





IFC recommends, ALA Council adopts policy on

In its report to the ALA Council at the Association’s
1981 Midwinter Meeting in Washington, the Intellectual
Freedom Committee submitted for approval the text of
a new interpretation of the Library Bill of Rights.
Entitled Exhibit Spaces and Meeting Rooms, the new
document (see box) addresses questions raised by the
adoption of Article VI of the revised Library Bill of
Rights in January 1980. The new policy was approved
unanimously by the Council. The following is an edited
version of the Committee’s report as presented by
Chairperson Frances C. Dean.

Since my last report to Council in New York, intel-
lectual freedom in libraries has faced exciting and chal-
lenging times. In the fall, the Office for Intellectual
Freedom experienced a steady, and at times a marked,
upsurge in reported incidents of censorship and at-
tempted censorship in public and school libraries.

~ ‘‘Exhibit Spaces and Meeting Rooms”’

The mass media was quick to react to the situation,
but as is often the case, the reporting was not always
entirely accurate. Nevertheless, the Committee is con-
vinced that focusing attention on the censorship
problem contributes greatly to the Committee’s
efforts.

It is the Committee’s hope that the increasing media
exposure experienced by some local libraries as a by-
product of press concerns about censorship will be
seized upon by librarians as an opportunity to better
explain the overall functioning and role of the library
to the general public. And we remain even more con-
vinced that ALA must continue its tradition of standing
up to all would-be censors no matter what their political
philosophy.

(Continued on page 34)

As part of their program of service, many
libraries provide meeting rooms and exhibit spaces
for individuals and groups. Article VI of the
Library Bill Of Rights states that such facilities
should be made available to the public served by
the given library ‘‘on an equitable basis, regardless
of the beliefs or affiliations of individuals or
groups requesting their use.”’

In formulating this position, the American
Library Association sought to accommodate the
broad range of practices among public, academic,
school and other libraries, while upholding a
standard of fairness. Libraries maintaining exhibit
and meeting room facilities for outside groups
and individuals should develop and publish policy
statements governing their use. These statements
can properly define and restrict eligibility for use
as long as the qualifications do not pertain to the
content of a meeting or exhibit or to the beliefs
or affiliations of the sponsors.

It is appropriate for a library to limit access to
meeting rooms or exhibit space to members of the
specific community served by the library or to
groups of a specific category. It is not proper to
apply such limitations in ways which favor points
of view or organizations advocating certain view-

Exhibit Spaces and Meeting Rooms: An Interpretation of the
LIBRARY BILL OF RIGHTS

points. For example, some libraries permit reli-
gious groups to use meeting facilities, while others
do not. According to Article VI, both policies
are acceptable as long as all religious groups are
treated in the same way, irrespective of their
doctrines.

Exhibits and meetings sponsored by the library
itself should be organized in a manner consistent
with the Library Bill Of Rights, especially
Article II which states that “‘libraries should pro-
vide materials and information presenting all
points of view.”” However, in granting meeting or
exhibit space to outside individuals and groups,
the library should make no effort to censor or
amend the content of the exhibit or meeting.
Those who object to or disagree with the content
of any exhibit or meeting held at the library
should be entitled to submit their own exhibit
or meeting proposals which should be judged
according to the policies established by the library.

The library may properly limit the use of its
meeting rooms to meetings which are open to the
public, or it may make space available for both
public and private sessions. Again, however, the
same standard should be applicable to all.
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Trees were decided together. Bicknell involved the
removal of The Wanderers and Dog Day Afternoon
from the high school library. In this case, the appeal
was denied. However, in the important Pico case, which
involved the removal of nine books, including those by
Kurt Vonnegut, Bernard Malamud, Piri Thomas and
others, the district court dismissal was reversed and the
case was remanded for trial. The school board has
appealed for a hearing en banc (to the full circuit
court) and we await a decision.

At its 1981 Midwinter meeting, the Board of Trustees
confirmed its involvement in two new cases. In
Pennsylvania, the Foundation joined with publishers
organizations and bookstores in a suit challenging the
constitutionality of a new law barring the exhibit of
‘‘sexually explicit’’ materials where minors are present.
The new statute could make it impossible to vend or
distribute many best sellers and works of modern
fiction in places where young people can see them.

In California, the Mt. Diablo School District,
situated across the bay from San Francisco, has placed
various restrictions on the use of Ms. magazine in the
high school library. Several individuals and organiza-
tions, including the American Civil Liberties Union and
Ms. itself, have filed suit. To indicate our deep concern
for the issues being litigated, the Trustees voted to
donate $250 to the legal effort.

Finally, I must report that the Board of Trustees has
voted to increase minimum Foundation dues from
$10.00 to $25.00 per year with a $10.00 category
remaining for students. This move was necessitated by
both the increasing demands upon the Foundation’s
resources and the continuing inflation. Indeed, the
increase does little more than return us to the real
rate—in uninflated dollars—established at our founding
in 1969. Moreover, staff has determined that it costs
the Foundation a minimum of $12.00 per member
simply to meet the costs of membership.

Most important, however, the times demand that the
Foundation rest on the most solid financial footing
possible. Clearly, the tenor of the times indicate a rise
in censorship and the library community must be pre-
pared. Hence, in closing, I urge all of you to join
the Foundation and if you are already a member, to
increase your contribution if you can. If the great
response to the Jeanne Layton appeal is any indica-
tion—and I believe it is—then the library community
can and will rise to meet the challenges to free ex-
pression that lie ahead. The Freedom to Read Founda-
tion remains, as always, firmly committed to marching
in the vanguard of that effort.
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obscenity regulation and school book
censorship: some thoughts on the
year ahead

By R. Bruce Rich, Counsel, Association of American
Publishers.

The areas of obscenity regulation and school book
censorship have been of continuing major concern to
publishers and librarians. The present legal and political
climate suggests that both of these areas will require
even closer attention during 1981.

Obscenity Regulation

The constitutional guidelines presently governing
state and local regulation of the sale of sexually-
oriented materials to adults were formulated in the U.S.
Supreme Court’s 1973 decision Miller v. California.
From the date of that decision, the publishing and
library communities, among others, have been critical
of the legal formula devised by the sharply divided
Court. Particularly troubling was the Court’s abandon-
ment of the earlier Roth decision’s ‘‘utterly without
redeeming social value” test in favor of the more
restrictive ‘‘taken as a whole’’ standard, as well as
the Court’s conclusion that the prevailing community
standard against which the determination of the obscene
nature of a works is to be based on a local rather
than national one. Nonetheless, the Miller decision
remains the law.

Given the present composition of the Court, and the
five-Justice majority on this issue, there is little prospect
for a liberalization of the Miller formulation in the near
future. In fact, so predictable would be the outcome
of a case involving a review of the Miller standards that
even those members of the Court—such as Justice
Stevens—who would favor a more lenient constitutional
standard have consistently voted against reviewing such
cases. When one considers further that those Justices
likely to be retiring soonest—Brennan and Marshall—
voted with the minority in Miller, the longer-term
picture in terms of more liberal constitutional standards
governing obscenity is not much brighter.

Since the Miller decision, a great deal of legislation
has been enacted at the state and local levels in an effort
to regulate the sale and display of sexually-oriented
materials both to adults and minors. The legislation
has taken widely varying forms, ranging from laws
which simply incorporate the Miller standards to laws
which go far beyond Miller’s mandate and which
unquestionably unconstitutionally impinge upon the
availability of non-obscene reading materials to the
general public. While much of the overbroad legisla-
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tion has been successfully challenged, there remain on
the books numerous state and local laws which, through
their threat of criminal and civil penalties, have un-
doubtedly chilled the dissemination of constitutionally
protected materials.

An increasing number of states and municipalities,
having dealt with the subject of the sale of sexually-
oriented materials to adults, have turned their attention
to legislation dealing with the availability of sexually-
oriented materials to minors and with the display or
unwanted ‘‘thrusting’”’> of such materials both to
adults and minors.

However legitimate the concerns underlying such
legislative efforts, much of the legislation which has
emerged has blatantly trampled upon the First Amend-
ment rights of adults and minors alike. A common
example of such overly-restrictive legislation is found
in the so-called ‘‘minors access’’ laws which typically
prohibit a place of business from offering for sale to
anyone materials deemed ‘‘harmful to minors,”” if
minors have ‘‘access’’ to the place of business. Material
is often defined in such statutes as being ‘‘harmful to
minors’’ if it contains merely depictions or descriptions
of nudity—a book- or magazine-banning standard
which ignores all precedent concerning what is obscene
as to minors, let alone what is obscene for adults.

Over twenty years ago, a unanimous Supreme Court
in Butler v. Michigan condemned precisely this kind of
legislation, the effect of which is to ‘‘reduce the

(ALA Council . . . from page31)

As you are well aware, Council adopted the revised
Library Bill of Rights at the 1980 Midwinter Meeting.
Since that time, the Intellectual Freedom Committee has
been revising the interpretations of that basic document,
as well as other intellectual freedom policies to bring
them in to line with the Library Bill of Rights.

In the process we have sought out and received stimu-
lating comments and useful suggestions from the divi-
sions and other ALA units. This process has continued
during this conference. It is the Committee’s intention
to complete this task at the 1981 Annual Conference
in San Francisco, at which time all revisions of intel-
lectual freedom policies will be available for Council
consideration.

The Committee, however, is submitting to Council
at this Midwinter Meeting a new interpretation of the
Library Bill of Rights. It is entitled ‘‘Exhibit Spaces
and Meeting Rooms.”’ This new interpretation responds
to urgent requests by many libraries for clarification of
Atrticle VI of the Library Bill of Rights and for guidance
on the application of this article to their quite varied
situations. '
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adult population . . . to reading only what is fit for
children.”” Yet, such legislation continues to be intro-
duced and enacted, and it will be up to publishers,
librarians, and others concerned with the First Amend-
ment to undertake costly challenges through the courts.

Many states’ efforts to control the public display of
sexually-oriented publications have also manifested an
insensitivity to the First Amendment. So-called ‘‘minors
display’’ laws—the operation of which are similar to the
““minors access’’ legislation just described—severely
limit the availability of non-obscene materials to the
adult reading population. Just as surely, measures
aimed at protecting the public at large from offensive
displays have proven susceptible to legislative abuse.

It is interesting to speculate on the effect which the
present political climate may have on efforts at the
state, local, and, indeed, federal levels to regulate the
dissemination of sexually-oriented materials. The early
indications are that considerable state and local
obscenity legislation will be introduced during 1981,
much of it focusing upon minors and display regulation.
More difficult to predict is the extent to which legis-
lation already on the books will be actively enforced
in the coming year.

It is also interesting to consider whether, in spite of
its entrenched views on regulation of sales to adults,
the Supreme Court might agree to address the serious
constitutional issues raised by ‘‘minors access,’’
“minors display,’’ and similar legislative provisions. As
cases challenging such provisions work their way
through the courts, the amenability of the Supreme
Court to addressing such variations on the more tradi-
tional forms of legislation should become clear.

School Book Censorship

The extent to which local school authorities may,
consistent with the First Amendment, determine the
reading materials that school children may be exposed
to in the classroom or school library presents an issue
which continues to perplex the courts and defy easy
resolution. If any generalizations may be drawn from
the decisions of the various courts which have con-
sidered this problem to date, they are: (1) that school
authorities enjoy great discretion in this area as a part
of their broad inculcative function; (2) that the courts,
in deference to the school authorities’ educational
mandate and in the interests of avoiding acting as a
“‘super School Board’’ and opening the floodgates to
litigation, are loathe to intrude in the educational
process; (3) that, nonetheless, the school authorities’
discretion is not boundless and that, at least in certain
circumstances, First Amendment rights of students and
others are implicated in the school officials’ activities;
and (4) that, where First Amendment claims are raised,
the court will step in and resolve them.
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The essential difficulty which the courts have faced
involves defining with any degree of precision the
= circumstances in which the great leeway to be afforded
school officials may be abused. Struggle as they have
to arrive at a workable formulation which, on the one
hand, would give school authorities suitable discretion,
and, on the other hand, would avoid patterns of con-
duct which cast a ‘“pall of orthodoxy’’ over the class-
room inconsistent with the tenets underlying both the
educational process and the First Amendment, the
courts thus far have failed to develop any consistent or
completely satisfying approach. A somewhat pes-
simistic, but, perhaps, realistic view of the nature of
the problem was expressed by the court in the recent
Island Trees case, where it was suggested that the
problems presented do not yield *‘simplistic formulas’’
and ultimately depend for their resolution more upon
‘“‘personal judgments’’ of jurists than reliable
precedent.

The picture is far from bleak, however, from the
First Amendment point of view. In spite of the uncer-
tainty surrounding this area of the law, the fact is that
every court which has considered the problem has at
least recognized that First Amendment claims can arise
out of school officials’ conduct. And all, or nearly all,
decisions to date may be read to conclude that if the
school authorities’ conduct amounts to efforts at rigid
indoctrination or at systematic exclusion of ideas from
the classroom or school library, such conduct would
violate the First Amendment.

A Without doubt the courts will continue to face more
challenges to school authorities’ book selection and
removal decisions during 1981. The recent reports of
increasing efforts to influence educators’ and librarians’
decisions as to the reading materials which should be
available to students will, if anything, result in an in-
crease in court actions.

It is also possible that the Supreme Court will in the
near future agree to look at this issue. How sympathetic
the Court would be to the First Amendment issues
raised is difficult to predict; the clear opportunity such
a decision would present, however, is for the state-
ment of a coherent, workable (and hopefully First
Amendment-sensitive) standard to govern school
officials’ decisions concerning what students may and
may not read in the schoolhouse.

self-censorship: the proof is in the
selection

By Jerry Watson, Assistant Professor of Education
(Children’s Literature), University of lowa.

More than twenty years ago Marjorie Fiske identi-
fied self-censorship as the most insidious form of cen-
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sorship when her survey uncovered that two-thirds of
the librarians sampled in California refused to pur-
chase a book if it, or its author, had been labeled
controversial. During the next two decades, groups
like ALA’s Office for Intellectual Freedom and the
Committee Against Censorship of the National Council
of Teachers of English have strived to strengthen the
grounds upon which book selectors may stand, should
they be confronted by the threat of censorship. Sup-
posedly, universities provide pre- and in-service training
to help librarians and teachers select print and non-
print materials for the enlightenment and entertainment
values such materials might offer—not to avoid
materials in fear of attack from potential censors. Do
book selectors in the ’eighties continue to commit acts
of self-censorship by avoiding controversial titles identi-
fied in selection tools?

A recently completed study was designed to measure
the resistance of teachers and media specialists to a
warning symbol found in book reviews when selecting
books for a children’s collection. (A full report of
the study may be found in Schoo! Media Quarterly,
Winter, 1981.) There is little empirical evidence re-
garding the extent of external pressure placed upon
book selectors reading children’s book reviews which
warn about ‘‘offensive language,’’ ‘‘inappropriate con-
tent,”’ ‘‘immoral themes and action,’’ ‘‘offensive il-
lustrations,’’ or ‘‘violence.’’ One such manner in which
a book review may be notated is by a warning symbol
(*) accompanied by a footnote which explains the
symbol identifying the objectionable content, as was
stated on the Follett Book Company’s pink warning
bookmarks. In an effort to resolve a hypothetical
situation whereby a book jobber may insert warnings
in a catalog review, two questions were asked: (1)
when making selections for a children’s book collection,
are book selectors influenced by a warning
symbol (*) attached to a book review to such an extent
that they will avoid ordering the book? (2) is there a
difference when selecting warning symbol (*) books for
different age groups of children; i.e., Picture Books
(N-grade—2nd grade); Average Readers (3rd grade—
5th grade); Advanced Readers (6th grade—8th grade)?

To answer the questions, 45 children’s book reviews
written by Ruth Stein and published in the journal,
Language Arts (NCTE, October, 1978-June, 1979) were
selected to test the influence of a warning symbol (*)
upon book selectors when selecting books for a chil-
dren’s collection. All reviews chosen for the study
had been written favorably and assigned a (+) symbol
by Ms. Stein. The recommended (+) symbol for all
reviews was deleted during the test, and a substitute
warning symbol (*) was randomly placed beside 9 of the
45 book reviews. The substitute symbol (*), hereafter

(Continued on page 53)
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cleanup TV?

“For years concerned citizens have urged, pleaded
and even begged the networks to halt the trend toward
increasing amounts of sex, violence and profanity.
Instead of reason, restraint and responsibility, the net-
works have rather displayed an arrogance and indif-
ference rarely matched in the history of corporate
America.”’ With these words, the Rev. Donald E.
Wildmon of the National Federation for Decency,
flanked by representatives of the Moral Majority,
Phyllis Schlafly’s Eagle Forum, and ‘‘pro-life’’ groups,
announced the formation of a new Coalition for Better
Television at a Washington press conference February
2.

According to Wildmon, the new organization in-
cludes ‘‘almost 200’’ groups ‘‘with a variety of back-
grounds and perspectives.”’ Initially, the coalition plans
to spend $20,000 on a twelve-week monitoring program.
After that, the group will urge viewers to boycott
products advertised on programs found to have an
excessive number of ‘‘skin scenes,”’ implied sexual inter-
course, sexually suggestive comments, an undue
emphasis on the human anatomy, violence ‘‘clearly
intended to do bodily harm,’’ or abundant profanity.

Working from forms, Wildmon explained, the tele-
vision monitors will count scenes of sex and violence
and write down profane words, noting the advertisers.
The results will be tabulated by computer. Already the
National Federation for Decency conducts monitoring
projects in sixteen states. Last fall, Wildmon said, they
graded 778 hours of prime-time shows and found the
‘‘least constructive’’ programs to be Ladies’ Man,
Soap, It’s a Living, Taxi, Three’s Company, WKRP in
Cincinnati, Vegas and Dukes of Hazzard. They also
determined that ‘‘for each 30-second advertisement,
Revlon helped sponsor 18 1/2 sex scenes.”’

A similar campaign has also been launched by the
Church of Christ in Joelton, Tennessee, which in
November took out a major advertisement in Newsweek
urging consumers to boycott products produced by
General Foods Co. and American Home Products Co.,
among other sponsors. Programs singled out by the
Joelton Church, which claims the support of 6,000
other unnamed congregations, included Soap, Three’s
Company, Dallas, Saturday Night Live, Charlie’s
Angels, The Newlywed Game, The Dating Game
and Three’s a Crowd.

Response to Wildmon’s announcement was swift,
Peggy Charren of Action for Children’s Television, a
vocal TV critic, said she ‘‘wouldn’t touch them (the
coalition] with a ten-foot pole. There’s a difference
between attempting to have shows removed from TV
and trying to get better programming on the air.”’ In
a prepared statement, a spokesperson for CBS declared:
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‘“No matter how well-intentioned, such efforts amount
to censorship. We are also concerned that this effort

to restrict the individual’s freedom of choice by having .

only ‘approved’ television programs available may
bring on similar campaigns directed at other communi-
cations media.”’

Wildmon denied that his coalition will be a censor
because ‘‘censorship is an official act by some official
body at some level of government . . . the networks
have the right to spend their money where they desire,
the advertisers have the right to spend their money
where they desire, and the consumers have the right to
spend their money where they desire.”” Reported in:
Washington Post, February 3; Nashville Tennessean,
November 21.

math society considers barring
‘‘anti-semitic’’ soviet journal

As the number of Jewish mathematicians published
in the Soviet mathematical journal Matematicheskii
Sbornik dropped from forty-four in 1972, to twenty-
nine in 1974, to one in 1980, calls for the American
Mathematical Society to halt translation and distribu-
tion of the publication increased. Since 1975, the society
has had a contract with the Soviet copyright agency
to make complete translations of five Russian journals
and the mathematics portions of two others.

At the society’s annual meeting in San Francisco

in January, possible responses to the apparent bigotry— <

which far exceeds ‘‘official’”’ Soviet anti-semitic
policies—were debated, but a vote on the issue is not
expected until fall. In the meantime, society leaders
hope to influence the situation with letters of protest
and, perhaps, offers to Soviet mathematicians to
publish in U.S. journals. Many counsel patience, since
the journal’s editor, L. S. Pontrijgin, an elderly scholar
long known as an exceptionally ‘‘vindictive, outspoken
anti-Semite,’’ cannot ‘‘continue forever as editor.”’

Several mathematicians are dissatisfied with the slow
pace of action, however. According to one University
of Wisconsin professor, ‘‘It is not a question of cen-
sorship. It is a question of what the American Mathe-
matical Society will handle as its business. Peace or
war are not in the hands of the mathematical society.
But the human rights of our colleagues are.”” But a
University of Toronto mathematician responded that a
cut-off ‘‘would have far more bad consequences than
good. It would be a reckless and hostile act toward the
country and its mathematicians. It would do little more
than feed the war hysteria which is already dominant
in the United States.”’

Many society members are concerned that failing to
translate the Soviet journal could cripple the free flow
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in review

Naming Names
By Victor S. Navasky. The Viking Press, 1980. 482 p.
$15.95.

Naming Names, Nation editor Victor Navasky’s
study of the anti-Communist purge and blacklist in
Hollywood, is not just ‘‘another book about the
McCarthy era.”’ It makes no claim to cover the full
canvas of that dark period, nor does it even attempt to
uncover the political, social and economic bases for the
hysteria of the witch hunt years. Instead, Navasky’s
project is a more focused one; his goal is to compre-
hend those who testified, who informed on friends and
former comrades, who, to clear their own names,
named the names of others: the informers.

As Navasky puts it: ““The architects of repression
created the conditions under which good people and
organizations betrayed their friends, but that is really all
they created. They opened the door to the informer,
but they did not determine who would hold the door
open, who would walk through it, and who would
stand idly by watching the traffic’” (p. 76). Hence,
Naming Names is not really a book about the
McCarthyites—indeed, the celebrated Wisconsin
senator and his counterparts in the House appear only
in walk-in roles. The subject of Navasky’s book is,
rather, the liberals and the civil libertarians, those who
should have opposed the inquisition but, instead, with
rare exceptions, capitulated before it and even co-
operated with it.

The focus here is on Hollywood, not mainly because
that’s where the juiciest gossip may be found—although
for those, like this reviewer, who are somewhat
titillated by revelations about the political pasts of
show business celebrities, the book is almost encyclo-
pedic. Hollywood is the subject because it affords
Navasky an opportunity to study the phenomenon of
informing under near-laboratory conditions. The film-
land political community was a closed one, and, for
reasons peculiar to the industry, the issues raised by the
challenge of the witch hunters were focused more
sharply here than, perhaps, anywhere else. There were
other blacklists in the ‘fifties and it can be argued that
many ‘‘ordinary’’ people suffered far more than the
relatively well-to-do celebrities. But the Hollywood
blacklist was in some ways the most effective. Navasky
informs us that while ‘‘the entertainment industry in
general posed the smallest threat to the security of the
Republic, it yielded the greatest per-capita number of
citizen-informers.”’

To determine why some informed and some did
not, Navasky painstakingly interviewed over one
hundred and seventy-five people. For much of the book
he lets them speak for themselves. What emerges is a
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gripping and deeply enlightening journey through the
psychology of collaboration and resistance. Despite all

that has been written of these years, this is perhaps .

the first time that the reader who did not live through
the era begins to get a sense of what it was really
like to be at the center of the maelstrom.

One reviewer of the book, writing in the show
business weekly, Variety, has argued that the decision
whether to cooperate or not with the blacklisters was
an insoluble moral dilemma. There were ‘‘those who
made a decision and have no regrets and those who
made a decision and have regretted it since. Whether
the decision was to talk or to remain silent is im-
material . . . Like the man says—you have to have
been there.”” Cognizant as he is of the often enormous
pressures, external and internal, on those who capitu-
lated to the ‘‘degradation ceremonies’’ of the witch
hunters, Navasky nonetheless will have nothing of such
moral agnosticism. *‘Since we cannot know the deepest
motives of any individual on either side, perhaps it is the
beginning of wisdom to acknowledge that, whatever
their motives, the resisters did the right thing, and,
whatever their motives, the informers did not’’ (p. 406),
he concludes.

Naming Names is jam-packed with lessons, big and
small, for thinking people on all points of the political
spectrum, to the author’s right and to his left. But
perhaps the most profound lesson is contained in
Navasky’s ruthless demolition of one of the central
arguments of post-World War II anti-communist
liberalism—the notion that the liberals’ failure to
stem the reactionary tide of McCarthyism in the ‘fifties
was a product first and foremost of their previous
supposed failure to dissociate themselves from Stalinism
in the ‘thirties and ‘forties. The kind of twisted thinking
which led the ACLU to purge its own ranks of alleged
Communists and Communist sympathizers so that
somehow its devotion to civil liberties would appear
more ‘‘legitimate’ was widespread, and though its
failure should be evident, too often it is not.

In example after example, Navasky reveals how those
who at first thought they were standing up to the
repression ended up joining in it, supposedly so they
could better fight it. One of the most poignant of
such tales is the story of an attempt by liberal directors,
led by Joseph L. Mankiewicz, to prevent the red-
baiting Cecil B. DeMille from implementing a manda-
tory loyalty oath adopted by the Screen Directors
Guild under right-wing pressure. To prove their own
loyalty, the liberal directors voluntarily signed their
own oath and then, after succeeding in removing
DeMille and rescinding the mandatory oath,
Mankiewicz wrote to all SDG members asking them
‘‘as a voluntary act in affirmation of confidence in
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your guild’’ to sign the very oath which he had been
elected to oppose!

Navasky reluctantly concludes:

The majority of center liberals lived in the penumbra of

the degradation ceremony and reinforced it by playing its

game. McCarthy and McCarthyism were to be feared not
because they represented a threat to individual rights so
much as because they represented an interference in the
fight against Communism. The degradation ceremony was
deficient only to the extent that it confused an occasional

“innocent’’ (anti-Stalinist) with the ‘‘guilty’’ (those un-

willing to denounce Communism). But as long as it suc-

ceeded in delivering up bona fide reds the ceremony was
to be supported.

What has made summation of this lesson difficult,
however, is that, in fact, a majority of those who were
called to task and suffered during these years were
indeed ‘‘innocent,’’ and it is easy to fall into a critique
of McCarthyism on these limited grounds. Even those
who were themselves Communists were generally not
the revolutinary conspirators they were made out to
be. Navasky cites the common remark that American
Communists were Marxists masquerading as liberals.
Actually, a more appropriate description would be that
they were really liberals masquerading as Marxists
masquerading as liberals. And as such, it would seem,
they offered only the worst of both philosophies.

Indeed, one can readily sympathize with the comment
of actor Marc Lawrence (who also told HUAC that
the actor Lionel Stander had recruited him into the
Communist Party by telling him that in the Party you
“‘get to know the dames more’’): ‘“Anybody who had
the guts to say, ‘I'm a Commie and you want to
cut my throat because that’s what I believe?’—that’s
gutsy. But nobody said that. They were frightening
everybody’’ (p. 224).

After reading this spell-binding book, it remains to
consider what would have happened had this been the
stand taken by the Communists. What would have been
the response of liberals in that case? Would this have
strengthened or weakened their own resolve to defend
the rights of dissenters? Would this have made it
easier for them to avoid the almost obsessive need to
distinguish their own ideas from those to their left
which so crippled the fight against repression?

As 1 was absorbed in Navasky’s account, reports
arrived from Peking of the show trial of Chiang
Ching, Mao Tsetung’s widow. I couldn’t help but con-
trast Chiang’s fervent defense of her ideas and actions
and her concomitant disdain for her accusers, with the
near-cowardly apologetics offered by many American
leftists in the ‘fifties. Chiang Ching is a symbol of
China’s Cultural Revolution of the ’sixties. And one
cannot help but wonder whether spokespersons for
America’s ‘‘cultural revolution’’ of that decade will
not soon also face trials of a sort. This time, no doubt,
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the bugaboo will not be membership in the Communist
Party; after all, history does not repeat itself that faith-
fully. Perhaps the code word will now be “‘terrorism,’’
defined in such a way as to include the propagation
of ideas which are terrifying to some. Will the objects
of such a witch hunt respond like Chiang Ching? And,
if so, will the lessons of the ’fifties be learned, if not
their ideas? One can only speculate on the future, of
course, but no matter what happens, Naming Names
should be required preparation for both groups.
—Reviewed by Henry Reichman, Assistant Director,
Office for Intellectual Freedom.

Open Access to Soviet Book Collections

By Eugene Slon. edited by Donald C. Robbins.
London, Ontario, Canada: New Review Books, 1978.
382p. (For price, refer to publisher).

This important work has received little, if any, at-
tention (never listed in Library Literature or CBI), but
has a strong claim to notice by anyone concerned with
the state of intellectual freedom the world over. Very
little is known in the West about how Russian libraries
actually operate, outside of a presently out-of-print
1962 ALA report of a visit by American librarians in
1961, and P.L. Horesky’s 1959 work, Libraries and
Bibliographical Centers in the Soviet Union.

Slon evinces a deep understanding of the quite
complex ‘‘open access’’ (or lack of it) Russian system,
which is directly related to the clearly political role of
the Soviet library. In 1959, the Central Committee of
the Communist Party of the Soviet Union defined the
Soviet library’s task as ‘‘... propaganda of the
historic decisions of the XXI Party Congress, the
explanation of the policies and decisions of the Com-
munist Party and the Soviet government, the provision
of active support to the party and state in education,
and the raising of communist consciousness and cul-
tural-technical level of the Soviet people.”” Although
the resolution went on to call for making the holdings
of Russian libraries ‘‘ .. . accessible and usable in
real practice for all citizens, particularly students,’’ the
reality is, of course, quite different.

Based in large part on Slon’s 1971 masters’ thesis
(S.U.N.Y. at Genesco) this thoroughly researched
(400 articles and books are cited, mostly Russian-
language) and truly unique study is full of discerning
insights and important generalizations. For example, it
is not too widely known that Lenin himself, as far
back as 1913, criticized Czarist library policies and
advocated using the New York Public Library as a

(Continued on page 54)

39




—censorship dateline—

libraries

New Rochelle, New York

As a local newspaper aptly phrased it, ‘It was an
offer the New Rochelle Public Library Board of
Trustees apparently couldn’t refuse.”’ After the library
board had spent a frustrating half hour trying to con-
vince the City Council not to cut its proposed 1981
budget, Councilman Don Zaccagnino, Assistant Princi-
pal of New Rochelle High School, asked the board ‘‘to
reconsider its decision to show”’ the Academy Award
winning film The Godfather on December 27. The
request won the support of Mayor Leonard Paduano
and the Council majority.

Library Board President James Humphry responded,
‘““We are prepared to reschedule the film. But, I cannot
deny the people of New Rochelle the right to see that
film at some time.”’ This was a retreat from the library’s
previous response to a December 4 request by Richard
Cappozola, Principal of Mt. Vernon High School and a
New Rochelle resident, not to show the film at all due
to its allegedly defamatory treatment of Italian-
Americans.

At that time, Library Director Eugene L. Mittelgluck
had written Mr. Cappozola ‘‘that such action would be
inappropriate. We believe the presentation of this film
is consistent with the responsibility of a public library
to offer a broad spectrum of ideas, particularly those of
a creative nature, through books and other media, with-
out specifically endorsing their content.”’ The library
also offered Capozzola the opportunity to ‘‘present a
critique or rebuttal in conjunction with the film
showing.”’

As of late January, The Godfather had neither been
screened nor rescheduled for future showing at the
New Rochellle Public Library. Nevertheless, the library
budget for 1981 was significantly slashed and the
library’s hours shortened as a result. Reported in:
New Rochelle Standard Star, December 10.
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Winston-Salem, North Carolina

On January 20, the day of its scheduled showing,
the widely acclaimed French comic film about a homo-
sexual couple, La Cage Aux Folles (Birds of a Feather),
was canceled by the Forsyth County Public Library. In
a prepared statement, Library Director William H.
Roberts III said the library ‘‘sincerely regrets scheduling
this film because the Tuesday night film series is meant
to show classic films for all members of the family.
Future films will be selected for showing based on their
appropriateness for general audiences.”’

Roberts’ decision came after Grady P. Swisher, vice-
chairman of the Forsyth County commissioners and a
library board member, complained about the showing.
“I told him I was definitely opposed to it. I didn’t
think taxpayers’ money should be used to show that
kind of film,”’ Swisher said.

More than one hundred people who showed up to
see the film expressed bewilderment and outrage over
the cancellation. Librarians estimated that at least sixty
other people had called to see if the film would be
shown. One of those who attempted to see the film at
the library was Sister Michele Powers, a Catholic nun
and Christian counselor. ‘‘I’'m concerned with the
whole human rights issue about what happened last
night,”” she said. ‘“This narrow understanding of
morality that pushes one person’s uninformed mis-
understanding of the facts off on another person . . .
I’m a mature woman who has a right to decide whether
I’m going to do something or not.”’

La Cage Aux Folles has not been shown commercially
in the Winston-Salem area, though it was screened
privately for three days at Wake Forest University.
Reported in: Winston-Salem Sentinel, January 20, 21.

Olympia, Washington

Appealing to the public records provisions of Wash-
ington’s Public Disclosure Act, the state Moral
Majority chapter has asked the Washington State
Library to identify ‘‘the names of public schools or
public school employees who have borrowed’’ a twenty-
one-minute educational film entitled Achieving Sexual
Maturity. Michael Farris, the group’s Washington state
Director, said he wants the information to document
to legislators the widespread use of the film. The
Moral Majority is campaigning for a law to require
that parents be given a chance to preview such material
before it is shown to students. Assistant Attorney
General Tom Bjorgen said on February 6 that he did
not know how the state would respond. Farris vowed to
sue if the library does not release the circulation records.
Reported in: Spokane Spokesman-Review, February 8.
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the common four letter word for sexual intercourse,
they were enraged. The story, ‘“The Copper Balloons’”
by Lewis Nordan, appeared in the October issue of
Harper’s magazine which, along with Atlantic Monthly,
is used in teacher Lloyd Nordby’s ‘‘Contemporary
American Literature’’ class. The Fuellers demanded
that Nordby be fired. The complaint was raised at an
October meeting of the District 361 School Board,
which apologized to the couple and asked Nordby not
to use the story. But the board declined to fire the
teacher, and the magazine subscriptions were not
canceled.

This response was unsatisfactory, not only to the
Fuellers, but to other like-minded parents who then
organized Concerned Citizens for a Decent Education
and demanded establishment of an independent com-
mittee to screen and censor classroom magazines,
books and films. More than four hundred citizens
crowded into the high school auditorium to argue the
issue in one of three community debates where Nordby
defended his assignments and other teachers, students,
parents and board members spoke in his support. But
the Concerned Citizens were also quite vocal. School
Superintendent Jim Roberts personally sympathized
with the protesting parents, but admitted, ‘“We can’t be
responsible for every single word or article in the
library . . . I’'m not about to say my standards are the
standards of the community or should be imposed on
everybody. We sure don’t want book burning or hard-
core censorship.”’

After extended debate the school board voted not
to establish a screening committee, but instead affirmed
the existing policy requiring teachers, administrators
and the board to review material prior to purchase.
Roberts also reported that, in the future, parents of
students electing the contemporary literature class will
be warned by letter that some reading materials could
contain offensive language. Reported in: Duluth News-
Tribune, November 23.

Minneapolis, Minnesota

Superintendent Richard Green of the Minneapolis
public schools announced December 9 at a school board
meeting that he would prohibit a panel of gay and
lesbian speakers from appearing in city elementary
schools and that he would consider—and strongly
favors—keeping the panel out of the secondary schools
as well. He further implied that a total ban on the
subject of homosexuality in the curriculum was a real
possibility.

The issue arose when the Education Exploration
Center (EEC) called the Community Resource
Volunteers (CRV) to offer the services of a panel of
speakers on aspects of gay and lesbian lifestyles. The
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EEC has served as a clearinghouse for alternative
school curriculum ideas and recently received a grant
to develop a program on gay and lesbian issues for
junior and senior high schools with a
few lessons for elementary grades on such things as
name-calling and ‘‘being different.”” The CRV, a
district program which seeks out speakers on various
issues and notifies teachers of their availability, agreed
to publicize the panel and listed its availability in their
newsletter. At the time of Superintendent Green’s
announcement, no teacher had requested the services
of the EEC program, but several complaints from
teachers about its listing in the CRV newsletter had
been received. Reported in: Minneapolis Tribune,
December 10.

Omaha, Nebraska

Students at the Omaha Christian School watched
January 29 as their principal set fire to a pile of books
that he labeled distractions which could ‘‘hinder
Christian lives.”” Thrown into the flames were Batman
and Daffy Duck comic books, National Geographic, a
record album jacket of the defunct rock group, The
Animals, and a book called 50 True Tales of Terror.
The Rev. Lars Wessberg, principal of the school, said
his action was ‘‘symbolic’’ and that the burned
materials had been contributed voluntarily by students.
As the books burned, Wessberg read from the Book of
Acts: ‘““‘And not a few of them that practiced magical
arts brought their books together and burned them in
the sight of all.”” Reported in: Baltimore Sun, January
30.

Santa Fe, New Mexico

After public hearings on October 27 and 28, at which
fifteen health and science textbooks were sharply
criticized for promoting promiscuity and homo-
sexuality, threatening family life, and undermining
Christian teachings and morality (see Newsletter, Jan-
uary 1981, page 10), the Sub-Comunittee on Instruc-
tional Materials of the New Mexico State Board of
Education recommended the disapproval of six texts.
The State Board of Education voted to accept the
recommendation on November 11.

The six text books are: Modern Sex Education,
published by Holt, Rinehart and Winston; Masculinity
and Femininity and Modern Human Sexuality, pub-
lished by Houghton Mifflin; Health, A Way of Life,
published by Scott Foresman; and Your Health and
Your Future and Exploring Science: Kindergarten
through Grade 6, published by Laidlaw Brothers. Eight
of the disputed texts were approved for adoption and
another was approved conditionally, provided the
publisher offers a supplement strengthening the portion
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of the book dealing with environmental concerns.

The board’s action does not absolutely prevent local
school districts from using the controversial texts.
According to state school Superintendent Leonard
Delayo, twenty percent of textbook money can be spent
on materials not on the approved list. Reported in:
Albuquerque Tribune, October 29, November 11.

Syracuse, New York

Members of the Syracuse Board of Education have
informally decided to remove the Prentice-Hall text-
book Health, by John LaPlace, from the district high
school curriculum. After several board members at-
tended a study session organized by parents opposed
to the text, four of seven members—none of whom had
read more than the specific passages to which the
parents objected—announced that they would vote to
remove the book from classrooms and school library
shelves at the end of the year. ‘‘Removing the book in
mid-year would only heighten curiosity about its con-
tents,’’ a board member said.

Opponents of Health claim the book makes arbitrary
moral judgments on homosexuality, abortion, mastur-
bation, birth control and childbearing. The textbook
was recently banned from senior high school classrooms
in the parochial schools of the Diocese of Buffalo,
which is near Syracuse (see Newsletter, January 1981,
page 10). Reported in: Syracuse Post-Standard,
December 4.

State College, Pennsylvania

Our Bodies, Ourselves, the widely-acclaimed feminist
health manual which has been a frequent target of
censorship efforts, has been removed from open shelves
and placed in the reserve collection at the State College
Area High School library where students must speci-
fically request it. Use of Our Bodies, Ourselves was
restricted at the request of Suzanne B. Glasow of the
Centre County Chapter of Citizens Concerned for
Human Life who first filed a request for reconsidera-
tion last April. Mrs. Glasow was concerned about the
book’s ‘‘overly liberal approach’’ to abortion, homo-
sexuality, masturbation and morality.

According to school district spokesperson Ed Frye,
the matter was reviewed by a committee comprised of
the high school principal, health instruction coordi-
nator, two teachers and a private citizen. The decision
was made in mid-fall and the book reshelved November
4. Supporters of the book, however, did not learn of its
reshelving until later, and in early January met with
the school superintendent to register their own com-
plaint about the restrictions.

The complaint filed aginst Our Bodies, Qurselves was
the third incident in the district since 1970. Previously,
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objections had been raised to Shakespeare’s Merchant
of Venice because of its alleged anti-semitism and to a
book of fables used at the elementary level. ‘“We try
to avoid problems,”’ Dr. Frye commented, ‘‘but you
have to realize you’d have a wasteland if you removed
all material with sex, violence and treatment of minority
groups. After a while, Black Beauty gets a little thin
for adolescents.’’ Reported in: The Centre Daily Times,
January 2.

Hempstead, Texas

After seven years in the Hempstead School District
library, Go Ask Alice, an autobiographical account of
drug abuse written by an anonymous teenager, has
been removed from the shelves after a parent com-
plained to the district trustees. Superintendent Bill
Shirley says the book has ‘‘a real good message,”
but is unacceptable because several pages are written
in ‘‘vulgar, profane and offensive language.’’ Shirley
told reporters the district has no formal policy involving
selection of books using profane language. Reported in:
Houston Chronicle, December 3.

Vancouver, Washington

Despite the objections of three local Christians,
The Great Religions by Which Men Live will still be
used in the Vancouver School District, but the book’s
author, Floyd H. Ross, has announced that he plans to
revise the work to pick out the ‘“bones of contention.’’
The book, originally published in 1956 for study groups
in the Unitarian and other “‘liberal’’ churches, raised
the ire of the Rev. Richard Temple by attributing belief
in the physical resurrection of Christ to ‘‘ignorance.’’
““If they’re going to present Christianity, let’s present
it for what it is. The resurrection is the crux of
Christianity,”” Temple said. The book, he argued,
should simply report this belief without comment
either way. The Unitarians do not believe in the physical
truth of Christ’s resurrection.

In its decision to continue using the book, the
district’s Learning Resources Review Committee noted
that ‘‘materials provided for religious history are not
intended to depict one religion as the religion or one
religious figure as deity,”” and that ‘‘ancient history
and its recordings are not an absolute and accurate
science.”’

Author Ross, a professor at California State
Polytechnic University, said he had considered revising
the book before, but the complaints in Vancouver
spurred him to tackle the job this summer. ‘“There’s
a lot of room for improvement,’’ he said. ‘‘It certainly
wasn’t designed as the ideal textbook for public
schools.”” He said he probably will write ‘‘an addition
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or two to take into account the wider spectrum of
Christianity”’ and change the language and content of
some controversial sections. Reported in: Vancouver
Columbian, December 26.

Muskego, Wisconsin

A formal request to remove the controversial feminist
health manual, Our Bodies, Ourselves, from two high
school libraries in the Muskego area has been filed
by a local woman. The school district has appointed a
committee of staff members to review the book. The
complainant stated that she objected to some of the
work’s language. Meanwhile, in neighboring New
Berlin, another woman has called every secondary
school in the district to determine if the book was
in their libraries, the librarian at New Berlin High
School reported. He said that his library was the only
one which had the book, and that the woman told him a
formal request to remove it would be sent to his school.

Reported in: Milwaukee Journal, January 16.

Oconto, Wisconsin

A formal request to ban Aldous Huxley’s 1954
novel, The Doors of Perception, from the Oconto
Unified School District has been filed by a local
parent. In the book, Huxley describes what he ex-
perienced while under the influence of mescaline, an
hallucinogenic drug extracted from the peyote cactus,
and he advocates ‘‘frequent chemical vacations
from intolerable selfhood and repulsive surroundings.”’
It was this advocacy of drug use which Dennis
Rasmussen found objectionable. ‘“You spend a lot of
time with your children at home trying to show them
using drugs isn’t right. And then they turn around
and give them reading material in school that actually
comes out and glorifies the use of this drug,’’ he said.

Rasmussen became aware of the book after his
daughter, a junior at Oconto High School, was assigned
it in her English class. Rasmussen complained to the
teacher who, he says, promised to review the book.
After a month, Rasmussen had heard nothing further,
and he filed a formal complaint. The teacher and the
school principal declined to comment on the matter
because it is being handled through established review
procedures. District policy states the school has a
responsibility to help students deal with the ‘‘real
world,”” and to encourage ‘‘free and critical inquiry.”’
But the policy also notes that ‘‘to impose any educa-
tional experience on a child against the parents’ will
is to move toward the dangerous view that education is
primarily the responsibility of the state.”” Reported in:
Green Bay Gazette, December 21.
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student press

Ormond Beach, Florida

Following the confiscation before distribution of
1,000 copies of Atlantis, the student newspaper at
Seabreeze Senior High School, school principal Gwen
Giddle ordered that a student editorial be rewritten.
The editorial discussed the use of alcohol by students
under nineteen years old and the apparent lack of
enforcement of the drinking laws. According to Mrs.
Biddle, ‘It was not a well-written article. We’re not
asking that it be changed, just that it be improved.”’

Atlantis editor Toni Kushner, author of the editorial,
disagrees: ‘“The whole paper is poorly written, really.
I mean, we’re only in high school, right?’’ According
to Kushner, the line ‘‘teachers and students alike can
be seen in local bars and nightclubs’’ was the real
source of the controversy. She says that the newspaper
staff got ‘‘the royal runaround” in its efforts to
determine the reasoning behind the censorship.
Reported in: Orlando Sentinel-Star, December 19.

Binghamton, New York

The Vestal High School student newspaper, Bear
Facts, has resumed publication after school principal
Roger A. Bell banned the November issue. The contro-
versy was ignited by an article about drug use which
discussed the price, availability and quality of five
drugs in the school. Originally, Bell suspended publica-
tion of the monthly tabloid until the staff agreed not to
publish the offending piece. However, after the news-
paper staff began negotiating with their faculty advisor
for publication of a more thorough three-part series on
drug use, the suspension was lifted.

The student editors have also withdrawn a resolution
presented to the school board that would have given the
Bear Facts staff ‘‘full and unabridged right and permis-
sion’’ to publish the original story. According to the
editors, one reason the resolution was withdrawn was
that it addressed only the specific article. The editors’
goal is for the board to adopt a district policy on the
operation and censorship of student newspapers. ‘‘If
we can’t get the problem resolved through the school
board, we could go to court,’’ the paper’s photography
editor declared. Reported in: Binghamton Evening
Press, January 28.

magazines

Washington, D.C.

Six District of Columbia drug stores, plus the 175-
store Drug Fair chain, refused to sell the February issue
of Life magazine to protest the publication’s payment
of $8,000 to Bernard C. Welch, accused of killing
Washington cardiologist Michael Halberstam. The
magazine had paid Welch for exclusive rights to photo-
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Lapeer, Michigan

By a 6-1 vote the Lapeer Board of Education in early
January overturned the decision of a committee of
school administrators and returned The Chocolate War,
by Robert Cormier, to the English curriculum in two
Lapeer high schools. The parents of tenth grader John
Sieloff had complained of offensive language and
explicit descriptions of sexual situations in the book.
They were supported by Nancy Devaney, a leader of
Parents for Basic Education, which earlier spearheaded
opposition to a proposed sex education program in the
Lapeer schools. The district’s two high school princi-
pals, the assistant superintendent of the district and the
secondary curriculum coordinator had agreed to remove
the book from reading lists, effective in January.

The novel tells the story of a parochial high school
student who is pressured to join a school-sponsored
chocolate sale. He faces great abuse when he decides to
drop out of the contest. The English department at
Lapeer East High School protested the decision to the
board. ‘““Certainly communities have a right to run
their schools,’’ said department head Ann Grunwalt. *‘I
just am not sure that one segment of the community
that decides to involve itself is necessarily representative
of the whole community. So often people who are
satisfied do not speak out and those who have an ax to
grind do.”” Reported in: Flint Journal, December 15,
January 9.

Statesville, North Carolina

Aldous Huxley’s Brave New World is back in the
classrooms of North Iredell High School in Statesville
following two months of controversy. While members
of the county board of education agreed that students
shouldn’t have to read books they or their parents
find objectionable and should be allowed alternate
selections, on January 5 the board unanimously
endorsed the recommendation of a two-member sub-
committee to accept an earlier school media committee
report in support of the book.

The controversy began on October 30 when parent
Charles Campbell complained to Kenneth Wilson,
North Iredell principal, about the book which his
daughter was reading in a college preparatory English
class. At Campbell’s request his daughter transferred to
another class. On November 4, however, Campbell filed
a formal complaint against the book and demanded
its complete removal from the school. Identifying him-
self as a member of the Moral Majority, Campbell said
the book’s theme is the ‘‘continued degradation of the
moral character of our youth, advocating drug culture
and blaspheming God.”’ He suggested the book would
‘‘make a good bonfire.”’

In accordance with school policy the book was
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temporarily withdrawn from the curriculum and sub-
mitted to the media committee, composed of faculty
department heads, school employees, parents and
students. The media committee concluded that
Campbell’s challenge ‘‘misrepresents the theme and in-
tentions of the author’’ and that ‘‘rather than advo-
cating immoral behavior, the novel strongly upholds the
traditional moral values of our community.”’

But Campbell was not satisfied and appealed to the
county board of education. Once again the book was
temporarily withdrawn. A public hearing was held on
December 11 with speakers for and against retention
of the book. At the hearing, Campbell retreated some-
what from his previous demand for total removal,
declaring he would be satisfied if the work were with-
drawn from course work but remained available in the
school library. In defense of Huxley, English Depart-
ment Chairman Stephen Stobbe presented the board
with a massive folder of material on Brave New World
and intellectual freedom. According to Stobbe, his
exhaustive research had failed to turn up ‘‘any serious
literary critic who would even approach Mr. Campbell’s
view.”” On the contrary, he said, by rejecting Huxley,
Campbell was unwittingly ‘‘rejecting his own values.”’

After the hearing, the issue was submitted to the
board subcommittee which made its report January 5.
According to subcommittee member Larry Hedrick,
Campbell’s original complaint was made after the
parent had read only the first half of the book. Hedrick
had similar feelings after reading that far, but when he
finished the novel, he ‘“‘honestly felt it had a message.”’

In recommending endorsement of the original media
committee report, Hedrick issued a warning to parents
with similar views: ‘“‘For those of us who feel that life is
like a highway and prefer to drive on the right,”’ he
said, ‘“We must remember not to get too far right. The
ditch on the right side of the road is just as deep as the
one on the left, and not very far away.”” Reported
in: Charlotte Observer, January 6; Statesville Record
and Landmark, December 12 and January 6.

Christianburg, Virginia

The Christianburg High School production of the
play, Butterflies are Free, was presented on schedule
November 7 and 8, after the Montgomery County
School Board voted unanimously to reverse a decision
by the school’s principal to cancel the production. The
principal had received a complaint about the play’s
content.

The play, which concerns a blind young man’s
emotional growth as he moves out on his own, includes
some implied offstage lovemaking, and words such as
breast, homosexual, heterosexual, lesbian and, ac-

(Continued on page 55)

Newsletter on Intellectual Freedom




























	IFNewsletter_1981_v30n2PART1
	IFNewsletter_1981_v30n2PART2
	IFNewsletter_1981_v30n2PART3

