





~IFC report

Delivered to the AL A Council on January 24, 1975,
by KATHLEEN MOLZ, [FC Chairman.

For the third time I must indicate to the Council that the
report of the Intellectual Freedom Committee will cover
both national and international concerns.

On the national scene, the first matter on which I shall
report is the textbook controversy in Kanawha County,
West Virginia, a controversy which has been widely
publicized in the news media and is of great interest to
librarians throughout the country. The controversy initially
involved the selection of 325 texts and supplementary
books for the Kanawha County school system, the state’s
largest school district. Dispute over the materials
occasioned so violent a community reaction that on
October 14, 1974, the Kanawha County Association of
Classroom Teachers voted to request that the National
Education Association conduct an investigation. NEA
accepted this request, and the inquiry was conducted under
the auspices of NEA’s Teacher Rights Division. Lauri Wynn,
president of the Wisconsin Education Association, chaired
the inquiry panel, which included representatives of the
NEA, the National Council of Churches, the National
Council for Social Studies, the Association for Supervision
and Curriculum Development, and the American Library
Association. Judith F. Krug, director of the Office for
Intellectual Freedom, was the ALA delegate to the panel.

From December 9 through December 11, the panel held
open hearings in Charleston, West Virginia, affording an
opportunity for students, educational personnel, and com-
munity residents to be heard. The inquiry panel was, in
effect, a fact-finding team intended to analyze the origins
and development of the controversy with “the intent of
clarifying and bringing into rational perspective the proper
role of parents, students, educators, and concerned com-
munity groups in the shaping of decisions™ that set the
course of the public school.

An initial draft of the NEA inquiry panel report has
been written, and February 6, 1975, has been set as the
date of issuance from NEA. It is our hope that the report
can be distributed from the Office for Intellectual Freedom
as soon as copies are received.

The Kanawha County controversy came before the Com-
mittee twice during this Midwinter session, the second time
in a less direct but nonetheless very important way. I refer
here to the speech delivered in the name of U.S. Commis-
sioner of Education Terrel H. Bell, at the meeting of the
School Division of the Association of American Publishers
on December 2, 1974. Detained in Washington for budget
hearings, Bell designated an aide to read his address on
“Schools, Parents, and Textbooks.” Although he requested
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his audience not to read into what he said any “implied
threat of academic freedom,” the commissioner neverthe-
less proceeded to chart an extremely uncertain course
through the muddied waters of current controversies re-
lating to the selection of instructional materials.

Urging the industry and the schools to “chart a middle
course between the scholar’s legitimate claim to academic
freedom in presenting new knowledge and social com-
mentary on the one hand, and the legitimate expectations
of parents that schools will respect their moral and ethical
values on the other,” the commissioner recommended that
“without having books and materials that are so namby-
pamby they avoid all controversy, we must seek published
materials that do not insult the values of most parents.”

The commissioner’s comments immediately raise the
question: which parents? and are they indeed to include
those who would now rid our schools of the works of John
Steinbeck, Kurt Vonnegut, or J.D. Salinger?

The Committee drafted its statement of concerns in the
form of a letter to be sent on behalf of the ALA by Presi-
dent Holley. This letter notes in addition to the intellectual
freedom matters, the commissioner’s presumed oversight in
making no reference to the federal instructional materials
program which he administers and the lack of any reference
to the policies of his own predecessors in urging both
educators and publishers to reduce the cultural, ethnic, and
geographic isolation of countless American children in part
through the very books and materials which in turn have
occasioned some of these recent controversies. The ALA
president and the Executive Board have commended this
action of the Committee, and the letter will be sent by the
president at the conclusion of this meeting to the commis-
sioner requesting a personal meeting with him in Washing-
ton to amplify further the present situation affecting
censorship and proscription in school libraries.

The Washington scene again precipitated Committee
activities this week. I refer here to the enactment of P.L.
93-526, the “Presidential Recordings and Materials Preser-
vation Act.” As most of you know, Title | of this statute
affects the reception and retention by the federal govern-
ment of the well-known Nixon tape recordings and the
other presidential records. Title Il of the statute is perhaps
not so familiar, but this title authorizes the establishment
of a National Study Commission on Records and Docu-
ments of Federal Officials, the latter broadly defined to
cover officials in the executive, judicial, and legislative
branches of the federal government. The Librarian of
Congress is named as one of the seventeen members of this
proposed commission. The creation of the commission will
ultimately require the Association to give testimony re-
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continuity. The reader’s state of bewilderment is not im-
proved by frequent textual evidence of hasty composition
and inadequate editing. Finally, Tribe’s decision ‘“‘to let
events and protagonists speak for themselves, to give back-
ground colour rather than background comment, to omit
no perspective and impose no pattern’ forces the reader to
struggle with this mass of material without the benefit of an
interpretive framework that would have rendered the
account more meaningful. We are not allowed to profit
from the process whereby he arrived at his conclusions, a
process which must have imposed a pattern upon the data
presented, at least for his own purposes.

“Censorship,” Tribe asserts in his concluding chapter,
is .. .a matter of politics.” The fact that the debate has so
often centered on questions of obscenity and pornography
has merely obscured the true nature of the issues involved.
In Great Britain, for example, overt political censorship has
not existed for a century and a half, yet Tribe is convinced
that the censors, official or otherwise, continue to be moti-
vated by essentially political considerations. The relation-
ship of “‘morality’ to politics as well as to religion is, how-

“

ever, the subject of another of his books, Nucleoethics:
Ethics in Modern Society (1972), and is accorded only per-
functory treatment in the present volume. Tribe concludes
with a statement of his own views regarding the pernicious
effects of censorship upon the body politic, but the state-
ment is couched in terms of the censor’s own argument. By
confining himself to a biological analogy in which the
health of the individual, the social order, and the state is
seen to depend on the unrestricted dissemination of ideas,
he accepts the premise that censorship is to be judged ac-
cording to its supposed practical effect. Tribe’s own
account of censorship within a historical context demon-
strates vividly that arguments of this type may be sum-
moned to support equally well both sides of the issue. What
seems to be lacking here is a philosophical appreciation of
the meaning of freedom within the phrase, “freedom of
expression.” In the end, the value of intellectual freedom
must be accepted as a truth we hold to be self-evident,
subject to no condition or qualification and dependent
upon no consideration other than its inherent good.—
Reviewed by Mary P. Peterson, University of Washington,
Seattle, Washington.

...as Bell
AAParagraphs

What the U.S. Commissioner of Education said to school
publishers about the moral-value content of their books is
well known: it was early-December front-page news in
many newspapers (although virtually disregarded in New
York City).

But what the assembled publishers said in response is less
widely known. For one thing, when the press discovered
that Commissioner T.H. Bell would not deliver his remarks
to the School Division of the Association of American
Publishers in person, live coverage plans were dropped and
the media relied on the advance text, which was read for
Dr. Bell by Elam Hertzler, a special assistant. (Bell had been
summoned to the White House tor budget talks.)

After the meeting various press attempts were made to
characterize the publishers’ reaction: all were doomed to be
imprecise because the speech produced highly individual-
ized reactions trom the three-score publishers assembled at
Cherry Hill, New Jersey. Indeed publishers, like college pro-
fessors, might well be described as people who think other-
wisc.

The speech in question is the one in which Bell, avoiding
direct reference to the violent confrontation over school-
books in West Virginia, called on publishers to “produce

This column is contributed by the Freedom to Read Committee of
the Association of American Publishers.
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materials that do not insult the values of most parents,” but
to do so “‘without having books and materials that are so
namby-pamby that they avoid all controversy.” He did cite
the Bible, the Wizard of Oz and the McGuffey Readers as
examples of materials presenting the traditional values, but
did not, as some have inferred, call for a “back to Mec-
Guffey” movement: “While McGuffey’s selections from
great literature would seem stilted by today’s standards,”
the Commissioner’s text stated, “there was certainly
nothing wrong with the values they taught. We could have
more emphasis on some of those values today.”

Publishers even were complimented a bit: citing the
nation’s diversity, Bell said, *“Your companies are doing a
fine job in responding to the needs of these various ethnic,
socio-economic and religious subcultures and com-
munities. . .. You are also beginning to get a handle on the
sex stercotype problem, getting the girls out of the kitchen
and boys out of the treehousc—or at least letting the girls
join them.” And the Commissioner demonstrated sensi-
tivity to the concerns that his remarks were bound to raise
over academic freedom and implied censorship: I feel
strongly that the scholar’s freedom of choice and the
teacher’s freedom of choice must have the approval and
support of most parents.”

How then did the publishers react? Their official state-
ment, issued after the meeting, welcomed the Commis-
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