) was translated from German into English in 198961 and made a significant 

impact in a number of disciplines including history, art, geography, and women’s studies 

(see Strum 1994 for a comprehensive bibliography on Öffentlichkeit [openness]). 
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Habermas (1991 [1962]) details how the European bourgeois public sphere arose and 

devolved during the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, but his theorization of the public 

sphere gained prominence in the art world because critics used his concepts to discuss the 

role of art in society. Art historian Douglas Crimp contextualized sculptor Richard 

Serra’s radical attempts to redefine public space. Crimp explains that U.S. public art 

policies emphasize art as “private self-expression” that can be featured in public spaces 

“without offending public expectations” (1986, 51). When he created Tilted Arc in 1981, 

Serra purposefully created an experiential sculpture that intervened in its surrounding 

architecture to produce tension. This sculptural intervention became a political site of 

contention because those who witnessed Tilted Arc were forced to reconceive their 

notions of Javits Plaza. Serra’s work avoids a false “politics of consensus” by “us[ing] 

sculpture to hold its site hostage” and portraying the societal condition of individual egos 

colliding (Crimp 1986, 54). 

While King did not seek to violently disrupt the space where he performed, he 

was open to the range of interactions that could occur with audience members. King’s 

choreography was esoteric and experimental, and CETA CCF/AP was taking a risk 

supporting his work. Deborah Jowitt’s December 1977 Village Voice article about King’s 

choreography referenced his “glitteringly bizarre, deadpan dance-dramas during the 

radical early ‘60s … Anyone remember Spectacular, with performers dreamily building 

themselves phalluses of shaving cream?” (Jowitt 1977 np). King’s past performances 

included sexually explicit material, political commentary, and eccentric choices that 

could have prevented CETA CCF/AP from hiring him for public service employment. 

Despite the fact that hiring King could have elicited controversy among politicians or in 
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the press, the CETA CCF/AP staff chose to take a risk and support his application 

because they felt he was a qualified applicant. At his audition for CETA CCF/AP on 

December 12, 1977, American Association of Dance Companies (AADC) panelist Cheryl 

McClenney wrote “[King] must be carefully placed. May not be terribly effective in 

certain settings” (1977). McClenney also noted that King had “limited experience in 

minority community” and he would be most suited to work with “people whose bodies 

are in shape” (1977). AADC panelist David White noted “While no great community 

experience, a good candidate because of skills” (1977). King expressed an enthusiasm for 

interdisciplinary collaboration with theater artists and writers, and he was open to 

working with all age groups (White 1977). Despite expressing doubts about King’s 

ability to work in all settings, the audition panelists awarded him an eight out of ten 

possible points and King was invited to join the CETA CCF/AP project (White 1977, 

McClenney 1977). By hiring an artist with limited community service experience who 

was known to have choreographed controversial works, CETA CCF/AP left itself 

vulnerable to controversy and public disapproval. However, the panelists chose to accept 

King because they felt his choreographic skill and enthusiasm for collaboration were 

significant enough to merit support.  

King describes his CETA public service as a “pilot project” designed by CETA 

CCF/AP Dance Program director William Dunas  (King interview 9/25/14). King and 

fellow CETA dancers Nancy Lewis, Dana Reitz and David Woodberry were assigned to 

make a piece for the outdoor garden space at the Cooper-Hewitt Museum. Banes 

describes the piece as follows:  

in [King’s] duet with Diane Jacobowitz at the Cooper-Hewitt Museum in 1978—
he seems to hover around her, guiding her but barely touching her, at times like a 
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halo or a moth with a flame, but at times like a Dr. Coppélius or Frankenstein 
manipulating a creature of his own making. When I see him dancing outside, he 
looks at ease, holding his own against the grandeur of nature and architecture, 
skimming along the ground in tennis shoes, jogging pants, sweat shirt and 
suspenders, with an irrepressible lilt in his body that belies the bumpy surface of 
the earth, making large, clear gestures that carve out an impression of the space.   

(Banes 1980, 181-182) 
 

In a letter to CETA CCF/AP Dance Coordinator William Dunas following this 1978 

performance, King wrote “It was an opportunity to reach another kind of audience. The 

turn-out was unexpected, on our part and the garden is a terrific setting for dance; I hope 

the series can continue there in the future” (1978, “Letter to William Dunas”). The dance 

series continued as part of the 1979 Summerdance, a CETA sponsored series of five 

dance performances at the Union Square Park, Dance Theater Workshop (DTW), the 

New York Botanical Garden in the Bronx, and Prospect Park in Brooklyn (Karmosky 

1979a). King performed at Cooper-Hewitt on July 31, 1979 with dancers Carter Frank, 

Diane Jacobowitz, William Sheperd, and the poet Bob Holman. They presented excerpts 

from their repertory RAdeoA.C.tiv(ID)ty and Wor(l)d (T)raid and a new work entitled 

Maybe Next Saturday (Karmosky 1979b). The event press release declared “Kenneth 

King and Dancers work in a style of movement that combines classical and modern dance 

into a ‘post-modern’ form—lyrical, angular and flowing” (Karmosky 1979b). This 

description coincides with King’s self-declared emphasis on dance movement in the late 

1970s and his waning interest in characters and overt theatricality.  

In my interview with King, he positioned himself in opposition to the “popular” 

arts: “Art exists in a vacuum compared to the popular arts—Broadway, movies, etc. and 

CETA, lacking resources, was bare-bones survival and not able to venture a larger public 

platform [for] artists” (King interview 9/25/14). Here, King is reiterating a modernist 
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concept of art that is juxtaposed to theories of mass culture and reproduction. According 

to cultural theorist Dominic Strinati, detractors of mass culture and reproduction believe 

that “art depends upon the inspired genius of the individual artist working outside the 

constraints of the commercial market, and without the tried and tested formulas and 

standard techniques of mass culture” (Strinati 2003 [1995], 11). This view depicts 

consumers as unthinking subjects who accept mass culture because art is deemed 

inaccessible (Strinati 2003 [1995], 11). In reality, popular culture is complex and cannot 

be easily defined or categorized and consumers have intricate processes for making 

meaning from popular culture (Strinati 2003 [1995], 35). According to Jowitt, “like the 

work of all truly innovative theater artists, King’s choreography was not the sort to 

appeal to a mass audience” (2003 [1992], xx).  Jowitt is assuming that “a mass audience” 

is not trained to recognize quality, innovative performance; that job is best left to the 

experts, in this case dance critics, the NEA, and other cultural arbiters. While King 

differentiated his choreography from popular culture, his openness and willingness to 

share his process fit with the mission statement of the CETA CCF/AP program.  

 

CETA’s Interracial Tap Dance Couple: Charles “Cookie” Cook and Jane Goldberg  

In 1978, Cook and Goldberg were a tap dance duo: Cook was an African 

American man in his sixties, a vaudeville and Broadway veteran in the twilight of his 

career, and Goldberg was his student, a young, white, Jewish woman who produced 

performances that brought tap dance into the realm of formal concert dance. Goldberg 

studied with a host of legendary male tap dancers in her quest to learn from masters and 

record tap’s history; for Goldberg, tap dance was a treasure, an art form to be preserved 
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and sustained. For Cook, tap dance and performance was his livelihood, economic 

sustenance, and identity. Goldberg and Cook auditioned separately for the CETA 

CCF/AP, but they were both selected for CETA positions, and they were paired together 

for performances and referred to as the “CETA couple” (Goldberg 2008, 110). According 

to Goldberg, “We were perfect for the multicultural moment at hand: man and woman, 

old and young, black and white, looking like we were having a ball, tap dancing” 

(Goldberg 2008, 110). In this section, I will explore how race, gender, history, and money 

complicated Goldberg and Cook’s seemingly harmonious dance partnership. Goldberg’s 

memoir (2008) and dance historian Constance Valis Hill’s text Tap Dancing America: A 

Cultural History (2010) provide insight into Cook’s performance career and Goldberg’s 

role in the tap community as a performer and producer. Working for CETA mitigated 

tension between Goldberg and Cook surrounding fair performance payments and it 

provided financial stability that supported their choreographic growth and development.   

Cook was born in Chicago Illinois in 1917, he grew up in Harlem, New York 

City, and his mother ran 20/40, a well-known rooming house that catered to African 

American entertainers (Goldberg 2008, 109). As a child, he performed with the 

vaudeville acts Garbage and the Two Cans and Sarah Venable and Her Picks. Cook rose 

to prominence in 1930 as a member of the two-man comedy tap team Cook and Brown 

(Dunning 1991). According to Valis Hill:  

The knockabout comedy team of Cook and Brown (Charles “Cookie” Cook and 
Ernie “Brownie” Brown) combined acrobatic stunts and grassroots humor with 
eccentric dancing. The short-tempered, six-foot-tall Cook played foil to the 
diminutive five-foot-tall Brown who, when knocked down, slid the full length of 
the stage and bounced up in a reverse split, thumbing his nose for more abuse.  

(Valis Hill 2010, 104).  
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Cook and Brown shared vaudeville stages with entertainers such as Duke Ellington, 

Count Basie, and Lena Horne on tours across the United States and Europe (Lee 2009). 

He was a founding member of the Copasetics, a “social friendly benevolent club” formed 

in 1949 as a tribute to legendary tap dancer Bill “Bojangles” Robinson (Hill 2010, 166). 

The twenty-one members were primarily tap dancers, and this organization performed 

community work and featured dance and music traditions in the Harlem, New York 

community just as tap dance declined in popularity in the 1950s (Hill 2010, 168). Cook 

and Brown had steady performance engagements through the 1960s (Dunning 1991) and 

continued performing together in the 1970s (Lee 2009). According to Cook’s CETA 

personnel file, his only employment in 1977 was a series of performances on college 

campuses and he did not list the amount he was paid for these performances (Cook 1977).  

Jane Goldberg was born in 1948 in Washington, DC, and she studied dance 

forms, including tap, from an early age. She majored in political science at Boston 

University and became involved in antiwar protests, feminism, and activist journalism. 

Howard Zinn, the well-regarded populist historian, made an impression on Goldberg and 

inspired her to pursue her “liberation:”  “I forever gave up my rollers, let my hair go 

naturally curly again, and looked up ‘tap’ in the Boston yellow pages” (Goldberg in Hill 

2010, 238). Theater artist Robert Wilson also influenced Goldberg’s artistic sensibilities 

and inspired her to move to New York City (Goldberg interview 7/10/14). She started 

studying tap with Stanley Brown in 1973, and she sought out lessons with Honi Coles 

when she moved to New York City in 1974. After attending the Copasetics Ball in 1976, 

she made a connection with Sandman Sims and she soon after studied with Charles Cook, 

Bert Gibson, Leon Collins, and Bubba Gaines (Hill 2010, 238). Goldberg describes 



	 143	

herself as an “anthropologist in my basement … studying tap … it was so dead, or so 

underground:” she was more concerned with learning and preserving tap as an art form 

than becoming a performer herself (Goldberg interview 7/10/14). Goldberg’s perception 

that tap was underground may have been linked to tap’s lack of representation on 

professional stages and in popular media in the 1970s. To Cook and members of the 

Copasetics, tap dance was consistently at the center of their self expression regardless of 

paid employment or professional exposure. These varying perceptions of the tap dance’s 

status in culture highlights the distinction between Goldberg as the aspiring student and 

Cook as the master teacher.  

 Goldberg described having a “huge crush” on Cook and after her teacher Honi 

Coles went on tour with a national show, she hired Cook to teach a small group of four 

students at dancer Pat Catterson’s loft (Goldberg 2008, 107-108). According to Goldberg, 

“I was falling in love with [Cook]. Or was it his feet? This was the partnership I’d been 

hoping for ever since seeing Fred [Astaire] and Ginger [Rogers]” (2008, 109). In addition 

to studying tap, Goldberg was taking class from Simone Forti, Yvonne Rainer, and Elaine 

Summers. Meredith Monk was Goldberg’s first tap student, and this array of influences 

conveys how Goldberg straddled “the Apollo Theater, the Borscht Belt, and the 

downtown art scene” (Goldberg 2008, 115). Goldberg’s mobility between disparate 

social milieus suggests white privilege and some of its accorded benefits. According to 

sociologist Cynthia Levine-Rasky, thinking about race “is embedded in the very social 

movements aimed at eradicating racism. Like ‘black,’ ’white’ is culturally constructed, 

but its effects are real enough” (2008, 52). Levine-Rasky cautions against constructing a 

“white monolith” and concludes that Jewish people in the United States are often racially 
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categorized as white, but this designation is problematic due to the unreliable category of 

“whiteness” (2008, 53). That said, women’s studies scholar Peggy McIntosh describes 

white privilege as an “invisible weightless knapsack” that contains a range of benefits: 

widespread white representation in the media, historical texts that highlight white 

contributions, and opportunities for professional advancement due to one’s white race 

(1988, 5-9). Goldberg’s Jewish “whiteness” may have made it easier for her to traverse 

performance communities from downtown to uptown to upstate, but it also constructed 

barriers between her and Cook when it came to organizing and operating their 

professional dance opportunities. 

In 1977, Goldberg and Cook received an $1800 fellowship from the National 

Endowment for the Arts (NEA) “to produce a lecture-demonstration with veteran dancers 

and, by then, their students” (Hill 2010, 238). Goldberg explained how receiving NEA 

funding gave her confidence to audition for CETA CCF/AP. CETA Dance auditions were 

held in November of 1977 and the artists’ project started in January 1977. Goldberg 

described the audition process as a “grueling competition pitting teachers against students 

in many cases” (Goldberg 2008, 110), and one of Goldberg’s students who did not get a 

CETA job was devastated and it ended their friendship (Goldberg interview 7/10/14). 

This heightened sense of competition took a heavy toll on Goldberg, but being part of 

CETA also increased her feeling of self worth because she was a “working artist” 

(Goldberg interview 7/10/14). She would have preferred to continue studying tap with 

Cook instead of quickly forming a performance partnership with him (Goldberg 

interview 7/10/14). She was enraptured with tap’s history and techniques, but felt rushed 
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onto the stage and not quite ready to perform side by side with her teacher. (Goldberg 

interview 7/10/14).  

Cook and Goldberg began working together in CETA in January 1978. CETA 

Director Shelly Slovin asked Goldberg and Cook to perform at various CETA functions, 

and Goldberg felt it was a way to “show off what CETA was going to do, to the world. 

You know, Shelly would use us in that way … we were the CETA couple because, it was 

such an unusual thing, tap itself” (Goldberg interview 7/10/14). This comment connects 

to Goldberg’s earlier assertion that tap was “underground:” tap dance was an “unusual” 

form of labor for the downtown dance community, but it was central to Cook and his 

dance community. In the midst of New York City’s late 1970s financial crisis, tap dance 

experienced a resurgence on professional stages just as it had during the depths of the 

Great Depression. The tap dance stars of the Great Depression were Bill Robinson and 

Shirley Temple, and media scholar Donald Bogle described how Temple and Robinson 

were a “perfect interracial lovematch” as they danced together in a series of popular 

1930s films (2001 [1973], 47).  Their famous on screen tap dancing partnership was 

featured in films such as The Littlest Rebel (1935) and The Little Colonel (1935). During 

economic hardship, Jim Crow laws, and the racial segregation of the 1930s, Temple and 

Robinson portrayed a harmonious possibility: a cherubic young white girl and her 

devoted and kind-hearted black servant. There was no threat of a sexual relationship 

because their age difference was so great.  

Dance scholar Margaret Morrison explains that Temple and Robinson’s 

relationship goes beyond being the “first interracial couple” on film: “they are two parts 

of an inseparable unit, linked through devotion, friendship, and duty … Their obvious 
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differences in race, gender, and age take a back seat to their identical vulnerability, 

charm, talent, and resourcefulness” (2014, 25). However, Robinson is Temple’s loyal 

slave, and he performs with “eager compliance … for diminutive masters and mistresses” 

in The Littlest Rebel  (Morrison 2014, 27). By portraying Temple and Robinson as close 

friends with a harmonious relationship, The Littlest Rebel naturalizes African American 

subjugation to white society. As Morrison notes, “blackface minstrelsy incubated tap 

dance,” and it is impossible to disentangle tap dance from its minstrel past (2014, 28). In 

describing nineteenth century minstrelsy in the U.S., social historian Eric Lott writes:  

While it was organized around the quite explicit “borrowing” of black cultural  
materials for white dissemination (and profit), a borrowing that ultimately  
depended upon the material relations of slavery, the minstrel show obscured these  
relations by pretending that slavery was amusing, right, and natural.  

(Lott 1992, 23) 
 
Many tap dancers in the twentieth century, including Bill Robinson, performed in black 

face and maintained a connection to minstrelsy’s tradition of humor and light-hearted 

fun. African American newspapers were critical of how the film industry portrayed 

African Americans and leftist writers critiqued Robinson for propagating “damaging 

stereotypes” in films such as The Littlest Rebel (Morrison 2014, 28). Morrison argues that 

Robinson and other dancers of his generation strived to “perform empowered masculinity 

and virtuosic showmanship as strategies of subversion and uplift” (Morrison 2014, 28). 

Robinson and fellow tap dancers sought to subvert societal racism, and Morrison believes 

it is necessary to maintain an awareness of minstrelsy’s racist past in order to truly 

appreciate tap dance’s complex histories.  

Legendary tap dancer Sandman Sims suggested that he and Goldberg could create 

an act based on Temple and Robinson, but Goldberg refused, stating “I was already 
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thirty, a little late for Shirley” (Goldberg 2008, 47). In this statement, Goldberg claimed 

her identity as an adult woman and declined to portray an asexual, child-like character. 

By refusing to reenact Temple and Robinson’s routines, Goldberg also resisted a popular 

narrative with racist implications. Goldberg and Cook visually echoed Temple and 

Robinson; Goldberg was young, with short curly hair, and she had a full-cheeked face 

with an easy smile. Goldberg referred to Cook as “six feet tall and lean … one of the cool 

cats of the jazz age” (Goldberg 2008, 107). Goldberg yearned to perform comedy with 

Cook, and she explained “He saw me as his protégée, not quite the Shirley Temple that 

Sandman Sims envisioned. I was, after all, thirty years old then, not ten. Still, I did enjoy 

dancing right next to him, doing his old time routines” (Goldberg 2008, 111). Goldberg 

had been Cook’s paying student, but she sought to be his peer and dance partner. By 

placing Goldberg and Cook side by side on stage, CETA administrators brokered in 

nostalgia for a bygone era and portrayed a vision of racial harmony. However, the 

“bygone era” of the 1930s was marked by Jim Crow segregation and racial violence. In 

CETA’s 1970s post-Civil Rights era, Goldberg and Cook’s multicultural vision of racial 

harmony was desirable, but it also failed to acknowledge tap dance’s connection to 

minstrelsy and racism.  

As Goldberg was adapting to her new role as Cook’s dance partner, she felt that 

she could have done more performing and public service for CETA (Goldberg interview 

7/10/14). In retrospect, she understands that it was a fledgling program tasked with 

providing work assignments for three hundred artists, but she would have enjoyed 

performing and teaching tap every day. She believes that the WPA art programs in the 

1930s were more impressive and produced more art than CETA did (Goldberg interview 
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7/10/14). She was careful to point out that this was her experience and that other artists 

and performers may have received more in-depth public service assignments that 

required sustained engagement with a specific population. Goldberg remembers 

performing with Cook in senior centers on Christmas because they began exchanging 

gifts (Goldberg interview 7/10/14).  She explained, “I loved those Christmas gigs, and the 

holiday gigs because I really felt like we were in service to the public” (Goldberg 

interview 7/10/14). In general, she felt that the CETA “didn’t know how to use us … 

because we would’ve been happy to work every day” (Goldberg interview 7/10/14).  

Less than two months after they began working for CETA, Cook and Goldberg 

premiered It’s About Time February 24-26, 1978 at Elaine Summers’s loft performance 

space (Hill 2010, 238). Goldberg envisioned her first NEA funded performance with 

Cook as a lecture demonstration about tap, but through networking with Cook and her 

other teachers, it morphed into an entertaining spectacle that included veteran and novice 

tap dancers (Goldberg interview 7/10/14).  In rehearsal for the production, Cook declared 

to Goldberg, “Well, I don't work without Gip,” and Goldberg explained  “it was 

inclusive. It's like, ‘Oh, he can be in it,’ … it wasn't any like, you know, planned 

company.” (Goldberg interview 7/10/14). Goldberg explained that it had the “cachet of 

young-old, black-white, male-female” (Goldberg interview 7/10/14). This small-scale 

performance for a crowd of 125 audience members received a listing in the New York 

Times and got stellar reviews (Hill 2010, 238); though the performance was not 

financially profitable, it changed the course of Goldberg’s life. In June 1978, Goldberg 

and a group of hoofers performed at American Dance Festival (ADF); Charles Reinhart 

booked her sight unseen based on her positive reviews in the press (Goldberg interview 
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7/10/14). In July 1978, they performed at Jacob’s Pillow in Massachusetts, and in 

February 1979 they were featured at Dance Theater Workshop (DTW) in New York City 

(Hill 2010, 239).  

According to Hill, the DTW performance “marked the formal founding of 

[Goldberg’s] company, the Changing Times Tap Dance Company, which was dedicated 

to preserving, promoting, and creating new tap performances” (2010, 239). After 

receiving multiple professional bookings, Goldberg explained “people really thought I 

was going to make a million dollars” (Goldberg interview 7/10/14). When it came to 

performance fees, Goldberg often worked with a large cast, and she said “it doesn't take 

you to the bank necessarily with that $200 check” (Goldberg interview 7/10/14). Reinhart 

tried to help Goldberg get an agent, but the non-traditional structure of her company 

made it difficult for agents to understand her work; she did not subscribe to the dominant 

model of a lone dance choreographer with a company, and she hired different dancers for 

various performances (Goldberg interview 7/10/14). According to Goldberg, “our little 

ensemble was a crazy quilt of old hoofers and young dancers, not an easy-to-define 

package, in the late 70’s world of Twyla Tharp and Baryshnikov” (Goldberg 2008, 116). 

Dance scholar Anthea Kraut discusses how notions of choreographic authorship vary 

according to one’s cultural context: “Western ideas of single authorship and fixity 

embedded in US copyright law are ill suited to collective black expressive forms like the 

blues and jazz” (Kraut 2015, xvi).  Tap dance does not adhere to the model of a single 

choreographer, and Kraut explains that tap choreography circulates between dancers in 

“something more closely resembling a gift economy than a capitalist, proprietary one” 

(Kraut 2015, xvi). Goldberg could not find representation for her company, and she 
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attributes her performance success during this time period to the “steady income” she 

received as a CETA employee (Goldberg interview 7/10/14). 

As her relationship with Cook solidified through their work in CETA, Goldberg 

became Cook’s agent and producer while continuing her role as his dance partner and 

student. Goldberg managed the money for performance engagements and she did not pay 

herself for her management labor (Goldberg interview 7/10/14). Even though she was not 

financially compensated for becoming a manager, Goldberg assumed a great deal of 

power and responsibility in their relationship. Choreographer and performer Blondell 

Cummings managed the CETA CCF/AP Theater program, and she spoke to Goldberg 

about the complex racial dynamics at play in her partnership with Cook (Goldberg 

interview 7/10/14). As an African American woman, Cummings explained why being 

Cook’s manager was difficult and played into problematic historical precedents. 

Goldberg was an educated white woman managing an African American dancer, and she 

was replicating racial power dynamics in the entertainment industry that had historically 

put African American performers at a disadvantage in terms of negotiating salary and 

performance opportunities. She described her management work as a “complicated role” 

because she became the middle person between Cook, other hoofers, and performance 

venues (Goldberg interview 7/10/14). Management and agents had treated Cook unfairly 

in the past, and he was often suspicious and untrusting towards Goldberg. According to 

Goldberg:  

And you know, the night before any gig, Cookie would just blow up. I should 
have gotten used to it, but you know, “This isn't enough money ...” And you 
know, it would always just hit me emotionally. I wasn't, you know, I wasn't really 
… I didn't really have that killer instinct. He'd calm down, but you know, I would 
wonder, “Is he going to be here or not?” 
      (Goldberg interview 7/10/14) 
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Cook’s lack of trust made it difficult for Goldberg to work with him. This was one of the 

primary changes that took place when Goldberg transitioned from a passionate, amateur 

tap enthusiast to a working professional competing for performance engagements.    

Cook accepted the outside jobs that Goldberg booked for them, and he was 

flexible, declaring, “Oh, we'll work on rugs” rather than requesting a wood floor because 

according to Goldberg, “he wanted gigs” (Goldberg interview 7/10/14). This performance 

vignette summarizes how dynamics shifted between Goldberg and Cook:  

The Museum of Modern Art hired us for a reception cocktail party and while we 
danced, everyone around us got drunk and noisy. Above the din of tinkling 
glasses and loud voices, Cookie shouted sarcastically, ‘Jane are you sure you 
wanna be in show business?’ That same night, as I paid him his fee for the 
evening, Cookie declared: ‘Love ends in the classroom.’ With that sentence, 
Cookie let me know our relationship had fundamentally changed … We were no 
longer carefree in my Bleecker Street basement or Pat Catterson’s airy loft. We 
were making a living tap dancing. It came at a hefty price. 

 (Goldberg 2008, 115-116).  
 

Here, Goldberg sets dancing for pleasure in stark contrast to performing for a living. 

Goldberg explained that the hoofers of Cook’s generation were “involuntarily retired” 

which led to “bitterness” (Goldberg Interview 7/10/14). Goldberg enjoyed her time as 

Cook’s student, but she was now tasked with being his manager and co-performer, and 

this role was the source of conflicts.  

While Goldberg did commercial performances, she and a cohort of young, white 

women in tap, including Brenda Bufalino and Gail Conrad, competed for NEA and New 

York State Council on the Arts (NYSCA) grants (Goldberg interview 7/10/14). Goldberg 

characterized the competition in tap as “fierce” for both the older black hoofers and the 

young, predominately white women entering into tap. Goldberg explains:  
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The hoofers who were really competing like with their feet, the women – and I 
would say white women primarily – were getting the grants for them and, you 
know, getting them to their jobs like in CETA, you know, that they were 
competing for grants. That's very different. You know that's not like your art.   

(Goldberg interview 7/10/14)  
 

The white women who procured funding for African American tap dancers were utilizing 

their education and white privilege to secure material support for the tap dance field. The 

women who did this work held significant power because their writing skills gave tap 

dancers access to professional venues and performance fees. Goldberg and Cook had an 

interdependent relationship because Goldberg relied upon Cook for tap technique and 

cultural knowledge, while Cook relied upon Goldberg for grant writing expertise and 

administrative support. While they both depended upon one another, Cook may have 

resented Goldberg’s position of power managing their grants and the finances.  

Cook’s allegiance to the Copasetics at times conflicted with his relationship to 

Goldberg’s Changing Times Tap Company (Goldberg interview 7/10/14). Cook taught 

Goldberg and his other students steps such as the Bambolino and the Bill Robinson 

Routine that Goldberg likened to “secret recipes:” when a younger student asked to 

perform the Bambolino, Cook got angry and protested because that dance was his “bread 

and butter” (Goldberg interview 7/10/14). Cook’s young, predominately white female 

students were learning the same routines that the older, black members of the Copasetics 

performed professionally. Kraut explains that the “published oral histories of tap and jazz 

dancers reveal that many of them worked to protect dance steps they considered their 

property via extra-legal means, corporeal and otherwise” (Kraut 2015, xvi). Efforts to 

protect one’s dances included “vigilant surveillance and public shaming of copycats” 
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(Kraut 2015, xvi). According to tap dancer Brenda Bufalino, “All of the dances in the 

Copasetics’ repertoire are derivative … insofar as they contain bits of steps and routine 

and comic patter that have been drawn, borrowed, and adapted from the classic tap dance 

acts from the 1930s and ‘40s” (Hill 2010, 235). The tradition of watching, imitating, 

appropriating, and refashioning is central to tap dance practice, but it is understandable 

that members of the Copasetics and Cook were wary of teaching their creative material to 

young, predominately white, women outside of their tap dance community. There is a 

long history of white dancers and choreographers appropriating black dance for fame and 

profit, evidenced by Kraut (2008), Robinson (2006), and Gottschild  (1996), among 

others. While Goldberg’s passion for tap motivated her to share it with the world, she 

could not escape the historical implications of being a white woman profiting from an 

African American dance form.  

CETA brought Goldberg and Cook together as dance partners, and they continued 

to collaborate for over six years (Goldberg 2008, 119). Initially when I spoke to 

Goldberg, she considered CETA as a “minor” part of her career, but upon further 

reflection, “it really was major in terms of how to live, I mean in terms of being able to 

have a living” (Goldberg interview 7/10/14). When Goldberg had a number of 

professional performance engagements, she anticipated that her success would continue 

into the foreseeable future. Reflecting on the situation from her perspective in 2014, she 

said “CETA really wasn’t much. If I had the choice, I would have much preferred, in 

retrospect, the CETA job to any kind of work I was getting outside, because that’s just 

too unreliable” (Goldberg interview 7/10/14). Cook’s distrust of Goldberg only 

surrounded outside professional jobs, and Goldberg explained that they never had 
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conflicts around CETA assignments (Goldberg interview 7/10/14). When it came to 

CETA, the salary was fixed and the assignments were not subject to negotiation. 

Goldberg was a tap dance historian, inspired by the form and ready to share tap with 

whomever was interested. Cook was an experienced entertainer who knew what it meant 

to perform for a living. CETA was a program that, just for a moment, gave Goldberg and 

Cook a space to perform and guaranteed fair compensation. Tap dancing for CETA was 

public service, and it was a temporary respite from the competitive business of booking 

professional tap dance jobs.  

 

Merían Soto: Space and Time for my Work 

Merían Soto was born in 1954 in Puerto Rico and she moved to New York City in 

1974 to study at New York University (NYU) and pursue a career in dance (Soto 

interview 7/21/14). While studying at NYU, she met Linda Tarnay and Rachel Lampert 

and began performing in their dance companies. She took workshops with Meredith 

Monk and met a number of Puerto Rican artists who became influential in her career, 

including Pepón Osorio, Awilda Sterling, Dhara Rivera, Nestor Otero and Marisol 

Villamil (Soto interview 7/21/14). Soto began touring with Lampert and Tarnay, and they 

also provided valuable connections in the dance field: Soto explained that she “knew 

[David White] from working with Rachel Lampert and Linda Tarnay, because they were 

friends and he was really supporting them” (Soto interview 7/21/14). White was the 

director of Dance Theater Workshop (DTW) and he also served as a Dance Panelist at the 

CETA auditions and held a position on the Advisory Board for the CETA CCF Artists’ 

Project (Hecht 1980, 106).  
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Soto auditioned for CETA with what would become a signature solo piece. 

Originally entitled Danilo, and later changed to Pedacito de Cristal, this piece was 

“really working it with Latino popular forms” (Soto interview 7/21/14). Soto performed 

Pedacito de Cristal at venues throughout the city ranging from Queensborough 

Community College in Queens to the Bedford Stuyvesant Restoration Corporation in 

Brooklyn. (Soto interview 7/21/14). The Queensborough Community College 

performance was part of a week-long CETA production entitled Celebrate Dance 

(Stackel 1980). Dubbed as a “cultural extravaganza,” Celebrate Dance took place from 

March 23-29, 1980 and it was sponsored by the CCF Artists Project, Queensborough 

Community College, and Donald R. Manes, Borough President of Queens (Stackel 

1980). The purpose of the event was two-fold: to bring talented New York City dancers 

to Queens and “to broaden general awareness of the art of dance in an educational forum” 

(Stackel 1980). Ten dance companies, seventeen choreographers, and thirty-three dancers 

presented concerts, classes, workshops, seminars, and lecture demonstrations; the 

majority of the dancers and teachers were part of the CETA CCF/AP (Stackel 1980). All 

performances and events were free and open to the public, but reservations were required. 

CETA CCF/AP emphasized the diversity of the program: the dancers “represent a wide 

range of approaches to modern dance, from contemporary traditional to experimental, 

and elements of ethnic African, Asian and Hispanic dance” (Stackel 1980). This 

description highlights an aesthetic hierarchy that privileges Euro-American modern and 

contemporary dance while categorizing African, Asian, and Hispanic dance as secondary 

“ethnic” traditions.  Anthropologist Joann Kealiinohomoku suggests that the term “ethnic 

dance” intends to “convey the idea that all forms of dance reflect the cultural traditions 
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within which they developed” (2001 [1969], 33). Kealiinohomoku critiques dance writers 

such as Lincoln Kirstein and Walter Terry for promoting an ethnocentric view of dance 

that valorizes ballet and western dance forms while making inaccurate generalizations 

about “ethnic” dances from other cultures (2001 [1969], 34-35). She concludes that 

ballet, and all dance forms, are “ethnic;” ballet reveals “stylized Western customs enacted 

on stage” and contains religious themes, figures from cultural heritage, and bodily 

presentation aesthetics (2001 [1969], 40). Working from this example, it becomes clear 

that CETA CCF/AP was operating from the assumption that “ethnic” dances were non-

western forms that remained marginalized, while Euro-American modern and 

contemporary dance occupied a central place of importance in the CETA CCF/AP 

program; these dance forms were normalized and therefore not considered culturally 

specific.  

Soto was aware that she performed a dance that was both contemporary and 

culturally specific; she recalled performing Pedacito de Cristal, at that time titled Danilo, 

at the 870-seat Queensborough Community College Theatre. According to Soto, “that 

was an amazing experience … I'll never forget that performance” (Soto interview 

7/21/14). Soto described how the solo started in silence, and there was “heckling” from 

the audience; some people exclaimed “Where's the music?!?” (Soto interview 7/21/14). 

Even though the audience taunted her, Soto kept performing. The next part of her piece 

included singing live, and then she played a recording of Cuban Guaguancó of drums and 

vocals. As her piece continued, Soto explained that “another part of the audience started 

going ‘Shhh! Shhh!’ … when the music came on everybody quieted down, and then it 

was great, and people applauded me” (Soto interview 7/21/14). Soto presented a 
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deconstruction of popular Latin dance forms and experimented with form and sound. At 

first, the audience was unreceptive, but by the end of her piece, they appreciated her 

approach. It is possible that the audience gradually appreciated Soto’s deconstruction of 

Latina/o62 dance forms, but it is likely that they responded to the combination of dance 

and the Cuban Guaguancó sound recording. Communications scholar Josh Kun asserts 

that “music acts as a network of connection among the geographies of the black Atlantic 

and of Latin/o63 America, unsettling the assumptions of territorially fixed notions of 

blackness and of Latinidad”64 (1997, 289). By starting her performance in silence, Soto 

challenged the traditional connection between Latino/a music and dance. By next 

introducing popular music, Soto presented a cultural text that gave audience members 

another point of entry into her performance. She articulated multiple points of view with 

her performance; she challenged the audience’s expectations by dancing in silence, and 

then affirmed the valuable connection between music and dance by performing to the 

Cuban Guaguancó.  

The Cuban Guaguancó song was entitled Pedacito De Cristal by Los Papines, 

and it consisted of a cappella singing and drumming. The lyrics, translated into English, 

state “Because I tried to leave you, my heart broke in hundreds of pieces, and when I pick 

up the pieces, each one reflects you, each piece of glass. My heart asks you, to please 

love it again.” Pedacito De Cristal means “piece of glass,” and when I asked Soto what 

drew her to this music, she explained:  

I was trying to find a voice that was of a Puerto Rican woman living in New 
York, something very fresh, new.  I wanted to reflect my knowledge of dance… I 
worked with just drumming, and this very popular thing, which is very low-class, 
it's black.65  

(Soto interview 7/30/14) 
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Soto had not studied modern dance extensively at this point in her career. She 

choreographed the piece in 1975, and her primary training at that point was classical 

ballet, and she combined her classical training with Latina/o social dance and what she 

terms “experimentalism” (Soto interview 7/30/14). She danced salsa socially with her 

family, and she recalled taking Samba classes at the Clark Center and Afro-Latin dance 

classes with Pearl Reynolds at Ballet Hispanico (Soto email 11/21/15). After taking a 

composition course at NYU with Meredith Monk, she became curious about how singing 

and literally using her voice could help express her identity as a Puerto Rican woman 

(Soto interview 7/30/14). It also spoke to her “struggle to have a voice in relationship” 

and to assert her needs as a woman because she felt that was contrary to the traditional 

female role in Puerto Rican culture (Soto interview 7/30/14). Cultural studies scholar 

Alicia Arrizón articulates how Latina66 women struggle with religious and gender-based 

cultural expectations:  

In many sectors of [Latin American] society, this powerlessness [of Latin  
American women] has been reinforced by patriarchal and Christian values. In 
particular, the marianismo and machismo within the margins of gender roles and 
their definitions are sustained by the idealization of the female subject posited in 
the cult of the Virgin Mother Mary and further codified by the dictates of an 
intensely patriarchal society.  

(Arrizón 1999, 1) 
 

Arrizón explains how the “Latina” performer can become “a witness, spectator, and 

protagonist” who is capable of subverting dominant patriarchal and religious structures 

(Arrizón 1999 xvi). Through becoming a protagonist in performance, Soto made choices 

about who she was and what she valued on stage.  

Soto reconstructed Pedacito de Cristal for the 1996 Rompeforma festival in 

Puerto Rico and it was performed by Patricia Davida (Soto interview 7/21/14). Soto 
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describes this dance as “old faithful;” it was something she kept returning to in different 

iterations (Soto interview 7/30/14). While no footage of her 1980 performance at 

Queensborough Community College exists, Soto explained the most important elements 

of the dance while watching a video of Davida’s 1996 performance (Soto interview 

7/30/14). This piece was a “beginning” for Soto because it introduced many themes that 

remain important to her artistic work: “you dance in silence, I can deconstruct this move, 

I can slow it down” (Soto interview 7/30/14). She explored themes of weight and 

exhaustion, and how the spine can express these qualities with a sense of flow and 

rhythm. There is also “spectacle” and “bravura:” large, sweeping jumps punctuate the 

dance at an unexpected moment in the middle of the piece (Soto interview 7/30/14). Soto 

performed the Puerto Rican bomba step in different directions and at varying speeds, and 

then focused on steps from the Cuban son, while “moving through states, making 

formations, keeping this rhythm” (Soto interview 7/30/14). Performance studies scholar 

Ramón Rivera-Servera points out that the 1980s postmodern performance milieu was 

overwhelmingly white, and Anglo critics were often unable to see or describe how artists 

like Soto manipulated popular Latina/o dance forms. Rivera-Servera explains:  

In the context of 1980s multiculturalism, the expectation was that you needed to 
do a dance such as salsa or son montuno in a way that was recognizable. Because 
a postmodern rendition of son was not recognizable, the critique could not address 
its deconstruction. 

 (Rivera-Servera 2014, 19)   
 

Rivera-Servera highlights a gap between what reviewers expected to see and what 

choreographers and performers were trying to accomplish: if a reviewer was not 

sufficiently knowledgeable about salsa or son montuno, he or she would not understand 

what it meant to deconstruct these dance styles. Soto was part of a movement of Latina/o 
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artists who brought these popular and social dance forms into institutionalized settings. 

Soto developed workshops on how to compose with the Cuban son and choreographed 

dances for children using this concept. During the Celebrate Dance event, she taught a 

class entitled “Hispanic and Caribbean Dance Explorations” (Celebrate Dance Program, 

1980). She describes Pedacito de Cristal as a “manifesto:” “Dance is not steps.  Dance is 

movement.  Dance is energy, dance is something else … It was … really looking at dance 

seriously … ‘What is me? What is my dance? What is the dance statement that I want to 

make?’” (Soto interview 7/30/14). The financial support that Soto received from CETA 

CCF/AP program made it possible for her to rethink dance as identity; she was being paid 

to explore her role as a performing protagonist. She was a woman deconstructing and 

refashioning Latina/o identity through performance.  

When she started working for CETA in January 1978, she describes it as a 

“perfect storm” of financial support, artistic opportunities, and teaching experience (Soto 

interview 7/21/14). She describes the first year of CETA as very “artist centered” because 

she rehearsed and performed for multiple dance companies, choreographed her own 

work, and taught in a community setting one day a week (Soto interview 7/21/14). Part of 

Soto’s CETA public service was dancing for Tarnay and Lampert’s companies in local 

and touring engagements. She was also assigned to dance for Elaine Summers in the 

summer of 1978, and this CETA job changed the trajectory of her career (Soto interview 

7/21/14). She began taking Kinetic Awareness classes with Summers and became 

enamored with her methods, working with large inflatable balls to investigate her 

movement potential and heal from a back injury (Soto interview 7/21/14). Summers 

developed Kinetic Awareness to cope with severe osteoarthritis in her hip, and she 
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described it as “a healing system of ball-supported micro movement, anatomy, and 

kinetic self-mind-body awareness. The movement impulses, infinitely slow, between 

brain and body” (Summers 2010, 55). Soto rented a loft on Canal Street in the SoHo 

neighborhood of Manhattan, and she had minimal furniture to provide space for her 

dance practice (Soto interview 7/30/14). She had balls in her loft, and she would roll out 

of bed into the open space to practice Kinetic Awareness and dance (Soto interview 

7/21/14). Soto explained, “with this support from Cultural Council Foundation you know, 

I could justify lying on a ball in a studio making sound and moving really slowly all day, 

that was work” (Soto interview 7/21/14). Working with Summers gave Soto a framework 

to take care of her body and explore her movement potential as a means of deepening her 

dance career. 

Being assigned to work with Lampert, Tarnay and Summers through CETA gave 

Soto confidence, and these opportunities led her to believe: “I'm a serious artist, I get paid 

to be a dancer and a choreographer to create my own work” (Soto interview 7/21/14). In 

addition to the Kinetic Awareness work with Summers, Soto was collaborating with 

Puerto Rican artists who supported her creative exploration and challenged her aesthetic 

choices. Soto shared “When they saw me perform in some of the work that I was 

performing, they would say ‘Why are you doing that? What's important about that?’… 

there was a group of us that … were doing cultural mobilizing through our art forms, and 

experimentation” (Soto interview 7/21/14). This “cultural mobilizing” took many forms, 

including creating Comparsas for Fiestas de Loíza on Governor’s Island (Soto interview 

7/30/14). She worked with Pepón Osorio, Awilda Sterling, Dhara Rivera, and others to 

create masks and performances that competed with other Puerto Rican groups from the 
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New York City area. Comparsas are groups of people who dress up and parade in Puerto 

Rican fiestas, or celebrations (Soto interview 7/30/14). Soto explains they were 

“discovering [traditions] for ourselves in our own way … It was our culture, but we 

weren't the ones that were making it necessarily.  But we were making it now” (Soto 

interview 7/30/14). Soto and her collaborators deconstructed Puerto Rican culture and 

presented a uniquely Latina/o postmodern approach to visual art and performance 

(Rivera-Servera 2014, 19). Soto’s collaboration with Puerto Rican artists focused on 

reclaiming and reinterpreting Latina/o culture; CETA CCF/AP funding supported this 

political act of self-determination.  

 Soto taught at the Bedford Stuyvesant Restoration Corporation in Brooklyn 

during the second year of CETA, and it was a valuable opportunity to develop her 

teaching skills with students in a different community setting with predominantly African 

American students (Soto interview 7/21/14). Her experience teaching in Bedford-

Stuyvesant for CETA prepared her to teach in public school settings for Lincoln Center 

Institute ten years later (Soto 7/21/14). In 1979, she spent extensive time in the studio 

choreographing thanks to support from CETA and premiered her first full-evening work, 

a solo entitled El Agua Viva, at Museo del Barrio (Soto interview, 7/21/14). It was the 

beginning of her sixteen-year collaboration with Osorio, a visual and installation artist, 

and he draped fabric throughout the entire gallery space to transform the geometric 

angles of the gallery into a space more akin to flowing water (Rivera-Servera 2014, 18; 

Soto interview 7/30/14). El Agua Viva was a 40-minute piece, and Soto was accompanied 

by a three-piece band, and the movement was based on Soto’s study of “the flowing 

forms of water and air” (Soto interview 7/30/14). Her research included reading books 
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such as Sensitive Chaos: The Creation of Flowing Forms in Water and Air by Theodor 

Schwenk (1965) and a portion of the dance that dealt with flowing and falling moved on 

a diagonal across the space and she considers it a precursor to her later “modal” work67 

(Soto interview 7/30/14). Focusing on water and air was part of Soto’s mission to 

“deconstruct the body” and learn about new possibilities for movement (Soto interview 

7/30/14).   

When asked about the diversity in the CETA CCF/AP program, Soto recalled that 

it felt “elite” and “it wasn’t so diverse” (Soto interview 7/21/14). This claim echoes 

Martha Bowers’ concerns about the CETA CCF/AP program that are discussed in 

Chapter 4. Soto felt “privileged” to receive the CCF’s support and the program seemed 

well constructed and designed to serve artists’ needs (Soto interview 7/21/14). Soto 

explained that “it’s a public service to support artists … it’s important to have artists in 

this culture, and to have just this free investigation of material” (Soto interview 7/21/14). 

Being part of CETA “strengthened [her] identity as a dancer” and it set up Soto’s 

working process (Soto interview 7/21/14). After the CETA program ended, she continued 

to spend five to six hours a day in the studio and she was eligible for unemployment 

insurance for a year after her CETA termination (Soto interview 7/21/14). She explained 

that unemployment insurance did not provide adequate financial support for producing 

dance concerts, so she had to seek out additional part-time employment (Soto interview 

7/21/14). She began go-go dancing after CETA ended because she had flexible schedule 

that allowed her substantial time in the studio (Soto interview 7/21/14). Soto moved 

across the hierarchy of dance forms by shifting from concert dance to go-go because this 

dance from relies upon sexualized movement in a commercial nightclub setting. While 
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concert dance and go-go dance have different cultural and aesthetic values, becoming a 

go-go dancer was strategy that Soto employed to continue her work as a dancer.  

Because Soto was “deconstructing popular forms,” she often felt misunderstood 

by critics, fellow Latina/os, and the dance community (Rivera-Servera 2014, 20).68 The 

Latina/o postmodern movement in dance fits Warner’s definition of a counterpublic 

because it asserted a new view of what dance could be; Soto’s “poetic world-making” 

was in conflict with more powerful publics that dominated the discourse surrounding 

dance (Warner 2002, 114).  

Dominant publics are by definition those that can take their discourse pragmatics 
and their lifeworlds for granted, misrecognizing the indefinite scope of their 
expansive address as universality or normalcy. Counterpublics are spaces of 
circulation in which it is hoped that the poesis of scene making will be 
transformative, not replicative merely.  

(Warner 2002, 122) 
 

While Anglo postmodern dance asserted its superiority to other dance forms, Latina/o 

postmodern dance asserted its right to exist, to be seen, and to reimagine and deconstruct 

Latina/o culture. Soto mined the tension between dominant publics and the Latina/o 

counterpublics to produce performances that reflected her view on how cultural practices 

melded with her personal experience.  

Burt chronicles how writers, dancers, and poets of different cultural backgrounds 

made conscious choices to move to downtown or uptown New York City according to 

changing aesthetic and political agendas. For example, poet and playwright LeRoi Jones, 

who later was known as Amiri Baraka, “was prominent among the black artists and 

writers living in downtown Manhattan who, with the rise of the Black Arts Movement in 

the mid-1960s, made the conscious choice to focus their work on members of the black 

community and to move up to Harlem” (Burt 2006, 128). Soto described working with 



	 165	

Latina/o artists in East Harlem and the Bronx, and following her time with CETA, in 

1983, she founded the interdisciplinary artists’ collective Pepatián with her collaborators 

Pepón Osorio and Patti Bradshaw (Gabriels 2015, 11). In 1985, Soto moved uptown to 

the South Bronx to join Osorio; according to Gabriels, “From the earliest days of their 

artistic work together, Soto and Osorio found significant inspiration in the South Bronx” 

(2015, 11). Pepatián was originally conceived to support Soto, Osorio, and Bradshaw’s 

artistic work, but in 1985, the goals of the organization expanded to include curating 

Latina/o artists, providing support networks of Latina/o artists, and sponsoring 

community based initiatives (Gabriels 2015, 11-12). She and Osorio focused on creating 

performance and exhibition opportunities for other Latina/o artists who were part of the 

“vanguard” (Rivera-Servera 2014, 20).  Soto went on to receive numerous grants and 

choreographic awards,69 including a 2000 “BESSIE” award for sustained choreographic 

achievement (“Home” 2015).  

  

Conclusion 

Through examining four New York City CETA CCF/AP dancers with distinctive 

backgrounds, dance genres, and career trajectories, it is possible to identify three 

characteristics of the CETA CCF/AP that are present in each of these case studies. First, 

CETA CCF/AP reflected trends in contemporary and experimental concert dance in New 

York City; these four dancers in many ways emulated presenting and funding preferences 

at that time. King had received extensive critical praise beginning with his involvement in 

the Judson Dance Theater in 1964, and he was awarded a CETA position due to the 

strength of his chorographic practice. Goldberg and Cook represented a new direction in 
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funding and presenting; they received a NEA choreographic fellowship in 1977 to 

produce a tap dance lecture demonstration. This award gave Goldberg the courage to 

audition for CETA CCF/AP, and it represented the beginning of a tap dance resurgence 

on the concert stage. Soto was a young dancer when she auditioned for CETA CCF/AP, 

and she was performing for Linda Tarnay and Rachel Lampert’s companies. Dance 

Theater Workshop’s (DTW) director David White produced Tarnay and Lampert’s 

choreographic work, and Soto knew White in this capacity. White was intensely involved 

in selecting dancers for CETA CCF/AP because the auditions took place at his theater, he 

served on the advisory board for CETA CCF/AP, and he was a member of the dance 

audition committee. Soto’s acquaintance with White and her status as a company member 

for Tarnay and Lampert identified her as part of the dance community that received 

presentation and funding support.  

The second characteristic of the CETA CCF/AP was that it provided various 

forms of stability to each of the four dancers. For King, the stability was geographic. 

Prior to CETA CCF/AP, King was guest teaching in Maryland and Wisconsin. Being 

employed with CETA gave King a concentrated period of time to work in New York City 

with a consistent group of dancers, and his choreographic work developed significantly 

as a result. Working for CETA CCF/AP provided Goldberg the financial stability she 

needed to continue researching and documenting tap dance’s history while 

simultaneously producing performances with large casts. She was beginning to receive 

grants and commercial performance opportunities, but they were not sufficient to support 

her financial needs. Goldberg choreographed collaboratively with a large cast of dancers, 

and her performance fees were split between many performers. For Cook, CETA 
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CCF/AP provided financial stability in the later years of his career after his consistent 

performance opportunities with Ernie Brown ended in the 1960s. Soto found stability in 

her artistic practice; she established a consistent artistic practice during CETA CCF/AP 

that she was able to continue after the program ended. Her creative practice also lent to 

her cultural mobilization work with fellow Puerto Rican artists and performers.  

The third characteristic that I identified was that the CETA CCF/AP required 

public service while remaining artist-centered. King’s primary public service was 

rehearsing and performing outdoors. While this put him in direct personal contact with 

the public, it also supported his artistic development without compromising his aesthetic 

goals. For Goldberg and Cook, CETA CCF/AP provided ample time to perform in other 

professional venues. While these outside performances led to conflicts between Goldberg 

and Cook, CETA CCF/AP nonetheless provided the opportunity for them to explore 

outside performance options. For Soto, her solo artistic practice, and rehearsing and 

performing for Lampert and Tarnay’s companies, were considered public service by the 

CETA CCF/AP. When her requirements changed in her second year of CETA CCF/AP to 

require more teaching, she still had sufficient time to pursue large-scale choreographic 

projects in addition to her public service teaching. CETA CCF/AP defined public service 

as an extension of an artist’s choreographic and performing life; there was an assumption 

that dancing itself was public service because it engaged with a shifting series of spaces 

and bodies. By maintaining an open view of public service, CETA CCF/AP 

acknowledged that publics are constantly forming and dissolving through communication 

and participation.  
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Notes:  
																																																								
59	To	understand	why overemphasizing Judson Dance Theater’s role in dance history 
while failing to acknowledge other dance communities during the 1960s and 70s is 
problematic, see Susan Manning (1988, 1989), Ramsay Burt (2006), and Danielle 
Goldman (2010).	
60	According to Ramsey Burt, “Very few African Americans were involved with Judson 
Dance Theater. African Americans were not, of course, excluded. But as [Susan] Foster 
has suggested, they seem to have found the artistic aims of Judson Dance Theater not 
particularly appealing” (2006, 127).  
61 Habermas published “The Public Sphere: An Encyclopedia Article” in New German 
Critique in 1974, but English speaking academics did not devote extensive study to his 
concept of the public sphere until the 1989 translation of The Structural Transformation 
of the Public Sphere.  
62 In this chapter, I use performance studies scholar Ramón H. Rivera-Servera’s term 
“Latino/a” which “refers to populations of Latin American descent born, currently 
residing, or with a history of residence in the United States” (2012, 21). 
63 Celeste Fraser Delgado and Jos Esteban Muoz utilize the term Latin/o in their edited 
volume Everynight Life: Culture and Dance in Latin/o America (1997) to indicate both 
Latin America as a geographic region of origin and the people hailing from this region 
(4).   
64 According to Rivera-Servera, Latinidad “refers to the ethnic and panethnic imaginaries, 
identities, and affects that emerge from the increased intersection of multiple Latina/o 
communities” (2012, 22).  
65 Here, I revisit Manning’s definition of “black” and “white” (2004): “By ‘blackness’ I 
mean the social and artistic meanings that adhere to dancing bodies that can be read as 
marked by the culture and history of Africans in the New World. By ‘whiteness’ I mean 
the social and artistic privilege that adheres to dancing bodies that can be read as racially 
unmarked, the legitimizing norm against which bodies of color take their meanings” (xv).  
66 Cultural theorist Alicia Arrizón uses the feminized term “Latina” instead of the 
masculine form “Latino” in her book Latina Performance: Traversing the Stage (1999) 
because “the split between the a/o, giving preference to the feminine construction and 
Spanish grammatics, ideologically challenges the site of the homogeneous and the 
location of the gendered subject. Now her body is placed in a position of power” (Arrizón 
1999, xvi).  Latina is not a racial construct, but rather a “linguistic construct” that 
includes Americans with cultural roots in a wide range of countries and territories 
including Mexico, Cuba, and Puerto Rico (Arrizón 1999, xvii). 
67 Scholar Jane Gabriels details Soto’s “energetic modes” as an approach to inventing 
new ways of moving. According to Gabriels, Soto is “dancing the energy of the body… 
she wants to dance in ways she had ‘envisioned,’ not physically accomplished, but 
envisioned as something nearly beyond the possible” (2015, 88) Soto’s modes require 
dancers to conceptualize ideas and move in response to these concepts. For example, 
during my Masters of Fine Arts dance program at Temple University from 2008-2011, I 
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studied with Soto and performed modes based on vines, linearity, shaking, and energetic 
auras. According to Soto, she developed modes to “trick [her]self out of [movement] 
patterns” and create new approaches to movement that would express “transformation” 
(Gabriels 2015, 88).  
68  For example, Jennifer Dunning’s 1995 review of Soto and Osorio’s piece Familias 
praised the staging and set design, but Dunning was critical of Soto’s dance 
choreography: “Ms. Soto's extended pure-movement passages reveal little about the 
characters and are far less interesting than the hurly-burly of scenes like a crowded 
birthday party and an afternoon in a community garden. A row of young girls singing as 
they plant has a theatrical strength and simplicity that are too often missing from the rest 
of Familias” (Dunning 1995).  
69  Soto’s awards include a 2008 Greater Philadelphia Dance and Physical Theater Award 
“ROCKY,” a 2014 Bogliasco Fellowship, and a 2015 Pew Fellowship in the Arts 
(“Home” 2015).  
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CONCLUSION 
	

My research focus for this dissertation investigates the relationship between dance 

and public service during CETA from 1974-82. My hypothesis argues that CETA dancers 

were called to perform “public dance” and, in conclusion, I propose that CETA dance 

artists often made “public dance:” first, they used federal funding to create their work and 

then performed in public spaces without charging admission, and second, dancers often 

“imagine[d] a public” in order to be of service (Sullivan 2013, 1). I assert that this mode 

of performing in public space for no admission combined with this act of imagination is 

what distinguishes “public dance” from “dancing in public.” 

According to Sullivan, public service is an inventive pursuit that expands beyond 

one’s self-interest (2013). Public service requires abstract thinking about the greater 

good, and one must sacrifice some individual desires in order to “imagine a public” 

(Sullivan 2013, 1). If this imaginative work did not take place, I argue that the work 

performed does not fit this definition of public dance. Sharing one’s creative work is 

different from serving an imagined public. Public dance requires thinking about who may 

be in the audience and creating work with them in mind. For logistical reasons, this type 

of public dance was not always possible because CETA artists were assigned to public 

service sites without sufficient time to prepare for the performance or class. This 

imagining could be a complex and nuanced process, or it could be a simple consideration 

about whether the audience could relate to the performance. Thinking about site, the 

audience’s choices for viewing the performance, and how the performance relates to 

culture are all methods for imagining public dance.   
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My four research questions set out to explore and support this hypothesis. My first 

research question investigates how CETA dancers and administrators in New York City, 

and Philadelphia, Pennsylvania defined dance as public service. Chapter 1 Dance as 

Public Service set the groundwork for understanding how CETA dancers in the 1970s 

became bureaucrats who performed public service. By comparing CETA dancers to WPA 

dancers in the 1930s, I highlight how the shift to a Post-Fordist service economy in the 

1970s redefined what it meant to perform dance as public service. In Chapter 2 

Decentralized Political Landscapes, I contextualize how U.S. government labor policy 

connected to government art funding and CETA arts programming. Through providing 

this background information, I demonstrate how the CETA concept of art as public 

service was influenced by labor policy, federal arts funding, and CETA’s decentralized 

structure.  

As I transition into the case studies in Part 2 CETA in the Field: Dancers and 

Administrators, my main finding was that the federal government financially supported 

dance as public service, yet the local programs defined dance as public service. This 

phenomenon was due to CETA arts programs’ decentralized structure and lack of federal 

oversight. In Chapter 3 Dance and Other Disciplines: Philadelphia Case Studies, I 

demonstrate how administrator Anne Edmunds, theater artist Johnnie Hobbs, Jr., and 

dancers Madeline Cantor and Terry Fox each possessed a unique definition of public 

service. Chapter 4 Choreographies of Bureaucracy: Administering New York City CETA 

Cultural Council Foundation Artists Project (CETA CCF/AP) established how New York 

City administrators creatively adapted the 1930s WPA definition of art as public service 

into the 1970s. In Chapter 5 Transmedia, Tap Dance, and the Latina/o Postmodern: New 
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York City Case Studies, I set forth how dancers each adapted to the CETA CCF/AP 

definition of public service.  

In my second research question, I address how dance functioned as public service 

in the CETA program. I discovered that, while each individual possessed a unique 

definition of public service, there were commonalities that I could identify in how public 

service functioned. Chapter 1 built the argument that dancers during CETA functioned as 

bureaucrats who performed immaterial and affective labor through dance performances 

and dance teaching. In Chapter 2, I established how CETA functioned as both a political 

failure and a meaningful macroeconomic intervention in the dance community. In 

Chapter 3, I identified five factors that determined dancers’ and theater artists’ ability to 

perform dance, art, or theater as public service. Chapter 4 considered how CETA 

CCF/AP provided material support to artists while adhering to government guidelines for 

diversity. In Chapter 5, I focus on three characteristics of public service that were specific 

to the CETA CCF/AP: it reflected trends in contemporary dance, offered dancers a sense 

of stability, and required artist-centered public service.  

In my third research question, I consider how dance as public service shaped 

choreographic strategies and performance outcomes. In Chapter 3, each artist had 

drastically different public service requirements, and I discuss how their individual 

situations impacted their views of public service. Chapter 5 highlighted how dancers’ 

artistic milieu, race, gender, and cultural background impacted their engagement with 

public service. By carefully detailing public service’s limitations, I explain how dance as 

public service reflects broader issues of representation and inequality in the U.S.  



	 173	

For my fourth research question, I interrogate how concepts of the public and the 

public sphere relate to dance as public service. By examining dancers’ experiences 

performing CETA public service, I examine how dance functions in relation to public 

spheres and concepts of public art. CETA dancers accustomed to performing in theatrical 

venues uprooted concert dance from its intended setting and danced in a broad range of 

spaces for audiences who challenged their aesthetic assumptions. From Madeline 

Cantor’s performances for unreceptive young people at community centers in 

Philadelphia in Chapter 3, to Merían Soto’s experience being heckled by audience 

members at Queensborough Community College in Chapter 5, CETA dancers disrupted 

public space with their movement. By supporting dance as embodied critical discourse, 

CETA created a space for debate and communication that privileged the body.  

CETA’s version of dance as public service came to fruition following the “dance 

boom” of the 1960s which was marked by a proliferation of dance companies (Sonntag 

2008, 182). During this time, organizations such as the Cultural Council Foundation 

(CCF) encouraged dancers to start non-profit organizations, which are generally designed 

to serve either the public or the members of the non-profit organization. CETA dance 

programs played an important role in promoting dance as public service and this 

continues to have reverberations in the dance community. Public service infers that 

dancers should do something to imagine and serve the public, as I conceptualized in my 

term “public dance.”  Tension exists around the concept of public service because dance 

artists may wish to challenge or subvert societal norms, and this can create conflict with 

funding structures. As evidenced in the “culture wars” of the 1980s, politicians are apt to 

cut federal art funding when they perceive that art no longer benefits the public (Bolton 
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1992).  With federal money comes the assumption of public benefit, and CETA dance 

programs were instrumental in carrying this idea of dance as public service forward into 

the 1980s.  
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CODA: CETA’S ART LEGACY AND THE FEDERAL  

ARTISTS PROGRAM (FAP)  

	
 

On October 9, 1979, New York 20th District Representative Ted Weiss (1927-

1992) proposed the Federal Artists Program (FAP) Bill to the U.S. House of 

Representatives, otherwise known as H.R. 5518 (Weiss 1979b).  The primary objective of 

this bill was to provide professional visual and performing artists with employment. 

Additional objectives were to meet an increasing public demand for art, to spur economic 

development, and to contribute to U.S. culture and creativity (Weiss 1979b). The 

popularity and success of CETA arts program inspired Weiss’s vision for the FAP. If the 

FAP was signed into law, it would have continued a version of CETA’s federally 

subsidized artist employment. This bill never came to a vote in Congress and it was sent 

back to a committee because President Jimmy Carter called for budget cutbacks in 1979 

and Weiss’s proposal was not in line with the Congressional Budget Committee’s 

recommendations (Weiss c. 1980). Importantly, however, provisions from FAP were 

incorporated into the National Endowments for the Arts (NEA) reauthorization in 1980 

(Weiss c. 1980). Aspects of CETA arts programs were incorporated into the NEA prior to 

President Ronald Reagan’s 1981 Presidential Task Force on the Arts and Humanities, 

which sought to “find methods of increasing private support for the arts and humanities” 

(“Fiscal Year 1981” 2000).  Prior to increasing privatization of arts funding in the 1980s, 

FAP was a call to bolster federal arts funding as a gesture towards valuing artists and 

investing in U.S. society. The FAP was designed to institutionalize federal support of arts 
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workers, but instead it shaped the NEA’s approach to funding art by expanding its 

challenge grant program (Weiss c. 1980). 

Weiss was born in Hungary in 1927 and he immigrated to the United States with 

his mother in 1937 because his family was Jewish and they were concerned about 

Europe’s rising anti-Semitism (Dao 1992). After attending Syracuse University and 

receiving his bachelor’s degree and law degree, Weiss became an assistant district 

attorney in Manhattan and later a New York City Councilman in the 1960s (Dao 1992). 

He was elected to Congress in 1976 and became known as the “conscience of the house” 

because he was a liberal who ardently supported federal poverty programs and fought for 

civil liberties (Dao 1992). Weiss’s FAP shared an acronym and a similar name with the 

Federal Art Project (FAP), the 1935 New Deal work relief program for visual artists. 

New York City CETA video artists also created a documentary entitled The Federal 

Artist that showcased an array of New York City-based CETA Artists and aired on Public 

Broadcasting stations. On Friday September 7, 1979 on the floor of the House of 

Representatives, Weiss announced that The Federal Artist would be broadcast on the 

Washington, D.C. PBS station (Shuler 1979). Weiss explained that The Federal Artist 

highlighted the most sizable government funded artists job program in New York City 

and “creat[ed] a composite portrait of the Federal Artist” (Weiss 1979a). In a plea for 

support, Weiss stated:  

I urge my colleagues to watch this program as an inspiring example of how 
Government programs can and do work effectively. Support of artists can benefit 
and enrich the lives of countless people in addition to assisting the artists, who 
are, finally, the most important cultural resources our country has to offer.  

(Weiss 1979a) 
 
 
 



	 177	

By framing artists as “cultural resources,” Weiss encouraged his colleagues in Congress 

to nurture and support artists in order to preserve their ability to contribute to society. His 

use of the term “resource” also connects to the term “natural resources” which describes 

fossil fuels, precious metals, and other naturally occurring elements that are valuable 

sources of energy and economic development. Weiss characterized artists as sources of 

energy and economic growth, intrinsically vital to the cultural development of the U.S. 

Weiss also advocated for CETA arts programs when the New York City 

government threatened to shut down these programs on May 30, 1980. In an April 24, 

1980 letter to Ernest G. Green, the U.S. Assistant Secretary for Employment and 

Training, Weiss and a coalition of thirteen other New York U.S. Representatives70 

implored Green to maintain CETA arts funding until at least the end of the existing 

contract period (Weiss et al 1980). Weiss and his coalition of representatives claimed 

that, “The CETA artists projects have been among the most successful use of CETA Title 

VI funds in New York City” (Weiss et al 1980). This was an important distinction that 

attempted to separate CETA arts programs from other CETA employment programs that 

were characterized as wasteful or corrupt.71 The coalition also emphasized that CETA 

artists worked in neighborhoods throughout the entire city with diverse audiences who 

may not have otherwise been able to experience art and performance (Weiss et al 1980). 

These audiences included senior citizens, those with disabilities, young children, and 

prisoners. All Title VI CETA programs were experiencing budget cuts, but only cultural 

groups were slated to have their funding completely terminated (Weiss et al 1980). In a 

news release from Weiss’s office that accompanied the letter, Weiss explained that he 

was involved in CETA legislation since his election to Congress in 1977 and he assisted 
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with rewriting the 1978 CETA amendments (Weiss 1980). This political effort to extend 

the New York City CETA arts programming was successful in helping the CETA 

CCF/AP remain open until September 30, 1980. This allowed many CETA art projects to 

continue as intended and the CETA CCF/AP had adequate time to preserve and organize 

the materials from their efforts.  

While Weiss vehemently defended the CETA arts programs, he was also aware of 

its limitations. In his FAP proposal, Weiss pointed out that CETA was never intended to 

support artists, and therefore its ability to do so was limited. It was also an unemployment 

program, and FAP adopted the NEA’s approach to identifying talented artists instead of 

emphasizing unemployment as the primary qualification. Fred Croton, Executive 

Director of the Bronx Council on the Arts, read the following prepared statement at the 

Reauthorization Hearing for the National Foundation for the Arts and the Humanities act 

and the Museum services act: 

The selection criteria for eligible artists in the Weiss bill places primary emphasis 
on quality and professionalism, and not, as is the case with CETA, primarily on 
the fact that the artist in question has been unemployed. Furthermore, compliance 
with the web of CETA regulations has been a discouraging experience for many 
arts organizations, and H.R. 5518 offers more streamlined and effective 
procedures. “‘The Weiss bill,’ as noted in Government The Arts, “would involve 
the Endowment, for the first time, in efforts to reduce the staggering rates of 
unemployment among professional artists… and recognize the unique potential of 
community arts agencies to act in catalytic roles on behalf of local arts 
constituencies.”  

(Croton 1980, 1050) 
 

FAP’s “streamlined” structure specifically designed for the arts would have been a 

welcome change from CETA’s extensive bureaucratic administrative requirements. 

However, the emphasis on the NEA’s definition of artistic excellence would have 

removed decision-making power from the community level and threatened to replicate 
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existing aesthetic biases in the art community.  

The goals of the FAP program were twofold: to provide artists meaningful 

employment and to satisfy an increasing public demand for art  (Weiss 1979c). Weiss 

estimated that with $60 million in government funding over three years, the FAP would 

create 6000 artist jobs (1979b). In practice, FAP would have provided a federal subsidy 

to organizations that employed visual and performing artists. Weiss proposed that the 

NEA would administer the program and community organizations or businesses would 

hire artists for a three-year time period. While CETA placed artists at non-profit 

institutions, the FAP would have supported placing artists at non-profit and for-profit 

entities as a means of encouraging partnerships with the private sector (Weiss 1979b). In 

the first year, the organization would pay twenty-five percent of the artist’s salary and the 

federal government would pay seventy-five percent. In the second year, the organization 

would pay fifty-percent of the artist’s salary, and in the third year the organization would 

pay seventy-five percent and the government would subsidize twenty-five percent of the 

artist’s salary. This gradual increase was designed to encourage the organizations to 

continue artist employment after the three-year period, and Weiss explained this would 

“gradually lead … to full community support once the grant has expired” (Weiss 1979b). 

Weiss’s strategy for using federal funding to encourage private support of the arts 

indicated that he understood the political nature of private and public partnerships and he 

sensed the movement towards private funding to support the arts.  

 To garner support for the FAP, there were a series of Field Hearings before the 

Subcommittee on Postsecondary Education of the Committee on Education and Labor in 

San Francisco, California on February 16, 1980, in Detroit, Michigan on March 3, 1980, 
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in Cedar Rapids, Iowa on March 24, 1980, and in New York, NY on March 31, 1980 

(“Field Hearings” 1980). This series of hearings generated over one thousand pages of 

testimony from arts leaders across the country supporting the FAP. On May 7, 1980, 

CCF/CETA Artist Project Director Rochelle Slovin wrote in a letter to Weiss, 

“congratulations on the inclusion of some of your Federal Artists Program provisions in 

the N.E.A. mark up” (Slovin 1980). This letter indicates that by May 7, 1980, the FAP 

bill had “died” and it was clear it would not come to a vote in Congress. According to an 

undated press release circa 1980 from Weiss’s office, amendments to the reauthorization 

bill for the NEA were based on ideas from the FAP.  

Most prominent of the new [FAP derived] provisions is a measure to expand NEA 
challenge grants to be used in part to support cooperative efforts of state and local 
arts agencies to promote arts activities. State and local arts agencies would apply 
together for the funding which would be awarded in a ration of one federal dollar 
for three non-federal dollars.  

(Weiss c. 1980) 
 

Weiss emphasized how these challenge grants could increase artist employment through 

a combination of federal and local funding. Challenge grants were instituted in 1977, and 

this expansion demonstrated a deepened federal commitment to supporting the arts 

during a period of fiscal restraint (“Fiscal Year 1977” 2000). Weiss worked with other 

arts leaders to write this challenge grant proposal when it became clear that “fiscal 

restraints urged by President Carter and Congressional Budget Committees made passage 

of his Federal Arts Program Act unlikely in the 96th Congress” (Weiss c.1980). The 

second amendment to the NEA inspired by the FAP was a one-year study of available 

professional arts employment done in collaboration with the Department of Labor.72 This 

study was mandated in the 1980 NEA reauthorization bill (Public Law 96-496 1980, 

2588), and it is clear that there was a genealogy of connected influences that link to the 
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CETA arts programs. WPA programs in the 1930s inspired the initial idea for CETA art 

workers, and the accomplishments of CETA artists led Weiss to draft the FAP. While the 

political climate was not sufficient to pass and fund the FAP, some of Weiss’s FAP 

provisions were incorporated into the 1980 reauthorization of the NEA. These programs 

and provisions all connect to the concept of the artist as worker; while Weiss’s 

“composite of the Federal Artist” did not manifest in the FAP, it continues to exist in 

federal NEA programs that fund artist employment in community settings (Weiss 1979a).   

 

Notes:  

																																																								
70 Weiss’s name appeared first among the letter signatories. Other co-signers on this April 
24, 1980 letter to Ernest Green, in the order they appeared, were Joseph P. Addabbo, 
Mario Biaggi, Robert Garcia, Shirley Chisholm, Peter A. Peyser, S. William Green, 
Elizabeth Holtzman, James Scheuer, John M. Murray, Frederick W. Richmond, Stephen 
J. Solarz, Leo C. Zeferetti, and Benjamin S. Rosenthal.  
71 See Reader’s Digest article, Bennett (1978).  
72 Additional research must be done to determine whether the results of this one-year 
study of artist employment are available.		
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APPENDIX A 

INTERVIEW SUBJECT QUESTIONS 

 
Administrator Interview Questions 
 
1.  What was your role in administering CETA funding for the arts? 

2.  Did you work specifically with dancers or dance companies? If so, who?  

3.  How did you conceive of art and performance as public service?  

4.  In your opinion, what were some benefits of the CETA program?  

5.  Were there areas of the program that did not work well or needed improvement?  

6.  Is there anything else that you would like to share?  

 

Dancer and Other Artist Interview Questions 

1. How did participating in the CETA program impact your career? 

2. What type of public service were you required to perform? 

3. What performances did you produce or participate in? 

4. In your opinion, what were some benefits of the CETA program? 

5. Were there areas of the program that did not work well or needed improvement?  

6.     Is there anything else that you would like to share?  

 

These questions were approved by the Institutional Review Board at Temple University.  
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APPENDIX B 

CETA CCF/AP JANUARY 1980 DANCERS’ DIRECTORY  

 
Folder: Dancers Directory 1979-80. Department of Employment: Cultural Council 
Foundation Artists Project. New York City Municipal Archives (NYCMA). Box 37.  
 
Note: Dancers full addresses are included in the directory, but I have only included their 
borough of residence in effort to preserve their privacy. Two of the artists in the directory 
primarily collaborated with dancers, but were not dancers themselves: Richard Kerry 
designed sets and environments for performances and Robert Sherman was a mask 
maker. All spelling, capitalization, and punctuation reflects the original document.  
 
 
Antwanette Darcel Abel 
Bronx, New York 
Teacher, choreographer and performer of West African, Caribbean, and Jazz dance. 
Studies and performed extensively in the United Stated with the La Rocque Bey Dance 
Ensemble, the Olatunji African Dance Company, the Youndi Folkloric Dancers and 
Drummers of Cameroon, and the Ladji Camara African Music and Dance Ensemble. 
Currently majoring in Theatre Arts at Fordham University and also teaching acting 
technique. Specializes in teaching teenagers. 
 
Claudia Bader 
Brooklyn, New York 
I come from a varied arts background including musical comedy, dance, performance, 
puppetry, maskmaking, acting and writing. I am trying to combine these elements in 
various ways in my work. In terms of movement, I’ve studied yoga, karate, aikydo [sic], 
important teachers have been Jane Dodley [sic], Syvilla [sic] Fort, Joan Peters and Steve 
Paxton. I’m studing [sic] with Fran Spectar and Simone Forti at this time. There are two 
projects I’m working on now. A dance piece using giant helium balloons and a visual 
story from a Puerto Rican folktale. For the later [sic] I’m writing, designing, directing, 
and constructing the piece. It includes puppets, masks and odds and ends. 
 
Denise Bank 
New York, New York 
As part of the CETA/Artists in the Schools program, Deni Bank is teaching at the 
Lexington School for the Deaf,- and learning much. She is also developing a 
lecture/demonstration performance for the schools project, to be performed at schools 
around the city. Deni also works with choreographer, Risa Jaroslow and teaches at the 
Neighborhood Playhouse Jr. School. And as her interest in choreography grows, Deni is 
exploring and learning about her own work.  
 
Amy Berkman 
New York, New York 
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I have performed and toured for five years with Kei Takei’s MOVING EARTH and 
Barbara Roan’s PARADES AND DANCES. My training is in ballet, jazz, afro-caribbean 
[sic] and yoga. I am currently working on a M.A. in dance anthropology from N.Y.U. and 
have thusfar [sic] traveled and filmed dance companies and rituals in Nigeria and Cuba. 
My classes and pieces reflect my interest in dance as a universal language and living 
documentation of history.  
 
Kathryn Bernson 
New York, New York 
Dances by Kathryn Bernson and Stormy Mullis. A modern dance group performing solos 
and duets and occasional group works. The style is modern involving lifts and fairly 
technical movements; it is sometimes but not always humorous. We also make dances to 
fit into specific spaces.  
 
Martha Bowers 
New York, New York 
Dancer with the Mitchell Rose Dance Company and Harry Streep’s Third Dance Theatre. 
My own choreography is a blend of theater, dance and comedy using gesture and abstract 
movement. My own movement style tends to be idiosyncratic but my training has been a 
mixture of ballet, jazz, Cunningham, Nikolais and improvisation. I have taught all ages 
and am interested in working with theater groups.  
 
Beverly Brown 
New York, New York 
Represented by Pentacle Management, New York, New York 
Modern dance repertory, ranging from lyrical to dramatic, humorous to sensual, often 
based on spare, haunting nature image. Movement has a supple, free flow energy with a 
strong rhythmic quality. Music includes percussion, synthesizer and vocal sound textures 
and chanting performed by six dancer/singers and a musician/singer.  
 
Ladji Camara 
Robert M. Gewald Management, New York, New York 
Ladji Camara African Music and Dance Ensemble performs African dances from the area 
of central and western Africa. I am the drummer of the company.  
 
Charles Cook, Jane Goldberg 
c/o Jane Goldberg, New York, New York 
Cook and Goldberg- Jazz Tap, expressing the roots of tap dancing (its history and its 
relationship and influence on jazz music) and its growth as a contemporary art form.  
 
Charles Dennis 
New York, New York 
Charles Dennis’ dances, which include solos duet collaborations, and group works, 
combine a natural sense of movement (as shaped by the flow of weight, gravity, balance, 
and momentum) with visual or sculptural elements. His choreography consists of 
specific-simple phrases of movement which are arranged into a pre-determined sequence. 
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During performance dancers in Mr. Dennis [sic] work have the freedom to vary the 
dynamics and timing of these specific movements so as to be able to speak to each other. 
The result is a lively, risky, often humorous exchange of movement ideas. Visual 
elements establish a mood or environment in which the dance occurs. Mr. Dennis has 
been dancing in New York since 1971. For years he performed in the companies of 
theatre director Robert Wilson, and choreographers Andrew de Groat and Kenneth King. 
During 1974-75 he collaborated with Frank Conversaro to create Return and Bamboo two 
dances which combined visual and literary elements pertaining to lavels [sic] the two 
made to the Far East.  Mr. Dennis has presented his solo works at the 112 workshop and 
the Ambrose Arts Foundation. Recently, he collaborated with [sic] on a series of duets 
with Yoshiko Chuma presented last year at Danspace and the Kitchen. Last year while 
working with the CETA project he created Scatter an outdoor piece for five dancers 
which was performed at the Queens and Bronx Botanical Gardens.  
 
William Dunas 
Ross Hartung, Ambrose Arts Foundation 
New York, New York  
William Dunas and The Trust (Dance Co.) Continuous movement phrases, joined in 
traditional and contemporary patterns that incorporate contemporary ballet and modern 
dance techniques, by a solo performer in silence, and in juxtaposition to visual art, poetry, 
lighting, and classical music. Choreographed by William Dunas and danced by Pat Graf, 
Janna Jenson, Grethe Holby, and Naaz Hosseini. 1978-1980 
 
Noelle Ellington 
Root of the Matter (Noelle’s company) 
New York, New York 
The Olatunji Dance Company consisted of dances from West Africa, namely, Nigeria, 
Ghana, Dahomey, Sierra Leone and Guinea which are indigenous to the people from each 
country. The difference in style is noticed not only in the torso, hands, feet, but also by 
the use of the drums. The drums play an important part in African dancing in setting the 
style and quality of that particular dance. For example, in a dance from Guinea, Ferekoba, 
a play dance between the men and women, the drummers play the jimbey [sic], the tone 
being more up or high in rhythmical accents whereas in a dance from West Africa, 
Batakato, the drum tone is more low in rhythmical accents. The dance styles in Batakato 
and Ferekoba range from delicate, intricate, and acrobatic in movements and steps to 
gracefulness on the part of the women and agility and virtuosity the men and women 
show in dance called processional from Ghana and Dahomen. The dance styles of Africa 
are many and employ the imagination of these people that is quite astounding.  
 
Carey Erickson 
New York, New York 
As a choreographer, Carey Erickson’s work ranges from autobiographical to ridiculous, 
which is not to say that the autobiographical isn’t also ridiculous. One piece in the 
repertoire is somewhat mystical, another uses ordinary boxes as important props, in some 
he [sic] dancers speak; all his works are theatrical, but not necessarily dramatic. Besides 
his own choreography he has danced in NYC and elsewhere with Beverly Schmidt-
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Blossom, Larry Clark, Valerie Hammer, Kenneth Rinker, Diane Elliot, and Loise Wykell. 
Carey holds a BFA in theatre arts from the University of Illinois and an MFA in dance 
from California Institute of the Arts.  
 
Jessica Fogel 
New York, New York 
In my pieces I combine dance, music, objects and sound to work toward the 
establishment of dramatic logic. The scores for the works are eclectic: classical, and 
electronic pieces, collages, sound effects and live performances on the violin are included 
in the repertory. The movement springs from impulses rather than images and is at turns 
lyrical and gestural.  
 
Jane Goldberg (see Charles Cook entry) 
 
Susan Griss 
Brooklyn, New York 
The Triangle Fire. Modern dance is the basis of my movement which focuses on rhythm, 
energy, and human interaction. My choreography is concerned with people and society 
(i.e. labor history, women in prison) and intertwines with theatre, songs, music, and/or 
poetry.  
 
Valerie Hammer 
Aladdin Dance, Inc.  
New York, New York 
The Valerie Hammer Project performs hour-long dance events ranging from lyric to 
dramatic. These themes involve visualizations of events related to nature. Programs vary 
from solos to group works and incorporate design elements such as skrim [sic] effects 
and projected images. The music is especially created for the dance and ranges from 
percussive hand drums to melodic flutes. The choreography features large movement and 
clearly designed floor patterns.  
 
Holly Harbinger 
New York, New York 
I am a modern dancer with a B.A. in English and an M.F.A. in Dance. For the past five 
years I have been a member of Rachel Lampert and Dancers, performing both abstract 
and dramatic dances that often involve singing, speaking, and acting as well as dancing. I 
have both performed and choreographed for Off-Off Broadway. My teaching experience 
has included work with children, college students, and senior citizens. I currently teach 
movement for actors at New York University School of the Arts.  
 
Naaz Hosseini 
Long Island City, New York (Queens) 
Naaz Hosseini, dancer/musician and choreographer, receives ballet training from 
Margaret Craske and has studied modern dance with Merce Cunningham and Viola 
Farber. Her dancing reflects her background as a violinist with dramatic and Middle 
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Eastern influences. Pieces are generally developed in collaboration with contemporary 
jazz musicians.  
 
Audrey Jung 
New York, New York 
A wide movement experience has influenced Audrey’s readiness to understand and 
capture the essence of whatever movement style she works in. Her movement experience 
which includes ballet, jazz, improvisation, and some of the major modern dance styles, 
also includes a varied background in Asian dances. Finding a need to have a common 
ground for these experiences, Audrey has turned to effort-shape and has received her 
certificate in Laban analysis. Her choreography at present stems from her effort-shape 
explorations of energy, shape, and the human body.  
 
Richard Kerry 
New York, New York 
Richard Kerry has, during the past 12 years, created sets, environments, lighting, 
costumes, fantastical period props and constructions, large creatures and beings for close 
to 150 productions (dance, theatre, public television, performance art). Regional theater, 
off-off Broadway, and educational theatre (as faculty) are all part of his background.  
During his five years teaching and designing for the dance and drama departments at 
Bennington College in Vermont, Richard served as chairman of the drama department, 
taught many additional special workshops and was consultant to the architect on 
classroom, performance and support areas for the new Performing Arts Center. Currently 
a founding/faculty member of The School for Movement Research in New York City 
teaching Design for Performance. Allied interests/skills are photography, graphics, and 
video. Among the choreographers that he has worked with are Trisha Brown, Judith 
Dunn, Jack Moore, Mary Overlie, Pooh Kaye, Kenneth King, the Contact Improvisation 
Community, and Sylvia Whitman- most recently with Steve Paxton at the Dance 
Umbrella. Collaborating with post-modern choreographers and performance artists 
currently provides the most challenging and exciting projects.  
 
Kenneth King 
New York, New York 
Represented by Pentacle Management, New York, New York 
Kenneth King and Dancers (Legally: Transmedia Kinetrics Coalition, Inc.) The work is 
transmedia dance theatre incorporating choreography, written and spoken texts and 
scripts, video, film, and projections. The dance style is lyric classical-modern.  
 
Anthony LaGiglia 
New York, New York 
I make Modern dances that deal technically with form, structure and energy (kinesthesia) 
and inbodied [sic] by lyric and dramatic movement in a theatrical context. Being 
humanistically concerned with metaphysical and psychological states and their 
communication through movement symbols, I work for emotional literalism within visual 
abstraction. Choreographic styles differs with idea, image or content; pieces range from 
contemplative to lyric and humorous.  
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David Malamut 
New York, New York 
I’ve been working on dances: solos, duets, and trios, which are both explorations of 
movement, use of time, textural qualities, as well as being concerned with the individual 
qualities (character) of my dancers.  
 
Nusha Martynuk  
New York, New York 
I am interested in making dances which create or reflect a feeling tone or mood. Presently 
I am engaged in further developing and performing concerts of solos and duets of my 
own work and of other dancer/choreographers. Most of my own works are performed to 
original scores composed especially for those dances.  
 
Raymond McKethan 
New York, New York 
Since April, Raymond McKethan has been giving lectures and teaching jazz dance in 
institutions in the U.S.A. He holds that Mr. Pepsi Bethel is the last person teaching real 
jazz dance in any school in N.Y.C. Mr. McKethan specializes in the last two folkloric 
dances of southern blacks in Harlem, which are Walkin’ the Floor and Bebop (from the 
1950s). Mr. McKethan headed and performed with two folkloric music and dance troupes 
in 1969. One was the Souls of the Earth (Afro-Cuban) and the other Brazil ’69 featuring 
trumpeter Kenny Dorham (Brazil-jazz). In the last 10 years Mr. McKethan’s 
concentration has been on teaching black (southern) and Puerto Rican youngsters in 
N.Y.C. the basis of their folkloric dance- Rhythm and Blues and Bomba-Plena. Mr. 
McKethan sings, dances and plays percussion instruments of all of the cultures 
mentioned above plus Senegal and Zaire.  
 
Stormy Mullis 
New York, New York 
My choreographic work in modern dance brings into focus the juxtaposition of the 
awkward with the graceful, high dynamics, humor and the unexpected daringness of 
unconventional lifts and movement. I am co-director of the modern dance company 
“DANCES BY KATHRYN BERSON AND STORMY MULLIS.” Our full length pieces 
employ other art forms (multimedia) to develop a theatrical environment within a 
performing space.  
 
Brian Murray 
New York, New York 
My choreographic themes focus on a search or quest for an unknown that appears to be 
untainable [sic]. But in reality is in hand’s grasp. I use many variables in presenting such 
a theme. At times there may appear to be a distortion in the basic context, but the 
dynamics that are used in the choreography bring it all together. My works are created to 
be performed by one dancer or up to five dancers. The techniques used in my 
choreography are a mixture of ballet, Limon and post modern.  
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Rosalind Newman 
New York, New York 
Rosalind Newman’s work is concerned with an ongoing exploration of the body’s speed, 
momentum, direction, focus, and energy. These elements are translated with rhythms, 
forces, and shapes into creating an inherent gestural expressive language, developed from 
the emergent properties of dance itself.  
 
Thomas Pinnock 
Brooklyn, New York 
Thomas Pinnock is a dancer, actor, choreographer. Mr. Pinnock is a Jamaican who bring 
the cultural diversity of his island background to his performance-workshop format. He 
dances and explains why and how he dances. He sings acappella [sic] to his reggae time-
steps, encouraging audience participation to his rhythmic phonetics and to dance. And he 
tells anancy stories. Mr.Pinnock is a former member of the National Dance Theater 
Company of Jamaica, a principal soloist with the Rod Rodgers Dance Company and a co-
founder of the dance company, Choreomutation. He currently conducts Africa-reggae 
dance workshops on Sundays, at 1 p.m. at 8 East Twelve Street.  
 
Dana Reitz 
New York, New York 
Dana Reitz and Dancers work with the development of individual style and phrasing of 
“core” movement material- dance pieces that specify the “blueprint of action” 
(architectural concerns) or the “calligraphy of movement” (flow) rather than specific 
steps.  
 
Gladys Roman 
New York, New York 
I enjoy moving and perform as a modern dancer. My choreography includes abstract, 
lyric- abstract, humor (mime-like) and improvisatory-theatrical pieces. I’ve studied 
primarily through the Holm-Nikolais technique and also, ballet.  
 
Mitchell Rose 
New York, New York 
The Mitchell Rose Dance Co. is a modern dance performance group of flexible size, most 
commonly a duet company. The repertory is primarily humor and satire with a strong 
theatrical component and is accompanied by classical and modern music. Choreographer 
Mitchell Rose has been likened in the press to Woody Allen, Ernie Kouvacs, Mel Brooks, 
Chaplin, Keaton, among others, and has been referred to by Alan Kreigman of the Wash. 
Post as “…a formidably gifted choreographer of a strong individual beat.”  
 
Robert Sherman 
New York, New York 
Mask-maker Robert Sherman performs his mask-making process as a personal ritual. 
Placing a slab of wet clay on his face, he works with breath, intention and emotion until 
new faces emerge into the clay. With a dancer and a percussionist, he journeys to 
imagined/mythic spirit realms. Integrating his masks and clay rituals with chants and 
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movement based on legend and ceremony of ancient cultures, Sherman presents a highly 
personal mask theatre.  
 
Merian Soto 
New York, New York 
My recent solo work is improvisatory and involved primarily with the exploration of 
rhythm and energy flow. In my group work I have been concerned with exploring and 
manipulating elements of Afro-Caribbean social dances and rhythms and translating them 
into theatre dance. 
 
Vic Stornant 
Brooklyn, New York 
Vic Stornant Dance Theater is a modern dance company based in Brooklyn, N.Y. The 
company’s repertory ranges form [sic] abstract themes to literal, narrative works with a 
strong dramatic sense and a wry, often startling, sense of humor. Besides performances 
the company’s activities include lecture-demonstrations, master classes and teaching 
residencies: all of which are adaptible [sic] to various spaces.     
 
David White II 
Brooklyn, New York 
Dancer, Actor, Choreographer. Afro-American Jazz with a flair of modern and ballet, is 
what I consider my style. I started with Louis Johnson who gave me my first professional 
dance instruction at Howard University; it was there and under his direction that I began 
studying Black Theatre which includes drama, dance and music. My work includes an 
integration of the three mediums.  
 
Nina Wiener 
New York, New York 
Nina Wiener and Dancers is a company of four dancers with varied repertory. The works 
range from athletic and witty to more austere avant-garde dances. Some dances are set to 
music, some are in silence and one includes live percussionists and a narrator. The works 
require a high level of technical proficiency and blend intellectual and physical concerns 
towards exhilarating ends.  
 
David Woodberry 
New York, New York 
Working from images inside the body, from the bones, which manifest outward in such a 
way that the audience can experience the movement themselves. Mr. Woodberry’s work 
has physicality and daring. Yet it is cooly [sic] performed with great abandon. His work 
is clear, concise and sometimes funny. An honest and forthright performer.  
 
Theodora Yoshikami 
Brooklyn, New York 
Morita Dance Company: Asian philosophical concepts and dance techniques are given in 
modern form to express the unique Asian American experience. Works include dances 
with straw mats, a mixture of traditional and modern dance, and improvisational work 
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with original jazz music. Theodora Yoshikami, dancer/choreographer for the company, is 
also known for her traditional Japanese dancing as featured in “The Federal Artist” film 
of the CETA Artist Project of the Cultural Council Foundation. The company is available 
for future residencies, lecture demonstrations, workshops, and classes.  
 


