
malady Jerome BrWler diagnosed not as a "lack of freedom," 
but as a "lack of aim," caused in part by our overly long 
postponement of vocational choices. He noted that "At the 
very moment the young man or woman is seeking authenticity, 
the only legitimate role that is open to him is that of 
student. 113 Without a vocational goal this role may seem 
meaningless, and even when it is directed by a specific 
objective, it is still defined as passive and dependent. 

We discovered that role changing did cause a renewed 
feeling of participation and that our trade off increased 
dialogue in the classroom. Our students asked us, "Is 
teaching this hard for you?" "Do you know all this stuff?" 
Interaction among the students became more serious and 
vital. They worked hard for clarity and coherence when 
they saw their friends actually taking notes from their 
lectures. 

A more cooperative community of learners developed when 
we assigned adult roles to our students. Our encouraging 
experience suggests that role changing should be explored 
by teachers in other disciplines and grade levels. Students 
teaching students might " ... help get us an inch on the way 
toward making the helper and the helped the universal 
exchange within a culture that continues to produce ill 
lonely crowds, lonelier than ever. 114 
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The State We Are In, Or Appear To Be: 
Final Report Of The Censorship Survey 

By RUTH M. STEIN 
University of Minnesota 

After the results of the preliminary survey were 
annoW1ced in the winter issue of the Minnesota English 
Journal the Censorship Committee received an additional 
twenty-four filled-in questionnaires, increasing the sample 
by a third. This final report is ba~ed on the ~otal 
number of one-hundred responses received. Despite pub
lication of the questionnaire in various organizational 
bulletins, newspapers, and journals, ove7 90%_of

1
the survey 

participants were reactions to the questionnaires 
appearance in the MCTE Newsletter. Below is the ~inal tally. 
Where questions were not answered, the total sum is less 
than 100%. Where people filled in more than on~ blank, 
where appropriate, the totals exceed 100%. We will deal 
in percentiles but the reader can convert to numbers 
easily. Some ~f the results were unchanged, while others 
were altered significantly. 

2. 

3. 

What is your official school title? 64% of the res~on
dents were teachers . 20% classed themselves as chair
persons of grades or departments. 7% were librarians, 
while another 2% called themselves media specialists 
or coordinators. 

Level of school? 51% were secondary school personnel. 
39% came from elementary or middle schools, virtually 
the same as in the preliminary survey. 

In the past 3 years has anyone objected to or_asked you 
to remove any work? 29% of the respondents cited 
33 specific incidents, an increase of 10%. 71% t~ok 
the time and effort to say no such attempts or obJec
tions had been made. Questions had been asked about 
certain books, but in some cases, no formal protests 
were made. 
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4. Does your school have a written selection policy or 
procedure for handling complaints about instructional 
materials? 38% responded in the affirmative, 42% in 
the negative, and 20% left this blank or did not know. 
Of those schools with policies and procedures, 15% 
used the NCTE as a model. Others used principal or 
teacher-devised statements, or procedures created by 
committees of the Board of Education. In situations 
where objections. had been raised, twenty-one of the 
thirty-three cases, 64% were in districts with written 
guidelines. 

5 . In selecting instructional materials, which best 
describes your options? Overwhelmingly, 66% said they 
had "free choice." An additional 16% said they had 
"free choice from an approved list," while 12% 
checked "other." The last included " ... free choice 
with personal judgment," " ... teachers' showing some 
discretion," " ... if a teacher can justify its use in 
the cl ass room," and "As a department, we figure out 
what to order, but no on_e says what we may not order." 

Other statements included the following: 
"It is the responsibility of educators to provide materials ._ 
that realistically portray life. Educators cannot satisfy 
the whims of all nor can they cater to the hang-ups of all 
adults,' but must be left to ex~rcise their best judgment. 
Professionalism should include the expertise in book and 
non-book selection according to the level of the students 
being served." 

And: 

"People are pleased to know there is a policy to follow--it 
is being followed. Media coordinators feel secure. It's 
a pl us for our side!" 

Over 95% of the time books were selected, as before,on 
the basis of professional recommendations in journals, 
reviews, or by appropriate personnel. 

Additional instructional materials against which 
complaints were lodged are: Renevoize 's A Wild Thing, 
Zindel's My Darling, My Hamburger, Politi's Little Leo, 
Roth's Goodbye, Columbus, Serpico, an Honest C~, Go Ask 
Alice, Mayer's Mrs. Biggs and the Wizard, Wrights's short 
story, "The Kitten," the play, The Diary of Anne Frank, 4t 
and graffiti on walls provided for that purpose. 
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Material questioned, but against which no formal protest 
was made include Bradford~s Red Sky.at Morning, Hair, 
McCall's Jack the Bear, Neufeld's For all the Wrong Reasons, 
Mac Dougal' s The Cheer-Leader, and Rauchen' s Summer of '42. 

The reasons given for the objections are listed in 
descending order: language--mentioned in over half of the 
cases, sexual references or incidents, type of subject 
matter being treated, religion and witchcraft, ethnic 
stereotypes, and one incident each where the parent wanted 
the child to read classics only, another child was said to 
be too immature for that particular book, drugs, and the 
illustration on the book cove~. 

Six times as many complaints involved secondary students, 
as compared to elementary pupils. In only 15% of the 
instances was the material in contention "required." The 
rest of the time it was "suggested," or "optional," or 
"read by students on their own." Over 95% of the protest
ers were family members. The other 5% consisted of members 
of the clergy, members of the community, or school 
personnel. In only four cases was the offensive material 
removed, and three of these occurred where the school had 

.no written policies or procedures. 

Unreported in the survey, but published in the April 7th 
edition of the Minneapolis Tribune, is the item that the 
Litchfield Board of Education removed Manchild in the 
Promised Land from the Litchfield High School library 
because of objections by some parents. The resolution 
calling for the action also requires teachers to begin 
sending class reading lists home with students. If a 
parent objects to a book on the list, teachers will be 
informed and the student will not be required to read the 
book. The resolution sets up a study committee to search 
for other solutions to the problem of when and where 
students should begin to be exposed to books such as 
Manchild in the Promised Land. 

Constructive criticism concerning juvenile books has 
changed since the 1960 1 s. During that period there was a 
legitimate concern about the misrepresentation and omission 
of certain groups and certain codes of ethics in young 
people's recreational reading. Since then, criticism has 
shifted almost to the point of dictation to librarians and 
teachers as to what should or should not be taught, read, 

,> or made available to students. However well-intentioned 
they may be, pressure groups both inside and outside of 
the school are attempting to remove certain books from 
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circc1lation for many reasons, some of which have surfaced ,j 
in 0ur survey. One unwelcome trend, reported in lay and 
professional journals but not obvious in our survey, is the 
meekness and haste with which qualified, trained personnel 
pull from their shelves books that attract or may attract 
ad,rerse criticism, as appeared to have happened in Litch-
field. . . 

When material is challenged, it is helpful if a 
\\Titten procedure defines how the situation is to be handled. 
This procedure should be based on a written selection 
policy ,,hich states its philosophy, objectives, and criteria 
for ongoii1g selection. The Library Bill of Rights, the 
School Library Bill of Rights, a1id the Freedom to Read 
Statement provide sound rationale and assumptions upon which 
to base such policies. The point of contention is not the 
merits of any one book or movie, but who is to be respon
sible for its choice, evaluation, and use. 

Responsible school districts must work with the 
communities of which they are part to insure implementation 
of such policies . Cooperation among all segments of the 
educational milieu of which a child is a part must take 
place in order to provide a worthwhile educational .-., 
experience. Litchfield is showing some evidence of move-
ment toward this vital school-community partnership. 

Although this survey has concentrated on external 
threats of censorship, in-house attempts have yet to be 
explored seriously. "Closet censorship" may even be more 
pervasive and more influential than heretofore considered. 
Perhaps this should be the direction of future investi
gations on the subject. It is not just a matter of 
banning books--it concerns the students' real right to 
read and write. If pupils are not allowed to read what 
they want or to write on a subject dear to the heart, 
regardless of its controversial nature, will those students 
choose to read or write at all? And without use, can 
the abilities to read and write do anything but atrophy? 
Does going back to the "basics" really touch the basic 
problem at all ? 

The Censorship Committee of the MCTE wishes to thank 
those who cooperated and encouraged its efforts in con
ducting the survey. For those who would like more specific 
guidelines and aids, the following addresses are listed: 
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American Civil Liberties Union 
22 E. 40th St . 
New York, N.Y. 10016 

American Library Association 
SOE. Huron St. 
Chicago. Ill. 60611 

Association of American Publishers 
1 Park Ave. 
New York, N.Y. 10016 

National Council of Teachers 
of English 

1111 Kenyon Rd. . 
Urbana , Ill. 61801 

Educational Policies Service 
National School Boards 

Association 
4,.152 Cross Rd. 

Waterford, CT 06385 

National Education Association 
Commission on Professional Rights 

& Responsibilities 
1201 16th St., NW 
Washington, D. C. 20036 

for "The Rights of 
Teachers: the Basic 
ACLU Guide to a Teacher's 
Constitutional Rights 
by David Rubin. 

For many helpful state
ments, articles and 
publications. 

for Freedom to Read 
Bulletin 

for The Students' Ri ght 
to Read, Arizona English 
Bulletin issue on 
Censorship, Feb. 1975., 
and much useful material 

for Policies for 
Coping with the Critics 

for various publi
cations on the subject 

Slow Learners 
He moons in the corner, 
forever awaiting opportunities. 
The other children know 
only that he ' s different--
that his smile is perpetual, 
even when he weeps and screams 
and breaks and hits. 

Read mine, he says. 
But there's nothing there. 
Read mine, read mine, 
he says, and twists 
his arms around a desk, 
casting all our faces · 
into the treacherous air. 

MARK VINZ 
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