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Inttoductien

This report presents the results of the nationwide 'survey BOOK AND

-\MATERIALS SELECTION FQR SCHOOL LIBRARIES AND CLASSROOMS: PROCEDURES,
CHALLENGES, AND RESPONSES, conducted in the spring of 1980 under’ the

sponsorship of the Association of Amerdican Publishers (AAP),.the American
Library Associatien (ALA)‘ and the Association for Supetv1s1on and
Cutt1cu1um Development {ASCD) .

The summaty report, "Limiting What Students Shali Read," to which
this full report is appended, focused on. the salient survey findings,
particularly those relating to the pressures on school books and
instructional materials. For general background on the survey, the
reagér is referred to the. introductory section (pp. 1-2) of that report.

The AAP-ALA-ASCD survey was conducted in two parts: a large~scale
mail survey of elementary and §ecohdaty public school administrators and
librarians on the building’ and disetict levels in §he 50 states and the .
District of Columbia, and a mail and telephgne survey of state-level
administrators who supervise the evaluation and adoption of textbodks in,
the 22 states that prepare statewide adoption lists for school books.

In addition to providing more detalled infornmation on the survey
design and methodology, this documertt reports more fully on the survey
results. In Parts I'and II below, all of the survey questions are N
presented, followed by the percentages .of responses on each ’
multlple-ch01ce item. Part I presents the responses to the local- level
survey of administrators and librarians; *Part IT, the responses to the
state-level survey of the 22 "adoption" states. '
~ Also included in this report are ﬁheagéincipél write-in comments of'
all respondents who reported recent challefiges to books and materials in
their schools, as well as commants culled from 20 percent (randomly
selected) of the returns by respondents reporting no recent challenges..

Purpose of the Survey « e 7 . . .

The purpose of the study was to gather data, on 'the'tange of
procedures and policies currently followed in selecting textbooks and
other instructional materials fos public school classrooms and 'libratries:
the nature, extent, and magnitude of challenges to these books afi¥l
materials, and to the selection procedures and policies; the ways in
which such challenges have been tesolved; and the ways in which the
resolutions of such challenges have affected curticulum content, .
materials selection, and teach ing met:hodology. N
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In/tie past decade, only two-other. major nattonw1de mail surveéys have
addressed these important issues. Both were more limited in design and
scope than the present study. One, by the Educational Research Service
(ERS--an independent,snonprofit research oréanlzat1on) in 1976, dealt
primarily with materials selection, devoting only one question to the
issue of challenges to materials. The ERS questionnaires were mailed
only to district ad@;nisttatots in 33 so-called open states. Districts

"in 17 states (those in which, to quote the ERS report, "téxtbooks and

instructional materials are chosen at the state level and which are
consequently granted only limited choice in the selection of textbooks
and instructional materials*) were not included in. the ERS sample. Nor
were librarians or principals sampled. Of 1,275 districts sampled, 414
responded.l - :

The other recent nationwide survey, conducted by the .National Council
of Teachers of English (NCTE) in 1977, dealt only with ceqsotshlp
Pressures, not with the initial selection process, and-was’limited to
secondary school teachers of English who were NCTE members. Of 2,000°
teachers sampled, 630 responded.2 .

r
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In undertaklng th;?ptesent study, the sponsoring organizations sought -
to go beyond the limits of the ERS, and NCTE studies, to gather more
comptehensive data. In addition tB btoadenlng the scope of the sample to
include librarians as well as administrators, on the elementary and
secondary building and district levels in all 50 states, the sponsors
also deemed it important to survey, in the "adoption" states, education
department personnel at the state level, where much of the preselection

. of instructional materials occurs for those states (which also exert a .

considerable influence on the selection of materials in the "open"
states). In addition, the sponsors were especially concerned to obtain
information on selection. policies and procedures, as well as on the
challenges to materials, in the hope of shedding light on ‘the interaction
between these two related aspects of the selection-ptocess.
e

The deslgn of the survey was determinhed by ;he sponséis in
consultation with the Research and Efaluation Departmentﬂof the
McGraw-Hill Book Company. In addition, several key educ ional
organjzdtions served in an advisory capacity on the proffect: the
American Association of School Administrators, the. American Assoc1ation
of School Librarians, the National Association of State Boards of
Education, the National Council of‘Teachets of English, and the National
School Boards Association. . .
- [

For the sake of s;mplicity. the discussion which immediately follows
deals only with the loqal~level survey. For information on the
state-level survey, see the section beginning on p. x below.

7o
\

e

.



‘ Design of the Lotal~Level Sutvey . ‘ - ’ - '
As alteady noted, ' an important dimension of the local-level survey
was the fnclus1on of librarians in the sample population (the ERS survey .
pertained’ only to classroom materials; the NCTE study gathered
g - information about sch§§;dl1btaty materials only 1nd1tect1y, from the

). L A

’
A -

English teachers surv
-
. Since the selection of materials and the resolution of challenges
"often occur at the buildingglevel, both building-level and district-level
.administrators and librarians were sampled. Teachers were not included,
because it would have been impossible to samplé them. adequately, given
. their large national population. Moreover, it was felt that principals .
would be aware of, and could report on, the.majority of challenges to
classroom materials. Pinally, the sponsors considered that a follow-up
. study might survey teachers directly on the classroom:situation if the
findings of the initial survey warranted such a follow-up.

ry

Because administrators would be asked to respond about both classroom
. and library, mate?ﬁals (see belqw, "Questionnaire Development”), fewer .
- librarians than administrators were .sampled. In addition, the sample was SN
deliberately weighted toward superintendents (in relation to the national . o/
) T ~ population), because it was felt that, of the four subgroups, they would g
- 'have broadest access to the information sought and would, because of - :
) recourse to a larger sypport staff, be likeliest to respond to a léngthy, .
‘ « detailed questionnaire, particularly one coming late in the school year. ‘

"The ‘hypothetical sample decided upon was 2,500 principals, 2,500
district superintendents, 1,250 school 11btat1ans, and 1, 250
vd1stt1ct-1eve1 11btaty-superV1sors.

_ The survey mailing lists, by title, position and name, were prepared - ‘
by Market Data qut1eva1, Westport, Connecticut 06680. Sample selection
was by means of the proportidnal stratified sampling techn1que. The 3
. number of school districts of each size sampled per sState was in v
: ptoport1on to the total number of districts of that size in the state,
with the proviso that, wherever possible, each state be repreésented by at
jeast one administrative unit for each of the. follow1ng enrollment
categories: 100-299, 300-599, 600-999,-1,000-2,999, 3,000-4,999, - -
" 5,000~9,999, 10,000-24,999, and 25,000 and up, (units with éntollments
. less than 100 were not included in the survey). An. additiohal constraint
S . * on sample selection was that no more thanh one school library and media
‘ ,ceﬁtei could be included from a given schoolfdistfict.

+

<

¢ . The-exact numbers in the actual samble were as follows: 2,482
principals, 2,498 superintendents, 1,249 building- level librarians, and ;

1,342 district-level 11b;aty-supetv1s°ts. o
/ s N
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_ Questionnaire Development
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Preparation of the surveyﬁ4p§truments was assigned to an independent
research consultant. After thor biy reviewing the ERS and NCTE survey
reports and othér current literatur Yating to the issues to ‘be covered
by the survey, thetconsultant preparea a tentative outline of the key
lines of questioning. This outline was then refined by the sponsors and
advisory groups, who continued to oversee all subsequent stages of
questionnaire development, under the guidance of dthe Research and
Evaluatjon Department of the McGraw-Hill Book Company. Because the
sponsors did not wish to postpone the survey to the.1980-81 school year,
data collection had to be completed by the end of May 1980. {School
personnel, it was felt, would Be unlikely to réspond; to such a lengthy . -
questionnaire during the hectic final weeks of school in June.) This
schedyle did not permit pretesting of.the survey- inshrpments. However,
the final draft of the ipstruments was reviewed by a representative group
of school administrators, 11brar1ans, and educators . recommended for., their
expertise by the sponsoring and advisory organizatidnms, and was revised- <

as needed. ‘

- . . »
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In order to gather detalled, approprlately d1fferent1ated data on'

,classroom and library mater1a1s, separate instruments were ptepared for

administrators and for 11brar1ans. .

¢ s ®

\ - *

Adm1n1strators questionnalres pertained to both classroom and
lxbrar materials. Librarians' quest1onnar1es pertained almost .
exclusiVely. to library materials. To maximize comparability of data from
the two survey groups, the wording of questions on the two instruments
was deliberately kept very similar. The great majority of questions .were
virtually identical. A few dquestions differed substantially, however, to
apply specifically to the library or classroom situation. District-. and
building-level questionnaires w1thin each qroup were_diffe ntiated only
by color. . /F

iy

Much consideration was given to the choice 6f”¥§rminology on the
questionnaires. The sponsors elected to avdid the term "censorship"
becduse of widespread, often heated, controversy over . 1ts prec1se )
meaning. (thle some 'individuals Timit the term to official restrictions -
on expression, others use ‘it more broadly, to refer to all efforts to

. 1limit freedom of speech arfd expression). The term 'obJections" was also

ruled ouk because it might be understood as referring to more technical

aspects of materials--such as type size and r@adinq level. The term

"challenges” was. selected .as the best available term to refer to

ob]ections ‘based on more qua11tative, intrinsic consideratiqns of content.
. 4 .

As far as pOSsible, questions were: constructed to provide for
mulkiple~choice responses which could be tallied by computer. Because of‘
the complexity of the issues’/being surveyed, this required many
multiple~choice items (8he question alone had 38 multiple-choice
responses). . . . .7




. . Because of concern that the length and complexity of.the -
) quéstionniaégs would lead to a low response rate on all or part of the
survey, the instruments were organized to obtain key data at the outset,
_with more detailed questions, sometimes partly duplicating earlier items,
- - being left te" the end. This overlapping also provided internal
indicators of the validity of responses on.certain key questions. -
A . . > .

’ . . R /

Implementation of the Local-Level Survey .

To allow sufficient response time before the close of the school t

~ year, when school personnel are especially burdened with administrative
<chores,. the local-level survey questionnaires were mailed in the last .
week of April, 1980. About one week prior to the questionnaire mailing,
legtets were sent to the sample population informing them of the purpose
and- importance of the study, and urging them to participate. The advance
letters to the librarians were signed by Judith Krug, Director of the N
Office for Intellectual Freedom of 'the ALA; those to the superintendents,
by James R. Kirkpatrick, Senior ‘Associate ExecutivgvDitectOt of the AASA;
and those to the principals, by Townsend Hoopes, President of the AAP.

- The only material incentive offered in the questiopnaire cover letter

) (see Appendix A) was a copy of the final report on the study. Follow-up

' post cards, signed by Townsend Hoopes, were sent to all individuals in

the sample about ten days after the mailing of the questionnaires.

-’
~

Return

)~ " A total of 1,891 questionnaires were returned by respondents in time _
) to be processed for computer analysis. (Additional’'questionnaires .
trickled in after the cutoff date. Very few questionnaires were returned’
by the post office to the sender as undeliverable to the addressee; the _—
mailing list was therefore judged to be accurate .and up-to-date.) Table
I of "Limiting What Students Shall Read" shows the categories of .
respondents in the. survey sample compared 'to the national population and
gives ﬁheit rate offgesponse. ' :
T Tables I and. II 9élow compare the survey returns with the survey
" sample across geograpliidal regions and adoption categories,
. . respectively. "They reveal a great deal of similarity between the returns
and” the original sample, which was randomly selected and therefore
reflects the natipnal population distribution. The overall rate of
return was just over 25 percent. According to Dr. Andrew Kulley, the
head statistician for the Gallup OtganiZQtion, ehis return rate is
excellent, considering the length bf the questionnaire and the lack of an
incentive (the average return rate for such mail surveys ig generally
between 15% and 20%). ¥ - C

.
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While this rate is not high enough to justify generalizing from the
. survey results to the nationd} poplulationd, it does provide a reéliable
' ] indication of trends for the-sample of 7,500 administrators and ™
. " librarians orlginally contacted. _ . i
C - = . L ,
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As expected, the raté of return was highest for district-level
_respondents (approximately 30 peréent). It was somewhat lower for

prihcipals (23.2 percent), and lowest for building-level librarians (13.6 .

percent) . *One can only speculateé on.the very low rate of return for
school 11brar1ans. Were they: perhaps reluctant to respond to a

- quest10nna1re touching on af®as in' which (as indicated by responses, to a
number of items in the survey, part1cu1ar1y questions 5, 31, 43, 44, and
47) they appear to 6e h1gh1y vulnerable? v )

With regard to the poss1b111ty of selective nonresponse, it should be
noted that ong quesgionnaire was returned to the, AAP completely blank
except for t e seal of the Island Trees School District (a focus\of
recent censorshlp controversy) stamped at the top. '

Clearlyp as anticipated, the length of the instrument was a deterrent
to some individuals. (One irate nonrespondent sent back a‘blank .
qllestionnaire with the scribbled note "Give this to someone with more
time to waste than I havel")

- .
' 3 Y

- Table I

Comparison between Survey Sample and Returns
across Geogrqph1ca1 Regions

,*

. _ . Administrators Librarians Total
Geographical Region N 3 " N 3 N 3
0 " ' .
Northeast . g "
Sample 1211 24.3% 652  25.2% 1863  24.6%
Return ~ : 292 22.2 135  23.4 427 °22.6
§Q‘l§l’.‘. ~ * ‘
.Sample ( 1184  23.8 655 25.3 1839  24.3
Return 4 265 20.2 113 19.6 378  20.0
Midwest .
. ’ i
sample : 1778 35.7} 904  34.9 2683, 35.4
Return < 604 46.0 241  41.8 845 . 44.7
West ‘ . '
Samplé . 807  16.2 81 14.7 1188  15.7
Return ) 153  ‘11.6 88 15.3 241, 12.7
Total .
Sample . : 4980 100.0 2592 100.0 7572 100.0
Return 1314 100.0 577 100.0 _ 1891 100.0
{
. Yi v »
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. Hampshire, New Jersey, New Ybrk, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, Vermont,

- — N .
\‘ )
2

-~ - Table IL

Comparison between Survey Sample and Returns

I ' across Adoption Categories’ .
. .‘ p" - : l
) . H . Tk ‘<, y
' R Administrators Libtati&hsﬁ % \gotal h
Adoption Category ‘N 3 N 82 N\ ¥
. Aaquion.Staﬁes ) . 'i‘?£1 L \' o o
- sample 12082 .41,9% . 1097 42,38 - 3182 42.0%
_ Return 463 35.2 231  40.0 694  36.7 <
Open States ) . . t _ )
Sample . 2895 35,2 14\9\2’ '57.7 4390 58.0
Return ¢ 851 64.8 34 66.0 1197 63.3 ' .
Total — ) . J/ : \‘\‘ -
Sample - - 4980 "100.0 2592 100.0 , ., 7572 100.0 .| L
Return 1314 °100.0 577 100.0° . 1891 100.0 \\
L ‘ — L]
‘ . ) \ |
v . . . ) * ’ . )’ 1]
Analysis of Local-Level Survey Responses < T | -
= - 5 \ f . .
All- multiple—choice responses were tal1i%a by computer. In additicn Bt

to totals for. each of the four .groups of respondents, totals for the four
main geographic regions (Northeast, South, Midwest; West) and for
adoption/nonadoption states were .obtained on all questions. .
- N I3
N . L : .
;- The states were gssigned to the four geographic regions as follows: -
Northeast: Connecticut, Delaware, Maire, Maryland, Massachusetts, New

Virginia, West Virginia; Midwest: 1Illinois, Indiana, Iowa, Kansas,
Kentucky, Michigan,-Minnesota, Missouri, Nebraska, North Dakota, Ohio,
South Dakota, Wisconsin; South: Alabama, Arkansas, Florida, Georgia,
Louigjana, Mississippi, North Catolina, Oklahoma, ‘South Carolina,
Tenmessee, Texas; and West: Alaska, Arizona, California, Colorado,
Hawaii, Idaho; Montana,.Nevada, New Mexico, Oregon, Utah, Washington,
Wyoming. .

«
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._ The adoption states are Alabama, Atizoné, Arkansas, Californié,
Florida, Georgia, Idaho, Indiana, Kentucky, Louisiana, Mississippi,
. Nevada, New Mexico, North Carolina, Oklahoma, Oregon, South Catol1na,
~ Tennegsee, Texas,-Utah, Virginia, West. Virginia. - Cot

The opep states are Alaska, Colorado,‘Connecticut, ‘Delaware, Hawaii,
-I1linois, Iowa, Kansas, Maine,. Maryland, Massachusetts, Michigan,
Minnesota, Missouri, ‘Montana, Nebtaska, New Hampshire, New Jersey, New
York, North Dakota, Ohio, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, South Dakota,
Vermont, rwash1ngton, Wisconsin, and wyom1ng.o The D1stt1ct of Columb1a
was included in-this category. ) *

-
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Cross-tabulations of the data from selected questions were also " ' -

’ . obtained, to test the interrelatedness of certain key factors, .

) particularly the telatlonsh1p between policies and procedures and the :
incidence and resolution of challenges. Some of the most interesting
findings of' thé survey emerged from this analysis (see the Overview of
Local~Level Sutvey Findings if "Limiting What Students Shall Read").

In addition to the computer tallies on mult1ple-ch01ce responses, all
) questionnaires returned by respondents teport1ng on_recent challenges
. ' -were examined for their write-in tesponses and comments. Significant
" commentssand write-ins are réproduced in Part I below, following the
relevant questionnaire items. (For a list of recently challenged titles
cited by respondents, the reader is referred to "Limiting What Stydents
. . Shall Read®, Appendix B.) Also included below are the write-in responses -
- gleaned from a random selection of 20% of the quest1onna1tes returned by
respondents reporting no recent challenges.' Closét exam1nat1on of the
ptof1le of responses in individual questionnaires might y1eld useful ’
1ns1ghts but was beyond the scope of the present study. . . \\‘

. As noted above, the magor findings of - the sutvey—ate ‘summarized and N\
. interpreted in 'L1m1tinq What ‘Students Shall Reéad." Not included -in that
.+ report, ‘for the, sake of brevity, were several of the findihgs on the . , x\\<
‘demographic chatactetlst1cs of respondents'. schools as. compared with i
- their expetiencg of tecent challenges. These findings are summarized in N\
‘ the paragraphs which follow. -~ i .
Enrollment Sizé. Resppnses indicated a direct relationship between .
enrollment size. and the number of recent challenges. With the exception
of one small dev1at;on’ fo&“whlch the N is very small--only 12 ’ : ;
responses) , the ircen gge ‘of both administrators and-librariang T
teporﬁxng rec fnt ohalle?ges<1ncreases steadily with increasing ® ~
entollmenﬁ‘ etagelnhmbet of incidents and items challenged also o
increases. ', % a’g«not et surprising. (Lee Burress also noted, in his A
\ eport on @ 77 CTE ShtVEYg that the likglihood of censorshlp
\§noteased;W1 \ \&1ze Of the school.)
\ ~ KN

M x ' . . -
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Survey respdnses also indicated that the larger the enrollment, the
more likely schools are to have formal written policies and procedures.
(For example, whereas anly 59.3 percent of the librarians in schools or
districts with enrollments 0-299 indicated they have foimal .
reconsideration procedures, 91.2 percent of those with enrollments 25,000
and up so indicated.) This, too, is as one would exbect--latget
administrative units genérally have established more formalized
procedures. . d

y .

There appears té be no correlation at all between enrollmeht size and .
recent changes in the rate of challenges to materials. :

Iype of Community. The relationships observed with respect_to
policies and procedures and enrollment size hold quite consistently for
both administrators and librarians. But when the responses to key

. questions are broken down by the type of community the school population
is drawn from, considerable differences emerge between the two groups.of -
‘respondents., Whereas only 13.5 percent of the administrators from, large
cities.reported recent challenges, for example, 37.5 percent of the ,
librarians from large cities so reported--as comparéd with a rate of 26.5
petcent for all respondents in the survey. Likewise, fewer thag;g fifth

1

{18.9 percent) of the rural administrators reported recent chal ges, as

‘ - < -
compared with nearly a third (32.2) percent of the rural librarians. ®
Overall, the highest percentages of respondents reporting recent .
.. challenges were in schools serving suburban communities (28.3 percent) or -
zi-~small cities (population 50,800-500,000)--30.2 percent. .
'ﬁif * “There were apptéciable»diggetences in'the,k§téswat*whibh subsets-of * - =+ -
respondents replied that tecent,chéllenges had fesulted in changes in the -

+

educational environment (question 5). If we exclude the respondents from
large cfties, because that ?ample was too small to be reliable, the other o
groups of respondents answering YES tao questioh 5 ranked, by pqtéentages

of responses, as{follows:

. 1 4 IR
- Administrators - Librarians All Respondents
~ . [ . : , »® ‘-‘
Suburban 39.1% Rural 37.1% - Suburban 36.2% '
Smaller city 33.3% Village/small " Rural’ . 33.4%
Rural . 31.3% town . 36.6% §ma11et“ciﬁy 30.1%
Town 25.3% Town 34.9% TOwn o, 29.4% .
Villade/Small Suburban © 31.8% _Village/small _. . -
town 23,08 ' ° Smaller.city ~%25.0% town 27.4%
L L . .
Finally, the .highest percentage (39.0 percent) of iespondépts reporting . \

‘that the recent rate of challenges is higher than the” previous two-year period
., was among librarians serving suburbam communities. . . C .

D -
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. The bteakdown, by type of community, of‘tesponses w1{b tespect to the ,

5 natute and tesolution of: challenges also’yiélded some® 1ntetest1ng results.,

~0vetall, the petcentages of responses 1ndicat1ng (question 33) 'that the *
.challenger(s) had tead -the challenged material in its entirety Wete.about a
third higher 1n“utban and»subutban areas than dn tural or small‘town >y

comdunities. -

- ¢

.

.
-

) + 9
. ’ .r [ v

pr the other hang, ‘on the ques;ion (435) of dhethe( the challenget(s)
- sought te lxmit or expand the-informat on and v1ewpoints in tﬁe matetials -
used, thete were” more divergent responses.. Whereas administtators”ftom latgp
cities 1ndicate6 "limit" in all cases,‘}ibtarians fron large‘cities teported .-

"expand” in 26.7 petcent of the -cases,. (tt shquld"be npted,. howevet, that the"“l”wiem
total N fot the two g:pups was only 26y, . o

‘:

' Bothtlibranlans and administr&totsasexV1ng tutal and smalL town .
) éommunities, as well as tespondentd in smallet c1t1es, indicated expahd" with
at- ieast double the ftequency\ofsrespondents from suburban‘ateas’and latget
towns (population S, 000 to 49 qu)h Respondents serV1ng utban dnd’ suburban
communities about one th;td more frequeritly teportea that challenqes were

dealtVW1th formally than did tespopdents setvxng tutal ateas and towns.

’
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On the question, (#37) of whethet o: not matetial was' censo;ed gxiot to a
formal review, thelhighest petcentages of'YES tesponses ware among
q inistrators (90.0 percent) an llbtatians (68 4 - percent) setv1ng large

cfties. (Agaln, the ‘total N“fo thisggroup of tespondents was rather small, -

) only 29) ., “The. lerst petcentage of YES repliés was from supurban respondents.
.(40.3 petcent ovetall) -On question’ 34, &elating to the final disposition of
the challenge, tespondents setving subutban communities about one third more
Qﬁten .than most othet«tespondents repgtted thar the challenge was overrulled

.

o

)

’ 7and less ‘than ‘half as’ often-reported - tﬁgt thexchallenged materlal was. removed .

from the school. It is otherwise difficult'to discern a cons1stent pattern of
tqsponses o this question,‘however.

A
T, .
? - - . —
-

.
’I

, 5 -

LI

-

The, étate-Lele Survey

.

5 N . - . . ,
- ., . i
.

. w

M For a btfef cverview of the st5:e-level survey, see 'Limitlng What
StudentsiSbaI}‘Read, pp. 18-21. The tematks which follow will setVe as a
supplement ¥ “that discussion. B -
SE;vey Design, Because the_adoption states exert an influence far beyond' .
their telatively small number, tHe sponsors elected to survey the entire
population (N=22), both by.mail questionnaite and, whete feaslble, by
follow-up telephone interviews.

' -
N » ¢ e . e

q

E I
\

‘- As noted in ﬁLimiting what ‘Students Shall Read," the state-level
questionnaire was adapted from the instrumemps used on the local lewel.
Because the state-level questionnaite pertained almost exclusively to
instructional materjals under consideration for adoption (tather than to both
classroom and libtary materials already in use in the 'schools), and because *
the mail -survey’ would be supplemented with telephone- interviews, this mail

.. questionnaiteﬂqu much briefer' than those used on the local level.
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ft copies Of the state-level instrument were reviewed by key

representatives.‘of the Council of Chief State School Officers and the National
Association of State Boards of Education, as well as representatives of the
AAP,School Division. - The final draft of the questionnalte was revised as

needed on the basis of the réviewers® suggestions, . ‘ : ‘

"Since 'state education department personnel are generally available during *

the- summer months, this survey .could be completed after the cut-off date on

the local-level survey. The questionnaires were mailed in late May 1980, and '’
the bulk of the.interviews were conducted during August, with a few follow-up
calls carrying over into October of that year. All phone interviews were
/conducted by the project research consultant. In most cases, the chief )
tggtboo official, to whgp the mail questionnaire was addressed, was available
fcg the| telephone . follow=-up. In's1x of the responding states, some other
department representative participated in the telephone interview.
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PART I ' S
cEc . \ , oa} “w ' b ) éo“l . /
cy, - SUMMAKY_OF RESPONSES TO SURVEY OF Bg &
L " - SCHOOL ADMINISTRATORS AND LIBRARIANS -

.

o gii' NOTE: Unless otherwise indicated, the survey questions were .

] ff;identical for administrators and librarians, and the response ratel given
N + t:-are for' all respondents. Appropriate headings indicate where duestions

. and/or response rates differed for the®two groups. Occasionally, o

fgdszetenees between tesponse rates of the various groups are noted in the
,comments. . ¢

Because of the length and complexity of the questionnaire, most
. -respondents did not answer all items.* The N therefore varies |,
considerably from question to question. Where respondents had the option
of checking more than one answer, the N given is for the number of
responses, not respondents, and is marked with an asterisk.

~

A. Background Information

® KR . R

How long have you been in your present administrative post?

I

Responses . Percentages
{N=1,891)
< -
. Less than 2 years -  13.7%
2-5 years . < v 25.9%
5-15 years 47.4%8
: . T More than 15 years . = 13.0% °
. . . {" o . .0. .
Ry |
, The re'sponses in*both groups approximate/a normaltcutve of

distribution, with a peak at 5-15 years. Nearly half (47.4 percent) of
all respondents® were ih.this category. : .
* - -~
The %dm1niétrators rve, however, was gkewed more toward the
. . -shorter pet1ods than was the librarians' (42.4 petcent of the '
adm1nisttators tesponded that they weré at their present post 5 years or
less, as opposed to 3333 petcent of ‘the librarians). .
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. .
' . Administrators ) ‘ : - . ¢ .
N ., 2,. To-your knowledge, haVve thete been any challenges' to instruc- . \..
tiopal or library. materials in your school(s) DURING THE PERIOD "
SINCE SEPTEMBER 1, 19782 ’
Lot . , '
i X - Responses . Percentages ’
B . : (N=1,317) .
Yes | 19.2% | .
/ No 80.8% : ¢ .
® . ! PR b
Librarians Tt
. . Co2, To your knowledge, have there been any challengeg to library
. materials in.youf school(s) DURING ‘THE PERIOD SINCE SEPTEMBER 1,
' 19782 . \
' i Responsés ? . Percentages
- T N (N—580) T
. s« - . Yes o 29084 ¢ i
No . . 70.5%
. ) ; - .
‘ X . Of the total of 1,897 tespondents to th:ls1 au:em, 424 (22.4 percent)

answered YES.3 The positive response rate for the various subgroups
ranked {from lowest to highest percentages)-as follows: principals
N ‘' (19.0), supetmtendents {19.4), librarians (21 5), and
% library-supervisors (32 8). .

Regional Breakdown. . Percentages of' respondents reporting recent
challenges were fairly uniform from region to region (Northeast, 21.4;
South, 20.3; Midwest, 23.4; West, 24.8) and by .adoption category
(adoption-states, 22.7; open states, 22.1). Only one group of
respondents deyiated more than two percentage points- from the ovétéll
national avetage-that is, librarians from the West, 34.8 percent of whom
reported recent challenges, as compated to the '29.5 percent rate for all
librariang responding. ¢ Tee ©
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Administrators -
3 * e N - : .“ . v
. v In the period since September 1, 1978, have there been any challenges
: to she way msttuct:.bnal or llbtatl matenals are selected in your
school(s)? -
vy . ¢ o, . -
} . ) o Responses Percentages é
. ‘ . (N=1,297) oot .
L ’ .
' . Yes ) \ 6.9%
. . : e No ° /\ . 93.1% * ‘
N . .
' _ Librarians ' '
R In the period since Septembet 1, 1978, have thete been a'ny—-chellenges
. ‘ « to the way library materials are selected in your school(s)? -
. \ LN ) Responses Percentages
: @ . {N=566) .
] 0 . N
Yes ' . © 4.6%
- o N No . 95.4% - . v
- . . = o ’ ’ .
. ‘ h J .
. . " Only 115 tespondents {6.2. percent) in all reported challenges to the
se],ectlonjtocess since September 1, 1978.
3 © ’
" - IF YOU ANSWERED NO TO BOTH PARTS OF QUESTION 2, please skip to question 6.
. )
3, In-the period since September 1, 1978, how many incidents of - )
challengés have thete been?- ,
) : . = (N=408) :
) _ASome respondents, apparently confused by the wording, gave higher
’ numbers here thas in question 4. While the data are therefore not .
reliable in absolute terms, they were useful for ranking purposes.
| " .
9-
~ . The : tankmg of tespondent groups, by mean number of incidents each group .
- k repetted (from highest to lowest), was as follows:
(1) superintendents :
g (2) library supervisors ook - ) N
(3) principals i . . U
(4) building librarians - \ ’ l to

-

C It is' not surprising that the administrators ranked higher in mean number
. of incia'e'lﬁts than the librarians, since they were reporting on challenges .
classrqom as$ well as library materials. .




R

Admihistri%ors
i {

4. How many separate-materials or items have be&n challenged, in the
period since September 1, 19782 (If you do not know the exact

number, please give an approximate figure.) v
ga . . . .
y 2 (N=231)
(3 I3 ,,J'ﬂ' ,? i ° $
Librarians"- . f ,

o %
4z

4

How many separate library items have been challenged in the
period since September 1, 19782 (If you do not know the exact
number, please give an approximate figure.) .

- .

[y -
>

(N=163)

ot

-

. \ . @

As with question 3, the data from' question 4 have been used only for
ranking purposes. Overall, the librarians reported a higher mean number
of items challenged than did the administrators. The highest figures
were at the district level in both gtoups--not surprisingly, since those
respondents generall?\ovetsee larger pOpulat1ons.

. ~

- How ddéscthis,tate compare with the rate of challenges in the two-year
; \

period preceding. September 1, 19782 |

b: ' -;;~ Responses . ' percentages . o
: e (N=%94) -
- . . } - . . . .
Lower % - 9.1% - .
About the samé 50.64 .
' Higher * 26.5%
‘e Not certain 13.8%

. - .

) Librarians' and administrators' tesponses were very
similar. PFrequency of responses, overall, are indicated above. While -
about half (50.6 percent) of the respondents who answered "this question
indicated that the recent rate of challenges was about the same as the
rate in the pteceding two-year period, over a fourth (26.5 percent)
indicated that it was higher. (Of ‘the 175 respondents reporting a change

in the rate of challenges, 75.0'percent indzcated that it was highet )




. ! / . .

. Regional Breakdown. There were a number of regional differences in
the response rates on this question. The largest percentage of
respondents answering “higher® occurred among administrators from the
Midwest, 30.4 percent of whom so responded, as contrasted with the
smallest figure (16.2 percent) amornlg administrators from the West. On
the other hand, 31.4 percent of the librarians from the West responded
*lower."

/

/ »

Exactly 60.0 percent of the administrators from th# Northeast:
responded "about the same, " while only 43.0 percent, of the 11btat1ahs and .
administrators from the Midwest so responded. ) . -
" Differences also emerged when the responses wetglbtoken down by ’
adoption category. Respondents from the open states answered "higher"
more often than did those from the adoptidn states. THe figures for

/ administrators and librarians responding 'highet'/wete 31.4 and 28.4
» percent, respectively, for the open states as compared with 18.5 and 22.9
percent for the adoption states. . - _ !
- - ¥
a @ ‘ N
Adnmitlistrators . . T

- -
) 5. Has any of the challenges since September 1, 1978, resulted in

i .+ changes in the materials used or in the.educational ptocess\_;
. environment? ; 4 .

- . ”, - -
/ . A

. (N=317)
0 ' ’ L
Yes 26.8% RPN -
No . 68.5% )
- ‘Case still pending 4.7% d ' .
Librarians . '
’ . ‘ : _ =
N 5. ‘°Has any of the challenges since ‘Septembdr 1, 1978, resulted in
changes in the holdings, organization, or operation of your .
library or medjia center(s)? . S
[ 4 ~ B ¢
‘ 1 ) T <Resgonées . . Percentages; .
¥ ' : . A (N=193)
.. \ ) . Yes . . . 33.7% /
. . . . ' No N . $54.8%

3
A

Case still pending - ° . 1.6%

.




Overall, 2§.4\petcent of the SlO tespbndents on this question®” r
answered YES. The highest pos1t1ve response was from building-level
librarians (37.8 percent). That the school library is most vulnerable to
challenges is also attested by the administrators' responses to the
second part of this question, where they indicated that, of all the
educational aspects listed, libtaty materials were most often affected by
recent challenges. -

\ . ; 5

Regional Bteakdown. Among librarians, regional differences on this
" question were marked. Whéreas only 20 percent of the librarians in the
West reported that recent challenges had resulted in changes, 48.6
percent of the l1btatians in the South sq. reported. *

Among adm1n1sttators, teg1onal differences were less str1k1ng. The
highest rate of positlve response was 31.3 percent, from the West. The
lowest rate was 22.4 percent, for administrators ftom the Northeast.

)} . M

-

-

Administrators " , . ER . K -

¥

" IF YES, ylease 1nd1cate‘wh1ch of the followgng has been affected
(Check all that apply)? . .

-
2

Resggnse (ranked by pétcentages) Percentages . - . .
’ : . (N=235%) - . (  ~
) L1btaty materials . Y . 32,7 . :
" Supplementary classroom matet1als 17.9
Textbooks used in the classroom . © 1.5 ’
. Materials selection procedure Loe 11.1
Materials selection polihy N 8.1
' Curticulum content ° ) " 6.8 )
+« Teaching methodology 4.7

Personnel (firing, tes1gnat10n, or

reassignment) 3.0 . ¢
Extracurricular activities 0.4 ,
Othet(s) : 3.8
Librarians ) . - ;
. IF YES, please ‘indicadte which of the following has been affected _
L " {(Check all that apply): . ’
* Respongses (ranked by percentages) Percentages
. {N=112%)
Holdings ‘35,7 '
Access to.certain items 29.5 .
. Arrangement of holdings . 17.8 . - )
Selection policy 10.7 :
Cataloging or identification of ) -
holdings . 4.5
Ll . Personnel (firing, tesignation, or :
-+ reassignment) . 0.9
Other (8) 0.9




-
4

Since respondents had the option of check{ng more than one .
answer, the percentages givén above are based on the total number of -
responses, not on the number of resfquents.

o

Administrators tepOtted libtaty materials were affected
almost twice as often as supple n aty classyoom matetials, .and almost .
three times as often as textbofks used.in thp classroom.

Five principals, gwo supetintendents, and a libtaty-supetv1s0t'
here reported personnel cha ges as a result of challenges in the period ’
since September 1, 1978. ompat7 question 47 below.) ‘

N

Other aspects respondents/listed as affected by tecent challenges

included the following: ! . , \ /
N , } . )
"Family life materials.” & i 1 Co
"Sex education was required of ‘all. Patents can now sign to have )
a student skip a portion or all of the class.” l ie , .

"Future purchases." ! .

"Reading level.™- - \\\\\ , . ‘ .
$ \ : ) 3 -

6. By which procedure(s) are c a::>bom 1n4ttuct1onal matetlals

selected in the school(sﬁ you serve? | y W oo .

. : asal . | - Supplemeffary

Responses » . o Textbooks ! Classroom Materials
. (N=1,818) " ' " (N=1,650)

Local district autoﬁbmy 50.4% l]‘ ' v 72.7%
From state-<approved list 28.3% J. . “  5.6% » .
From county-approved list 4.0% - ';ﬂ - 2.4% ! .
From city-approved 1ist . 1.5% g_,:'} - 1.5%
Procedures differ for elementary A § ; Vol :

and secondary . < .- 2,.6% l . . 4.9% N
Other R 2.4% ! 4.2% ]
[More than one response checked] lO.8%~¢:.*?;A L 8.7% > .. - N

Among cheiltesébnses were the following: -

3 & . x
"Teacher selection.” ) R T o Lo oo
"School Copmittee.® <. ' . .
"ritle IV-B." . I s

~ . . R .

~ . ' - oL



Administratofs

. Ll

. 7. TDoes the school (distrigt) you edministet have .a formal written

SN . policy governing the selection ‘of)instructional materials? S )
. N . L ‘
N s )»t R : A . . .
N Responses # ~ Percentages -
AR .- (N=1,261)
- 52.8% -
’ ’ / 47. 2%

Librarians

IF CLASSROOM INSTRUCTIONAL MATERIALS ARE SELECTED FROM APPROVED OR ,
ADOPTION LISTS, please interpret all questions on materials.selection as
referring to library materials not on approved or adoption~lists. ‘

‘0 - l -

U

7. Does the school (d1stt1ct),you serve have a formal written

* policy govetn1ng the selection of library matérials?a
‘ $ ¢ [} ® :

o . Ex

Responses " - o Percentages .
“ R msen A
Yes ) s > e7@.3% . )
. No e ' 25.7% - ) ‘
l . » ® N
P ) .
Taking the two groups together, 59.4 percent of “all tespondents on ) .
this quest1on (N=1,825) 1nd1ca&ed ‘they had .a formal seleCtion pol1cy. PR (g
t -t
Regional. Breakddwn. Some marked tegional d1fferen¢bs emerged on this . *
question. The highest positive response tates.yere -from the West; the ) .
" lowe from the South. The difference was, most dtamatic among , >

admi%ﬁ-ttatots. Just under 70.0 percent of thoge in the West responded =
YES, s compared with 45.4 percent of those in *the Southw °For, . .

* *ans, the. positive response tate in the West was 81.8.percent; in

South, "70.5 petcent. o . -
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Administrators

8. Does the school (district) you adﬁinistet have formal written
procedures for the reconsideration of instructional materials

that have been challenged? T, o . .
(4 r
” «
Responses ' Percefitages i =
) - -~ {N=1,295)"
’ Yes 49,1% . T ,
No . 50.9% ) )
/ . . . -

Librarians
a . ¥ -
8. Does the school (district) you serve have formal written
procedyfes for the reconsideration of library materials that have
‘been challenged?

< ~—

Resggné%s Percentages
* ) {N=570)

Yes ) 76.8%

NO 23. 2% : * -

. < - , Hx . e
Responses to this question closely mirror those.to the preceding
" question, suggesting that schools w1th a formal selection policy have
formal reconsideration procedures as well., Overall, 57.6 percent of the
1,865 respondents indicated they had formal reconsideration ptecedutes.
3 - [ -

Regional Breakdown. Regional differences on this question patalleleé
those on question 7. Just .over 60.0 percent of the adm1n1sttators in the
West tesponded YES, as compared with 40.9 petcent of. those. in the South. %
The positive response for administrators ftom the Nort east {45.8 ' '
percent) was also several pbéints lower than the national average.

)

Positive response rates for the open versus adoption states were 51 4
and 44,9 percent, tespect1ve1y. !
\- > 3

- \ \4,.“ ‘ )

IF YES, which stategggt best describes your reconsideration procedures? .,

*

Administrators. ", . s : .
‘Responses . T ' Petceﬁtages
. {N=620) &
53.9% .
46.1% \



‘ ' Librarians T
. Responses . ’ . " Percentages
.. - — - ) , ‘ (N=431)
Part of library selection policy statement:" . 70.8%
SeFatate from selection policy statement ‘ 29.2% o

s ) . A

y;?%galn, there are apptec1able dlffetences between adm1n1sttators' and
librarians' responses, with liBrarians reporting far more often {(70.8
percent) than administrators .(53.9, percent) that their gecons1detat10n
., procedures are part of their selection policy gtatement.

- . - .
- . s “- .

Ty — : .
! B . _ ‘ .
Administrators ) Librarians
i 9. wWhat grades are under . i 9. What grades do you
- your administration? serve? y
. . L Percentaqges !
Responses Administrato¥y. . Liprarians All Respondents)
.o (N=1,298 (N=561) (N=1,859)
. . ‘ . l\ ’ : )
K-6 ' 18763 N S P 16.28
K-8 8.6% '7.1% ) 8.2%
K=-12 - 47.8% - 37.8% ) e 44.8%
. 7-9 2.5% ) 3.9% - - - 3.8%
- 7-12 3.2% s 10.2% \ . 533%
9-12 ) . 8.1% - 16.6% 10.6%
i Other 11.8% 12.3% . 11.9%

. .

Thedlatgest group of respondents {47.8 percent of the adm1n1sttators,
37.8 petcentagf the librarians, and 44.8 percent overall) setved grades
K‘lz. 4 L]

Gtades K-8 gccounted ‘for 26.6 percent of the administrators, 19 2
petcent of the 11btar1ans, and 24.4 percent overall.

o . ~
-

Intetmed1ate and upper grades§ 7-12 together accounted for 13.8
-percent. of the administrators, 30.7 percent of the librarians, and 18.9
. petcent -of qli\the :espondents. .
S oy
-, 4 '
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Thus, the librarians' group was skewed mofé to the upper grades than
<

_was the adm1nisttat0ts' group. ’

» o «
* Approximately.12 percent of the respondents in both _groups indicated

" that they served grade spans othet than those listed on the

questionnaire.
- ~
Administrators Librarians
- . R .
10. How-many students are ~ 10. How many students are

enrolled in the schools(s)
you serve?

under your administration?

~

_ak

- .

ﬁeSEOnses Percentages

. (N=1,884)
. ‘ P . \
0-299 10.9%
300-599 g - 27.08 *
- 600-999 : 18.7%
. 1,000-2,999 - 23.1%
3,000-4,99% ‘;;u : 7%0%
5,000-9,999 . -~ . 6.6% ,
10,000-24,999 . 3.5% .

' 25,000 and up . 3.2%

.

[Note:
under 100 ]

The original sample omitted schools with entollﬁgntg

.«

The percentages 11sted above are for all respondents. Schools

and d1stt1cts with enrollments less than 3,000 accounted for 79.7 percent ’

of all fespondents3§§1th the largest single gtoup in the 300-599
bracket. . -

There were some différenpes in enrollment distribution between
the responding subgroups, however. Nearly half (42.4 percent) of the
administrators were in the 0-599 categories), as opposed to just over a
fourth (26.8 percent) of the librarians; while 20.4 percent of the
librarians were in the 5,000-25,000 and up categorzes, as opposed to only
10.3 petcent of the administrators. . .

Also, building-level respondents were most numerous in. the

300-599 category (46.1 percent), while the largest single group of,
district-1e1 tespondents (30.0 percent) was in the-1,000- 2;999 category.

. 0 »

—




| . o 11. What sort of commuruty 1s your school population drawn from?
i . . [(Check g;l that apply ¥ B
. -~
‘ h _Responses (taned by percentages) ) Percentages
R (N=2,368*)
. . Rural . " 27.6% ' -
.Village or small town (up to 5,000 pop.) - 22.9% -
B . Town (pop. 5,000-49,999) - ' 22.6% L .
- * Suburban _ ' ' . . T 14.8%« . ’ :
swiPier city (pop. 50,000-500,000) 8.6%. R
N 'rLa£§égc1ty ' (pop. over 500,000) : 3.?% ' . N\
. T q‘gyix¢. ; Y = ‘L. ,

-
L3

o Respondents‘nad the option of check1ng more than one respédnse. e
- (About one fourth of the respondents. did so.) Percentages listed above
‘- are based on the total number of responses, not the number of respondents.

- r

11‘ ] -
s . ‘#chools serving rural areas, villages, and/or small townships (pop. . %¢¢<L
’ under 50,000) were most heavily represented, with a combined frequefjcy of ' '
73.1 percent, as opposed to a total frequency of 12.1 percent for ,schools
serving urban communities (pop. over 50,000), and 14.8 percent for those Z .
serving suburban communities. The rural/small town figure’was
- Y 'undoubted y magnified by overlapping multiple responses, more likely:to
. occur 1n hese categories than in the utban-subutbar!categoties. ) T

Lo It is perhaps also worth not1ng differences between building- and —~ ,
- dis£&1ct-level responses to this question. Whereas 20.8 percent of the ¢ '
. bui;ding-level responses indicated urban communities (pop. 50,000 and - _ o~
§ over), only 7.4 percent of the district-level responses did so. - . Zf
5000 Rural/small town communities, however$' were more heavily represented by
district-level respondents (55.6 petceﬁt of their total responses were in
3. these categories) than by bu1ld1ngh1ever\tespondents~(on1y 41.3 petcent .
‘ of their total responses fell into these’ 'groups) . ) PN . <
1S \ . o
R 7 v
B - '\ & a .~
S 12. Please indicate your rough est1mate of the economic make-up of \
o ' yous=~school population (please be sure total equals 100%):

, . f . LJ\/:”?
3% ' Responses : Mean Percentages o« - {

oy a Administeators Librarians’ o
- . , (N=1,270) (N=501) -

R Poverty level 4¥}°°% 9,08 -~
o . Low N 4 ' 19.4%: ©19.2%
co . . Lower-middle . 37.7% . 39.2% - '
' . Upper-middle 26.08 " 28.1%
High [ d 6.9% T 7.9% ’ .

. . . Total : o ‘ 101.0% 103.4% . -~




el D e

AR U 4
- ’

N

respect to economic makeup.

>
o

L /

2

.. -

Totals in excess of 100%.may be due partly to rounéing error, partly
to respondents error in giving percentages totaLang more than 100%.

v Responses in both groups fall into a normal distr1bution and indicate
_that the survey sample is~%epresentative of the total population with

v

v ®

13.

-~
B

Y geogra

*adoption," states.

What is the zip code of your office?

v

zip codes were used to identify the respondents' state and to group
c region and adaption category.
vii) shows the sample breakdown compared to the national population.
the table indicates, the sample quite closely reflects the national
distribution, except for the following:; a somewhat higher percentage of
both administrators and librarians from the Midwest; a somewhat lower

percentage of administrators from the South and the West; and a slightly
higher percentage of administrators from the 'open,

Table II (see above;-p.
As

as opposed to the:

B. Policies and Procedures

“14.

—

.t -

P

IF YOU HAVE NO FORMAL WRITTEN POLICIéS.GOVERNING MATERIALS SELECTION OR ’
RECONSIDERATION, please skip So question 17-A (18-L).
3 .

At what level was your materzals selection policy developed and

approved? (Check all that apply ) .
s . Percentages
Responses - Developed . Approved
. . ) K "y . {N=1,503%) {N=1,273%)
. o At the state-level 6.9% 6.3% .
o At the county level . 9.3% \'9.7%
T . At the city level e . 3,88 3.6%
; At the district leve;///} ¢ 55,3% 64.6%
. - + At the building‘Level ° ©o13018 7 . 8.9%: |
W /?' .At the departmental level 10.1% -; 6.08
e Othen(s) . 1.58 02%%-
4 . i“‘ ‘ ' . ) .
LN Some respondgnts checked moré than one answer in each columna"

Percentages . are therefore calculated on the - total number of responses
(not respondents). .

o
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-

¢ -

What controversial issues are referred to'in ybur selection |
policy? (Check all that apply.). ,

a.;’,.;\ : > .
Responges o o Percendages 2
— + : (N=2,635%)

None - : T 22,58 N
Racism - . . 13.4% .
Religion . . 13.3%
Sexism . 12.5%
Minority grgbp representation 12.1% .
Sex and sexuality 11.9% Coe
Scientific theories © o 5.2% .
Ageism. N 3.38 -,
Other(s) . N 5.8% »
) 'd | ,

L3 ) b

Administrators and librarians responded"'similarl;l: Percentages
{baseq on total number of response€s) for both groups combined are given

above.

Other issues noted by respondents included the following:

4political fringes. .-

"Language, slang, and offensive words and pictures.”

"Materials representing many points®of view are encouraged.”

JProvide materials on opposing sides of controversial issues.” .
“Overthrow of U.S. gov't.," '

"Obscene nature.” |, . '

*"Bias-free."

"1deologies and profanity. ¢

"Political theories and ideolog%gg,'

. [ i é .
_ Librarians .
16. Please chetk if your selection policy statement reaffirms the

%

following {or any other pertinent' professional statement):

Res es ) © ' Percentages o
. £ ° . (N=352) ’
" The American Library Association's .
"Library Bill~of ‘Rights" (only) ' ' 62.2% .
The ALA-AAP 'Freedom to Read” Statement (only) 3.1% 5
Other(s) , 5.4% -
[Moré than. one respehse checked] . ‘ 29,33
- ’,: . -
) ~ I . J s
- * v A
. ";4, . 28 )

N A A
T ARSI Lo S «
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“  oOut of the 419 librarians who indicated” (question 7, above) that they
’ " have a formal selection policy, 352 (84 percent) responded that their
policy. statement reaffirms the ALA "Library Bill of Rights,” the ALA-AAP

*Freedom-to-Read Statement,” and/or some other pertinent ptofessional
statement. ‘ Lt
t
Other statements or professional ;toups cited by librarians with ‘
. reference to their selection policy included the following:

]

Massachusetts Library Association

U.S. Bill of Rights .

Keller Schools Philosophy

School Library Bill of Rights [cited by several tespo‘ dents]

NCTE: "Right-to-Read" resolution {ci by several respondents]
Iowa Association of School Librarians

. School Media Center Bill of Rights ~
! Administrators !
E ) 16. Does yogr,school (district) ihform parents and other members of

the community -about the policies and procedures for selecting
and reconsidering instructional materials?

’ ‘ ’ ‘ Responses Percentages
: . C . ° (N=774)
Yes _ 61.5% °
No 37.5%

IF YES, how? . -

Librarians . =

17. \Do you inform parents and other members of,éhe community about
your selection policy and reconsideration procedures?

: . -
% ' Regponses Percentages
: %%a — N ] : (N=422)
3 ' : Yes ¢ T 42078 .
£ S No . 57.3% )
L s . ~ v
IF YES, how? = ' .
. !
- . . -t

",
-
'+ . .

Overall, 54.8 percent of the 1,196 respondents indicated they do:
inform the community about selection policies and procedures, -but note )
the sizable difference between administrators' and libtatians' :esponses
(61 5 and 42 7 percent, respectively). N

o "N

. .
. *
« ., R

, : . e

. : N
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- ' . . Y
. ‘A pos1t1ve response to th1s questlon was taken' as one indicator of
good publ1c relations ptogtams. I ,

“The ma)ot1ty of respondents who answered IF‘YES how? éntered
. comments such as "when there's an ingulty or "only when challenged,”
- whi¢h indicate a relatively weak outreach efforh.- The following comments
indicate a stronger community relations, ptogtam.
- L .
. "Parent information packets." .
- "District notice to patents tegatd1ng 1mpending text/matetlals
> selections."
*Televised school board meetings and neﬁspaper.
."Written information from system le?el to ail-patents through
newslettet--newspapets.
"Members of the public setved on the comm1ttee which developed the

. policy." . -
, “Have Library Med1a/Commun1ty Advisory Counc1l and 1n-setv1ce
meetings.” N

.¥Board meetings, pubLac1ty statemenes, schdel shandbooks. "

*All new students are given 1nformat1on'about the library pol1cy,
including book selection policy: e

"pParent advisory group; parent information workshop."

"Through district policy handbook d1sttibuted .to parents and staff.”

‘*Community fewsletter." -
‘"Sending héme copy of:procedures.” - f“ f C .
° - - : -
- - — —+
o g ' ’ N
. IF AVAILABLE, PLEASE ENCLDSE A COPY OF YOUR UATERIALS SELECTION POLICY
~ AND RECONSIDERATION pRocr-:nuREs. ‘ § .
Adm1nisttat0ts 7

e

C. Evaluation and Selection of Textbooks and Instructional Materials

3 = N i' f;: 3
f L "17. . Does the school’ (d1stt1ct) you administet have its own- .
y 1nsttuct10nal matetlals selection committee?
‘ : T Resgonses ’ - Per ggntages '
. | ] (N=1,276) _
({' - s ‘ » Yes .. ’ L 55:7*:5 LA '
s : ’ No ‘ 44:3%
‘ IF. YES, please skip_to question, 18, - - . ) o

et
.
e

;The pos}tiVe'tesponse;to this questnon‘wasnéiightly hféhe:”among.
principals (58.1 percent) than among_supetiﬂtendents (53.9-percent).

.- N 0 [

‘e

ey

[
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: . ) AdmlmsttatOts.
IF NO, which of the following individuals is involved at each stage of
selecting instructional materials for use in your schools(s)?

Other 0.3%

* <

: ; "in "'L,,}x w R . )
Evaluate and Recommend ’ ' ] .
. ) Materials Final Choice and Approval
‘ e . (NS2,791%) (N=1,486%*)
| > REsponses b ' Percentages Responses Percentages
. i Teachérs ¢ . . ..  21.5% ‘Principals . v 20.6% .
b ~-Principals 16.8% Superintendents 20.3%
a . Librarians 15. Gk School Board 16.3%
' Department heads 10. 2p Teachers 11.8% L.
Curriculum Specialists 7.08% Librarians 9.4%
. Superintendent 6.7% Department heads . 6.4%
Assistant principals 5.3% Agsistant superintendents 5.8%
. Guidance specialists 5;1# Curriculum specialists T 3.8%
1 Assistant superintendents  4.2% Assistant principals 2.6%
T Parents 2.8& Guidance specialists 1.5%° |
- .. Students . 2.6% Parentsg ) 0.7% '
{ " . School board - 1.4% Students 0.5%
\ Other 0.8%
1
I
f

‘ . The tesponses given above a;e for all administrators and are ranked -
by, petcentages. .

¢ Principals' and superintendents'’ gtoups responded very similarly, on
all but. two items: “(1) The - superintendents' group more often cited
superintendents as involved in evaluation (8.2 percent) and approval
. (22,5 percent) than did principals (4.5 and 16.9 .percent, respectively).

- e -(2) Guidance specialists were cited as inVolved in evaluation somewhat ~
" often by \aupetintendents (6 2 percent) than by principals (3:5 )
: ;cent). .

’ Respondents' comments: ' . -t
o . -.. "Depends on what material we are talking. about.” . \
ol "Health Education matetials will be passed by Health Advisory
- ‘ _ gommittee. .

. I3 - >




Librarians ..
-0 - /

C. - Evaluation and Selection of Libié{? Materials /

/
' [N

18. Who suggests ‘materials’ for your library or media centér(s)?
(Check all that\éggfy e) .-

Responses - Percentages- ' >
, A F (N=3,405%) C -
Teachers ¢ . .16.88 = . i
Librarians . 16.4% . - .
Students’ ' 15.0% ] . '

: Principals 11.0% - .
Guidance specialists 9,9% :

R Curriculum specialists 8.7% ‘
N Parents X 6.3% .

Assistant principals 6.2% :
Superintendents 3.98 N
Assistant superinteéendents 2.8% N
School board members .;ﬁ 2.1% : '
Other(‘s) . p ok ~1.0% &

;) -

.o

-
-

Librayians and library-supervisors responded similarly on this
;tem {overall percentages are given above), . ~

- Y
Under, Other(s), one respondent indicated- "Sales
reprcsentatives. .. : &
A ’ ! /
Administrators = *

/
« i

. 18, How many of the following 1ndividuals are (were) represented on
' ' your current (or most" recent) materials selection committee? . .
(Please also give total numbet of ‘committee members.)

[

\ s s M v
> ; 2 X, Average Number of
- Responses ‘(ranked from most to least numerous) Members per Committee

.

Teacher (s) - oL 4.6 . :
School board member (s) - - 3.0 (Pf3.6; S=2,7) E
Parent(s) - . - 3.0 l g e
Department head(s) sﬁ& - ‘ - 2.7 A .
Teachers' organization repre ntatige(s) 2.7 .
st““nt ( 8) R . ) { T 2642
. r £
f?“;"f\ . \ ‘i ).
ety o T . - . s ’ |
vémm i ' M ) kS '
. L3 ) r's ‘.
. - o1 L .
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=
() 18. (continued) o )
: ' Averége Number of
; Responses (ranked from most to least rumerous) Members per Comm1ttee
- Q Principal (s) . : \§.9 \
Civic leader(s) ~ ¢ 1.9 .
Assistant; principal (s)’ 1.8
Curriculum specialist(s) 1.6
Librarian(s) or media specialist(s)- 1.6
T Instructional specialist(s) 1.4 )
; " Director of media center - 1.2 .
Director of curriculum 1.1
& Superintendent ’ 1.0
Assistant superintendent . 1.0 . o
. Others . ’ 2.0 (p=1.2, S=2.4)
, Responses of principals (P) and superintendents (S) were closely
comparable (averages within 0.1 or 0.2), except with respect to "school
board members"” and "others." ‘The disparate averages are given above.
A question '&%uld be posed about the number of principals reported by ‘ ¥
. principals to be selection committee members (average 1.8). As worded, '
) ‘ question 18 should have been interpreted by principals as referring to
, ~building-level committees. If that were the case, would more than .one .
iy principal be involved? Y
3 A btoad range of composition was indicated, particularly with tegatd
to parent participation. Some respondents reported that in thei
/échool(s) parents per se (lay members) were not included on the sdlection
committees’ at all, while in other°schools respondents indicated that
A selection committees had parent majorities. N . . .
: v S |
5 : Many respondents indicated that their schoéol(s) had separate
e selection.committees for different subject areas. A number of .
.t respondents noted that materials selection was left entirely to ,
i . individual teachers or to the various departments. ,
' . _ Othet«comhentsz ‘ to ) R
" .
" ’ "Committees vary in size and membetship. They always include
s © ° teachers and subject specialist. Parents and students are always invited
M to serve." ‘ k ‘, '
"Evety member of each depattment is consulted on textbook requests.”
. " . - <o X . -
" - —— — -
¥ [ *
. . K
. 0 - .
T v ¥ o 30.
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Administrators
i —

. Responsges ,"
To review and select materials,
%, subject to approval p
. ‘without further approval
Other *
‘[More than one responsé checked]

po1nts).

"0 review and recommend."

-

- To review and recommend materials

19., What is the function of your local materials selection committee? *

To review, select, and adopt materials,

A number of respondents noted that the function of their selection

. Petcentages'
' (N=1,046) "_

32.1% -
e

48. 3%

“10.2¢8 L
. . 2.0%
© 7.4% - "

ey

- - . A + ¢ 0

Responses of principals' and superintendents' groups were closely
comparable on all items (largest spread was under 3.0 percentage
Percentages given above ‘are for both groups comblned.
- latgest number --negrly half (48.3 percent) of all tespondents--ind1cated

‘that their selection committee's function is "to review and select
materials, subfbct to approval,” while 32.1 percent reported it as only .

The

~ ~

does not have the authority to
make_the final determination
regarding materials, who gives
final approval?

(Check all that apply.)

(]

committee is also to review challenged materials. , - -
., (
— 7 Lo :
Al K
Administrators Librariang
20. 1If your local selection committee 19, If you do not make the final

determination tegatding the
purchase of library or media -
center materials, who gives
final approval? °

‘ N . Percentages .
) Building- Library- - -
. . Administrators ~~ Librarians Supervisors
Responses (N=1;289%) (N=46%) - (N=153%)
- Local school board 50.4% 6.5% 416438
District sdperintendent 25.7% 23,98 34.0% .
School principal(s) ., 15.4% 39,18 33,38 .
Teacher (s) - 5.3% T2.2% 0.78 ™ .
Other (s). '3.2% 28.3% 15.7% .
————— - »




-— \ N N ‘s' - _
\\ Some tespondents checked more than One item. Percentages are

- — therefore based on the total number of xespgnses. Since there- were

" sizable differences in the way administtators, librarians, and
1ljbrary-supervisors responded, the results for the tbpee graups are given '’

sepatately above. ‘ Bee? C . iy
1 : v ; # ‘
. ‘ ) liac:. -l ' . -
letarlans \ .
['4 r = . RN
20, JHave .you ever met.with teptesentatlves of publish1ng houses or : R
nonptint mgkfa companies to discuss their materials? . &
", Responses Percentages R .
SR v (N=575) A
’ ' ‘% ; R a
- ~
Yes . Y. -.*830‘1% : ' = A Y
A - NO "‘1’6 . 9%

X
Y

Thg)hfgh positive response rate. (83.1 pétcento‘ﬁééé may be—dug to the .
broad wording of the question, which can be taken to include contact at
professional confexgncés, etc., in addition to actual visits by

publ?gﬁets' representatives to the school(s). . L ’
- v Al
oo - & " One respondent commentéd: "If they would ever visit the. School."
. ' ) . . ‘ ‘ %
 Administrators ¢ C P i =

21. Do publishers' representatives have ‘an opportunity to .explain s

their materials to the committee or ind1vidga1s responsible for . |
P evaluation and selection? . \ .
. . Responses . Percentages ) '
3 E . ' (N=1,261) . : T
Yes . 92.4% R N

% ‘ . No ; . 7.6%

- IF YES, when? (Check 311 that apply.) . —.

, Responses c Percentages - .
S .o (N=1,317%) .o Do
.. %i% At reviewing étage. y 81.0% . o ’
* .7 . U .After selection 7 15.1% |

- _ After ‘challenges - ' 3.9% . P N
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Adm1n1strat0rs

22. 1In the school (z1str1ct) you adm1n1ster are there provisions for

special interes

T~ responsible for evaluatrng~or selecting, mater1als°‘
o :
= . Responses Percentages -
) L. " (N=1,252) .
;oL ;T = T8
Yes™ - . 57.8%, . T L - '
No ’ 42.2% T T
« - - t, !
‘ . ' .

Librarians
v ¢

21.. Have you ever
groups o di;

groups to;make their vrews knowq to the persons

w1th repreSentaﬁlves of specrq; anterest,
hss controvers1al aspects of the 11brar?'

holdings? } . -
& h - < * e <
s Responses - . Percentages oo -
- , . (N=574) * | e
' )
", _ - Yes . " 14.5% .
No , ‘ 85.5% -«
. ! - - s .
N €. . ' "#b *
IF YES, when? * e ‘
- - . et &
L . ' . .+ ‘Percéntages
‘ ' - ° ' . Building- Library- ’
Responses e LS Librarians ervisors Total
. : : T TeEly i TRy T Neee3)
Roufinely, independent of any R g
challenges " 50.0% ) 60.9% . 59.08%.
After: jdatenals were challenged 50.0%, . 3913 41.0%

.
- -

- .

As the above figures show, there was a marked d1fference between the -

librarians' and administrators' responSes on this: 1tem.

also evident within the librarians' group:
buxldxng-leveI“Ttbrarians, as compared with

only 7. Gfpercent of the
17.3 percent of the

-11brary-supervisors, responded YES to this questién. o

PR

.-a
7.

Of the 83 11brarians #ho responded YES to -the first part of th1

question, 41.0 percent indicated that they
groups only aﬁ;er,matérials were challenged.
) * hd

met with® special ~interest
Agaﬁn, the.&mgakdown of

A
At

Pifferences were




.

—-+.3f responses by subgroups suggested a greater public relations effort on the
digtrict level than on the building level. A highet percentage of
library-supervisors (60.9 percent) than building-level librar f&hs {50, 0
percent) indicated that they had such meetings "routinely, 1ndependent of
any challenges."

{ Librarians . ' ) . s
’ 22.. On which of the following do you rely most hea@ily in evaluating —
’ and selecting library materials? (Circle number from 1 for most
important to 6 for least importanﬁ.)

' e

Resgonses (tanked from most to least important) - N* Mean, Figures
Ptofess1onal reviews . 564 1.89
Your own examination of the material 548 1.92 —
N Teachers f' L 560 Z.19
A ; Educational research and/or classroom experience 527 2.80
Other (s) " 65 3.28
o ----  Ppublishers' teptesenta€1ves and ptomotxonal aterials 528 4.43 ™
< . A Y 4 -
.

-

*
@‘ . Responses varied considerably, with the entire ranking scale of 1 to
4 : 6 being covered for each of the six answers listed on the questionnaire.
(For example, though most respondents indicated that "publishers’
representatives and materials® were less important to them than other
evaluation factors, a total of 36 respondents checked 1 or 2 on the scale
for this item.) ﬁ\\\ - ’

f

+ 2

Librarians -

{

\ 23. If you were considering the purchase of potentially

. controversial library material you judged to have real
g ) . educational or literary value, which of the° follow1ng would you
o . be -most likely to do . -

? .

<
, Responses . Percentages

. . S (N=544)
‘- Decide not to purchade in spite of edueational valde 6.4%
Decide to purchase in spite of controversial #spects: o~ 17.3%
Consult with teachers and administrative staff

and be guided by their Judgment CT3.0%
/ Othet - .




-

) . — Building-vael librarians and library-supervisors responded similarly
(within 3 petcentage points) on the above. items. -

L g
~ Next to *"Decide not to purchase" one respondent noteﬁ: ‘sbecause of

budjet limitations."

Other responses included the following:

"Review with library advisory cdmmittee.* LN

'Apptoach key board members."

"I maintain an excellent relationship with our local state university
" staff and feel I can rely on the if needed." '

-

‘ A few district librarians poﬁbq that they would purchase the material
K3 ~ e . N L) \)
but restrict its circulatiaon., -

<

~

Administrators

-

23. when controversial materials-are selected, are any provisions

. - made to explain them to parents and other members of the
community? . PR
L . . Responses Percentages .
' ;-l N=1'155)’
. P ‘
" ] Yes ’ 59.8%
. ® o No 40.2% . ..
astngy
IF YES, when? re .
- Responses Percentages
. {N=680)
“\*ﬁ/ — N
.o Before materials are challenged (only) . 54.1%
After materials are challenged (only) %~  35.0% .
— [Both responses checked] : 10.9%,

IF YES, what sorts of ptovisions are made? (Check all that”apply.)
L]

§ Responses (ranked by percentages) Percentages
w8 - (N=1,477%)

Discuss 1o.eetings with parents " 39,.0%
. . Written -r onales -. 17.0%
o0 . Local newspaper items * -~ 13,9%
. . School newspaper items ) 11.2%
7 P T.A. newslet;gt ' 9,3%
**Mini-lessons for parents 5.3% -
) ~ Other . 4.2% :



Pes | owr ) L
Hyman N .
* -~
N

.' On the question of what sorts of provisions are’ made, the responses
of principals' and superintendents' groups were closely comparable
(within 3 percentage points) on all itegs. The percentages given above
are for both groups combined. (Some.iegpondents checked more than one
item; percentages are therefore based on the total number of responses, .
rather than on the number.of respondents.) , ’ -
One tesponaent indicated that controversial materials were explained’
to students, not parents. Other respondents noted the following ’

provisions: - ] . .
« Toan ) "Meeting with concerned groups."
M e "Letters to parents." : . ?
-, "Parent permission slips." :
"Sex survey in Health," .
"Poster for TV program 'Holocaust.'" . —

"Parent release to read giyen item that is 'restricted.'"

L3 . F .
Librarians -

-~

24, wWhat provisions are made in the school(s) you serve to inform
the local community (students, teachers, parents, local
residents, etc.) about the school library's educational program?

. ) c ‘ Percentages )

» s

) . ' Building- , Library- aAll
. ' Responses N Librarians Supervisors Librarians
~ ‘ (N=170) (N=405) .  (N=575)
No special provisions . © 28.8% 21,78 . 23.8%
School newspaper items . 7.6% . 3.7% 4,9%
‘Local newspaper items i 4.1% " 3.5% - 357%
Hold library open house
periodically. 1 6.5% -3.7% 4.5§
. ’ Hold informal discussions . L : _— e s, -
with parents . ° - 2,4% 0.7% 1.2%
o Discussions at P.T.A: meetings . 0.6% 0.2% ) 0.3% g
othet ! ’ 4.1% . 2!0% 2-6% . «
[More than one. response checked] 45.9% 64.4% 59.0% : ‘
. ‘ 2 ! \
——’—L- ¥ . N . : ° . °
: ) . , )
h * .V As the response rates above show; the public relations activities

listed here dppear, overall, to be more frequent on the.district level.
. While 28.8 percent of the building-level .librarians reported "no special-
a provisigns® for informing the local community, only 21.7 percent of the -+
' ’11braty-supetﬁisors so responded. On the, other hand, 64.4 percent of the
library-supervisors reported more than one kind of provision, while only
45.9 percent of.the building -level libiatians S0 iqdicatqg.

4 @
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Of the respondents who checked "Other," several specified that repor

card stuffers were used. _Several others noted that 9y ide pregentations

- Wwere made.

-

-

"

-

o

IF THERE HAVE BEEN‘ NO CHALLENGES T0 INST&UCTIONAL OR L¥BRARW MATERIALS IN

»

]

YOUR SCHOOL (DISTRICT) SINCE SEPTEMBER 1, 1978, please skip to question

52.

Ly

Adminjstrators

D. ' Challenges to Materialg Selected

‘for School Librarie

24y, In the period since September 1,
1978, -what kinds (categories) of

~—

*

D.
nd Classrooms

instructional or library items

have been challenged in your -
school(s)? (Check aTY that apply)

*

i

Librarians

>
- N

Challenges to School pibrary
| ;¥Materials :

k.

%,
25{;§§n the period since September
"1, 1978, what kinds (categories)

of library materials fave been
challenged in .your schooX(s)?

"-\  (Check all that apply.)

Responses {ranked by percentages"ithin each group %F,:espondenps)

Administrators
(N=482%)

Fiction,

contemporary
Textbooks

Fiction, classics

Magazines s

16 mm. educational
£ilms

Children's
picture books -

Nonfiction trade
books

BEntire gourse or -

. qurriculum

Reference books

. other than
dictionaries

Dramatic or -
théatrical
material

Brochures,
pamphletg, etc.

Poetry q\~

Newspapers

Dictionaries

-

36.0
14.3
8.7
5.8
5.8
5.6
5.2

4.1

. 2.9

ooy
u‘:

\
Librarians )
(N=355%)

Fiction, !
contemporary
Nonfiction trade
ks t

hildren's »
picture books
TekXtbooks
Magazines
Fiction,
classics
16 mm. educational
£ films ’
~Entire toursge or
. Veurriculum -
. Poetry
Reference books
other than
. dictionaries
Dramatic or’ -
theatrical /
materiil '
Dictionaries

~
-

\

38.1

jk3.2
AT,
7
6

W Oy

5.

by
-y,

NN
L]
i

Brochures _ - .

pamphlets, etc¢.

All-Respondents
(N=837%).

-Fiction,
contemporary

mextbd0kg

Nonfiction trade
books

Children's
picture books

Fiction, classics

Magazines

16 tm. educational
films

Entjre course or
curriculum

Reference books
other than
dictionaries

Dramatig¢ or
theafrical
matgérial

.

" Poetry .

Brochures,
pamphlets, etc.
Dictionaries

Newspapers
24 ,




h'&‘ o *
o As uight he expected, the frequency with which.different kinds of .. -
materials were reported as challenged varied considerably from the » . < & -
: administrators® to the librarians' group. (Administrators were asked to ° ;f“ .
" . report on] library *as_ well as’ classroom materials, qhereas dibrarians were
.asked to repqrt “only’ on ltbrary materials ') © Both groups ranked | - .~
contemporary £iction hig st. - I X : RN
. o . N . - . - " Al . .
A Several respondents cited filthrips. Other nonprint materials Ty T
challenged included a, slide set' and a cassette. . “ .
4uso>cited asgchallenged "§¢? the following materials: W
*Music selection.” . » e .ot L .
. "Gift bookg.from BTanned Parenthood & Vbters for gife. -
'Science filmstrigs. 5ot . T ..
'Filmst:igs -~ Human’ Sexuality. . , . t e W v P
*Wall ‘mufal.” [on evolution] . - Y T
S . 'Folklore materials.™ . - 1 - . - N - 100 R -
R ‘"Science Fiction." . T A . ' o e e eV
T "Pull' Languidge Arts’ Prcgram. ) ‘;f . . .
) f "Square dancing in physical education.” . S T e s f
e - *%.."Lack of sexeducation.” . " R R
- _"Sex survey in Health." . . § S o : . §
o °”'Poster far TV program 'E%locaust." : > e .
. : -, . .,‘ . ) 1 . . . o e . - .
iR e R . ) - C . > . L'
Y SR | )
‘ 26. What were alleged to be’ the ob3e¢(onable aspects of the . \
- ' A "é; ‘challenged materials? (Check. Sll that . apply).-.. ~ % et _
- oN - . ' ° . o ° . *
LT s ) ST Regponses -(ranked by percentages) - Percentages " - . oo
Vo . P . . T » . '(N=1,7QO*) . ¢ -
- - i \ 4
. . ' Q ) “ :
oo e " "Dty words” S e 13 5% o N
Se L . Obscenity - : - ‘11,68 < Ao
- ;A ) » Bxplicit representation of sex . . o 8.3% . e
P e e CF Ptofanity" . . T 6.9% .-
L - oe. * " Sexism . | o .ol . 4.7% = (" .;"
s, T : Religious bias - T « - - 4,08 : .
FREA v . ¢ Violepce . . St s . 14,08 ) Co
Pl ‘ T Nuaity t - U7 . - 3 ~
! e, *~-  The o¢cult. . .- " e 3.6% .
o 'Undegmining of traditional family PO 2.9% . e
Lo o * * Realism- A eos, REER s 2.8¢. .
A W ' Homosexuality" ' v . " 2.6% L. o
S . "L, " Explicit discussion of drugs " N S T -T‘k
- and drig abuse . . - 2.5% ‘ - R
. . Racism SN Vo208
. . Darwinism, évolution’ : o T e e 2,08

Moral relativism .or ‘situatidn ethics . 2,08 - T e

By
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. ® . .
®_ ° . <
{continued) o '
Responses (ranked by percentages) . Percentdges B
, X - . o (N=1,700%) ‘
“ - " Values clarification . . * 2.0%
' Minority representation - ' 1.9%
Abor tions. Ca 1.8%
"Secular humanism” , . 1.7% .
. -Antitraditional/antiestablishment yiews 1.5%
TT o Substandard English usage or dialect ° 1.3% .
i -Negative or pessimistic views -~ ‘o 1.3% Lo
T o EAthéIstic or agnostic views . 1.28% - . TR
c ! Emphasis on psychology or feelings K 1.2%
" R . Scientific theories 1.0%
L . , . Invasion of personal privacy ) o " 0.8%
5 i . ' Death and dying ) . 0.8% N
5 ) Pagan studies . 0.7% -
poca . Criticism of U.S. history : 0.7% . -
. Atrocities . 0.6% R
e, ; - "Questionable" or'"subversive“ authors . 0.6% -
e o Ethnic studies 0.5% )
A . Ageism B 0.4%
N , Internationalism " 0.2%:
s : .o » cher(s) 2,6%

. . -
- -] < .
. o ? , o . . .
f . . . . ° .
i - - ~ . .
T . . .
.

s " The broad spread of aspects cited by respondents recalls Lee Burress's A
v contention (in his repott on the 1977 NCTE survey, cited in n.2) that the &

' censorship attempts he reported were essentially capricious. It is -
oo " interesting to note ‘that “the as’pects most often reported as challenged on

. . ©  the local level were .related to sex and obscenity, issues which have long ‘
ii - incited. would-?e,censors. (But compare the responses to question 16 on . e {»
A - . ] .
s o .the staterleve survey ). _ i C ) o o
Lo, it should be noted that some of the respondents who checked "sexism" '

: may havé confused the* term. with. issuenaof sexuality rather than - ‘

o gender-~-to judge from the titles and the other’ objectionable aspects they <

& cited. Other aspgcts specified by respondents included the following-

i . . - % =
% Lo 'Inappropriate ﬁor age level ) : - -
cood  ‘wBad image. of’ a. baby-sitter."” . v

5 ' * . "stagés of fetal growth in mother."

o _ - T'criticism of Santa’ Claus dnd. ehristma§. )

'.‘ < "Not relevant” ‘to times,"® o - . L * . B
T . l[zextbook] not as good as one preferred . ‘ o L ‘
. . Cot present graven image. - o ] “ “ 3

N e "Sinful.” - to. ‘ S -

. - ’Dangerous chemical expe;iment. ‘ ) oo
"This book teaches children that you don t get punished if you do

! .A  gomething bad." » v . Te
L . S 'Changing 2 diaper on infant." ) : -

N

- " . % - <
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As with the responses to question 24 (25-L), there were some
differenpes between .the two groups' responses to these questions,

however.

aspects was as follows:

As"Reported by

~ <

-
"(‘

As Reported by

»

-

As Reported by

The ranklng (by percentage of responses) oF the ten most cited

Administrators 3 > Librariang ~ - 3 All Respondents 3
{N=976%) ar (N=724%) '(Nél,700*)
"*Dirty words" 15.72% 'Dirt!rhords" 14.4%8 . "pirty words" 14.5%
Obicenity 12.8% Explicit.sex 11.0% Obscenity 11.6%
Explicit sex 6.3% Obscenity 9.9% .Explicit sex 8.3%
Sexism 6.1% Profanity t. 8.0% Profanity 6.9%
pProfanity 6.0% Violence 4.4% Sexism 4.7%°
Religious bias 4.2% Nudity 4.1% Religious bias 4.0%
‘Violence , 3,78 - The occult 4.0% Violence . 4.0%
The occult 3.4% Realism . 3.9% Nudity 3.6%%
Nudity 3.2% Religious bias 3.7% The occult i 3.6%
"Undermining of Sexism N 2.8% 'Undermining of o
*  traditional - . traditional )
family" 3.1% 2.9%

family"

‘IF MORE THAN THREE SPECIFIC TITLES (OR ITEMS) HAVE BEEN® CHAﬁLENGED IN THE
PERIOD SINCE SEPTEMBER 1, 1978, please respond, in questions 26-52

.

o

«

[L~27-53],0n the three challenges which have had the greatest impact on

your sc¢hool(s) and might have. re'levance . for other schools ag-well.
will probably find it easiest to answer, the questions, in order, for one

case at a time, rather. than for all cases at once ).

(You

IF YOU WISH TO RESPOND ON MORE THAN THREE CHALLENGES, you may photo¢opy
the balance of this questionnaire for additional responses.

- 26.

Please identify the challenged items, and indicate what kind

(category) of material each is (giving the appropriate letter

* from the list in ‘question 24

LY

[

[25-L}.

~

k4

The questionnaire provided space for full case—by-case responses ‘on
Some respondents indicated, by marginal
remarks on the questionnaire,” that they misinterpreted this instruction,

three’ separate thallénges.

however.

Thinking that it meant they were not to answer questions 26-52

o unless they had had more than three challenges, they did not complete the

balance of the questionnaire. .
i ' oo

f
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S X ‘ T 8. For a list of challenged items:cited by respondents, see "I}i“iting .
EJ e ghat Students Shall Read," Appendix. B. i

- - . * .
- . ? [

o H .
Aft_er listing three titles (challenged beCghge‘of crime, violence,
language and nudity, one district-Iével library-supervisor commented:
(. . "There are many jore tithes that do not qualify .for our schools. The
e vast majority of 'challendes' in our “s¢hool district have come from our
o l professional media personnel; they have been heavily engaged in reviewing
: 'sample® books from publishing houses. We bandle these challenges' ’ « -
internally and solve our problems ‘quietly’' By reviewing the new R
. . *sample¥ books, we are able to ‘contain' censorship problems; our patrons |
are pleased t} know that we have been involved this way."

\ _One principal wrote: ."Do not remember [tit],es]--books were deleted

as objections came<in.” . - . .
as obj ns ¢ . ~ o

. . - - - , M P
. P [ © e e @

’

27. What was the grade level of the challenged material? {Check all
<. ) that apply.) ? ‘. . v ‘

.
? ®

) . i . £ .
’ v 3 - percen tages

. a '
. .. * .
-, Egonses P . N* e o 3
3 s ! N .

. - ' . " K & lower élementary " 96 T 16.7%:
' b . Upper elementary . .. 137 " 23.8% -~ )
' , .~ Junior high « -159 <. 27.6% :
. ' Senior high S -84 ., . 31l.9% -
’ Total -~ ° - . 576 . 100.0% ’

L]

-

M I3 .
I = '

As reported by both main: subgroups (all administrators and all «
librariang), the frequency of challenges increases steadily with
increasing grade level. (The gradient, though still observable, is, less
) smooth for the building- and district-level subgroups than for the, total
C ‘sample, however.) The censorship pressure on upper-grade materials may
. be ‘even greater than indicated here, since the survey sample appears to

o be somewhat weighted toward the lower grades (see above, comments on
"*  question 9). These factors may help to éxplain why the rates of ]
censorshigvpressures reported in this survey are lower than those

. reported in the 1977 NCTE survey. L e e - ' -

e . s . "
. = x
% . - . . B .

. .o

s ’ *NOTE- Here and in all items through question 51, an asterisk is
. . used to denote when N is the sum of respgnses, got respondents (many
A respondents answered on mdre than one case). - 8 ' ;

-

"

' . ’ - . & i
\»@ . 30 o SN
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3 ‘ _ ’ 28. - If you have a selection policy, was it followed in tA selection
3 - # , =, of this material? -
. . -~ . N . -
z . . C - Responses Percentages ..
. - o ) (N=422%*) '
. N s ~

tT | o Yes \ . 79.9% .

‘\f S No | 20.1%

S p.( There was a d@nsiderable spread between the responses of principals
and librarian;. Principals indicated that their selection policy had
been followed in only 68.8 percent of the cases they reporte&,‘as ’

compared with 87.5 percéht of the challenges reported by building-level
librarians. p ) . e

J-

. . T RS
® ‘ ° s ) i ) T ) ™
,29. Was the educational rationale for using this material made known -
to parents or dther.mémbers of the school community before the
.-material was challenged? ’

X3

Res ses Percentages
' ] (N=472%)
* ‘ ) e Yes - 21.4% ;
- ' . . No ‘ 78.6% =
:° - N
. . h ; Again, there was a sizable.spread between responses of the subgroups

in the sample. Nearly 30 percent of the principals responded "YES", as
compared to'll.1 percent of the building-level librarians. :

-~ S
3
¢ J .

b 30. .. To which bd;t(s) of\th material 4id the challenger object?

.- ‘ ’ . : ,
] . £~ - _.Responses ' Percentages '
' T S (N= 501%) : o
e B - Illustrations or images (only) . 12.8% : o
: ' Text or -narration (only) ~ - 75.8% Co
- Both illustrations and text - T 11.4% »

What were alleged to be.the objectionable aspects Gf ‘the -

R ( ) challenged material? (Please indicate by giving the _ L
RSN , parenthetical numbers corresponding to the aspects listed in .
;. . . Question 25.) ~ v~ -
% , . y " oon
45 S o't
G 3i- ' i i : *




at challengers cited a
words, " obscenity, .and

Several respondents
P

N ~ -
.r
N

. As in Question 25, respondents indicated
bread range of objectionable aspects, with ™di
aspects related to sex and sexuality predominating.
noted that challengers cited "all? aspects.

Among the specific aspects noted were the following:
"Concepts and language not suitable for-elementary students."

*Suppof® of apartheid-in South -Africa." bl
*Slavery." 'Religious presentatiqp.. R
*Drinking alcohol.” - . N

"How to have sexual intercoussd. ¥
"References to, ethnicrbeliefsﬂ' ' .
"Pelt better text available." L :
"profits of book went to NOW."
"A teacher objected to the language and sex in the book for the
- Agunior high level." To 4
. *Ogre ate children." C 14
*Superintendent andgprincipal believed sexual situations discussed
not .suitable for high school students."®
I "Board member was a fundamentalist minister, who-challenged the
glorification of war." N o
"Specific sexual references and language.
"Material put parents in bad light." P
"Material was negative rather than positive.
"violence!" 2 R !
*Vivid child abuse."
. "Ridicule of mentally retarded.” - )
*Intermining of religious s and language; nudity."
) "This novel is a mix of bad 'street\ language and crime."
] 'Simply didn't want materials in libra
, - *Did not want ‘sex education or human sexuality to be taught.”
-*Curse words."
*Alleged 'Humanism' phildsophy-mention of death in material.”
"Right to be free--challenges family qdﬁty.'
*"0ffensive topic to members of the'German Club (local civie
organization); namely ‘anti-semitism.’ L
"Pictures of near nudity.® = - T .

\ . -
TR ~ a

\ Lman
o~ G

TN
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31, Wwho initiated the challenge?

[T
<

N Responses - . Percentages -
co ‘ I - . (N=390)
‘ ) i o, |
. - Individual, representing him/herself’ 77.9%
| Individual, representing a group ; 16.7%
N :
T - ° » Group ‘ 5.4%
L Please specify (check all that apply): . ) a -
!1_ > Responses o C . Percentages )
| ; (N=423%)
| . -
T- ] ‘School board ber (s) 6.4%
K - District-level dministrator(s) 2.4% g
Building-level ddministrator(s) - 5.7% )
Librarians(s) , ’ 3.5%
Teacher (s) ’ ) 9.4%
Student(s) . 2.4%
" parent(s) e 52.3%: .
Clergy o . 4.7%
R Community resident(s)g ~¢ 9.2%
.“‘ . P.T.A, | ) _ .0.5%
~ - Qther local group(s) 2.8%
' . State group(s) . ' ) 0,0% -
* National group(s) . ~0.2%
r individual(s) : 0.5%

© Other group(s)

< “
. .

A Y}

o

) 4

Administrators' and, librarians'-groups responded very similarly on -
the first part of this Question, but somewhat differently in“specifying
challeﬁbers.ﬁinogh groups reported that parents were the most frequent
- ] challengers.\#iﬁt the /frequency of parent challenges repolted by the two
s . groups varied, as did/ the rate at which other individuals or groups were

* cited. ,The.principal challengers pepérted by the two groups of
responégnts ranked 9s;follows (see next page): s -
, / L

*nars




“ S -
;,3: [ Y
. \
. . ‘
Challengers cited by . . - Challengers cited by
Administrators (N=207*) 3 Librarians (N=216*) ° )
(ranked by percentages) : (ranked by percentages)
//Agka_; Parent(s) 60.8% Parent(s) . 44,0%
, _ Community resident(s) 9:13, — Teacher (s} . %?.0%
A School board- melber(s) — 7.7% Building-level
. Teacher(s) . 6.8% . administrator(s) [ +10.23%
Clergy . 5,8% Community resident(s)’ 8.8%
. . Librarian(s) -, 5.5%
School board member(s) S.1%
. ‘ 3 District-level |
) ' o o administrator(s) 4.2% .
. %“3 *
i
. : [
. Note that llbrarians reported school petsonnel {teachers, . !
o, ) administrators, and librarians) as initiating 31.9 perceng/df the +
| %& challenges cited. whereas administrators reported school personnel asﬁaf
ﬁ oy initiating” only 9.7 percent of the challenges.
*% " Local group$ cited by respondents as initiating challenges included
oL Concerned Citizens and Parents to Watch Our Schools ("a new coalition of
’ advisory groups Yo - - .
. - N -
‘; .‘, . ¢ » .
! . 32, Did any of the local media report or-editorialize on the incident?
- g ‘ Responses ~ Percentages
o ' (N=513%)
' 1 < o
L Yes ‘15.2% . -
,f o . No | b 84.8% -
{ N IF YES, what position was taken? v
N Responses 3 : . - Percentages
Lo . : : (N=89*)
- " . Remained neutral on the igsue ‘ 40.4%
- - Defended the use of the challenged materials - 29.2% :
.. - Opposed the use of the challenged materials 7.9% -
4 Pogitions varied + / A 19.1%
5, S Other (s) _ - ' . .3.4% Y
il . R . N
o . . . o
Administrators reported media coverage gomewhat more Erequently (17 6

percen;) than librarians (12,4 percent).
. ) R ‘Jg LI %




. . Although only 78 respond'ent“s"answered YES to’ the first part of the e
question, there were 89 responses to the second part--some respondents .

* apparently checked more than one "answer (percentages are therefore based
on the totay?némber of responses). In the .majority of cases where the
local media were ipvolved, they either ‘remained neutral (40.4 percent of
the total) or defended the use of the challenged material (29.2 percent).

Media opposition to the use of challenged materials was/prorted
somewhat more frequently by administrators (10.5 percent) than by J
librarians (3.1 percent). This difference may relate to the' . '
~ 'captive-audience' distinction between the classroom and the library.
For an example of local newspaper coverage of a school book controversy,
gee Appendix B.

L

33. Had the person(s) who initiated the challenge read or Viewed the
challenged material in its entirety?

: - : Responses -Pepcentages

(N=550%) .
A ' ' J;; u ) * ; - "’;\i .‘
Yes ‘ 45.5% ' ‘ ;
No 31.8% .
. —_— Not sure . 22~'. 7%
\ . . y
o . :

. _ , 4
Figures reported above are for all respondents. ‘Percentages within-

subgroups varied somewhat. Over a fourth .(27.0 percent) of the .

librarians replied "Not sure," as compared with fewer than a,fifth (19.0

percent) of the administrators. - N ‘ -
PN , ) . 3
P 34. Did the person(s) challenging thé -material refer to agguments or °
S s . viewpoints developed by individuals or groups from outside the ™,
. community? v ) !
Percentages (by group of respondents) sy .
P ] Total A: B-L L-S Total L: Sum (A+L)

(N=91) (N=177) (N=268) : (N=33) (N=208) (N-241) 3 (N=509)

T Responges - \ . .
N . Yes . 18.7% 24.9% 23.8% @ 3.08% 11.5% 10. 4% $ 16.9% '
5 \\ No 68.1% 61.0% 63.4% 3 90.9% 72’.6%l 75.4% 69.0%
: Not sure T 13.2% 14.1%  13.8% : 6.1% 15.9% l4.5t.': 14.1%

1P YES, please specify the group or individual, if known.




P

g

v

.« "John Birch society. . e

: ¢ oL A
Two fﬁterpretations of the differing responses.are possible. o

‘Building-level personnel may be less aware of outside groups than
district personnel. Or it may be that outside pressure groups and
organized challenges are_ concentrated on the higher administrative
levels, where they can achieve a broader impact. (The- latter would be

borne out by the state-level surveyy which reveals, con31derab1e activity

by-outside groups such as the Gablexs' 'Educationél Research Analysts.")

2 - -~

\ Respondents s ecified the following groups or individua1s°
x *Gablers." ! , !

N i ‘ .
‘ i'Concer:ned Citizehs.? \ e Vo Fee ¢
States of Orégon, Wes Virginia, Texas Cilt zehs' ups.

Ethnic Chinese group.g.
agle Forum."Y!
reationists at of B drkeley, Calif"

¢
[

o Z

L)

o names were| gdiven, but we were sure the ! ollowedif
entalist gro .
evada alternates and o SErveés - International Wome
" Conference.””
"Baptist group i) Lyunch urg, VA."
"Gablers of Te as S . S e . I
"citizens for True Freedom.". : ,
"CORE and NAACP.". ’

»

»
o
’

v

*Other cities (Philadélphia) that’ had banned book."™ " . - ..
ﬁ3$!Guardians o Education. ; .o
®AnglicansC h urch?

e T .- =

- ,'Veterahsfoggf aﬂd;publicat}ons. ' .
"The Gabler Séx tioanesearch.at - : e
"pro-Pamily & & % ~a s o .
"PTA; Bducationé’x/: V. - BN Y ; :

"Suspect written material from»SoutHérnxchurcH affili?x%en——*

“Extreme right-group.®: o T, -l
‘"Mrs, Gabler's review and fotest‘€ommittee "1 it
" In addition,.a humber of d@nts ‘indicated 'Church' or, "Church
.group” (unspecified) . e
) s toe . ’
) j . . R .,/ — ', . s '
. i . ‘\: T R4 ’d/ " T e { ,
35. which did the challenget(s) Seek to do: ‘ b ¥
Responses ) C o e .+ Percentages -
= 3 e o , t' o . .p“ IN'fSZ*)
6. " - -
_Expand' the information and viewpoints . DN
in the mateérials used and/or introducq D e LY
new points of view . ¢ 5438
- _,1_ ©T ® x . oe .
L Limit the information and‘viewpoints . T :
#° in the materials used . . . . 94T
¢ . N S ° . \ [ L
¢ a ) | * I . . M P‘(_ - ¢
. 5 . . \ g e
R ¥ ';‘ ) < e R ;‘ DA
LT, e 36 55() '
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From the perspective of concern 'over censorship, this is one of the
most significant. items inwkthe survey. The vast majority of respondents
in both groups indicated thas ‘challengers most often sought to limit,
rather than to expand, materials used in the schools. Building-level
librarians reported that all of the llenges which they reported on for
the period since" September 1, 1978, sought to 'limit the.information and

viewpoints in the materials uged. " -
7
36. How wes the challenge dealt with?
) Regponsges ; ‘Percentages ,
) 1 e ' (N=508*)
Informally ’ ) 60.4%
Through formal procedures N 39.6%
i 7

Figures given above are for all%negpondents. Sizable differences
appeared in the subgroups® responses, nowever. Building-level
respondents more often replied that challenges were dealt with .
"informally” (principals, 73.1 percent; building-librarians, 75.7*
percent) than did district-level’respondents (superintendents, 50.3
+percent; library-supervisors, 60.4 percent).

\ »

Regional Breakdown. 'The highest rate of informal resolution of
challenges was reported by librarians from the.South (76.1 percent); the
lowest rate by librarians in the Northeast (46.7 percent). /

The breakdown by adoption ‘category yielded differing figures for the
two groups of respondents on this question. Whereas 54.7 percent of the
administrators! responses in the adoption states and 60.4 percent in the
open states indicated '1nformally,' 69.1 percent of the librarians'
responses in the adoption states, and 58.5 percent in the open states so

indicated.

37. Was the challenged material altered, restricted, or removed prior to

a formal review? T - i .
k3 ®  Regponses. Percentages °
T * (N=500*)
Yes 50.0% Ve
No 5 50,08 ‘
v, ~ by

-
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. Overall, respondents indicated that, in exactly half of the 500

. ~ incidents reported on, restrictive action was taken before a formal
review. Librarians reported such action more frequently (55.0 percent)
than administrators (45.4 percent). (One librarian circled 'removed,
and noted “by supérintendent.”) The reported rates of such action were o

— also higher among building-level respondents in both groups (principals, -
55.6 percent; bqﬁlding-level librarians, 66.7 percent) than among
district-level respondents (superintendents, 40.1 percent; library-
jfupervisors, 53.0 percent). ]

. .
Regional Breakdown. TThe highest rates of censorship prior to formal
review were reported by librarians from the South (76.1 percent),
librarians from the adoptidn states (67.7 percent), and administrators
from the South (65.7 percent); the lowest rate, by administrators from
- the Northeast (35.5 percent).

]

E. Resolution of Challenges.

. g 38. Did any school or community groups or individuals actively i
-gupport or oppose the challenge?
- ) Responses ' Percéntages ,T“_t> o
- iy B , (N=511%) c
. i % R : .“ v'
’ . Yes 26.4% K
‘ - No . : 73.6%

- - .,

IF YES, please specify (check'}ll that apply):

,

. School board member(s) Student(s)
. Superintendent o - Lawyer (s) .
. District-level administrator(s) >, Clergy
. ~ +Buildifig-level administrator(s) Business person(s) o,
fi ‘ - Librarian(s) Lo . Senior citizen(s) = . '
A - “Teacher (8) civic leader(s)
. - Teachers® organization Other group(s) or
g Parent(s) individual(s)
. . , - .
”"' «
s - , fwe ¥
C ] *Administrators and librarians responded similarly here.y )

Among *other groups(s) or individuals(s)," one res ndent noted:
"Black educators. ’ gg~r

l«‘

Por each challenge reported on, respondents were asked, in the second

part of the question, to identify the groups or individuals who took an
. active role in either supporting or opposing the challenge and to specify

which side they were on. ,The indiyiduals or groups most frequently cited o Ty
as taking an active roie ranked as follows (N =>number of? incidents) :

T, A




LAN

Groups or Individuals Who

N
Suppor ted or-Opposed Challéhges ) N .
Librarians o, 103 : . . .
Building-level adminis _ 89
Teachers . \ 81 - .
Parents - - - - 80
School board members : 78
District-level administrators 58 ° N
Superintendents 52 -
Clergy 32
%Students ) : 30
Teachers® organizations - 26 ) >

i R ‘ .,
Nature of 1nv31vement ' ’ . o )

. ———— e

Librarians -- in 64.1 percent of the cases overall in which -
librarians were cited as taking an active part, they were reported to
have opposed the challenge. The rate reportéd by administrators was
slightly lower (60.9 percent) than that reported by librarians (66.7
percent). : .

< > @

Building-level administrators -- in 59.5 percent of the cases overall
in which building-level administrators were cited, they were reported to
have opposed the' challenge. However, there was a considerable spread
between the. administrators' responses (67.3 percent) and the librarians'
(50,0 percent) on this item. « v

*’
»

Teachers — in 61.7 percent of all cases in which teachers were
cited,.they were reported to have opposed the challenge. - Administrators'
"and 1¥brarianst responses were (65.0 and 57.6 percent, respectively. ~

: Parentg -- in 55.0 percent of the cases in which parents took an
active part, they were reported to have supported the challenge.
Administrators' and librarians' responses were closely comparable on this-
item. - —

~ —_

School board members -- in 59.0 percent overall of the cases in which
school board members were indicated as taking an active part, they were
reported to have supported the challenge. Administrators' and
librarians' responses (61.0 and 56.0 percent, respectively) differed only
- slightly. . : N o

H

pistrict-level administrators --. in 58.6 percent of the cases overall
in which district administrators were cited as involved, they.were
reported to have -opposed the challenge. -HoWever, the two groups of
respondents replied inversely on tils item: administfators checked
opposed. the challenge in 67.6/ percent of the cases, while librarlans
checked supported the challenge in 57.1 percent of the cases.
. ‘ : g ‘ :
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Superintendent —- in 57.7 percent of the cases overall in which
superintendents were involved, they were reported to have supported the .
‘challenge. However, slightly ovetr half (51.5 petcent) of the &
administrators' responses indicated opposed the challenge, while nearly
three-fourths (73.7 percent) of the libtatians' responses Andicated

: supported the- challenge.

.‘/ N
39, If a teacher, administrator, or other school personnel openly .
defended the use of the challenged material, what was his/her length
. of service prior to the challenge? (Please answer for the key person
in each case.) .

-~

o

' . ) ) Percentages
Responses A L A+L

(N=144*) (N=118%*) (N=262*)
' Less than 2 yeaq§/ 11.1% 7.6% 9.5¢%
-5 years ) 17.4% ,33.9% 24.8% ’
5-15 -years 52.8% 36:4% 45.5% 2 !
More than.l5 years ‘38.8% 22,0% 20.2%

f -
s M -

’ -

Before any ‘conclusions can be drawn from these¢ data, the distribution. -
of length of service in the population should be considered.

oY

.

-

e

40. On what gtound(s) was the use of the challenged matetial defended?
(Check all that apply.) - i ) ‘ % -

- Responses . Percentages . .
) : . ) : ’ C O (N=g00%) ., e
e | o Legal/Constitutional ’, 15.5%
) , Edpcational . 75.8% - .
® . Other "« 8.7% ' o
o s ¢ ' Py '

N
2

A »In the majority (75.8 percent) of the 400 cases reported on, S
tespondents indicated that the use of the challenged material was - 0
defended on educational grounds. .legal/constitutional gtounds were cited ,

. somewhat more often by librarians (19.0 percent) than by administratotrs B

N (12.8 percent)-—-a difference which may be partly due to the "captive
audience”- legal distinctions between the classroom and the libtaty. : .
. Under other gtounds, tespondents cited the followings R " 1@

*

u
3
[
4
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"Book on list recommended by state library." . ‘ B

'Leigure~recreation,' : ’ ) . ‘ e
"Outside réading.” ' - ' s .
* 'mtal. . - - . . B ’l;
i 'Inappropriate. ’ = ' - ' :
'Concepts and language not suitable for elementary students.”
- '5 O .
- n - ) - .
I 3 Waﬁ anyone aSSigned to. reevaluate the chal}ehged material? i -
! . - ~ Percentages
. Responses ‘ A L A+L
C : - “ (N=247%) (N=218%) = (N=465%) ¢
o Yes © .60.3% = 46.3% 53.8%
‘. ‘ No ' o 39.7% 53.7% 46.2%
ST - N ' .
* "IF YES, please specify (check all that apply)° . . - - f
. . School board memberbs) ) Pr1ncipa1(s) i ‘
¢ ° . Superintendent ! ) ) Assistant principal(s)
Agsistant superintendent(s) .. Department head(s) '
o Director of curriculum and instruction” -Teacher(s)
Director Qf media center | o " Parent(s) i
. - Curriculum specialist(s) N Student(s) ’ 5
- Instructional speclalist(s) ’ Civic leader(s) ,
) Librarian(s) . .Other (s) * .
- The persons most frequently reported as being assigned to reevaluate
challenged materials ranked, by frequency of responses, as £ol%ow5° .
'~ As Reported by " s Reported by ° As;geported by
Adminiétrators' $ . Librarians %fiﬁ‘ _All Respondents % . . -
-Principal(s) 17.5% Librarian(s) 72.1% - Librariap(s) . 17.4% -
i Librarianns) 14.73 % " principalls) , 15.0% ‘Principal(s) ¢ 16.5% }
Teacher (3) 314v5%¢  Teacher(s) . = 12.5% Teacher {s) "13.7% e
Parent{(s) 7.7% .Director of Director of K . "
Director of . ' -media center . 1037% - media center, 8,6%

.. media genter. .7.3% Parent(s) v 8.2% Parent(s) 7.9%
B 4 . v -
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42, Were the publisher (or producer) and/or author(s) given an
opportunity to defend the material?

. . Percentages
. * Respohses . A ) L A+L
s : (N=261%)  (N=229%) (N=490%)
o e | 3.4 1Ly . 73
, No . 96.6%% 88.2% 92.7%

~ it Py

- ———————————

- T In the vastrmajority of incidents (92.7 ﬁércent overall), the
publisher, producer, ,and/or ‘author(s) ‘were not given an opportunity to
defend thé challenged material. The negative response rate of the
a@ministrators was even higher--96.6 percent, as compared with 88.2

, ..percent for the librarians.

A AN £ .;

‘ 1 - “ 2
43. At what administrative level was the.challenge resolved?

©
¢

Responses (ranked-by percentages within each group of respondents):

- . Administrators ** B Librarians : 3 All xespondents 3 ,
n (N=269%) ? (N=224%*) {N=493%)
“ ' . . )
. ‘Principal « 26.3% ., Principal - 34.0% ?rincipal '29.9% ot
Superintendent =~ 24,28 Libtarian 17.0% . Superintendent , 19.5%
Local- School board 22.7% Superintendent 13.8% Local %chool board 16.2%
[More than one " ILocal school board . 8.5%8 Librarian . 10.5%
° responge checked] 7:8% Department head 7.1% Other ) 7.3%
° Other . 7.4% Other g . 7.1%. [More than one .
‘ Librarian _ 5.2% . Case still ‘pending 5.4% response checkéd] 6.5%
» Department” head * 2,6% [More than one " . Department head - 4.7%
Teacher . —1.9% response checked] 4.9% ~ Case 'still pending 3.4%
Case still pending 1.9% Teacher. S 2.2% Teacher ~ . . 2.08%
o { +' The percentages given above are based on the number of challenges reported on

- Gl (many respondents’ reported on moré than one challenge). ' T

% . 3

IF CASE IS STILL z)zmmc, please skip to question 46.

r\v"

s A
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44. What was the final diposition of the incident with :egatd to the

. challenged material? <*,/
Responses (ranked by percentages) / " Ppercentages

' ‘ {N=513%)

Challenge overruled - - g 34.6% .

J Remoyal from- school ‘ : 22.2%
Alternate assignment offered at patents' request g, 4%

*  Use restricted to professional staff or . . ' ’

~ certain ages ‘or gtades , 7.0%
Removal from recommended.list . 4.3%

“ Parental permission required for use 3.1%
Ude testticted to specific courses or ‘classes 3.1%
Not reordered - 3.1%
Destruction of matetial 2.7%
Moved from classroom to library . o 2.3%

Cutting, editing, or marking out of :

*objectionable” material 1.9%
Refusal to purchase R 1.28 N
Limited purchase - g 0.8%

. Special edition ordered ) 0.6%
. Other IR 4.7%

~ A
[} ¥ . . v
-

-

Administrators' and librarians' responses varied no more/than a few
petcentage points on each item. However, the librarians' respanses, in -
nearly all cases tended toward more, rather than less, restrictive ’
The item for which the spread between tesponses from the two
groups vas greatest (5 5 petcent) was "alternate assignment offered at
parents"tequest' (administrators, 10.8 percent; librarians, 5.3
petéent). Such, action would be more likely to occur in telation to. the

,Classroom than- “the library. . . o

. ta

“ -

. s

t

Other dispositions cited by rgspondents{included the followings

'Always use alterhative material.”

"Several -students didn't participate in drama production- thetefore,
no ptodpction.

“Other materials being added L

"pIans were to change textbook prior -to complaint.
.. One respondent noted that the challenged matefial (thnnz Max) was
"moved from the library to junior high English classroom." S

""He agreed it was inappropriate for grade level."” *

One district l arian commented that the challenged materials were

v

" w¢o be taken off sHelves.” - In answer to the question of how the incident

had affected the educational process, .the same tespondent noted: "It
made me irritated.”
. *Student will be given warning on the natute of the book before
letting him/her select this ftom the reading list.”

s A -~ {.«\
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. . "Let it die--person object.ing refused to.-ret:urn book." -
. "The p{incipal found the book [Glifton, Amifikal offensive (she's .
black) and depanded’it be taken outWPf her library. She wanted ) !
(suggested): it be removed from all libraries in our :system and planned to K
"> write ALA. I don't think she ever got around to' it: We didn't remove it N
from our buildings."” - . - .
"parent: happy after seeing favorable reviews. U .

"A piece of adult porno--(really) purchased by .mistake, by a
teacher.” "We. agreed--parents, librarians, teachers,
administrators--that the material was not sudtable. No question.. Junked

v

it.»
“Forever, in a 5-5 school, not appropriate in early elementary--a
mistake, really." -
: "publisher notified of School/Parent Objections.

Parents "stole material.” ([challenge had been overruled]

high." N '
"Desire for sex education not resolved--no solution.

hd bl Al \ 9
o k} » M

«
.
e

. o 45. On what' ground(s) was the resolution of the challenge based? (Check
all that apply. ) . -

yon A

~ '

-

Responses ) . v y . Percentages

Y
L8
. = \ Tt . [ (N=448%) .
;o . * Administrative 7 ) - 21.9% . ‘ .
, - - Pipancial _ T > 1.3% o e :
. N Legal/Constitutionél ‘:.. - 6.5%
b . Educational - o 64.1%
Othet . o . 6.2%
4 v . 154 A N - -n‘ .7
S : : : Co .
s . AdministratorB and librarians responded similarly. The percentages »

< F i . given above are for both groups- combined. The majority'of responses
- i (64.1 percent) indicated that the resolition of the challenge was based
on’ educational grounds; just over a fifth (21 9 percent) cited

7 .- administrative grounds: while only 6.5 percent'cited legal/constitutional R
‘ . : grounds. : : p . e ‘ A
F . ‘ e T
o o ’ Other grounds cited inclSded the following- ,
) "Material in poor taste." - .
i . ) "Need for more materials.” . . o
P "Moral. . o ‘s —— i _ ;
o : . "Too muph sex.": ’ - P . > o )
: "public relations.” T el 7 ' . g
- . . "Contrary to individual philosophy." ' o
° . ST . -
® L |
i T “ o o Lo - e ? :
sr i , o ¢
. . N )

v
i
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s

" Department head(s)
_ Librarian(s)
‘" Teacher(s)

Y
N

F. . REPERCUSSIONS OF CHALLENGES - .4
- 1 Y .
48, 1If use of tfie challenged material was at any .point abridged in
' any way, was other material selected or acquired to replace it?

2 . Responses Percentages "
' L (N=358%)
: ' f\\ Yes : 9.8% ° .

No 9D.2%

IP YES, please identify.

* -
-

[

The high negative response (90.2 percent) to this question offers
" further indication (see also questions 35 and 44 above) that the net
" effect of pressures on materials gelection *in the schools is to narrow the
range and variety of materials available to students. - - . .

/

.

)

. 47. Did the incident result in the firing, res1gnation under: pressure, ’

removal, or failure to be reappointed (or re-elected) of any- school

) - pgrsonnel? : .?

. Administrators Librarians All Respondents
Responses N oL ¢ . . N [} N |, 3
B M ‘_‘,' . ' . . . .

Yes - 4 1.5 . 6, 2.6 10 2.0
No - 261 98.5 i 223 97.4 ¢ 484 . 98.0
. .tTotal 265’ 100.0 229 100.0 494 ©100.0

-

IF YES, who was affected?

& “ . , i .
t

VReépgnses . Adhinistrators

>

School board member(s) . .
<. . 2

Superintendent = ° .-,
Principal(s)

Assistant principal( )

Other(s)

i N

e b L
|

oy

3 ! »

!

In two of the six cases cited by librarians, superintendents were
réported to be affected. In the other four cases, the respondents did

not identify ‘the personnel-——a failure that may perhaps indicate a climate

of -fear. (See also question 49 below.)

re

D S . 45 | .
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g . ( - Because some respondents reported on more than one challengeL)L’ is
posgible fhat gome of these cases refer to the same personnel, rather
than separate individuals. . '

v

o , -~ s

\
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o d
. 48. In your view, how has the incident affected the educational’process | °
in your school‘,(f)? e ’ \
. ‘ . . |
X Responses » ® . ~ Percentages |
~ S T , (N=538* |
. L . - & ) . < -
Too soon to tellr ’ 7.8% ‘
. ) No effect : . o 57.4% . Lo
R - Influenced teaching cofitent and/or style 7.1% ’
. Influenced selection of materials ) 22,5%
. - . Altered students' attitudes toward materials 3.2% .
4 . Other(s) ' ) 2,08 °
. ] -« .. P - - 9. e - , .7 > ve ) . Y e . R o
e . ¢3;"~¢ o Administtators answered *no egfect"' witp greater frequency (g1.9 . . . \ C e
4 percent of all tesponses) than librarians (52.5 percent). Othetwisé, the

two groups' responses were closely® compatable. Petcentages given above
are based on the total number of responses for both groups combined.

) ‘ . Other 8ffects cited: by tespondents included the following:,

o X . "providéd principal with an opportunity to act with support to

~+  overrule challenge."” .

; “"We plan to establish a patent-teachet teview group." . ’ :
"Peacher resigned.” " »

"Students became more active,) -
*"We plan to establish a p,atent-teachex teview gtoup.

[

@
P =% =
- . ' * .
~ ° Lt

o

‘ 49, Did court action result from the incident?
v O ' . - \y . 0\’

. : Yes Na - - IS :
R ‘ e ¥ .o ’ . .
. '4 .. .. ‘ a ™
IF YES,-please indicate which cgutt: T : . .
. * - - N P - . O_ - .
: ~—~State P s '
Federal

"
Librarians reported tth coutt action resulted from 4 out of the 224

R c'hallenges (1.8 percent) they ci ed--as eompared to 2 out.of the 264 -
challenges (0.8 percent) reporte bz administrators.

- ‘ fm,‘ - - ' X
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" ' Both of the court actions teported by adminigtrators were in state
" ycourts.. One of the court actions reported by librarians was in fedetal
+ ‘®burt. The other three actions were not specified. Here again, one
wonders whether the failure of librarian respondents to give specific
\\\ information indicates a climate of fear or insecurity.
One respondent noted that a State Education Depattment hearing was

pending. . .
! \

¥

How has the case been dgcided? x A3

Challenge to material sustained J"
Challenge to material ovettuled .
Case still pending !
Other ' ) . - "y

" e

. Computer data for this item are invalid, as a considetable number of ‘
%o Rasg ' e -zespondents.-answered- it eyen €hough .they had thecked NO- in-the first part-. . o
. of the question. Apparently, they were tespondiné here on the*butcome of '
the challenge, rather than on the outcome of a court case. (The
questionnaites would ‘have to be reexamined to retrieve this information.)gng /

-
'd . '
* ] -~ - /
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”59. How ‘have parents responded .to.the resolution of the challenge? . /
’ i A s /
' ., . _  Responses Percentages . /.
_ i (N=372%) | /
. , No response. ‘ ' . . 76.1% : /
oL - . Réstricted children's access to .
. s oo conttovetsial materials . 7.2% ! ;/
g < +  Restricted children's participation Lo , ’
L ‘ . . in certain class activities 4.08 / .
A ‘ Written protests | R 3.8%
< T ', Demonstrations - ¢ ’ 1.1% /
L .+ Removed cH§lgren from school  * . 1.7%8 : .
. Othef(s) - 6.18 _

EEIIN

. i . I's -
. . ° ’ -
* - 4 2 N [
. [
oNe ; . r .
.~ + . . .

Addinistrators' and librarians' responses were closely comparable
jgteatest spread was 5 percentage points).

In eight ‘incidents (1.7 petcent of the total) cited by tespondents,
parents removed their children from school. . K

o s
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51 Have there been any othet repercussions ifi" the school(s) and/or the
community? -

~~
.~

* )
7 h

Resl ses ‘ Percentages = .
. (N=480%)
- N , .
Yes . « v 5.0%
) No 95.0%

<

IP YES, please btiefly list (attach additional sheet of papet, if
) necessary).

1
v ! S
»

-

"*pistrict resolved problem to satisfaction«of community and staff,.
District came out.very strong. Used broad-based committee to study
entire human development curriculum.”

*School board members who attempted to censor reading for all
.8tudents were not re-elected.”

£ *Student® wrote :abeut challenge in;the _sehool ‘paper an&'startedea“V
col;ection to renew the magazines. Also went to talk to the Principal
who originated the challenge, and finally overruled his decision and
renewed the magazines with the money they collected.” -

*parental badgering has caused rifts between teachers and
administrataors.® Extreme caré is taken .in selecting any material.
Teachers are afraid to bring in ‘controversial’' subjects.” :

"A Fundamental Baptist School has been started in a local church with
roughly 30 students in attendance. They have joined a group of Baptist
Schools in the Midwest challenging the requirement of giving the State
information on Teacher qualifications and student enrollment using the
separation of church and state as their premise.” .

"The local pressures from- this situation and the hatassment of the

super\intendent: was a major factor in this person taking another job. Out

entir .bpman growth program has been challenged as beihg improper for not

teachihg. morals. A small group of’people with very fundamental ideas is
keeping\the sttuation alive." .

'Student did not.support parent." 3 v .
test case, but really as a result of the pressure gtoup the local -

[

w .

jteachets' association has requested a review of the general sitnation by

their state Professional Rights and Responsibilitjes Committee."

*The college faculty and library staff who have learned of this
happening in their community have rallied to support the local high
school's intellectual freedom if needed.*”

"Right now the repercission is coming from me. In my opinion the
Association of -American Publishers is allowing too much offensive
material to he presented to schools. Keep the material clean and morally
high in quality.: Pree sex, stories on homosexuals, situation ethics and

" other such garbage should not be placed in schools. Throw.the junk in

the waste basket. Bad literature and bad televison are powetful aids in
'tearing down the American Ideal. ‘

N ‘

-

Write-in responses included the following: ’ //—\\/



. ‘ , 52. Would you be willing to be contacted for a further, in-depth study in
the follow-up .phase of this project? e

? - Percentages
Responses ! . Administrators Librarians All Respondents ’
g , ) (N=1,110) _(N=482) . (N=1,592)
. ‘i'.’.. . R ‘
Yes ; * 30.5% , 48.1% 35.9%
) . Q ’ -
IF YES,' please give your name and address in the space providéd
below. -
» ’ ) M
Some of the respondénts who answered No indicated they felt they did ¢
not have much to contribute: "No big deal -'we're a small town." Others
suggested that their experience would be of little interest because they

s had had no serious problems. . 4

* One wearyirespondent_simply pleaded: "Enough already."

. PLEASE REMEMBER TO ENCLOSE, IF AVAILABLE, A COPY OF YOUR' POLICY FOR )
. ' SELECTING' INSTRUCTIONAL MATERIALS AND PROCEDURES FOR RECONSIDERING ,
/’ "MATERIALS THAT HAVE BEEN CHALLENGED— : E

4 4 -~

. , Only 613 administrators and 339 librarians responded to, this item, as

s compared to-the 666 administrators and 419 librarians who indicated, in
answer to question 7,7 that they ‘have ‘a formal selection policy. Of the
totals responding here, over half (54. 6 percent) of the librarians-
indicated that they were enclosing a.copy of their selection’ policy,

,reconsideration procedures, or both, while feyer than a third (32 0
percent) of the administrators so indicated.

T ! P . Pl - : ¢ - d e
. e e N . . s . .
P ADD ITIONAL CDMMENTS . ‘ . P o
The following miscellaneous comments by respondents were not “ )

§§ - 7 ., s' specifically addressed to any particular item on the. questiOnnaire-
'[District Librarian:] 1I have more trouble with the teachers and
principals than the parents.”

-

. ”All [challengesr were' routine and handled by our re-evaluation -
policy without incident.

SO T - [P . . " . - ' .
B R T EE L N W . Lt . i
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' ©o '"rhe only .thing we. have had in the .past 3 years -are twp different o

parents who brought deks to me from our library. - THey were selected by -
- the-librarian, who had not read thef. They.were: pure trash with no’

redeening literary and educational value and were thrown out. ..
. [ b
'Book challenged pulled from circulation."” - "1:q,' .
. *This ihcident would have no value to anyone. én angry parent just
B wanted to cause trouble if he could. No problems.®™ = - ' ;

< . o P
~ ¢ <

"No challenge. Took book out of library agd‘destroy§d-it.'

Noted one principal: "I have had 3-4 books and one magazine brought
to me by staff members for the above reasons [obscenity, *dirty words,"
*nudity," -and profanity]. We removed them from the:shelves. No outside
- . complaints have been_made.. Our: district selection policy was adopted as
board policy on 3/17/75.% . .

[

8.3

14

"We have a very large (§,000) and avant garde collection containing
-films on pre-marital sex, ‘intercourse, birth control, abortion, anti-war,
- explicit sex, explicit.drugs,,genetic manipulation. 4-letter words,
) psychologyl, etgcy, etc., etc. We have been virtually trouble-free, our
incidents. jere minor (and resolved satisfactory for all concerned with no

. threat to bs). . o : . . k ;\‘?\
, o - . Sy
. "Two school board members who attempted to censor reading for all
. students wére not reelected. . LN M /
-7 s A library-supervisor commiénted: 'Relatively few problems. Building '

selection committees and procedures followed avoid problems.

"Ohe library book was -removed from the cdllection and rightly so. It~

was a bpok by a notable author, and was not read ‘before’ &irculating. He
goofed and the librarian goofed by buying it.* . L - . 0
'Formal 'challenges "not- made-suggestions for review made. )
Discussion with complainant usually ‘relieved the pmoblem. - - w
{ . “ *With all. the good literature availaple, fﬂ-would be my hope we could

accentuate the best and leave a lot.of the qﬁestionable Stuff off the O
- shelves and the reading lists. Wish the publishers could do a better job
* *of sOrting originally.
. "Our challenges have come* from parents who object ‘morks of fiction ,___‘Lgy;*
° which they believe are not appropriate j;r their childr n. Most of these

- + — - -

e ‘parents are members of fundamentalist Chyrches. i’We have resolved these’
ving to read the book."

challenges by excusing the child £

-

“« i
. . ¢ . -

- N
.A‘
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. “[Full Language ‘Arts] Program putchased by Supt., w1thout input from

- anyone else, viewed as worthless by teachers and principals. Material .
was viewed as too difficult for pre-high schoolers. Put on shelf and ‘
forgotten." W ' ) . '

“
~

| : "We have 'teachet' selection committees' at the Jun;or and senior. high
- ' school levels; patrons also serve on these committees. We have (through’

| these committees) developed two guides: .
Recommended' Novels and *Plays--Junior High School. ¢
“ Recommended Novels and Plays--Senior High School. A =
"The’ membership rotates on these book selection cemmittees annually.
* Our patrons seem to be very pleased with 'committee results' in the

- selection process. . |
"A final note: #PleaSe understand the philosophical differences which
exist between the.public library and the school library. School library
functions operate;under d1ffetent policies than public librariess Public -
- /§6hool systems do not have to accept, purchase, etc. the broad range of -
everything that is in ptint {or non-print). We are very highly
selective; we. use our professional staff to assist us in sorting out the
garbage (and there is more than enough garbage for sale!). As a district
library supervisor, I am appalled at the continuous lowering of moral
standatds which ‘more and more writers are subscribing to in order to make'
. 'fast buck. LR 3 is notable that many such writers are ‘writing sexy
books fof children; most of this darbage used to be confined to older .
students-~but now it dis being aimed at cHildren. The ' ALA can rest ‘e

assured that we b@ll do our utmost to keep decent, clean materials in our ® T
schools for the education of our children. i
"As you can_ see--the public schools will purposely participate in N
enough censorsh1p activities so that we.will not become encumbered in —_—
*\—

these time~and-energy-wasting battles with our patrons over "low"
moral-toned books. We have more kmportant things to do in our
assignments. We have one” major philosophy in this school dlsttict'
media centers: How will the decisions that, I make* affecﬁ boys and girls?" «

“ ., | ¢

See also 'Appefndlx%? ' C, and \D. ' ,
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v Part II

.
; ' SUMMARY OF RESPONSES TO SURVEY OF )
STATE-ADOPTION ADMINISTRATORS o
. X Ty . 3
A. PBackground Information -, -

. 1, How long have you been in your present administrative post? ‘ N

- -

& . . .
‘ Responses . Prequency ' ‘ '
’ o - ‘ _ T (N=22)
Less than 2 years ‘ 1 . /-\ 2
2-5 years 6 )
L 5-15 years 12 .
More than 15 years 3 '

P Over two-thirds of the respondents indicated that'they had been in
R their post more than 5 years. The respondent who answered "less than 2
.years" indicated that she had assumed the position only a few weeks

before receipt of the questionnaire :and theréfore felt unqualified to
‘ complete the other questions. | .
— . 14 . ”
fr“,\ Toe L — e < ’
. 2. To L'}‘lé‘best of y,oui‘ knowledge, how does the rate of cballlengés J )
) to materials being conisidered for adoption for your state during .
- the period since September 1, 1978, compare with the rate o ,
o /&hanenges in the two-year period preceding September 1, 1978 S
’ B - Responses « Prequency ' C
B .. , ¢ — R ) ‘ i (N.zo) R * P
- Tfower - FEERN ' C3T - L " "
- -About the' same . 12 - . "
. &--—- - - - — .- Bigher - -
_ - ; — Not certain - L - ' 2
Nearly one-fourth of the state-level respondents indicated that the
rate of ¢hallenges since September 1, 1978, is higher than the rate for
the preceding two-year period. One respondent, who did not, check any of
- the printed responses for this question, wrote: "Challenged usually come .
< at local level after, ,adoption. ~/ -
- - ‘ i . .
® ~ ;
L4 - Y
. . / . b4 -
e - ) ~ . ‘ \‘ ht -,
o ——— .52 ; :
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. ' 3. To your knowledge, in the period since September 1, 1978, have
: " any challenges regarding the adoption of instructional ‘materials

* . . affected either the adoption process or the materials adopted - ®
»,  for your state? ) ., , p
- - S - Regponses ‘ "Fteggenci ¢
S i Yes 9 R
/ No . 12

&

"IP. YES, please indicate which of the following has been affected

% (check all that apply): i . .
- . Responses Frequency
~. Curriculum content 3 ‘
Textbooks adopted i 5 Y
. Supplementary materials adopted 2 - R
Teaching methodology ) 1 2
Adoption policy ¢ < 4 o g p
. Adoption ptocedutes 4 £
Other . L. 3
(Please Specify) o . ' B
3 ¥ . ' .
Nearly half ¢9 out of 21) of the state-level respondents indicated !
' ‘ that challenges since September 1, 1978, had affected the adoption: b
process or the materials adopted., (Phone interviews indicated that a few
¢ respondents were careless about observing the September 1, 1978; cutoff
: date on this question, however, and that some of the effects they noted '
. resulted ftom slightly earlier challenges.,) : * ’

»

The bteakdown of categories: affected is listed above. The comments

of the three tespondents who checked "other™ were quite.varied: c

i ; One administrator, from one of the less populous Western states,
o wrote: “disruptive Ao process, but did not alter decision.”

. A respondent from a major Southern state noted: "The effect of

* challenges is a continuum--some of<the results are negative but many are

-

A% positive.” -
] v . ™ The third tespondent, from a smallet Southetn state, teported that
f--.- - - = - state-laws had- been modified. as-a tesult of Ehallenges..ﬂ
v . R .y - . - .
4. Which of the following is included ip your state adoptions? A
. ‘ (Check all that apply.) ') v
. ‘ - . Frequency )
- T v _ Basal Supplementary Nonprint
. ReBponses Textbooks Print Materials Mat&ials
. . Elementary 22 11 . 8
‘ ) - Secondary . 19 9 ' 5
a /.‘ L ' o x

% .
R ‘ - ~ A
* - -
s - .
.. . . . «
ha . ‘ ‘s . S
> 2 ] N . « N 1
" . . .
.
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°Respondents indicated that. half of the states adopt' only basal -

is far less restrictive in’ some states than in others.

. materials (which sometimes include other than traditional textbooks).
As noted' in the comments on question 5. below, however, basal

*adoption”

-

-

3

5. Does your state allow for local options to use state: funds to
purchase materials not op state adoption lists?.

1 o, - o
Responses

o . Yes
. No ‘

a

o

§

. Prequency

" IF YES, what are the conditipns or limitations for such purchases?

B}

£y

%

”

_To put this question in perspective, it is important to note that the -
term *adoption®” means very different things from state to state (on this,

0

. see "Limiting What Sfudents Shall Read").

v

o Respondents noted the following conditions:
"Up to 50% of the district categorical allocations may be spent for,
instructional materials not on state adoption.

, way."

'COnsumables gxcluded.

‘og Education."

Very little stafe
"If the Commission doesn't list textbooks

-

-

-

K

(Less than 15%. is spen

+

S

e money available.
for a subject area, the local
unit may go outside the Qfficial List with the approval of th

v

t\ this . -

Commissioner

‘"Purchases are usually’ for instructional Supplies/and or materials other

than the Basal Textbook.”

*NG limitations 8o long as funding can be provided by LEAs.~4local

education agencies].”

[Up to 20% of the state allocati n can be used for
materials not’on the state list.}

-

"30% of textbook funds for pre-procesged print arnd A-V materials.”
ank potebooks, tapes, etc.[

*"pilot mgtgrials--one to two years."”
*State finds may be used to purchase non-textual supplementary

. [Won*t adopt -or reimburse- for any

.materials.™

14

"Must be.approved hy Ehe State Board of Education.
fon’ pilot or field test basis befdre placing on an adoption list.”

A

"

-

*e

s

e
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respondents ‘gave only their ‘total enrollment figure, wi%thout o
elementa“ry-secondary breakdowns. Q T
Al > A . s
- ‘ Table III, !
- .o~ ‘ " )
‘B Public School Enrollment in,States with Statewide Adpption” Procedures
L [unless otherwise indicated, figures are-‘for 1979-1980] .
. ; — —
’ . . o ‘
., cL - Enrollment %
State’ T ’ . Eleméntary Secondary Total
"y - = _ :

. Alabama * : 410,000 - 350,000 - 760,000 .
> * Arizona - - . - ;
. Arkansas » " 286,794 ! 137,928 - ° - 424,722

Califosnia ¢ 3,000,000 1,000,000 4,000, 000
i Florida . T - - 1,542,897
- * Geordia ° . X - 1,100,704
Y 1daho ’ : 110,782 {1-6) 91,976 - 202,758
. .Indiana ) * 544,717 (K-6) 505,066 < 1,0817916
’ N . . . N _{incl. spetial f,
' o oo L . “ed. 32,133) "
‘. Rentucky | . 470,466 211,629 . 682,095
Louisiana (1978-79) © 590,871 . 254,942- 845,813 )
.-, _Mississippi. 270,752 ' 214,032 . 484,788 | -
c - %% Nevada ".118;,000 50,000 . . 160,000 :
3 _. New Mexico : Ce— - " u -_— 260,000 .© .- ¢
- North Carolina * : - 813,500 . 363,000 1,176,500 © ‘- °
Oklaho#a, 395,195 250,120 . 625,324 | ,
Oregon (1978-79) 307,970 149,843 . 457,813 - |,
- _ South Carolina - . . T - .
RN ‘Tenhessee . - 641,522 (K-8) 269,825 911,347 ‘
. T Texas 1, 646,000 {1-6) 1,359,000 < 3,005,000
H . Utah - . . .« 183,000 (K-6) 140,000 < 323,000 -
.~ ..+, cvirginia 7 609 905 T 401,070 1, 010“ 975
L .+ West Virginia’ L )
- +(1978-79) < ' "+ 233,516 161,753 395 279 ) .
. N Totals * - .¥ 10,604,990 5,910,193 19,450, 927 -
;: T (1; ' v y iy
- . $o Figures are given as reported by respondents, some of whom .

[}

°

Q. What was the 1979-1980 enrdllmen_t in“®youf state'é pubiic;seheols'?

oor

The responses to this <!“est:ion are recorded in Table III. Some

l

-

- approxinated or rounded figures, .
. ¢ were, omitted’ by sone ‘respondents, the, total far these two categories ig 1ess . s

{Since elementaryvsecondary breakdowns

than the cunnulgtive tptal for all adoption states.) e s -
N ‘.‘ DN -
Yy ’ !..
.\‘ . * -
& .‘_7 ~ 5 N '
N L3R4



‘ =~  B. Policies and Procedures " . -

‘ L Coow - o ] “
' *7.  What controversial issues are referred to in your state's adoption

R policy statement? (Chetk all that ‘apply.)

Responses (rankeé from nignest to lowest) Frequency

4 -

" Racisa - ) - ‘ 13
Sexism : N 13 _ .
Religion ’ 10 .
. . ‘ Sex and sewwqlity ' - 10 A
o, Minority group representation . “ 8 ' . .
None ) . 7 -
. ' .~ Ageism : . 7
Scientific theories ' 4

{Please specify) , o
Other (s) - - 12
(Please specify)

&g - ~ ‘

- S All fou:.respondents who noted that their policy statements refer to
scientific theories specified the issue of evolution vs. creation.

. Other controversial'issues reported in state adoption policies included ’ ﬁ;
LUt the fpllowing (bracketed comments are based on follow-up phone interviews): !

. "Language.® [Violence, Life Styles, Citizenship] .
’ . "No textbook, shall be used...which speaks slightingly of the founders of.

. the republic...
'Represent fairly and accurately of the current achievements of all

. groups.” X L ,
) "General non-bias.” - R
. ~~Profanity and Obscenity. -
. ( _ [citizenship, democracy, free enterprise, etc.] ° L
, « ' "All are considered:.as a part of the evaluation process.” .
Ca : "Not demeaning to any ind1v1dua1 or. group--must recognize equal r1ghts,
. cultural diversity.™ Jc
X "Environment, conservation, dangerous substarces, etc.

- "Color, national origin, ancestry, occupational.”
. "We -are considering all of these.”

T "Pree enterprise system.” . o .
' ' 'Eandicapped. : . X -

& -

s I'd
- ’

. . 8. Does .your state inform parents and other state residents about its -
T : L policies and procedures for’ ad0pting instructional materials?

o P _ Responses ‘?reguengz ’ .
R ) 1 . .I
’ - Y : o ° .
. [PPIe .
T ’ Yes . 19’ . .
A No ¢ - 2 .
o IP YES, how? , -
"3 . . -




By
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Provisions for informing state residents which were listed by other

00

R

tespondents were the following:

resources

-~

"Per inquities or news articles."
*We havé™a handbook that is circulated to patrons upon tequest.

*Through media releases.®
*We have developed slide/tape presentation and Handbook.
re available to local school systems for use in the community.

4

v

,
-

These

<Oniy the Kentucky and Louisiana respondents indicated that their states
do not inform parents and othet'tesidents-about selection policies and
fpgocedutes.- .

.

o

We have:doﬁé several radio and TV shows, and made presentations ‘to a variety
We will be making a special for
educational television during the coming year."

of ptofessional and,civic groups.

.

*State and district instructional materials councils must have lay
members--meetings are open and advertised--district displays of material
being considered.™

*Upon request and through county boards of education.”
*News media--local school supetintendents.

*"Handbook-news releases."
*One parent serves on each adoption committee.

*Committee (adoption) report, newspapers, news magazine."”

*Mailings and 'news releases."
"proclamation calling for bids on textbooks, advettisement in several

newspapers of the call,’ statewide news release.”

'
.

»

‘

C'

&

Evaluation and Adoption of Textbooks and Instructional Materials .

9.

>

Who is responsible for evaluatjng and recommending textbooks and’

.

other instructional materials for your state adoptions?

Regsponses

]

)

\

One committee for all materials

Other

-

[N

. Separate committees for different disciplines

S

Frequency
8

10
5.

(Please specify)

&

Y

e Y



A The non-~padrticipating state (see above, guestion 1) was included in this
tally, with information taken from’the state gujdelines. One respondent
Checked both “geparate committees for -different disciplines® and "other"
(which explaifis why there were a total of- 23 respenses, rather than T
:22) --gpecifying "subject area supervisory personnel of Department of
Education."  The other four respondents who checked "other" specified the
following: : . - ’
- '“Elementary textbook committee only.” .

. "Subject area supervisory personnel of Department of Education.

Curriculum and Instruction committee df State Board of Education.” ,
. "Members of the Commission utilize different committees each year to
-evaluate the textbooks,. * ’ v ‘

£ PEN

"Classroom teachers and districts.” =
"Seven commissioners~--each with up to l%f committees.” .
) 4

s 10. 1Is the composition of your adopg}on comg}ttee(s) stipulatéd in;your‘ .
. adoption procedures? . \ . T
. .Responses ; ' : Frequency
. . Yes | ) . 18
e 2 No ' s - 2 : ‘

~ - -
- v

.. IF YES, please indicate both the breakdown ang the total number of
members per committee: \ .

-

<

4

Coliege or university;pe;sonnél
School administrators
Supervisors

[ 3 -
. ?, Curriculum consultant$§ ° ee \
. Classroom teachers ®
Civic leaders T e
’ s Parents o : ' oy
.. . Other(s) : MR h . )
«* (Please -Specify .. . . e A
R ° o, ) -z oo ¥
Theggange of responses here was very broad. See the discussion of
adoption procedures in&:;imiting What Studentg’Shall Read." -

b
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1l. Are provisions made for publighers' or nonprint producers’'
representatives to present proposed submissions to your state - !
adoption committee(s)? ) ’

Responses’ . Frequency ”
o - Yes = . 19 y :
. No . 3 - 2. . .
, IP YES, how? (Check all that:apply.) N - '
Responses o ~ . _Frequency
Group: hearings (with other representatives) ’ S
. before committée A . - 3 "
" 1Individual hearifgs before committee o~ 12
Private meetirngs with individuAl committee members 10
Q;he r /. - 1

(Please specify)
1‘ ! &'< . ~ “ "*\
. ,

The respondent/who checked "other"® noted- "aAll hearings are
~open—-with few exceptions, competitors do not elect to be preseat for

- others' presentations.

aAll”but the Nevada, Indiana, and Utah respondents indicated tha

provisions were made forszpubljshers' representatives to present
submii?ions to the state adaption committee(s).

N

[ N s — — e
y " *

12. Are provisions made for spe¢ial sintérest groups td present theirs
' ‘yviews on textbooks and instructional materials to the state
s :adoption committee(s)? :

g

- ' ' . -
r Responses Frequency '
. Yes 14 C, -
. No* o 7 . . -
R ' TF YES, what 'sort of provisions? ¢
RN '

Two-thirds of the respondeits indicated that their state made
provisions for special-interest groups to present their views to the
state adoption committee(s).’ The following provis ions were noted:

"Request received at least two ueeks in advance or. written
presentation received two weeks in advance of hearing.
. * ®Elementary only--upon request.” /
"Public’ hearings ‘Provide an opportunity for these groups to address
the. textbook commission. L. . T

fe? a /"‘ ' .
N ‘ ‘ 1

*®
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‘ "Contact committee, adoption committees."
"Correspondence may  (or may not) be presented by chaitman to .
. committee.” ‘

"Written and oral input and public heatings. i
"Hearings before the state textbook committee and Commissioner of
Education." :
"By appointment and request thtough the textbook administtator for
idaho."
"Upon request and being placed on the agenda.™ ‘
"An open hearing before the "State Board Subcommittee on instructional
. material prior-to adoption." ¢
- - "Complainants are required to submit to ‘the ¢ommission their
' objections (a statement form is being developed) in writing. Complaints
are examined and the individual or group may be invited -to present in
person their concerns at the.next meeting of the State Textbook
Commission. A formal policy and procedure is:being developed4£or
approval by the Commission during 1980,"°

“"To committee, commission, and State Board of Education.”
L ¢

ve

0 N ' B

. 13. ¢Are provisions made for authors, publishers, or producers’ to
{ . defend materials challenged during the ad_ptiontptocess? _\\
' i ; } N

1

Responses - Fteguengx

. Yes . S B2 A s e

¢ No . 7

~. IP YES, how? ~

¢
. Resggnses - : ) Frequency

. In writ1ng only .o " 2
. <~ In person, before committee or individuals ~
responsible for recon8ideration . -~ : 7 .
. - Other, - 6
L. - i . tPleasezspecify) - , .
CETI _ 4 ‘ ) "
- .. . - - More than two-thirds of the'tespondents indicated that provisions are
- » made for publishets to defend materials challenged during the adoption
' . process. In addition to Egg@provisions specified ab0ve, tespondents
" ° checking "other"’ notedﬁthe followinge
‘. 'Special-intetest groups present challenges prior to publishets' N
presenting materials to Committee-—Publishets/authors respond during
presentation.™ . . o -
"No formal provision-~but all meetings are oPen in Indiana.
"No challenges have been made." ’

o * “"Depends on situation.® - -~ . . ' '. ' .
*Would be made if needed.” N ,
"Coordindtor intercedes for publishet- if necessary, coordinator

contacts pubLjshet. .. ), - P

o

o .

i U




’ 14, 1If pbtentially controversial materials are adopted in your
state, are any provisions made to explain them to parents and
other lay members of the community at the time of adoption?

Responses ’ Frequency
.}f ) : : ¢
0T ) ! Yes . 9

IF YES, what sort of provisions?

L]

. Nearly half of the respondents indicated that their state made no
.provisions to explain potentially controversial materials.to parents and
other lay citizens at the time of adoption. (Some of these respondents
noted that such provisions were more likely at the local level, where
final selection occurs.)

The tespondents answering YES tthhis question.specified the
following provisions:

€ wphis is a local responsibility in our state." -
*adoption decisions are made at the state level. Purchase decisions
are made at the local level, All materials must be evaluated according
.o to locally adopted policies prior to purchase."
.' *"All committee meetings are ‘open meetings."' )
‘ *Digtrict assumes responsibility.*” g
R “"Not a staté’ function-counties ptovide this. L s
"This.is left to local districts.” ™ ' ' RV
"Written information to superintendents.® ' : .
*We try to’ avoid controversial materials-vi.e., 'fout-lettet words,'
etc.” .
: "Handled as the situation arises.” . o
. . ', "Each school .district is sent.a review of adopted materials by TEA.”
. . "patrons are asked to file a written ggievance."”
*Iocal districts select from state list of 10 books, and¥ have sole
tesppn51b1lity for textbook use at local level.” . '
“Copies of evaluations are maTe available on tequest along with

T e publisher tesponses. S

LY

f

.

i P, IN m PERIOD SINCE SEPTEMBER?
Coe TO. INSTRUCTYONAL MATERIALS UNDER
SKIP TO QUESTION 30. ‘

9“»\- .

kg ’ .
, 1978, THERE HAVE BEENh)' CHALLEN
NSIDERATION FOR STATE ADOPTION, PLEAS
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. . .
. . .

. * Challenges to Instructional Materials under Consideration for State
Adoption . . .

15. 1In the period since September 1, 1978, wh%t has been the extent
of challenges to.instructional materials under consideration for
state adoption in' the various disciplines? !

Responses ) Frequency

- Number of%Chgllenges

: . « None Few Average Many
i (a) Elementary-lewel Language Arts 1 2 2 0
{b) Secondary-level Language Arts 1 1 2 1
(c) Foreign Languages 4 0 0 .0
(d) Social Studies 0 5 2 2
(e) Science ¢ 0 5 1 ©2 ,
(£) Math 3 1 0 0’
. " (g) Health Education 2 3 1 1
(hs Other 1° 1 0 .2 .
. ' ¢ (Please specify) =
. .. 4 The number of responses in each category are given above. More
challenges were reported in relation to social studies-and math than in
) the other disciplines. Howevér, responses to this question (as well*as
_. the next) would have béen- dependent largely on each state's particular ;.
e .adoption cycle during the recent period. Since most states have adoption
ST cycles.pf about five years, the period "since: September 1,71978" defined -
-, in.the questionnaire would not have covered the. whole spectrum of b

subjects in each state. It mayigherefore be .inappropriate to draw.any —— \\
firm conclusions, from these data, about the relative fregquency of )
" challenges in-‘the yarious disciplines. . . <
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. 16. What were alleged to be the objectionable asbects of the
challenged materials? -(Chéck all that apply.) .

. - - [

. esponses (ranked by frequency) . 3 ] , Erequency -~
> El . * . < ) 3 ?
: ) o *Secular humanism® °. “oa o ‘ s
o Darwinism, evolution ) Lot 5 ,
. . Scientiffc theories’ . e o
e . v " JCriticism of,.U.S. history _ ‘ :
. Values clarificatior : <0 ’
: . "Undermining of traditional £amily ‘ ;
C T 4 . Atheistic. or agnostic views R
Antitraditional/antiestablishment views
. . Negative or pessimistic view
' Moral relativism or “situation ethics
Religious bias ., . .
Homosexuality. * w , . e,

‘- Expﬂicit disaussion of drugs and drug abuse
Ty - 3 -, . .
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. Invasion of personal privacy
" Emphasis on psychology or feelings
Sexism p '
Obscenity
. "Dirty words® oo .
Abortion : L. T
" Violence -
Ptofanity E
. Explicit reptesentation of sex
Internationalism
Death and dyin{i} s
"*  Racism N
Minority tepresentation
Nudity ) '
The gccult ) ' R )
Pagan studies - A ;
2ouestionable® or “subversive" agthors
Ageism . - . §
. . Realism .
” Atrocities - > .
' Substandard English usage or dialect °
Ethnic studies T,
. ‘ Other(s) A —

.4." — » .
TR The wording of this item was kept identical- with question, 25 on the
- © local-level survey, so that data from the two sets of’ respondénts, could
be compared. Both local and state-level respondents indicated that the
. range of aspects challenged is extremely. broad. It should be’ nhoted,
* however, that on the state level the ranking of responses would have been
) at least partly ipfluenced by the patticulat subjects up for adoption in,
the recent period. Por example, challenges related to Darwinism and .
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CLoe . L. evolution are most 1iK®ly to occur-during the bidlogy or science adoption
. ) cycles-~or, in some states, social studies (the-‘creationist view of-tha

x - + . origin of life 'is sometimes incorporated into the social studies

- - . cutticulum). ‘ \ ' . . .

. . That. caveat shipuld . be kefifain mind when one comparés the ranking of
2o respggses to thi ‘question by‘state- and local-Ievel survey - ° '
participants.-, Whereas concerns with sex, obscenity, and’ pProfanity
o 1dominated thevobjections on the logal level, on'the s(ate level, such
" v Oobjections, were reponted les$ frequently than the more complex issues
. such as "secular humanisw' and ev@lutiorn, cited rather infrequently on
R the_local level.,
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‘ Please respond, in questions 17-28, ON THE CHALLENGES WHICH HAVE CREATED
THE GREATEST CONTROVERSY. ‘Treat each challenge as a:gsepardte case. (You
will ‘probably find it easiegt to answer the questions, in order, for one

case at a timeL rather than for all cases at once.)- , .

. »

IF YOU WISH TO RESPOND ON MORE- THAN THREE CHALLENGES, please photocopy: .
the balance of this questionnaire for additional responses.

- ' - \ * h
. 17. ° Pldase identify the challenged items, and indicate to what
discipline each belongs-(giving thé appropriite letter from the <.
left of the list in question 15). -

& < . N

L4 -

. = g’

. The majority of respondents indicated that state-level challenges
) : during the adoption.process'generally involve ‘all the titles under
’ consideration, and that it would be misleading to cite specific
challenged items. This is in marked contrast to the situation on the
local level, where respondents indicated that challengers usually do~
‘ single out specific titles. A o v

> . One‘state—level respondent enclosed a sample list of ohjections

presented by a parent during science and health adoptionshearings. The

objections run to dozens of typewritten pages and touch on . most of the

, titlés submitted for adoption during that eycle. ) s

‘ Only one/respondent listed specific titles on the questionnaire, as .
N ) follows:" 'Selected as- examples: Anderson et al, Silver Burdett Social Y
A Studies series, 1979.. Ryder, Contemporary Living, First edition, 1979. :
! (Home Ecénomics). Gross et.al, American Citizenship: The Way We Govern, °
o First Edition, 1979." - \ . ] T .

& -

> o " Another respondent enclosed a list of titles challenged ‘during a ) .
recent social studies’adoption (see Appendix B).'

14
3
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18. “What was the grade lesel of the challenged material? {Check all

. ! ~ : that apply ) - : ) . Lt )

, . Responses . R ' . . Frequency ‘ o L

, ‘K & LSQé; elementary ° e
‘L Upper elementary .

Junior high ° -4 .

1Senidr_high B . -t

~— -
—————— ¢ . ]

- Q

Here, as on the lgtal level, responses‘indicate that the frequency of -~ 'gﬁ
¢ challenges increases with iﬁgieasing grade level. ’ .
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: ‘ 19. To which part(s) of the material did the challenger(s) object?
(Check all that apply.)

+
14

Y ‘ ~

B Responses - Frequency

Illustrations or images {only] -

Text or narration -{only] 407 g

[Both responses checked] P4
‘ ¢

»

20. Who inttjated the challenge?

‘

« Responses - ' Frequency
. R
Lo Individual, representing him/herself 6
‘ * Individual, representing a group - 11
. Group . 6

-

Please speéify (check all that apply): -

Responses : Eretjuen

LA \ School board-‘member (s) -- 5
. ‘District-level administrator(s) . --
‘ Building-level administrator(s) - -
.. . Librarian(s) . -—
. . Teacher(s) ’ . : 1
- . Student (s) . R -- .
.- " Parent(s) 8 =<
g - Clergy . .o , 2
Caommunity resident(s) Y 5 . N .
] . P.T.A. : e .
* Other local group(s) ’ 6 \
. ) State group(s) 4
, * National group(s) - = -
oy ___*'. Other group(s) or individual(s) ' 1 -
R s Y ‘. . - (Please specify) ’ ‘
. ' In approximately two-thirds of the recent state-level inciéeﬁts»
: cited by pondents, the challenge was initiated by either a group or an
Ny ividu epresenting a group. This is in marked contrast with the h
' situati the local level, where over three-fourths of the recent
N challeng ted were reported to be initiated by individuals acting
‘ independen Ye y
Note, too, that § out of 32 responses indicated that national groups
were involved in initiating the challenge. Thesinfluence of national
- groﬁbs was also eited by a number of respondents in other contexts of the®™
‘ ' . Survey as well (see question 23, for example). ‘ “ )
. . .
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21, Did any of the local media reporég%r'editorialize on the®
challenge? :

Responses . Frequency . : ‘ . N

Yes : . 13
h No ) - §

IP YES, what position was taken?

Responses . . o, Frequency
&

Remained neutral on the issue * 10
) Supported adoption of the challenged materials 2
¢  Opposed adoption of the challenged materlals 1
Pogitions varied . : Tl
Other(s) ‘ ’ - 1

. , {Please specify)

' In all of: the ;recent state-level challenges cited by respondents, = ¢
there was.some media coverage. In the majority of cases (10 out of 1%), -
. a neutral stance was maintained. )~
@ . o' . [ . . "d‘ .

_ ~

L3 * > -
.

22. Bad the person(s) who initiated the challenge read or viewed
the-challenged materlal in its entirety?

] . . %

w “ Responses» L Freguencz ° . -
T ) Yes . (Y 6 ‘ - o
N No . 2 7. ‘ .
’ Not Sure 6 T, . ! ,
- ¢ ‘\a N ' o e "
- T v 3 .
- s
\e ' _ mJ . . .
23. Did the person(s) challenging the material refer to argumgnts or T,
) ;_v1ewp01nts developed by indiv1duals or groups from outside the
state? ° \ - N
B Responses . Frequency , LY : SR
s — 2 e . v .
) < .° Yes . 1o - ' . -
- - No : 4- — -,
- *  NQt Sure - s co a7
M | .o a . .o~ 0T .
¢ _ . / g :
Respondent§~indicated that the views of out-of-state groups or .
. individuals were ‘referred to in- over two-thirds of the recent challenges
cited (see "Limiting What Students Shall Read," pp. 15—21, for fuf&her N
discussion of this issue; seée also Appendix D).
N * s,
- - . . ‘:’, . .
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’ . o 24., Whi,ch of the followifig did the challenget(s) seek to dp? *' -
. - . N A , : .
- : Responses . ) Frequency
> - ' . P c.‘ [
i ¢ Bxpand the information and viewpoints in the S .t
: " the ‘materials used and/or introduce néw ot .
Y . points of; view - . ] 20
I Limit the d.nformation and viewpoints N
. in the materials used, : 9 ° >
- . . o ‘
. ) In contrast with the situation on the local level, where just under
. 95 percent of the challenges sought to limit information and viewpoints,
slightly over half ‘of the recent challenges cited by state-level
respondentsg sought, at least in part, to expand information and 5
. \ viewpoints in the material® undet consideration.
3 3 - v
(It is important to note that groups like the Creation Research .
o, . JSociety generally advocate the addition or inclusion of .their own views
) " oor matetials, grather than the removal of opposing views such as ° R
evolutionary theory.) ~ - . .
I 4 , » . q
% .E - ) ’. % -
‘ . -+ B. Resolution of.Che!l]:enges . ' .
- - - ) . - _ £ °
" L, e ~' 25, Did any’school or community groups or individuals actively
T . » support oE op%ose’ the _chéllenge at the state level?. - < -
} - - [} . o - 3
. ‘. . . Responses - Frequency ' .
Y o ' 7 Yés \ - ' 9 ' ' ' -
. *  No : . 4 - L - .
7 . . B . - X ‘
Al - =~ - - ..\ T . -’*.»
d\ X Ve - . .. - . . N
* . 26. What'was the final decision with regard to the challenged ' .o
’ - \ mat,etial? ' - e T . ’ -
L ~8, . . . )
RE Responses See g Frequency .
T Z - \° Case still pénding LT . . -_— R
e A Adopted as basals : ooon. e s
- x Adppted as supplemgntaty ' . 1 .
. e .« Not gdopted . 3 | '
‘ i ) Spec al edition required for state - . -
— 4 i .

ne * 4 v

. - Other - w .

Respondents 'who chec’ked qther" specified the followinzaout‘.‘comes: ,
. "All were ‘adopted.” * o o

' "Changes required.™ . . . o L RN
g N . . . . P

R J 7 . LN .
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" 27., Did gourt action result{frbm the challenge? . _“ o . ’ . .
5 . . N ) s <" o® . B 1
° ! 4
. ) . Responses * . Frequency . ;Q t‘
< , s M © - .
) .9 . Yes . - 1' .
o ¢ . " Ne - ‘ 14 . .
4 . k . . ? .
' >z * : ¥ . ;
> . . Though respondents indicated that none of the cited recent challenges )
: ) (since September 1,.1978) resulted in court action, they 'stated (during -

,  follow-up phone: interviews) that court actions had resulted from somewhat

: earlier challenges, and that legislative actio »prompted by some of N ‘
* ¢ _  the recent challenges (see question 28, belgw)lﬁ . N
° ‘ N ° ¢
* * M) .
P ] = TE— -
4 A 7 ) . . . N . - .
- . - ’ v . * R . ¢
‘ 28. "Have there been any other repercussion#’.at the state level? i ,
. ° & . ,, ! ®
e ) Responses _ . - greéuencz . . . .
% v ' ’ .“ / = N~
. s . Yes- - ) 2 Co ~ .
- x ° ] s . s
Ne ‘ ' 12: S

.
. .
. - 5
. . .
- a .. . . . .
. - = ) .
- . ‘ .
. . . - - . .
. v 4 . .
.

= - 2 - - '

fhe two respondentsﬁansWerihg YES;notedfthe following ;epercussioné: > ,fgﬁ
} * "The Btate Textbook Law was changed in 1980 to 1qp1nde three. la¥y S, e~
citizens as mémbers of 'the State Textbook Commission.- A resdlution was o .
* . * ..  lalso] passed to study the state textbook selection process and possibly )
. ,,-1ntroduce other legislative changes in theﬂ198l séssion of the General' ., ° "
- Assembly. . : - . ) :
. "Fundapentalistkgroups have fobbied for the introduction of a bill'in « e
the State legislature requiring that equal. time be given to the teaching ' ,
of their views in the” schoolg: The bill was, killed. in committee last - ' .
).year, but will be presented again this fE;E\ . - :

. A
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. ‘ . 29. In ywur view, have such challenges affected the educational prt;c?s's v
R . in your state? ‘ e £
XX - ' - o N \ /- : ' ‘ -
o w + " Responses Frequency
@< LT " Yes I ' 5 .
. ., v . NO "5 ,
T RN . . Not certain ! - = )
. . . ) . . )
. IF YES, how? (Check all that apply.) - S
"b:-l':'"-< ’ - ..‘. ) . - . - ;’ / N k] ' ' -
e . - . Responses r. , ; Frequency ]
o, . #- - Influienced content and/or style of teaching ) 2
. - _ Influenced selection of materials . . . 6
EEEg Altered students' attitudes toward materials -
' Other(s) ) . - ' 5
(Please specify)
s : ; 2! - - . o‘ .
[NO“T/E.' Responses for the second part of this quest‘ion total more. °
than 5§ because some respondents reported on re than one challenge ] )
[ htd
P . Other repercussions spec:.fied by respondents were the following-
A "‘ "Made people more aware of importance of 1nstructional material.
; . . *Created bad publicity and adverse opinions about textbooks and ‘education .
b « . in - general.*” ‘ .
-, "Influenced material submitted for adoption. ' [T.es, Publishers have
4 * . been influenced to change material.] ‘ : .
. ’ ) 30. PLEASE INDICATB IF A.COPY OF; YOUR STATE'S ADOPTION JPOLICY IS -
- ENCLOSED GR UNAVAILABIE. . . ‘.
- re *. ‘e ’ ’ « . ; . : ~
. — Responses .- : o Frequency
Lo o : , @ ' T .
. l',.\ y Enclosed b . . 19
- . * Unavailable . ‘ A T2
7 . ' ' . ) to. .
‘ ) ‘e . 1 . )
- N o — ] . . ‘
e ™ N The states which did not have current. adoption policy statements. when _
. "*the survey questionnaire was circulated were Tennessee and New'Mexico. v

Iy " the respondent fros Tennegsee noted that a policy basedgag.on the ALA.model

e . will be approved this yean.‘ The’ respondent from New Mexico stated, that
theyﬁre in *the prdcqss of revising’ their adoptidn ‘handbook. Both:''

‘parti pants said they would, send copies of ‘their guidelines when

available. ' (Wéw Mexico's handbook has. since been’ received.) , 7 L .

Yl “Js et .. "A‘ . ,‘ .

. The remaining.19. @respondentz

policies, and pracedures governing book and naterials adoption. Thesge
are in the possession of the AAP N e el P ' . .
. i o Y K . gx . \
. * > P o , . .
. . - \ v - - . ..b.: \f‘

"sent copies of their sta{:e guidelines, , - .
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- : ) . ’ N
1. See. the ERS Report by Linda H. Kunder, Procedures for Textbook and
Instructional Materials Selection (Arlington, VA; Educational Researth
Service, Inc., 1976). The ERS survey included five states (California,

0, . Florida; Nevada, Virginia, and WestJvirginia) in the open category which
' _are considered adoption states heres® While these states do evaluaté ‘and
— , recommend textbooks, ERS judged that they allowed for greater choice at

’ the local levls than the other adoption states.

The one question in the ERS survey which pertained: to challenges to
materials read as follows: "Has your school district recently had a ¢
problem with persons or groupslin your, communty objecting to” or

e challenging the appropriateness of: (a) textbooks and instructional
- materials? (b) supplementary materials?~ If YES, when was the last time
" that’such an objection or challenge occurred?" . -
o . T
. In addition, the ERSjquestionnaire jincluded this item regarding
' % recoﬁsideration procedures""*Does your school district have written
procedures for dealing with or!responding to persons or groups who object
* to br challenge” the appropriateness of textbo§§s and instructional
> materials that have been approve&‘for use 1n schools?" \~ - -

. 2. See Lee~Burress, Brief Report of the 1977 NCTE Censorship Survey,
) in Dealing-with Censor hip, edited by James B. Davis (Urbana, IL:*
. . National Council of Tgachers of English, 1979), pp. 14-47.

9w

. 3. It may be of in¥erest to some readers to compare this figure with the
rates.of challengeg reported in earlier studies. Both the ERS and NCTE
surveys reported Wigher ratés, but a number of factors may have
contributed to tlie disparity.

i ~In the ERS Survey, of 414 respondents (all” district-level,

. open-state), 6.3 percent indicated they had had recent "cha es" or,
to instructional or supplementary materials. - Th /figure is

A

o,

. sanpling may have been a contributing factor. (The ERS report
S notes that "selected” gchool districts werexsurveyed,-but does ‘mot 3.
‘- T s’pecify the. methods or criteria used in the selection.)’ Theé ERS®
Lt ' reﬂpondents also differed from the AAP-ALA-ASCD population on the;
© giiestion of reconsideratfon procedures‘ two-thirds of the BRS - a
respondents (as compared with onIy half Of the administrators in the
. ~ present survey) reported that they have such procedures; and, as
. summdrized in #1imiting What. Students SHall Read,” :p. 6, the AAP-ALA-ASCD
. survey- findings-suggest that administrators with policies and procedures
» experience norevchallenges than administrators without them.

S ) . .
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Another factor which may partly explain the lower reported rate' of .
challenges in the present survey is that the term “challenges,” the only
term used in the AAP-ALA-ASCD questionnaire suggests graver problems than
mere 'obJections" and may have led to an underreporting of challenges by
respondents.

The NCTE survey reported substantially higher rates of censorsh1p .
than the present survey. Tb/auote the report by Lee Burress (in Dealifig

. with Censorship, p. 16): " “Approximately 49 percent.of the returns

indicated some kind of attempted or completed censorship, when al} four
basic categories [books, periodicals, AV materials, and school .
publications] are considered. If _book.censorship alone is considered, -

- the 1977 survey shows that slighty over 30 percent of the returns
. reported book censorship pressures.®

Like the ERS questionnaire, the NCTE 1nstrument used the term *
*"objections.” (The key question in the NCTE survey read: “Have you, or
teachers’ in your department, since September 1, 1975, and@ the present o
[sic], had objections to a book or book title you are using?") b

» Essential differences between the populations surveyed undoubtedly
-contriBited to the disparity between NCTE and present survey results. As
the responses to the AAP-ALA-ASCD questionnaire indicate,’ library e . .
materlals, upper grade,materials, and contemporary fiction, and nonfiction »
trade’ books (which are’widely used in high school’ English classes) are _—
particularly susceptible to censorship pressures. The AAP-ALA-ASCD - ) >
sample, however, p d not include classroom teachers, was skewed toward )
administrators ratRer than librarians, and was somewhat skewed ‘tdward
lower rather than pper grades. In addition, a Substantial number of ., -

challenges report ih the NCTE survey related to school publications B .
(newspapers and c¥fative writing publications), which were not L.
specificdlly addréssed in the principal items on the AAP-ALA-ASCD N .

questionnaires.
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Cover Letter for Iocal-Level Questionna1re .

Association of American Pubhshcrs lnc

’ - . ’ One Park Avenue
) ) New York, N. Y. 10016
. ~ ¢ - . Telephone 212 689-8920

5

. -

Librarian: S T - &,
DearSchooT Admmlstfatgr ' ' - - S .

About a week ago you should have received an advance letter urging your cooperatlon '
in completmg the enclosed questionnaire. As that letter explained, this survey is the 4irst . -
phase of a major study — which we at AAP are cosponsonng with the Américan LiBrary
Association and the Assocuatxon for Supervuslen and Curnculum Development —"on a pro- . X
cess vital to ‘education: the, selection of books and instructional materials in our nation’s ’

pubhcschools. . i\ a - .-

From this study we hope wull" come a report cdntammg va”!uable data on the broad .
spectru?n of factors influencing the selection process, as well as suggestxons for resolving the s
confhctmg pressures ng:on that process. ) (
go

T To attam our-goal, we need to know what your, expenence has been in thus sepsitive .
" area. Your response to this qumlonnaure —.along with that of other scheol adm:mstrators'

and school librarians across the nation — is esséntial to the success of our endeavor.

Please take. the time from your busy schedule to complete‘the enclosed qqestlonnaure 4
(All responses will.be képt in strictest confidencs.) By,cooperatmg in our résearch effort,
you will bring us a step closer to our goal of providing you vyth a report which'we, trust-will
be of substantial practical value toyou in your work. - S )
°  Please retum your cornpleted questronnalre to us no later than May 30 7980, so that oy
-+ we can procsed on schedule with this important study : . Ve
With hearty thanks for your support and cooperation, - . RS .
Sincerely, v = .
e - : ; :
- . . T a N
w L4 . M ' .
* C - v Townsend Hoopes ?
. 3 President
‘ . . ) , ‘ ¢ ’ 4. ' ' , . * ce ' L7
SO » 86 . e
PR i ’ o - . . V PN %;(;1
SRR R T, TSRttt SO I S R . e s . . e S



@ o . - APPENDIX B ' . -
¢ S '
v . - Lbcal Newspaper Account of School Censorship Attempt

‘ The following article from the Oneida (New York) Daily Dispatch, February’
28, 1980, was sent to the AAP by a survey respopdent. h

- K ¢ .
+ . 2 v
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"'NOVELS DEFENDED BY VVS TEACHERS" '

[

~ ~ ‘ [

) ] by JOAN WART . : °.
: : . Dispatch Staff Writer * ot .=
t \
. VERNON - Teachers and administrators at Vernon-Verona-Sherra.ll High
) School Wednesday defended the use of se&eral nogrels thJe Rev. Carl Hadley :
} sa¥s shoul«be removed from required rdading lists. ¥ W

‘ N
o Hadley, pastor of the Beac ight Baptist Church, has criticized a
number of novels® used at the School and .called for their re?al -bécause
theg contain what he describes, as "trash,? Among the books Hadley ‘wants .
. banned are, "A Separateé Peace®, by Jo les; "To Kill a Mocking Py
‘. . Bi?d", by Harper Lee; "The Red Pony”,/*Grap$s of Wrath' and- "Of Mice and
‘ ) Men", by John Steinbeck; "It's
and A "Farewell to Arms®, by Brnesp\g ay. - . .
/ L. ) -
. ‘ / However, teachers at tH& school say there is merit in all the books
Hadley wants eliminated from English classes. There are also formal
. procedures for placing books on required.reading tists and for /
) registering a complaint if a studént or, parent finds a particular .
.ot ’ selection obj@stionable, teachers said.’ L. ’ -

Hadley- had criticized the novels for containing swear words-and
L condoning rebelliousness in young people. As‘substjtutes, he recommended

that the-"Lassie" series and the "Black Beauty® series of bpoksibe -
included: in required -reading for ,the high 'scho'ol‘ student‘s. Co

‘ RS ﬂowever, 'Lassie "and 'Black Beauty® would fall beneath the material -~
e levdl for* high school students, said Dr. Thomas Morgan, VVS High Séhool
Principal. . . . . v ‘ .

. ) » i , . . . .
, According to Mrs.’ Callahan,/VVS library and media specialist, : \ ’
' "Lassie”, "is a lovely book and appeals to .fourth and fifth graders put

most junior high students would not be interestedy in it.* . .

’ e Adventures of Hpckleberry Pinn," by Hark &wain, according to
: Horg , can be taught as an adventure story in fifth grade, as well as a
aocial co-entary of the ‘times in college. v ,

-
- 9

"As with great mrks it has different' levels and that way it'd - .
gredt," said Morgan; »rassie. is a-nice dog story, which is a hice dog . o
story, which is a nice dog story," he(added .

. . S e . L o




: \
. . ~ . Hadley previously said he did not like "A Separate Peace) because it * »
: was about rébelliousness in young people and taught disrespect for authorlty
N w
. . ' According to the chairmap of the Engllsh department,,John Dudus, .the ..
C book doesn't condone it, But only says it exists. Ko teacher would confone -
‘ . it in class, he said, because the teacher would then have to deal with it,

In reference to the books containing "swear* words, Dudus said, the
author' is not condoning swearing, but only saylng 1t exists.

,Morgan said great literature and life intertwine. The books show what
-exists, instead of what should be. @ s S . N

=

' 4 . "If knowledge is always translated into action, man would have blown the:
-, world up loid ago,™ Mofgan said.

-

Ve ' *
""‘Q

The criteria for choosing a book in the’ library, according to Mrs.
Callahan, is by first reading the »t'itles redommended in the schpol library

) journals.and English journals, and "then, especially on fiction books, .
-/u“/\,eading 2 to 3 reviews of the book before purchasing it.

According to English department chairman John Dudus, thé majority- of- the
books are already on the cirr1culum. New textbooks are seen in the English
Journal and have to6 be approved by the school board. ALso grades 7 through -

. ~ 12 have Tab and Read scholastic bodks which they can volunteer to buy. »
.x' . Other reading is suggested or required for each grade level. .
> . e ) i
e The majority of problems related to'book selection are settled by the .
Q’ 1ndividual teacher and student, said Mrs. Callahan. If a student objects to
. - a particular book a book is substituted which has the same theme as the. one )
L4 being taught, in'the section of the course. The student. is sent to the - .
- library duringxclass time because the feeling is #f he objects to the book
he would probably obJect to the ckassroom dé.scussion, said Mrs. Callahan.
4
. If a parent wishes to make a formal complaint to the school about the
- reading material in a class he has to fill out a form requiring him to read oL
the book, said Morgan. . . ° ,{-w e
o - - . ' ' \ . Y i °
l - Some Of the questions the parent must answer are: "Did you read the
Ty entire book? If not, what parts? DO you know the purpose for which this L4
¥ 4 } book was assigned? If so, please state the purpose. Are you evaluating .
« this book in the light of the purpose for which this. ‘material was selected?
. what do"you feel might be the result of reading this book? In its place,
o what_more appropriate material of equal etter - quality would you ..
N : recommend that would meet the ob;)&tive? Haze you had an opportunity to .
: * review the opinicn of literary or subject area specialists concerning this F)
T . material? K . . ' . f .
According to. Horgan, 'It is our professional responsibilit"Y‘to make
- decisions for kids. 1It's a "Catch 22" if the petson criticizing is not o
‘well-read-himself. . Be .i® forced to trust the persop under attack og a _,
vacuum 'is created.” ' S oo
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. - Morgan was a former English teacher, received his badaelb}'s degreé and

. mgéter\g degree from Columbia University and wrote his master's thesis on
* " Hemingway. Morgan said he had come up against this conflict before, when
teaching, but this will.be only the. third official complaint: .
P a complaint is filed a committee is forméﬁ‘of teachers, community
" members and administrators to review the complaint and. the book.
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'_ R ‘::‘f',e' Lettér tgmaAP from Local'Schodl Administrator ~. JQ. : v

‘e - . . I\ }0 ., T :
e e . . - ~
¢ - - .
N, . . »

Mr. Townsend Hoopes ) y
One 'Park Avenue_ ‘ ‘
New York, N.Y. 10016 e : e

. « Dear Mr, Hoopes: . . 4 L T i,

.. I justpcompleted the questionnaire on book sélection and was very
pleased to have the opportunity to respond., While the school that I am -
presently associated with has not had any dpelection problems I recently

- was involved in an extensive book selection‘controversy.

I have been-in my present position. for only n1ne months,/however, two
years ago I was principal of Vergennes Union High .School, Vergennes,

‘ Vermont, During my tenure as principal of the school we became deeply .
embroiled-in a book :selection controversy for the school, library. At the b
time, we had no ‘policy and in cooperation with citizens'we tried to -
establish a policy along with a process for: someone to challenge a work
chosen for the library. Unfortunately the committee became a vehiclé for an

s . arch conservative group that had religious ties. I fought long and hard

© . with the librarian to establish a selection policy in keeping with the AIA's

recommendations. A policy was established that d1d preserve the 1ntegrity
of the concept of intellectual freedom. - L 2

The need for the policy was prompted by a parent who objected to aA50ok
titled Pear and Loathing in Las Vegas by Hunter S. Thompson. With the
+ policy in place a series of books-were challegged -and became involved in
community wide censorship.storm.’ ‘The books .wére Wanderers, Richard Price
Dog Day Afternoon, from the film; andgiorever, Judy Blume.

- #

+

. . It is inportant to note ;hat the librarian, Ms. Beth Phillips, was
. Joined by-a student and faculty group and sQme parents in a-suit. The
B American Civil Liberties Union is representing the librarian, the students
andgrpprents. The case is being” appealed since the first decision, as '
‘ ., €Xpéc, d, went in <favor of the school board. . - SN L e
1 ‘ * o, 1
! N Because Of . the courageous stand taken by Ms. Phillips the American .
' Library Association is honoring her with the John Phillip Immroth Award this -
Jthly in New York.:  As fate would have it the luncheon where the awar@wjll -
'nide will feature Judy Blume a® the speaker. T KR .

”
,
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If I can assist in your study in aay way further than questionnaire,
please contact me. Isam Vice President of the state affiliate of the
Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development, one of the
hational sponsors of your study. If we can he€lp please let us know.

- .

_ k Sincerely, . - ‘e '
- ] -
[
. ‘ ) :
' - . James M, Fitzpatrick . ’
) : - Associate Principal
. : Champlain Valley Union High School )
v . Hinesburg, Vermont ; ‘
o L " T N
. T ol oy -
Y oo, . * & -
. \\
3 o . T e e ¢
! b , : o
2 A ’
e
-, L
4 - . .
;(\).'a -
. / . b
» - .
- ° ' . ° . )/(‘ o
4 ,3/ -
-
’ - . { \ . 3 ’
- \ « . i
. N, M - 1
R |
~ , ".
. . ﬂ. e
4 Al
. - , - & ¢ -
: ., N ™ .
. . )
v o = . B
- - ‘o
. *
N ' ‘ K
- L ' . M -
B . * . N »
PE -
,“’ N * * L] N k] LY
. , . .
+




EOATTNO I T S v g v o

M LT

EECRS

S
(]

5
kS

; - = . . . ' .
. Bl . . »,?‘
: JAPPENDIXD . ~ ~« - - : A
4 ‘ 14 -~ .
, “ Letter to AAP from State-Adoption Administrator '
* . - » )
g B [ ) Y . . .
/ v : . " TENNESSEE '
. e ' STATE DEPARTMENT OFEDUCATION T
A Textbook Services ’

130 Cordell Hull Building * . R

— Nashville, Tennessée 37219 ’

e - ' j? .
: . o July 2, 1980 7o , .
> < ' - .
- I
- * - < & -

Mr. Townsend. Hoopes . . ) ' T \ =

9 Association of American Publishers . ’

- One Park Avenue . ! A -
\ New York,.New York 10016 . . -

< .
(3 ¢ .

Dear Mr. Hoopes: - . . “
- [
I am pleased o see that the Association of American Publishers is
. responding to what wé in Tennessee see as the beginning of a powerful
movement By the "New Right" to dismantle the public education system. .
Perhaps ! am over-reacting to this situation, but it represents a continuing
. source of concernm’ by mgﬁy educators here and across the natiop. I am
sforwarding copieg‘oi two recent articles from prafessional, jolrnals which
may provide some further information on the New Right and its objectives.

B

) When your survey arrjwed I discussed it with Miss Christine Brown,
Program Martager for Libraries.and Media Sqrvices, and we. agreed that since
“ we do not have a state appryved list of 1i:ptaty' books, our responses would
apply only to textbooks. In completing the surveyy I’ felt that instead of
trying to respond about each complaint, it would be easier o enclcse a copy.
g xpf each eva;.ua}ion sgbmittgd by the ~Pm--b"ami’ll.y Forum. o ( . ’

If I can be of ,;‘.urther service please contact me.’ ) . 0/
o . .- I Sincerely -yours, »
. ) . . o s . o .
o R PR . R
— . . " X - Y A o
Q ' . . . - - ’ !
$ . ~ '.- = X ° ‘ R - / [
- B . ’
e . LA i R. Jetry Rice, Director ‘
e ) St T !  Textbook Services oo
» . - N R “'- - .
\ : -
‘ .
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