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A study designed to provide a systematic description

of the incidence of censorship and the censorship incidents repeftea
by a selected group of teachers during a specified time period is
presented. Objectives are: (1) to provide some measure of the
frequency of censorship incidents experienced by a sample vopulation
of teachers of English, and (2) to describe the incidents. Censorship
is defined as the withholding of a cmmunication from one person to
another. This study focuses on that form of censorshlp which
proscribes or restricts the use of specific books in the public
secondary school English curriculum. The censorship pressures to he
described are those put upon the teacher of English as he considers,

recommends,

boocks in his
teachers who
because they
teachers who

selects, or uses works of literature and other pertinent
prcfeasional capacity. Conclusions include: (1) English
were the object of censorship pressures were objects
were doing a good job of teaching English; (2) Those
reported censorship experience often were ones who used

practices which supposedly help to prevent censorship attempts; (3)
In half of the instances reported, the would-be censors were parents;
and (4) The major burden of defense against censorship must be
carried by the teacher. (CEK)
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

In 1962, for the second time in less than a decade, the National
Council of Teachers of English issued an official publication on the

subject of censorship. The authors of The Students' Right to Read de-

clare that "across America taday'increasing pressures are exerted on
schools to restrict the access of students to important and worthwhile
books. In many communities attempts have been made to remove literary
works from classrooms and school Iibraries."l Their conviction that
"book censorship threaﬁéns to become a widespread . problem for scﬁbols"%
was reflected not only in further Council publications' and pfaggams
during 1962-64; but also in those of oth.r groups within and outside

Lo

the educational éammunity.

Purpose of the Study

-

This study was designed to provide a systematic description of
the incidence of censorship and the eensérsbip incidents reported by
a selected group of teachers during a specified time period. The first
purpose was to provide some measure of the frequency of censorship in-
cidents experienced by a samplé population of teachéfs of Eﬂgli$hgin

public secondary schools during the two academic years (1962-63, 1363—64f

‘following publication of The Students’ Right to Read. :The second,

lNacional Council of Teachers of English, Committee on the Right
toe Read, The Students' Right to Read, Champaign, Illinois, The Council,
1962, p. 5.

21pid., p. 13.

.10 -
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‘%

although not secondary, purpose was to describe the censorship incidents

by describing: (1) the teachers involved, (2) the school and eamﬁunity‘
L

contextg, (3) the would-be censors, (4) the books in qﬁestian, their
selection and use, and (5) the actual episodes, from original complaint

, ”
to final resolution.

‘ Need for the Study

"Before much progress can be made in solving problems, men must
possess accurate descriptions of the phenomena with which they wcrg_“l
Descriptive research traditionally has been, and should be, undertaken
to provide a basis for making intelligent plans and decisions in regard
to probleQE in the field of education. However, despite the often
reiterated belief that book censorship is one of the most serious and
significant problems facing the éontemporary teacher of Epglish, neither .
the National Council of Teachers of English nor anyone else has made a
formal assessment of the. situation, except in a limited or unstructured
way. It is hoped that the data obtained in this study will serve as
a better basis for further.thegght, research, and_agtion qn“the part -
ofvindividual English teachgrs, their Prafessional agspciati@ns and

training institutions, and other groups and individuals concerned about

the threat of censorship to schools today.

Assumptions

. s
In the belief that the investigator's own convictions or

lbeabeld-B. Van Dalen, Ugﬂg:g;agd}gg;Edugatigngl_ggsgarcb:,An-
Introduction, New York, McGraw-Hill Book Company, Inc., 1962, p. 184,

11




3

assumptions regarding the subject of this study should be made known,
they are stated in very general terms as follows: (1) iréedcm ;;
communication is the basis of a free and democratic society and should
be maintained, and (2) censorship is a restriction or abrogation of

that: (1) education for citizenship in a democratic society should

be conducted within an atmosphere of freedom, (2) students showld be
exposed to and have free access to a wide range of ideas and experiences,
and (3) competent teachers should be free, within legal and financial
limits, to select from an unrestricted range of resources those m#fterials
which they deem to be most apptopriaée for théiz professkonal purposes.

Any attempt made to limit or deny these freedoms should be resisted.

Definitions

Censorship. In the broadest sense of the term; ""Censorship is

the withholding of a communication from one person Ly anatheri"l This
study focuses on that form of censorship which proscribes or restricts
the use gi.specifie books in the public secondary school English cur- !E”
riculum. -Althaugh pre-publication censorship pressure upon textbook _
publisherg is a problem which should be of grave concern to educators,
it was not considered in this survey. The censorship pressures to be
described are those put upon the teaéher of English as he considers,

recommends, selects, or uses works of literature and other pertinent
7

s

books in his professional capacity.

10weﬁ L;ve, "GCensorship--Whether. and Why," Draft .f a memorandum ‘
for the National Education Association, Commission on Professional Rights
and Responsibilities, January 135, 1964, p. 1. ’

1z




4

rejecting others, selection should not be confused with censorship.

From the point.of view of this study, selection is seen as an essentially
positive act involving the use of professional ériterig and procedures;
censﬁrship as essentially negative and involving non~-professional
§tandatds and methods,

Censor. A censor is ome who censors and, in this context, one
who attempts to prevent the adoption or continued use of some particular
book or books in the English curriculum. Such a censor may be either
a lay citizen or an educator: a parent, clergyman, representative of
a local or national argaﬁizati@n, principal, superintendent, member of

the board of education--even another teacher.

Limitations of the Study

The central purpose of a descriptive survey is to discover
"what is"; to become” familiar with and depict for others the present
é;atus of some phenomenon. Since this ordinarily is the first form
of research undertaken on any problem, the surveyor cannot predict with
any certainty the value of his research; neither can he know for sure
what!quesciansltc ask nor which will prove to be most significant.
Certainly in this study there is no claim that the questions were com-
preﬁensive. Responses to each portion of the survey instrument suggested'
addi;igﬁal questions which could have‘been asked,

"Secondly, the questions dealt only with relativély objective,
easily describable experience. There was no attempt to investigate the
more subtle forms and results of censorship pressures on teachers of

English. In addition, the use of closed form questions restricted both

13 . .

L A
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5
the quantity a;d quality of responses. Even with .the provision of an
open form "other" category in many instances, respondents had no neal
opportunity to expand on their answers.

The particular population employed also should be ;Qnsidered a
limitation. The universe from which the sample was drawn was ome part
of the membership of a professional association, the Secondary Section
of the National Council of Teachers of English. Any generalizations
madé on the basis of sample findings cannot be extended--without
:eserfatianSsﬁbeyond that universe to the larger population of United
States secondary school teachers of English as a whole. Council head-
quarters staff members have said that their geographical membership
patterns probably are not representative of the country's English teacher
population. Borg suggests that 'there may be a tendency for the more
competent members of the professional group to belong to the organi-
zaticn.;l Whatever they may be, there do appear to be differences
between English teachers who arc members of the National Council of
Teachers of English and those who are not, as evidenced by some of

the findings of the recent Council Study, The National Interest and

the Continuing Education of Teachers of English.

— i
rd

1Walter R, Borg, Educational Research: An Introduction, New
York, David McKay Company, Inc., 1963, p. 210.

zﬂatienal Council of Teachers of English, Committee on the
National Interest, The National Interest and the Continuing Education

of Teachers of English, Champaign, T1linois, The Council, 1964, 192 p.




' CHAPTER 11

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

In 1960, Downs noted that '"a quick survey of American and

British writings since 1900 revealed over 1200 periodical articles
' 1

and in excess of 100 books dealing directly with literary censorship.”
A reference librarian in Oklahoma examined twenty-three years of

Library Literature 'to discover how much literature on censorship is

being published in that profession."z Library Literature is the most
comprehensive indexing service in tﬁg 1ibrary field,;and indexes—2

great amount of material that appears in ngnalibrary literature?

Since 1940, both the number and the perc-ntage of "censorship citations"
(in relation to the total citations) have risen fairiy steadily Po a

high of 568 books, pamphlets, and articles on censorship cited in 1961—63.3

As these data suggest, in making a search of the literature the

the broad subject of censorship. Three successive steps in the process
of narrowing the focus included concentration, first, upon ‘book censor=
ship alone (as opposed to censorship in relation to all forms of print,

or to all forms of communication); then on book censorship only in

Y ‘ v

IRQbert B. Downs, ed., The First Freedom: Liberty and Justice
in the World of Books and Reading, Chicage,)Ametican‘éibtary Association,

1960, p. xii.

N
I

ZJernme B. Simpson,J"censgrships The Profession's Response,"
Newsletter on Intellectual Freedom, 13:41-2, July 1964, :




7
relation to Ech;le, and to secondary schools in particular; and finally
on school book censorship on the secondary level only as it involved
books used in the English curriculum.

The search also f;cused for the most part on.material published
since 1953. It was in 1953 that the National Council of Teachers of
English issued its first official publication on the subject, Censorship

A 1 . P C
and Controversy, in response to a wave of attacks on teachers and text-

books following World War II. At this time the most common' charge made
against the schools and school materials was that of "unsAmeficéhism“z;

¢« g hunt was on frr Communists and Communic: influence in the schools and
colleges of the country. Social Studies was a more frequent targ®t than
the field of English, but the Council felt that even though '"the number
of instances in which a particular book, film,‘feeording, or other in-
structional material has been banned directly from use in the English
classrooms of the nation [wasj relatively féw,"3 there was sufficient
cause for concern.

The initial stages of the search utilized the standard library
tools for this purpose: cumulative book and periodical indexes; reports
of research ccmpieteé and in progress; lists of dissertations and Efajééts..

- Later, three days were spent at theghea&quartera of the National Council

-~

of Teachers of English in Champaign, Illinois, discussing the problem of

lﬁatinnal Council of Teachers of English, Committee on Censorship
of Teaching Materials for Classroom and Library, Censorship and Controversy,
Chicago, The Council, 1953, 56 p. ‘

ZHafy Anne Raywid, The Ax-Grinders: Critics of Our Public Schools,
New York, The Macmillan Company, 1962, p. 69. 5 ,

3Natidﬁéi-3ounci1 of Teachers of-English, Committee on Censorship
of Teaching Materials for Classroom and Library, op. git., p. 5l. :

16



8
censorship wiﬁh‘members of the headquarters staff, and going through
both their library and their files on the subject. During a subsequent.
visit to the headquarters of the Commission on Professional ﬁigﬁzs and
Responsibilities of the National Educatioa Association in Washington,
there was a similar opportunity to make a search of their files £ well
also were made available at the office of the then Assistant Managing
Director of the American Bégk Publisher's Council, Peter Jennisonm,
and at the offices of the New York Civil Liberties Union and the Amafi-
can Civil Liberties Union in New York City. It was not possible to
make a visit to the American LibrarylAssociaticﬁ headquarters, but
the writer was an invited participant in the Association's conference
on censorship which was attended by their national officers and stgte
chairmen of Intellectual Freedom Committees from all Qverlthe cgﬁntry,
as well as by representatives of a great range of organizations concerned
with questions of censorship and freedom to read. Despite these
appoétunities to conduct an extensive search, few systematic studies
of any kind related to schoolbook censorship were discovered. Exhortation
rather than investigation typified the relevant publications. =
. .

The Commission on Professional Rights and Responsibili;iesl of
the National Zducation Association sought information about textbook
censorship in its last two surveys of the "State of the Nation in Regaﬁ&dgh

to Criticisms of the Schools and Problems of Concern to Teachers."

K

lFormerly known as the Commission for the Defense of Democracy
Through Education.

zﬂatianal Education Association, Commission for the Defense of
Democracy Through Education, "State of the Nation in Regard to Criticisms

1'7
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These sutvays,ufcur of which have been conducted since 1955, were “not
technical research jobs." They were prepared for the infermation of
Commission consultants and officers of local and state educational or-
ganizations, not for publication or general distribution.l Questionnaires
were sent to a large number of educators--leaders of local and state’
groups--and in mapy'cases their responses reflected the opinions of
members of their_gteups as well as their own. The rg¢sponse rate in
1961 was 23 per cent (1801 questionnaires); im 1963 it was 19 per cent
(2300 questionnaires). Both questions and answer categories have been
changed from survey to survey. Despite these limitations, the survey
reports contain interesting data and some of the questions served as
the bases for items in the questionnaires designed for this study.

The area of textbook criticism was covered for the first time in
the 1961 survey, included again in 1963. In the reports of these two
surveys, approximately the same percentage of respondents reported that
there was "much" degtructive criticism in their school districts (15
per cent in the-:epart published in 1961; 16 per cent in'1963).2
The most frequently reported subject of destructive criticism in both

surveys was school costs; texts and reference books were listed as

of the Schools and Problems of Concern to Teachers,'" State of the Nation
Bulletin No. 3, Washington, D.C., The Commission, January 1961, 8 p.,

Multilithed. Hereafter cited as State of the Nation Bulletin No. 3; v

 National Education Association, Commission on Professional Rights and
Responsibilities, "State of the Nation in Regard to Criticisms of “the -
‘Schools and Problems of Concern to Teachers," State of the Nation
Bulletin No. &, Washington, D.C., The Commission, February 1963, 11 p.,
Multilithed. Hereafter cited as State of the Nation Bulletin No. 4.

l"State of the Nation Bulletin No. 4," p. 1.

21?;3" p-sz.

—

18



10
eleventh in.fféquency in 196@-1 It is difficult to compare this w;éh
the 1962 survey since the answer categories were changed, but of four
general categories of most frequent complaints in the later report,
"textbooks, éurriculum, and materials" came third.z.
When asked 1if there had been any criticisms of the textbooks
used in their school system during the previous year, 21 per cent re="
plied "yes" in 1960, 39 per cent in 1962. (61 per cent said "no" in
1960; 30 pér_cent in 1962;)3 The types of textbooks efitieizéd iﬂ these
two periods were categorized differently, but in both cases books :e;
lated to the teaching of English came fourth on the list. Im 1960,
Mathematics led the list, followed by Social Studies and Science; in
lész; S@cial‘Studies was first, with History and Mathematics faliawing.éi
' The most frequently mentioned criticism of textbooks in both
reports was that they were out of dateiv "The second most frequent
~charge in 1960 was that the material was not adequately covered.i In
1962 this charge dropped to sixth place, preceded by charges Qf having

communist 1eanings, not being patriotic enough, being too easy, and
 being soéialisﬁic;“s The source of these criticisms reported most often
in 1960 was :eaehe:és themselves, with parents second, followed by
school administrators and other citizens, In 1962 parents-tock the lead,
ifallewed by teachers and then other c;;izansie

The result of the criticisms was that, in 1961, 31 per cent

-

1 -/

"State of the Nation Bulletin No. 3," p. 4. -
) . aa

2ﬁStace of the Nation Bulletin No. 4," p. 3. - _ ' é

éibida, p. 7. | _ e;gg. cit,

SI:,Bc,iﬁi_t, GIb,i,dlj P 7' 8- ]
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of the books were kept in use, 17 per cent removed; in 1963; 49 per
cent were kept, 15 per cent removed. (In both instances, the remaining
gituations were still "under study.,")1

These surveys~--even though they violate many of the basic tenets
of descriptive research--provide the only data available on a nation=
wide basis and over any span of time. On the other hand, the study

which was most carefully designed and conducted is the one which is

least directly relevant, Marjorie Fiske's Book Selection and CéﬁSQrShiPZ
is a report of an investigation of librarians in both public and'schaol
libraries in California, :ondﬁcﬁed in 1956-58. A study of practices in
regard to book selection and ci%culation involving 204 interviews with
librafians in 26 communities, ite major finding was the amount of self-
censorship or pre-censorship on the part of librarians.
In regard to school libraries, the majority of objectors to
 controversial books came from within the school system: librarians,
42 per cent; administrative personnel, 23 per cent. Third on the list
of objectors came parents (18 per cent), followed ﬁ} teachers (8 per
cenc)iB -“Eglitics" was the grounds for objection to books in scha;i
~libraries in 29 per cent of the éiﬁuatians; "sex and gbsceﬁity" tctaleéw
28 per cent;.4 The largest group of patron and parental -complaints re-

ported for all libraries (50 per cent) involved morals and prafaﬁity-s

I"State of the Nation Bulletin, No. 4," p. 8.

2Marjarle Fiske, Book Selection and Geﬁsarshi s A Study of
School and Public Libraries in California, Berkeley;and Los Angeles,
University of Califatnia Press, 1959, 145 p.

0

31bid., p. 123. | Loc. cit.

sibid., p; 46,
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Two investigations dealt directly with censorship of printed
materials used in the teaching of English, each concerned with a par-

ticular state. In the Spring of 1963, after publication of The Students'

Right to Read, the National Council of Teachers of English asked their

affiliated local councils of English teachers to devote portions of . %
their Spring programs to consideration of the issues and proposals

outlined in that pamphlet. Only twelve affiliate groups reported their
programs, and--with two exceptions--these reports indicated that the
péfticipaﬁts felt little or no censorship pressure themselves and were
unaware of any measurable degree of such pressure in their schools or
cammunities.l

| One of the exceptions was the report of the Censorship Roundup
Committee of the Utah Council of Teachers of English which had sent a
questionnaire to the English Departméﬁﬁ Chairmen i; the 79 high schools

and 81 junior high schools in Utah. They received a 67 per cent

response from the former; 20 pervcent from the latter.z "hirty per

- cent of the schools responding . . . reported definite incidents and

a number of others reported 'minor skirmishes.'"B "Most of the incidents y
mentioned involved parents as individuals rather théﬁ as a group. Next._ | |

came PTA groups and last, the community groups . . .“4

1Unpub1ished letters and memoranda in the files of the National
Council of Teachers of English, Champaign, Illinois.

ZUtaH Council of Teachers of English, "Report of the Censorship
Roundup Committee,"” Unpublished document in the files o6f the National
Council of Teachers of English, Champaign, Iilinaig,»unpaged.
B“Affiiia;es Study the Censorship Iséués,“ National Council of
Teachers.of English," Council-Grams, 25314, September 10, 1963.

4

Utah Council of Teachers of Enmglish, op. cits

>4
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The Wisconsin Council of Teachers of English also sponsored a
stateawide'stﬂdy, this one conducted by Lee A. Burress, Jr., Chairman
of the English Department at Wisconsin State Cgllege,l In February
1963, Burress sent copies of a brief "Questiannair%_Gencefning‘cansaf—
ship Pressures on Wisconsin Teachers"ttc 914 public school administyra-
tors (from whom he received a 47 per cent response) and to 724 public
school teachers (25 per cent of whom responded). Teachets:Were asked
to report their own censorship experience; administratcfs, their own
experience and that of teachers in their schools. |

"Approximately a £ifth of all the returns reported a specific

fequgst to remove a book or magazine from use or from a recommended
list during the two years prior to the study. . . . Approximately one~

+ third of all the returns contained evidence oflane sort or another
supporting the major conclusion that a‘subsﬁancial proportion of the
teachers in Wisconsin feel the continuing presence of censorship
pressures, and have experienced, or expect to experience, an overt
expréssian of that pressufe."z "Despite the high frequency of occurrence

. of :eﬁscrship incidents, however, only 17 per cent of the schools were
reported as having policies for dealing with the problem of éensgrship;“a

Burress, in his report, defined censorship as '"the use of non-

professional standardg for accepting or rejecting a bookj"4 In de-

scribing his findings, he noted several non-professional characteristics

: lLee A. Burress, Jr., How Censorship Affects thé School, Wisconsin
Council of Teachers of English, Special Bulletin No. 8, Oshkosh The
Council, October 1963, 23 p. .

213;1;1.», p. 2. 31bid., p. 7.

41pid., p. 3.

<
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of the wcuid—bé censors: ""évaluation of a book based on a single
episode or aspect, taken out of context'; "objection to the language";
"objection based on the ideas contained in the books'; "unwillingness
to act in public Ways."i

This use of non;pfafessional standards and methods for judging

school books characterized many of the groups described in two recent

studies of pressures on the schools: The Ax-Grinders: Critics of our

Public Schools, by Raywid, and IﬁeiCen$ngiaﬁ&,th37$;h9915, by Nelson
and Robefts!g The Raywid book, based upon her doctoral dissertaticﬁ,

in the United States, in most cases ultra-right-wing political and
economic radieals.3 She notes that there was a "lull in demands for
teacher investigation and textbook censorship" during the mid-iifties;
the last major textbook "evaluation'" effort died in 1953,4 However,

the late fifties brought.a resurgence. In 1959, the Textbook Evaluation
Committee of the organization known as America's Future began operations;
by June of 1960 they already had reviewed fifty baoks.s "This Committee
came into being because of much evidence of socialist andagther ﬁro—

paganda in textbooks currently in our public schools," and works to

Lee a. Burress, Jr., How Censorship Affects the School, Wisconsin
Council of Teachers of English, Special Bulletin No. 8, Oshkosh, The
Council, October 1963, p. 4, 3. . 1

EMary Ann Raywid, The Ax-Grinders: Critics of our Public Schools,
New York, The Macmillan Company, 1962, 260 p; Jack Nelson and Gene
Roberts, Jr., The Censors and the Schools, Bostonm, Little, Brown and
Company, 1963, 208 p. ) , .

3Raywid, op. cit., book jacket. “Ibid., p. 123. ~Ibid., p. 1250

6Ihis statement appears on the cover sheet attached to “Textbook
Evaluation Reports" prepared by the Textbook Evaluation Committee of
America's Future, Inc. . ' :

23
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srovide--without cost=-="objective evaluations" of textbooks to-anyone
P J y

intérested. The Social Studies are their primary concern, but they
also have reviewed English texts, looking for evidence $£ undesirable
“liberalism."

Nelsaﬁ and Roberts, both newspapermen, also were concerned about
the activities of America's Future and those of other greuPSﬁ-primarily
of the right-wing--who work toward censorship of textbooks. They, too,
felt that there had been an upswing in censorship activities in recent
years. "In nearly a third of our state legislatufes,’textboeks came'
under fifé from the early part of 1958 unti? *%: .ad of 1962. Censor~-
ship groups stepped up their activities in 19¢i _..w 1962, Thelr suc-
cesses, coupled with the proliferation of right-wing groups to distri-
bute their propaganda and to join in their attacks on books, portended
even more activities for 1963 and afzer_“l

In this book, they directed attention to what they perceived to

" be organized and successful attempts by ultraconservative groups to
influence--by direct and indirect pressures on publishers and legis-
lators--the contents as well as the selection of textbooks. The text-
books and library books involved were, again, most often from the ,
Social Sﬁudiest However, one of the major forces in these activities,
the Daughters of the American Revolution, included English texts in ite
"Textbook Stuc’ly;“2 evaluating them on the basis of -their patriotism oxr 1.

éubversivengssi ,in addition to attacking books because they contain

‘1 3ack Nelson and Gene Roberts, Jr., ihe,Cen§Ofs and the Schools,
Boston, Little, Brown and Company, 1963, p. 20.

ZNational Sacieﬁy; Daughters of the American Revolution, Natiomal =

Defense Committee, "Textbook Study 1958-59," Washington, D.C., The
Society, n.d., 20 p. , _ BRI ®
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Weontroversial" material, or do not approach a subject from the point
ﬁf view of thé!eensgr, Nelson and Roberts' reports pointed up two other
non-professional grounds for cansérehip fraequently used by thase groups:
the undesirable present or past affiliations of the author, and the
similarly undesirable affiliations of authors listed in bibliographies
or suggested for collateral reading.,

The March 1962 issue of the American Book Publishers Council's

Freedom-to-Read Bulletin was devoted to a review of "Attacks on Books

in U.S. Schools During 1961," and reported specific incidents in
eighteen states.l Peter Jenﬁisan, the editor at that time, was con-
vinced that the mcs; "far-reaching" activities against books during
1961 were in the area.gf school bcéks-e"particulafly the 20th century
classics'~--and that "administrators [wefe] often reluctant to do battle
K in behalf of their libra:y and classroom ﬁse;"z He noted, hcwever, that
in the incidents cited, '"when educators and tﬁe ancillary boards of
education [stood] firm iﬁ defense of the professionally guided use of
such books, the éppasitian usually [ subsided] quiekly."3
Referring to some of the groups studied by Raywid and Nelson
and Roberts, he sald that those '"veterans' groups and venerablca-1;i.':1'u,%a-gé._‘__~
societies" were still major forcés in attacking textbooks and had been
joined by-ather gfaups, such as the White Citizens Council and the John
Birch Society, all of them concerned about the communistic leanings of 1+
textbook authors and their writing. But, “with:the advancing use of

lower priced paperbound books in schabi; pafticuiariygin Eﬁgliih

! pmerican Book Publishers Council, Inc., Freedom-to-Read Bulletin,
5:1-12, March 1962, Entire issue. _ ‘ L
2 R 3
Q ‘ Ibidi’ Pi 1- lbidr. Pi 2i

s
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and Social Stuﬁles classes, those who oppose their use . . . are most
often a handful of parents or conservative ministers or both." Their
accusation is one "more highly charged emotionally," that of ﬁebeeenity.“
Much this same point was made by Strout in a slightly earlier article:

", . . parental targets are, for the most part, the trade books which
ere on 'required reading' lists--or just simply seheel library shelves.
While the target of pressure groups and legislators is usually political

content, the parents' watchful eye is on the moral content--the 'frankness'

of the book. . .“2 "Immorality" and "obscenity" were the charges

most frequently made against Catcher in the Rye which Jennison noted in

Fall 1963 "now has the dubious honor of being the most consistently
" damned book in this country's public school systems."

The authors cited thus far were not the only ones alarmed by
the nature and scope of schoolbook censorship activities during the
late fifties and early sixties. While the general public may have
appeared largely apathetic or unaware of the situation, as charged by
Jennison in hi; 1963 publication, Freedcn;,tg@Read,4 a number of organi-
zations produced pfegrems and publications on the subject of school-

book censorship during the period 1962-64. Among these groups were:

-

Lamerican Book Publishers Council, Inc., Freedom-to-Read Bulletin,
5:2, March 1962.

- : ¥

chneld E. Strout, "Intellectual Freedom Landmarks: 1955-60,"
Reprinted from the Library Journal, June 1 and August 1961 issues.
Unpaged. . _ P

' BAmerieaﬁ Book Publishers Council, Inc., Freedom=-to-Read Bulletin,
6:8, Fall 1963.

4Petef Jennison, Freedom to Read, Public Affairs Pamphlet No, 344,
New York, Public Affeirs Committee, 1963, 20 p. , :
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American Libfa}y Association; American Civil iiberties Union; National
Education Association; American Book Publishers Council; and the National
Council of Jewiéh Women. During this same period, both the National
Education Association and the American Association of School Administra-
tors devoted annual convention program time to discussions of censor-
ship in the schools, and the entire 1963iGonf3fence sponsored by the
Freedom of Information Center was devoted to '"The Contemporary Encroach-

ment on the Students' Right to Read.”" 1In addition to publishing The

Students' Right to Read, the National Council of Teachers of Engiish'
during the same period held Convention programs, passed resolutions,
published articles in its journals and newsletter, senﬁ speakers to
meetings around the country, and tried to fiil requests for helﬁ and
information from teachers and administrators involved in local censor-
ship incidents.

A review of éll of this material led to the conclusion that
these groups believed: (a) that there was a prabiem, (b) that school-
_bc@k censorship incidents were occurring with distressing frequency,
and (c) that both professional educators and laymen should be awakgned
to take action to check the further spread of censorship. However,
little if anf new iﬁfgrmaticnlwas provided; tﬁa pOblications énd speeches

reviewed and rehashed newspaper reports of specific incidents or provided

undocumented descriptions of the general situation. For the most part, ,

they consisted of warnings, exhortations, resolutions, and programs of
" action to deal with censorship threats. e
Based on what little research there was to be found, and upon

the wealth of opinion and impressionistic data located in the search

of the literature since 1953, the'following summary impressions remained:

27
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Schoolbook ;eﬁ;orship goes in cycles, as do other forms of censorship
and other forms of criticism of the schools. The end of the fifties
and the early sixties were marked by an upsufge in such censorship.
Textbooks were not the most common subject of complaint about the
schools, but they ranked high; Social Studies outranked English as the
subject matter of textbooks receiving most criticism. Pressure groups
were concerned most with the political content, specifically the "anti-
Americanism" or "liberalism' of books used in the schools, particélarly
textbooks. -Eareﬁts were more concerned about thé morality, obscenity,
and. language of the trade books which were on reading lists or in the
library. There was, in addition, a good deal of internal censorship by i
school and library personnel that eliminated books before they évgf

reached the handé of the student reader.



20

CHAPTER IIX

PROCEDURES

Questionnaire Pre-Test

A first draft of the questionnaire was prepared follnwing the
search of available literature on the subject and interviews with people
actively involved in dealing with schoolbook censorship problems. Re-
visions were made based upon criticisms from consultants and colleagues,
and a final draft duplicated for use in a pilot survey. A copy of the
questionnaire, covering letter, and evaluation sheet (see Appendix A,
pages 110-115) were mailed to each member of the New York State 1963-64
Academic Year Institute conducted by the Department of English and Foreign
Languages, Teachers College, Columbia University. All of the Imnstitute
members were professional teachers of English, with from two to twenty
years of experience in the field, and all were employed in fullltime
teaching positions at the time of the pilot survey. c

Thirty-six quéstiannaifés were sent out; twenty-six were fecurneﬂ;
for a 72.2 per cent response. )In carrying out the pre-test, it was not
assumed that the returns would serveias accurate predictors of either
the percentage or the patterns of response which might be expected in
the actual study. Rather, the pre—test'was conducted to aid in the
in this regard. That some questions were misleading’ or ambiguous
was immediately made evident by the answers they elicited. Further

evidence of ambiguity came from the comments made by respondents .

29
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on the evaluation page and from their compliance with the investigator's
request to place an "x'" by any items which seemed unclear or ennfusing{

The pilot responses were of assistance in at least two other
ways as well. 1In the final questionnaire, as the number of open form
questions was reduced, pilot responses helped to provide possible |
categories fe; response when items were changed from open to closed
form. Second? the respondents' estimates of time required for campiétién

of the pilot questionnaire aided in determining the length of the final

version.

Questionnaire Construction

On the basis of the pilot responses, further conmsultation, and
additianalrfeadi‘pgi a final revision of the questic?naire was prepared.
The length, format, and type of questiép (primarily closed form) were
designed to keep the time and effort required of the respondent to a
minimum,' Pilot étudyfpafﬁicipanﬁs had indicated that the d;aft question~ -
naire required from three to fifteen minutes to campleée; it was esti-
mated that the final questionnaire would require an average of ten
minutes.

A significant difference between the pilot study and the actual
invéstigatien was that the word "censorship" was not used anywhere in
elther the finai questionnaire of the guvering letter, although it ha§
appeared in the.pilct letter. There were two reasons for this: first,
it was felt that, however defined, censorship was a senéitive issue
and that the word itseif might triggét an emétignalngSFQnge or cause
! people to hesitate to answer questions about iti ,Seéond, asking people

about their experienée with censorship would require them to make a
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judgment in advance of answering questions, based upon their individual
definitions of censorship. It seemed desirable to avoid this by asking
for relatively objective data without using the word *censorship."

Even without use of the term, it was realized éhat many'reév
cipients of the questionnaire would recognize that the questions wafé
concerned with censorship and might feel reluctant to respond, and that
others-~regardless of the subject under investigation--might hesitate
to reply for fear that their answers would not be held in confidence.
Nevertheless, it was decided :hat it was necessary to identify re=-
spondents in some fashion in order to make follow-up of nqn-respondents
possible, and that this should not be concealed from the questionnaire
recipients. To that purpose, "Code #" was printed at the end of the
quéstiannaire‘aﬂd a number staﬁped in'calored ink in eéch case. The

statement "All replies will be treated confidentially" immediately

preceded the code number.

Universe and Sample

The initial population from which the sample was to be drawn
was the membefship of the Secondary Section of the National Council of
English teachers. Accordingly, from the national headquarters of tﬁé
Council, an IBM list was obtained which igclude@ all persons holding
regular membérship‘in the Secondary Section as of March 1964. After
elimination of members residing outside the coﬂtinentai Uaited States,
the remaining list contaiﬁed 23,435 names. The sam#le was drawn by
selecting every twenty-fifth name on the list, beginning with the ran-

1

domly selected number seven, and resulting in a total sample of 939 names.

. A4
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Questionnaire Distribution and Response

On May 11, 1964, a copy of the questionnaire, covering letter
(see Appendix B, pages 116~120) and return addressed envelope, were mailed
to every person in the sample group. By the end of the fourth week after
mailing, 584 responses had been received, a 62.1 per cent (N=939) re-
sponse. However, the number of responses per week had diminished
markedly from a high of 329 received during the second week after mail~
ing to a low of 27 during the fourth week.
In the hope of increasing:bcth the weekly rate of response and
the final tctal response, on June 9, 1964, a fallawﬁup letter (see
Appendix C, page 121) was mailed to every non—respondent (N=355), again
with a copy 'of the questionnaire and return envelope enclosed.: The
response did increase, to a high of 91 during the second week after
- the follow-up mailing, then dropped again to 32 received during the
fourth week after follow-up.
The arbitrarily pre-determined cut-off date for receipt of re-
spénses was July 7, eight weeks after the first mailing. By that time,
a total of 767 questionnaires had been returned for an 81.6 per cent
response (N=939). Additional questionnaires were received after the
cut-off date and, although they were not included in tabulations of

. *
responses, they were counted and brgught the final actual total of re-

turns to 783, or 83.4 per cent (N=939). .

| Population Responding

0f the total body of responses received by the cut-off date,

only nine, or 1.17 per cent (N=767), were not ugable. These were ones

32
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which had been returned entirely blank or with more than half of é%e
items unanswered. *

A second group of responses was eliminated--by design--after
the first tabulation. The study was concerned only with secondary
school teachers of English currently employed in public schools,
However, the membership of the Secondary Section of the National
Council of TeéghEES of English was known to include beople who were

employed in private or parochial secondary schools, in colleges, or

in other positions not relevant to the study. Since the Council head-. ..

quarters was unable to identify these people or to remuwve their names
from the list provided, it was probable that some of them would fall
within the sample. The problem then was to identify them through the
qgestionnaire; to obtain from them a reply indicating their status
without asking them to respond to the body of questionnaire items.

To encourage returns from that group, this statement was in-
cluded in the ;cver;ng letter: "If you are not at present a teacher
of English in a public secandarynéchaal, will you kindly check the
appropriate answer to the first question and return the quéstionnaire:
Your response will be important in the final tabulation of returns.”
The first questionnaire 1@39 asked. "Which of the following statemenés
applies to you?" and provided, as the second of two possible answers,
"I am not cuzréﬁtly_employed as a teacher of English in a public
éecondary school; therefore I am returning the questionnaire to you
unanswered.'" A total of 142 respondents, or iS.SI peg cent of the
responding group (N=767), checked :hiﬁ response. .

The remainder of the respondents, 616 or 80;05 per cent (N=767),

checked the answer "I am currently employed as a teacher of English in

LA
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a public secondary school." Their respaﬁées serve as the basis for the

remainder of this report.

Summary of Responses

Questionnaires in original mailing.secereascoanera939
Responses received before 8-week cut=0ff...ieseses767 81.6%
Not usable (blank, incomplete).ees.ee. 9

Not currently teaching English
in public secondary schooleeseeeeseslb2

Currently teaching English in
public secondary 5chool.cccentesess 616

Responses received after cut=off dat@seviesssccess 16

Total number of responses..aai.......a......a....:783 83.47%

. 34
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CHAPTER IV
FINDINGS: CENSORSHIP--THE CONTEXT
o
The questionnaire items were ordered so that respondents were
expected to answer all questions from tﬁe second through the twenty-
third. The twenty-third question asked: '"During the past two years,

has anyone specifically objected to, or asked for the removal of, any

courses you teach?" Anyone who replied negatively to that query was
directed to skip to the thirtyﬁfouftﬁ item which merely thanked him
and directed him to return the questionnaire in the envelope pro-
vidéd;' Those who answered the twenty-third question positively ’
were then asked to name the books to which some objection~had been
made and to provide additional information about each incident of
objection,

Of the 616 respondents currently employed as teachers of
English in the pubiic secgndéry schools, 78 (12.6 yer cent) replied
positively on that item. Examination of their responges showed that
at least one incident reported by each of these respondents would
fall within the definition of censorship used in this study. (Thig ‘
will be discussed in greater detail at a later poin; in the rgpoft.)

In tabulating the remainder of the questions to which answers

. a y
were expected from all respondents, it seemed desirable to discover
whether the responses from teachers who reported no censorship ex~

perience during the periad under study differed from those of teachers

who had some such exﬁerience to report. Therefore, all responses to '
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questions two through seventeen, and nineteen through twenty-two, were

cross-tabulated with the responses to question twenty=three.
. ' *
The Teachers

Highest degree or equivalent. As shown in Table I, Slighé?y

more than half (51.8 per cent) of all the teachers responding had
campletgd‘advanéed degrees--master's, doctorates=--or equivalent credits.
However, the teachers reporting éénsorship experience had a higher per-
centage of advanced degrees than did those rgparting no censorship.
Either the master's or doctoral degree (or equivalent credits) was held
by 55.1 per cent of those with eensarship experience, ecmpare& to 51.3
per cent of the '"no censorship'" group. The percentage was higher for

_ the. group with censorship expefiénce on both the master's and the
doctoral levels.

-

Recency of training. The teachers reporting censorship experience

tended to have earmed the;f highest degrees or equivalent credits more

recently than those not reporting censorship incidents. (See Table II.)

Within the former group, 61.5 per cent hdd completed these degfees since

1954, compared to 53.7 per cent of the latter group. '
Examination of this same tabie reveals other i;te:esting points.'

While the difference between'the two groups in regard to recency of

training appears in the reports for 1954 through 1963, there is almost  ,

no difference between them in the 1964 percentages. There was approxi-

mately the same percentage of teachers with degrees eéfﬁed in 1964

within the group with censorship experience as in ;ﬁé group with none.

At the other end of the téble, however, their highest degree had been earned

prior to 1944 by a larger percentage (23.2) of those who reported no
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TABLE I
HIGHEST DEGREE OR EQUIVALENT CREDITS REPORTED
-
Teachers Teachers
t Reporting Reporting Total
Degree or Credits Censorship No Censorship
n=78 n=538 n=616
No. % . No. % No. %
Normal school (1] 0 1 .2 1 .2
-.
Bachelor's 35 44.9 260 48.3 295 47.9
Master's 40 51.3 265 49.3 305 49.5
Doctorate 3 3.8 11 2.0 14 2.3
NA, not usable 0 0 1 .2 1. 2
7



TABLE II

DATE OF COMPLETION OF HIGHEST DEGREE

Teachers Teachers
Reporting Reporting Total
Date Censorship No Censorship
- n=78 n=538 n=616
No. % No. % No. %
1964 3 3.8 17 3.2 20 3.2
1959 - 1963 31 39.8 195 36.2 226 36.7
1954 - 1958 14 17.9 77 14.3 91 14.8 .
1949 - 1953 6 7.7 52 9.7 58 9.4
1944 - 1948 5 6.4 25 4.6 30 4.9
pre - 1944 10 12.8 125 23.2 135 21.9
NA, not usable 9 11.5 47 8.7 56 9.1
.if
,;f)
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censorship expeéience than of those reporting incidents (12.8).

This question had a high rate of ﬂﬁnérespcﬂse (9.1 per cent),
the reasons for which are not clear. It may have been due to the
reluctance of many people to give answers which can reveal age; how-
ever, two questions on length of service each had less than one per
cent non-response. The question itself may have been confusing.

While no attempt was made to ﬁally separately the number of question-
naires which had no response to this question and those which had!
non-usable responses, there appeafed to be a number of non-usable

ones. These included answers such as "'senior,'" "4.,'" and "8."

Type of training institution. The questiomnaire recipients

were asked to name the institution from which they received their
;highest degree; their responses were then categorized as shown in
Table III. More than half of all the teachers responding were grad-
uates of universities (52.6 per cent of the teachers reporting censor=
ship; 54.3 per cent of those reporting no censorship). But, the
teachers with censorship experience included a larger proportion of
liberal arts college graduates (21.8 per cent) than was found in the
group with no censorship experience (15.1 per!GEﬁt) and a smaller pro-
péttion of state and teachers college graduates (20.5 per cent) than
in the "no censorship'" group (27.1 per cent).

Major subject studie§§' Another immediately visible difference

between the two groups of teachersy was found in the responses to the

quésticn of "major," which were categorized merely as "English" and

"other," as éeen in Table IV. A higher percentage of majons in English

was fcuﬁd within the‘group which had had censarship'experience (71.8

per cent) than in the group with no such experience (64.9 per cént)i
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TABLE III

TYPE OF INSTITUTION GRANTING HIGHEST DEGREE.

Teachers Teachers
, Reporting Reporting Total
Type of Institution Censorship No Censorship

n=78 n=538 - n=616
No. % No. % . No. %
University 41 52.6 292  54.3 333 54.1
Liberal arts college 17 21.8 81 15.1 98 15.9
State college 12 15.4 97 18.0 109 17.7
' Teachers college 4 5.1 ° 49 9.1 53 8.6
Other 0 0.0 - 10 1.8 10 1.6
NA, not usable 4 5.1 9 1.7 13 2.1




TAEBLE IV

MAJOR SUBJECT STUDIED FOR HIGHEST DEGREE

32

Teachers Teachers

Reporting Reporting Total
Major Subject Censorship No Censorship '

n=78 n=538 n=616

No. % No. % No. %
English 56 71.8 349 64.9 405 65.8
Other 19 24.4 179 33.3 198 32.1
NA, not usable 3 3.8 10 1.9 13 2.1

£
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Experience in teaching English. The teachers with cemsorship

incidents to report ranged from beginning teachers with less than a

year of experience to veterans of more than twenty years in the field.
l As a whole, they had had somewhat less experience teaching English

than those reporting no censorship. The greatest difference be-

tween the groups (see Table V) appears in the categories of from

two to ten years of experience: 61.6 per cent of the '"censorship"

group fell within this range, compared to 51.7 of thei"na censorship"

group. |

Special attention should be paid to the two ends of the table
as well. Whiie 11.2 per cent of Ehe.grgup as a whole, and 11.5 per
cent»of the "no censorship" group had taught English for one year or
less, a smalier percentage (9.0) of the "censorship” g:ouphfell'within

" this categary__ A heavier percentage of less experiénced teachers may
have had éensarshiﬁ experience to réport, but this was not true of
the real "beginningf teachers, the ones with less than a year of
teaching in the field behind them.

On the other end, it was not only the relatively less experienced
teachers who had censorship incidents to report: 16,7 per cent of the
"censorship' group had taught for more than twenty years. This
éctually was slightly higher than the percentage (15.8) in that ex~
perience category of those with no censorship experignce.

Length of service in present position. Again, the "eensored"”

group included a range from teachers with less than qné;year of service
in their current positions to those who had heid the same position for
more than twenty years. (See Table VI.) Some of the same general

patterns seemed to hold aé in the previous question, More than

AT



TABLE V

YEARS OF EXPERIENCE TEACHING ENGLISH

Teachers Teachers
Reporting Reporting Total
Number of Years Censorship No Censorship
n=78 n=538 n=616
No. % No. % No. %
:
1l year or less 7 9.0 62 11.5 69 11.2
2 - 5 years 29 37.2 157 29.2 186 39.2
6 - 10 years 19 24.4 121 22.5 140 22.7
11 - 15 years 6 7.7 68 12.6 74 12.0
16 - 20 years 4 5.1 42 7.8 46 7.5
More than 20 years 13 16.7 85 15.8 98 15.9
NA, not usable i 0 0 3 6 3 .5
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TABLE V1
LENGTH OF SERVICE IN PRESENT POSITION
Teachers Teachers ' °
Reporting Reporting Total
Number of Years Censorship No Censarship
n=78 ‘ n=538 n=616
— ———
No. % No. % No. %
1 year or less 13 16.7 103 19.1 116 18.8
2 - 5 years 31 39.7 223  41.4 254  41.2
6 - 10 years 20 25.6 98 18.2 118 19.2
11 = 15 years 5 6.4 34 6.3 39 6.3
16 - 20 years 1 1.3 35 6.5 36 5.8
Moxre than 20 years 7 9.0 42 7.8 49 8.0
NA, not usable -~ 1 1.3 3 .6 4 ;6
B i’
e
s";
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two-thirds (65.3 per cent) of the group with censorship experience had

held their positions from two to ten years compared to 59.6 per cent
-4

of the "no censorship” group. A higher percentage of the '""no censorship"

group féll within the '"one year or less" category (19.1 pgf cent,
compared to 16.7 per cent of the "censorship" group). A ﬁigher SZ:-
centage of the '"censorship' group than of ;hé “no censorship" group
(9.0 per cent compared to 7.8 per cent) repﬂrtéd more than tﬁenty years
of service in the same pasiticn._ |

Grade level ci@ptgsﬁnt,Egglishﬂ;ga;hingjassignmEﬁ;; While the

major portion (80.7 per cent) of the tctgl group of respondents was
teaching on the senioi high school level, there were differences between
the sub-groups. (See Table VII.) A greater percentage of the teachers
re?crting censgfship experience tSB.S per cent) taught in grades nine
through twelve than did those with no censorship experienge to report
(79.6).

Teacicr's self-description. The first purely subjective question

aslked respondents to describe themselves "in regard te political and
social issues" by'seiectiﬂg one of three.édjecﬁives provided: 'con~
servative," "middle-of-the-road," or "liberal." . Table VIIIL shéws
that:, of the "censorship" group, 42.3.pef cent saw themseives as
"liberal," 37.2 per centvas "middle-of-the-road," and i9¢2 per cent as o
"conservative.” Major diffefences appgarlin camﬁaring these responses .
with those of ﬁhe "no cepsorship" graupi A much smaller ﬁercentage
(25.6) of the latter group selecﬁgd "liberal" as self;;escriptiVE;

a much larger percentage (54.8) selected “miﬁdle—éfi;he-faad." A
slightly smaller pércenﬁage (18.0) selectéd “;ansefvative,“ téug making

the "no censorship" group as a ‘whole more of a "middle" group, with

A
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TABLE VII
GRADE LEVEL TEACHING ASSIGNMENT IN ENGLISH
Teachers Teachers
Reporting Reporting Total
Grade : ~ Censorship No Censorship
n=78 n=538 n=616 ,
No. % No. % '~ =No. %
7th/8th grade(s) 7 5.0 96 17.8 103 16.7
9th/10th grade(s) ' 34 43.6 227 42.2 261 42.4
11th/12th grade(s) 35 44.9 201 37.4 236 38.3
All grades 0 0 10 1.9 10 1.6
WA, not usable 2 2.6 4 .7 6 1.0
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TABLE VIIIL
SELF-DESCRIPTION IN TERMS OF POLITICAL
_AND SOCTAL ISSUES
Teachers: Teachers
Reporting Reporting Total
- Self-Description Censorship No Censorship
‘ n=78 n=538 n=616
No. % No. % No. %
Conservative 15 19.2 57 18.0 112 18.2
Middle-of=the-Road 29 37.2 295 54.8 324 52.6
Liberal 33 42.3 138 25.6 171 27.8
NA, not usable 1 1.3 8 1.5 9 1.5
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its members seeing themselves as less sharply defined than did the
members of the "censorship'" group.

Comparison of self-description with community description. Some=

what later in the questionnaire, respondents were asked to choose one
from this same set of adjectives to describe the community in which they
were teaching. The responses to these two questions in each case were
examined to see whether the same or a different adjective was selected
by the teacher to dgscribe himself and to describe the community. (See
Table IX.) Ten per cent more of the group reporting censorship eiﬁ
perience (64.1 per cent) than of the '"no censorship" group (54.1 per

cent) saw themselves as different from the community,.

The Ccmmgnity

Type of community. (See Table X.) The largest percentage of

teachers in the "censorship" group were employed in suburban areas
(43.5 per cent), while the largest percentage of the "no gensorship"
teachers worked in urban communities (39.4 per ceﬂtfi- Of the "censé:s
ship" group, 16.7 per cent described the community as “rural“;-22.4§pg:
cent of the "no censorship" group did so. | .

8ize of community. In general, the teachers reporting censor-

ship experience came from larger communities than did those with no
censorship experience. (See Table X1.) Gamﬁaringithe—twe groups, a
higher percentage of the “censorshipﬁ group came from communities
aver’s0,0DO in pqpulaticﬁ.(ﬁo.z per éent, compared to 27.8 per cent).

A higher percentage of the "no censorship" group camé from communities
under 50,000 (56.6 ﬁer cencicnmpa:ed to 44;9 per cent). The perc;ntage

of blank and non-usable answers was high'(IS.S per cent total) on this

a8



TABLE IX
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COMPARISON OF SELF~DESCRIPTION AND COMMUNITY DESCRIPTION
. IN REGARD TO POLITICAL AND SOCIAL, ISSUES

Teachers Teachers

Reporting Reporting Total
Comparison Censorship No Censorship

= n=78 n=538 n=616

No. . % No. % No. %
Different 50 64.1 291 54.1 341 . 55.4
Identical 27 34.6 242 45,0 269  43.7
NA, not usable 1 1.3 5 .9 6 1.0
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TABLE X
TYPE OF COMMUNITY IN WHICH SCHOOL IS LOCATED
Teachers Teachers
Reporting Reporting Total
Type of Community Censorship No Censorship
n=78 n=538 n=616
No. % No. % No. %
Urban 27 34.6 212 39.4 239 38.9
Suburban 34 43.5 185 . 34.4 219 35.5
Rural 13 16.7 120 22.4 133 21.6
NA, not usable 1 1.3 12 2.2 13 2.1
More than one answer 3 4.0 9 1.7 12 2.0

o0
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TABLE XI

SIZE OF COMMUNITY IN WHICH SCHOOL IS LOCATED

Teachers Teachers
Reporting Reporting Total
Size »f Community Censorship Ne Censorship
. n=78 n=538 n=616
No. % No. % No. %
Under 2,500 6 7.7 56 10.4 62 10.0
2,500 - 9,999 7 9.0 96 17.8 103 16.7
10,000 - 49,999 22 28.2 153 28.4 175 28.4
50,000 -~ 249,999 24 30.8 93 17.3 117 19.0
250,000 - 999,999 5 6.4 40 7.5 45 7.3
1,000,000 or more 3 3.8 16 3.0 19 3.1
NA, not usable ° 11 14.2 84 15.6 95. 15.5
I ¢
*
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question. The response rate might have been higher had answer cate-
gories been provided.

Description of community. When asked to describe the community,

the largest percentage (46.2) of teachers in the "censorship" group
selected the term "middle-of-the-road,” although this was a smaller
percentage than of those i; the "no‘ceﬁsarship“ group (51.9) who

chose this description. (See TaElg XII.) Not only did the Eeéchets with
censorship experience see themselves as more sharply defined‘than did
those in the "mo censorship'" group (see pages 38 and 39), but ;hey §¥gg
saw their communities in'chis way. Within the "censorship" group, 42.3
per cent named their communities "eanservative,h compared éo 37.2
per cent in the "no censorship' group; 10.2 called them "liberal,"

compared to 7.6 per cent in the '"no censorship'" group.

Amount of publi;ﬁ;r;ticisﬁ of local schools. Maré‘than half

of all the respondents (54.2 per cent) indicated that there had deen
"much" or "some" public criticism of the schools in the community.
(See Table XIII.) However, while the 'mo cenéorship“ group, repoxged
"that in 52.8 per cent of their communities there hadibeen-"much" or
"some" criticism, teachers with censorship experience rePafted a
total of 64.1 per cent (15.4 per cent "much'; 48.7 per cent "some'').
The percentage reporting "none' was cgﬁsidefably lower in tbé "cen-
sorship" group (11l.5 pér éent}ithan in the "no censorship" gfoﬁp
(23.4 per cent). '

Subject of public eriticism of local schools. .(See Table XIV.)

More than one answer was permissible in response to the queétion of
-
the subject of public criticisms of the schools. "School costs" led

the list, having been reported im 36.6 per cent of the 805 repliea.

Y=



-

44
o
TABLE XI1
DESCRIPTION OF COMMUNITY IN REGARD
TO SOCIAL AND POLITICAIL ISSUES
Teachers Teachers
‘ Reporting Reporting Total
Description ’ Censorship No Censorship '
n=78 n=538 n=616
No. % No. % No. %
Conservative 33 42.3 200 37.2 233 37.8
Middle-of-the-Road 36 46.2 279 51.9 = 415  51.1
Liberal o 8§ 10.2 41 7.6 49 8.0
NA, not usable © 1 1.3 18 3.3 19. 3.1
o




TABLE XIII

AMOUNT OF PUBLIC CRI%ICISH OF LOCAL SCHOOLS

7 L
Teachers Teachers
Reporting Reporting Total
Amount of Criticism Censorship No Censorship
n=78 n=538 n=616
No. % No. % ‘No. %
Much ’ 12 15.4 78  14.5 90 14.6
Some 38 48.7 206 38.3 244  39.6
Little 18 23.1 113 21.0 131 21.3
None 9 11.5 126 23.4 135  21.9
NA, not usable 1 1.3 15 2.8 16 2.6
-

24
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TABLE XIV
SUBJECT OF PUBLIC CRITICISM OF LOCAL SCHOOLS
Teachers Teachers
% Reporting Reporting Total
Subject of Criticism Censorship No Censorship
n=126 _ n=679 - n=805
No. 7 No. % No. %
School costs 44  34.9 251 37.0 295 36.6
Curriculum 16 12.7 107 15.8 123 15.3
Textbooks 22 17.5 62 9.1 84 10.4
Teachers 17 13.5 109 16.0 126 15.6
Other 26 20.6 132 19.4 158 19.6
Don't know 1 .8 18 2.6 19 2.4
* .
More than one answer possible.
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It was mentioned most frequently by both the teachers reporting cefi-
sorship experience (34.9 per cent, N=126) and those in'the_“nc censor=
ship" group (37.0 per cent, N=679). Botﬁ of the sub—grbups‘ranked
"other" subjects second;.an examination of the "other" responses sug-
gests that many or most of them could be classified as "policies" or’
"administration." 7
In chg reports of the '"censorship" group, "teEtbaaks" were
third in frequency of menticn.(17.5 per éent), failcwe&gby ﬁteachers?
and "curriculum." In the "no censorship" gréup responses, ﬁtexﬁbonké"
! ranked last in frequency, ﬁreceded by "teachers" and "eurriculum." o

Curricular area of textbooks criticized by public. If thef

had reported "textbooks'" as one subject of public criticism, the

this had occurred.  (Again, more than one answer was pcssiblg, as
noted in Table XV.) 1In communities where teachers reporting censor-
ship were employed, "English textbooks were most frequently criticized
(46.2 per cent, N=39), followed by Social Studies, Mathematics, and
Science, in that order. This was not the case, however, in the

' communities where the "no censorship" group worked. 1In their reparts;
Social Studies texts ranked first (éi.l, N=129) as taﬁgets for
criticism, followed=--in order-=-by Eéglish, Hatﬁematics, and Science.

Criticisms of textbooks by public. Because of the way im which

this question Was phrased ("What criticism was made of the books?"), it v
was not possible tof&e:ermiﬁe which particular criticisms applieé'fa

which textbooks. Here, too, more than one answer was posaible. (See:

Table XVI.) "Gbseéne, vulgar'" was the specific eriti%iap checked most

frequentiy‘byrche teachers in the "censorship" group (30 per cent,

26
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TABLE XV
CURRICULAR AREA OF TEXTBOOKS CRITICIZED BY PUBLIC
Teachers | Teachers
* Reporting Reporting Total
Curricular Area Censorship No Censorship
n=39 n=129 n=168
No. % No. % No. A
Social Studies 9 23.1 53 41,1 62 36.9
English 18 46.2 38  29.5 56 33.3
Mathematics 3 7.7 17 13.2 20 11.9
Science 7 17.9 13 10.1 20 11.9
Other 1 2.6 5 3.9 6 3.6
Don't know 1 2.6 3 2.3 4 2.4
More than one answer possible.



TABLE XVI

CRITICISMS OF TEXTBOOKS BY PUBLIC

Teachers Teachers
% Reporting Reporting Total
Criticism Censorship No Censorship
n=50 n=119 n=169
No. % No. % No. %
Out of date 8 16.0 12 10.1 20 11.8
Inaccurate 3 6.0 11 9.2 14 8.3
Poorly written 2 4,0 9 7.6 11 6.5
Communistic, Socialistic 7 14,0 14 11.7 21 12.4
Un-American | 6 12.0 19 16.0 25  14.8
Inadequate coverage 4 8.0 21 17.6 25 1488
Ogscene, vulgar . _ 15 30.90 15 12.6 .30 17.8
Other 5 10.0 14 11.8 19 11.2
Don't know ' 0 0 4 3.4 4 2.4

« .
More than one answer possible.
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n=50), followed by "out of date" with 16 percent, “communistic, socialis-
tic" with 14 per cent, and "un-American," 12 per cént.

No one criticism wasbmentioned as'often by the "no censorship" group
as was "obscenity" by the "censorship" group. "Inadequate coverage".
led in reports by the "no Censorship".group, wlth 17 6 per cent (n'119),

followed by "un-American" (16 per cent), then by "obscene, vulgar"

(12.6 per cent), "other" (11.8 per cent) and "communistic,‘socialis&ic"

(11.7 per cent).
The Scheool

School enrollment. Compared to the teachers without censorship

experience to report, teachers in the "censorship" group more often
worked in moderately large (1500-3499 bupils) schéols, less often in very
small (less than 500 pupils) schools. Summarizing from Table XVII,

44.8 per cent of the "censorship" group teachers were employed in

schools with 1500 teo 3499 pupils; compared to 29.9 per cent of the

"no censorship" group; 6;4‘perfcent of the "censorship" group worked

,in schools witﬁ legs than 500 pupils, compqred to 17.7.of the '"no
censorship'" group. There was only a slight (approximately 1 per cent)’
difference‘between the two groups in the percentages'of those who

held positions in schoolé of 500 to.1499,pupils, and in schools of

3500 or more. ‘

School curricula. Responses to the question "Which of the

following curricula are provided in the school in which you teach?"
were categorized in two different ways, as shown in Table XVIIZ.
Compared to the "no censorship" group, a higher percentage of.Ceachers

.reporting cenaoréhip experience work in schools with multiple curricula

. a9



TABLE XVII “

SIZE OF SCHOOL ENROLLMENT

Teachers Teachers
Reporting Reporting Total
Size of School Censorship No Censorship
n=78 n=538 n=616
No. % No. % No. %
Less than 500 5 6.4 95 17.7 .100 16.2
500 - 1499 37 47.4 263 48.9 300 48.7
1500 - 2499 26 33.3 121 22.5. 147 23.9
25006 - 3499 9 11.5 40 7.4 49 8.0
3500 or more 1 1.3 12 2.2 13 2.1
NA, not usable o o 7 1.3 7 1.1




TABLE XVIII

CURRICULA PROVIDED IN SCHOOL

Teachers Teachers
Reporting Reporting Total
Curricula Censorship No Censorship
n=78 n=538 n=616
No. 7% No. % No. %
Multiple curricula 69 88.5 437 8l.2 506 82.1
single curriculum 7 9.0 89 16.5 96 15.6
NA, not usable 2 2.5 - 12 2.2 14 2.3
c.p.” included 71 91.c 455 84.6 526 85.4
C.P. not included 5 6.4 71 13.2 76 12.3

NA, not usable ) 2 2.5 12 2,2 14 2.3

* :
College preparatory curriculum.
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(88.5 per cent; compared to 81.2) and a correspondingly smaller per-
centage in schocls with single curricula. Again, compared to the "no
censorship group," teachers in the '"censorship'" group more often
came from schools>which included a éollege preparatory curriculum (91.0
per cent, compared to 84.6).

School policy in regard to public complaints about schoolbooks.

There was a high rate of non-response (10.1 per cent total) on this
item which asked "Does your school have an established policy or set

of procedures for handling complaints fromrthe public about books used
in the school?” This may well have'been the result of its placement
or position in.the questionnaire. This item was numbered seventeen.
Question thirteen asked about criticism of the schools and then said,
"If none, skip to question 17." Question seventeen appeared on the‘
next page, followed by eighteeh and then by a blank space of ah inch

or more. One conjecture is that people seeing the space assumed that
they were to skip t; the question immediately below. (There was only a

normal rate of non-response on that item.) Another poséibility, of

‘course, is that people were reluctant to answer the question--either

because they did not know the answer (but preferred not to admit that)
or bécause they preferred not to report on it.

A third of all the respondents (36.8 per cent) said they didn't know
if theixr school had such a policy or set of procedures. (See Table XIX.)
However, a greater percentage of the people with censorship experience

knew (only 19.2 per cent checked "don't know") than did those ig the

" "ro censorship' group (39.4 per cent of whom didn't know). Almost half

(47 .4 per cent) of the "censorship"” group reported that their scpool had

a policy; only'17.7 of éhe "no censorship” group said that their schools did.
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TABLE XIX

EXISTENCE OF SCHOOL POLICY OR PROCEDURES FOR DEALING
WITH PUBLIC COMPLAINTS ABOUT TEXTBOOKS

Teachers Teachers

Reporting Reporting Total
Existence of Policy Censorship No Censorship

n=78 n=538 n=616

No. % No. % No. %
Yes 37 47.4 95 17.7 132 21.4
No ' 19 24.4 176 32.7 195 31.7
Don't know 15 19.2 212  39.4 227 36.8
NA, not usable 7 9.0 55 10.2 62 10.1
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Those reépondents who 1adicated that their school had an estab-
lished policy were asked to descrite that policy or set of procedures
for handling complaints from the publiec about books used in the school.
This was the first of only two open questicns included in the extire
questionnaire. .Since no set of possible answers was provided, and no
pattern of answering demonstrated, the responses varied widely in
approach as well as in length. Some concentrated on the peoplé in-~
volved in dezling with the complaints, e.g. principal, teacher, com-
mittee; some on the method: conference, written form, open hearing;

a few provided detailed descriptions of both personnel and method.

Of all of the responses to this question, in thirty-three
instances (25 per cent), complaints about books were to be directed to
either a superintendent or & principal; fourteen of these administra-

. tors apparently were given responsibility for handling the situation
alone. Nineteen other administrators were to channel the complaint
either to the Board 8f Education (5 cases) or to school personnel--
department heads, teachers, librarians (14). . @

The second most frequently reported system involved the referral
"of all such complaints to a committee established for that purpose
(28, or 21.2 per cent). FEleven of these reports included the com-
position of the committee, but no one pattern predominated. There were
committees of people drawn from only one segment of the school system,
such as school board members or teachers, and more broadly represeptative
committees comprised of various subject teachers, deparﬁment heéds, local
and dis:riét administrators, and librarians. Four committees included

-

parents or other laymen as well as school staff members.

-~

The third most frequent response (22, or ).6.7 per cent) was that
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the school foliowed "the NCTIE policy," ''the system recommended in The

Students' Right to Read," "the English Council policy,” or somezhing

similar. These were references to a plan for dealing with book comn-

plaints which was presented in The students’ Right to Read, the pam-

phlet published by The National Council of Teachers of English which
recommended the creation and use of a standard form which citizens
woul@ be required to complete whesn making such a complaint, and the es-
tablishment of a teachers' committee to review “hose received. Although
they did not specifically cite the Council form, three additional
responses stated that it was their'poiicy to require a detailed form

to be filed. '

Materials used by teachers... A bigh percentage of both the

"censorship" and the "no censorship' groups used textbooks in the
English courses they taught., Literature textbooks were used by £5.8

per cent of the former group; by 90.9 per cent of the latter. However,
there were marked dlfferenées between these two groups in their use of
other literary materials in the teaching of English. Compared to

-80.8 per cent of the "censorship' group, only 64.3 per cent of the

"no censorship" group used required readings in literature other than‘
the textbook. While 79.5 per cent of the "censorship" group used
recommended rezdings in literature and 76.9 per cent used literature
selected by the student (free reading), 66.9 per cent of the '"mo censor-:

v
ship" group used recommended readinga and 61.5 per cent, free reading.

Selection of textbooks. As seen in Table XXI, textbooks were
selected by department committees or faculty it more than two-thirds
(70.5 per cent) of the situations where censorship incidents were

reported. This was a higher percentage than that reported by the 'no

&S5



57

TABLE XX

MATERIALS USED BY TEACHERS 1IN ENGLISH COURSES

Teachers Teachers
Reporting Reporting Totel
Material Censorship No Censorship
n=78 n=538 n=616
No. % No. % No . %
Literature textbook 67 85.8 489 90.9 556 90.3
Grammar and/or language
arts textbook 68 87.2 474 88.2 = 542 g8.1
Required readings in lit.
other than textbook 63 80.8 346 64.3 409 65.4
Recommended readings
in literature 62 79.5 360 66.9 422 68.5
Free reading (literature
selected by student) 60 76.9 331 61.5 391 63.6




TABLE RXI

METHOD OF SELECTING TEXTBOOKS

Teachers Teachers
Reporting Reporting Total
Selection Method Censorship No Censorship
n=78 n=538 n=616
No. % No. % No. %
Teacher-free choice 5 6.4 62 1l1l.5 67 10.9
Teacher-approved list 4 5.1 52 9.7 56 9.1
Dept. faculty or comm. 55 70.5 323 60.0 378 ?61.4
Other 13 16.7 90 16.7 103 . 16.7
NA, not usable 1 1.3 11 2.0 12 4.9
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censorship" groﬁp (60.0 per cent) and by the group ;s a whole
(61 .4 per cent). Less than 10 per cent of the "censorship'" group
reported any other single method: 6.4 per cent indicated that the
individual teacher had free choice; 5.1 per cent said that the indi-

vidual teacher selected from an approved list.

Selection of required or recommended readings. A different

pattern appeared in relation to the selection of requizred or r=commended
readings other than textbooks as reported by the teachers with censor-
ship experience. (See Table XXIi.) Only one-fourth (23.1 pér d%nt)

of these books were selected by departmer: committees or faculties;
in;half (51.2 per cent) of the situations, the individual teacher” had
free choice, and in 15.4 per cent, he chose from an approved list.

Here again, however, selecticn by department committees or facult@es
was even less typical of the setiings in which the "no cemscrship"

group worked (15.2 per cent® -~ " ars had free choice in 53.7 per
cent.of the situati&ns, . .a approved list in 21 per cent.

Teachers' freedom to determinz course conteat. The next question

‘was designed to asséss the teachers' perceptions of the amount of
freedom they enjoyed in relation to three aspects of their profess@gnal
activities: determination of course coutent; determinat;og’of teaching
methods; and selection of instructional materials. In reply to the
query "In your opinion, hew much freedom do you have to . . . 7" teachers'
checked one of four answers ‘on a continuum from '"much" to '"none."

More than half (57.7 per cent) of the group reporting censorship
incidents felt that they had "much” ‘freedom to determine‘course content,

but this was less than the percentage of the "no censorship" group

(66.4 per cent) which felt that way. (See Taﬁle xxIIi.) Oﬁ the other
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TABLE XXI1

METHOD OF SELECTING REQUIRED AND/OR RECOMMENDED
READINGS USED IN ADDITION TO TEXTBOOK

Teachers Teachers
Reporting Reporting Total
Selection Method Censorship No Censorship

n=78 _ n=538 n=616
No. % No. % No. %
Teacher-free choice 40 51.2 . 289 53.7 329 53%
Teacher-approved list 12 15.4 113 21.0 ° =125 20.3
Dept. faculty or comm. 18 23.1 82 15.2 100 16.2

NA, not usable 0O o0 24 4.5 24 3.9
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TABLE XXIII
DEGREE OF FREEDOM TO DETERMINE COURSE CONTENT
REPORTED BY TEACHERS

Teachers " Teachers

Reporting Reporting Total
Degree of Freedom Censorship No Censorship

~ n=78 n=538 n=616 *

No. . % No. % " No. %
Much - ' . 45 57.7 357 66.4 402 65.2
Some 23 29.5 136 25.3 ° 159 25.8
Little N 8 10.2 28 5.2 36 5.8
None 2 2.6 11 2.0 13 2.1
NA, mot usable o o 6 1.1 6 1.0
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end of the scalé, a larger percentage (10.2) of the "censorship" than
of the "no censorship" group (5.2) said they had “1little" freedom in
this area; approximately 2 per ceut of both groups said they bad "none."

Teachers' freedom to determine teaching methods. While there

was less of a difference between the sub-groups on the question of
freedom to determine. teaching methods, the teachers with censorship
experience continued to report a somewhat lower percentage of "much”
freedom (88.5 per cent) than those with nmo censorship expérience (91.4).
(See Table XXIV.) There was less than a 1 per cent difference between”
the groups on either the "little" or the "none" category.

Teachers' freedom to select instructional materials. As seen

in Table XXV, the gap between the groups became wider again in the

first answer category. 'Much' freedom was reported by 52.6 per cent

of the "ceﬁsorahip" group compared to 59.9 per cent of those with no
censorsﬁip to report. Again, there was less than & 1 per cent difference

between them on either the "little" or the "none" category. -
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TABLE XX1IV

DEGREE OF FREEDOM TO DETERMINE TEACHING METHODS
: REPORTED BY TEACHERS

Teachers - Teachers

Reporting Reporting Total
Degree of Freedom . Censorship No Censorship

n=78 n=538 n~616

No. % No. % No. %
Much 69 88.5 492 91.4 - 561 91.1
Some ‘ 6 7.7 27 5.0 33 5.4
Little 1 1.3 . 6 1.1 7 1.1
None 1 1.3 2 -4 3 : .S
NA, not usable 1 1.3 11 2.0 12 1.9
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TABLE XXV

DEGREE OF FREEDOM TO SELECT INSTRUCTIONAL MATERIALS
REPORTED BY TEACHERS

-

Teachers. - Teachers
Reporting Reporting Total
Degree of Freedom Censorship No Censorship
n=78 n=538 n=616
" No. % No. % No. %
Much - 41 52.6 322 59.9 363  58.9
Some ' 27 34.6 152 28.3 179 29.1
Little 7 9.0 40 7.4 47 7.6
None 2 2.6 i1 2.0 13 2.1
NA, not usable 1 1.3 i3 2.4 14 2.3
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CHAPTER V

FINDINGS: CENSORSHIP--INCIDENCE AND INCIDENTS

Incidence

"During the past two years, has snyone specifically objected
to,.or asked for the removal of, any book(s) which you personally
have used or proposed using in the English courses you teach?"
Seventy-eight of the 616 respondents who were currently employed as
public schoel teachers of English answered ''yes" to this question.
Examination of their replies resulted in the inclusion of at least
one incident reported by each of them within the definition of censor-
ship employed in this study. Based on these figures, the incidence of
censorship reported by.che teachers covered in the study was 12.6 per
cent. Thirteen of the questionnaires received after the cut-off
date were from currently employed r—»'1- -~ -hool teachers ¢f Eng.assh,
nome of whom answered “yes" to the question. The incidence for the
total number ($29) of bertimenc responses, therefore, was 12.4 per
cent.

Every state waa repreaentedjin the total response from people
currently teaching; from each of 29 stages (59.2 per cent) there was at
least one positive response., (See Table XXXVII, gages 122~124.) The
largest single number of positive reports came from California (92,
which also had the largest number of respondents (56), for a 16.1 per
cent incidence of censorship. New York was second in number of positive

re, ~rts (8) and relevant respounses (51); the incidencé in New York
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was 15.7 per cent.

In individual state figures of incidence of censorship, Mississippi
and Nevada led the list with 50 per ceant each. However, in Mississippi
this was based on two positive responses of a total of four; in
Nevada, on one of tw?. Wisconsin ranked third qn the list of individual
states with four reports of censorship out of a total of zleven responses,

Tabulation of positive responses on a regional basis (See Table
XXVI) showed the Far West to have the highest incidence (17.3 per cent),
followed by the Middle Atlantic (16.1 per cent) and the Midwest (13.7

per cent). The lowest incidence was reported from the Southwest region

(4.1 per cent).

Incidentg

Of the 78 positive responses, 71 were usable and are discussed in
the remainder of this chapter. One respondent had taught in his present
positic . less than a year, and his positive response was related to the

situation in which he had worked during the previous year. Following

. directions given in the questionnaire, he therefore did not provide

details of the incident(s). Six others either left more than half of
the questions in this section (questions 24 through 33) blank, or pro-
vided answers that were impossible to interpret or categorize.

The censored books. Those who had had censorship experience were

asked to list "each book to which scme objection was made" during the
two year period in question. If more than three books were involved,
the respondent was directed to list the three most recent cases. Of the
71 respoﬁdenés whose replies to this section were usable, 38 listed one
title each; 19 listed two titles; and 12 listed three, (Two ignored in-

structions and listed four each.) More than one book was listed by

.S



TABLE XXVI

INCIDENCE OF CENSORSHIP, BY REGIONS

Teachers Reporting

* Number**- Censorship Incidents

Region Teaching Number Per Cent
New England | 49 4 8.2
Middle Atlantic 118 | 19 16.1
Southeast ’ 94 10 10.6
Midwest 182 25 13.7
Southwest 49 2 4.1
..orthwest 42 f 9.5
Far West 81 14 17.3

~¢ —ss
-

fNew England: Counecticut, Maine, Massachusetts, New Hampshire,
Rhode Island, Vermont; Middle Atlantic: Delaware, District of
Columbia, Maryland, New Jersey, New York, Pennsylvania, West
Virginia; Southeast: Alabama, Arkansas, Florida, Georgia,
Kentucky, Louisiana, Mississippi, North Carolina, South Carolina,.
Tennessee, Virginia; Midwest: Illinois, Indiana, lowa, Michigan,
Minnesota, Missouri, Ohio, Wisconsin; Southwest: Arizona, New
Mexico, Texas, Oklahoma; Northwest: Colorado, Idaho, Kansas,
Montana, Nebraska, North Dakota, South Dakota, Utah, Wyoming;
Far West: California, Nevada, Oregon, Washington.

ok
N=615; one teacher's response could not be identified by state.
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43.7 per cent of the teachers.

The 71 responses iocluded a total of 129 books to which some
objection had been made. (See Table XXXVIII, "Censored Books: Number
of Objections, Objectors, Reasons for ObjecCing,“ pages 125-130.)

These included: 3 textbooks; 57 different piecea.of literature {novels,
plays, short stories, biographies);.and 3 more general responses ("all
of Hemingway's works," ''Harcourt Brace Literature Series,'" and "apéciax
unit containing four noﬁels on related themes.") More th;n 50 &ifferent
authors were represented in this list.

Censored books most frequently cited. The work most frequently

objected to was Catcher in the Rye by J. D. Salinger; it was noted on

responses from 25 teachers. (This book was named in the very first
report of censorship received in both the pre-test and the actual survgy.)

No other book came close to Catcher in the Rye in frequency of mention.

George Orwell's 1984 was second with a total of only 6; Diary of Anne

Frank was third with 5. Five of Steinbeck's works were included, morxe
than were included by any other author.

Date of EublicationlAnationality of author of censored books.

Fifty-five of the individual, non-textbook items were tabulated ac-
cording to date of publication and nationality of author. (See Table

XXXI1X, pages 131-133.) (The Book of Job was eliminated, as was "Frankie

and Johnny," the latter because it could not be identified other than
as a ballad;) Ssummaries of the tabulations show that more than three-
fourths of the works (76.3 per cent, N=55) had been published since

1920; more than half (52.7 per ceat) since 1940.

7Y
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Date of Publication Number Per Cent -

pre-1920 ' 13 23.6
1920 - 1939 13 23.6
1940 - 1959 23 41.8
1960 and later 6 10.9

Of the 46 authors represented within this 1list of 55 works, 31 were
Americans, or 67.6 per cent.

Inclusion of censored books in recommended reading lists. Almost

two-thirds (65.5 per cent) of the 55 works appeared on at least one of
the three basic hook lists or buying guides for high schooi English

teachers and librarisns: A Basic Book Collection for High Schools,

published by the American Library Association; Standard Catalog for

High School Libraries, published by The H. W. Wilson Company; and

Books for You, from the National Council of Teachers of English. (See
Appendix G, pages 134-136.) Of the total of 55, 19 appeared on the ALA
list; 31 in the Wil;on catalog;'and 19 on the NCTE list., Twelve works
were includeu in all three of these reference works. »

Objectors. More than one answer was permitted in response to
the question "Who raised the original objection?" and a total of 155
responses was received bhalf of which named parents as the objectors.
There were 79 mentions of "parent," for a percentage of 50.9; the next
most frequent response was'"studenf," with a total of only 13, or 8.4
per cent. (See both Table XXVII for'frequency of mention of each
category of objector, and Table XXXVIII, pages'125—130; which lists
objectors for each individual work.)

Recipient of report of objectiom. The person to whom these

original objections were reported most frequently (39.4 per cent) was &

e
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TABLE XXVII

70

CENSORSHIP INRCIDENTS: THE OBJECTORS

rd

4 School librarian

1 English supervisor
1 Sister of student
1 Unknowr. '

W )
Objector Frequency of Mertion
N=155

Parent 79
Student 13
Clezrgyman 11
Administrator 9
English department chairman 9
Another teacher 9
Local organization 9

3 Committee for Decent Literature

1 Baptist League

1 P.T.A. . .

1 Evangelical Ministerial Fellowship

3 Didn'c specify '
National organization 4

. e ‘ ?

2 State D.A.R.

1 Ku Klux Klan

1 Eastern States Evaluation Organization

, : ] _ @

Member, Board of Education 2
Newspaper 2
No answer 1
Other 7

*More than one answer posaible;

9
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principal or superintendent. (See Table XXVIII.) Out of 142 responses
(more than one answer again being acceptable),these administrators
were mentioned 46 times. The teachers (respondents) themselves were |
the direct recipients in 39 or 27.4 per cent of the instances;

Method of reporting cobjections. More than one method of re-
‘porting objections was used in many situations. Personal conferences
were mentioned in 61 out of 135 responses; telephone calls in 39. (See
'Table XXIX.) *‘

Reasons for objecting. At this point, the teachers were asked

what reason had been given for objecting to each of the books reported.
No set of possible answers was provided; responses were categorized
after they were received. (Sée Table XXX; also Appendix H, pag® 137

for a list of the reasons as given, witk the categories used.) The
category of "language" (e.g. "profanity," "obscene languags," "Wdlgar
language') received most frequent mention (23.2 per cent, N=125).

Sacond in frequenc; were the categories described as '"specific incidents,
characters, passages" and "vulgarity'"; each was mentioned 24 times, or

' 19.2 per cent. (See Table XXXVIII, pages 125-130, which lists the
specific objections to each work reported;)

Objections, by objectors. In a cross tabulatioh of objections

by objectors (see Table XXXI); parents seemed much mors concerned with
"vulgarity" (mentioned 22 times), 'language" (21), and "specific g?ssages"
(16) than with any other aspects of the works. "Langqaée" led thé lists of
objec?ions by students, other teachers, and admiﬂistratoré; "vulgarity"
was the first in frequeqcy.for clergymen (tied with "specifié passagea“),

departwent chairmen,fand local orgsnizations.
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TABLE XXVIII

CENSORSHIP INCIDENTS: PERSON TO WHOM
OBJECTIONS WERE REPORTED

%* . Frequency of Mention °
Person Xrequency oi tMen
' N=142
Principal or superintendent §6
Directly to you 39
Board of Education . _ .18
Department chairman S VA
No answer .2
Other ' 23
8 Newspaper
3 Another teacher
3 Student(s)
-~ 3 Parent(s)
6 Miscellaneous

* ' .
More than one answer possible,
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TABLE XXIX

CENSORSHIP INCIDENTS: METHODS USED BY OBJECTORS
TO REPORT OBJECTIONS

-9

Method* Frequency of Mention
N=135
In personal conference 61
By telephone 39
By letter 19
No answer; don't know ' 7
Other 9
3 School grapevine
2 Newspaper articles
1 List mailed to school P
1 Board meeting . : :
2 Miscellaneous

%*
More than one answer possible.
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TABLE XXX

CENSORSHIP INCIDENTS: REASONS GIVEN
FOR OBJECTING TO BOOKS

%* ¢ ’
Reason Frequency of Mention
N=125
)
Language , ' 29
Specific incidents, characters,
passages 24
Vulgarity : : 24
Suitability ' 10
Race, religion . } 9
Communism, leftism 9 ‘N
Controversiality 3
UneAmericanism 3
- L 4
No answer 2
Other , 12
2 Sex
2 Reading-aloud
8 Miscellaneous
* . .
More than one answer possible. _ .

83



*papRiduf uaaq jou sey sx03d3fqo

mo.

£10893e> 39430,

n *
™~
“

0. & 0 0 4 0 0 0 S 4 19420
1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 1 msJuedjIoWy-up

. . ]
0 0 0 0 1 4 0 0 0 0 £371e7839A033U0) |
1 € 1 0 0 1 0 z L 1 WSTIFIT {wmsjunmmo)
1 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 y 0 " uopByrey !evwy
0 0 0 0 1 4 [ 4 € 0 La111qR3F08 -
1 4 1 1T o0 € 0 € (44 z C) 2] LT N

. @
0 0 0 0 1 0 1 € 91 -z soSesseg d73yoeds
0 1 0 0 i 1 9 1 12 S ?3en3ueq
2 1 > =) > = » o) ] w
o 8 2 & g 9 3 ® " g
[ned © 2] | o (2] (3 &) [+ ] (=%
Q [l e [+] a3 . - -] [1]
=] o rh e o. r =)
" 1 b o o e S m -
- 0 A " B . ] suo}323fqo
Q . m . ) - 0
o ] = S 5 3
. ) 3 B >
. a A

*mmoaumamo Xg ‘SNOILOArdo

IXXX 414VL

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E\.



76

Use of censored books. In just 15.8 per cent of the cases (N=120)

were the boqks in question textbooks; for lack of any more specific
information, one may only assume that the remaining books were trade
books. Forty-two books (35 per cent) were being used as required
reading. (See Table XXXII.) On the premise that students customarily
are required to read their textbooks, the total them is 61 books or 50.9
per cent of those reported which students were required to read. One
fifth (20 per cent) of the books were being used or to be.used as free
reading; another fifth (22.5 per cent) as recommended reading.

Grade levels where censored books were being used. The greatest

number of the books reported for a particular class were in use or to

be used in the eleventh grade, and the great majority of all the books

were in use or to be used on the senior high school level. (See Table

XXXIII.) Of the 120 books involved, only 8 (7 per.cent) were for use
in the seventh and eighth grades; 108 (90 per cent) were for grades nine

through twelve.

Selection of censored books. Teachers had chosen the books in

‘half (49.9 per cent, N=120) of the instances; 24.5 per cent selected

from approved lists, 25.8 per cent made a free choice. (See Table XXXIV.)
In 20 per cent of the cases, students had chosen from recommended lists; )
in 12.5 per cent, the students had made a free choice.

Form of censored books. More than two-thirds of the books. (68.3

per cent, Nz120) were being used in paperback form; ome-fourth {“4%.2 per

cent) in hardcover editions.

Outcomes of censorship incidents. The final query on the question-
naire was concerned with the outcome of the censorship_aituation. (See

Table XXXV.) It asked respondents to describe "what happened after

~
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TABLE XXXII

CENSORSHIP INCIDENIS: USE OF CENSORED BOOKS

>

Freqﬁency-of'Mention

Use

N=120
Textbook ' ) 19
Additional required reading 42 .
Recommended rea&ing j' 27‘
Free reading 24
Combined use 6
Other (read aloud in class) 1
No answer 1
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TABLE XXXIII -

CENSORSHIP INCIDENTS: GRADE LEVELS
ON WHICH CENSORED BOOKS WERE USED

-

Level Freguenci'of Mention

N=120

12th Grade 32
11th Grade 40
10th Grade 12
9th Grade 13
8th Grade 5
7th Grade 2

' Combined 9-12 Grades 11
Combined 7-8 Grades 1
No answef{ not relevant 4

8

s
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TABLE XXXI1V

CENSORSHIP INCIDENTS: SELECTION OF CENSORED BOOKS

Method | Zrequency of Meation

N=120
By student (free choice)' - 15
By student, from recommended 1lisgt 24
By teacher (free choice) 31
By teacher from approved list 29
Other 17
No answer - 4
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TABLE XXXV

CENSORSHIP INCIDENTS: OUTCOMES

Frequency of Mention

Outcome
N=120 -

Book retained for use as

originally planned 70
Book retained, but method

of use changed 18
Book removed from use 23
Outcome pending 8
Not clear 1

&S
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the initial objéction was reported; what actions were taken by whom."
Of the 120 specific works involved, 70 or 58.3 per cent were retained
for use as originally designed; another 18 or 15 per cent were retained,
but their status changed. (In 9 cases, the individual student was
permitted to substitute another work; in 7, the hook was moved from
required to recommended, or recommended to free, reading lists; in 2,
the book was removed from the list or catalog but kept available for
~mature reqders.) There were 23 instances, 19.2 per cent, where the
book was removed from use.

Comparison of incidents, by outcome. The cases where the out~
COmé was removal of the books in question were compared, as a group,

.with the body of incidents where the books were retained and with the
total body of censorship cases, to see what if any differences might
be found in relation to each aspect of the incidents. No major dif-
ferences were discovered, except in the question of the person to whom
the objections were }eported. (See Table XXXVI.)
Where books were removed, the complaints had‘been directed to:
(1) administrators (principal, superintendent), 40.0 per cent, (2),%oards‘
of Education, 25.7 per cent, (3) department chairmen, 14.3 per ceant |
(N=35 in each instance). The teachers, themselves, ranked fourth,
mentioned only 4 times, or 11.4 per cent.

In the reports of situations where books had been retained, the ‘
teachers directly involved were mentioned most frequently (32.7 per cent,
N=107) as the recipients of complaints. They were followed by adminis-
trators (29.9 pPer cent) and others (18.7 per éent). Boards of Education
and department chairmen tied for last place in fréquehcy of mention

with 9 each, for 8.4 per cent.

30
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TABLE XXXVI

CENSORSHIP INCIDENTS: OUTCOMES, BY PERSONS
TO WHOM OBJECTIONS REPORTED

Outcome of Censorship Incident

~»

Removal Retention Total
Person to Whom - of Book of Book
Objection Reported n=35 n=107 n=142
No. % No. % No. %
Teacher 4 11.4 3= 32.7 39 27.5
Board of Education 9 25.7 9 8.4 18 12.7
Administrator 14 40.0 32 29.3 46 32.4
Depar tment chairman 5 14.3 9 8.4 14 9.9
Othexr 3 8.6 20 18.7 23 16.2
NA B 0 0.0 2 1.9 2 1.4

" .
More than one answer possible.

21



Some Specific Cases

In the questionnaire, and in the pertinent‘tablea and textual
material in this report, an attempt was made to isolate specific as-
pects of censorship incidents which could be described in a relatively
objective way. While this is useful, and probably is the best way in
which to convey an image of the group of incidents as a whole, it
does not and cannci give the reader any sense of the individual in-
cidents. Also, thé caﬁegorization of responses to the two open-end
questionsl necessarily meant elimination of most of the subjectively
descriptive material provided by the respondents; it removed the color
or flavor from the reports.

In this brief section, some of the missing color will be supplied.
A few specifié cases will be presented, using the teacher's own words
for much of each report. There was no atatis;ical basis for selection
of the particular ineidents; they merely seemed to the writer to be
fairly representative of a number of incidents, or to have some es~

. pecially interesting aspects.

Most of the situations reported were quite undramatic; they
began and ended apparently with little or no attention paid to them
by anyone but Ehe people most direétly involved. The following are
typical "quiet" cases, with three different outcomes:

Ih a Faf Western school, a parent called the principal to

object to the use of To Kill A Mockingbird, complaining about

the author's "taking the Lord's name in vain." - The book, im
paperback form, had been selected by the teacher from an

l“What reason was given for objecting to the book?“ and *'Please
describe what happened after the initial objection was reported. What
actions were taken by whom? What was the final outcome?"
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approved list, and was being used as a textbook in a twelfth
grade college preparatory section. "Conference with principal,
parent, department chairman; parent briefed on total literature
program and shown place of book in curriculum; attention directed
to total book rather than segments or words; use of osbjectionable
words placed in character context; parent satisfied with con-
ference and appreciative of edification."

In a Midwestern school, a parent called the principal to com-
plain about the use of 1984, calling it "indecent literature.!
The teacher had selected this book, and had made it required
reading--in paperback--for a twelfth grade class. "The principal
consulted the approved reading catalogues used by school 1i~
brarians and then informed the parent of the status given the
book. We as teachers were told to recommend rather than require
controversial books such as these."

In a Southwestern school, the principal talked at lunch with the
teacher about a library book which his son, in the 1lth grade,

had checked out for free reading. The printipal objected to

"the use of frank language--'gutter words'"--in Black Like Me.

The book had been purchased in the "Books on Exhibit Collection."
""The conversation was reported to the librarian. The administrator
had become aware of the book when his son checked out the book

to read. The administrator then read the book himself and {it

was quietly withdrawn from the library."

In some, although relatively few, of the instances reported, the
situation grew to proportions where it involved or became known to
people not directly affected, to people outside the school. Below are

- reﬁorts of four sqch incidents, each of which was resolved (or at least
ended) in a different way:

In a suburban Midwestern community, parents complained to the
principal about three books being used in paperback form as
recommended reading for high school juniors and seniors. They
considered Catcher in the Rye, Oxbow Incident, and Brave New
World all to contain "obscene language."” The principal "requested
parents to state objections in writing, with specific references, :
Nobody replied to this request. The administration recommended

to the objectors that book selections be left to the experts--
meaning the teachers. Students wrote editorials in the school
paper and in the local newspaper, expressing both disgust and
amusement at 'immature parents.' After about a month, the furor
died down and nobody has said a word since, even though students
have continued.reading the 'objectionable®' books."
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In a Far Western School, a parent called the principal to ob-
ject to the '"obscene language" in Child of Our Time. This book
had been selected by the teacher from an approved list, and wae
being used as a textbook in the ninth grade. '"The principal
conferred with but was unable to placate the parent. She then
distributed typed excerpts to the members of the parents' club
after which the parents voted to support the book and the free
choice of the English Department,'

In a suburban community of a Southeastern state, a local organis
zation--the Baptist League-~-was concerned about the "immorality
and obscenity' of Catcher in the Rye and complained to the news-
paper which then ran an editorial on the subject. The book was
being used in paperback form as additional required reading in
the 11th grade, having been chosen by the English Department.
The complaint was reported to and discussed by the Board of
Education. According to the teacher: ''Seventy-five per cent

of the students were reading this book without guidance, so

the English department decided to use it as a text to avoid
misinterpretation by the students. After the editorial appeared
recommending the release of all teachers using the book (60
teachers) the Board of Education banned it from the classrooms
and the library. The teachers protested, and were threatened
with removal from their positions."

In a rural Midwestern area, where most of the students in the
school come from farms, there was much public criticism of the
books used in English courses. The teacher reporting noted that -
ten books had been objected to, but listed only four: Catcher

in the Rye, 1984, Brave New World, Ugly American. In each in-
stance, it was parents who objected to the book but they '"did

not read entire book--only certain passages." The books were
selected by the teacher from an approved list, and were being
used in paperback form as additional required reading in twelfth
grade college preparatory classes. "The action was primarily
concerned with Catcher in the Rye. School board meetings were"
flooded with people. People started calling the school--national
recognition was given to our ljittle problems--including local

T-V coverage. Whole issue was blown way out of proportion. Book .
was at one time taken off the list but was then put back on the
list. Perhaps you read about the problem. We eventually lost
principal and half of the high school faculty.”

In the next instance, the particular books and.objections were not
typical of the majority of cases in this study. Although there is no
eQidence in the questionnaire to support this conclusion, the investi-=
éator believes that this incident in§01ved either members ef a matiomal

organization or parents familiar with textbook evaluations provided

. 24
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by that organization. This is not the primary reason for its inclusion,
however. It provides a good argument for the adoption of schoolwide pro-

, o
cedures for dealing with censorship attempts--before théy are neéded.

in a Far Western state, parents veiced their objections to books
which were being considered for adoption by the Board of EdQuca-
tion. They complained that Loban's Adventures in Reading con=-
tained selections "slanted to the leftist point of view" and that
American Speech by Hedde included "too many sample speeches by
ipinko's'." Both books had been recommended by a selection
committee for use as textbooks, the former in the ninth grade,

the latter in the tenth and eleventh. "Since the first objections
were oral, the board and administrators were not prepared to handle
the problem. The teachers were prepared to submit evaluations,
but the board were just too confused to know what to do. They did
not adopt the books. Shortly after this, I brought them the NCTE
materias which they adopted immediately. Since then we have had
no problem with public criticism."

An unusually,long response from one teacher included several in-
teresting elémenta and is printed in full below. 1In this case,she recog=
-

nized that, while the objectors may be identified only as parents, they

-»

may be members of, or use the materials of, organizations with extreme
right-wing points of view. She also has developed her own system for
copihg with censorship pressures.

A teacher in a large Far Western state received calls from
parents objecting to three different books she had included in
the recommended reading lists for her twelfth grade classes.

Both Catcher in the Rye and 1984 were objected to as “obscene';
Crane's Red Badge of Courage was called "communistic." "The
objector thought 'red badge® -was a Russian decoration, so help
mel"” She checked "local organization'" as well as “parents' as
original objectors and included the following marginal note
about the organizations: "Their names are legion (Anti-Communist '~
Study Group, Americanism Center, etc.). All, of course, are
Birch types, with leadership holding membership in Birch society.
Parents object, but they work from organizational lists of un~
desirable books." ''Because of organized attempts at censorship,
I began three years.ago to send reading lists home to parents
with a cover statement to the effect that a parent may strike
any titles to which he objects for his son or daughter. When I
get a call now, I offer to supply them a list of all parents'
names so that the objector can call them all to tell them that
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they aren't competent to select for their children, but that he
(the objector) wvolunteers to serve in loco parentis. 1It's sort
of fun. It doesn't follow our NCTE recommended course of action,
but I would use it if my own didn't work. So far it has.,"

Other teachers reported that they or their schools used similar
procedures for preventing objections.

One such report noted that "at the beginning of the year, we
send home, to be signed, a statement that no child is ever to
be required to read any book to which he or his parents object,
that another assignment will gladly be made upon request, that
we respect the rights of all to read, and we do not want to
hamper ‘any student either by denying or forcing."

The right of the parent to determine what his own child should
not read was supported by several teachers in their reports.

In a Midwestern community, a parent objected to her child's
reading Pearl Buck's The Good Earth bacause of the passages
dealing with concubines. The book had been selected by the
student from her eleventh grade reading list. '"'Principal,
librarian and I discussed mother's letter. Agreed she had a
right to determine her child's reading. Ignored her demand
that book be removed from the library. We felt she had no
right to determine what other people's children should read.'

-

%)
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CHAPTER VI

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

Summary -

According to the questionnaire respondents, public ctriticism of
local schools was widespread. While textbooks were among the common
subjects of complaint, they were outranked in frequency of mention by
school costs, policies, curricula, and teachers; English textbooks
were outranked by those in Social Studies. Nevertheless, more than
one-tenth of the public school English teachers who responded reported
that, during the two year period studied, they had been involved per-
.sonally in at least one censorship incident.

Incidents were reported from all sections of the country and
involved teachers from a great variety of backgrounds, working in many
different kinds of schools and communities. The incidents occurred in
states with liberal policies in regard to adoption of books within
local school districts, and in states with restrictive statewide
adoption practices. They involved teachers with bachelor's degrees,apd
those with doctorates; with liberal folitical views and with conservative;
with majors in English and with unrelated majors; with less than omne
and more than twenty years of teaching experience.

The schools in which these teachers worked Qete of all sizes,
with all types of curricula, and great variation in policies an& pro-
radures for selecting, using, and defending books used in the teaching

of Eoglish. They varied, too, in the climate of freedom perceived by
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the teachers. The schools were located in communities that were urban,
suburban, rural; ranged from less than 500 to more than 1 millionm in
population; were politically liberal, conservative, and in the middle;
and experienced much, some, little, and no public criticism of the
local schools.

Despite this range of responées from the teachers with ceunsor-
ship experience, as a group they did differ from the teachers with no
censorship experience to report--seen as a group. Compared to the
teachers with no censorship incidents to report for the two year period
studied, the teachers with censorship experience tended to have more edu-
cation and more recent education. More of them majored in English and
completed their highest degrees at a liberal arts college, rather than at
a state or teachers college. They had less teaching experience to report,
both in the field of English generally and in their present positions.
They were more apt Fo be senior high school teachers, especially teachers
of eleventh and twelfth grade classes; less apt to teach in junior high
school.

Compared to the members of the '"no censorship" group, they were.
more apt to consider themselves '"liberal'; much leas.apt to choose the
label '""middle~of-the~road" to describe either themselves or the comﬁu-
nity in which they worked. More of them tended to see themselves as
different from the community in which they taught in regard to seccial and;

-

political issues.
More of the '"censorship' group were employed in suburban areas,
and more in communities over 50,000 in population. These communities

were more apt to be ones where there had been publicAcriticism of the

local schools, and where the criticism had been more intemse. Textbooks
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were apt to rank higher on the list of subjects of criticism, aniﬁobscenity
to lead the 1list of eriticisms made of books. | |

Compared to the institutions where members of the "no censorship"
group worked, the schools more often were moderately large (1500-3499
pupils), less often were very small (under 500). They tended to include
two or three curricular tracks rathef than one, and these were more apt
to include a college preparatory track. The school was more apt to have
a policy for dealing with public complaints about schoolbooks, and the
teachers in the '"censorship'" group were wore apt to know about it.

The teachers with censorship experience seemed to use more I terary
material in teaching. In addition to using literature textbooks, more
of them also used other required readings, recommended readings, and
literature to be selected by the student (free reading). In their
schools, textbooks and required or recommended readings used in addition
to the textbooks were less apt to be selected by the individual teacher
(either through a free choice or from an approved list); more apt to
be selected by a committee or the faculty of the department. Although
they felt that they had a good deal of freedom in professional matters,
the teachers in the "censorship' group generally felt that they had 1es§
freedom than those in the '"mo censorship" group to determine course
content and teaching methods, and to select instructional materials.

Despite the range and variety of incidents reported, a summary
can be made by selecting the most frequent response to each relevant
question. The books in question most often were American unovels pub-

lished since 1940, with Catcher 'in the Rye receiving far more attention

than any other single work. Parents were the most frequent objectors, make~

ing their objections known to eilther the principal or the superintendent
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in a personal conference. Typically they objected to the “"vulgarity"
of the work, and to the 'language' used in it. The book probably was
being used in paperback form in the eleventh grade as required raading
in addition to the literature textbook, and had been selected for that
purpose by the teacher. Despite the objections raised, in the majority

of cases, the book was retaiuad for use as originally planned.

gpnclusions

In gener:l, the findings in this study are congruent with the
results of other studies, the conclusions of experienced observers,
and the tentative hypotheses or assumptions of this investigator. How
far these data can be extended to apply to any population other than
the one from which the sample was drawn cannot be estimated, but this
kind of validation encourages belief in their wider applicability.

On the question of the incidence of censorship,'howeﬁer,?no two
studies agree; no two studies used the s me method cf assessment or
achieved the same rate of response. It is predictable that the Tnci-
dence will be higher Vhen a study is concerned with the number of schools
or school districts where &t least 6ne censorship incident has occurred.
than when a study is made of the experience of individual teachers. It
also is probable that the percentage of censorship reports will decrease
as the total percentage of response increases. (The hypothesis here is
that those teachers who have censorship experience to report are wore
apt to respond than are those with nothing to report.)

What is important is that people using these statistics uae’them
reSponsibly, making . ear their derivation. This has moi’been the case

in many instances wsar= educators as well as newspapermen have discussed
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censorship. For example, incidence figures of twenty and thirty per
cent have been taken out of context of the original state studies and
applied to the nationai pepulation of English teachers. In the opinion
of this writer, based upon a éombination of research and impressionistic
data, a more accurate incidence figure for all English teachers probably
is ten per cent. One in every ten public school teachers of English
probably has experienced some form of overt censorship pressure within
any recent one or two year period. And, while an incidence figure of
ten per cent is mnot nearly so disturbing as twenty or thirty per cent,
it certainly is sufficient to warrant concern.

That the censorship incidents for the most part were relatively
quiet, undramatic events is made clear in these data. The bomb threats,
mass meetings, even newspaper reports were few in number. Unfortunately,
however, it is the latter kind of incident which--because of widespread
publicity--can trigger events in other areas, or cause an increase in
Y'eaution' and pre-;ensorship by teachers. As noted in the earlier dis-

cussion of the limitations of this study, these findings canmnot indicate

" the extent of pre-censorship, the instances where & teacher avoids using

or stops using material because of the possibility ol question or éon-
troversy. )

One of the most positive conclusions to be drawn from the ;tudy
is that the teachers involved in the censorship situation$ did not '
seem to "deserve" to be censored--or, more accurately, to have their
teaching materials censored. 1In general they were not just beginning
teachers, or teachers in their first year or two in a new situation, who

might be expected to make some errors in professional judgments. Nor

were they teachers who selected hi-“ly controversial material, or

~
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material obviougly unsuited to the grade level where it was used.

Instead, it appears from the data available that these English
teachers were the object of censorship pressures because they were
doing a good job of teaching English. Generally they*were better pre-
pared for their positions than were the group of teachers with no censor-
ship experience to report. A large percentage of them had majored in the
subject they were teaching, and had completed an advanced degree in
either a university or liberal arts college program. The books they
selected were included in widely used and respected lists of recommended
readings for the particular age group involved. They utilized not only
literature textbooks in their courses, but also other literary materials
in a variety of ways. They tried to introduce their students not only
to the classics of Britishlliterature, but also to American literature-=-
especially modern American literature.

Those teachers who reported censorship experience often were ones
who used practices ;hich supposedly help to prevent censorship attempts.
As noted above, many of the books were ones included in professionally
recommended guides; in a number of instances the books were selected by
a cornmittee of teachers rather than by the individual teacher, or were
selected by the teacher from an approved list. The books were not made
required reading for every student in the particular course; the censored
books just as often were ones which had been selected by the student from'
a list of recommended readings, or ones which he had selected onm his own
as free reading.

In half of the instances reported, the'wouid-be censors were

parents. (No other objectors accounted for even ten per cent of the re-

sponses.) This secems to give support to the contention that organized
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3Toups tend to be concerned most with political and social ideology and,
therefore, with books used in the Social Sciences; that parents are
concerned most with "morality" and, therefore, with works of fiction
used in the English curriculum. There is no way to determine from the
findings whether these parents were acting solely as individuals, from
personal and individual motivations, or whether in some situations they
were members of--or at least inspired to act by--social, political,
patriotic, or religious organizations with policies and programs related
to books available in the school and community. Whatever moved these
parents to actiom, one can only assume that their intentions were honest,
their motivation good, whether or not one agrees with their goals and
methods.

They appear to have been distressed pPrimarily by the use of
realistic modern American fiction in English classes, selecting only
specific aspects or passages which they objected to as "vulgar' and
"immoral,” rather than objecting to the books as wholes. It is very
probable that these works were not included in the curriculum when they
. ==the parents--were students in high school. 1In many cases they had not
read the books prior to reporting their objections.

American literature, especially modern American literature, is
being included in the departmental offerings of more and more undergraduate
and graduate school English departments. An increasing number of English
teachers each year becomes familiar with this material, is prepar@d to-
teach it, and believes that it should be included in the high school
curriculum. As teachers continue to extend their use of literary materials
beyond the standard "safe" textbook collection to include some of the

great range of works readily available in inexpensive, paperback form;
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and especially as they use modern American novels in the course of their
teaching high school English, this particular kind of censorship pressure
probably will continue, perhaps will increase.

Within the profession of education, much attention in the recent
past has been devoted to programs for coping with the attacks of organized
groups; this has been necessary and'important. Now it would seem
desirable at least for those in the field of the teaching of English to
concern themselves with the problem of dealing with the "quiet" censor-
ship pressures of the kind described in this report.

For the institutions'which train teachers, this should underscore
the importance of providing future teachers with a strong background in
literature as well as in the methods of teaching literature. It suggests
special emphasis upon helping teachers learn to select books on the basis
of professional criteria; to know why and how they plan to use the books
they select; and to select books that are suitable for the individual
students they teach.

The major burden of defense against censorship must, of course,
be carried by the teacher. Careful selection of materials, reading pro-
grams tailored to the needs and maturity levels of individual students,
and recommended reading lists which offer students a choice of books vot
only are sound educaticnal methods, but also are ways to guard against
some censorsh{P pressures. But teachers must be willing to defend the
books they select; to fight against the gradual erosion of the English
curriculum that is the result of pre-censorship or of surrender to
quiet censorship pressures.

Within their departments and their school systems, teachers need

to urge the adoption of clear cut book selection practices and %f policies
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and procedures for dealing with complaints about books. One of the most
discouraging findings of this study was not only that a fairly low
percentage of the schools represented had an established policy for
dealing with public complaints about textbooks, but also that a lazge
percentage of tiie teachers responding did not know whether their scheols
had such a policy. Teachers should not wait until a ma jor censorship
incident ocecurs to push for the formulation of procedures for dealing
with censorship ;ressures.

One of the encouraging discoveries was that almost three-fourths
of the books reported were retained for use after having been chailenged.
However, a related finding is considerably less positive: where complaints
were made to school administrators or boards of education, the result
was much more apt to be the removal of the questioned book than when
the complaint was made to the teacher. Perhaps this was because the more
determined censors called administrators and boards, and those with some-

~

what milder complaints talked with teachers. Another strong possibility

is that administrators or board members were less familiar with the

‘material being taught, less comcerned about defending it, and more in-

terested in placating a member of the community. If this latter hypoth-
esis has validity, it suggests that teachers need to "educate" adminis~
trators and board memb¢rs in regard to the literature.program; as well
as to work for policies and practices that respect the professional
integrity of teachers.

The findings also obviously suggest a strong need for education
of the parents, of the lay community. In case after case, where a teacher,
department chairman, or teacher and administrator together had an

opportunity to discuss the book in question and its use directly with
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-
tle parent who objected, the situation was resolved with no further

difficulty. Teachers should use PTA meetings and any othé; media
available to them to communicate with parents about the school literature
program. Wnere the objecfors are parents, the procedures for deaiing
with complaints should include an opportunity for the teachers involved
to talk with the parents as well as with the administrators whe receive
the complaintsy N

None of the foregoing statements should be construed as meaning
that teachers always are "right" or that any question raised about the
books used by a teacher asutomatically is to be considered a censoréhip
attempt. Lay control of public educatiom is basic in American educa-
tional philosophy and practice, and the right of the layman--most especially
the parent--to raise questions about public education ia genefal, and
his local school system in parilcular, cannot be denied. Indeed, local
educators should encourage the kind of interest and involvement by
parents and other members of the cemmunity that will produce searching,
challengin; guestions. And these questions, when honestly asked, deserve
honest consideration and answer. Questions about, or objections to,
books should not necessarily be resolved by the removal of the bock

from the curriculum, but neither should they be met with the agsumption

that teachers cannoc vy im profcssional Judgments or profesasional
activities.

Nor should questions and objections raised by administrators,
librarians, or teachers outside the discipline of English immediaﬁely
be labeled as censorship or interference with the rights of the teachers
of literature. The definition of censorship which served as the basis

of this study had at its core the negative concept of non-professional

106



98
standzrds anc methods used to reject or eliminate works of literature.
Sut books sclected without reference to educational and literary
criteria, assigned indiscriminately without regard to the intellectual
or maturational level of students, taught without sensitivity and
skill by unperceptive or poorly trained teachers, cannot be defended.
Unfortunately the state of the proféssion at present is not such that
it can be assumed that all or even most teachers of high school English
are adequately prepared and competent to select and teach works of
iiterature. Poor choices will be made; good choice will be pooéiy
taught.

: <

This presents a double challenge to the profession-~-and partic~
ularly to the association which represenés and serves this profession,
the National Council of Teachers of English. Good teachers heed to b
strengthened and given help in their defense of new methods and new
materials in the teaching of English; the pre-service and in~-service
education and the certification of teachers need to be improved. Cux~
rent publications and activities of both the national and local councils
show that this challenge has been recognized.

A study such as this one is only a first step toward greaten
understanding of the problems of censorship faced by teacpers of English.
The phenomenon of pre-censorship by English teachers themselves should
be examined. What are the attitudes of teachers toward book selection
and use? What materials are teachers using? Are the same materials
being used by teachers who have had no censorship experience as by
those who have been involved in censorship incidentszl Is it the book

itself or the way in which it is taught that causes problems?

More than two-thirds of the books objected to im this study were
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being used in paperback form. Is this because that many books used in
English classes 'today ordinarily are in paperback, or do paperback
books attract more critical attention? Do students or parents react
differently to paperback books than to hardcover? 1Is there some ''paper=-
back psychology' which should be recognized? Do community ''clean book"
drives against neighborhood paperback and magazine stores trigger re-
actions to paperbacks used in schools? )

1% was hoped that this study would serve as a basis for further
investigarion; these are only two suggestions of possible avenues for
exploratien., If this study can both spur further research and, in
itself, be of some hLlp to teachers of English in their fight against

censorship, it will have served its purpose. ?
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APPENDIX A

200 East 74 Street
New York 21, New York
April 22, 1964

To Members of the English Institute,
Teachers College, Columbia University

Dear Institute Member:

As part of my doctoral program at Teachers College, I am
making a study of the problems of censorship faced by teachers
of English today. DMuch of my data will be collected through
the use of a mailed questionnaire to be sent to a nationwide
sample of secondary school English teachers. 1 hope that you
consider this project of sufficient significance to be willing
to pre-test a draft of the proposed questionnaire.

I shall be most grateful if you will answer the questions
on the enclosed questiomnaire, placing an "X" to the left of
any items which seem to you to be unclear or confusing. If you
have time to make additional comments or suggestions on the
final sheet, these will be of further help in revising the
questionnaire.

A stamped self-addressed envelope is enclosed for your use.
1 look forward to receiving your response and appreciats your
cooperation.

Sincerely,

(Mrs.) Nyla J. Ahrens

Enclosuxes {(2)

O
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111
SA¥PLE SURVEY CF TZACHERS OrF ENGLISH

¥nhich of the following statements applies to you?
I am currently employed as a teacher of English in a public
secondary school,
I am not currently employed as a teacher of English in a public
secondary school; therefore, I am returning this questionnaire to
you unanswered.,

What is your educational background?

Normal school degree or equivalent

Year completed Institution Ma jor
___Bachelor's degree or equivalent

Year completed Institution Major_ _
___Master's degree or equivalent

Year completed __Institution Ma jor

___Graduate work beyond the master's degree

Eow long have you taught English? years

How long have you held your present position? _____Yyears

On which grade level(s) are you teaching English at present?
7 8 9 10 11 12

What official_assignment(s) do you have at present other than
teaching English?

In regard to social and political issues, how would you describe
yourself?

very conservative ___conservativse middle-of-the-road
very liberal liberal

In what type of school are you teaching at present?

___senior high school _T_junior high school ___junior-senior high
__other (please specify):

Waich of the following curricula are provided in the school?
___commercial ___general ___college preparatory

Wnat is the approximate enrollment in the schoel? ____ students

In what type of community is the school in which you teach located?

urban suburban raral

What is the approximate size of the comrmnity? residents
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14,

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

112

In regard to social and political issues, how would you describe
the cecrmmnity?

very conservative conservative middle~of-the~road
vary liberal liberal

Turing the past twe years, has there been destructive criticism of
the public schools within tue community?

riich little none (If ™icue," skip to question 1§.)
Whai was the subject of this criticism? (Check all items which apply.)
school costs other (please specify):
genzral school policies
textbooks, curriculum

teachers, administrators don't know

If textbooks were criticized, in which curricular area(s)?

____Social Studies ___other (please specify):
___IBnglish

~ Math

___Science __don't know

What criticism was made of the books?

cut of date inadequate coverags of material
inaccurate, obscene, vulgar
poorly written other (please specify):

Communistic, Socialistic
Un~American, not patriotic don't know *

Does your school have an established policy or set of orocedures for
handling complaints from the public about books used in the schocl?

-~

yes no don't know

If your answer to the previous question was "yes," briefly describe
the procedures. ' '

Which of the following do you use in the English courses you teach?

__literature textbook
grammar textbook and/c » workbook
—__required readings in literature other than textbook
___recommended resdings in literature
___free reading .iiterature selected by student)
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28.

113

Ecw are the textbooks you use selected?

I7 you use required and [or recommended readings in additicn to a
t{extbook, how are theso selected?

In your opinion, how much freedom &o individual {eachers in your
school hzve in relation to the cowrses they teach:

o Getermine course content? nuch little none
“o cetermine teachir~ methods? ruch 1ittle none
to select iustructional materials? much 1ittle none

During the past two years, nas anyone specifically objected to, or
asked for the removal of, any book(s) which you have used or
proposed using in the English courses you teach?

ves no (If "no," skip to number 3¢c.) e

If your answer to the previous quesiilon was fyes," please list
below each book to which some objection was made. "

Author: Title:

To which of the above books was an objection raised most recently?
*Please answer the remaining questions in relation to that book.
Who raised the original objection?

__student

___parent

___ clerzyman

___znother teacher

—_English Department chairman
principal, superintendent, other school administrator

___menber of the Board of Education

___naWspaper roporter or editor

~_local organization (which organization?

"_national ovgarization (which one?

—__cther (please specify):

e N

To whom was the eriginal ¢omplaint or request made?

__, Giwrectly to you

__ Board of Education
rincinal or suporintendent

____English Department chairman

__ other (pleasse specify):
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Fow was the orizinal complaint or request made?

by lsttier By phon in perscrnal conferencs
—__oiner (please specify):

That reason was glven for the objection to the book?

-t

How was the book in question being used at that time?

textbuol )
additional reguir~d reading
racomuended readimny

free regding (chosen by student)
Was the book in question printed in paperBack or hardzover form?
papervack hardcover

How was the book in question selected?

Please deseribe what happened after the initlal objection was
reported. What actions were taken by whom? What was the final
outcome? (If.you need more space than is provided here, use the
reverse side of this sheet to continue.)

Thank you for completing the questionnaire. A stamped, addrossed
envelope is enclosed for your use in returning it to the sender.

1<3
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QUESTIONNAIRZ PRE-TEST EVALUATIOX

How long did it take you to corplete this guesticennaire? minutes

10te below any comments, criiticisms, or suggestilions you have
to the questionnaire as a whole or to indivicdual items

L b
]

o
0 o
\}

[
&

If yoeu would like to receive a copy of the final, printed version
of this questionnaire, please write your name and mailing address
below.
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APPENDIX 3

May 5, 1964

..

e enclosed survey guestionnair 5 being sent to
& members of Che secondary section of the Nationa

of Weachers of Zr_iish. 1 am concducting this survey

of wmy doctoral prezranm inm the Depavriment ol English
eign Langucages at Teachoers Coliege under the sponsorsihilp
essors Louis Forsdale cnd Robert Shafer.

vyou -111 complete this questiconnaire and return it to
sur _orliest cornvenience, I snail be grateful, Teachers
-zzsted the questiomnaire report that it requires

cately tea minuvtes to cowplete

t present a teaccher of English im a public

1 you xlndly check the appropiiate answer
n the questionnaire. Your

the final tadbulation of returns.

Sincerely,

(Mrs.) Nyla J. Ahrens

ures (2)
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SURVEY OF TIATHIRS CF ZGLIsHE

. wnichn of the following sisterents applies to you?

-4

an currently employed as & tezxcher of Enzlish in a public secondary school.
= not currently employed as a teacher of English in a public secondary
school; therefore I am returning the guestionnaire to ycu unanswered.

H

N

what is the highest cegreo you hold?

Normal school :agree or eguivalent crecits
Bachelor's cegrua or equivalent credits
Master's dezree or equivalent crodits

Doctoral degree or equivalent credits

3. Year corpleted _Institution Yajor

L. Eow lonz have you taught Znglisha? years

5. Eow long have you held your present position? years

6. Orn which grade level(s) are you teaching English at present? grade(s)

7. In rogard to social and politiecal issues, how would you describs ycurself?
conservative ___ middle-of-the-road ____ liberal

8. ‘Which of the followirz curricula are provided in the schoel in which you teach?
cormercial ‘_____general _____college preparatory

9. Wnhat is the approximate enrollment in the s<hool? students

10. In what type of school is tho school located?

urban suburban rural

11. What is the approxirmate size of the comrmnity? residents
12, In rezard to social and political issues, how would you describe the comrunity?
_..aonservative middle-of-the-rcad liberal

13. Durinz the past two years, has there been public eriticism of the schools
with.n the cormunity?

mach soms 14ittle none {If "none," skip to question 17.)

14. What was the subject of this criticism? (Check all items which apply.)

school costs her (specify):
____curriculunm
toxtbooks
teachers don'’t “mow ! o

O
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I7 texibooks were criticized, in which curricular area? (Check all which apply.)
Social Studies other (speeif:):
Zm=lish

e A
ffvavie)

Seience den't know

What criticism was made of the books? {Chsok 21l items which apply.)

out of date inacdequate coverage of raterial
inaccurate obscene, vulgar

voorly written other {specify):

Corrmunistic, Socialisiie

Un-American, not patriotic don't know

Toes your school have an sstablished pclicy or set of procedures for handling
complaints from the public about books used in the school?

yes no don't know

If your answer to the proceding question was "ye¢s," briefly describe the pelicy
or procedures.

Vnieh of -.. .ollowing do you use in the English courses you teach?
latcrature textbook
grarmar arndfor language arts textbook
required roadings in litorature other than textbook
recommonded readirgs in literature
free rcading (literaturo sclocted by student)

How are the textbooks you use selected?

_4ndividual teacher has free choice
individual teacher selects from approved list
—__department faculty or committee makes sclection

other (specify):

If you use requirsd ardfor recormended readings in addition to a toxtbook,
how are these selected?

individual teacher has free choice

individual teacher selects from aporoved list
departmont cormittes or faculty makes selection
otnor (specify)s

)
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22, In your opinion, how much {reedom do you have

to determine course content? much some little _____rone
“o determine teaching methxds? much some Jittl r.ione
to select instructional raterials? much some ittle none

23. During the past two years, has anyone specifically objected to, or asked for the
renoval of, any book(s) which you personally have used or proposed usiag in the
English courses you teach?

— __Yes noe  {If "no," skip to nurber 34.)

24, If your answer to the preceding guestion was "yes," list below each book to which
- some objection was mads. (If rore than three, list the thres rost recent cases.)

Note: If you taught in a different school last year, list only
those books to which someone objected this year.

Zook 1: Author Title .
Book 2: Author, Titlae .
Book 3: Author . Title

ANSWER THE REYAINDIG QUESTIONS IN RELATION TO THE BOOK(S) LISTZD ASOVE.
25, Wro raised the original objection?

Book 1: Book 2: Book 3: student

parent

clergyman

another teacher

Inglish department chairman
principal, other school administrator
merbar of the Board of Zducation
newspaper reporter or editor

local organization

T
T

TS

(which? )
. national organization
(which? )

other (specify):

26. To whom was the original objection reported?

Book 1: Book 2: Book 3: directly to You

Board of Education
principal or superintendent
En :1ish department chairman
otlar (specify):

1
]

— —

— a—

27. How was the original objection reported?
. Book 1: Book 2: Book 3:__ by letter
by phone
in personal conference
other (specify):

l

1]
|1
i

-¢
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Wrat reason was given for objecting to the book?

Book 13
SooK 23
Book 3:

Eow was the book in question beins used or to be used?

Book 1: 3cok 23 Book 3: textbook

additional regquired reading
Tecormended reading

free reading (chosen by student)

11
1]

|

On wnat grade level was the book in question beinz used or to be used?

Book 1: grade - Pook 2: grade Book 2i erade

How was the book in quesiion selected?
Book 1: Book 2: Book 3:_ by student (free choice)

by student from recormended list
by teacher (free choice)

by teacher from approved list
other {specify):

i
1]
i

Was the book in question a paperback or hardcover vook?

Zonk 1

Book 2: Book 3: vaperback
. haxrdcover

Please describe what happered after the initial objection was reperied. What
actions were taken by whom? What was the final outcoms? (If you need more
space than is provided here, feel free to attach another sheet.)

Book 1:

-Q

Book 23

Book 32

Thank you for corpleting the questionnaire. Kindly return it in the starmed,

addressed envelope which is enclosed. All replies will be treated confidentially.

Code 2 Mrs. Iyla J. Ahrens

Box 259, Lenox Hill Station

New York, N.Y. 10021
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permit you to respond.
included for your use.

Again, I shall be
foxrward to your reply.

Enclosures (2)

was sent to you.

s yet received yours.

APPENDIX C

June 6, 1964

Lzst month a copy of the enclosed “Survey of Teachers of
S Although more than sixty per cent
he survey questionnaires already have been returned, 1

Tt a 1f you have posted your reply
within the past few days, kindly ignore this letter and accept

In case your original questionmaire has become lost amid
nal examinations and grade sheets, L am sending you this
diticnal copy with the hope that your schedule soon will "

A stamped, addressed envelope also is

grateful for your cooperation and look

130

Sincerely,

(Mrs.) Nyla J. Ahrens
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ATRPENDIX D

TABLE XXXVII

9

INCIDENCE OF CENSORSHIP, BY STATES

Teachers Reportiag

Number .. Censorship Incident
Stace | Teaching Number Per Ceut
Alabama 5 0 0.0
Arizona 3 0 0.0
Arkansas 4 0] 0.0
California 56 9 16.1,
Colozrzado 3 2. . 25.0
Connecticut 12 2 16.7
Delaware . ) 5 1 20.0
Dist. of Columbia 1 0 .0
Florida : 23 4 17 .4
Georgia 9 0 0.0
Idaho | 2 0 0.0
Illinois . 32 4 12.5
. Indiana _ 25 4 16.0
iowa 13 0] 0.0
Xansas 11 1 9.1
Kentucky 11 2 18.2
Louisiana ' ) 6 ’ 0 0.0
¥aine 5 1] 0.0
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T4ZLE XKXVII (coant'd.)

Teachars Repoztiag

Number Censorship Incidents

State Teacning Number Per Cent
¥aryland 1z 2 16.7
¥assachusetts 25 1 4.0
¥ichigan 25 ‘ S 20.0
Minnesota 23 3 13.1
Mississippi 4 2 50.&
Missouri 14 ) 7.2
Montana 3 1 33.3
Nebraska . 8 0 0.0
Nevada 2 1 50.0"
New Hzmpshire 2 | 0 0.0
New Jersey 13 . 3 23.1
New Mexico 4 0 0.0
New York 51 8 15.7
North Carolina 11 0 0.0
North Dakota 1 0 0.0
Ohio : 39 - 4 10.3
. Oklahoma 10 1 10.0
Oregon i 9 _ 1 11.1
Pennsylvania ' 34 5 - 14.7
Rhode Island 2 0 0.0
South Carolina 3 0 0.0
Scuth Dakota 3 » 0 0.0
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Teachers Reporting
Censorship Incidents

Per Cent

Tennessee

L5l -
L2XaS

Wisconsia

Wyoning

32

14

11

11.1
3.1
0.0

33.3

11.1°

21.4
0.0

36.4

0.0
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TABLE XXXIX

CENSCAZD BCOXKS: DATE OF PUBLICATION
NATIONALITY OF AUTHOR

uthor Title Date of Natiomality
Publication of Author

Bernstein et sl West Side Story 1958 American
Buck - The Good Earth 1931 American
Budd ' Anril Snow 1951

Burdick, Wheeler Fail-Safe 1962 Amerxican
Cervantes Don Quixote 15615 Spanish
Clark 0x-Bow Incident 1940 American
Crane . The Red Badge of Courage 1895 American
DelCastillo Child of Qur Time 1958

Dos Passos U.5.A. 1937 American
DuMauriexr ' Rebecca 16. s1lish
Fast April Morning . 1961 American
Faulkner Light in August 1932 Anmerican
Fexber Cimarron | 1929 American
Fielding Tom Jones 1749 English
Titzgerald Great Gatsby 1925 American
Frank | Diarv of a Young Girl 1952 Dutch
Golding lord of the Flies 1954 ~ English
Griffin Black Like Me 1961 American
Guthrie The Way Vest 1949 American
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Author Title Date of NWationality
Publication of Author
Hawthorne Scarlet Letter 1850 American
Heggen Mister Roberts 1946 American
Zeaingway A Tarewell to Arms 1929 American
Huxley Brave New World 1932 English
Kaowles A Separate Peace 1960 American
Lawrence Sons and_Lovers 1913 English
iederer and Burdick The Uglv American 1958 American
Lee To Kill A Mocking: _zd 1960 American
Lockridge Rzintree County 1948 American
¥eCullers The Heart is a Lor-ely Hunter 1940 American
Michener Fires of Spring 1949 American
Hawail 1959
Miller The Crucible 1953 American
Moxre topia 1516 English
0'Neill Ah, Wilderness! 1933 American
Oxwell 1984 1949 English
Paton Too Late the Phalarope 1953 S. African
Rand The Fountainhead 1943 American
Sa.inger Catcher in the Rye 1951 American
Nine Short Stories 1953
Serling Requiem for a Heavywelght 1962 American
Shakespeare Merchant of Venice 1600 English
Othello 1622
Shaw Androcles and the Lion 1912 Irish
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TABLE XXXIX (comt'd,)

Lutihor Title Date of Nationalivy
Publication of Author

Smitha 4 Tree Grows in Brooklyn 1943 American
Steinbeck To A God Unknown 1933 American
Z Mice and Men 18637
The Red Poay 1938
' Granes of Wrath 1939
The oon is Down 1942
Twain Yuckleberry Fian 1884& ‘American
Ten Sawver 1876
Mysterious Stranzexr 1916
West The Devil's Advocate 1859 Australian
‘Uilde The Picture of Dorian Gray 1891 English
Wouk v The Caine Mutiay 1951 American
2
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Avtlor Title NCTE* Wilson. ALA%**
Bernstein et al West Side Story
Buck The Good Earth X X x
- Budd April Snow
Burdick, Wheeler Fzil-Safe P )
Cervantes Dou Quixote x x oX
Claxk Zxu~Bow Incident x .
Crane The Red Badeze of Courage x bd x
Del Castille Chi}d of Our Time
Dos Passos U.S.A.
DuMaurier Rebecca = X x
Fast April Morning‘ x x

~

Faulkuer Light in Augu;t
Ferber Cimarron x X x
Fielding Tom Jones
Fitzgerald Great Gatsby ‘x X x
Frank Diary of 2 Young Girl x x x
Golding Lord of the Flies x
Griffin ‘Black Like Me
Guthrie The Way West p 4 x
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.
autaocy

Xnowles

Lawrence

Lederer, Burdick

Lee
Lockridge
Mcdullers
Miller

Michener

Rand

Sal.nzer

Serling,

Shakespeare

The Scarlet Letter

Mister Roberts

A Tarewell to Arms

Brave New World

A Separate Peace

Sons and Lovers

The Ugly American

To Kill A Mockingbird

[

aintree County

—

The Heart is a Lonely Hunter

The Crucible

Fires of Spring

Ah, Wilderness!

1584

Too Late the Phalarope

The Fountainhead

Cctcher in the Rye

Nine Short Stories

Requiem for a Heavyweight

Yerchant of Venice

Othello
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Title

% *¥
NCTE Wilson

Kk
ALA

Shaw Ancdrocles and the Lion
Smith A Tree Grows in Brooklyn x x ‘
Steinbeck Grapes of Wrxath %
0f Mice and Men
The Moon is Down
The Red Pony
To A God Unkncwn
, Twain Tuckleberzy Finn x . x
Mysteriocus Stranger
Tom Sawver x
West The Devil's Advocate X
Wilde Picture of Doxian Gray
Wouk The Caine Mutiny X x
%

Wwational Council of Teachers of English.
4 List for Leisure Reading Tor Use by Students in Senior

Books for You:

3

digh

imerican Library Association.
Hieh Schools.

s

wm‘.Standard Catalog for High School Libraries.

A Basic Boolk Collectioun for

0

the H. Wo. Wilson Company.

O
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APFENDIXK H i
CATEGCRIES USED IN CODIKG QUESTION 28,
~iOTED WITH ORIGINAL RISPONSLS
Longuarc
Zrofa- ., wecariag fflcul?y
c’ . laaguage nappropriate
~Zier language Not fit for age group
incecent language Unsuitable
Obiectionable language Adultery not fit subject for
¥ -

V .igar languzge high school
Toking Lord's name in vain Too mature

Concubines
) Zpisode between scientist
and married woman

Sexy passages

Acult activities

Objectionable portlons or
passages

Prostitute in play

Chapters where chavacters
malkke love

Aspects of husband/wife
relationship

Obscene situation

Mention oi sexual relatiouns

Beach scene

Giving birch

’

Yuloowm: ow
.-—-—L-—.._'__

Vulgax

Irmmoral

Iadecent

Obscene, obscenity
Trashy

Smus Cy

Bawdy

Nasty, crude
Corrunting

e2ar of pareantal objection
ear of cowmmunity objection

i bz
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Some students not mature enough

Cormmunism, Leftism

Communistic

Author's pink connections in 1920's
Too many sample specches by pinkos
Sla.;ed to leftist point of view
faught communism

5

Un~&exicanism
Pessimistic; encouraged un-American
attitudes
Cne sentence referred to woxrld
goverament

Made fun of our government

Race, Religion

Backs integration

Anti-scemitism

Prejudice against Negroes

Anti-Catholic

Negro presented poorly

Cyanicism concerning fundamental
Christian beliefs -

Religious content maligning
Catholic Church

Advocates disestablishnient of chuzch
and state
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