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lNTRODUCTION‘

Stgtement of the Problem '

Censorship in schools is a wxdespread problem’
Teachers of English, librarians, and school administra-
tors can best serve students, literature, and the pro=-
fession today if they prepare now to face pressures :
sensibly, demonstrating on the one hand a willingness to
consider the merits of any complaint and on the other
-the courage to defend their literature program with
-intelligence and vigor. The [National Council of 4.

-Teachers of:English (NCTE)] therefore recommends that
‘every school undertake the following two-step program to :
protect the students mright to: read:(k )
the establishment of a committee of teachers to
consider book" selection procedures and to ‘screen
' complaintss and

—ta vigorous oampaign to establish a community
atmosphere in which local citizens may be enlisted A
to support the freedom to read. —
The' validity o the NCTE' 1972 assertion that
'censorship in schools is a widespread problem' ‘seems ‘

confirmed by studies conducted during the past decade..

These studies. however. have Iittle to offer persons, looking

‘for effective means of combatting censorship. Although at <

. least ten investigators have sought to determine the

frequency and nature of censorship incidents. and at least i: f,!

two haye—described thevbook gelection practices of teachers.

Read (Urbana, Ill,: - National Council of Teachers of B

 lgenneth L. Donelson. ed..iih Students® Right
English, 1972), p. 13,




- no study has yet tested “empirically theé. effectivenessrof"thed
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i NCTE's "two-step program to protect the students' right to

M

7:’read”s, (1) establishing procedures both for se1ect1ng books.

— and screening complaints and (2) establishing a*community

o drrtry 3 o AL I

Aclimate supportive of ‘the freedom to read,. In this study. I

will provide ‘an empxrical test of the first step: more

< -
i

selection and- complaint screening procedures have on the - -

| - specifically. I will determine the effect varic\s»book

inhibition or resolution of . censorshipu

7 T 7 Dgfinition of Term : . L.
' Co g Because the following‘key terms are variously '{I = e

 defined, I include a brief glossary at this point. :
Gfifa . 1, Censorship 1s an'essentially negative act

i involving the use of nonprofessional c **eria .
{ iand procedures to- suppress, proscribe, .o
‘ repress books. A ,
2. Sglection is an essentially positive act
' involving the use of- professional eriteria and

procedures to‘adopt books.
3, An gpgggzign is a complaint against a book's use
A or content. usually submitted with the intention

of having the book removed from use, -

»

’ be A ggnsorghip inciden1 is that event occasioned
by the submission of ‘an obaection.

5. A book gelection policx is a written statenent
’ explaining the purpose, method. and criteria
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?—English departments: (2) to compare the effects these .

' and (3) to provide a complete. sample book selection and
'complaint policy modeled on the best characteristics of the
- policies examined during the writing of this study.

. area, my study is both exploratory and descriptive, -Onfthe

’selection and'complaint policy for inspection,

, ' : .
used to select books.,

6. A oog complaint policy is a written statement

explaining the procedures used to acknowledge

afd resolve objections to,books selected.

‘ oge of the Study L
~ The purposes of my study ares (1) to describe the

content. of the various book~selection and book complaint

policies used by a selected sample of public high school

olicies have on the inhibition or resolution of censorship; , - -

. -

Stud

‘Since no investigation has been conducted in this

one hand, I intend to discover the validity of some primary
hypotheses and to provide information helpful;in formulating |
hypotheses for more definitive investigations., On the other
- hand, I intend to describe the effect of written policies on
“the inhibition or resolution of censorship in a particular
population at a particular time and to offer a “model“

Limitations of the Study -
I limited:my method of collecting data to a
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| qnestionneire survey. Additionally, I,linited'the popu=

lation and géographical scope of the survey to 224 English :

- department chairmen teaching in the public high schools of

Michiéan's six iergest cities and tneir metropolitan a eas,
Questionnaires were returned by 127 chairmen. My cone
clusions, therefore.*areAbesed on the questionndire

responses of these 127 chairmen,

» The questionnaire wes mailed on Februery 21. 1970.

v:{f It asked each of the 224 chairmen in the -sample to send

- copies of (or to explain. 1: no written copies existed) his .

o

- department's book selection and bookrcomplaint policies; as
-~ well as to describe the censorship incidents encountered by
?;‘his department during the preceding two and one-half school -

:{’years. I later sent .a second lotter of request~ attemptins

to retrieve copies or the written. book selection policies

= from seventeen chairmen who- indicated that their schools had

o such policies but who did not send them with the question-

naire .

The selection and complsint.policies gsent or

B

{¥: explained in the 127 returned questionnuires were first’

:f; examined for their content and then studied in an effort to

judge their efrectiveness in innibiting or resolving
censorship. Additionally. the policies served to provide

- much of the raterial used in composing the "model” book o

Elr selection and complaini policy presented on pages 120-142.




~ Using the ganple gﬁd prozedures already described, I
attempted to validate three hypotheses, each derived from

the findings end end. suggestioris contained in the 1iterature
rovieuod in Chapter I.

1. MNost English departments do not have a written

policy dxplaining the procedures and criteria

u.od to select books.

- 2. noct English departmonts do not have a written"r

-

7 ;poliey txplaining the procoduros used to
» ?anknowlodse and resolvo objoctions t0 books
:coloctod or roconmonded.~ , 7
3e jgggliqh @epartmnnts with no written policy are
,’iohs'éuecissful in inhibiting or resolving

. ' ~onsorship thun.Engliah departments with one or S

~ both of the written polic-es.

chaptor*I contains a review of the literature

 pertinent to this study. ‘
chaptor II contains an explanation of the design and

r —~

procedures of the study. _
‘ Chapter ‘111 containsra report of the findings.
‘Chapter IV contains the conclusions reached through
the testing of the hypotheses, recommendations based on the
implications of the conclusions, and the *model® fook
selection and book complain¥ policy.

Q

[ L '
NS

PYNEN




|

CHAPTER 1
- . {::»;
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7riv¥I ‘ This chapter is divided into four sections. The

L first section contains a summary of the ma;or empirical =

'=‘§§§f‘*5’e studies on. censorship and book selection in.public schools

i o and librariesz the second. a summary of the maJor 'right to
read“ statements; the third. a?review of the literature on

book selection policies; the fourth, a review of the

r

7’literature on book complaint policies.

T "i IR vtA ;fReseg;ch Studies

S o Three studies of book,selection practices and
censorship in school and public libraries have been

"conducted. In the first of these (1958). Mar;orie Fiske _
concluded that (1) librarians themselves are frequent |

‘ censors.l and (2) librarians think the use of a written book | 1

selection policy is ineffectual in preventing censorship

inciden.ts.2 N R .
As evidencevin support of her first conclusion,

Fiske cited statistical data gathered from interviews ‘with

, 1MarJorie Fiske. 0 ) ,
(Berkeley: University of California Press,

o

) o
1959)s P. 132.




7
156 California high school and public librarians and forty-
eight high school administrators. "First, she found that

almost half (forty-two perKeent) of the objections to books

in high school libraries originated from the librarians

themselves; second, that twenty-nine rer cent of the school
librarians admitted avoiding'eontroversial material
"habitually and .another tuenty-nine per cent "sometimes";

and third. that sehool librarians. whatever the nature of the

B obaeetion. either remoVed or restrieted ‘somehow eighty-seven
per eeat”of‘the books obJected to by high sehool adminis- :;
trators and teaehers and forty-seven per eent of- the booksr

obJected to by people outside the sehool.l

Regarding'book selection practices, Fiske diseovered

: that “the most frequently discussed administrative aid for

problems of controversialitv is the written book seleetion ;
policy."? However. she also found that (1) "the methods of
draw1ng op book selection policies vary 3 (2) "there is
little uniformity 1n what happens to polieies after they

. have heen'compieted"z (3) ”although the ma;ority;of tae | 7
‘institutions which have adoptedrthem did so as a proteetive,
neasﬁre. two-thirds of [the] librarians have doubts about
their usefulness": and (&) "there is . . disagreement
about the degree of speeificity whieh any kind of written
policy—should have,*3 Thus, Fiske was able to find little

11bid., pp. 123-132, passim.
2-1—1).;'.-(1." P 7"’0
219;@-: PP, 75-76.
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evldence which'suggested that the use of a written book
selection pollcy»ias effective in inhibiting censorship.
Yet, without a more thorough. inyestigation than Fiske's of
the comparat1ve effect select1on policies of different
quality and content have on ‘the. 1nc1dence of censorshlp.
this conclusion seems tentatlve. at best., ‘

A second study wh1ch concluded that llbrarlans are-

frequent censors was conducted by John Farley (1965).

_From the data collected 1n h1s 1nterviews with flfty-four

,head librar1ans 1n the same number of schools serv;ng grades

\

ten through twelve 1n Nassau County. New York. Farley was
able to distlngulsh two general klnds of censorshipa 7
(1) involuntary censorshlp--"result[lng] from pressures

'imposed upon ‘the llbrarlans --and (2) voluntary L

'1fcensorship-- performed by the llprarlan on hls own

’ inltiatlve and because of h1s own convictions." w2 Of the

two kinds. Farley dlscovered that *vyoluntary censorshlp'. ; .
was more prevalent than was 1nyoluntary censorsh:.p."3 Hls
data showed that 'a maaormty of the Nassau County high
school llbrarians had had experlence Wlth censorship
attempts by members of -the community, . . . [but] these

attempts . had usually been 1neffectual. wlt Contrar;ly.

1'John Je Farley. "Book Censo"ship in the Senior High

'School Libraries of ‘Nassau County, New York." Dlsgertatlon

ngtrgctg. XXV (19865), 5949.
2

Ibid., P. 5948,
JIbid., p. 5949.
J’B’i@.n P. 59"80 -
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however, he found that "all of theelibrarians'perfoimed some
book censorship on occasion," presumably effectual; about
thirty-per cent-of the librarians queried rarely censored.
-but about ten per cent usually or babitually censored and
sixty‘per cent were somewhere in between--neither did they
rarely censor nor did they usuall" censor.1 ]

Although unable to find agreement among the
librarians concerning exactly what books should be censored,
Farley d1d find that all the librarians censored "the novel
seen as treatlng of sex too explicitly." 'some types of sex
education books. and "books thought of as attacks upon ;3
religion or upon the beliefs of one sect. or. of books
considered as too. sectarian. Moreover. a majority of the

] librarians,censored,“some art booksrcontaining pictures ‘of
nudes."'"sone~book33in the general category of politics,”
-and "books cons1dered as extreme or one-31ded treatments of
communism or race, n2. _

Farley’ also found that the most frequently cited

: reasons for the librarians'.voluntary censorship were "the
yogth and immaturity of high school students” and the
*belief that some- kinds of reading can. haye i1l effects uporn

character and conduct."3

A third study, complementing the findings of both

1Ivid,
2rpid,

BIbido ? po 59“’90
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Farley and Fiske regarding voluntary censorship. is Charles
Busha's 1970 questlonnaire survey of a random sample of 624
Midwestern public,librarians.l Hispurpose was to identify
the 'reiationship batween the librarians' intellectual
freedom and censorshipa1:titudes."2

Busha concluded from his findings that all the
librarians® intellectual»freedom scores indicated a very f
high degree of agreement with statements'favoring 1nte11ec-
tual freedom, btt "a.marked dlsparlty exlsted between the
attitudes of some 1ibrarians toward 1ntellectua1 freedom as
a concept and their attitudes toward censorship as an
activity.” ; His data showed that. in attitude. fourteen

per.cent of the librarians were predominately sympathetic

- toward censorship and §ixty-fourfper cent were neither '

highly favorable nor unfavorable toward censorsh1p.3 7
A Busha's findlngs. then, complement those of Farley
and Fiske. While the latter present evidence 1ndicating

that a majority of librarians are censorial in practice,

" Busha presents evidence 1ndicating that a considerable

proportion of librarians are censor.al in attitude.
In addition to these studies concerned with censor-

ship in public and school libraries, at least nine other .

lCharles H., Busha, "The Attitudes of Mldwestern
Public Librarians toward Intellectual Freedom and °

Censorship," issertatron Abstracts, XXXII (1971), 2718,

%121_.

31vid, | | :
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recent studies have focused on censorchip and book selection

"in the public school English classrooms. Three of these |

studies are superficial, but'nevertheless merit a brief
sunmary, In one, the Utah Council of Teachers of English
found that-inA1962 thirty per cent of the seventy junior and
senior high school,English‘department chairmen in Utah |

responding to a questionnaire survey said that their schools

had received obJections to books. most frequently from

parents but also from administrators and community organi-

zations.%

'Foster in 1966--revealed that (1) forty-one per cent of the

eightyeseven Arizona English-teachers queried taught,in

- schools which'had experienced a censorship incident during

196#-1966. (2) twenty-five per cent taught in schools which
had a written complaint policy. and (3) twenty-fou. per cent

of the books obaected to were removed from use.2 And- in

: 1967. H. T, Spetnagel found from his questionnaire survey '

that thirty-six per cent of the ninety-eight Colorado v
English teachers in his sample taught in schools which had

Lytan Council of ‘I‘eachers of English. "Report of the

Censorship Roundup Committee. -unpublished document in the
files of the National Council of Teachers of English, cited
in Nyla Herber Ahreng, "Censorship and the Teacher of
English: A Questionnaire Survey of Selected Sample of
Secondary School Teachers of English" (unpublished Ed.D,

'dis:grtation. Teachers College, Columbia University, 1965),.
po *«

2Retha Foster, ”Censorship and Arizona High
Schools," Arizona English Bulletin, (May, 1966), cited in

Kenneth 1, Donelson. "Censorship and Arizona $chools:

1966-1968, A; zona Eggligh Eulletln. II, No. 2 (1969), 30,

Another questionnaire survey--conducted by Retha '
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- experienced a'censorshipqincid"‘ent.1 .
_ Five other studies, however. are)not so superficial.
The common findings 1n these studies are presented in

Table 1, following on pages fourteen and fifteen,

4 Several generalizations can be drawn from Table l.
but these generalizations must be tempered by the fact that
there exist among the studies variables which might well
influence interpretation. First. the studies collectively
span the years 1960-1968. but three of the five studies span '
only two,years’within this period, Thus.,the social and
pedagogical factoié”Gﬁiéhfﬁay have influeneed. Say} the
reported number of 1nc1dents of censorship in Donelson s
survey covering the years 1966-1968 might not be the same .
factors which influenced the reported number of incidents

£

“in Burress' survey covering the years 1960-1968. Second.

" the scope of the samples varies greatly. from small and
localized (e.g.; thirty-six English department chairmen in ~
one coungw of one‘state) to large and geographically
widespread (e.g;;Qélé high school Enélish teachers in-
’forty-nine states). 'Thus. factors peculiar to one group or
geographical area might skew: individual surveys. And, too.‘
it must be recognized that the response of a person in a

small sample carries more statistical weight than the

1 * J .
H. T. Spetnagel. "Censorship in Colorados A Survey
h “J 1 La

Report,"
Arts. Society. s cited in Kenneth L, Donelson.
*Censorship and Arizona Schools: 1966-1968," Arizong '
English Bulletl » II. ‘No, 2 (1969). 300 .

i
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TABLE 1
_SUMMARY OF RESEARCH STUDIES

B1ee A, Bdr:éss. Jr., "How Cenéorsnip Affects ‘the

October, ;9 3)s pp;fl-gjg.pgssimai

bflyl’a Héﬁbet Aﬁrehs;,bensorship,and'the Teacher of .

'f‘ﬁnglisha A Questionnaire Survey of Selected ‘Sample of
~-.Secondary School Teachers of English" (unpublished Ed,D,

- -dissertation, Teachers College, Columbia University, 1965),
'.pp;Al-IBO;‘pgssim. : ' '

- C°Rozanne Ruth Knudson, "Censogship in the English
- Programs of California's Junior Colleges" (unpublished Ph,D.

- dissertation,  Stanford Univegéity.'1957),;pp3 1-200, passim,

. .'dnonéldiT. LaConté. “The'Relatioﬁship between Book’

',%Selection Practices and Certain Controversial Elements of

Literature in Bergen County, New Jersey Public Senior High

- School English Departments" (unpublished Ed.D, dissertation,
- Rutger's~=The State Universi

ty, 1967), pp. 1-158, -passim,

®Kenneth L., Donelson, "Censorship and Arizona

_ 1966-1968," Arizona English Bulletin, II, No., 2
(1969), 28~44, passim,” =

s~
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- response of a person in a large sample, For instance,

Donelson reported that thirty-three teachers in his sample
of 168 experienced a censorship incident! yhiIe-Ahrens
reported that more than twice as many, eeventy-eighf.
teachers in her semple of 616 experienced a censorship

1ncident;2 yet, because of the difference in the size of

. their samples, Donelson ends up (as Table 1 shows) witn the

conclusion that twenty per cent of his semple experiencga a
censorship incident while Ahrens ends up with thirteen per ,
cent, | J - 7 » v ‘
Because of these veriaplee. tﬁen.fgeneralizaticns‘
nust be consieered suspect, The collective cete in Table 1
do suggest, howeqer._that (i) becween eleven per cent and )
twenty-two*ier cent of English teachers have had some
experience with ceneorshipz (2) between fonr per cent and
«twelve per cent of the booke inwolved in censorship
incidents are actually renoved: (3) between fourteen per
cent and thirty per cent of the schools have a written book
complaint pclicy; (4) the nost frequent objectors{ 3
'descending‘order. are parenfe. students and teachers,
clergymen/religious groups, administratcrs. librarians, and
organizations; end (5) the most frequent reasons, in

descendinig order, cited for objecting to a book are

- lﬂi_d.u p. 30,
’ gAhrene. “Censorship and the Teacher of English: A
Questionnaire Survey of Selected Sample of Secondary School
Teachers of English. P 26.
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language, sex/vulgarity/immorality/specific passages,

religion, race, and politics. ‘

Boydhg the common findings above, the five studies
Present some inkéresting and unique findings. A summari- -
zation of those follows, )

" ghe data recéived by Ronald LaConte in his
quoationnaire and 1ntogv1cw survey of thirty-six high
school Engliah department chﬁirn»n in one counxy;or

iNow Joraey 1nd1caxod that “there were no inportant differ-

ences in the nethoda of solection botwnon controversial and
noncontrovorsial books [and thax] ‘both were likely %o be

* choten by either a aoloction comiittee or a classroom

teacher working w;th the Dopargnent‘phairnan.'l

However, to determine more particularly the

- relationship between book selection practices and certain '

controversial elemehtg (language, sex, race, religion, and
politics) in literature, LaConte presented the chairmen with

- & questionnaire listing 2ifty bock titles--twenty-five

noncontroversial and twenty-five controversial (books which
had been the objects of reported conspgsh}p incidents
elsewhere)--and asked them to judge each as suitable for all

twelfth graders, suitable for none, or suitable only for

spocidl groups, In addition, for §ach_book marked

'quitahle for none," the respondents were asked tolindicato

lbaconte. "The. Relationship between Book Selection
Practices and Certain Controversial Elements of Literature
in Bergen County, New Jersei;Public Senior High School
English erartments. PPe 94=95,
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their reasen for judgnment (see Table 1), Tables 2 and 3,
following on pages ﬁ?neteen and twenty, list the chairmen®s
judgnents of the controversial and noncontroversial hooks.
From the chairmen's judgmente of the ggéﬁgbility of
controversial and noncontrovereial books and from the
additional findings that “twenty-eight respondents
[seventy-eight per cent] reported voluntarily rejecting =
book . . . because it was cbntroversia1~[and] nineteen ;
respondents [fifty-threc ier cent] reported refusing %o
allow a teacher to use a,bcok becauee it wae controversial.
Laconte concluded that “there is a strong tendency among
these Department Cheirmen to reject controversial books for
use in the classroom or to restrict their use to
ebovebewetage students, *! .However. LaConte alto found that
*Department Chairmen who had been involved in pcior censor-
ship incidents tended to restrict or reject fewer books than
those who had not been involved in incidents . . . [and]
Department Chairmen from schools having a written policy for
hencling objections to books restricted or rejected fewer '

‘controversial books than those from schools without a

policy.“2 Apparently, then, experience with and preparation

- for handling objections lessen the individual chairmanfs

unwillingness to use controversial ﬁooke.

Using a survey technique similar to LaConte’s,

11vid., p. 155.
21vid., Pp. 153, , .

{i‘:




Lo
P w“w““-»’ Toa

19

TABLIT .

JUDGMENT OF CONTRGVERSIAL BOOKS
(ADAPTED FROM LaCONTE'S TABLE)®

Suitable
Title + --] Suitabie | Suizable | for Above-

: for A1l | for None Average
Apdsrsonville ' 9 10 11
Androcles and the Lion 22 0 12 -
Anigal Parm 33 0 3
Ihe Bible- : 26 [ [
The Bix Sky : 1 2 6
Brave NewWorld |, 13 8 15
The Canterbury Tales 17 0 19
The Catcher in the Rve 11 20 s
Elger Gantry 9 14 11
A Parewell to Arms @ 21 3 12
Gone with the Wind - 15 18 2
Huckleberry Finn . 2 2
Zhe Jungle @ 19 6 10
Look liomeward Angel ,15 2 19
Zhe Merchant of Venice 3 1 3
Native Son ’ 12 9 6
' ’ ’ 22 9 5
a212 8 3 16
Of Human Bondage 25 3 8
Of Mice and Men 26 - 1 9
Zhe Ox=Bow Incident N - 1 2
2o Kill a Mockingdird 26 6 4
The Ugly American 19 12 - 2
‘The Wall 21 b b

‘m. » Po 98.
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TABLE 3

JUDGMENT OF NONCONTROVERSIAL BOOKS
(ADAPTED FROM LaCONTE'S TABLE)2 -

; Suitable

Title Suitable | Suitable | for Above-
: for All | for None Average
Only

22

3.
5
Sk
16
3
10
17
5
12

The_Ambassadors 10
Cyrano de Bergerac i 31
David Copperfield . 26
The Ezoist . 8

- Emerson Essays = 20

~ Ethan Frome 3%
‘The Forsyte Saga’ - 14

Green Mansions : 25
Hamlet T : 24

The House of the Seven
- Gables 29

Lord Jim 13

Macbeth . 33
Moby Dick 15
My Antonia 33
Qedipus ~ 18
The 0ld Man and the Sea 32
Frost Poems 33
Pride and Prejudice 21
The Return ‘of the Native | 20
The Rise of Silas Lapham 16
Robinson Crusce o 18

oe les : 31

- Tono Bungay ‘ 14
~  suthering Heights 19

CWNNHFOFWK M

4
21 .
3
20
3
17
1
1
13
14
10
8
2
1
11

AFWOIDNNDNNWHONFOMW

% pid,, p. 103,
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Rozanne Knudson (1967) sent 160:California'juniof college
English teachers aflist of thirty books-~half controversial
(books wh@ch had been objects of reported censorship ‘
incidents elsenhere). haif not--to determine the prevalenee
of voluntary'eensorship among these teachers. !

Regarding involuntary cefsorship, Knudson found that
approximately thirteen per eent of the 145 respbndepts noted
certain uorks on the list that their supenvisofs had told
them not to requlre or recommend; f1fty-f1ve per cent noted y
works- they be11eved they “would not be allowed to require or
reeommend or that they knew too 11tt1e about to judge; and
forty-eight per cent believed that they had unrestrlcted.
freedom in choosing works for their courses, 2

Regarding voluntary censorship, Knudson "discovered
that many teachers (79.3 per cent) in [her samplej exercise
self-censorship (either because of anticipation of 'tfouble!
« or their oancensorialness or.both)."3 Consequently, as

Knudson concludes, voluntary censorship apparently is
prevalent among this sample of English teachers.

Lee A, Burress.“Jr. (1963) also found voluntary

censorship prevalent in Wisconsin public high schools.u

1xnudson, *Censorship in English Programs of
California’s Junior Colleges,” p. 190.

2Ibid., pp. 192-193.
vid., p. 196.
uBurress. *How Censorship Affects the School,” p. 2.
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Although he offers no staxisticél,evidencg‘to support his

conclusion, Burress states that the 606 questionnaires

returned by teachers and administrators indicated that no

reléxionship“exists betweeﬁ censorship and the size of a
school or between censorshlp and the location of a school in
an urban, suburban, or rural area,l Yet. like LaConte and
Knudson, he f&ﬁnd that ®*there isimuch self<-censorship

[although] how much . . . is difficult to measure. "2

The informatlon from the questlonnaires also allowed .

him -to draw an 1nterest1ng proflle of a censor at work,
Charapterlstlcally. accord;ng to Burress. the censor

(1) disregards or -ignores the "judgments concerning the new

books of each year and the relative worth of older books
. ’ .

.[which] are recorded in standard reference works and

A 3

literary journals®; (2) abstains from a "reliance . . . on
professional standards of literary criticism®; (3) judges
"a book based on a single eﬁisode or aspect, taken out of
context”; (4) objects "to. the language"™ in a book; |

(55 objects to "the ideas contained in the books"; (6) tends
to act with "hidden motives" (e.g., "an attempt to annoy or
to discredit a teacher for low marks given a student"”); and
(7) exhibits an "unwillingness to act in public ways,"’

Burress found, too, that the nature of censorship is

l1vid., p. 2.

21bid., p. 6.

31bid., pp. 3-5.

P
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capricious: "“Any book questioned by anyone becomes
‘controversial,' no matter what its merits or what the lack
of qualifications of the objector."I‘ 0f the eighty books-
and seventeen periodicals cited by the respondénts as having
receiyed objections during the period covered by the survey,
Burress says: )
With a few exceptions the list would make a relatively
good one to recommend t0 high school Junlors and
seniors. « . . The frequency of citation of most of the
titles or authors in standard works of reference is .
- evidence of thg prudence 6f the high school libraries in-
7stock1ng them, ' - ' o
As examples'of such works, Burress notes in an appendix that
The Catcher in the Rye was objected to twenty-six times;
1984, fifteen times; Brave New WOrld, elght timess_ The

Grapes of Wrath, three times; and Of Mice and Men, three

‘times.3

Nyla Herber Ahrens (1965), too, found that most of
the books involved in the Censorship-incidenfs cited by ﬁer
sample of 616 high school English teachers in forty-nine
states appear in standard ﬁoggs of reference: "Almost
two-thirds (65.5 per cent) ‘of the 55 works appeared on at
least one of the three basic book lists or buying guides for
high school teachers and librarians: ; Basic Book
Collection for High Schools, published by the American

Library Association; Standard cétalog for High School

11bid., p. 2.

2Ibid., p. 3.

3;bido’ ppo 17-200
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Libraries, published by the H., W. Wilson Company; and Books
for You, from the National Council of Teaghefs oi_..English.“l

Furthermore, Ahrens found that most of»tﬂz_books
(si;ty ber cenf) were used ih eleventh or tweifth grades.2
and most (sixty-eight per cent) were paperbacks;3 The books
most frequently involved in censorship incidents were

m

American novels published since 1940,  J. D, Salinger's

The Catcher in the Rye was cited most frequéntlyg

twenty-five times; 1984, six times; Diary of a Young Gir},
' five-timess and gigve7New wO;;g.*To Kill a Mockingbird, and

The Adventures of Huckleberry Finn, four times each. The
remaining forty-nine'"objectionabie" books were each cited
once or.twice.5 About half of the books were used as -
required reading, while the other half divided about equally
between recommended and free reading selections.6

Ahféﬁs also found‘that. as a group, the teachers wno
had been involved in a censorship incident ("censorship"
group) differed from the .teachers who had not been involved

in a censorship incident ("no ‘censorship® group). Compared

lshrens, “Censorship and the Teacher of English: A
Questionnaire Survey of Selected Sample of Secondary School
Peachers of English,” p. 69.

?lhlgoo p. 78.

31vid., p. 76. -

u&iﬁ. ] po 6.90

51pid., pp. 125-130, passim.
'6121900 p. 76.
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“to the "no censorship® group, the "censorship® group tended

to0 have more education and more recent education, more had

majore& in English, and more had received degrees from

liberal arts colleges than froh state or teachers.colleges.

. Phe "censorship” group also was more apt to be teaching in

the upper grades of high school, although having less
teaching experience than those in the "no censorship”
group, Moreover,:the *censorship® group more frequentiy

than not described themselves as "liberal,” but the

" communities in which thﬁx;tdnght as either "middle-of-the-

road* or “conservative."l

Contrary, however, to the conclusion reached by

"Burress that there is no relation between cengorship and

school size or location, Ahrens discovered that over half

~of the "censorship" group were employed in moderately large

suburban communities.2 with schools having two or three

_curricular tracks serving a student population of 1,500 to

" 3,500,

~Additionally, Ahrens’s “censorship” group reported

prBressional use of more literary material (literature

. anthology plus required, recommended, or student-selected

supplementary books) than did the *"no censorsh;p" group,

11vid., pp. 27-39, passim.
2M00 P. u20

3Ibido. P 500
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who'.fended to use only a single literature anthology.l

Paradoxically, though, the "censorship" group felt that they

had lese freedom in book selection than did those in the

*no censorship” group.2

Along with Ahrens's study, Donelson's (1968)3 and

'LaCOnte's (1967)4 also help to identify some of the charac-

teristics which distinguish those frequently involved in
censorship incidénte from those not. Donelson found from

his questionnaire survey of-168 /rizona high school English

‘te%ghers that the teacher most .commonly involved in censor-

ship incidents is a female Pnglish major with a master's
degree. between the ages of thirty-one and forty, who has
taught ten years or more in schools with enrollmentg over -
2,000, and who sees herself as more liberal than the
community in which she teaches. LaConte, unlike Donelson
and ‘Ahrens who identified the characteristice of those who
were invoived in censorsh;p incidents, identified the char-
ecterist;cs of those who tended to censor. In brief,

he found that those who tended to censor most frequently were

female chairmen who felt they had little administrative

11bid., p. 56.
2Ibid.s po 61,

3Donelson. 'Censorship and Arizona Schoolss 1966~
1968," p. 31,

uLaConte, *The Relationship between Book Selection
Practices and Certain Controversial Elements of Literature
in Bergen County, New JerseK Public Senior High School
English Departments,” pp. 141-142,

Pop—— -
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‘responsibility, who taught four or more classes a day, who

had not been involved in a censorship incident, whose school
p:incipal was responsible for ordgring books, who chaired
small departments in small scho&la in blue=collar areas, and
whose schools did not have a written complaint .policy.
Interestingly, Donelson’s survey also reveals that

n;ny of the shme books cited 1n LaConte's, Burress’, and
Ahrens's studies were involved in censorship incidents in
Arizona. In all. Donelson roported that tifty-nine books
were cited as those which tostered consorship incidonts.
ng_mm again, was tho most frequently
cited, fifteen times; Brave New Worild, nine times; The Ox-Bow
Incjdent, five times; Mn_a_mnm and The Crucjible,
four times each; and mmmﬂm.umm ‘Riary
of a Young Girl, Black Like Me, Catch-22, A Farewell %o
Arme, Hawaii, 1984, and The Grapes of Wrath, each three,
times, The remaining éorty-six books were mentioned once or
twice each.!

' A final study, James Symula'’s (1969), is quite
unlike any other reviewed thus far, but important because it
is the only one I know of which ;ttests to the effectiveness

of selection and complaint policies in preventing censor-

1ponelson, "Censorship and Arizona Schools:s 1966~

. 1968.. PPe. 38'“1.

w4 ’
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lhip.l However, the weakness of the study is in its method
of validation, Ag_Synulu—explains:
The conclusions drawn from this study are not couched in
statistics because censorship has an amorphcusness about
it which defies permanent description, It is for this
reason that{ the conclusions . _. . will contain many of
the writer®sown convictions,
To arrive at these conclusions, Symula devoted fully
three-fourths of his study to a review of the critical
literature on The Catcher in the Rye and J. D. Salinger, the

literature dealing with cases of censorship of this one

- novel, and a single case stud& of one incident of cenﬁorqhip

of The Catcher in the Rve. The final one-fourth—is devoted

to a discussion of the conclusions about»censoéaﬁip problems

" that Symula has inferred from his review of this literature
-and the one case study, |

Whether Symula‘’s inferences and “convictions” are
reliable is open to question. &evertheless. Symula is the
only researcher to present~a zealous argument that schools
should develop and use formal, written book selection and
complaint policies if they wish to_be successful in
preventing censorship: ) '

The single most important fect brought out [in the
literature and case study reviews] is how terribly

unprepared many schools are to combat censorship. . . .
The need here is obvious, Schools must develop sound

lsames Symula, “Censorship of High School Literature: -
A Study of the Incidents of Censornhip Involving J. D. .

Salinger®s The Catcher in the Rye® (unpublished Ed.D.
dissertation, State Uaiversity of New York at Buffalo,

1969). P 80, ’
2rvid., p. 105,
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book selection policies and formal procedures for :
handling complaints against books; and until this is

done they will continue to be at the mercy of anyone

‘who decides that he knows best the maxirials that should

be included in the English curriculum. -

The studies summarized above confirm, then, the
validity of the NCTE statement that "censorship in schools
is & widespread probiem;'z However, except for Symula, no

investigator has attempted to confirm the validity of the

i v, .
T e RN
et o vy T .
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NCTE's recommendation that "every school undertake the
following . « . to protect the students®.right to read:
3’tho establishment of a committee of teachers to consider

book selection procedures and to screin complaints."3A

Right ;g‘gggd §t§§gm£gzg '
‘ Two docgments frequenily cited in the literature on
f censorship areﬁthe NCTE's "An Open Letter to the Citizens of
P 0 Country from the Naticnal Couneil of Teachers of Englishi.
5 The Right to*R;;d'“ and the American Library Association's
::ggggg_;g_ﬂggg_ssg;gggns.5‘ Each asserts that the freedom to

read and the freedom of access to books are basic to an

enlightened, democratic society. Each, too, asserts that

- 11bid., pp. 79-80.

2Donelson, The Students’ Right to Read, p. 13.
Ivia. |

um.. PP, 6"120

! 5Westchester Conference of the American Library
Association and the American Book Publishers Council,
dom ead Statement (Chicagos American Library
Assogigt on, May 25, 1953, revised January 28, 1972),
. PPe 1=J, )
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- these freedoms are threatened by the censor and must,
therefore, be reaffirmed and defended.
( The intent of ;ho NCTE to protect the right to read
is clear, The Council’s "An Open Letter to the Citizens of
Our Country from the National Council of Teachers of English:

The Right to Read” states, in part:

The right to read, like all rights guaranteed or
implied within our constitutional tradition, can be used
wisely or foslishly. In many ways, education is an
effort to improve the quality of choices open to man.
But to deny tha freedom of choice in fear that it may be
unwisely used is to destroy the freedom itself, For
this reason, we respect the right of individuals to be
selective in their own reading, But for the same
reason, we orpose -efforts of individuals or groups to
1imit the freadom of choice of others or to impose their
own standards or tastes upon the community at large.

The right of any individual not just to read but to
read whatevz> he wants to read is basic to a democratic
society, This right is based on an assumption that the
educated and reading man possesses judgment and under-
standing and can be trusted with the determination of
his own actions. In effec’, the reading man is freed
from the bonds of discovering all things and all facts
and all truths through his own direct experiences, for
his reading allows him to meet people, debate philoso-
phies, and experience events f!r beyond the narrow
confines of his own existence. :

I infer from these statements that the NCTE defines
censorship as the gxtempt to deny or limit one’s freedom to

read., The Council’s resolve, therefore, is to protect “the

right of individuals to be selective in their own reading,"?2
"An Open Letter to the Citizens of Qur Country from the ] ‘
National Council of Teachers of English: The Right to Read"

continues: i |

1ponelson, The Students® Right to Read, p. 7. ; |
%mbid., ». 7.




) 8

In selecting books for reading by young people,
English teachers consider the contribution which each
work may make to the education of the reader, its
aesthetic value, its honesty, its readability for a
particular group of students, -and its appeal to
adolescents. English teachers, however, may use -
different works for different purposes. The criteria
for choosing a work to be read by an entire class are
somewhat different from the criteria fo: choosing works
to be read by small groups. . o o

.But the teacher 3elects books: he does not censor them..
Selection implies that a teacher is free to choose this
or that work, depending upon the purpose to be achieved
and the student or class in question, but a book - -
selected this year may be ignored next year, and the;
reverse. Censorzhip implies that certain works are not
open to selection, this year or any year. . '

e 0 06 ¢ ¢ @& o 6 0 ¢ % ¢ 0o 2 06 0 0 0o T O & 0 0 0o o o o o

Moreover, the value and impact of any literary work must
be examined as a whole and not in parte-the impact of
the entire work being more important than the words,
phrases, or incidents out of which it is made.

English teachers must. be free to employ books, classic
or contemporary, which do not lie to the young about the
perilous but wondrous times we live in, books which talk
of the fears, hopes, joys, and frustrations people
experience, books about people not only as they are dut
as they can be, English teachers forced through the
pressures of censorship to use only safe or antiseptic
works are placed in the morally and intellectually
untenable position of lying to their students about the
nature and condition of mankind,

What a young reader gets from any book depends both
on the selection and on the reader himself. A teacher
should choose books with an awareness of the student’s
interests, his reading ability, his mental and emotional

maturity, and the values he may derive from the reading.

A wide knowledge of many works, common sense, and
professional dedication to students and to literature

will guide the teacher in making his selections. The
comnunity that entrusts students to the care of an

English teacher should also trust that teacher tc¢
exercise profeisional judgment in selecting or rocom-

mending books.

The essence, then, of "An Open Letter to the Citizens

11vid., ppe 7-9.
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of Our Country from the National Council of Teachers of

English: The Right to Read” is that since censorship denies

the essential democratic guarantee to the freedom to read,

.American communities must jialously guard this fr.uQan and

reaffirm their trust in the “teacher to exercise professional
judgment in selecting or recommending books.'; And the
English teacher, in turn, must be guided in his selection by
"a wide knowledge of many works, common sense, and
professional dedication to students and to literature,*?

_ Like the NCTE, the American Library Association
(ALL) is concerned that censorship threatens the democratic
guarantee to the freédom to re;d. The opening paragraphs of

the ALA's Freedom to Read Statement declare:

The freedom to read is essential to our domocraéy. It'
is continuousily under attack. Private groups and public
authorities in various parts of the country are working

to remove books from sale, to censor textbooks, to label

*controversial® books, to distribute lists of “objec-
tionable” books or authors, and to purge libraries.
These actions apparently rise from & view that our
national tradition of free expression is no longer
valid; that censorship and suppression are needed to
avoid the subversion of politics and the corruption of
morals, We, as citizens devoted to the use of books and
as librarians and publishers responsible for dissemi-
nating them, wish to assert the public interest in the
preservation of the freedom to read.

We are deeply concerned about these attempts at
suppression. Most such attempts rest on a denial of the
fundamental premise of democracy: <that the ordinary
citizen, by exercising his critical judgment, will
accept the good and reject the bad, The censors, public
and private, assume that they should determine what is
good and what is bad for their fellow citizens.

We trust Americans to recognize propaganda, and to

1moo P. 9
°Ibid.
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reject it., We do not believe they need the help of
censors to assist them ir this task. We dc a0t believe
they are prepared to sacrifice their heritage of a free
press in order to be "protected” against what others
think may be bad for them, We believe tgey still favor
free enterprise in idcas and expression. .

The ALA's pusition, then, is similar to that of the
NCTE. Both agree that since the freedom to read is basic to
a democratic society, it is the responsibility of the
citizens of a democracy to oppose all efforts which deny or
1imit the freedom to read., And, too, while the NCTE's "An
Open Letter to the Citizens of Our Country from the National
Council of Teachers of English: The Right to Read" affirms . ’
the Council's trust in the teacher's right to select books
for student use, the ALA's WMW} affirms
the As;oeiation's trust in the librarian's right <o select

books:

It is in the public interest for publishers and
librarians to make available the widest diversity of
views and expressions, including those which are
unorthodox or unpopular with the majority.

It is the responsibility of publishers and
librarians to give full meaning to the freedom to read
by providing books that enrich the quality of thought
and expression, By the exercise of this affirmative
-responsibility, bookmen can demonstrate that the answer
to a2 bad bogk is a good one, the answer to a bad idea is
a good one. )

In sum, both the NCTE and the ALA agree that the
public®s right to read is a fundamental democratic guarantee

lyestchester Conference of the American Library
Asgociation and the American Book Publishers Council,
Freedom to Read Statement, p. 1.

2Ibid., pp. 2~3
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and must be protected. To ensure such pfoteciion. the two
professional organizations declare that the freedom to
ﬁublish and to circulate books must be guarded and preserved,
teachers and librarians must be entrusted with the respon-
sibility to judge and to select books for student use, and
censorsnip--which denies or limits the freedoms of_phoice

and access to books--must be oppo;ed. N

Book Selection Policies
Other than in Marjorie Fiske's study (in which she
concluded that "the most frequently discussed administrative

aid for problems of controversiality is the written book

selection policy [but that] librarians disagree as to the

[policy‘s] efficacy?)l and in James Symula®’s study (in which
he concluded that "schools must develop sound book selection
policies").2 I have found no research study which has
maintained that schools, in order to prevent censorship,

should adopt written book selection policies. Nevertheless,

v

while objective evidence to support the use of such a

" written policy is minimal, two national professional

organizations-~the NCTE and the ALA~--strongly recommend that
such a written policy be composed and used,
The NCTE makes the following recommendation

regarding written book selection policies:s

lFiske. Book Selection and Censorship, p. 74.

2Symula. "Censorship of High School Literature: A

Study of the Incidents of Censorship Involving J. D,
Salinger’s The Catcher in the Rye," p. 80,
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In each school the English department should develop
its own statement explaining why literature is taught
and how books are chosen for each class., This statement
ghould be on file with tge administration before any
complaints are received.

- In justification of this recommendationr the NCTE states:

Freedom of inquiry is essential to education in a
democracy. To establish conditions essential for
freedom, teachers and administrators need to follow
procedures similar to those recommended here, Where
schools resist unreasonable pressures, the cases are
seldom publicized and students continue to read works as
they wish. The English teacher can be free to teach
literature, and students can be free to read whatever
they wish only if informed and vigilant groups, within
the profesgion and without, unite in resisting unfair
pressures., '

Similarly, the ALA recommends that every school and

public. library formulate -and use a written book selection

policy:

To combat censorship efforts from groups and
individuals, every library should take certain measures
to clarify policies and establish community relations.
While these steps should be taken regardless of any s
attack or prospect of attack, they will provide a firm L
and clearly defined position if selection policies are
challenged. As normal operating procedure, each library
should: .
1, Maintain a definite materials selection policy.
It should be in written form and approved by the
board of trustees, the school board or other
administrative authority. It should apply to all
materials equally. . . .5

While both the NCTE and the ALA recommend the

adoption of a written policy, neither is very explicit about

1ponelson, The Students’ Right to Read, p. 13.

2Ibid., p. 19.

3American Library Association, How Libraries Can
sist Censorship (Chicagos American Library Association,
February 1, 1962, revised January 28, 1972), p. 1l.
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what the policy ought to include. The NCTE, however, is
relatively more comprehensive, It suggests that, at a
minimum, the policy include statements explaining why

literature is taught and by what standards it is chosen.

' Phe ALA, on the other hand, suggests that the policy be

written, approved by administrative authorities, and
applicable to all materials in the library collection.

Two affiliate groups of the ALA, however, do offer
more comprehensive guides for the formulation of a written
selection policy. One affiliate group, the American
Association of School Librarians, offers the following

statement--Policies and Procedures for Selection of School

g

Y

*Phe following statement of policy-making with Nt
regard to instructional materials selection for the
school library media center is offered as a guide for
the formulation of a policy. It is believed that such a
policy should be formally adopted by each school
dAistrict as a basis for consistent excellence in choice
~# materials and as a document that can be presented to
parents and other citizens for their further under-

standing of the purposes and standards of selection of
these materials,

*"Patterns of Policy Making

"Phe governing body of a school is legally responsible
for all matters relating. to the operation of that

gchool. It is recommended that assumption of responsi-
bility and the delegation of the authority for the
gelection of instructional materials should be adopted
by the legally responsible body and then stated in a
formal policy to the professionally trained personnel
employed by the school.

"Selection of Personnel

*The responsibility for coordination of the
gelection of instructional materials for the school
library media center should rest with the professionally
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trained media personnel. Administration, faculty,
students and parents should be involved in the selection
process. Final decision on purchases should rest with
the professional personnel in accordance with the
formally adopted policy.

*"Types of Materials Covered

"Criteria for evaluation and selection of all tyves
of instructional materials should be established, Such
criteria should be available in written form.

, "Criteria of Selection

*The primary objective of a school library is to
implement, enrich and support the educational program of
the school. Criteria for instructional materials
selection should implement this basic objective.

"Criteria for the selection of all instructional
materials are both general, as found in the professional
literature, and specific in terms of the needs of each
school community,

"General criteria are stated in terms of significant
descriptors of the subject; integrity of treatment; and
quality of the medium--style, clarity, originality, etc.

"Specific criteria are determined by a study of the
characteristics of the school's instructional program
and the needs of students as affected by the community,
as follows:

"Needs of the individual school program
a. Based on knowledge of the curriculum
b. Based on requests from administrators and
teachers

"Needs of the individual student
a. Based on knowledge of children and youth
b. Based on requests by parents and students

"Needs from these several sources will require a
wide range of instructional materials for an acceptance
level of quality, on all levels of difficulty, and with
a diversity of appeal; and the presentation of different
points of view--ethnic, religious, political and
cultural .
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*Selection Tools

. *"Reputable, unbiased, professionally prepaied
5 selection aids should be consulted as guides.”

The 3econd affiliate group of the ALA to offer a
“ comprehensive guide for the formulation of a written
% selection policy is the California Association of School
¢ | Librarians., The recommendation of this affiliate group |
follow:
"Purpose of a Materials Selection Policy

.'g written, board-approved materials selection policy
wills .

"Provide a statement of philosophy and objectives
for the guidance of those involved in the procedures
for selection.

*Define the role of those who share in the
responsibility for the selection of instructional
materials,

*Outline the techniques for the application of the
criteria.

"Clarify for the community the philosophy and
procedure used in evaluating and selecting
instructional materials.

*provide a procedure for the consideration of
objections to the use of particular materials in the
educational program. .

*Development of a Materials Selection Policy

»A materials selection policy should be formulated by
representatives of all groups affected by its adoption:
the library staff
! the dudio-visual staff
, the teaching staff
the curriculum staff

lymerican Association of School Librarians, Policies
and Procedures for Selection of Sch¢ol Library Materials
(Chicago: American Association of School Librarians,
approved by the Board of Directors at the American Library
Association Midwinter Conference, Chicago, 1970).
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the administrative staff
the community

*"Phe materials selection policy should be adopted
officially by the governing board.

*Phe adopted policy should be communicated to all school
personnel and to the community.

"The adopted policy éhould be reviewed periodically, and
revised if necessary.

'COnfent of a Materials Selection Policy
*A materials selection policy should include:

"A statement of the district's philosophy of
materials selection such as is given in the

School Library Bill of Rights of the American
Association of School Librarians.

A statement that the governing board of the
district is legally responsible for the selection of
instructional materials, and detailing the
delegation of this responsibility to appropriate
certified personnel.

»A statement of the criteria to be used in the
evaluation of materials, including materials offered
as gifts, and sponsored materials.

"An outline of the ‘procedures to be applied in the
evaluation and selection of paterials.

'

."AnAoutlzﬁé of the procedures to be applied in

considering objections to the use of particular

materials in the instructional program."

In summary, then, little objective evidence exists
to suggest that a written book selection policy will help
school districts, libraries, and English departments to

inhibit censorship; however, an ample amount of literature

1California Association of School lLibrarians,
Instructional Materials; Selection Policies and Procedures
(Daly City, Calif.: California Association of School

Librarians' 1965). ppo 3-70
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exists which recommends that a written book selection policy
be composed and used, And besides the recommendations
published by the NCTE, the ALA, the American Association of
School Librarians, and the California Association of School
Livrarians which déscribe‘in general the purposes,
development, and content of a materials selection policy,
literally dozens of otﬁer documents are available which
include numerous examples of specific selection policies

used by various schools and libraries. Not all can be

.reviewed in detail here, but since two are especially

‘helpful to those who are seeking models for their own school

district®’s selection policy, I will summarize briefly their

content,

The first publication, Instructional Matepials;
Selection golicigg_and Mgtegig;g.l includes numerous

illustrative excerpts from selection policies used in

California public schools and libraries, elementary through

junior college. Included are fourteen examples of statementis

of philosophy agd%objectives. fourteen of legal responsi-
bility and its AQIegation. twenty-eight of criteria for
evaluation of materials, sixteen of procedures forf
evaluation and selection, and thirteen of consideration of
objections to materials in use, The second publication,

Book Selection Policies in American Liprggigg.z

includes the

11bid., pp. 1-61.

2Calvin J. Boyer and Nancy L., Eaton, eds,, Book
Selection Policies in American Libraries (Austin, Texas:
Armadillo Press, 1971), pp. 1-222,
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whole texts of thirty-one exemplary book selection
policies==ten used by colleges and universities, fourteen by
public libraries, and seven by elementary and secondary

schools,

k Complain ic

Although Ahrens, Burréss. Donelson, and Lacénte
found that between fourteen per cent and thirty per cent of
the schools they surveyed had written book complaint policies
(see Table 1, page 15), none offered any information about
the effects of these policies on tpe incidence of censor-
ship. Thus, as I found in myrinvestigation of the litera-
ture on written bnok selection policies, the literature on
written book complaint policies offers little objective
evidence to suggest that such a policy inhibits censorship.
Nevertheless, the NCTE and the ALA strongly recommend that
such a written policy be composed and used.

The NCTE makes the following recommendations about
procedures to be followed when a complaint is received:

If the complainant telephones, listen courteously
and refer him to the teacher involved. That teacher
should be the first person to discuss the book with the
person objecting to its uses.

If the complainant is not satisfied, invite him to
file his complaint in writing, but make no commitments,
admissions of guilt, or threats. Indicate that a form
for the complaint will be sent to him,

‘If the complainant writes, contact the teacher
involved and let that teacher call the complainant., . . .

If the complainant is not satisfied, invite him to file
his complaint in writing on a form to be sent to

him. [ [ ] [

1Donelson. The Students® Right to Read, pp. 16-17.
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The advantage of such a standardized procedure, according to
the NCTE, is that it

. o flgill take the sting from the first outburst of

criticism. When the responsible objector learns that he

will be given a fair hearing through following the

proper channels, he is more likely to be satisfied. The

jdle censor, on the other hand, miy well be discouraged

from taking further action. . « o

Although there may be more hope than certainty in

the NCTE's claim that their procedure will appeal to “the
responsible objector” and discourage "the idle censor,” ‘the
recommended procedure of having the objector file his
complaint in writing is likely to "take the sting from the
first outburst of criticism.® The form the NCTE recommends
be used--"Citizen's Request for Reconsideration of a Work"2--
asks the objector to reflect seriouély on a nhumber of issues

concerning the book and his objection; it asks him, in

effect, to evaluate the book with reason and insight,

Once the complainant completes the form and submits
it to the proper school authority, the NCTE recommends the
followihg procedure ensuet

The committee reviewing complaints should be
available on short notice to consider the completed
»citizen's Request for Reconsideration of a Work" and to
call in the complainant and the teacher involved for a
conference. Members of the committee should have
reevaluated the work in advance of the meeting, and the
group should be prepared to explain its findings,
Membership of the committee should ordinarily include an
administrator, the English department chairman, and at

11vid., p. 17,

2Ibid.. p. 18, a copy of "Citizen's Request for
Reconsideration of a Work" is included in Appendix A, p. 144,
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least two classroom teachers of English, But the
department might consider the advisability of including
members from the community and the local or state NCTE
affiliate. As a matter of course, recommendations from
the committee would be forwarded to the superintendent,
who would in turn submit them to the board of education,
the legally constituted authority in the school.l

The ALA recommends similar but less detailed
procedures:

To combat censorship efforts from groups and
individuals, every library should take certain measures
to clarify policies and estadblish community relations,
While these steps should be taken regardless of any
attack or prospect of attack, they will provide a firm
and clearly defined position if selection policies are

. challenged, As normal operating procedure, each library
shoulds :

2," Maintain a clearly defined method for handling
gggg;gznzg. Basic requirements should be that the
c

omplaint be filed in writing and the complainant be
properly identified before his request is considered.,
Action should be deferred until full congideraxion
by appropriate administrative authority.
Additionally, the American Association of School
Librarians states that one responsibility of the school
library is:
To provide a written statement, approved by the local.
Boards ¢f Education, of the procedures for meeting the

challenge of censorship of materials in school library
media centers.J :

And the California Association of School Librarians suggests
that "a materials selection policy should include . . . an

lrpid,, pp. 17-18.

2American Library Association Council, How Libraries
Can Resist Censorship, p. 1.

3American Association of School Librarians, School
idbr Bill of Rights for School Libr Media Programs
EChIcago: American Library Association, approved by American
tsgogiation of School Librarians Board of Directors, June,
969).
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outline of the procedures to be applied in considering
objections to the use of particular materials in the
instructional program."l

Besides the recommendations of the NCTE, the AlA,
the American Association of School Librarians, and the
California Association of School Librarians which describe
only generally the purpose and content of a complaint
policy. there is an abundance of available publications
which include examples of specific policies used by various
schools and libraries. Two of these publications are
especially helpful tb those who are seeking models for their
own school district's complaint policy--the same two I
mentioned earlier (page 40) as helpful aids in composing a
book selection policy: Igg3;gg3iggg;_Mg;ggiglgi_gglgggggn
znlisizs_nn_Juszszials and Fook Selection Policies in
American Libraries.d

However, a plethora of recommendations and sample
policies notwithstagging. none of the literature I reviewed
gives any reliable{egidgnce that a written book complaint
policy (or, as mentioned earlier, a written book selection

policy) helps to inhibit or resolve censorship.

lCalifornia Association of School Librarians,
Ingtructional Materialg: Selection Policies and Materiaisg

»
P 70

2Ibid., pp. 1-61.

3Boyer and Eaton, Book Select olic n
American Librariesg, pp. 1-222.




CHAPTER II

¢ PROCEDURES

SN 7Y £ the Stud

The major purpose of this study is to determine the

PR

comparative effectiveness of va:ious book selection and book
complaint policies used by a selected sample of public high
_ school English departments on the inhibition or resolution

of censorship., Toward this end, I used a three-stage

AN 8 e, S TR T TR L

process of investigation.

The first stage consisted of locating and identi-

e el

fying the nature of various high school book selection

policies, book complaint policies, and censorship incidents,
I did this through a questionnaire survey, one which asked a
selected sample of 224 public high sche-» English department
chairmeﬁ in Michigan to send copies of (or to explain
-bfiefly. if no written policy were used) their book selection
an”’ book complaint policies and to describe dbriefly any

censorship incident encountered during the school years

1967-1968, 1968-1969, and the first half of 1969-1970,
Since such information was all I needed to

accommodate thei}imited purpose of this study, I felt that |

the questionnaire survey was the most efficient and

profitable method of retriev1ng the information. The

B . WS -
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1ikelihood that additional survey methods (e.g., personal
interviews or case studies of particular censorship
incidents) would yield significant information not provided
by the questionnaire seemed remote. Additionally, as the
review of literzture in Chapter I reveals, questionnaire
surveys were used widely and successfully in earlier
empirical studies of censorship and book selection
practices; therefore, I felt a questionnaire survey would
serve ny purpos; successfully as well.

The second stage of the investigation consisted of a
simple numerical tabulation of the questionnaire responses.
Its purpose was to reveal the number of schools with and
without written policies and the number of schools with and
without encounters with censorship incidents,

The third stage consisted of an analysis of the
various policies and an examination of the censorship
ineidents. In this stage the purpose was, first, to compare
the content and quality of the various policies and, second,
to detsrmine the comparative success or failure of these
policies in inhibiting or resolving censorship.

The remaining part of this chapter explains in
greater detail the procedures used in each of these three
stages.

Questionnaire Survey
Selecting the Sample

The sample chosen to receive the questionnaire was
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selected by a process of elimination from the universe of
English teachers. I can claim no scisntific precision for
; this selection method, nor do I offer any apologies for the
; relatively small number finally selected--224, For, as
chance and the mythical law of averages would have it, the
¢ sample turned out to be a fairly representative cross section
of teachers, schools, and communities that exist in the
larger universal population. And, accidentally or not, the
sample served thoiiurpose for which it ;;; intended; it:
provided a fair representation of various book selection
. policies, book complaint policies, and censorship incidents
in Michigan public high school English departments.

< ¥ Y PN TN M) S AP S D

The first decision to be made was who, of all the

Aty ARSI

English teachers, should be queried. ¥ith a minimum of

pondoring. I decided that the questionnaire should be sent

% only to English department chairmen. I assumed that they,

of all English teachers, were likely to be most familiar
with their schools® book selection and book complaint
policies, as well as the manner in which censorship incidents
had been handled in their schools during the two and one-half
years covered by the survey. Additionally, I assumed that
the chairmen were experienced teachers of Euglish, not
likely to be new to their schoels or unfamiliar with the ‘}
literature taught therein. ‘And lastly, [ assumod that their
! responses ;ould be more reprisentative of the school

districts® persuasion on book selection and censorship than

would any response from a teacher further removed froa <he
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administrative hierarchy.

The second decision involved the choice of the kind

of school to be studied. This decision was simple. As
jllustrated in the review of censorship studies in Chapter I,

previous. research has shown that the primary arena for

W R
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TR [ N

- censorship bouts is in the public high schools. Public high
échoolg. therefore, were chosen as the most -:propriate kind
to be studied. ‘

The next decision concerned the location of the

_schools to be surveyed. I settled ultimately on a plan of
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geography which included Michigaﬂ's six largest cities and

i
aie it

their metropolitan areas. I assumed that this selection of
cities would provide a sufficient number of schools which,
Bl i by chance, would -in turn provide a sufficient number of
L % censorship incidents, book selection policies, and book
iiﬁ‘; ) complaint policies worth study.
“g \ Michigan's six largest cities, according to the 1970
2 Census Bureau figures, are Detrpit. Grand Rapids, Flint,
- E Lansing, Saginaw, an&_Kalamazoo. (The cities of Livonia,

2 Dearborn, Royal Oak, St. Clair Shores, Ann Arbor, Warren,

. A and Westland are each larger than Kalamazoo but are

s incorporated in the metropolitan area of Detroit and
consequently are not included separately as part of the list

of the six largest cities.)l The metropolitan areas of these

lGeorge E. Delury, ed., 1973 Edition: The World

Almanac and Book of Facts (New Yorks Newspaper Enterprise
Association, Inc., 1972), pp. 168-169.
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gix cities were identified by the maps of telephone service
areas provided in the first pages of the current telephone
directories of these six cities. In a few instances,
however, I extended these areas to include outlying rural
towns in an effort to include other than simply urban and
suburban localities in the sample. -

I then consulted a booklet entitled Michigan
Accredited Schoolss 1969-19701 and found the names of all
the accredited public high schools in these six cities énd
their ﬁetropolitan areas. The number of schools amdﬁnted to
224, Had I included all the Detroit city high schools the
number in the sample would have been increased by twenty.
But, sipce the book selection procedure in the Deiroit city
school system is largely an administrative function of a
board of education committee and does not vary among
scﬁools..I surveyed just two schools, expecting at least one
to respoﬂd. (one did.) All the public high schools in all

the other cities, however, were included in the sample.

Description of the Sample
Composing the sample were 224 English department
chairmen who taught in the public high schocls of lNichigan's
six largest cities and their metropolitan areas. According
to the enrollment figures printed in the booklet Michigan
Accredited Schools, 1969-1970, 108 schools were Class A

. 1Burea.u of School Services, Michigan Accredited
Schools, 1969-1970 (Ann Arbor, Mich.: Bureau of School
Séwices. 1970 s DDe. 1-12,
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(1,200 or more students), eighty-one schpols_gérp Class B
(550 to 1,199 students), thirty-four schoois were Class C
(300 *to 499 students), and one school was Class D (less than
300 students). The smallest school surveyed had a 1969-1970
student enrollment of 214; the largest, a student enrollment
of 3,255.1 S

= -

Construction of the Questionnaire

I inspected questionnaires used by other investi-
gators to survey censorship incidents and book selection
practices butAfound tﬁat they did not contain questions
which led to an identification of the content and quality of
book selection and complaint policiesf I therefore designed
my own questionnaire.2 -

Since I desired little information from the
chairmen, my questionnaire was comparatively short., Only
three items were considered essential: (1) the nature of
the schools® book selection policies, (2) the nafﬁ:e of the
schools’ book complaint policies, and (}) the nature of the
schools® encounters with censorship incidents during the
school years 1967-1968, 1968<1969, and the first half of
1969-1970, Therefore, using as few questions as possible
without sacrificing adequate coverage, I devised a one-page,

ten-item questionnaire. I conjectured that such brevity had

the favorable attribute  of allowing the questionnaire to bé

11pid,, pp. 1-12, passim.
/
2) copy is included in Appendix B, pp. 149-150.

s
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completed quickly and simply, thereby encouraging a greater
percentage of response than would the longer instruments
used previously by others. 7

A pilot study using this questionnaire was
subsequently con@ucted. Ten experienced public high school
teachers of English in five different schools were asked to
complete the questionnaire and; in the process, to make any
suggestiors they felt would improve it., Apparently the
teachers were satisfied with the questionnaire, for only

minor changes in the wording of two questions resulted from -

_their comments. Then, with these word changes made, the

.questionnaire was given to Dr. Murray Clemens Johnson,

Professor of Education and Chairman of the Committee on
Educational Research in the School of Education in the
University of Michigan, Dr. Johnson, too, appeared
gsatisfied with the intent and substance of.the questicnnaire,
but advised that a single, open-ended question be added that
would allow the respondent to expand or clarify any answer
on the&questionnaire..

The final questionnaire, then, did not differ
greatly from that used in the pilot study; minor word
changes in twd qﬁestions and the addition of one openjgnded

questioﬁ were the only alterations.,

Description of the Questionnaire

The first question asked, "Does your English

department or school have a written book selection policy or
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procedure explaining how books are selected for student
ugse?" If the chairman responded "yes," he was asked to
include a copy of this policy when returning the question=-
naire, If he responded "no," he was requesta2d to answer
item twot "If your English department or school has no
written policy or procedure, please explain briefly how you
or any member of your department would select books for
student use.” Question three then asked, “Does your English
department or sghoo; have a written policy or proceaure for
handling complaints about the books.selecfed?” If the
response was “yes," the chairman was asked to include a copy
when returning the questionnaire., If the answer was "no,"
the chairman was requested to answer item fours "If your
English department or school has no written book complaint
p;liéy. please explain briefly how you or any member of your
devartment would handle a complaint."

— Obtaining the responses to these four items was

necessary in order to accomplish two of the purposes of this

studyt (1) to describve tﬁé content of the various book .. -

‘selection and book complaint policies used by this sample and

(2) to analyze the effect these various selection and
complaint policies have on the inhibition or resolution of
censorship. ’

The fifth question asked, "During the past two
and one~half years has anyone objected to or asked for the
removal of a book an English teacher has used in class or

recommended to a student?" If the chairman responded
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negatively to question five, he had completed the question-
naire. An affirmative answer, however, invited the
chairman to answer five more}questions. all dealing with the
book(s) cited as "objectionable.® Question six asked, "If
you answered ‘yes’ to the above question, which book
received an objection?"' Question seven asked, "What was the -
objection, and who (i.e., parent, teacher, etc.) initiated
the objection?" Question eight asked, "How was the'book -
being used [required, recommended, free reading, or other]

whén it received—the—objection?"

In asking questions six, seven, and eight the intent
was not simply to accumulate a long list of objections and
construe them as instances of censorship. Rather, I hoped
to locate the sources and identify the nature of all the
objections, objections which did result or conceivably
might have resulted in the removal of a book.

" More reliable evidence of actual censorship was
obtained from the chairmen’s responsés to questions nine and
ten. Question nine asked, "What happehed to6 the book
[retained for use, removed from use, or other] after the
objection was resolved?" If retained, thg book could not be
said to have been censored, eQen though the attempt had been
nade. On the other hand, if removed, I determined the book
had been censored. (I trusted that the teacher[s] concerned
with the selection of the book had used professional
criteria when deciding upon its adoption for student use and

that the removal of the book necessarily, then, had to
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involve the use of nonprofessional criteria.) Such

information was important., Because this study would analyze

the effects of various selection and complaint policies on
the inhibition or resolution of censorship, actual instances

of books being removed had to be isolated from mere

objections to books. Question ten asked, "How serious

a problem [very serious, serious, not very serious, not at
all serious] did the objection pose for your department?"
Ideally, I wanted the informatlon from questions nine and

ten to help me to identify which schools were aided or

Y

N Lo

hindered by their particular policies in resolving their
censoréhip incidents.

Item eleven--"1f you would like to make any
comments clarifying or e§panding your responses, include
them on the back of this page."--was simply an attempt to

encourage a response to any matter the chairman felt was

not sufficiently covered in his other responses to the

questionnaire.

Sending the Questionnaire
On February 21, 1970, I mailed the questionnaire to
the 224 English department chairmen comprising the initial

sample, One hundred and twenty-seven chairmen returned

completed questionnaires,

I later senf a second letter 6f request to seventeen

of the 127 chairmen who returned the questionnaire,

attempting to collect copies of the written book selection
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policies these seventeen chairmen indicated their schools

had but did not send. Twelve chairmen responded to this

gsecond letter; five returned copies of their schools*

policies, and, for various reasons, seven did not.

Quegtionnaire Response Tabulation
Since the questionnaires to be tabulated were
relatively few, short, and uncomplicated, ti: cesponses were
sorted and counted by hand.

The first step in the tabulatlon involved countlng

only the responses to questlons one through five, by which I
was able to identify and compare the number of schools with
and without written iook selection policies, written book
complaint policies, and objections to books.

The second step involved counting the responses to
questions1six through ten, using-only those questionnaires
which contained an affirmative response to question five
indicating that an objection had been lodged against a book.
I thereby was able to identify the titles and authors of the
books objected to; the nature of the objection; the objector;
whether the book was required, recommended, free reading, or
other; whether the book was retained or removed from use; and
whether the objection posed a v§r§_§€}ious. serious, not very
serious, 6r not at all serigus_problem for the particular
English department, r N

The final step involved a comparative analysis of

the policies’ respective content and quality, as well as the
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censorship. Information about.the‘written policies was
obtaine& from copies of those policies sent to me by the
chairmen responding affirmatively to questions one and three
of the questionnaire; information about the éelection and
complaint procedures used in schools without written
policies was obtained from the responses to questions two

and four of the questionnaire,

’ Hypotheses
As mentioned in thé Introduction, I sought to

validate three hypotheses in this study, all three derived

from the literature reviewed in Chapter I.

1, Most English departments do not have a written . %
policy. explaining the procedures and criteria |
used to select books.

2, Most English departments do not yave a written
policy explaining the procedures used to
acknowledge and resolve objections to books
selected or recommended. .

3. English departments with no written po;icy are
less successft' in inhibiting or resoiving
censorship than English departments with one or

both of the written policies.
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CHAPTER III

FINDINGS

This chapter is divided into four sections. The
first section contains a summary of the questionnaire
responsess the second, a description of the book selection
arid book complaint policies used by the schools in the
sample; the third, a quantitative analysis of the effect of
the written policies on the inhibition or resolution of
censorships and the fourth, a qualitative analysis of the
effect of the written policies on the inhibition or

resolution of censorship.,

Section 1:__Questionnaire Responses

Table 4 presents the distribution of responses to
questions one, three, and five, answered by all the 127
chairmen who returned a questionnaire. (Responses to
questions two and four are not included in Table 4 since
these responseé were relatively lengthy explanations of
selection and complaint procedures used in schools not
having written policies., The responses to questions two and
four are presented in Section 2 of this chapter.) As Table 4
illustrates, 103 of 127 chairmen reporteﬁ that their

departments or schools did not have a written book selection

57
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policy, and seventy-eight of 127 reported that their

departments or schools did not have a written book complaint

policy,

Nearly the same number ‘of chairmen, however,

reported having received objegtions as reported having not

received objections,

TABLE 4

CHAIRMEN'S RESPONSES TO QUESTIONNAIRE
ITEMS ONE, THREE, AND FIVE

———

Questionnaire Items

Response

Yes

No

1,

.2.

3.

Does your English department
or school have a written
policy or procedure explaining
how books are selected for
student use?

Does your English department
or school have a written
policy or procedure for
handling complaints about the

) boq§§ gelected?m

During the past two and
one-half years has anyone
objected to or asked for the
removal of a book an English
teacher has used in class or
recommended to a student?

2k (18.9%)

49 (38.6%)

64 (50,4%)

103 (81.1%)

78 (61.4%4)

63 (49.6%)

1

When comparing, by size, those schools with and

without written policies and objeétions and removals, the

data reveal that the larger the school the mofe likely the

chance that it will have a written book selection policy, a

l e ° M
written book complaint policy, and objections to books. As

S.-_—-uﬂ‘

-
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Table 5, page 60, shows, proportionately more Class A

schoois have written policies and proportionately more have
.received objections than Class B or C schools. The data
show, on the other hand, that the smaller the school the
more likely the chance that it will have no written policy
and will remove from use an "objectionable” book; Table 5
gshows that proportionately more Class C schools have neither
written policy and proportionately more have removed
'objectionable books .than Class B or A schools.

Questions six through ten on the questionnaire were
answered only by those sixty-four chairmen who responded
affirmatively that their schools had received an objection
to a book. (The other sixty-three chairmen were told that
they had completed the questionnaire by responding to
question five with a negative answer.) A tabulation of the
chairmen’s responses to these questions appears in Table 6,
following on pages 61 through 72, which lists alphabetically
the titles of all the "objeéti;h;bie” books mentioned by the
respondents, as well as information about the identity of
the objector, the nature of the pbjection. how the book was
being used, whether the book was retained for use or
femoved from use, and how serious a problem the objection
posed for the individual department.

As Table 6 reveals, forty-six different books, in
ninety-nine separate instances, were found *objectionable.”
103 4 thééé} The Catcher in the Rye was by far the most
frequent target; it was objected to twenty-eight times. The

i s

e
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TABLE 6

CHAIRM .'S RESPONSES T0 QUESTIONNAIRE ITEMS

SIX, SEVEN, EIGHT, NINE AND TEN

[

"0bjectionable” Book Objection Objestor
1. Alrport a. Sex 2. ?
2. Alglers Motel a. lLanguage a. Parent
ncident, The

3, Black Boy a. Obscenity | a. Parent
b. Obscenity b. Parent +

* student

¢c. Race c. Parent

4. Black Like Me a. Language 8. ?

be Raclism b. Parent

¢+ Racisn ¢. Parent

Se goston Strangler, a. Language a. Parent

e

6. Brave New World s8. Obscene a. Parent

b 2 . be Parent

c. Unfit for- c. Parent

students

d. Sex de Parent

s. Nature of e, Minister
book

‘ f. ? f. Parent

g Sex g. Parent

7. Catcher in the a. Language a. Parent

Rye, The
b. Parent

be panéﬁuge
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How Used How Resolved How Serious
a. Required a. Retalned a. Not very serlous
a. Required a. Retained | a. Not at all serious
a. PFree a. Retained | a. Not .t all serious
b. Required b. Retained b. Not very serious
c. Required c. Removed c. Serious
a. Recommended a. Retalned a. Not at all serious
, b. Required be Retalined b, Serilous
] c. Required c. Retained c. Not at all serious
a. Free a. Retained a.. Not at all serious
a. Required a. Retalned & Not at all serious
3 b Recommended b. Retalned b. Not very serious
ce Recommended c. Retained c. Kot at all serious
2 d. Required d. Retained d. ¥Not at all serious
g e. Required e. Retalned | e. Not at all serious
f. Required f. Retained f. Not very serious
3 g€« Required g Retalned ge. Not at .all serious
a. Required a. Retained a. Not very serious
b. Recommended b. Removed b. Not very serlous
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TABLE 6--Continued

”Ob;ectionable" ﬁook Objection .‘ Objector
c. Language Ce ?
d. Language d. farent
e. Language e. Parent
f. ianguage f. Parent
g« Obscene ge Parent
he ? h. Parent
1. Language 1 1. Parent
J. Obscene J. Parent,
teacher, +
minister
k. Language k. Parent
~--obscene
1. Language 1. Parent
m. Lénguage m. Principal
n. siguage n. Parent '
Oe ?; N o. Parent
Pe Obscen; p. Parent
q. Language q. Parent
r. Languasge r. Parent
8. Language s. Parent +
priest
- t. Language t. Parent
u. ZLanguage V.. Parent
\ L 5iity ve Principsal
w. ? W. Parent
© Xe ianguage x. Parent
Y. Language y. Parent




64 -
TABLE 6--Continued
How Used How Resolved | - How Serlous
§~ c. Recommended c. Retalned c. HNot at all serious @
% d. PFree d. Removed d. Not very serilous
g e. Free e. Removed e. Serlous 1
% f. Required f£. Removed f. Very serlous
% g. Recommended g€. Retalned g Not very serlious
h. Required h. Retalned | h. Serlous
? i. Required i. Retailned i. Not at all serious
- 'jJ. Recommended j. Retained:| j. Serious
% k. Required k. Retalned k. Not very-serlous
l. Required -l. Retalned l. Very serious
m. Required m. Retained m. Not at all serlous
n. Required n. Retained n;' Not at all serious
o. Recommended .0, Removed 0. Not very serlous
P Prée p. Retalned p. Very serilous
q. Recommended Q. Removed q. Serlous
1 r. Recommended r. Retalned r. Very serious
; 8. Required s. Removed s. Not at all serious
t. Recommended t. BRetalined t. Not at all serilous
u. Required u. Retained u. Not at all serious
V. Required V. Removed v. Very serious
4 ¥W. Recommended Ww. Retained w. Not very serious
§ X, Free X. nenéved x. Not at all serious
Y. Required y. Retalned y. Not very serlous
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"Objectionable” Book Objection Objector
- z. Dirty + Zz. Parent
sacrile-
glous
aa. Sex. ‘|aa. Parent
bb. ? bb. Parent
8. Choice of Weapons, Q. Sei, race, a, Parent +
A + language teachér
9. -Confessions of Nat a. Dirty a. Principal
Turner, The
10. Day the Whores a. Language - a. Superin-
Came Out to Play tendent
Tennls, The
11. PFail-Safe a. Realistic a. Parent
+
depressing
12. Flowers for a. ? a. Parent -
Aigernon .
13. Gecod Earth, The a. Sex as Priest
14, Grapes of Wrath, a. HMlth a. Parent
The .
15. Great Goodness of a. Race a. Parent
ife
16. Huckleberry Finn a. Race a. NAACP
b. Race b. Parent
17. In the Heat of the a. Sex a. Parent

Night
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How Used How Resolved " How Serious
Z. Reguired z. Retalned Z. Not at all serious
aa. Recommended aa. Removed aa. Very serious
bb. Recommended bb. Retalned | bb. Not very serious
8. PFree a. Removed a. Not at all serious
a. Recommended a. Removed a. Not very serlious
a. Required " a. Removed a. Serious
a. Required a. Retained a. Not at all serious
a. Recommended a. Retalned a. Not very serlous
a. Required a. Retalned a. Not at all serious
a. Required 2. Retainéd a. Not at all serious
a. Required a. Retalined a. Not very serious
a. Required a. Removed a. Not very serious
b. Required b. Retalned b. Not very serious
a. Recommended a. Retained | a. Not at all serious
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; "Objectionable" Book Objection Objector
% .

- 18. Invisible Man a. Language a. Parent
: Ellison + 8sex

P 19. Jordi a. Sex a. Parent
g 20. Lawd Today a. Language a. Parent
£ X
¢ 21, Lord of the Flles a. Sex " a. Parent
g be ? b. Parent
§ R c. Sex c. Parent
P 22. Love and Sex in a. ? a. John Birch
14 Plain Language . Soclety
% 23. Madame Bovary a. Dirty a. Parent
: ,

4 ——

% 24, Manchild in a a. Obscene a. Minister
i Premlised Land

i b. Language b. Parent

25. Naked Ape, The a. Sex a. Parent

; 26. Nigger a. Language a. Parent
: b. Language b. Student
é c. Language c. Parent
f d. Language - d. Parent
g; A ]

% 27. Of Mice and Men "a. Language a. Parent
§ 28. One Flew Over the ‘a. ? 1. Parent
& uckoo’s Nest . :

£ ' .
: a. Language a. Parent

% 29. Patch of Blue
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TABLE 6--Continued

¥

How Serioué

g How Used How Resolved

% a. Required a. Retained a. Not at all serlous

r { ’

2 a. Recommended a. Retalned a. Not very serious
> : 8. Recommended | a. Retained a. Yot at all serious
pr 4 -

2. Required a. Retalned a. Not very serious
T b. Required b. Retained. | b. Serlous

¢c. Required c. Retalned c. Not at all serious .
8. Reqﬁlred a. Retained a. Serious

1

' a. Recommended a. Retalned |. -a. Not at all serious

i a. Recommended a. Retained | a. Serious

[ b 'Recoqménded b. Removed b. Not very serious.
a. Free a. Ketained a. Not at all serlous
a. Required a. Retained a. Not very serious
b. Required b. Retained b. Not at all serious

3 ¢. Recommended c.' Removed c. Very serlous

g d. Required .4 “etained ~d. Not at all serious

‘ a. Recommended a. Removed a. Very serious

&. Recommended a. Retained a. Not at all serious
a. Recommended a.  Retained | .a. Not very serious

N
ot

il
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% ‘ "ObJectiéhahle" Book Objection " Objector

’l

N b. Race + b. Parent
language

30, Portnoy's a. Theme + a. Parent
Eompiaint ~ language

3t. . Power and the a. Obscene a, Parent .
GIorx, The N ; 1

Koot T4y, PRV
R T T

P+

Pl s Y I RN SIK

32, Rabbit, Run | a. Sex — a. Principal
N

33, Roﬁbb aﬁd Juliet a. Dirty - a. Parent
. i £ :.";:!;73};1.::1“4?7!@&’” 1
b Content b. - Parent

{ -

A,
IR

34, Rosehhrx's Baby a. Subject a. Parent
matter —

35. Separate Peace, A a. Dirty a. Principal +
Jenltor

be Dirty . bo Parent

36, Skin of Our Teeth, a. Sacrile- | a. Parent
The glous

37. Stoptime a. Language | as Parent

T T TR S I R T

38, Stranger, The é. Immoral a. Parent

RN

39, To Kill a 8, Sex a. Parent
uocfiﬁgbird

ZEAAE YLt

b. Race b. Parent

g ‘ c. Racism c. Minister
&

- ) d. Sex d. Parent

3 . e, Language | e. Parent
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TABLE S--Continued

:]U How Resolved

- How Used How Serious
%; b. Required b. Retalined b. Not very serious

% 8. Recommended a. Retalined a. Not at all serilous
; a. Required a. Retalned a. Not very serivus

i : -

g 8. Required a. Removed 8. ’Not very serious

? a. HRequired |- 8T "Retalned a. Not very serlous

£ ' - A

i b. Required b. Removed b. Not very serious

1 a. Recommended a. Retalined a. Not at all serious
%

8. Required a. Retained | 1. Not very serlous

: be. Requlred b. Retained be Not very serious.

- / .

: a. Required a. Retalined a. Not at all serious
] a. Required a. Retained | a. Not very serious

? a. Required a. Retained a. Not at all serious
3 &. Required a. Retained | a. Not at all serious ’
g be. Required b. Retained be Not at all serious
g’ ¢. Required c. Retalned c. Not very serlous
% d. Required d. Retalined de Not at all serious
% e. Required e. Retained e. Not very serious

¥
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TABLE 6--Oontinued

—————————————

- _"Objectionable" Book | Objection |  Objector o
: 40, Up_the Down a. Language a. Parent
: Stairoase
% 41. West Side Story a. Language a. Parent
5 § 42, What Makes Sam a. Content a. Parent
i i ) Run?
¥ ’ < ) = ] j
43, Young Lions, The a. Sex a. Parent +
2 - ’ teacher
hh’o 1284 8., Sex 8. Parent
be ? b, Pareant
-7 ce Dirty ¢c. Parent
45, 7 8. ? a. Parent
1 46, 7 a., Language . | a. Parent
. « + . .
Drinking l
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_ TABLE 6--Continued

. How Used | How Resolved "How Serious

8. Recommended a. Retained Not at all serious

Required ) . Retaluned Not very serious

Required Retalined Not at all serious

Required Retained Not very serious

3
et Dies Gty 5

SR

DRI

i

’2
£
5
¥
Fe
Z
&
M
=

Recommended . Retalned Not very serious
Recommended Retained Yot very serious

Required ' Retained Not at all serious

Recommended Retained Not at all serious

Ny

e RO Gk
L S RIE R

Required Refgined Not very serlous
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nearest réval to Salinger’s book was Brave New World with
seven objections, To Kill a Mockingbird was next with five
objections._while Dick Gregory's autobiography, Nigger,
receivgd four objections. |

The Catcher in the Rye was also the mos* frequently
censored books if was removed from use in ten oi ie twenty-
eight instances where someone objectev. Brave New wWorld and
To Kill a Mockingbird, on the other hand, were never
reqoved. even though they were the books receiving the
second and third most objections. -Another ten books,
however, were each removed onces A Choice of Weapons,

j—

Black Boy, The Cunfessions of Nat Turner, Huckleberry Finn,

Of Mice and Men, Manchild in a Promised lLand, Nigger,

Rabbit, Run, Romeo and Juliet, and The Day the Whores Came
L—L—l—t o Play Tennis. ThuSQ twenty Separate instances of R e

censorship involving eleven different books were recorded.

And, too, the questionnaire data reveal that these
twenty separate instances of censorship occurred in sixteen
different schools. Thus, exactly one-quarter of the schools
receiving objections (sixty-four in all) removed at least
one "objectionable" book,

Nor surprisingly (for Anhrens! and Burresszszund
about the same to be true), all but one of the eleven books

removed from use appear on lists of reading material recom=-

~

lSee pages 23«24,
2See page 23.
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mended for high school students by either the ALA or T

NCTE. The ALA"s Senior High School Library Catalog (1970),
for instance, lists Of Mice and Men, The Confessions of Nat
Jurner, Romeo and Juliet, and The Catcher in the Rve. 1In
the NCTE's publicaticn Negro Literature for Hich School

. Students (1968) aprear Manchiid in g Promiged'land, Nizger,
and Black Boy. And in either Bookg for You (1970) or Good
Reading (1970), bbth prepared by the NCTE, appear
Huckleberry Firm and Rabbit, Run, _

In addition <o giving the titles of the books
objected to and the ‘number of times these books were
removed, Table 6 also reveals that parents®' objections,
besides being most frequent, accounted for the greatest
number of book removals. The NAACP, principals/adminis- °
tfators} and teachers, however, seemed to have a greater
"success” in getting books removed than did parents, as"
Table 7 on page 75 illustrates. ‘ |

Pable 6, found earlier on pages 61 through 72, also
lists the reasons cited for objecting to the books. Table 8
on page 76 categérizes these data, showing the nature of the
objeétion as cited by the respondents, the frequency of the
objection, and the frequency with which the. objection
resulted in a book's removal.

.In composing Table 8 I found that it was Jifficult
to define and categorize all the different objections cited
by the respondents. Many of the reasons for objection cited

(e.ge» "unfit for students,” "content,” "immoral,” "dirty,"
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TABLE 7
CENSORSHIP INCIDENTS: THE OBJECTORS
Objectar Doreerions | emowas”

Parent 83 15
Clergyman 6 1

| Principal/administrator 6 4
‘.‘Teacher 3 1
Unknown 3 0
Student 2 0
Janitor ‘ ! 0
~——John Birch-Society : _ | 1l 0
NAACP 1l 1l
Total 1062 , 22°

8Tn five instances, two people joined in the

.ob
objection remains as ninety-nine.

obiection. In another instance, three people joined in the
ection, Thus, the total number of separate incidents of

v ®In two ingtances, two people joined i th¢
objection which resulted in a removal. Thus, the total
number of separate incidents of removal remains as twenty.

R
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g{ CENSORSHIP INCIDENTS: THE REASONS

? Resson for Objection | Namber of - | Number of

: Language 39 12

g ‘. Sex ‘ 17 3

& N Unknown 1 12 1

-t Race/racism L 10 3

Obscenity 3 8 0

" Dirty/filth ’ B 9 2

Content 3 f 1l

Realistic/depressing 2 i 0

Theme ; 1 : 0

Drinking . 1 : 0

Subject matter l 1 0

“~§acrilegious 2 0

Imméral § 1 : 0

Unfit for students ; 1 ‘ 0

Nature of book f 1l o)

“Total - ! .08 22°

2Tn seven separate incidents, two objections were
lodged against a single books in one incident, three - -
objections. Thus, the totdl number nf separate incidents of
objection remains as ninety=-nine.
bIn one instance, three different objections resulted
in a single book's removal.. Thus, the total number of
separate incidents of removal remains as twenty.

~

-
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»gubject matter,” anl "nature of book") seemed so vague as

to quaiify as non-reasons. Moreover, none of the reasons
for objection cited by the respondents was ever carefully

defined; thus, I could not infer exactly the meaning of such

frequently cited objections as “1aﬁguagg.“ "sex,” or

Such difficulties, I think, were caused by

A

&
bt

»race/racism.”

the questionnaire item: since the phrasing of the question

did not gi&e adequate guidance to the respondents, the

responses were not specific and clear.
Nevertheless, even given such difficulties with

definition and categorization, Table 8 reveals that the

number of objections toy'language' far exceeds the other

listed reasons for objection. Yet, however numerous seem

the objections to ;language“ (thirty-nine) and the number of
removals resulting from this objection (twelve), other less
frequent forms of objection also resulted in high
proportions of book removals., For instance, three removals
resulted from the seventeen objections to "sex"; one removal
from the three objections to "content”; three from the ten

objections to "race/racism”; and two from the nine objections

U

to "dirty/filth."” ,
The questionnaire responses tabulated on pages 61f72

glso show that most of the books found *objectionable®” were

required reading material. Recommended reading material was

next most frequently objected to, while free reading

.. _Material received relatively few objections. However, the

pattern was exactly reversed for the rate of removal for

BT e A L T SO
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each category; as Table 9 illustrates.:proportionately more

free reading books were removed than recomu.ended books and

proportionately more recommended books were removed than

required books.

CENSORSHIP INCIDENTS:

TABLE 9

USE OF BOOKS

Use Responses Removals
Required reading 57 ﬁ 8
Recommended reading 34 - 8
Free reading 8 i

Total 99 20

nine removals.

responses.

. Asked in the final question on the questionnaire how
seriouQ-a problem the objections posed for their depart-
ments, eighty-one chairmen replied "not very serious® or
*not at ail gserious,” even though in eleven of these
instances the objection resulted in a book’s removal.
Eighteen chairmen, on the octher hand, responded that their
departmenits—were posed with a "very serious” or "serious"

problem by the objections, and these eighteen experienced

Table 10 on page 79 categorizes these
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: TABLE 10
* CENSORSHIP INCIDENTS: SERIOUSNESS OF PROBLEM
Seriousness of Number of Numdber of
Problem Responses Removals
N Very serious 8 5
Z Serious 10. b
i Not very seriocus 38 8
: :
t .
: Not at all serious 43 3
z Total 99 20
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The questionnaire data show, then, that eleven of

the twenty book removals (fifty-five per cent) were said to

have resulted from objections which posed "not very serious”

or "not at all serious”™ problems for the ind®ridual depart-

ments; nine of the twenty book removals (forty-five per

cent), on the other hand, were said to have resulted from

objections which posed "very serious” or “"serious"™ problems

for the individual departments. These data suggest (but do

not. necessarily prove) that the eleven schools which had

"not very serious® or "not at all sericus™ problems in the

handling of the objections which resulted in book removals

were quite willing to yield to censorship.
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Summary of. questionnaire

responses
1.

2.

3.

5.

7.

Approximately nineteen per cent (twenty-four_of
127) of the sample schools have a written book
selection poiicy.

Approximately thirty-eight per cent (forty-nine

of 127) of the sample schools have a written book

complaint policy.

Approximately seventeen petr cent (twenty-one of
127) of the sample schools have both a written
gselection and a written compléint policy.
Approximately fifty-nine per cent (seventy-five
of 127) of the sample schools have neither
written policy. - )

Approximately fifty per cent (sixty-four of 127)
of the sample schools received at least one
objection to a book used by or recommended to a
student during the two and one~half years
covered by -the survey.

Exactly twen’ --five per cent (sixteen of
sixty-four) of the sample schools which received
an objection removed from use at least one of the
"objectionable” books.

The larger the school, the more likely is the
chance that it will have a written book selection
policy, a written book complaint policy, or both

policies, and will receive objections to bHooks.
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9.

10.

11.

12,

13.

14,

15.

16.

81

The smaller the school, the more likely is the
chance that it will have neither written policy
and will remove from use 'obﬁectionable" books.
Forty-six different books received at least one
objection during the two and one-half years
covered by the survey.

Ninety-nine objections to books were received ’ .
by the sample schools.

The Catcher in the Rye received .he most
objections (twenty-eight) and was the book mosSt
frequently removed (tén times).

Eleven different books were removed from use as _
a result of an 6bject16n.

In twenty separate instaﬁces booksﬂ%ére removed
from use as a result of an objection,

All but one of the eleven books removed from

use are endorsed by either iie ALA or NCTE as
recommended high school reading material.
Parents, singly .r in conjunction with others,
lodged most of - : objections (eighty-three of
ninety-nine) and their objections resulted in

the greatest number of book removals (fifteen of
twenty).

The NAACP, principals/administrators, and
teachers had the highest proportions of their
objections result in book removals:s one of

one, four of six, and one of three respectively.
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17.

18,

19,

.20,

21.
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Parents, on the other hand, had fifteen of
their eighty-three objections result in book
removals.

Most objectibns Were lodged aéainst a book’s
*language" (thirtj-nine). fgzlowed by "sex®

(seventeen), "race/racism® (ten), "dirtiness/
filth" (nine), and "obscenity" (eight).
Objections to a book’s "content" resulted in
the h;ghest proportion of removals (one of
three), followed by "language" (twelve of
thirty-nine), "race/racism" (three of ten),
*"dirty/filth" (two of nEne). and "sex" (three
of seventeen).

Most of the books receiving objections were
"required reading" (fifty-seven), followed by
“recommended reading® (thirty-four) and "free
eading” (eight).

?ree'reading" selections hzd the highest
percentage of removals {fifty per cent),
followed by "recommended reading® (twenty-four
per cent) and "required reading”ﬂ(fourteen per
cent,. ‘ a
Most chairmen (eighty-one of ninety-nine)
responded that the objections they received

posed problems that were "not at all serious” .

or "nct very serious" for their departments;

eighteen chairmen responded that the objections
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posed "very serious" or “"serious" problems,

22, Eleven of the twenty book removals (fifty-five
per EEH%) were said to have resulted from
objections ‘which posed "not at ail serious” or
"not very serious"” problems for the individual
departments; nine of the twenty book removﬁls
(forty-five per cent) resulted from objections
which were said to haye posed "very seriou§?73é
*gerious" r?oblems for the individual depart-

ments.

> -

Section 23  Book Selection
and €omplaint Policies

One purpose of this study is to describe the content
of the various book selection and book complaint policies
used by th¢ sample schools. This section provides that

description.

Written Book Selection Policies
Those twenty-fﬁur chairmen whose response to the
first question indicated that their schools or departments
had a written book selection policy were asked to include a
copy of that po}icy when returning the questionnaire.

| S .
Twelve chairmen did so, Five more sent their policies after

having received a second letter of request. However, two
others wrote only a brief explanation, and five ignoreé both

the first and second request. Thus, only seventeen of the

thenty-four chairmen did send me their school’s written
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selection policies.

Of tho. 2 %wo chairmen who wrote only a bitief
: explanation, one said that books are discussed in depart-
mental meetings and vecommendations for adoption are made to
' a principal’s committee; however, the committee®s composition
and the procedures and criteria used to adopt books were not
: explained. The second chairman said that a "request form" is
used by the teachers, but gave no description of what the
form contained nor how it was to be used.

0f the seventeen written selection policies sent me,

ey,

eight were ﬁrimarily policy statements regarding the

S e A g

selection of library books. Whether the objectives,

P,

criteria, and procedures in these‘eight policies can be

rppn o

construed as similar to those also used to select classroom
réading méterial is a moot;point. however. Since the T
chairmen sent these documents in response to question one, 1
must infer that these policies extend to the practices
regarding the selection of all materials for student use,

classroom as well as library materials.

TS W R AT T~ A 0 U 2T AR M DN A

Moreover, one of the seventeen policies is unique,
too different to allow a review of it_tu be lumped with the

rest. Ité purpose is to evaluate textbooks only. Its

method is to assign numerical ratings to specific criteria

(1isted as questions) under the main headings of author,

' physical aspects, material, organization, methods,
vocabulary-readability, and supplementary aids. Total

numerical award, 1,000 points. This evaluation is initiated,
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presumably, by any staff membeg’who wishes to see an old

p

textbook replaced with a hew, but the completed evaluation
form must then be reviewed by the prir .pal, depariment

members, building steering committee, .nd coordinator bef&re

~ going to the board of education for adoption. And, not only

must the new textbook be rated, but the ¢ld as well.

This form, however, does not seem well-suited for
the seiection of supplemgntary materials such as records,
newspapers, pamphlets, and the like, nor for works of
fiction or .oetry, nor for literature anthologies., 1In
essence, few questions fit the evaluation of such materials
(i.e., "What experience as a teacher has the author had?";
"Are the pages arranged attractively with legible‘captions
for the major teaching points?"; "Is the size suitable for
student handling?"). The form was designed for the
evaluation of textbeoks ana is limited in its usefulness to
texts.

There are, however, common elements among the
sixteen remaining written selection policies sent by the
chairmen. First, nine of the policies contain & brief,

'introductory statement expressing the general purposes and
responsibilities of book selection and the objectives of

literature study. Three of these nine policies use the
American Association of School Librarians' School Library
Bill of Rights for School Library Media Pro ramsl for this

1) copy of this document is included in Appendix A,
page 145,
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purpose; two use a statement of the department®s own
design; and four use a combination of “both the School
Library Bill of Rights for School Library Media Programs
and the department's own statement.:

A second common element in the written policies is
a statement.expressing the board of education's legal
responsibility for bock éélection.‘ Chapter 26, section 882
of State of Michigan, General School Laws state§ that "the
board of each district shall select and approve the text-
books to be used by the pupils of the schools of its
distriet on the subjects taught therein.,"! Eleven policies

make explicit mention of this legal responsibility; the

~ remaining five mention nothing in this regard,

All sixteen policies, however, include a section

that states or implies tha his legal responsibility of the

boardﬁfor book and matoerials selection is delegated to
committees or individuals on the professional staff. A

third common feature, then, amc..; the sixteen policius is

‘that they identify the personnel delegated the selection

éuthority. their role, and their responsibility.

Such identiflcation, though, ranges rather broadly.

There are five vague descriptions of role and responsibility,

such as the following:

lmiggjgan. State of Michigan, General School Laws
(1960), chap., 26, sec. 882, p. 161,

s




v gttt BT
e A S LV LA
s e N S CCLL AT S ! R

N
R L )

Zreayeans o T B R T T OO YRR R R )

ikl Sa AR Ol St

T RO f e

Wy

¢

v
ks

TP N T Ay

Librarians, teachers, principals, aid sometimes parents
and students cooperatively shall select . . . materials.

There are six somewhat more inclusive descriptions, for

examples

The . . . Board of Education shall approve all basic
textbooks, including paperback books used as basic
texts, used in the school system before they are put
into use in the classroom., Whenever it is desired to
recommend the purchase of a new basic textbook, the
initiative in the selection shall be taken by a
committee composed of teachers and administrators
appointed by the superintendent. Upon the .concurrence
of the superintendent, the recommendation shall g0

before the Board of Education with recommendation for
adoption,

And there are five statements that seem to me highly

explicit, for example:

The Board of ‘Education delegates the authority and final
responsibility for selection of library .materials to the

- -professional-librarians who select in consultation with
the administrators, faculty, and students. These

= materials include books, periodicals, newspapers,

pictures, pamphlets, and clipoings. The final respon-
sibility for matérials used in the classroom/learninz
environment is the individual teacher's. Tnis respon=-
Sibility may be shared with the department,-the -school,
the district only to the extent that the teacher makes
use of the established guidelines, policies, and
procedures,

The fourth element common in many written policies
'is a section identifying the basic reference aiqs used_to
assist in the selection of books and reading materials;, —
aids such as professionally prepared reading lists, special
bibliographies, and book reviewing journals. Eight policies
iﬁclude such a section;.eight do not. Those aids mentioned

in the eight policies having such a section are:

(1) Standard Catalog for High School Libraries; (2) School
Libraries; (3) Children's Catalogz; (4) Booklist; (5) Library
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Journals (6) A Basic Book Collection for High Schools; (7) A
Basic Book Collection for Junior High Schools; (8) Saturdax

Beview; (9) English Journal; (10) Subscription Books .
Bulletins (11) vook lists issued by the following organi-f'

zations--Nationaleouncil of Teachers of English, National
Council of 'Teachers of Mathematics. National Council for the
Social Studies, National Science Teachers Association,
American Association for the Advancément of Science,
American Library Association, H. W. Wilson Company, and

R. R. Bowker Company.

The fifth relatively common feature in the written
selection policies is a section des ribing the criteria and
procedures used to select books, Three pollicies contain
rather extensive and explicit criteria and procedures;
however, four others are somewhat less inclusive and
explicit, five are quite vague, and four mention nothing of
thée criteria and procedures used to select reading materials.

‘Typically, the policies containing such descriptionsf
of criteria are divided into three sections: (1) General
Criteria (in eleven pol}cies). focusing on “he broad humane
and social values of instructional materials; (2) Specific
Criteria (in six policiésf. focusing on the specific _
characteristics of the kind, content, and readability of
instructional materials; and (3) Zriteriaz Concerning Subjects
of Frequent Controversy (in seven policies), focusing on the
treatment of or the author’s use of and views on sex, races'

religion, ideology, politics, and profanity.
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Other features included “ifi ‘Some of the sixteen
written policies are: (1) the names and titles of those
responsible for composing the policy--one policy: (2) an
indication of the date the policy was adopted--eleven
policies; (3) a section, usually as part of the introdyqtion.
quoting or endorsing posit%on statements on censorship and
book selection issued by professional associationg=-five ™
policiess (4) a description of proceﬁures used to sell
- peadi -~ material to students--one policy; and (5) sample
copies of any special forms used to grant permission to
read, to request, or to appruve reading materials--one
policy.

In sum, when comparing these data with the ALA and
the NCTE recommendations for the content of bock selection
policies (reviewed in Chapter I..pages 34=41), I £ind that

only seven of the sixteen poliéies contain the recommended

content., Table 11.$following on page 90, lists these

recommendations and snows the frequency with which they
appeer in the sixteen selection policies, separately
identified in the table by the letters A through P, Table
following on pages 91-93, lists the more specific similar-
ities anddifferences in the pnlicies’ content.

Summary

Seventeen qf the twenty-four chairmen whose respoase
to the first question indicated that their schools or depart-
ments had .. written selection policy included that rolicy
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when returning the questionnaire or sent it later upon o

n‘
A

receiving a second letter of request.r One policy. though.

thus. only sixteen written book selection policies were

evaluated in this section.

seven policies (A. B. C, D, G. I. and J) of the sixteenee

And. as Table ll shows. only

. |
s o wptop.$ DTS T,Lﬁﬂ(mwdﬁlv-‘ AR
#

contain ALA and NCTE recommended content.,

. A - -

¢

: Procedures for Selecting Books in Schools
= S e Without Written Policies T

Questron two of “the questionnaire asked the chairmen

of those depa:tments Without written book selection policies

';T:fééi - 445;; to explain briefly the manner in which vvvvv they or any member of

- ; their departments selected books for student use.

A: The 103 responses to this question mentioned nothing
7‘7;j;;, 7 which would explain the obaectives. criteria. or procedures

e each of these departments used to select books. What the

) ;E:j respondents did indicate. in almost every instance. was the

identity of the person or group or source responsible for
%;%i ' the selectionfofimaterials.l Using this informationg then. I

was able to group the responses on the basis of similarities

, in such responsibility. Table 13. following on page 95.7; .

s

'rxiéf* 2: reflects the findings of this grouping. , :
IR Table 13 shows that twenty-four schools leave the

'ééi , l responsibility and final authority of selecting and approving

"A}i, , books to the classroom teacher of English.'

T

In anotner

T

sixteen schools the entire English department selects and

approves the books.r In another’twelve schools the department

is limited in its usefulness to the evaluation of textbooks;,

- ¢
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z
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Indiv1d1al teacher e e e

Fntire English,department ‘@1.'—’
English department chairman e
Principal .}f:f' ‘

:1 Board of education . .:

ot

TABLE 13

PERSONNEL RESPONSIBLE FOR SELECTION OF

BOOK SELECTION POLICIES

Personnel Responsible

'7‘;*:Reading listsa

i

- eo. 0. 0 -0 o o oo

»:EECOmposed by profe551onal

Composed by board of educationé
English teacher committee ;;ilkxfo

English coordinator

Curriculum director

Committee of teachers and

administrators
Administrative council (no description) .
Librarian,

Nothing mentioned

- Total

o

[ . . . ]

Curriculum council (no description)
‘:172 Composed,by English department .

organizationw(i ey ALA- or NCTE)T

ft

r® !
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chairman must approve all selections. Seven other schools fl

assign the responsibility to different groups or indiv1duals,r

S e

- e .o . )
e e R R s
TN %@5‘”@}?’?“6‘?\{5%* PSS &
P S et TN T e
‘

i but in these schools the essential responsibility for
4 selection and approval of books still lies within some part
;}?;' of the English department. In sum, fifty-nine chairmen of
- the 103 responding to this question (fifty-seven per cent)
,said that their schools keep, at least in part, the
A responsibility*for selecting books w1thin the English
;;f department.xAgi" ’ L

. oo

Another twenty-nine chairmen, however, did suggest

j*v‘by their answers that their schools allow the responsibilityi
‘727’or approv1ng book selections to drift outs1de the English ,i}.
department. Twelve schools, for 1nstance, give the‘

- respons1bility to the building principal: another eight tolffr
the board of education: and another nine to- some adminis-
trator or administrative committee., In other words, slightly,
over one-quarter (twenty-eight per cent) of the sample - -:;;

schools without written book selection policies seem to

7insist that book'selection 1s an administrative task.

[ |
. IR AN g
e A R A
o i

>~Q'% - o ’ What this 1nformation does not _explain, unfortunately,{

Loy e

'are the obgectives, criteria, and procedures used by these

personnel to select books.r Such information is 1mpossible to

deduce from the brief questionnaire responses.

SR o - Written Book Complaint Policies '~ S g ]

Those forty-nine chairmen whose response to the

T E .- .
R4 ~ - third question 1ndicated that their schools or departments

ol
-_‘\:’
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had a written book complaint policy were asked to 1nclude a -
copy ofithatrpolicy when returning the questionnaire.
Seventeen respondents did 80, and three more sent their :
policies after having received a second letter of request.
Six others ignored the request, and twenty-three mentionedr
only that their schools use the NCTE's form "Citizen s

Request for Recon31deration of a Work."l

None of these .
twenty-nine chairmen explained his school's procedure for
evaluating or resolving the obJection. howevqs And. evenl
of those twenty who .did include their "written policies. 7
: eight sent only a printed complaint form. not a description
~of the procedure used to resolve the obaection. As a matter"

of fact, the only thing close to common 1n these policies is
ithetuse made of the NCTE form "Citizen s Request for ,:ilj -
fReconsideration of a WOrk" thirty-nine of the forty-nine | ‘ 7
~ schools with a written policy use the form. o

' There is a difference. though. between a policy

lwhich simply offers an avenue for lodging an objection and
“one - which offers a carefully worded procedural format for 7
o acknowledging. evaluating. and resolving that objection.
Only twelve of the forty-nine department chairmen 1ncluded
information which seemed to suggest that their written f
complaint policies provide~for—this distinction. The ';‘ -

discussion that follows is a descript‘on of the various

'procedures used. by these twelve schools.

[ 1A copy of ”Citizen's Request for Reconsideration of
: a Work” is included in Appendix A. page 14#
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7'?-7 Acknowledginggthe obgectio , o
,i;. _ Each of the twelve policies requires that ‘any

4

obaection. from any source. be submitted in writing. - The

form most often used by these schools (eight times) is the

NCTE's 'Oitizen s Request for'Reconsideration of a Work." 7“

Two other schools use a similar form. although someﬁhat
shortened. Another two provide no apparent standard form. ’
but do insist that ”criticism shall be- submitted in writing.

Five schools require that the comoleted form be
submitted to the building principal. five others require
that the formrgp to the superintendent ot schools. one

-

requires that it go to the board of education. and another

that it go to the teacher who assigned or recommended the ;5»
) book.f : . fl ‘7 %"'a‘=§* 7:i "‘j‘ o fi}'

4

All the schools. though. provide for additional

7school representatives to consider the written objection.,

?

.In each case this provision takes the shape of an evaluation

‘committee; however. no two committees are composed exactlyﬁ

3o

alike. For instance. one superintendent who receives the o

written form passes it along to the board of education for -

its evaluaﬁifn and recommendation. while another superinten-

dent is required to appoint an evaluation committee ’

B consisting of the- school 1ibrarians ‘and selected English

,staculty members who meet with the board of education to

review the ob;ection. A third superintendent sends the form

on to the English department for*its evaluation. A fourth

,superintendent appoints a committee of selected English
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teachers. parents. and school administratgrs;_a,fifth

'If'appoints a committee of one parent. one teacher. one

C administrator. and one 'at-large member" to review the

;; objection. And the school system which requires the written
’ objection to go first to the board of education ‘makes a

Aprovision for the board to pass the complaint on to the

: ;‘superintendent who. in turn. appoints an evaluation

E committee of mnspecified composition. The single school

which has all objections go to the teacher immediately

o involved requires this teacher to submit the complaint to )
) - the principal. who then appoints a committee consisting or

R himselt. English teachers. members or the community. and the

e 7

Tfi,'teacher who assigned the book. In the four schools where

the rincipal receives the written objection. the principals

;f;;also appoint*committees.; Three of the committees are

Acomposed alike but with varying ratios or librarians. English

- teachers. and administratorss the fourth committee consists

"ot the entire English department.!

valu tin the ob tion B

. Arter the written objection is received and. +he .

i 7appropriate committee appointed. the next. step is to consider
" the- objection and evaluate its validity. Once again. no two

’ ,schools use an identical approach. and ‘some make very little

or no provision in their written complaint policies for

directions the. committees can. follow.

or the twelve written complaint policies. six offer =




'5:;’:7explains'that 'the review committee [will] hear the - . <

— [complainant's] case and make recommendstion-' to the N

100

f'almost no direction vhich would aid the evaluation

eommittee. One . of these simply says, "the committee will be

pravided with released time adequate ‘to” perform its

function. Another explains that the committee should use 7
'eonsidered judgment' which would 'best serve the values of ’ 7' . ;7
quality education.r A third states that the committee should -
consider the objectiou in the light or serving the "best V

interests or the pupils. the community. the school. and the
curricula. The fourth states. 'ir the teacher end the ,

objector cannot come to an agreement. an administrator will .
request teachers and members of the community to serve on a o
committee ror a future meeting between the persons objecting S
and - the. teachers defending the book.“ but does not explain :

-

the procedures this committee will follow., The fitth ’

;superintendent.j And the sixth says. “the committee ' ;,"

- j should R reevaluate the book . o .famd be prepared to

! g =

explain its subsequent findings.

Six other policies. however. lend somewhat more

'direction <o the committees. These policies explain that

the review committees should study the objection.and judge

' uhether the book in questi'1 does or doss not conform to the

7criteria listed in the written book selection policy. This

idea. in principle. is finez however. in the csse of two- or

these schools the written seleetion policies are not very

P detailed and therefore offer little assistance to the
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selection.eand—thererore‘do_orter assistance.

7 evaluation committees. Only tour of the six schools have B
relatively explicit and inclusive sets of guidelines which R

explain the. objectives. criteria. and proceduresafo* book

esolvin _the ot ction

b}'t;i Pive o! the twelve policies state that the
evaluation committee is the unequivocal autiiority on whether
the book is removud or retained. The language of one policy
reads. "the decision coming from this [committee] will be 7
rinal‘z that of another reads. 'the decision of this commit-

according to their decision. j The third policy states thats,: zj; -

”the committee s recommendationrshall be forwarded to the

Superintendent ror reply to the conplainant. The fourth R

explains that ”the authority ror handling the situation

should remain ultimately with the administration which will 77;ii:j
- act on the [committee s] recommendations. . And, since the - ‘

. fifth policy provides that the board ot education alone willtflifir?f

evaluate the objection. the board's decision is final,

7 The remaining seven committees. however. seem not tolfl
have such irrevocable authority. One policy states that . ;: .
'the material in question shall be suspended pending a final

decision oy the Board of Education.r This statenent, in
eftect. censors the book befere it is evaluated by the
committee. as. weii as giving <he final decision to the board

of education. not the evaluation committee. Nor is anythingr

o, c
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;,;igi:7'_ stated in six other pollcles whlch would assuredly proh1b1t

other school*off1c1als from alterlng the decision of the

e 5§; B 7evalnatlon commlttee, 'These”slx pollcles have a provrslon ‘
i%; ) which stipulates that the committees? decisionsdwill be
:éi turned over to the boards of educatlon for revlew. Snchfa ’
‘%; 1§é_1;g,, ‘*procedure may well result in the boards’ agreeing wltn the

- 4?; e ) commlttees' recommendatlons. but then agaln the boards could
;Eit:\;“flA aust as ea51ly dlsagree. o ' o

B V_ o When comparlng these data;wlth the ALA and NCTE
o recommendatlons for the content of book complalnt pOllCleS
7 reviewed in Chapter I. pages ul-uu I find ‘that only four ;l

of.the twelve comolalnt p01101es conta1n the recommended

‘content., Table 14 11sts these recommendatlons and shows the
frequency Wlth whlch they appeargln the twelve book complalnt
7fpollc1es, seoarately 1dent1f1ed by the letters A-L in the

‘table. Table 15, followlng on pages 104-106, is then
hlncluded to 111ustrate some of the more. speclflc s1m11ar1t1es

and dlfferences in the pollcles’ content.

Summary B ;'f S S o

Twelve of the forty-nlne chalrmen whose response to

‘,the th1rd questlon 1nd1cated that thelr schools or depart- :

ments hadfa wrltten book complalnt pollcy 1nc1uded that
pollcy when returnlng the questlonnalre or sent it later
upon recelving a second letter of request. However. as. ‘
7Table g reveals. only four pollcles (B. D, G, and J) of the

-

twelve contain ALA and NCTE recommended content.
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7'1;.of the1r departments handle a comolalnt.

e responses dld any chalrman 1nd1cate the formal procedure hls
7:1 revaluate and resolve the obaectlon. In fact. the chairmen . 7
:;5:’provided llttle 1nformatlon about complaint policies other

—3; ‘to resolve the objectlon. Table 16 follow1ng on page 108, °

'é}[' the responses 1s that adminlstrators have (or at least

Procedures for Handling Complalnts In
Schools Wlthout ertten Policies

. The fourth 1tem on the questlonnalre asked the

- { - -
' seventy-eight chalrmen of those departments wlthout wrltten C

complaxnt pollcles to- expla1n brlefly how they or any member

Unfortunately. 1n none of the seventy-elght

complalnt. nor dld any indlcate tne expllclt method used to .

7than an- indlcatlon of what person or group has the authorlty

llists th1s informatlon and the respect1ve frequencles
;;:,mentioned by the respondents. A

What might be inferred from the scant evidence in

share) an 1nord1nate amount of responslblllty for evaluatlng
7'literature and resolvlng obJectlons: 1n th1rty-f1ve of the 7
- fifty-five reported instances the principal or the superin- ;7
tendent shares. at least. the responsibility., In any case, |
however. the responses slmply do not offer explanations

‘7fsu££icient1to understandrthe,formal.criterla and procedures
,these‘schools use to"acknowledge. evaluate. and resolve the

a

objections.




-

vy

rd EE I

ar A AL
S N

, ol
it i ATV

T A

108

 TABILE 16

PERSONNEL RESPONSIBLE FOR HANDLING

COMPLAINTS IN SCHOOLS WITHOUT
- WRITTEN- BOOK - COMPLAINT
POLICIES

Personnel Responeible‘

—Objector-and principal e ¢ 0 0 0.0 0 o o .0 o
Objector, teacher, and principal « + « « o &
Teacher who required or recommended book o o

Teacher, department chairman. and principal.
Objector: and teacher LRCIPE ST TSN S RPN

prinCipaloorooo;o;oo o o e 0 o o &

’ fDepartment chairman, . . . . .‘. i e e e e
-Teacher and department chairman. * o o o o o
) Teacher and curriculum coordinator o o o o o
Teacher and suuerintendent ¢ e i e e e ee

Objector and department chairman e e o 0 e e

, Teacher. objector. principal. and board of

7 ~ education [ ] [ ] o o 0 [ ] 0 e ° e o ‘o ° [ ] ° 70

,Department chairman and principal. . . . , .
—

Department chairman. principal. and
curriculum council. 6 e 0 0 o o 6 o e o o

Teacher, entire English department. principal,

_and board of education. e ¢ 6 o o o 0 o0

Teacher. objector. and deuartment chairman .

Principal and. superintendent C o o o 0 o o o

Nothing mentioned. o 0 0 0 0 o o o o6 o o o
Total o

-

;Entire English department.;. . e e e o
‘Teacher. ohbjector, department chairman. and

Frequency. of
Response

1 -

w 3 o

(-

R H RN

3
P
3

. o




109

§ection 3?3 Effect of Written Policies
on 3

the Inhibition or:- Resolution of-

A gensorship--guantitative Analxsi
Another purpose of this ‘study is to analyze the

effects written selection and comolaint policies have on thev

inhivition or resolution of censorship. To accomplish this

purpose, I uill compare first the‘incidence-of objection and Vi
censorship in schoolsiwith and without written policies, ‘In
this initlal comparison no dlstinction will be made between |
pollcies of varying content and quality. The comparisons

d conclusions are. therefore, based simply on quantitative 7
data. data taken solely *romrthe chairmen s responses to
questions one, three, five, and nine on the questionnaire.
These questions asked. respectively, whether_the school had A
(1) awritten\boohselectionpolicy. (2) a written book
complaint policy, (S)Qreceived‘anfobjection to a book used
orlrecomnended b& an English teacher duriné‘the time covered:
by the suruey. anh‘(#) retained or removed the "objectionable”
book. A more specific qualitative analysis concerning the
content and quality of the written policies and their

effects on the inhibltion or resolution of censorship will

follow in Section 4 of this chapter., .

Incidence of sbjection )
AS Table 17, following on page 110, reveals, a.far

larger percentage of schools with a written book selection
' policy, complaint policy, or both policies received
objections. than schools with no written policy at all, This
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finding, however, is not to be interpreted to mean that
< N because a school has a written policy it receives objections.
The data simply do not provide sufficient evidence to

substantiate such a causal relationship. The data reveal-

"
R y\;",v;u.mmr :

¥

only that a higher percentage of schools with written

policies received objections than schools without.

TABLE 17

. NUMBER OF SCHOOLS WITH AND WITHOUT
WRITTEN POLICIES RECEIVING

-OBJECTIONS .
e ' .,Reeeived ObjeEtiens S
Type of Policy - . . S — Total
, Yes ~ No '
| Writfeh selectign only 2 (66.7%) | 1 (}3.3%) 3
- Written complaint only ‘ 20:(71.4%) 8 (28.6%) 28
- _ Both written policies | 16 (76.1%) | 5 (23.9%)- | 2l
- No written policy . | 26 (34.7%) | 49 (65.3%) | .75
- Total ' 64 | 63 127

. Effect on incidence
of censorship R

Objections. however, no metter how numerous and

L

troublesome. are not in- themselves incidents of censorship.
The important concern is whether written policies have any
effect on decreasing the incidence of censorship (actual
book remo;als). To determine this, I compared the number of
schools with written policies which had rece}ved’an

“"objection and had removed 2 book to the number of schools
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without written policies which had received an objection and.

%
b
i
!

‘had removed a book. Table 18, following, reveals thé

findings of this comparison.

2

0
k

TABLE 18

NUMBER OF SCHOOLS WITH AND WITHOUT
WRITTEN POLICIES WHICH HAVE .
RECEIVED OBJECTIONS AND
HAVE REMOVED BOCKS

. |, Removed "Objectionable® Book
Type of Policy e — Total
T Yes ~ No o
7Aw' cténrséleéfibﬁ dnlyr: 1,07(§$) 2 (100%) | 2;)
Written complaint only b (25%) 16 (75%) 20
Both written policies | ~ 3 (18.8%) | 13 (81.2%). | 16
~ No written policy 9 (34.6%) | 17 (65.4%) .| 26
_Total ‘ 16 | 48 i

The figures in Table 18 indicate that of all the
sixty-four schoolg receiving objections, a slightly higher
percentage qf those. with no'ﬁritten pdlicy at all removed
books than did those with just a written complaint policy,
but a considegably higher percentage than did those schoolg
with both written poIiQ;es or just a written selection
policy. In total, seven of the thirty-eight schools (about
eighteen per cent) with written policies removed bdoks.
while nine of the twenty-éix_schpols (about thirty-five per

cent) withopt written policies removed books.. Therefore,

the quegtibpnairé data seem to suggest that the e“fect of a

S
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written policy is to decrease the incidence of censorship.

Section 4s Effect of Written Policies
~the Inhibition or Resolution of
angor§h12~-guglitgtive Analysis
In this section I d111 compare the incidence of

objection and censorsnip in schools with and without written .

policies containing ALA and ﬁCTE recommended content.

Incidence of ob;ection

As Table 19 shows. a far larger percentage of schools
with a written policy conteining ALA and NCTE reconmended - } i
content receive objections “than schools without such .
policies; however, the questionnaire data are not sufficient
to substantiate the conclusion that becguse a school has such

a written policy it receives objections. e

TABLE 19 .

- NUMBER OF SCHOOLS WIéH AND WITHOUT WRITTEN ?OﬁICIES
MEETING ALA AND NCTE RECOMMENDATIONS °
RECEIVING OBJECTIONS

Type of Policy Meeting Received Objections
ALA and NCTE Recom=- ) Total
.mendations Yes No
Written selection only 2 (66.7%) 1 (33.3%)
Written complaint only 0 o 0 .0
Both written policies - 3 (75%) 1 (25%)
No written policy i 59 (49.2%) | 61 (50.8%) 120
Total 6l 63 127
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Effect on incidence
of censorghip
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To determine the effect of written policies of
varying quality and content on the incidence of censorship, ,

I compared the number of schools with written policies

"
"
W e e e b e A

containing ALA and NCTE recommended content which had * )
o ‘ received anrqubcfion and ﬁad‘removed a book to the number
‘ i of schools without such policies which had received an
objection and hadi?@moqula book. Table. 20 reveals the
£indings of thigicdﬁparisbn. 7 |
TABIE 20 |
 NUMBER OF SCHOOLS WITH AND WITHOUT WRITTEN POLICIES
-~ MEETING ALA AND NCTE RECOMMENDATIONS RECEIVING
(OBJECTIONS AND REHOVING BOOKS

o - - |
o , Type of Policy Meeting . Removed "Objectionable™ Book !

ALA and -NCTE Recon-

mendations Yes . No ‘T?vréfal
Written selection oﬁly g '1'(505) 1 (s0%) - f 2
Written complaint unly @ 0 0- P 0
Both written policies 5 /’lx(33’3‘ 2 (66.7%) 3
No written policy ik (23.7%) ks (76.3%) 59
Total 16 48 64 -

Generalizing solely from the evidence presented in

Table 20, it appears that the effect of a written selection

and complaint policy containing ALA and NCTE recommended
content is to increase the incidence of censorship. However,

upon a closer inspection of the content and quality of those
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poiicios containing recommended content and their effects on

the 1nc1deﬁee’ot censorship, the genersiization 15 found

wanting. ,

~ Two schools Qith policies containing recommended
cdntent removed books. The first has a selection policy
onlys however, that policy is vague and not very inclusive
‘1n two 1mppf§gn$ sections: (1) the description of the role
and‘rcqponsibllity of those who are delegated the authority

tp spl@ct'bobks and (2) the;dgscription‘ot the criteria and

procedures used to geiect’bébﬁg. 7rutthernor9.ftho*séhboIQS'
book complaint policy is cieifiy'defiéiintﬁiﬁ’r5¢65ﬁ§ndod
content. It does not provide for the establishment of a

" committee of teachers to review the complaint, confer with

the complainaht. and make recommendations to the approbriate'
administrative authorities; rather, the policy provides that
the board of education will make the "final decision®

regarding the retention or removzl of a book. Moreover, the

-policy states that "the materisl in question shall be

suspended pending a final decis.on by the Board of
Education®; consequdntly, any book receiving an objection is
automa?ically removed. In effect, then, the siloction
policy=--no mattor‘Qhax its content--is rendered ineffectual
by the complaint policy in preventing censorship. Table 20
might, therefore, reprssent this school morevacénrately as
part of the "no written policy” group. 1If such were the
case, the table would show thit no books were removed by

schools using only a written selection policy containing AlLA
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ond NC!E recommended content,
Thc aocond school which removed a boo --The Dav the

wm—-mn though it had both a
oolcction and conplaint policy containing ALA and NCTE

rcconnondod contcnt. had that book removed by the superin-
tendent of schools who. choac to ignore the policics. (The -

ouporintcndcnt rcruscd to scnd in the book order bccausc he

Adid not 1ike: “the’ word “whorc" in the book®s titlc.) He did
’ not. in objccting to thio book. rollow thc procodurcs

outlincd in tho school'a book conplaint policy. proccduros -

—which roquirc gnxgng objecting to a book' use to follow.
Hc did not subuit hio conplaint in writing, and his complaint .

vas‘not :ovicwgo by,tnc proper oyaluntion_connittcc which

, h;oixho’uliimnfc g@jhoéiﬁy—éiccording to the policy's

inngoogc--to—dccidc{jnc;ﬁcr—a,book is to> be retained or
rcnovod.3iAs a result, the superintendent acted as if no
policics cxistca:r ihis circumstance, thouéh. is not

reflected in thc data in Tablc 203 if it were, the table

-might rcprcsont morc accurately this school as part of the

*no written policy” group and thereby show that no books

were removed by schools using both written policies
containing,iﬁi and NCTE recommended content.

It is apparent, then, that when the procedures and
criteria contained within the policies are followed and '
cntorccd by schooi officials, together a written selection
and complaint policy containing ALA and NCTE recommended

contcnt havc the faworablc effect of dccrcasing the incidence
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CHAPTER IV

CQNCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

| “ :
Conclusions -

¢ .
The findings reported in Chapter III'substantiate

~ the three hypotheses of my s*udy, hypotheses derived largely

from therliteraﬁﬁre réQiewbdvin Chapter I. -

;Hiﬁoﬁhesis one

Most English departments do not have a written

polic&,explaining the broéedures and criteria

used to select books.
ﬁ H&pﬁthesis one. was found to be true. Twenty-four
(about nineteen per cent) of the 127 English department
‘chzirmen in the sample reported that their schools or
departménts have a written selection policy. Seventeen sent

copies’of'their policy. Of those seventeen, only seven

contained ALA and ﬁCTE recommended content.

Hypothesis two-
Most English departments do not have a written

policy explaining the pfocedures used to acknowledge
and resolve objections to books selected or recom-

mended,

117
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Hypothesis two was found to be true. Forty-nine

(about thirty-nine per cent) of the 127 English departiment

) chairmen in the sample reported that thelr schools or

departments have a wrltten complaint po’lcy. Twelve sent

copies of their policy. Of those twelve. only four

- contained ALA and  NCTE recommended content.

Hypothesis three
) English departments with no written ppiicy are less
sucéessful in inhibi}ing or fesolviné—censqrship
than English departments withrqne or both of the

written policies.

Hypothesis three was found to be true. Of the

th;rty-eight schools with one or both written policies which

,reéeived objections, seven (about eighteen per cent) remo§ed

books; of the twenty-six schools without a written policy

. which received objections, nine (about thirty-five per cent)

removed books. Furthermore, the data revéaled that censorship

1s eradlcated when school officials follow a written selectlon

-and complaint policy containing ALA and NCTE recommended

-

content.

Becommendatiéns _

While factors not tested may have influenced my
conclusions, the data in hand suggest that the use of a
written book selection and complaint policy containing ALA
and NCTE recémmended content effectively inhibits censorship,

I therefore recommend that such policies be designed,




adopted, and used by all public secondary schools in

Michigan.,

To aid schools in the task of composing such
policies, Iwoffer on the foliowing pages 120-145 a "model"
selectlon and complalnt pollcy con*aining ALA and NCTE
recommended content. The "model" is a comp051te of what
seem to me the most inclusive and explicit elements in those
seven policies sent’by my sample that contain ALA and NCTE
recommended,content. as well as in the dozens- of other ‘
pOIICIGS I encountered elsewhere durlng the preparatlon of
this study. ' Where elllpses appear in the "model." the
reader is expected to enter the name of whatever person or
committee seems.most approprlate for his school or depart-

ment,
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iNSTRUCTIONAL NMATERIALS SELECTION POLICY
OF THE . . . PUBLIC SCHEOOL DISTRICT

This policy statement is the product of the

following committee and represents the aéreement of all

b ; - T " committee members on this subject.

N __» representing Elementary Administration . oL

1 - 3
i L . o

, representing Secondary Administration

, representing Board of Education

’ representing'Pirents in the Community

, representing School District Libraries

N

’ re§ré§entiug Elementary Social Studies

, representing Secondary Social Studies

! , representing Elementary Language Arts

, representing Secondary English

reﬂr;senting School District Students

o ’

The committee feels this statement is a positive

policy for the encourageé;nt of a wide and wise use of
instructional resources in our schools, as well as for the
handling of any incidents of complaint that may arise
concerning these resources.

J This policy statement has been approved and adopted

by the . . . School District Board of Education, —
month day

year
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INTRODUCTION

Tre policies here set forth are officially those of
the . + « Public. School District and followed by all who are
concerned with the selection of instructional materials,

The purposes of thece policies are %o .

1. Provide a statement of philosophy and objectives
for the guidance cf those involved in the
procedures for selections

2. Clarify for the community the philosophy and
procedure used in evaluating and selecting
instructional materialss

3. Define the roles of those who siare in the

responsibility for the selection of instructional
materials:

¥

L, Set forth criteria for selection and evaluation

of instructional materialss

5. Outline the techniques™T5Y the application of
I the criterias )

6., Provide a procedure for the considerétion of

objections to the uce of particular materials in
the educational program.

[t e e o
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PRILOSCRHY ANlD CEJECTIVES CF
WATERIALS SELECTION

The Statement below, published by the National

L

Council of Teachers of Entlish, embodies the bdasic

!

o

principles on which the . . . Fublic Serool District
selection volicy is founded.

The rirht to read, like all rish¢s guaranteed or
implied within our constituticnal tradition, car be used
* wisely or foolishly, In many ways, education is an
effort to improve the guality of choices oper to man.
But to deny the freedom of choice in fear that it may te
unwisely used is to destroy the freecom itself. For
this reason, we respect the right of individuals to be
selective in their own reading. Eut for the same reason,
we oppose efforts of individuals or rroups to limit the
freedom of choice of others or to impose their own
standards or tastes upor the community at large.

The right of any irdividual not just to read tut td
read whatéver he wants to read is,basic to a democratic
society, This right is based on an assumption that the
educated and reading man possesses judiment and under-
standing and can be trusted with the determination of
his own actions. In effect, the readirpg man is freed
from the bonds of discovering all thinrs and all facts
and all truths throurh his own direct experiences, for
his reading allows him to meet people, debtate philose-
ophies, and experience events lar beyond the narrow
confines of his own existence.

In selecting bocis for readinrs by yocunr people,

o o + tezchers consider the contrivutiorn which each work
may make to the education of the reager, its aesthetie
value, its honesty, its readability for 2 particular
groun of students, and its appveal to adolescents. . . .
* * L ] ] . L[] * L[] . L[] L[] * L[] L[] [ . L] L[] L[] L[] [ L[] [ [ [ [ [ ] [ ]
what a young reader gets from any book depends both
on the selection and on the reader himself., A teacher
should choose books with an awareness ol the student'’s
interests, his reading avility, his mental-and emotional
maturity, and the values he may derive from the reading,
A wide knowledge of many worzs, conron sense, and
professional dedication to students and to literature will

2

DO
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! éuidc the teacher in making his selections, The
comzunity that entrusts sS:iudents to the care of [a]A
. « o teacher should also trust that teacher to exercise
profesiional judgment in selecting or recommending
tooks.

In lddition, the . » o Public School District
affirms that the school library 1; primarily an educational
service and the Sclgction of its contents is an educational

- function designed to promote the intellectual, cultural,
social, and ethical development of students and to provide .
materials ymich extend and deepen the experiences encompassed
in the curriculum. The . . . Public School District,
moreover, affirms the sharing of the responsibilities of

school libraries presented in the School Library 3ill of
Rights for School Library Media Procrams of the American

Association of Scaocol Librarians:

To provide a comprehensive coliection of instruc~
tional materials selected in compliance with dbasic,
written selection principles, and to provide maximum
accessibility to these materials, :

To provide materials that will support the currice
ulum, taking into consideration the individual'’s needs,
and the varied interests, abilities, socio-economic
backgrounds, and maturity levels of the sStudents served.

To provide materials for teachers and studentr that
will encourage growth in knowledge, and that will
develop literary, cultural and aesthetic appreciation,
and ethnical standards.

To provide ‘naterials which reflect the ideas and
beliefs of raligious, social, political, historical, and
ethnic groups and their contributions to the American and
world heritaze and culture, thercb¥ enabling students to
develop an intellectual intesrity in forming judgments.

To provide a written statement, approved by the local
Boards of Education, of the procedures for meeting the
challenge of censorship of materials in school library
media centers.

To provide qunlifisd professional personnel to serve
teachers and students,
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LEGAL AUTHORITY FCR SELECTION

Chapter 26, section 282 of Michizar General School
lawg states: “The doard of each district shall select and
approve the textbooks to be ugsed by the puplls of the
schoo}s of its district on the subtjects taught therein,”

* Chapter 27, section 908 of Michigan Jenexal School
Laws states: “The doard of any school district in which a
lidrary rmuy be established in accordance with the provisions
of this act shall have charge of such 1idbrary and shall
provide the necessary conveniences for the proper care of
such library and said board shall be responsidle for and
shall use all moneys raised or apportioncd for its support
in sccordance with the provisions of lawe. . o

The board of education of the . . . Public School
District is therefore legally responsibdle for the selection
and approval of hook; and other instructional materials in

its school lidbraries and classrooms.
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DELEGATION OF AUTHORITY FCR SELECTION

Since the board-of education is 2 policy-making

-body, it delegates td thc profcssional pcrsonncl of thc

school district tge nuthority for the: selection of instruc- )

tional materials.

In library materials selection, responsibility for
selection and acquisition i delegated to the litrarians and
teachers, who carry'out the practices in accordance with
this tclcction'policy.

The selection of reguired texts for a cubject is
determined cocperatively by the staff members of the depart-
ment or schooi conécrncd. Optional, sugcested, or outside
resding called for by individual teachers is left to the
careful and coasidered judgment of the teacher of the class
Egnccrncd.

In addition, each school may provide a selection of
reading materials for sale to students, and each school may
provide facilities for special orders by studeris. Responsi-
bility for the operation of such sales shall be placed

within , « o
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Roputgblc. unbiased, professionally prepared
selection aids shall de consulted as guldes when applicabdle.
B These may include, dut are not restricted to, such sources
as the following:

1 dard Cata il
: L. 2, - fom
i 3. A.2apic 3ook Collection for Hizh Schoolk
b, Lidracy Journal
S. Epzlish Journal
6., Zlenentary Inglish
7. Book lists issued by the following organizations=-

National Council of Teachers of English
National Council of Teachers of ¥athematics
! National Council for the Social Studlies

National Science Teachers Association
American Libtrary Association
Scholastic Xagazines, Inc.

It is to be emphasized that sclcctfgn. especially of
timely or current interest materials, should not be linited
to-only a few sources. To proceed thus is to invite a delay
in acquiring what is often needed as the most up=to=date

inforaation or publication.
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CRITERIA USED Ii THE ssx.:-:crgéﬁ;or FATERIALS

General Criteris
-Materiais shall be selected (1) to f£ill the needs of
the individual school curriculum, based or the knowledge of
administrators and faculty and (2) to fill the needs of the
individual studen:. dased on the kncwledgze of administrators,
Jaculty, parents, and students. ) ‘
Truthe=encompassing factual accuracy, authority.
integrity, and balance=--ghall be a basic requirement in the
selection of informational materials. Arte--encompassing
Qualities ot'iMIginution. creativeness, style approprinto to
the idea, stinulating presentation, vitality, and
distinction of formate~are important factors in the selection
of vooks of fiction, and of nonfiction as well.
In all cases, choice of materials will te made with
“the idea of INCLUSICN of the dest available rather than
EXCLUSION for fear of pressure from an individual or group.
The , . . Public School District agrees with the National
Council of Teachers of English that “the value and impact of
any literary work must be examined as a whole and not in
part==the impact of the entire work being more important

than ths words, phrases, or incidents out of which it is
nade. "3
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Provision will be made, then, for a wide range of

1 na&cﬁ:uls on all levels of difficulty, with a diversity of

appeal, and presentation of varied points of view, witn the
final decision for selection resting upon whether life is
presented in its true proportions, whether circurstances are
realistically deslt with, and whether the material is of
literary value. '

Seecific Criseris
:13;Lgh is selected to meet the needs of students
varying in reading ability, social background, and taste. '&

but also to provide books that are competent and successful
in all categories of fiction and to provide enjoyadble
exvariences for readers of all ability levels. Although it
is iupo;|£ble to set .up a single stuniard of literary
excellence, it is the policy to select fiction which is well
written and §alcd on suthentic human experience, and tc
exclude fiction which is incompetent, ehcaplgjlc%timcntgl.
intentionally sensational or morbid or erotic, and false in
its representation of human experience. .

Pariodicals, pewspaders. and panphletg shall bve
selected on the basis of presenting factual information,
matter of timely or current interest, divergent points of
view, value in reference, and accessibility of contents

through indexing.
Propasandg pamphlets are expected to be one-sided,

Piction is selected not only toc reprasent literary merit o

" "
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but only those whose publisher®s name and statement of
purpose are clearly indicated will be selected.

Film and filmstrio selection follows the general
policies and objectives outlined for all other instructic 1
materials. Film content, subject matter, and treatment are
evaluated in relation to their validity, lasting value or
timely importance, imagination, and originality. Criteria
for selection -of filmstrips include content, quality of the
visual material, accuracy, and clarity of accompanying script
or recordinz, importance of the subject in relation to’ -
curricﬁlar needs, and the unigue contribution of this mediwf
in conveying subject matter.

Recordings, musical and nonmusical, in litera:, and
nonliterary fields, are selected by the same general -

_principles applied to thre selection of other instruc}ignal

. materials, plus consideration of the value of sound Eh}
"conveying the subject matter.

- ¥aterials obtainable without charze should be free
from excessive'amounts of advertising, distortion of fact or
misleading staterments, with the exception_of propaganda
material as noted earlier. In addition, gifts are acceﬁzga«

on the same general princiéles applying to the selection of

other instructional materials.

Criteria Concerning Subjiects
oF ?reguent controversy

In the selection of materials on religious and

quasi-religious subjects, preference is given to the work of

9

o e
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informed, well-established authors whose views may be of
concern to the students using the material, no matter how
unconventional or contrary to tradition these views may be.
Works which tend to foster hatred or intolerance toward
racial groups, cults, religious organizations, or relicious
leaders are subjéct to very careful scrﬁtiny and are
gelected only if the work in question has convinecing
curricular value.

The selection of materials which ‘deal with contro-

versial problems and ;ssues or provide basic factual

.information on any ideology or philosophy which exerts a

et b g b ey

strong force--either favorably or unfavorably--in governnment,
current events, politics, education, or any other phase of
life should provide as fully as practicably possitle for all
points of .view.

2aterials will not be excluded on the basis of the

PSR ——

race, rationality, or political or religious viewe of the
author, Speaker, or creator if they meet all other require-
ments.

¥aterials which contain references to or incidents of
sexual behavior, violence, or profanity are subjected to a

. rigorous test of merit, relevance, and value in meeting the

objectives of the course for which they are selected. The
maturity and experience of the students by whom the material
will be used are taken into consideration, Elements of

: sexual incident, violence, or profanity do not, however,

i 10
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automatically disqualify a work. Rather, the decision is
made.on the basis of whether the material presents life in
its true _proportion, wpether ?ircumstances are fealistically
dealt with, and whether the material meets the objectives of

the course for wnich it is selected.
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PRCCEDURES FCR HANDLING OBGECTIONS TO MATERIALS

Any objection to instructional materials, either

from other faculty members or administrators or from parents

or members of the community, will be handled in the following

way.

I. Any objection regarding instructional materials

will be directed to'« + « ¢« The o + + and the

teacher of the class in which the material is used

shall then hear the objection and attempt to answer

it satisfactorily through an informal discussion.

A.

B.

Any parent who, after discussion with the
. + o and teacher, still indicates objection
to the use of the material with his chila
will be told that the parent's guidance
function is deeply respected and that the
parent is entirely free either (1) to
request the teacher to substitute an alter-
nate assignment or (2) to request that the
child be placed in another class.
Any faculty member, administrator, or member
of the community wishing to pursue his
objection beyond the informal discussion, or
any parent not satisfied with the two alter-
ratives in I-A, will be asked to fol%ow the
12

»
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formal complaint procedure described below.
iI. The . . . shall present the complainant with two
[ — ey pieces of information:s (1) a copy of this instruc-
‘ tioral materials selection policy and (2) a copy of
the appropriate complaint form. The complaint
forms are included-on pagces 17, 18, 19, and 20 of
this policy statement.
III. The . . . will inform the complainant of the
B standard procedure for making a formal complaint,
which consists of the following:
i A. To initiate a formal complaint, the com=
plainant shall be asked to read the Qaterials
provided and to complete in writing each

part of the appropriate complaint form given
him,

B. The complctid complaint form is to be

i submitted to the ., . . who will present it

) to the appropriate evaluation committee for

f careful consideration. The evaluation
committee is appointed by the . . . in
consultation with teachers and administrators

and is composed of representative members of

the teacher group concerned with the
- selection of the material in question.
C. The evaluation comaittee will pass judgment
as to whether the challenged material

13
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conforms to the principles and objectives
of materials selection set down in this
policy statement, .
When the evaluation committee has carefully
considered the challenged material in the
1ight of thé ccmplainant’s objections, the
complainant shall be contacted a;; a
meeting arranged by the committee chairman
between the evaluation committee and the
complainant, at a time which is agreeadble
to both parties.
Qhe evaluation committ;e reserves the right
(1) to limit the number of persons presenting
a complaint at this meeting to two indi-
viduals, (2) to require that separate
complaint forms be completed for each
challenged material, and (3) to limit the
discussion that takes place in the meeting
between the evaluation committee and the
complainant to only those objections which
have been specifically cited in the complaint
form.
The format for the meeting shall consist of
the followings

1, The chairman of the evaluation

committee shall read aloud the

L
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H,

2.

3.

complaint as it was presented, and
either he or a member of the
committee shall relate the findings
that they have made regarding the
specific objections cited in the
complaint form.,

Tre complainant shall have an
opportunity to discuss and ask
questions about the findings of the
committee, clarify his own objection,
and present evidence to r;butt the
position taken by the committee,
When the chairman of the evaluation
committee has felt that the issues
being dealt .with are clearly enough
understood, he shall adjourn the

meeting.,

The evaluation committee shall reevaluate

its findings in the light of the meeting

and render a decision regcarding the use of

the challenged material in the curriculum.

The decision of the evaluation committee

will be final, and the material in question

will be retained or removed according to

their decision.

IV, A report of the findings and decision of the

15




evaluation committee shall be made to the . « . o

Y. The « « + o in turn, shall inform in writing the
N board of education, the superintendent, and the

complainant of the decision,
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REQUEST FOR RECONSIDERATION OF A BOCK

The spaces provided for answers on this form are not intended

to

1imit comment. Please feel free to write on the back or

attach additional sheets. =Zach portion of this form must be
gom{lctod before the evaluation committee can raconsider the
ook.

Author,
Title
Request initiated by
Address Telephone
City Zip code

Complainant represents

1.

2.
3.

S.
6.
7.

8.

himsel?f
 name of organization
— ldentify other group

To what in the book do you object? FPlease be specifics
cite pages.

what of value is there in this book?
what do you feel might be the result of reading this book?

Did you read the entire book? what pages or sections?

Are you aware of the teacher's purpose in using this book?
what do you believe is the theme or purpose of this book?
what would you prefer the school do about this book?

do not assign or recommerd it to my child
withdraw it from all students

send it back to the evaluation committee for
reconsideration

In its place, what book of equal value would you recommend
that would convey as valuable a picture and perspective of
a society or a set of values? ’

~(Signature)
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REQUEST FOR RECONSIDERATION OF
~ . OTHER PRINTED MATERIALS

The spaces provided for answers on this form are not intended
to 1limit comment., ?Please feel free to write on the back or
attach additional sheets. Each portion of this form must be
completed before the evaluation committee can reconsider the
printed material,

Author Type of material
Title
Request initiated by
Address Telephone
City Zip code
( Coaplainant represents
5 himself

— NAMe of orgzanization
——— identify other group

1. To what in the printed material do you object? Please de
specifics cite pages. ’

2. What of value is there in this printed material?

3. What do you feel might be the result of reading this
material?

4, 'Did you read the entire work? w—— What pages or parts?

L.

S+ Are you aware of the teacher’s purpose in using this work?
6. What do you believe is the theme or purpose of this work?
7. What would you prefer the school do about this work?

; o do not assign or recommend it to my child
————— Withdraw it from all studerts
- S¢nd it back to the evaluation committee for
reconsideration

8. 1In its place, what work of equal value would you recommend
th:t wo:%d serve as well the purpose for which it was
selecte

“(Signature)
18
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REQUEST PCR RECONSIDERATION OF
AN AUDIO-VISUAL RESOURCE

The spaces provided for answers on this form are not intended
to limit comment, Please feel free to write on the back or
attach additional sheets, Zach portion of this form must be
completed »efore the evaluatisn committee can reconsider the
audio=visual resource.

Author or producer
Type of material Title
Request initiated by

Address . Telephone
City 2ip code

Complainant represents
himself
— name of organization
e identify other group

1, To what in the A=V material do you odject? Please be
specific.

2., What of value is there in this A-V material?

3. What do you feel might be the result of viewing or hearing
this A=V material?

4, Did you view or hear the entire A=V material? __ What
parts?

5. Are you aware of the teacher's purpose in using this A=V
material?

6, What do you believe is the theme or purpose of this work?
7. What would you pre_cr the school do about this work?

do not assizn or recommend it to my child
withdraw it from all students

send it back to the evaluation committee for
reconsideration

8, In its place, what work of equal value would you recommend
that would serve as well the purpose for which it was
selected?

(Signature)
19
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REQUEST FOR RECONSIDEZRATION OF A SPEAKER

The spaces provided for answers on this form are not intended
to limit comment, Piease feel free to write on the back or

attach addisional sheets, Z=¢.- porzion of this form must be
completed before the evaluation committee can reconsider the

presentation.
Speaker Cccasion

Topic uf presentation

Request initiated by

Address Telephone e

City Zip c“’ —————————

Complainant represents

himsel?l
—_name of organization
— identify other group

1, To what in the presentation do you oblect? Please de
specific,

2, What of valu. is there in this presentation?

3. What do you feel might be the result of hearing this
presentation?

4, Did you hear the entire presentation? ___ What parts?
5, Are you aware of the purpose in presenting this speaker?

6. What do you believe is the theme or purpose of this
presentation?

7. ¥What would you prefer the School do about this presentation?

do not assign or recommend it to ay child
T do not assign or reconmend it to any student
_ have the evaluation committee reconsider it

8, In his place, what speaker of equal value would you
recommend that would serve as well the purpose for which
he was selected?

~(31gna.curs)
20
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FOOTNOTES -

iennetn L, Donelson, ed., 55:_;&%§2n1§1.ﬁifh£_12
gg;% (Urbana, Ill.s National Council of Teachers o
nglish, 1972), pp. 7=9.
2)merican Association of School Librarians, §choal
[} ht hoo Nedi

hicagos Amer can orary Associaiion, approved bdy American
i;zggiation of School Librarians Board of Directora, June,

3ponelson, The Students® Rirht to Reads pe &
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CITIZEN'S REQUEST FOR RECONSIDERATION OF A WORK

Hardcover ____
Author Paperback ______
Title
Publisher (if known)
Reéuest initiated by
Telephone ' Address ~ -
City ' : Zip code

Complainant represents

1.

2.
3.

10.

____ (identify other group)

himself

(name of organizatiocn)

To what in the work do you object? Please be specific:
cite pages.

What of value is there in this work?

What do you feel might be the result of reading this
work?

For what age group would you recommend this work?

Did you read the entire work? What pages or
sections?
Are you aware of the judgment of this work by critics?.

Are you aware of the feacher's purpose in using this
work?

What do you believe is the theme or purpose of this
work?

What would you prefér the school do about this work?

Do not assign or recommend it to my child
Withdraw it from all students

Send it back to the English department for
reevaluation

In its place, what work of equal value would you
recommend that would convey as valuable.a picture and
perspective of a society or a set of values?

(Signature of Complainant)
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SCHOOL LIBRARY BILL OF RIGHTS FOR
~ SCHOOL LIBRARY MEDIA PROGRAMS

The American Association of School Librarians
reaffirms its belief in the library Bill of Rights of the
American Library Association. Media personnel are concerned
with generating understanding of . merican freedoms through
the development of informed and responsible citizens. To
this end the American Association of School Librarians
asserts that the responsibility of the school library media
center is: ~
To provide a comprehensive collection of instructional

materials selected in compliance with bas1c. written
selection principles, and to provide maximum
acceSS1b111ty to these materials.

To providé materials that will support the curriculum,
taklng into consideration the individual's needs, and
the varied interests, abilities, socio-economic back-
grounds, and maturity levels of the students served.

To provide materials for teachers and students that will
encourage growth in knowledge, and that will develop
literary, cultural and aesthetic appreciation, and
ethnical standards.

To provide materials which reflect the ideas and beliefs of
religious, social, political, historical, and ethnic
groups and their contribution to the American and world
heritage and culture, thereby enabling students to
develop an intellectual integrity in forming judgments.

To provide a written statement, approved by the local Boards
of .Education, of the procedures for meetlng the
challenge of censorship of materials in school library
media centers,

To provide qualified professional personnel to serve teachers

and students,
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LIBRARY BILL OF RIGHTS

The Council of the American Library Association reaffirms
its belief in the following basic policies which should
govern the services of all libraries.

1. As a responsibility of library service, books
and other library materials selected should be chosen for -
values of interest, information and enlightenment of all
the people of the community. In no case should library
materials be excluded because of the race or nationality or
the socizl, political, or religious views of the authors.

2. Libraries should provide books and other materials
presenting all points of view concerning the problems and
issues of our times; no library materials should.be pro-
scrived or removed from libraries because of partisan
or doctrinal disapproval.

" 3, Censorship should be challenged by libraries in
the maintenance of their responsibility to provide public
information and enlightenment.

h, Libraries should cooperate witn all persons and
groups concerned with resisting abridgment of free
expression and free access to ideas. .

5, The rights of.an-individual to the use of a
library should not be denied or abridged because of his age,
race, religion, national origins or social or political
views.

6, As an institution of education for democratic
living, the library should welcome the use of its meeting
rooms for socially useful and cultural activities and
discussion of current public questions. Such meeting places
should be available on equal terms to-all groups in the
community regardless of the beliefs and affiliations of
their members, provided that the meetings be open to the
public.
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February 21, 1970

Dear English Department Chairman:
I need your help.

To gather data for my doctoral dissertation, I am surveying
selected Michigan high schools to determine certain facts
about book selection practices. I would appreciate greatly
your answering the attached, brief questionnaire and
returning—it to me using the enclosed self-addressed,
stamped envelope. All the information you supply will be
treated in confidence; no school or person will be _
identified by name in .the dissertation nor ‘in any subsequent
publication or report. ’ :

As you know, questionnaire surveys are considerably weakened
by an insufficient number of replies. Consequently, the
questionnaire was constructed so that it could be completed
quickly and simply with the hope that this will insure your
reply. I thank you in advance for your time and response.

Sincerely,

V } pR77 ‘\4:-—(”’:&

Rollin Douma
Graduate student, U of M
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DIRECTIONS: Please reply'to all questions applicable to

1.

2,

3.

5.

your English department.

Does your English department or school have a written

policy or procedure explaining how books are selected
for student use? '

yesT (WOULD YOU KINDLY INCLUDE A COPY WHEN
: RETURNING THIS QUESTIONNAIRE)

no

If your English department or school has no written book
selection policy, please explain briefly how you or any
member of your department select books for student use:

Does your English department or school have a written

policy or procedure for handling complaints about the
books selected? ’

yes (WOULD YOU KINDLY INCLUDE A COPY WHEN
- RETURNING THIS QUESTIONNAIRE)
no

If your English department or school has no written book
complaint policy, please explain briefly how you or any
member of your department kandle a complaint:

-

During the past 2% school years has anyone objected to
or asked for the removal of a book an English teacher
has used in class or recommended to a student?

yes

no

If you answered "yes" to the above question, which
book(s) received an objection?

Book 1 (title) (author)
Book 21 (title) - : (author)
Book 3t (title) (author)

aar 7

ot "




7.

8.

-

9.

O N

U Rt 10,

11,
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What was the objection, and who (i.e., parent, teacher,
etc.,) initiated the objection?

Book 11 ' (objection) (objector)
Book 2% (objection) (objector)
Book 31 (objection) ~_(objector)

How was the book being used when 1t received the
objection?

: afog 1 ook _ Book
__required reading —required _required
—_recommended __recommended __recommended
“free - 'free" "frae"

What hapnened to the book after the obaection was
resolved?

Book 1 Qook 2 Book 3
_retained for use —retained _retained
removed from use —_removed removed
—_other (specify): __other —_other

How serious a problem did the objection pose for your
department?

Book 1 Book g Book 3
_very serious —very serious very
serious —_serious -Serious
not very serious not very serious not very
not at all serious not at all serious not at

I encourage you to make ‘comments clarifying or expandlng
your responses, Include them on the back of this page.
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THE MICHIGAN COUNCIL OF TEACHERS OF ENGLISH
January 10, 1973

Dear Colleague,

To complete a study of censorship incidents and book
selection practices in Michigan public secondary schools, I
need some information about your school. Would you kindly
answer the following two questions?

1. Does your English department or school have a written
policy explaining how books are selected for student
use?

yes no

2. Does your English department or school have a written
policy for handling complaints about the books
selected?

yes no

If your department or school does have either written
policy, I_would appreciate your sending me a copy. Your
written policy (policies) might be useful to other schools
now in the process of designing their own. You may use the
enclosed, stamped, addressed envelope to Ssend your policy
(policies).
Thank you,

Sincerely, ;

D SN é
/ZIM{/(’”’ Ll e 3y b h e

Rollin Douma, Chairman
~ Professional Practices Committee
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