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ABSTRACT

e Y survey of 225 parents of highhschool sophdmOres in a Mihneéota'

community was undertaken in the fali of 1974 to'determine parental attitudes

about potentiéily confroversial issues in hiéh schébl English materials,

In one-sense,bfhe infent of the survey was to determine "commuhity‘
'-sténdards." With the excéption of objectionable lahéﬁége; parents weie"
_‘generally tolerant and no#-ce#sorprone. Other'topiés‘included in the Sur:
vey were questiohé about using literaturé or films that confain violence,
‘Black‘characters, drug use, anti-religious viewpoints, and sexual relation-
‘éhips'dnd éuesfionsaabOut_general attitudes about the_functibn of literature
in high schools. No gignificanf differences weré found to .exist in_tﬁe
atfitudés of subjpcté ihvdifﬁereﬂt age, sex, or education groups. Parenté

°

were more»tdlerant»of films than books,
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~ of instruction.
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In all the fuss about crowkd schools and the

teacher shortage, Americans are overlooking a
much graver threat to public education--the

- plague of censorship seeping the nation's -

schools. More and more frequently across the
country, vigilante conmittees are arising to

- denounce books that for one reason or another

displease them. The result is growing panic
among teachers and school officials, and in
many places alarming decline in the quality

o ‘Edward J. Gordon
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INTRODUCTION

- In the fifth century B. C., Plato wrote that"the power
which'poetry has of harming even.%the good (and there are very

few who are not harmed), is sure]y an awfu] thing. o]

Twenty-five ; oo

hundred years has not seen the dem1se of that sentiment; rather, V

censors are becoming more vocal and adament as exemplified by v

a minister who, 1n 1969, argued that “1hmora1" 11terature perme—

ated Ameyrican classrooms and that "to keep student subjected to

'classahours‘of seeking and searching for the meaning of life is to

leave them in. a state of frustration when no definite answers are

givenl_ It is cheating theh out of a bona fide English course.?'2
More than ever, English teachers are likely to becomeventangled in
struggles over .language arts materials. It hay seem paradoxical
in an allegedly increasingly permissive society, but English

- teachers have to face the fact that almost any ptece of literature‘

they use in the classroom may cause ire in the commun1ty

<f , By now the awareness of the 1nc1dence of censorsh1o cannot
escape English teachers AN have read of +he sensational incidenis

of book burning in North Dak0ta and violent protests in West V1rg1n1a i
And, as will be documented, unpub11c12ed incidents are known by most

-

~ » N 1
: Plato, The Republic, Book X in Criticism: The Major Texts, ed.
W. J Bates (New York Harcourt, Brace, Jovanovich, 1970), P. 47

2L1nwood A. Hanson, "Choosing L1terature," The Leaflet, May,
B 1969,p.10. . . :
‘ ) . ) —
PR 3In Drake, North Dakota, in 1974 cop1es of S]aughterhouse Five

“were bhurned after removal from classes. In Kanakawha €ounty, West Va.
: in 1975 parents violently protested against a new series of language
Q arts materials. '
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‘Engiish teachers Research has documented these inc1dents, the reasons A
for cbjections, and the outcomes of the incidents. What we need now
is a better, understanding of how most parents actua]]y fee] This-is
especially important now that school boards are applying the Supreme
Court's decision on pornographyithat community standards must‘begthe

final arbiters.' This very ruling was used in 1974 in Pelican Rapids,

Minnesota, to justify the removal of S]aughterhouse Fiye after a single;_
,parentvconplainedf4 Therefore, the question becomes imperative: fis .
the’single objecting parent the. tip of:an-iceberg or'an‘island unto
himse]f? _ :“ o | f P
. This study was deSigned to prov1de L description of the at-

| titudes of a sample of parents from a se]ected community toward the
content of materials in senior high schoo]{English classes. Also ex-
amined are’ general attitudes about the purposes of literature in the

- classroom. Hopefu]]y, the_results can be.of benefit to teachers in | 'i

~ making curricular and materials decisions andvin forming policies
to deal with censorship attempts. |

il

a

- %uTeacher Withdraws Novel from Class," Minneapolis Star,

April 16, 1975, Sec. B, p. 4. -




CHAPTER I | :

- REVIEW OF LITERATURE -

History of Censorship

The history_of'censofehip dates'primerily from the seventeehtﬁ

| century‘when.the printjng press and increased literacy made books evaili
~able to more than the'ciergy’and ubper elasses, who promptly decided
that eVerybhe else's "moral fiber" .needed protection.5 Censorship was
a simple matter then because printing was lieensed privilege, but licens-
. ing soon ended, and the end of the seventeenth century saw both England
and America establish the'publighing of obscene materia] as a common-
law crime. Since then courts have struggled with definitions of ob-
scen1ty and the issue of freedom of speech and freedom of press.
Censorsh1p was not “however, much of a concern for schools with their
very c1ass1c curricula until public*® educat1on both expanded and changed.
| The first rash of censorship attempts in Amer1can schools in-
volved politics. Spec1f1ca11y, the Civil War made both Northerners

and Southerners verycpart1cu1ar about the 'schools' history books.

 The issue was so explesive that most publishers resorted to print-

ing two versions of their"hiétoiy texts. Throughout the 1800's

. 5Char]es Rembar, "You Can't Show Thaf on TV,“ Triangle Pub-
11cat1ons, Ocober, 1974, p. 33 '
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and '1900's social studies' texts have continued to be under attack,

more &> than English BOoks. For the most. part.these censors were

j-organ1zed groups, not individual parents, who were often successful

“in gett1ng 1eg1s]atures to ban specific texts or ideas from the schoo]s

The result was and is that scheol officials are very caut1ous, "a factor

.publishers cannot afford to 1gnore when prepar1ng books for d1str1bu-

tion. . . . The expense of produc1ng a book is too high, many of them

believe, to take chances. on content which m1ght offend potential buyers. ub

How did the Eng]1sh teacher apparently escape these problems
for so long? Two factors seem to be most responsible. For one, until |
the late 1950'5, the study of literature Was more a history 6f é]assiga]
authors than aastady of relevant themes of both vanarable and contamporary
7

lTiterature.” " Obscenity laws often kept the contemporary'author from

being published until long after he was contemporary (witness, for ex-

| ampTe, Dreiser's struggTes just to get a thousand copies of Sister
‘Carrie printed). Not until the 1930's did the American Booksellers

Association even begin to consider an anti-censorship stand. In other

. ©
words, for many years modern, controversial literature was neither part

- of the English curriculum nor was it readily available.

/

6Jack Ne]son and Gene Roberts The Censors and the \chools
(Canada Little, Brown and Co., 1963), . 179

7Frank Rice, English and Its Teach1ng (Professional Education
Series, 1972), p.* 14.
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Seeondiy, a lot’of.prefcensership existed.  With antho]ogjes as the -

-~ mainstay of English c]assrpoms,'qulishere had_the'same<feer§ of
economic loss if the texts were offehsive.‘ "Anthoibjies oqungliSh
and American Iiteratﬁre‘are often affected by the same feek of contro—‘
versy. .Works.by many Wide]y ecclaimed—hovelists; poets and playwrights
) aﬁe_not found in today's ahtho]ogies.~. .. ?ub]ishers find it safer
“to fill their'texts with works safely removed from thevtwentieth cén-

tury. . .'."8

Thus, the nature of the‘currieula and the almost ex-
clusive use of antho]ogies seem to have kept ahgry parents from the
teachers' doors. Of course -other factors are probably also 1nvo]ved
such as teacher educat1on and tenure 1aws, but data is on]y specu]a-
tive in these areas.

After researching the hiStery of schod]‘censorsh;p, Nelson
and Roberts concluded that'“while today's textbook battles are among.
the moet_widespread andbserious‘to hit this eountry, they ake not with-
out deep roots in history. u9 Two questions naturally ariee' " How wide-
spread is the problem of censorsh1p mf Eng]1sh mater1a15 and why does
the problem exist? L

Research Findings

. Although censorship has existed as long as books have, sys-
tematic reporting and'etudy of the‘problem in schools has been most -

active in the last fifteen years.

8\elson and Roberts, p. 182-183

9Nelson and Roberts, p. 22.
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Prior to that time, know]edge of the eXtent of\c%neorship has to be

obtained by‘hbre indireet indices. ~One such index'of the growth of both

- the problem and the research is that in 1929, when' the Education Index was

ftrst pub11shed there was only one art1¢1e on censorsh1p listed; by

10

1965 there were lengthy b1b11ograph1es Or, since 1940 Library L1tera-

ture, a comprehens1ve index that 1nc1udes non- 11brary material, has ex-.

perienced a steady increase in both the number and.percentage»of cersor-

11

ship citations. In 1953 the National Council of Teachers of English,

beﬁeving that the wave of attacks on social studies' materials presented
a threat to English teachers, (even chough "relatively few" books had

been banned from Eng11sh classrooms) pub11shed Censorship and Controversy]2

By 1962 the1r fears,were mater1a11z1ng, and the NCTE felt compelled to

publish The Students' Right to Read. Finally, at their 1974 convention,
the.NCTE passed a resolution "On Confronting Censorship." In part, the
resolution reads:

Educators and school board members are being abused
and harassed, and therefore intimidated in ‘exer-
cising their professional judgment in the best in-
terests of their pupils because such attacks are
based on emotion rather than reason . . . and create
an atmosphere of fear and mistrust in which learning:
* is hampered. .. . .RESOLVED that NCTE reassert its
position on the student's right to read, and Be it
further RESOLVED that NCTE inform its members of the

10Lee A. Burress, “Censorsh1p and the Publi¢ Schools," Freedom
of Inquiry (Wash1ngton, D.C.: Amer1can Library Association, 1965),p.20

| ]lJerome B. Simpson, "Censorsh1p The Profession's Response,"
Newsletter on Intellectual Freedom, July, 1964, p. 41 .

12Censorsh1p and Controversy (Ch1cago National Council of
Teachers of Eng]1sh 1953), p.51"
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‘ v dangers involved in instructional materials- centered
: _ ‘ ‘ ‘ attacks and of- appr?gr1ate act1ons they. may take as
. " situations warrant.

fh1s gro1ﬁnb concern is not just because of the few. 1nc1dents that
ga1n massive pub11c1ty, rather, careful research has revealed that

censorsh1p of language arts mater1als is w1despread and, perhaps,

»
. grow1ng "

'Inc1dence“of Censorship -

g ' After the - publication>of The Students' Right to Read, the

. | NCTE asked aff111ates to report on censorsh1p exper1ences " The Utah
' ‘Council was one of few to present a stat1st1ca1 report at that time. B
Based on a 1963 s rvey -0f 160 h1gh school Engl1sh teachers or cha1r—
' persons, 67 perce t of the high schools and 20 percent of the Jun1or'.
high schoo]s "rep rted def1n1te 1nc1dents and a number of others reporited

m1nor sk1rm1shes '"]4

Most of the‘1nc1dents were 1n1tjated.by individual
parents rather than,drganized grbups; -Following the Utah report, at : .
Teast four major.studies (1963, 1967, 1968, 1973) of censorship in

A : high school Engldsh probrams uere undertaken. ' Each repOrted‘simiiar and
d1squ1et1ng results.. i o o I .

| In 1963 ‘the W1scdn51n Council of Teachers of Engl1sh supported
;research by Lee Burress 1nto censorsh1p in the1r pub11c schools. 15

Burress.d1str1buted the “Questjonnatre Concern1ng Censprsh1p-Pressures

on Qisconsin Teachers".tp.914 pub]ic‘schodT administrators, 47Wpercent

El

13“Convent1on Wrap up,"Eng]1sh Journal January 1975, p- 29

]4"Aff111ates Study the Censorsh1p Issues "Counc11 -Grams. Sept. 10
11963,p.14 _ ‘ (1‘; Lol _
. ) ] 5 A

o How Censorship Affects the ‘Schools Jisconsin Council of Teachers T
. Spec1a1 Bullet1n No 8 (0Oshkosh;The. Counc1l, 1963) o R
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- of whom responded, and to 724 pub]tc‘schoo] Enéﬁish teachers, of whom -
| - 25 percent responded. Thus, -his results were baeed qn!approiimate]y 600"
returns | | |

In analyzing the-data, Burress found that the following:

°

Approximately one-fifth of all the returns reported a
specific request to remove a bodk or magazine from use.
_ or from a recommended list during the two years prior R
~ to the study . . A/maJor conclusion was that a sub- ’
. stantial proport1on of the teachers in Wisconsin feel the
© ° continuing presence of censorship pressures, and have
o o exper1enced or expect to experience, an overt expres-
W , - sion of that pressure. (p.2). _

“jhe majority of the objectors were parents, althoqgh about
dne-fourthﬁof the objections were frdm'teachers dr,librarians."HOWever,
; ‘ : o ' these preSsdres were-repdrted.to be 1ess severe than those from ontside .
| the school. _- | - | i | ‘_ ’
Jn 1965 Nyla Ahrens conducted a study snm11ar to Burress s but

16 She surveyed 939 secondary Eng11sh teachers from

on a larger scale.
! acroes the country. Of 616 respondents, 78 or 12.61percent rep11ed.
aff1rmat1ve1y to the quest1on "During the past two years, has anyone
- ~spec1f1ca11y obJected to or asked for the remova] of any book(s) .
wh1ch you persona]]y have used or prnposed us1ng in the Eng11sh courses'
'you teach?“, The percentage of such. 1nc1dents was h1gher when senior |
high school respondents were isolated. Of a11 reported 1nc1dents 77.5
- percent cdncerned books used at the senior h1gh sch001 1eve1 While
: Ahrens does not specu]ate on the reasons for this situation, it is
:;11ke1y that as English c1asses penetrate more deep]y into adult, con-

»

16Censorsh1p and the Teacher of English:A Quest1onna1re Sur-
vey of a Selected Sample of Secondary School Teachers of English KAnn
Arbou Columbia Univeérsity,. 1965)




emporary themes the 1ikelihood of parental obJect1ons increases.
The obJectors in Ahrens study were, aga1n mainly from out-‘
side the school; _51-percent were 1nd1v1dua1 parents and 14 percent
were teachers or librarians. The rest generally consisted of c1ergy-
- men and'10ca1 organizations; Finally, objections were not conf1ned
to any certain types of commun1ttes, but they "were reported from
all sect1ons of the country . ;_and many kinds of schools and
:commun1t1es 1p 88) |
Conditions in Arizona were surveyed in 1968 by Kenneth Donelson. 17
Nnnety out of 103 schools (87 percent) and 168 out of 253 teachers
(67 percent) responded. Forty-four percent of the schoo!s reported
at least one censorsh1p incident, and 46 percent «f the 1nd1v1dua1
teachers reported d1rect or . 1nd1rect attempts at censorsh1p, the
major1ty of which were initiated by parents. Moreover, 103 teachers
(61 percent) said that they do worry about censorship in the1r schools.
Perhaps the prob]em of censorshjp is no more evident than in .
Rollin'Doumaﬂs 1973 study of censorship inythe Michigan public schoo]s.]8 ‘Vf
of 127 Eng1ish depart;ent'chairpersons responddng, 50.4 percent had
faced ohjections to or had been asked to remove at ]east one book used
vin an Eng]ish class or recommended,to.the student. Again, parental

j/' objectors far-outranked other categories; Therefore,_whatever‘the>

‘situation was'prior to these studies, there can be 1ittle doubt that

: 17"Censorsh1p and the Arizona Schoo]s,"Ar1zona Eng11sh Bul-
1et1n, February, 1969. ,

o ' 18Book Se]ect1on Policies, Book Complaint Po]1c1es and Censor-
sh1p in Se]ected M1ch1gan Pub11c Schools (Un1vers1ty of M1ch1gan, 1973)




10 -
céngbrship is a vgry7rea1 problem for English teachers today.

Reasons for Objeétions N

To what did all thése parents objett? A11 of the above studies
produced. nearly the same lists of~653ections; uThe main causes of com-
plaint were'languége, sex and immorality,'reliéton, race, politics,
ahd inappropriaté ado]escent.behavior. In this area; Burress'observed
that "in the opinion of teachers report1ng, an additional group of -
'obaectors had h1dden motives; thought they apparent]y were obJect1ng to
‘the 1anguage or mora11ty of a book, they were in reality obJect1ng to
“the ideas"v(p, 4). Donelson also argued thét, though language is the
 stated objection, it méy be a cover for the real complaint especially
for "attacks on thé.different dialect or cuiture of a minority group..

' . This was true of a campaign of cenSorShip aimed at John Howard

Griffin's Black Like Me"(Done1soh, 1972, p. 1194). On the other hand,

in Rochester, Michigan, SlaughterhOusé Five wés challenged in court as

'ahti—réligious; and thus, its use violated the princip]é of separation
of church and state (that is, schools can favor neither religion nor

' antiAreligton). 'Nilltam Banach;(1§73), however,.in his analysis of the
- controversy argued that "the basic prémise——that the schools were using
a book.injurious t0nChristian,betiéfs—fdid not significantly affect the
community. Inétead, the community was'affécted by expletives pu11ed
from COntéxt e ;"]9 OBViously, we need more exact information on
exactly what parents feaf in books and why.

Effects of. Censorsh1p T ! ‘ o ' i

While 1t is clear, ther, that censorship- attempts face many

teachers, the effects emphasize the seriousness of the problem.

: ]Q"Inte11ectua1 Freedom and the Commun1ty," Sch001 Media Quarter]y,
1 (1973) p. 125 .
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While vio]entﬁprotests and book burnings'are not the~hofm5 other o .
results cannot bé ﬁinimized. The immediate effect is often the re-.
moval of the objectionable book. }Ohe—fourth of the Miéhigan échoéls
surVéyed had removed at least oﬁe book'(Douma, 1973), 43 of 115 books

- were remoVed; banned lost, or hiddén'ih Arizona (Doﬁe]son,'1968), and
41 of 111 books were fempved or retaihed with a different'method of use
in the schools Ahrens studied. : |
But[remoQa]tin one school -is just the beginning as a "ripple effect”
sets in.-vBurress discovered that'much.se1f—censorshib existed to -
."avoid.frouBIé" (p. 6). To be safe'from objectérs.and pfob]ems, teachers
often restrict‘studehté.to'"safeﬂ books, and the students end up "im-
poVerfshed" rather than "enriched;"zo EdWard Gordon (1969) sums‘ub the
situation: | |

There'aré no national statistics on censorship, 6f course,
nor can there be. But eduators who have studied the
phenomenon believe that it extends far wider than any reci-
tation of examples could ever indicate.  They point out
that when public clamor takes a book away in one school, the

same book will disappear quietly in hundrEQi of other
scheols which do not want to take chances.™’

Curricu]ar'Causes
while‘censoﬁship has.lohg existed, the apparent increases can
bé'at leést partia]ly éttributed fn changes in Eng]iéh-curricu]a. .
. As was prévious]y discuésed, teachers fofmek]y re]ied'almost vexclusiye]y
6n'aﬁtho]ogies'and their classic surveys of}1iterary histery. Now, con-
temporary literature 1is gaining prominenqe; and that may be a major |

‘root of -the probiem.

ZORobert F. Hogan; "Bouk Se]eg%ion and Censorship," National
Association of Secondary School Pringipals Bulletin, April, 1967, p. 73.

2]"Cénsorsﬁip Is Disruptingfour Schools," The Leaflet,May; 1969,
p. 4. o i : R
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That modern 1iterature‘USe‘in increasing is ébundant]y c1eér.,~
“Censorshfb studies in Wisconsin'Suggest, and individual reportsffroma
across the ;ountry confirm,that_teacherS‘ére aware of and inclined to
use much contempokary and fréquently'controversial literature" (Burress, _

1965, p. 492). Also, James Doran‘s 1970 study showed that 95'percent of

;teachers.su}veyed favored hsing contemporafy ]itera;ufe and that most

teachers do make extensive use of it. 22

This change is part1a]1y due to the 1ncreased ava1]ab1l1ty
/

of inexpensive paperbacks rather than antholog1es; yhe Ahrens study

_reported that more than two-thirds of the objectionable books were

. in:paperback form. Burress strongly argued for the tie between paperbacks

and increasing censorship attempts: o

One of the instructional improvements of immedi_ate con-
“cern to censorship is the use of books otherthan texts.
. It has been a natural accompaniment of the rise of
. teacher preparation that much use has been made in the
schools of nontextbooks. . . . The militancy of the teach-
ers may also be seen in greater use of contemporary and
<controvers1a1 books than was true in the past ... (p. 21).

The pub11sher S d11emma is now part1a11y solved! For the cost of one

heavy. anthology, he can pr1nt a number of paperbacks w1thout hav1ng

“to worry so much about not offend1ng any one.

The "prob]em“'1s that modern literature deals w1th modern -

prob1ems 1n.contemporary terms. Today's adolescent 1s'?more Tikely to

enter the real world of . . . . drugs, racism,schoocl dropouts, alcoholism

%

pregnancy, early marriage, divorce, sex, high school gangs, and Vietman" ..

~ (Donelson, p..1193). To avoid such subjects, to chOose "c1eanf books

only, is to ignore what is relevant-to today's teenageré.' And, since.
langdage is.the number one complaint of parenté, it is not likely to dis-

appearxwith the use of modern literature because "it doegwappear that

| Curr1cu1um (thgers State Un1vers1ty, 1970), p. 19

22Contempovar'y Novels and Plays in the Sen1or H1gh School

L3
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'today'S'qUeSt fon 'honesty' results in far more obsoenity inour .
j1itefature than pnevioUSIy{”zs o |

" The tie of modern literature to a rise in censcrship is not
Jjust specolative or coincidental Ahrens reported.that.76 percent

of the,censored books were published after'1920 and 53 percent were

pub]ished'Since 1940. The controversy in Michigan over Slaughterhouse
Five is an excellent case in point. | |

The complaints were generated when the school system

broké from its traditional manner of teaching English

and attempted to structurecourses more meaningful by

using the ten-week course, or mini-course concept, in-
cluding classes such as contemporary literature, current
literature, black literature, and Shakespeare. . . .to
allow students to identify Qasic trends and characteristics
1n contemporary literature. o T s

Kenneth Donelson sums up the enttre situation w1th some
"truths"'about censorsh1p
(1) Censorsh1p altmost a]ways ar1ses from the study of contem-
porary” literature.
(2) Almost any modern literature is censorab]e by someone,
somewhere, sametime, somehow i
(3) Any English teacher worthy of the name is 1ikely to en-
~counter the censor, if he teaches modern Titerature worth
- the time and effort. (Donelsow, 1974,p.14) .
Perhaps’exacerbatingvthe situation, English'teachers are al-
so making greater use of films. .Donelson reported that the use of
f11ms that depict disturbing aspects of 1ife is 1ncreas1ng, and ‘
We w111 surely see many other censorsh1p incidents involving short .

films as'they become more widely accepted by teachers" (1972, p. 1196].

23R1chard H. Escott, "Intellectual Freedom and the Schoo] Adm1n1s--“
trator, "School Media Quarterly,: 1 (1973) p. 119.

' 24Harr_y Jones and Ray Lawson, "Intellectual Freedom and Mater-
ials Selection, “School Media Quarterly. 1 (1973), p 116




' Language and morality have been the main causes of comp]aint.'

obJect1ons is an increased use ‘of paperbacks and contemporary literature

‘ship incidents for modern English teachers.

£
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Summary of Review-

Censorship predominated in the social'studies arena long before

_]angnage arts eXperienced widespread criticism. Precensorship,

economics, and cunicular organization,combined to defer censorship
problems with parents. ’Neverthelese, tnose’objections’probably

have been experienced, but recording of them did /not begin in earneft
until the-prob]em was tOovfrequent to* ignore.. In the past twelve .
years, careful surveys reported,.in.chrono10gica] order, censor-_

ship rates of 20 percent, i3'percent, 46 percent, and 50 percent.
- A concurrent deve]opment that appears to be linked to parenta]

by English teachers. 0ther factors may be 1nvolved (for examp]e,

teacher educat1on and teacher r1ghts) but these have not been documented , %
-~ . f—t-v-x

Finally, the use of short films may be opening the door to more censor-

Conc1us1on
C]ear]y, then comp1a1nts by parents about language- arts
mater1als should-be a major area of concern for ali Eng11sh teachers ' E
Across the nation, books are be1ng removed because of comp1a1nts by |
a few parents. But the quest1on ar1ses as to how other parents would
feel about the»hook or its removaT The answer tp this quest1on is
difficult to find.. Even in M1ch1gan with a highly publicized court
battle, it was difficult for the school board to determine exactly |
where the "silent majority" stood--genera]lx,-onIy the strong prbponents

and opponents of censorship were heard.25 bespite the fact that parents

szanach, p. 125 .




LI S o B [
have sUchsinf]uence, there is little research about their attitudes
(as opposed to surveys of in2school personnel). We must start to
'dnderstand MOre clearly the positions of the parents_as’iﬂrhole on the

“issues confronting 1anguage arts}today. This study attempts to un-

- cover some of those positions.

N,
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CHAPTER 1T
ORGANIZATION OF THE STUDY

' An attitude survey was\zgpducted in the fall of 1974 amohg -

the parents of sophomores from Coon Rap1ds High Schoo], Coon Rap1ds,

- M1nnesota, for the following purposes (1) to ascertain att1tudes and

op1n1ons about the content of high sch001 Eng]1sh materials and ab0ut
the rq]e of high schoo]~11terature.1n general; (2) to‘ascerta1n R
attitudesdiffered according to the medium (print versus film); (3).to'
determine a general picture of the community'silevel.of to]erance 6r
intoierance toward seTected subjects tn'English programs; (4) td' y
determine if att1tudes of parents differed accord1ng to the sex, age or
educat1on 1eve1

Assumptions -, . S
Basic attitudes of the author should be noted here. I

generally oppose censorship°and believe that a teacher's prcfessiona]

'Judgmert shou1d\be respected I qua]1¢y my oppositon to censorsh1p

in 11ght of my own b1ases For examp.e,~wh11 I would oppose the
attempts;of a racist to remove A Raisin in Suﬁ, I'ﬁrohab1y>
wouIdn't»want my children to be assigned a book that promotes racism.
Therefore, I accept that both- parenta1 and student r1ghts exist, and

I a1so recognize the duty of a teacher to offer alternative mater1als

‘to an individual studehtiwho himself or_whose parents obJecthto assigned

materials. While'these'isshes could be discussed at length, this study

is not concerned with issues from the teachers' perspective.

16
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Ccmmunity Description

Tmesur#eylpopulation comes from a hSmogeheous communitf'in
the second rin§ ofisuburbs around the large‘methoplitan ahea of
Minneapolis/St. Pau],v The commuhity is fairly new'Withtrecent,
< dramatic population increases. In a single decade.(1950-1960),'
- the population rose.from.just‘under 2500'to 15,000. Between 1960
and 1970 the population.doubled to a f1g re in excéss of 30,000 people
Ha]f of the popu]at1on is under 18 years o age26 ’

Most homes are less than fifteen years old and full into the

'_ $20,000 to $40,000 price range. The~communixy'is generally blue-coller,
10wer-midd1e elass. A distribution curve of{the community wod]d be
strongly skewed ih'fevoh ot the lower income ends, but there ere no
serious pockets of poverty. '

- . The people are a1m05t'100-percent white, Ang]o-Saxon 'and
Protestant, including a substant1a1 Bapt1st popu]at1on also, there
is a strong Catholic population. |

wh11e the area elects Democrats, the officials elected es-
pouse conservat1ve Democrat1c principles and stress issues of tax--
ation, labor, and traditional values (for‘exampIe, the area's
eongresshan,a Democrat,IWas giVen wide support'becahse of an anti-
abortion stance). There is a definite,DVerx conservative group.in
the comhuﬁity that.gains much bub]icity by its attempts to_regu-
late pornography at magazine racks and movie theatehsj The size

. of their following, however, is unknown.

i

v26we1come to Coon Rapids (City of Coon Rapids, T975), p. 3 -
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Egpulation and Sample . '

The popu]atibnconsisted of the parents of all sophomores
at Coon Rapids High School, This population was chosen for several
‘reasons; first, since most censorship cases concern senior high schdo]
materials, tﬁeirtparénts are of primefconcerh; gécondly,_parehts of
tenth graders weré'assumed to have thé,mostvimmediate or strongest
intereét in the senior high program bécause their_chi]dren were to be
enrolled for over two more‘years (as 6pbosed to parents whose children
would bé graduating san); and; thirdly, since I identified myself-as
a tenth grade English teacher and, hencéxcou1d‘be.eath student's teacher,
I hoped that incentive to respond would be greater: parents could voice
their opinions to someone directly involved jn’designing the tenth gfade
program, as well as the entire English departmént's program. After
assigﬁing a number to each sophomore, a list bf random¢ numbers was used
~to draw a sample of 225 names (28.5 percent) from 780 names in the |
population. |

The Questionnaire -

In investigating éttitudes in a sensitive area, it is dif-
ficult to ensure that the instrument measures exactly what it pro?
poses to measure. For a number of reasons, however,}fate-tb-face )
interviews were not feasible. -This‘surVey(was sthucfured to raiée
questions about broad issues and about the appropriateness of specific
content in high school Eng]fsh'books and films. |

Questions were drawn»to be in Tine with the principles sup-

ported in The Student's Right to Read, Some of the key ideas which were

formu]ated into questions are as follows:

fé oppose efferts of individuals or groups to limit the
freedom of choice of others or to impose their own stand- .
ards or tastes upon the community at large. The right of

¢
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any individual not just’ to read but to read whatever he
wants to read is basi¢ to democratic society. . . . In
effect, the reading man is freed from the bonds of discov-
ering a11 things and all facts and all truths through his
own direct experiences, for his read1ng allows him to meet
people, debate philosophies, and experience events far be-
yond the narrow confines of his own existance. . . . The
value and -impact of any literary work must be examined'as
a whole and not in part--the impact of the entire work
being more important than the words, phrases, or incidents
out of which it is made. . . . The community that entrust

-~ students to the care of an English teacher should also
trust that teacher to exercise p§9fessiona1 judgment in
selecting or recommending books. ‘ :

Also, I am indebted té the work Qf CharTes Bushé, who did a simi-
lar stddy of'censorsh%p attitudes among,]ibkarians. A number of
his questions were easily adaptab]é to this study. |
| The.Quéstions were designed to meet two crité;ia; to elicit
responses that'reflect or relate to aﬁ at;ftude towafd censorship
and tb show Qifferentiation.among respondehts whose views would
vary along a continuum from opposition to censorship to approval.
of cénsorship A copy of the questionnaife is included iﬁ Appendix C.

Scor1ng the Responses . R

N1neteen of the twenty 1tems on the survey met the first cri-

ter1a of being indicators of tolerant or intolerant attitudes (item

: number six was considered neutral). These items were dichotomous

questions requiring aresponse of either "agree" or "disagree", to

‘which were appended "strongly agkee" and "strongly disagree" to help

27Kenneth L. Done]son (Orbana; NCTE Comm1tt1ee on Publication,
1972,) p. 7-8.
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| 20
‘meet the second‘critéria.of diffefentiafing responses along a continuum.
A "no:opinion“'responéé was.also inc]uded. These five choiées served
vas the test of the degree of censor- proneness for each question. |
Each reSponse was g1ven a numer1ca1 va]ue to facilitate a

scoring system. A]] responses were scored -so that the reSponse 1east

~ favorablé to censorsh1p was assigned a value of one, and the response
.most favorable to censorship was ass1gned_a value of five. Note two ex-
'amplés:

Item 18. A téécher should use a book even if while the whole suits
: the purposes of the course, parts of it are obJect1onab1e

-to parents.
“trongly  Agree No opinion - Disagree Strongly
Agree ' s , Disa?ree
(1) - (2) (3). (4) - (5

Item 17. High school students should not be asked to.read "books
~about teenagers involved with drugs.

Strongly Agree No opinion - , Disagree Strongly

Agree _ _ ) C Disagree
) () @ . (@ 0

. Thege numbers were not put on the surveys themselves. .
_After each question was scored, they were tota11ei to pfoduce and
overall "censor-proneness" score. Under this systeh, the higher the

~ score, the more censor-prone the respondent was assumed to be.

s O



‘ﬁheGVariabies

* Hypotheses

In the analySis of data the. fo]]ow1ng nu11 hypotheses will’

be tested (at- the .05 level of 51gnificance)
1. There will be no Significantsdifferences between the

number of persOns scoring"above an established neutral
;-pOint and those scoring be]ow rt v :
R : : . :
2. There w111 be no Significant differences between censorship

scores and the variable of sex.
“3. There w111 be no 51gnificant differences between censorship

scores and the variab!e of age

@
3

4.  There will be no significant differences betWeen-censprship,b

scores ‘and the variabie’of education. |
5. There will be no'significant.differences betweeniattitudes
and the variable of medium (print versuelfiim).

i

The variable of sex was, of course, categorized into male and

female. The age variable was:divided into eight levels in the sur-

| vey itse]f; under 30, 30-34, 35-39, 40-44, 45-49, 50-54, 55-59, and

60 and above. In the analysis of the data, the age categories were

grouped into three levels: under 40, 40-49, and 50 and. over.

@hree educationa1 attainment levels were established: not.a high-

’schooi graduate, a high schoo] graduate, and a high schoo] graduate

w1th advanced education at a co]]ege or business or technical sch001
Definitions " | “_:. ' : ' L
Sevcral definitions were established
ensorshig -an essehtially negative act inv01v1ng the use of non-
profeSSiona1 criteria»and procedures to suppress, proscribe, or repress

books (Douma p. 3)

__Jection a comp]aint against a- book" use or content, usually made
. *7 :
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with the intention of having the book removed.

To]erant' to a110w to be done w1thout active oppos1t1on to coh-

cede the right to op1n1ons and part1C1pat1on

L1m1tat1ons of the Stugy

'The study is 11m1ted'in'a numben of ways. First, the popu-
C D

lation was a specific, fairly honogeneous community. It would be

diffieu1t to determine to what extent results Can-be,genéra]izeq to -
otheritypes of communities. Secondly, 61osed¥form questions were used.
While parents were given the opportUnit_y to conment (and marny did),~1'n-

terpret1ng exactly what each subJect meant by an answer was restricted:

Pilot- Test1ng,the Quest1onna1re

A pre11m1nary>draft of the survey Was'designed after research

~ and conSu]tations; A pilot survey was sent to five pareqts, known to

be of yarying po]itica] and réiigious persuasions. Included with the

servey were questions to evaluate the survey and the instructions. (seef

'Appendix-B). ATl fiveesurveys:and eya]uatiens were returned, and the

evaluations showed no significant problems with interpreting or answering -

: the questions.}vThe survey was.also submit%ed to administratOrs for their

suggestﬁons. As a result, the i 1t5a1.survey was Subjected‘tofminor

revisions The final'survey consisted of twenty.statements to which

respondents wou]d ag"ee or d1sa ree. SubJects were a 156 asked to}ﬁdentify

themselves by sex, age, and educat1on, otherw1se they were to remain

'anonymous.

MaiTing and Return of Surveys.

-
Y

A cover 1etter'wasAattached to the one-page survey. -The”letter,

‘nof on school stationary, identified me as the investigator, explained

the general purpose of the study (without using the word "censorship"),

]

.y 3 , . . i
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and prdﬁised confidentia]ity It also gave my phone. number if subjects

wanted further 1nformat1on and f1na11y, the letter offered to send the
resu‘ts to anyone interested in exam1n1ng them. (See Appendix-A for a
copy of the cover letter. ) |

Quest1onna1res were mailed to the suDJects in November of 1974,
comp]ete with cover letter and a pre- addressed, stamped envelcpe. After

a three week period, fo]low-up letters were sent to all parents through

their sons or daughters. (Initial 1etters~were not coded in any way

- because I believed that the promise of anonymity and confidentia]ity
should betscrudu]ous]y adhered to since I was the teacher of some of the
SUbjeCts'gchildren. Therefore,'I could not identify. the returned surveys.),:”
- Of 225 questionnaires mailed out to sdbjects, /55 or 69 percent |
werefretdrned and all were usable. (Sixty-nine percent is considered a

high rate of return.28)

~In terms of the education,level, those returning .
- the sdrveys do not accurate]y»reflect the community: the respondents
are character1zed by a h1gher levél of education than would be true of

the popu]at1onvat 1arge. (refer to Table III).

¢

: 8Bernard C. Hennessy, PuB]ic Opinion (Belmont, California: Auxberg Press,
: 1970), p. 112, - ' , - : , .

°
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CHAPTER III
FINDINGS RN

General'Toleran Levels

The first major f1nd1ng 1s that the overa]l att1tude of the

commun1ty is s1gn1f1cant1y more to]erant than intolerant in regard to
/

the issues ra1sed by the °urvey As previously descr1bed eacn subJect S

h answers were scored to produce a "censor- proneness" score rang1ng from

the lowest possible of nineteen to the h1ghest possible of n1nety -five.

A low score is indicative of high to]erance, a h1gh score is 1nd1cat1ve

- of a non- to]erant att1tude, Table I andGraphI presént the d1str1but1on

- of scores _ o ‘ ¢

The s1gnif1rant standard of measurement is the midpoint of the :

'dgoss1bl e range of scores or. the most neutra] score, name]y 57. 5

Since value judgments are app11ed to the answers Cnaracter1z1ng them as

tolerant or into]erant, there is a standard by which the results, can be .

analyzed. Thus, 1 can compare the resbonses not only to each other, but
{ ' ‘ ‘

to an objective, neutral score. This' neutral score of 57.5_is obtained

,by'determdning the midpoint of the range of scores possible (95-19+1):

the most tolerant score possible is 19- the most into]eran+ score oossib]e

is 95. Put another way, 1f a subJect s responses were all "no op1n1on,"

indicating ne1ther proneness toward nor away from censorsh1p, each

answer would have a value of three and- the total score would be 57

(or 57 5‘statistcally) Therefore, scores below 57 5 fall into: the

'tolerant or censor prone category.. Us1ng this measure, 38 percent of the

“subJects may be_character1zed as intolerant, and’62 percent may be

’24.;,'
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TABLE I
‘ , ¢ Distribution of Survey Scores
Score Freq -fzum. Score Freq Cum. " | ° Score Freq Cum.
_ * Freg: *  Freq. *  Freq.
95 0 65 5 23 . 35 3 144 "
94 0 64 1 24 34 2 146 ’
93 0 63 5 =79 33 .0 146 ¢
92 0. 62 3 - 32 | 32 0 146 T :
97 0 61 7 39 31 .2 148 |
90 . 0 60 - 6. 45 30 2 150 : |
89 0 b 59 9 54 29 2 152 :
88 0 58 5 59 28 1 153 |
87 0 57 4 63 27 -1 154 |
86 0 56 -3 66 26 0 154 |
85 0 55 1 67 - 25 0 154 |
¢ 84 0 54 1 68 24 0 154 :
83 0 53 3 71 23 0 154 |
82 . 0 51 2 80 21 0 154 ;
81 0 51 2 - 80 21 0 154 g
80 0 50 3 83 19 ? 155 §
79 0 49 3 86 |
78 0 48 6 92 |
77 0 ) 47 . 2 94 '
76 1 1 46 5 99
75 0 - 1 45 2 101
, . 74 0 1 4 .6 - 107 .
73 1 2 43 4 111 '
72 1 3- 4?2 1 12
71 - 3 6 41" 8 120
70 0 6 40 6 126
69 4 10 -39 2 128
68 3 13 38 5 133
67 4 17 - 37 5 138 .
66 - 3 20 36 3 . 14
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GRAPH:1

~ Distributution of Survey Scores

P A ————

" Number of respondents (n=155)
>

o o 51.0 | |
1- c ‘ | .
- 1972225 28 31 34 37 40 13 46 49 52 55’ 58 61 64 67 70 73 76 79 82 85 88 91 94 97

- Total scores- on attitude survey (grouped by 3! s) ' ,

Lowest score poss1b]e 19 , :
/ Highest score possible: 95 : . N
" 'Mean score: 51.04
Neutral score: 57.5
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described as tolerant. Tabte II' summarizes this data. The mean

'ngspore of 51.04 also falls on the tolerant side of the distribution.

\Uéing this data, the null hypothesis was:tested and‘rejected,
'Hypothesis in the populat1on distribution, the scores w111 be

equa]]y divided above and be]ow an estab11shed neutra] po1nt With

| 155 scores, the expected frequency was 77 5 scores bath above and

"below 57.5. Us1ng the ch1-square test, I found that the obtained
frequencieS'of‘59 and 96 are statistica]ly sdgnifitant'at'thei
.005 level (X equals 8. 36). -
This p1cture of the dom1nance of a tolerant att1tude is a150 borne

out when scores c]ose to the neutral point are excluded. .That is,

instead of dividing the subjects into two groups, finer d1st1nct1ons n

may be made by d1v1d1ng them into five groups rang1ng_fr0m very

tolerant to.very into1enant. This seems especia]ly.apbropniate

sinee the subjects were given the oppoktunity to respond to each

queetion along a five point continuunt .. |
To determine the five grOups, I divided the range of score§'
possible into five groups: 19 to 28.5 to 47.5; 47.5 to 66.5,,66.5 to
88.5, and 85,5'to 95. These groups corrLSpond to the scores subjects -
would have if thefr answers.to each question had an average va1ue
of one, two, three, four; or five. Recall that one-point.wae assigmed
to very tolerant answers,_five points to very intolerant ansﬁers.
- Table iII preéentS this data Once the midd1é group of neutra] scores
is exc]uded the resu]ts still show that the tolerant pos1t1on is
clearly favored by 50 percent to eleven percent, and no oneﬁfal]s'1hto_
the'very intolerant categony%

These results are of impdrtant practical signiffcance. Here

are“data to support the.contention that those, at least in this'
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vcommunity, who promote censorShip efforts prohably do not repre-
‘sent a "s11ent maJor1ty," but, rather, ‘a def1n1te m1nor1ty (How-'
ever, this genera11zat1on will be qua11f1ed somewhat when I, ex-
amine spec1f1c question rather than general att1tudes.) Th1s in-
format1on can-be espec1a11y useful if the obJector tr1es to apply
..the Supreme Court ruling on pornography to assert that community
- standards justify removal of certain books from schools. Now there’
_is some evidenca that’those standards are tolerantjones.: S o
- In camparing scoresaccord%ngto the variables of sex, age,: - .
“and education, a second finding ts that the hypotheses are not rer.
jected: - there are no significant differences between the mean.scores
of the subgroups in eaoh category (see Table IIT). That is, neither
sex; age, nor educat;on'level resulted tn significantly different - 8 i
attitudes as reflected hy the survey scores for respondents in'.'
the Vartous”groups - But, there does .seem to be a genera’ly held -
assumpt1on that 1ntolerance or censorproneness is greater among
women than men, among the old than the young, and among the poo
_// ‘ reducated than the we]]-educated. -This survey suggests that |
| : 'stereotype may be exaggerated;
| However, it is true that the difference between those who are
not high sch001 graduates and those. who'are graduates of a post
h1gh school program approaches a 1eve1 of s1gn1f1cance (z-score
= 1.47). Perhaps a larger number of respondents 1n the lower ed-
ucation,group(there were seven in the~study) could provide the data
to'clearly'Confirm or deny a significant difference in attitudes. As

- c::s" ' " to age difference because of the nafure of the population, most

subjects'had'attended high school prior to 1950. It would be
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TABLE II

’/ Distribution of Survey Scores by Five Levels

!

-t

gangé of Scores -Interpretatioﬁ Number Percent -

28,5 - - Very tolerant 3 1.9%

19.0 - | |
28.5 - 47.5 Tolerant 75 48.4 ~
'¢¢47.5 Z66:5 Neutral 60 387
66.5 - 85.5  Intolerant 177 10.9
85.5-95.0  Very intolerant 0 0
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| R inferé;fing‘tQ sée if a sample of graduaies from the ]ast,two“deCades'
would show significantly more tolerance than the surveyed.paFents;f'.
Finally,: the only aCcountvI can ofierﬁfoﬁ'the 1aék’oi different
'attitudés-betweén fhe sexes is that either the sterotypé is blatantly
false or the,roie of Rarenf fakés priority'and blurs Sex distinctiéﬁs.

«  In any case, it is worth notihg.that for all of the subgroups, the.

mean scores were on the toleraht side of the neutral 5oint: old or
young, male or fehale, highly éducatéﬁ;gr not, peoble were generaily

tolerant.

Film versus Print

‘Besides the studyiqf general aititudés, the surVey also sought

-to gombake attitudes toward topics deélt with in print and in films.
Sii pairs of questions-covered the'following_subjects: objectionable
language (queStions 3 and 8), sexual'reiationships (Questioné.l3 and

: ?O),.anti-réligious viewpoihts-(questidns 10 and 14), violence |
(questions 2 ahd'S), the use of drugs (questions 9 and i7), and the
pre§en£e~of Black chafacters (questions 4 aﬁd 16). Table V cbmﬁafes

| the proportion of intoleranttrespohsesDabout the inclusion of these
subje¢ts in books and'films in high school EngliSh classes.

-" The somewhat surprising result (surprising to me, at leaét)
is that in~everyp;ase the subjects were more tdierant about these -
topics as part pf fiims than as part of'bodks; The difference is
~especially noteworthy in the c&se of 6bjectiongblebianguége: The
shift of objectors from 61 percent to 49 percent is §tatistica11y
significant at the .05 level (the difference yields a z-score 6f'r~

11.96). -
. 1‘ s

. T
I can bnly_speéu]ate about the keason_for such a shift of

attitude. Orie consideration must be that the questions were not
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TABLE_ 11 |
‘ . Mean Survey Scores
~ Group Number = Percent - Mean Score |
A 155 100% 51.06 |
Male . 38 24.5 '50.47 |
' Female 17 755 5.2 k
Under 39 81 52.3 50.63 |
; 40-49 T e 394 5097 |
| 50 and over 13 8.3 53.92 )
hct‘High Schoo]i | o g
Graduate - 7 . 4.5 56.43 ;
. "High School o |
~ Graduate -~ 91 58.7 29.58 %
Post High School S , 1
" Graduate 57 N 36.8 49.58 _i
]




worded identically except for the substitution of "“film" for

ubookﬁ. This was done to‘avoid subjécts'easily perCeivihg that the

‘questions are lboking for a comparison. It was hoped that variations

in wording would make’ respondents think through each question rather .

than aUgomaticaljy givé the same response.':The questions on objection-

2

able 1anguage demonstréte how the questions differ:

3. There is no good excuse for a teacher ask1ng high school
students to read books with language that is genera]]y
cons1de ed fou], vulgar, or b1asphemous .

8. A film with 1anguage that is generally cons1dered foul,
vulgar, or blasphemous should be shown to high school
students. ,

While there are d1ffereq&es, bothfquestiOnsfdefine objectionable

1anguage in the same way and both contain strong, universal objections

("no good excuse" and "never").

. Aside from wording differences, what canvaccount for tﬁe
results?’ Perhaps parents ére more familiar With school books than
fﬁims (they are not brought home){ ahd, therefore, they are less sure
of themse]vés. Or, because film is traﬁsitoﬁy, parents may not
believe its effects are‘as 1ast{ng. Perhaps, because the fi]ms‘
are used by schools, parehts think of them hs educational fi]ms
designed for ;tudént audiences, whereas objectionable books are

usually paperbacks wriften;for adult readers. Also, the constant

presence of television and movies could be making people more

inmune'td of tolerant of the sounds of objectionable language, but

_ they still are concerned about a child reading the words. What-

ever the reason fbr differing attitudes, it is an intriguing
situation wcrthy of further, more detailed investigation.

IndivfduaT Questions

Examination of the distribution of responses to individual

33



TABLE IV

Censor-prone Responsés About Selected
Subjects in Print or Film

" Level of censor-

Subject proné responses ~ Amount of

Books Films Change
No. % No. %

i questionable = o
language 94" 61% | 76 49% 12%

sexual relation- . ’ -

. ...ship — — 72--46% 64 41% ‘ 5% .

_violence 3 21% | 25 16% 5y
Black characters 9 6% 1. 1% 5%
druguse . 12 83| 7 5% 3%
anti-religious

viewpoints 60 39% | 58 37% 2%
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"'quesions,reveals‘both_the'expeeted-and fhe”surprising. Tﬁe pic-
ture that’émerges is of a'cdmmunity'bpth united and divided. At
least two?thirds of‘tﬁe;respondents ﬁad the same opinion.on ten
questions. Yef,’on the other ten, opinion was divided.
| Of phe nineteen questions_ﬁhqee responees could be cate-
goeized as‘te1erantior fntolerant (;11‘butnumber_six); in only
six cases did the intolerant sihe prevai1 (thfee of these times
by over.50'percent),.while fn thirteen cases the tolerant posi-
tidh was‘preferred (eleven of these times by over 50 percent).
Perhaps the most importaﬁf questions; fhen, are the threg on
which over half of the respondente profeesed a conservative attitude.
'The.questions witﬁ the greatest‘eeneehvatieeresponee was |
item number one: ‘ o
| 1. Books assigned tb high school studenfs'sﬁould reflect

‘the values of the community.

SA A N D s

102  56% 11% 19% 3%
66% 22%

The difference between those who agree and those.who disagree on

this quesﬁion is statistically significant at the .005 1eve1 ( Xz'

£ 33.5). The question is, obviohs]y, very broad and-agreement does
-not necessarily indicate strong censorproneness.

it is perfectly understandable fhat parents want their values

reinforced in the educational eystem fhat they suppoft.; but, such
1an attitude could open the wa& for narrow cu;rfeulum'and a lack of

opportunity for young people to explore and eyaluate alternative

~value 5ystems within and without our culture.  Even then, which values

would have priority? For example, most Americans profess to value
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independence (their children do not have to do what everyone else

does), and, yet, they a]so.value respect for law and country. Weuld
an Eng]ish teacher be right pr'qung, then, to teach Thoreau's -
'"Ciyilloisqbedience?"

Ateo, this question, like the Supreme'Court ruiing, raises
the difficult prob]eh'of determining~community values or standards.
CIf they could be determined, wdu]d'majority ru1e5decide the stan-
dard or would protecting the rights of the minority require that
materials reflect value held-by all? Obviously, the question
presents athicket of probTems' L

Does the cemmunity's_response to this question mean tnat
they want narrow_turricu]um? The answer is notlto be found in
this queStion but in the others in which the respondents more '

'c1ear1y establish what théy do value.. The other questions show .

~

that the subJects do not - mean to imply that only community values
, shou?d be presented in the $choo]s Items twelve and f1fteen, for
examp]e, support th1s contentlon '

12. The purpose of 11terature in high school is toc present
\the most soc1=1ly accepted po1nt of v1ew, not a11 po1nts
of view. . Ve .
. o
, SA.“ A N | D SD
1% 7% 6% | 52% 24%

18% \ 76%  (Significant at .005 level: X=
| ’ v . . 1' | . .
Teachers should be espec1a11y watchful to see that books
_ with unorthodox or extreme views are kept from high school

students o ,

S\ A N D SD

5% 27% 10% 48% 11% .
32% - 59% »(Ségn1f1cant at 005 1eve1
. X¢ = 12.6)%

Apparently, the respondents' while desiring a reflection of

*X2 is obtained by compar1ng the sum of those who agree with the sum
- of +hose who "disagree. - . : :
- 41
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commun1ty values in the classroom experience recognlze the need
to present other po1nts of view (un]ess they fear that the most
socially accepted_po1nt of view is ngt_the1r point of v1ew).
"Stmi]arly, over half the respondents do not see the>neéd to over-
protect studentsfrom extrefe views. As some peopTe commented,

their only fear is that extreme views may be presented to the ex-.
clus1on of all others. )

N The question w1th the second-most intolerant response was,
not surpr1s1ngly, the one about obJect1onab1e language
. _ _ 3. There is no good excuseé for a teacher ask1ng high school
Ty . . students to read books with language that is generally

considered. foul, vulgar, or blasphemous

. s A N D s
: . 35% 26% 5% 29% 5%

e | | T 1% 34% (Ségn1f1cant at 005 ]evel
~ I S § L

Note that the greatest response was 1n _trgng_agreement with the -
._statement whereas, those who d1sagree did not do so with as much
vehemence. Also, the "no opinion" response of 5 percent was one
of the lowest in the survey. ‘Thus, people have definite opinions
about objectionable 1angUage, and the néight of opinion fs still
’éensor-prone: This finding is consistent with the surveys of ~
_censorship incidence which name- language as the number onecause of
complaint- J | . '

The third quest1on that e11cted a conservat1ve response of

_ over 50 percent was item nineteen:

N N

19. There is a definite need in our society for the efforts =~ |
of civic-minded or religious groups that work to keep

*'X2 is obta1ned by compar1ng the sum of those who agree with the sum
" of those who d1sagree

. ~ l B . .‘ . . © . | 1'*.‘2
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-t \ '.\ .
f _ our sc“oo]s-free»of immoral Iiterature
- ~ SA A" N D SD
S 22% 32% 14% 19% 12% |
319 (Ségn1f1cant at 005 levels:
. .z 9, 2)* |

S 54%
The response indicates that many people are concerned about mater1a1s‘

o ava11ab1e in schools and fee1 the need to rely on more than the
Judgment of the profess1ona1 staff Perhaps th1s is part of a
general trend away from conf1dence in our 1nst1tut1ons or, perhaps,

qt is a s1gn of an educat1on system that 1acks commun1cat1on w1th '

But 'whatever the cause, the growth of such groups in
Th1sujs not

ﬁarents
adversary pos1t1ons would be an unfortunate development.

to say that parental support wou]d not be weicome.
S On the more bositive side, questions in which respondents
? - _ are more or less unified in supporting a-noncensor prene position
' are more numerous. Aga1n; the differences will be statjstica]]y

significant. v o |
An expected, but nonetheless grat1fy1ng, resu1t is the atti-

tude toward 11terature with Black characters:
Books with mainly Black characters deserve a place in

4.
the high school English’ curriculum.

T . ~SA A N D _SD
i S v - 30% 55% 9% 5% 1%
' 1 85% ' 6% (Ségn1f1cant at .005 level:
: = 107.3)* : 0

Some people commented that there shou1d be no need“to even ask such
Of course, it is p955|b1eithat‘peop1e chose not to '

a question.
express their true feelings because prejudice is "out of style."

On the question of literature_dealing with drug use, there

c4

.was'a high level of agreement.
* X2 is obtained by compar1ng the sum of those who agree with the sum
of those who disagree. - v -

v - 1S 4

~




38 .

High school students should not be asked to-read books
about teenagers involved with drugs.
'sA A N D sD
2% 6% 6% . 61% 25%
8% - © 86% (Ségn1f1cant at 005 1eve1
S = 101)* ,

These results, however, must be qualified. A number of people

-commented that it is good to deal with drug.'uSe provided that
the;materials teach a’TesSqn abqut the‘destructive consequences
of drug use. Still othehs.commented that the subject is ‘more
Jsuited to hea]th,c1asses. I suspect that objectionS'w&uld'be
greater if students’read books in which characters were inciden-

tally involved with drugs.

Thirdly, most respondents did not obJect to mater1als por-v

tray1ng v1o]ence ]

5,' In an effort to prepare h1gh school students for the real-
ities of our world, a teacher.is justified in asking them
to read books that contain descriptions of violence.

S\ A N D SD
6% 62% 11% 17% 4%

68% L 219 (Ségn1f1cant at .005 1eve1
| A = 37.5)%

Apparent]y, the respondents general]y do not anticipate negative
effects from reading about violence. Th15-quest1on raises a difficult
1ssue{ Many people including myse]f, who would generally be against
any censorship may find.theneﬁves stymied'hy the question of violence.
While the ree1ities of the world cannot be ignored, do we want to

numb the sensitivity to violence? The is;ue is»certain]y a mat- -
ter‘of'controversy that will require the continuing werk of pey- 4

*X2 is obtained by comparing the sum of those who agree with the sum
of those who d1sagree v




choose to read or what cher people's children will choose to read.

that the subject is acceptable if it teaches a moral lesson, for

39

chologist and socio]ogist to prévide answers to parents and edecators

Finaliy, the noncensorship response prevailed on item seven:

7. Ifa teacher has books in the c]assroom for free reading
by any interested students, there is no need to exclude
" materials because of the race, nationality, or social,
political, or religious views of the author.

SA A N. D SD.
26% 53% 5% 13% - 4%

- 79% S 17% (Ségnificant at .005 1eve1
: . 62. 2)

’The'idee behind this questibn is that each persqn should be, in

v Aﬁeifect, only his own censor. While it is gratifying that most-

parents accept the concept of open shelves, it .is a1so dismaying

~ that seventeen percent fear either what their own adolescents will S

Concerning questions on which opinion was fairly evenly
divided and pe%ween which there were not statisticeliy significant
differences, four deserVe dbmmeht First, item thirteen-

13 Students in high school should not be ass1gned books
" describe a sexual relationship

T

S\ A N D SD
18%  28% 11% 36% 6%
46% - . 42y

Materials dealing with sexual re]a;ionships.have'aiways.beena
source of controversy and censorship attenipts. Certain]y this

community is divided_on the issu¢. A number of pedp]eecommented

*X2 is obtained by comparing the sum of those who agree with the sum
of those who disagree : .

M
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examp]eg.the dire consequences of premaritaT sex Also, people

undoubted]y made d1fferenf 1nterpretat1ons of the term "sexua1
relat1onsh1ps " But 11ke other quest1ons, the on1y rea]ly exact
way of gett1ng at op1n1ons wou]d be to have nxrents read the books
themselves and’ then make the1r Judgment The ent1re ]SSUG may never
. be solved to everyone's sat1sfact1on, but people seem more unsure
/than'adamant-about their position, given the high-"no op1n1on“ re-
sponse of 11 percent and the fact that on1y 24 percent responded

in one of the "strong" categeries.

A seconn controversial issu_e is the concept of the whole
versus the part -
: £
18. A teacher .should use a book even 1f while the who]e

suits the purposes -of the couse, parts of it are objection-.

able to parents

) SA A fN D SD
6% 32% 18% 34% 10%
38% - AA%
Professional g?oubs (NCTE, AtA), asdhe]] as the Supreme Court, haye
ldng argued that a book must be Jjudged jon its‘meritS'as a whole;
yet; many censgrship»attempts are based on’objeetions only to selec-
| ted passages or words. The response to this item showe that, While.'
the conunity haS'not yet eome to‘wh011y agree that objettionable
" pahts are not an adequate basis for a book's removal, the respon-
dents found it a difficult questiqn to neso1ve.' The 18 pencent
figure for "no opinion" is the highest in the survey.

The final subject that the survey explores is ant1 reli-

gious po1nts of view in books.

=




- -values, they do not mean to summarin exclude all other views.

- L 5 41
10. If, in the teacher's judgment, there is va]ue in a book
with an anti-religious viewpoint, the teacher is Just1f1ed
in ass1gn1ng the book to high school students.
| SA\ A N D SD |
7% 43% -12% 25% 14%
50% : '39%

~Some of those who disagreed with this statemeﬁt argued that because

religion is no longer allowed 'in the schodls, neither shod]d anti-
"religion be allowed. Nevertheless, thi§°que5tiodaggin supports the

idea thét; although tﬁe parents want a reflection of community‘

The last question to be discussed is item six, the answers
to which I did not label as tolerant or intolerant.
6. What a teenager reads influences his values or behavior.

S\ A N D SD -5
27% 49% 3% 17%. 3%
76% 20%
The difference between 76 percent and 20 percent is statistically
significant at the 005 level. Given the high'number of respondents

<

who do believe that what their children read W111 affect the1r behav-

- ior or va]ues, it is not surprising that parents take_1nterest in what

their.children read and object when they believe the books ideas will

undermine their own teachings. It is important, then, that teachers

~ dealing with objectors remember tﬁat these parents are very probably

concerned with their children's well-being and character.

In summary, ‘the déta indjgate_that the community is general-
ly to]eraht'énd not highly censor-proné.' There are no significan% -
differences in attitudes on the basis of7sek, age, or education levels,
The most 11ke1y causes of comp]aint would be objectﬁonab]é language

and sexual relationships. Books are more likely to come under attack

¢

47
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than films. Nhi1e the cqmmunity definitely wants'tﬁeir schools
to represeat their values and stahdards, this doés not meén that
they want narrow educatidn. Rather, the results indicate that most
parents support the sChobl offering studenf; the obpdrtunity to'ei-
plore many.value systems. | |
 Comments | |

The inFErest that subjécts had‘in'the survey is reflected by
‘the numberbof comménts: 60-p;;;;;NEF\39 percent made comment, in- ;
cluding many "thanks for asking."”-The éomments, of course; were
in-accordance with the attitudes>exbressea on the survey itself,
‘although more comments were from'people wfth high scores than 1ow-
. 'scores. v - N
One of the main themés,was that the éﬁbject of a book bef se
. 1s not what makes it objectionable. Rathe;, fhey were concerhed'
about whether violence, drugs, etc., were g]orifﬁed and sensation-
‘alized or whether the writers were trying to make an important point.v
'Forvexamplg, one sUbject said that "I would obje6£ to literature' |
~which g]orifies or sensationalizes promiscuous éex, vib]ence, drugs,
or anti-re]igioui‘Qiews, éspecia]]y Qhen,such mesﬁages are strohg,
and other value content is weak." .

- hAs was_mentioned?éér]iér, a number of people expressed the
~ thoughtthat the materials should teach good morals and values.
'One parent argued that "weé should get back to former methods of

showing gobd ahd'evii and bringing»out that virtue is rewarded and
crime is punished. . . . The schools shqy]d'be trying tp form good
people, not ﬁresentihg student With the choice (and training)'of‘
being gbod, bad, or indifferent." -In regt:j to sexda] relation-

ships, another parent commented that,

48
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. "sexual re]at1onsh1ps are very real. If a book deals.
“with one in a realistic plane,. it should point out
ob11gat1ons, consequences, etc., that elevate that re- -
'1at1onsh1p above the purely animal act. For example,
Spencer S Mountain is good literature, The Happy Hooker

- is pornography'"

~ F1na11y, they also argued that the way a teacher dealt
_hw1th the books and the type of d1scuss1on ‘that developed were |
1mportant factors: | "Mueh more depends uponvthe teacher than the
‘material. Violence, degs,‘anti-American governments,;etc., could
be taught by a teacher in either a way whicﬁ entices or which
directs the student away from the thihés that can harm the»attitudes
and 1ife itse]f."‘ In general, people hoped that teachers wduld )
deal with pdtentia]]y controversial matter in a reasonable wa& to
-help guide _students to higher levels of moral judgmenf and socja1 -
responsibility. Overall, the comments in this vein seemed to be
reasonabie and thoughffu]. ) | ,

_ The_Second”freﬁd was in‘the form of a qeestioh. Why, many
asked, “can't the problem be Sidestepped? Specifically, they said
that with so much 1iterature available, why must teachers use booke
that could be had 1nf1uences on ch11dren7 One parent was -es egia]]yb
vehement on this point: |

Ifthought some of the keading material ‘in.the junior high
school was trash. I would imagine they aren't any better

in senior high. I resent our tax money being used to-line
shelves with some objectionable books. There should be
enough 'good books at school to read to satisfy the teacher,
students, and parents without hurting any particular persons.
Those with‘to]erant,scoree'who chese to comment genere11y

argued that only by dealing with controversial issues‘in high school

can students'develop open minds as well as-the opportunity to dis-

cuss and reason out their own opinions. One example is the respondent:

With a wellbalanced exposure:to.socia],/po]itica], rel{gﬁous;

racia],-educational' the fine arts, music, etc., a teen or a

- xi‘

ﬁ«:
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~child needs exposure in ordér to grow and fit into
society--they need to have a sprinkling of not only
“the above mentioned subjects, but so much more and
hopefully with proper guidance and sense of values
will reject that which is harmful to themselves and
pursue what’ is good and never stop inquiring, studying
and yet be open minded enough to always see and under-.

stand the v1ewpo1nts, be they good or bad of their
fellow man.

Finaliy, peop]e;expressed difficulty}with'some of.the.qdestions»
and wanted.to'qUaTify their answers These eualifications did not
. amount to changing the quest1on, but they exp1a1ned the reasons
behind their answers. _

To conc]ude this section on cemments, a]though‘they are not

-~ statistical data, they do prov1de a sense of the concern and |

ithoughtfu]ness»of many people They he]p put some of the numbers
in perspect1ve -and g1ve 1ns1ght into what 1s on the minds of parents

&

of today s high school students

-~

(“\
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CONCLUSIONS -

Overall, the resﬁTts of the study are Qratifying to'me as
a teacher'in the community. Avmajor conclusion’ to be drawn frah the
study is that, ﬁhi]e;objectidns may certaih]y be raised by parents
in this community, the cpmplaints of a tew'cannot be‘assumed to re--
present the feelings of most parents. In" this community, at least,
the barehts appear to be to]eraht }reasonable and cohcerned

_ Neverthe]ess, thestrong‘fee11ngs about obJect1onab1e 1angu—

age nequ1re that teachers either carefu]]y weigh the value of

11terature w1th such language against the rights of parents or that

they make serious efforts to explain the use of" the books to students

~and parents and. to offer alternatives to 1nd1v1dua1 students. In -

fact, decreas1ng use of class novels ‘and stories in favor of 1ndividu—
ally selected materia15 may be an eventual solution. Although some
parents will object to some materials even being available, this

community's standards support the right of individual choice and
L [ N

- .
e

open shelves: ‘
While the parents wére to]eraht overa]] the areas of divisive-
ness cannot be over]ooked But, it is no answer to simply: conc]ude

that they are wrong and hopethey leave teachers alone. Rather,

‘given the concern-parents rightfully have about the influence of the

educational system;-teachers can taﬁé_prevehtive action by opening

'~ communication-channels--channels that are especially weak in high

schools (except when prob]ems arise ). The good response to the

survey is a welcome 1nd1cat1on that parents want to understand what /é

45 : ' /
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s happening in modern classrooms and why Such communication
‘>needn t be an adversary re1ationsh1p, as it easily can be when
neither party‘understand the other.s~perspect1ve.< While this
survey'does'not help parents~understand the English'teacher's
p01nt of view, it does te11 teachers something about parental
attitudes. But, 1t does not tell enough It is only a beginning.
' The survey touches a number of issues that need further
study. Certainly, the resu]ts of the study need to be researched
in more detaill For exanpie,'now nuch objectionable 1anguage'or
what specific words and in what contexts will or will not be ac-
ceptab]e to. parents? Similarly, classroom conditicns that either
-aggravate or reduce parenta] fears about books should be examined
And, as was mentioned earlier, the potent1a1 for film to 1ncrease

N\M
censorship attempts needs further c1ar1f1cation niso other

A -
)

' types of communities shou]d be studied to see 1f the results of

this study can be generalized. Finally, the whole issue of

parent-teacner-student rights needs thorough examination and dis-

cussion.

| ..Since there-is no evidence that censorship'attempts are
'going to dissipate, it can on1y aggravate an. already serious
situation to ignore them. The first.step in solving any problem
has to be understanding.n'Hopefuily; continued reSearch can help us
vunderstand%the va1ues, goals, and opinions of teachers, students,

. and parents alike. Once we know each other, we can talk with each

other.




~ APPENDIX A

Cover Letter Enclosed with Survey

. B
- Dear Parent, _

I am a tenth grade Eng]1sh teacher at Coon Rap1ds Senior
H1gh School. I am also working on my Master's degree in Secondary
Education at the University of M1nnesota As part of that program,
I am conducting a survey of parental attitudes; I would very much
appreciate your assistance in this survey. :

. - In recent years some changes have occurred in the type of
materials used in high school English classes across the country. o
The main changes involve a greater use of modern literature and of
films. While many teachers and schiool district personnel .have been
invplved in these developments, there has been very little input
from parents. The purpose of this study is to find out what you,
the parent, think about the content of books and films that may be
used by high school students. I would Tike to _emphasize here that
the questions concern general trends and not, necessar11y, specific

~ books or films used at Coon Rapids High- Schoo]

It would be a great he]p to me if one parent (not both) would
take a few minutes to fill out the enclosed. questionnaire and then
return it by mail in the envelope provided. It is important that
you respond to each question, ircluding those on sex, age, and ed-
ucation. Please do not sign the surveys; all forms are strictly
anonymous and confidential,” However, if you are interested in the
overall results of the survey, let me know and I w111 send them to
you when they are ready.

: Because of the high cost of postage, I could only send a
«Imited number of surveys; I would really appreciate it if you
would answer the questions and return the form. A large number of
responses 7s necessary in ordéer to get an accurate picture of how
the community fee]s

, If you have any questions, please fee1 free to ca1] me any
even1hg (560-6966). Thank you very much.
L

Sincerely,

Susan Nagengast

udJd




~ APPENDIX B
Pilot - Test Evaluation

1. Nas any part of the introductory letter unclear? If so, which
parts? - . -

2. Are there any questions in your mind that you wish had been
answered 1n the letter? .

3. Were the instructions fdr.answering,the questions clear?

4. Which, if any, of the quest1ons was confusing or difficult to
understand? _

1
\
;
5. Were you in any way offended by any of the questions? If so,
© which ones? R

6. If you had received the letter and survéy in the mail,>do “ou
think you would have participated? '

Comments?

Thank you so much for your help.




| | | " *APPENDIX C

Survey and Results

| Sex:__male_ female  Age:__under 30__30-34 _35-39

40-44_ 45-49  50-54__ 55-59 60 or over

Educétion _~__not a h5qh school graduate
i ‘ o —__a high school ‘graduate -

—_graduate of a junior collége, co]]ege business school,
§ -~ or technical school

Read each statement carefully; indicate with an x in the parenthesis
L whether you strongly agree (SA), agree (A), have no opinion (N) dis- "
‘ agree (D), or strongly disagree (SD). Please respond:to.each’item.

‘ ' You may also comment on any questions on the back of this sheet.

i ~ SA A/ N D D

16 87 18 295 1. Books‘assigned to high school students Should
' “ reflect the values of the community.

7 18 16' 98 ‘16 2. High school students should not be shown a
: ' ' film that shows violence.

. high school students to read books with Tangu-
[

‘ age that is generally’ cons1dered foul, vulgar,
/ o or b]asphemous

46 86 14 17 2 4: Books with mainly Black characteks deserve a

\
|
|
\
R ‘ S |
' i 54 40 8 45 8 3. There is no good excuse for a teacher asking
S
\
\
|
|
1 place in the high school English curriculum.

i : 9 91 17 30 8 5. In an effort to prepare high school students
. . X for the realities of our world, a teacher is
\ ~ justified in asking.them to read books that
\ ' - “contain descriptions of violence.
) 42 76 5 27 5 6. What a teenager reads influences his values:or
\ ‘ ‘ : behavior.

\ - 40 81 7 21.6 7. If a teacher has books in the classroom for free-

: reading by any interested students, there is no
E . - - need to exclude materials because of the race,
' ‘ nationality, or social, political, or reli-
gious views of the author.

|

\

| o

\ - , 49
i v




SA

32

37

AN SD

43 7 64 9

3 4 7 9% 45
1 6819 38 19
9 61 26 47 12
1 29 11 81 33
28 43 16 57 11
16 42 15 73 9
7 41 15 74 18
49 99 6 0 ]
2 50 9 95 39
9 49 28 53 16
39 *51 22 29 19
8 68 16 26

50

«\

8. A film with language that is generally con

10.

1.

12

13.

- 14.
15,
16;
17.
19.

- the efforts of civic-minded or religious

20.

sidered foul,vulgar, or blasphemous shou]dJK
never be shown to h1gh school students

. High school studenst ‘should not view a film

about teenagers involved with drugs. 1

If, in the teacher's judgment, there is value
in a book with an anti- re11g1ous v1ewpo1nt,
the teacher is justified in assigning the 1\ -
book to high sch001 students .

If a maJor1ty.of parents do not object to.a
certain book, a teacher should feel free to: .
use it evén if qvginority of parents do object.

FRE

. The purpose of literature in high school is to

present the most socially accepted point of -
view, not all points of view.

Students in high school should not be assigned
books that describe a-sexua]'re]ationship.

There can be no justification for high school
Students seeing a film w1th an anti- re11g1ous
;v1ewpo1nt v

Teachers should be. espec1a11y tchful to see
that books with unorthodox or exdreme.views
are kept from high school students.

A high school teacher should feel free to show
a film with Black characters that he]ps
achieve the goals of the course. .

-High school students should not be asked to
read books about teenagers involved with drugs.

. A teacher should use a book even  if, while

the whole suits the purposes of the course
parts of it are objectionable to parents.

There is a definite need in our society for

groups that work to keep schools free from
immoral literature. .

A film shown to high school studenfs in English
class may be suitable even if it deals with a
sexual re]at1onsh1p
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