





-~ ALA Council approves revisions of seven

‘‘interpretations’’ of Library Bill of Rights

On July 1, at ALA’s 100th Annual Conference in
San Francisco, the Intellectual Freedom Committee
submitted, and the ALA Council unanimously ap-
proved, seven revised intellectual freedom policies.
These revisions bring the policies in question into accord
with the latest, 1980, revision of the Library Bill of
Rights. Additional revisions will be submitted by the
Committee in the future. In his July 1 report to Council,
IFC Chairperson J. Dennis Day commented on the
work of the Committee and introduced two additional
resolutions. Below is an edited text of that report. It is
Sollowed by the full texts of each of the seven revised
“‘interpretations’’ of the Library Bill of Rights.

The Council also rescinded, at the request of the In-
tellectual Freedom Committee, the ALA policy entitled,
How Libraries Can Resist Censorship. This document
has been replaced by a new statement, Dealing With
Complaints About Resources, which is a procedural
document of the Intellectual Freedom Committee and
not an official ALA policy. The new document, which
the Commiittee hopes will be of significant practical use
to librarians, library trustees, and others, is available,
as are copies of the Library Bill of Rights and all its
interpretations, from the Office for Intellectual Free-
dom, American Library Association, 50 East Huron
Street, Chicago, IL 60611. Single copies are free; there
is a nominal charge for multiple copies.

IFC Report to Council

The principal item on the agenda of the Intellectual
Freedom Committee at this 100th Annual Conference
was the revision of the various interpretations of the
Library Bill of Rights and other intellectual freedom
policies, a task in which the Committee has been
absorbed for over a year. At this meeting we submit
for your approval seven such revisions. Before discus-
sing these, however, I want to review briefly several
other items the Committee discussed which, I believe,
will be of interest to Council and Association members.

In its discussions, the Committee noted several
current and proposed government actions which poten-
tially threaten intellectual freedom. I call the Council’s
attention specifically to the reintroduction of the Family
Protection Act in Congress. As you know, this compre-
hensive piece of proposed legislation would have a
potentially severe impact on intellectual freedom. The
Intellectual Freedom Committee and the Office for
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Intellectual Freedom will work closely with the ALA
Washington Office, as we did when this legislation was
submitted to the previous Congress, to monitor its
progress and to oppose those aspects of the proposal
which violate the basic principles of our Association.

The Committee also heard a report from the chair-
person of the California Library Association Intellec-
tual Freedom Committee concerning the alleged sup-
pression of government publications because their
content was not in accord with current policy. The
Committee felt this issue related to concern about in-
creasing restrictions on the availability of government
documents in several states which was communicated to
the Committee at Midwinter. We plan to work with the
appropriate units of GODORT in investigating the
extent and nature of these two problems.

Also, I am pleased to report two important advances
in our work with other national organizations against
censorship. The long-anticipated report of the joint
survey entitled, Limiting What Students Shall Read:
Books and Other Learning Materials in Our Public
Schools: How They Are Selected and How They Are
Removed, co-sponsored by ALA, the Association of
American Publishers, and the Association for Super-
vision and Curriculum Development, is scheduled for
public release shortly after Conference. The survey
report is, I am convinced, an important contribution to
raising both professional and public consciousness of
the school censorship issue.

In April, the Committee also sponsored a highly
successful meeting of nationally prominent school ad-
ministrators, representing several important national
organizations. This meeting was funded through the
1980 Bailey K. Howard-World Book Encyclopedia-
ALA Goal Award. It laid the groundwork for an
ambitious program of educating educators, so to speak,
in the principles of intellectual freedom. A full report
was submitted to the Executive Director. We held a
successful follow-up session during this Conference.

1 should also report that the Committee took note
of the report of the Coalition for Better Television,
released just this week. We are aware of the strong
censorship implications of this group’s activities, and
since the atmosphere created by such efforts will un-
doubtedly affect libraries, we are closely monitoring the
situation.

(Continued on page 142)
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El Salvador named top ‘‘censored’’
story of 1980

El Salvador, one of the front page stories of
1980, was named the top ‘‘censored’’ story of the year
May 27 by Project Censored, a national media research
project.

Noam Chomsky, professor at the Massachusetts
Institute of Technology and one of the project’s
jurors, said much El Salvador coverage was distorted
and inadequate. ‘‘By failing to do its own full and
independent investigation of the conflict in El Salva-
dor,”” Chomsky added, ‘‘the major news media pre-
sented the American public with an inaccurate picture
of what was happening there.”’

Project Censored director Carl Jensen, Associate
Professor of Media Studies at Sonoma State University,
California, said, ‘‘Like the Tonkin Gulf media event
in 1964, this is a prime example of how the mass media,
either through misinformation or ignorance, generated
public support for a misguided U.S. foreign policy that
threatened to embroil Americans in another Vietnam
war.”’

The media research project, now in its fifth year,
explores the extent of news censorship by locating
stories about significant events which do not receive
adequate media coverage.

The other nine top censored stories as ranked by a
national panel of jurors were:

2. Big Brother is Listening to You—the National
Security Agency, not the CIA or the FBI, is America’s
biggest intelligence organization and few Americans
have heard about it or how it spies on U.S. citizens.
While everything it does is classified, it is known that
the NSA automatically records telephone calls, wire-
less and cable messages to and from the United States.

3. Continuing Censorship of the Nuclear Issue—in
Orwellian fashion, pro-nuclear propagandists are using
the Three Mile Island accident to resell nuclear power
to the American public. The continuing hazards of
nuclear power are lost in the slick ‘‘no one died at TMI*’
propaganda campaign. More than a half dozen nuclear-
oriented stories were nominated for censored stories of
1980, including infant deaths at Three Mile Island,
uranium mining in ‘‘remote’’ New Jersey, and the
charge by the Physicians for Social Responsibility that
nuclear war is history’s greatest public health threat.

4. The Bendectin Cover-up—Bendectin, a drug pre-
scribed for pregnant women for treatment of nausea,
is charged with causing serious birth defects. The manu-
facturer, Richardson-Merrel Inc., which also produced
Thalidomide, and the Food and Drug Administration
have been accused of covering up unfavorable reports
on the drug’s effects.
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5. Something is Rotten in the Global Supermarket—
prime agricultural lands in Third Worid countries are
being converted to cash export crops by large trans-
national agribusiness firms. The transition from self-
sufficient economies to food-dependent economies
leaves millions of now landless peasants in those
countries facing starvation and malnutrition.

6. The Circle of Poison—dangerous pesticides,
banned from use in the United States but exported
abroad, are endangering workers in American chemical
plants, injuring Third World workers in the fields
where they are used, and returning to America in the
food we import.

7. Space Wars—while Americans thrilled to the new
adventures of Star Wars last year, they were unaware
that Russia and the United States were locked into a
no-win race to develop real-life killer satellites and
laser weapons which may result in a nuclear space war.

8. Tobacco Companies Censor the Truth About
Cigarettes and Cancer—the American Council on
Science and Health revealed last year how the tobacco
industry uses advertising revenue to discourage maga-
zines from publishing stories on the hazards of cigarette
smoking. Despite the serious charge, the alleged ‘‘con-
spiracy of silence’’ between the tobacco industry and
the print media received little press coverage.

9. The Oil Companies’ Monopoly on the Sun—with-
in the last five years, a powerful elite of multi-
national oil companies, aerospace firms, utilities, and
other large corporations have been quietly buying into
the solar power industry. The objective appears to be to
squeeze out smaller competitors and control develop-
ment so that alternative energy sources will not threaten
massive investments in fossil fuels and nuclear power.

10. Poisoned Water, Poisoned Land-—each year
some 78 billion pounds of poisonous chemicals are
dumped into 51,000 sites throughout the country where
they enter the underground water supply. Many of these
mixtures are carcinogenic, lethal on contact, and can
endure in the environment for up to 100 years. Yet,
the Environmental Protection Agency fails to effec-
tively monitor toxic wastes.

The panel of jurors who named the top ten stories
were: Dr. Donna Allen, editor and publisher of Media
Report to Women,; Ben H. Bagdikian, journalist and
faculty, Graduate School of Journalism, University of
California, Berkeley; Hodding Carter, journalist;
Noam Chomsky, professor, Massachusetts Institute of
Technology, and writer on contemporary affairs;
Robert Cirino, author and teacher; Ann Crittenden,
economics writer for the New York Times; David
Cohen, issues politician and strategist on public interest
issues; Joel Dreyfuss, executive editor, Black Enterprise

(Continued on page 146)
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on the possible effects (good and bad) of pornography
reading, concluding that *“. . . sexually explicit material
has a valid place in our society, provided there is control
of standard and use.”” *‘Control?”’ Sounds like censor-
ship to me!

Bruce A. Shuman and Karen Dalziel Tallman discuss
‘“‘male, heterosexual-oriented magazines dealing with
sex and sexuality . . . which are indexed (and therefore
of value to libraries) [a dubious criterion, at best—
EMO] in one or more commonly-found popular
periodicals indexes.’” This describes only three Ameri-
can magazines—Playboy, Penthouse, and Oui. The
authors see all three as erotic rather than pornographic,
and, even allowing for the Newsletter’s long record of
various censorship problems associated with them, they
foresee ‘‘no (or damn near no) hassles for librarians’’
over these three widely sold publications.

In viewing the legal aspects of ‘‘Treatment of
Sexually Oriented Magazines by Libraries,”” Roy M.
Mersky and Michael L. Richmond beg the question
somewhat when they say ‘‘there may well be serious
legal ramifications to acquiring some of this material,
and the library’s legal counsel should be consulted.”’
One wonders at their suggestion that the only safe way
to collect possible pornographic magazines is to put
them away in a screened-off stack section, or in book-
cases ‘‘with a glass or wire screen door that locks. . .”’
In fact, they go so far as to suggest ‘‘controlled access”’
only, requiring prospective readers to fill out forms
‘‘indicating name, supporting organization, nature and
purpose of research, and similar data,”’ along with
“‘letters of introduction from faculty. . .”” Of course I
differ with this modus operandi; there can only be a
clear violation of the Library Bill of Rights in such an
approach. Either the item is legal and broadly avail-
able, or, if it is obscene and illegal, it doesn’t belong
in the average library, of which I presume they are
speaking.

Richard C. Dahl and Jerold Nelson each contribute
chapters on legal aspects of handling erotic magazines
in libraries. Dahl has little of consequence to say;
Nelson reviews Newsletter reports of censorship inci-
dents involving erotic periodicals, as reported from the
time of the 1973 Miller decisions until the end of
1978, concluding that, generally speaking, ‘‘the Miller
decisions have had an adverse effect on the availability
of erotic magazines.”’

Following an article by Cynthia R. Howe on ‘‘Chil-
dren’s Rights in the Library,”’ which is both out of
place herein and not very significant, comes Joe More-
head’s brief but very funny excursus into ‘‘Sex Themes
in Federal Serials,”” whose five pages alone are well
worth the price of the book (especially his welcome
addition to terminology in the sexual-writings area,
the absolutely necessary words, ‘‘obnography’’ and
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“‘porscenity.”” Now anyone can distinguish between -~

previously confusing types of sexually-oriented ma-
terials . . . or can they?).

On the more serious subject of sexology magazines,
Barrett W, Elcano and Vern Bullough provide a very
useful brief chronological history, followed by a
well selected, annotated bibliography, including
periodicals on such topics as sex research, birth control,
homosexuality and transvestism/effeminism. Frederick
McEnroe’s ‘A Selected and Annotated Bibliography of
Gay and Lesbian Periodicals’’ is a useful guide to a
publishing area where titles are usually not very long-
lasting. The iconoclastic Sanford Berman concludes the
stimulating volume with a thirty-five-page ‘‘sample”’
sex index of single issues of twelve periodicals ranging
from Fetish Times to Screw, covering such ordinarily
library-untouched subjects as ‘‘Afterplay,”’ ‘‘Armpit
Hair,”’ and ‘‘Diaper Fetish.”” Why not a ‘‘Sex Index,”’
H.W. Wilson, Haworth Press, or SIECUS?

Incidentally, Lawrence S. Thompson’s book-opening
chapter on ‘‘Prolegomena to Pornography in Greek
and Roman Antiquity,”” although certainly scholarly
and an addition to knowledge, is as out of place as the
previously mentioned Howe item.

Considered as a whole, this book is an unusual,
pioneering work, well worth purchase by every aca-
demic library and most public libraries. It offers some
fresh new ideas in a field largely lacking such. There are,
of course, many questions left unanswered and prob-
lems still unsolved—but who expects a magisterial
encyclopedia from pioneers?—Reviewed by Eli M.
Oboler, University Librarian Emeritus, Idaho State
University, Pocatello.

Berkeley City Council endorses
Library Bill of Rights

At its May 26 meeting, the Berkeley, California,
City Council unanimously adopted as “‘city policy’’ the
American Library Association’s Library Bill of Rights.
In a letter to the Newsletter, Director of Library Serv-
ices Regina Minudri reported that she asked the Board
of Library Trustees to submit the document to the
Council, along with the People’s Rights to Libraries,
a document which has been endorsed by some state
library associations, because ‘I felt that formal city
adoption would make the concept even stronger.”’ In
recommending the documents to the Council, the
library trustees commented that ‘‘the Berkeley com-
munity can take a leadership role in California by
demonstrating that the highest level of city govern-
ment supports the ideals of public library service and
intellectual freedom.”” As Ms. Minudri pointed out in
her letter, ‘“If a City Council has adopted a policy, they
are usually quite careful and take attacks on adopted
policy very seriously.”’
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Apparently, no one thought very much about the
potential religious implications before an eighty-one-
year-old grandmother formed the thirty-five member
“God’s Concerned Citizens’’ to exorcise the satanic
mascot. “‘I can’t think of any symbol for the team
which would be worse,’’ said Catherine Brewer.

Since last fall, several attempts by ‘“‘God’s Concerned
Citizens’’ have failed to persuade the school board that
the Red Devil must go. ““If they could come to me and
show me that the mascot makes our kids different in any
adverse ways, then we’d consider changing the thing,”’
said School Superintendent Albert Kouba. ‘‘But they
haven’t proved that. Our kids are good kids.”’ Reported
in: Chicago Sun-Times, June 13,

Pawtucket, Rhode Island

Boing!, a newspaper that boasts it is ‘‘by, for, and
about kids,”’ published by the Children’s Museum in
Pawtucket, is distributed to about 75,000 children in 37
Rhode Island school districts and in nearby Massachu-
setts. But it has been banned in Pawtucket, Weterly,
and Charlestown.

The publication features essay contests, book re-
views, word games, art work and lists of children’s
activities. Published five times each school year as part
of a cooperative fund-raising venture for several chil-
dren’s museums throughout the nation, the paper is
distributed free and is aimed at children in grades three
through six. Its pages also include advertisements and
admission prices for various events, and it is these ads
that are causing the trouble.

““If there was no mention of price,”’ said Pawtucket
Superintendent William J. Histen, Jr., ‘‘the publication
would be acceptable. If we open the door to that, where
do we stop?’’ In addition, Histen pointed to a state law
which says in part that no person shall ‘‘distribute
through or in the public schools or to children on their
way to or from school any circular, sample, package,
coupon, ticket, or other similar advertising material.”’
Janice O’Donnell, editor of Boing!, says the brouhaha
over the ads amounts to a ‘‘petty bureaucratic de-
cision.””
April 3.

Sumner, Washington

Aldous Huxley’s Brave New World will remain on
required reading lists in the Sumner schools until a
citizens’ committee and school board members have had
a chance to read it. Terry and Rosanna Andersen,
whose son was assigned the novel in an English class,
had asked a faculty review committee to ban the book
from the required lists. When their request was denied,
they appealed to the school board, which on June 11
decided to review the matter and appoint the citizens’

group.
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Reported in: Providence Evening Bulletin,

The Andersens claim the book is depressing, fatalis-
tic, and negative, and that it encourages students to
adopt a lifestyle of drugs, sex, and conformity, rein-
forcing helpless feelings that they can do nothing to
make an impact on their world. The parents argue that
the Huxley novel is really just the tip of a larger ice-
berg—the spread of a ‘‘humanistic’’ approach to society
in the schools. Among their other compalints were biol-
ogy courses which favor evolution over creation, and
drug studies which tend to highlight the ‘“‘how-to’’
aspect of drug use.

The Andersens said they would like to see English
classes go back to using more classical literature, like
Shakespeare. But, warned Pat Collins, a Sumner High
School English teacher and Brave New World’s main
defender in the controversy, *‘If they didn’t like Huxley,
they are going to hate Shakespeare. Shakespeare was a
dirty old man who wrote some very bawdy stories.”’
Reported in: Tacoma News-Tribune, June 5, 11.

Mukwonago, Wisconsin

Mukwonago High School drama students were not
allowed to present their spring play, Hey, Naked Lady,
because school officials deem it objectionable. Principal
Dale Henry announced May 13 that the three-act
comedy, originally scheduled for presentation May 22
and 23, would be cancelled because its plot involves
cohabitation and female exhibitionism.

Todd Huebner, a senior who was to have directed
the production, defended the play, saying, ‘‘It’s cleaner
than an average night watching television.”” Huebner
explained that the plot involves two men and two
women living in the same apartment. From their
window, the four can see a naked woman in a neigh-
boring apartment. The cast had planned to have a
female student dressed in a body stocking play that part.

The play was selected in mid-April and auditions
began almost immediately. Henry said the play should
have been submitted for review at least a month before
auditions began. Reported in: Milwaukee Journal,
May 14.

universities

Stillwater, Oklahoma

Students at Oklahoma State University who were
looking forward to a scheduled screening of a porno-
graphic film at the final session of instructor Kay
Murphy’s sex education class were disappointed when
Mrs. Murphy announced she would cancel the showing.
Neither Mrs. Murphy nor university officials would
discuss the cancellation, but a student in the class said
Mrs. Murphy told them *‘it was her (own) decision.”

The decision to cancel the film and to refuse all
public comment on it, however, followed by one day
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an unannounced visit to the class by state Senator Ed
Moore (R-Oklahoma City), a well-known opponent of
sex education courses, in early May. ‘“What I saw,
I saw no need for,”” Moore commented after his visit.
“I wouldn’t want my children attending that class.”
Reported in: Oklahoma City Times, May 6.

film
Hollywood, California

Four minutes of wide-screen, full-color film of a
mostly nude Bo Derek cavorting in the jungle didn’t
make it to local movie screens when Tarzan, the Ape-
man opened in theaters across the country July 24. The
cuts were made on the order of federal Judge Henry
F. Werker of New York, who viewed the film July
9. The issue isn’t the acceptability of Ms. Derek’s highly
exposed figure, but the claim of a company representing
the heirs of the late Edgar Rice Burroughs, creator of
the Tarzan character, that the new film violates the
original licensing agreement between Mr. Burroughs
and MGM. Under the contract, MGM had the right to
make the first Tarzan movie and any remake for a total
payment to the author of $20,000. Burroughs’ heirs
claim that the current movie’s focus on Ms. Derek takes
it beyond the definition of a remake. Reported in:
Wall Street Journal, July 10.

Niles, Illinois

The land under the Lawrencewood Theater in the
Chicago suburb of Niles is owned by the Village of
Niles and leased to Kohlberg Theaters of Chicago,
which owns the theater itself. Under the terms of the
lease, the Lawrencewood may screen no movies with
‘“‘excessive sex or violence.’” On May 1, Spaced Out, an
“R”’ rated feature, began its run on a double bill with
Stir Crazy, also rated ‘“R.”’ On May 4, theater manager
Jacqueline Friedman received a call from Niles Youth
Officer Jack Thompson, who told her he had received
complaints about Spaced Out and that, at the request
of Mayor Nicholas Blase, would be coming to see it.
She agreed.

“I have to agree with them that the movie was
pretty bad,”” Friedman said. ‘“They asked us once be-
fore to stop showing a movie and when Flesh Gordon
came out, they asked us to take some of the scenes out
of it. I really don’t think that they have the right to act
as censors, but I don’t think they’re wrong. I don’t
want any trouble with them. It’s like they say—you
can’t fight city hall.”’

“We do have an obscenity ordinance in this town,”’
Thompson explained. ‘I also view magazines where
they are being sold to see if there’s anything that is
obscene. And any magazine that shows a bare part of
the body on the cover has to have a covering over
it.”’ Reported in: North Shore Suburban Tribune,
May 8.
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Beckley, West Virginia

A movie by the activist Maryknoll order of the
Roman Catholic Church, which blames rich landowners
for the state of the poor in southern West Virginia,
has not been shown in the town where it was made. And
if community leaders have it their way, the film may
never be shown in the area.

The Rev. Joe Hacala brought a film crew to Mingo
County in the belief that the problems of this coal-
mining area of Appalachia were similar to those of
El Salvador, Cambodia, and other Third World
countries where the Maryknolls have been active. ‘“The
companies who own the land have certain responsi-
bilities,”” Hacala says in the film. ‘‘In my opinion, they
have no right to own the land. They stole it from the
people. The people have the right to reclaim the land,
to steal it back.”’

The film has not been shown on public television
in the area, nor has it been publicly screened in
Mingo County. WSWP-TV, the Beckley public tele-
vision affiliate, viewed it and decided it was one-sided,
according to station manager Art Albrecht. Reported
in: Washington Post, July 3.

art

Detroit, Michigan

The Detroit Institute of the Arts had hoped to run
a series of television public service announcements
publicizing a new exhibit, ‘“The Nude: Prints, Drawings
and Photographs from the Permanent Collection.”’
According to a museum spokesperson, however, the
three major television stations in Detroit frowned on use
of the word “‘nude’’ in the announcements and de-
manded close control over the choice of artwork to
appear on the tube. Hence, the Institute was forced to
abandon its plans for television promotion of the
exhibit. When asked what else the exhibit might have
been titled, the spokesperson joked that ‘‘maybe we can
say its the DIA’s permanent collection of privates.”
Reported in: Rocky Mountain News, May 22.

Madison, Wisconsin

A University of Wisconsin committee has endorsed
the removal from an art department corridor of a book
of verse and lithographs which portray scenes of nude
women in bondage. ‘“We do not propose that the
university censor all material which may be demeaning
or degrading to women or any other group,’”’ Mary K.
Rouse, chairperson of the Committee to Evaluate
Security Needs and Concerns, said in a letter to Chan-
cellor Irving Shain, supporting the removal of the work
of graduate art student Kevin Kennedy.
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‘“We do strongly suggest that the art department
and other departments make clear by the manner in
which such material is presented that they recognize
the potential impact. . . The department permitted the
work to be displayed in a location where observation
at some level was required, not voluntary, on the part
of passers-by,’’ she continued.

Kennedy’s book was removed from a display case
on the sixth floor of the Humanities Building after The
Feminist Connection, a Madison monthly newspaper,
condemned the exhibit as violent (see Newsletter, July
1981, p. 104). The Security Committee was created in
1979 after an ax attack on a woman in the library. Re-
ported in: Madison State Journal, April 29.

etc.

Brighton, Illinois

A Brighton church youth group has destroyed rock
music records worth nearly $2,000 in protest against
what Joe Stricklin, youth dirctor of St. Paul’s United
Methodist Church, called the immoral lifestyle advo-
cated in songs on the albums. The record-breaking was
the latest in a long series of rock record destructions
inspired by the traveling seminar, ‘“What the Devil’s
Wrong With Rock Music?’’, organized by the Peters
brothers, a pair of itinerant preachers headquartered in
Minnesota. Members of the church group, who range
in age from twelve to twenty, voluntarily chose to de-
stroy the records and listen to nothing but Christian
music, Stricklin, a self-proclaimed born-again former
drug user, explained. ‘‘Christians have sat around too
long,”’ he added. Reported in: St. Louis Post-Dispatch,
June 16.

Indianapolis, Indiana

Beset by opposition from law enforcement agencies
and neighbors, the promoter of the Miss and Mr. Nude
Indiana Pageant announced July 10 that he would
cancel the event, scheduled for two days later. The
cancellation statement, made under oath at the in-
sistence of the Marion County Sheriff’s Department,
came during a hearing before Judge Richard Milan.
Sheriff James L. Wells had filed for a restraining order
and permanent injunction to halt the event. During the
hearing, a sheriff’s deputy said, ‘‘The nudity thing
doesn’t enter into it. We just thought it was a safety
hazard.’’ Reported in: Indianapolis Star, July 11,

Boston, Massachusetts

Doonesbury has been banned in Boston—at least for
a day. On June 21, the Boston Sunday Globe an-
nounced the paper would drop the popular comic strip’s
June 28 segment because it contained a ‘‘kind of Polish
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joke.”” Meanwhile, editors of the Evening Gazette and
the Sunday Telegram of Worcester said they would
cancel the strip by cartoonist Garry Trudeau outright.
Kenneth J. Botty, editor of the two Worcester papers,
told readers the cancellation was ‘‘not because of the
strip’s political jousting, but because we felt Trudeau’s
constant flirtation with vulgarity had no real place on
the pages.”” The comic strip has been dropped by news-
papers before, always to a storm of protest by readers.
Reported in: New York Times, June 22.

San Antonio, Texas

It may have been a smash on Broadway, but appar-
ently some Texans aren’t ready for The Best Little
Whorehouse in Texas. When the hit musical opened in
San Antonio July 21, it was greeted by a picket line
organized by the Moral Majority of Texas. The play,
based on life at the Chicken Ranch brothel in La
Grange, has been on Broadway since 1978. It is being
made into a movie with Dolly Parton and Burt
Reynolds. ‘I think it is the most shameful thing we’ve
had come to San Antonio,”’ said Rev. Joe H. West,
vice president of Texas Moral Majority. ‘“To have a
whorehouse you have to have girls and that means
someone’s daughters. It’s something that’s still illegal
in Texas and it’s condemned by the scriptures.”” Re-
ported in: Austin American-Statesman, July 21.

foreign

Amman, Jordan

The Jordanian government ordered the nation’s
leading daily newspaper, Al-Rai, closed for ten days
June 1 for publishing an article ‘‘harmful to the public
interest and a violation of the press law.”’ The cause
of the closure was an article criticizing acting military
governor Adnan Abu Odeh for recommending a pre-
vious three-day suspension of the paper. That shorter
closure was ordered after the paper erroneously re-
ported that the Arab League’s economic council had
decided to move its headquarters from Jordan. Re-
ported in: Philadelphia Inquirer, June 2.

Suriname

The former Dutch colony of Suriname in South
America announced July 15 that it would introduce
general press censorship ‘‘to protect the population
against unjust and malicious reporting,”’ according to
the Dutch news agency A.N.P., which quoted the
Suriname News Agency. Under the new measure, re-
ports about Suriname will have to be passed for publica-
tion by the National Information Service, which will
judge their political content. Reported in: New York
Times, July 16.
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—from the bench

U.S. Supreme Court

In a controversial ruling labelled *‘potentially
staggering’’ by the two dissenting justices in the case,
the Supreme Court decided June 29 that the State
Department may revoke the passport of any citizen
whenever that citizen’s conduct abroad presents ‘‘seri-
ous danger to American officials abroad and serious
danger to national security.”’ Specifically, the ruling
puts outside First Amendment protection public
speeches that are allegeai; designed to ‘‘obstruct
intelligence operations and recruiting of intelligence
personnel.”’

The far-reaching decision came in a case involving
former CIA agent Philip Agee who has actively exposed
CIA activities abroad, including revealing the names
of agency operatives. The Carter Administration had
sought to revoke Agee’s passport two years ago. Last
year, U.S. District Court Judge Gerhard Gesell struck
down the State Department regulations on passport
withdrawal, and ordered Agee’s passport returned.
After the U.S. Court of Appeals upheld Gesell’s
ruling, the State Department took the issue to the
Supreme Court.

Writing for the majority in the 7-2 decision, Chief
Justice Warren Burger argued that a passport is like a
“letter of introduction” by the government for the
traveling citizen, and thus is subject to ‘‘national
security and foreign policy considerations.’’ Measures
to protect the secrecy of U.S. foreign intelligence
operations, the opinion said, ‘‘plainly serve those
interests.”’

The new decision is expected to make it easier
for Congress to pass bills sought by the CIA making it
a crime for anyone to disclose the identity of U.S. spies
or to reveal how the U.S. carries on espionage activity
(see Newsletter, July 1981, p. 89). But the implica-
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tions are much broader than this. The dissenting
opinion, written by Justice William J. Brennan, Jr.,
and also signed by Justice Thurgood Marshall, argued
that the ruling ‘‘applies not only to Philip Agee. . . but
also to other citizens who may merely disagree with
government foreign policy and express their views.”’
The Constitution, the dissenters commented, ‘‘protects
both popular and unpopular travelers.’’

The decision met with swift criticism from many
attorneys and legal scholars. Harvard Law Professor
Laurence H. Tribe said the court ““left a loaded gun
aimed’’ at free speech and travel. Calling the ruling
‘“‘a disastrous departure from doctrines protecting an
open society,’’ Tribe commented that ‘‘the talisman of
national security seems to have been invoked as a con-
versation stopper.”’

Prominent civil liberties attorney Floyd Abrams
called the scope of the decision ‘‘breathtaking.”” ‘It
¢ould be read to give the government sweeping authority
to deprive citizens of a chance to travel abroad if
their purpose or likely effect is ‘damaging to foreign
policy,””” he said. Reported in: Washington Post,
June 29, July 1.

By a 6-3 decision, the Supreme Court ruled July 1
that the government may force television and radio
broadcasters to air the campaign ads of candidates
for federal office. Upholding a new “‘right of access’’
to television airtime, the court said the Federal Com-
munications Commission had the power to order the
sale of thirty minutes of prime time to Jimmy Carter
eleven months before the 1980 election. The networks
had refused on the grounds that the campaign had not
yet begun, and the ads would disrupt programming.

Writing for the majority, Chief Justice Burger
said ‘‘the First Amendment interests of candidates and
voters, as well as broadcasters,’”’ are involved in the
issue. ‘“We have recognized that ‘it is of particular
importance that candidates have the opportuity to make
their views known,’’’ he wrote. While admitting that
such a right is not unlimited, he argued that ‘‘to justify
a negative response, broadcasters must cite a realistic
danger of substantial program disruption’’ and they
must ‘‘tailor their responses to accommodate, as much
as reasonably possible, a candidate’s stated purposes
in seeking air time.”’

Justice Byron R. White, joined in dissent
by William H. Rehnquist and John Paul Stevens, called
the new authority a ‘““‘major departure’’ from the past
which makes ‘‘substantial inroads’’ into journalistic
freedom. Reported in: Washington Post, July 2.

A household mailbox is an exclusive sanctuary for
stamped mail and cannot be used as a convenient
deposit point for unstamped pamphlets or flyers from
local civic and political groups, the Supreme Court
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ruled June 25 in a 7-2 decision. A coalition of suburban
New York civic groups had argued that a federal law
which makes it a crime to put unstamped circulars
in a mailbox violated their constitutional rights under
the First Amendment.

In reversing a lower court decision, Justice Rehnquist,
joined by four colleagues, concluded that just because
an official mailbox is part of the government’s nation-
wide postal system, that does not mean it is a public
forum, like a street corner, where the First Amendment
would give limited guarantees of access to all those with
a message to be heard. Rehnquist noted that the law
in question makes no reference to the content of the
communications placed in the boxes.

In separate concurring opinions, Justices Brennan
and White disputed Rehnquist’s finding that the postal
system is not a public forum, though they agreed that
it was within the purview of the First Amendment to
regulate access to that forum to those who pay equally
for it. In dissent, Justices Marshall and Stevens argued
that a blanket prohibition on unstamped mail impedes
the free flow of communication. Reported in: Washing-
ton Post, June 26.

In a confusing set of five separate opinions, on July
2, the Court addressed the controversial issue of bill-
board restrictions. In striking down a San Diego ordi-
nance that banned most, but not all, signs, the justices
seemed to indicate that laws which ban all billboards
may be permissible under the Constitution.

Four Justices, White, Steward, Marshall, and Powell,
said they chose not to address the constitutionality of
a total ban. They said a ban on commercial billboards
alone was permissible. But no billboard law, they
argued, could actually treat political and ideological
messages worse than commercial ones, as did the San
Diego ordinance, which offered an exemption for some
business signs.

In a separate concurring opinion, Justices Brennan
and Harry Blackmun voted to strike down the San
Diego law, but said ‘‘a city may totally ban them [bill-
boards] if it can show’’ good reason. In separate dis-
sents, Justices Stevens, Rehnquist, and Burger agreed
that a total ban was permissible, but so too were the
particular exemptions outlined by the San Diego law.
Frustrated that the Court had failed to formulate clear
guidelines for increasingly embattled planning and
zoning bodies, Justice Rehnquist added that ‘it is a
genuine misfortune to have the Court’s treatment of the
subject be a virtual Tower of Babel, from which no
definitive principles can be clearly drawn.’’ Reported in:
Washington Post, July 3.

On June 1, the court struck down as unconstitutional
a Mount Ephraim, New Jersey, ordinance which had
barred live entertainment from one of the city’s
boroughs in an attempt to curb nude dancing. ‘‘By
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excluding live entertainment throughout the borough,
the Mount Ephraim ordinance prohibits a wide range
of expression that has long been held to be within
the protection of the First and Fourteenth Amend-
ments,”” wrote Justice White in the 7-2 majority
opinion.

The decision trims some of the broad authority
the court has previously allowed under local zoning
power. In vigorous dissents, Chief Justice Burger and
Justice Rehnquist said that ‘‘certain forms of activity—
factories, gas stations, sports stadia, bookstores, and
surely live nude shows’’ can sometimes be banned by
a community to further its own conception of the
“‘decent life.”” Reported in: Philadelphia News, June 2;
Variety, June 3; Washington Post, June 2.

press rights

Savannah, Georgia

A Georgia Superior Court judge has barred a
weekly newspaper from publishing articles containing
information it gained in court proceedings after a man
sued the publication for identifying him as the prime
suspect in a murder. Attorneys for the paper have called
the ruling a ‘‘gag order,”’ claiming it restricts press
freedom and threatens First Amendment rights.

Judge Frank Cheatham of the Chatham Superior
Court issued the order June 30, prohibiting the weekly
Georgia Gazette from publishing information gained in
pretrial discovery proceedings. Dr. Jack D. Ramsey,
Jr., a Savannah dentist, filed suit against the Gazette
March 16, charging that allegations in an article pub-
lished five days earlier caused him ‘‘immediate and
continuing emotion distress’’ and damage to his profes-
sional reputation. Attorneys for Ramsey sought to have
the court prohibit the newspaper from disseminating
information obtained through court proceedings. The
Savannah police have made no arrest in the murder,
and say their investigation is continuing. Reported in:
New York Times, July 6.

Boston, Massachusetts

A Massachusetts law that permits barring press and
public from courtrooms during the testimony of minors
about sexual assaults does not violate the First Amend-
ment rights of free speech and press, the Massachu-
setts Supreme Judicial Court ruled June 30. The court
affirmed its previously stated view that the state can
shield certain victims of sex crimes from testifying, and
added that the law allowing children to testify in a
closed courtroom also has the purpose of encouraging
minors to come forward as witnesses without fear of
trauma and humiliation.

(Continued on page 136)
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pressure groups and censorship:
an annotated bibliography
Compiled by Susan Kamm

Political scientists today prefer to identify organizations whose goals
include influencing public opinion (not to mention legislators and
regulatory agencies) “‘interest groups.”’’ That term, they argue, is less
loaded than “‘pressure groups.’’ However, when such groups do cross
over the advocacy line, the term ‘‘pressure group’’ more graphically
describes what they do: They exert pressure on librarians, school
administrators, and boards of trustees to force one point of view—
and often only one point of view—on others.

The purpose of this bibliography is to survey some of the literature
on pressure group movements and censorship from all points of the
political spectrum. It lists books, articles, and other sources, including
‘“Notes”’ or ‘‘Comments”’ from several law reviews. Because this
bibliography focuses on the general aspects of groups whose activities
may lead to inhibitions on free expression, many of the reports in
professional and popular literature of specific instances of censorship
have been omitted. For the most part, the bibliography cites materials
published after 1978.

Abrams, Michael F. “The FCC and the Electric Church,”’ Missouri
Freedom of Information Center Reports, No. 415, January 1980.
Traces history of religious broadcasting in the United States from the
1920s. Describes use of radio and television by rightist and funda-
mentalist organizations. Discusses activities by such groups to
influence the Federal Communications Commission on religious
programming. Although the report is not concerned with censorship
per se, it is an excellent analysis of tactics the New Religious Right
uses in efforts to affect the content of radio and television

broadcasting.

Academy of Television Arts and Sciences. Proliferation of Pressure
Groups in Primetime: Symposium. Ojai, Calif., May 8-10, 1981.
(Edited copies of the conference transcript are available for $2.00
from the Academy, 4605 Lankershim Bivd., Suite 800, North
Hollywood, CA 91602.)

“During the past decade, pressure groups concerned about television
programming have proliferated and persisted to the point where they
must now be recognized as a permanent part of the television environ-
ment. Whether one recognizes their insights and criticism or fears that
certain of their tactics may keep important programs off the air, all of
those involved in primetime network programming—from advertisers
to network executives to members of the creative community—must
now deal with pressure groups on a regular basis.”’ This conference
was designed to help the television industry ‘“develop more thoughtful
and coherent means of responding’’ to enable those responsible to
learn from critics, to resist censorship, and to help educate the public
who television programming is intended to serve.

Bennett, William J. ““Censorship for the Common Good,”’ Public
Interest, 1978, pp. 98-102.

Review of U.S. Commission Civil Rights report, Window Dressing on
the Set: Women and Minorities in Television. Bennett cites reported
efforts by Asian, Indian, black and women’s groups to change per-
ceived stereotypes in television programming and commercials. He
argues the report calls for ‘‘nothing less. . . than government censor-
ship of television programming in the United States. . . . Neither
television nor democracy will be improved by telling people what to
watch.”’
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Black, Martha L. ‘“School Library Censorship: First Amendment
Guarantees and the Student’s Right to Know; Comment,”’ Journal
of Urban Law, v. 57, 1980, pp. 523-545.

Analyzes the development of the in loco parentis doctrine and the

“indoctrination theory,”’ which, the author asserts, are the traditional

bases for judicial deference toward school officials’ authority. In loco

parentis—the view that parents delegate their authority to the
teacher—originated in English common law and developed in the

United States. The “indoctrination theory’’ maintains that local

school boards must have broad discretion in shaping children’s minds

to achieve socialization and to develop academic ability. Since parents
elect local school officials, courts tend to uphold school board actions
whenever they find a reasonable educational basis for their actions.

However, the courts have also held that ‘“‘personal attitudes and

values of individual parents ‘must not be allowed to stifle the free

interchange of ideas in public school needed to achieve the goals of the
educational system.’ ’’

Bull, Barry L. ‘“Constitution, Liberal Theory, and Textbook Bias,”’
Educational Forum, v. 49, January 1980, pp. 147-163.

Analyzes the movement toward adopting non-biased textbooks, i.e.,
those which do not perpetuate stereotypes based on race, ethnic
origin, or sex. The author argues, however, that ‘“political and ethical
commitments do not preclude. . . expression of and action upon
fconcern for bias] through policy. . . these commitments do not allow
. . . adoption of policy or precedures willynilly.”’ He concludes that
those charged with selecting textbooks must be mindful of other
values while changing the treatment of group representation.

Carlson, Ken. ‘‘Censorship Should Be a Public, Not a Professional
Decision,’’ Social Education, v. 42,1978, pp. 118-120.

Carlson contends that censorship is a matter of values—and to say
that educators are more expert at making value judgements is to say
their values are better than those of the general public. However,
educators’ values are as varied as those of the population at large.
Censorship by professionals ‘‘is the deliberate suppression by an
individual teacher in the classroom of facts or theories or artistic
works because they violate his or her moral or aesthetic sensibilities.
Such censorship [is] to the detriment of students no less than that
practiced under public auspices. . . . In resisting public censorship,
teachers may merely be demanding the right to engage unhindered in
the profession of their personal prejudices.””

Crawford, Alan. Thunder on the Right: The ‘“New Right’’ and the

Politics of Resentment. New York: Pantheon Books, 1980.
Crawford, a young, conservative journalist, is alarmed at what he sees
and hears on his right. He says, ‘‘Without political party or organiza-
tional base in the 1950s and 1960s, the New Right is now an institu-
tionalized, disciplined, well-financed political network. He identifies
and describes the New Right’s leaders, its umbrella groups, youth
organizations, women’s groups, tax-exempt foundations, public-
interest law firms, fundamentalist Protestant allies, periodicals, and
fundraising apparatus. Crawford argues that the New Right has no
positive program but flourishes on backlash politics, seeking to veto
whatever threatens its vision of its way of life. He contends the New
Right is not truly conservative, but it feeds on social protest and
encourages class hostility. An essential road map to groups which are
now among the most vocal, active, and well-organized sources of
censorship pressure.
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Davis, James E., Editor. Dealing With Censorship. Urbana, Ill.:

National Council of Teachers of English, 1979.
A collection of essays analyzing the current climate, issues and
pressures, and methods of handling censorship problems. Although
this book is designed for an audience of teachers—specifically English
teachers—it is useful for all who are concerned with censorship
problems. Includes bibliographies and a list of organizations fighting
censorship.

Donelson, Kenneth L. ‘‘Shoddy and Pernicious Books and Youthful
Purity: Literary and Moral Censorship, Then and Now,”’ Library
Quarterly, v. 51, 1981, pp. 4-19.

Describes the history of censorship, including nineteenth-century
librarians’ self-perceived roles as censors whose duty was to protect
young people from ‘‘shoddy and pernicious books.’’ Donelson cites
examples of librarians today who circulate only materials which have
high literary merit or meet moral criteria. He asserts that librarians
and teachers do not have the right to impose their personal literary
or moral standards on the public, but rather have a duty to provide
materials representing all points of view.

Eick, Charies F. ‘‘Constitutional Law—First Amendment—Right to
Receive Information—Board of Education’s Removal of Selected
Books from Public High School Library Violates Students® First
Amendment Right to Receive Information, Minarcini v. Strongs-
ville City School District, 514 F.2d. 577 (6th Cir. 1976),”> Texas
Law Review, v. 55,1977, pp. 511-523.

This note concentates on the Minarcini case, although Eick discusses

the extension of First Amendment rights to school children and the

emergence of a constitutional right to receive information. He argues
that Minarcini can be criticized on several grounds: (1) personal con-
tact between a communicator and the recipient of that communication

is defined generally as ‘‘the right to know’’; (2) the absurdity that a

school board has unlimited discretion in the initial selection of

materials but could not have second thoughts about removing it

(the “‘selection-removal”’ dichotomy); (3) the distinction between

curriculum and library control; (4) First Amendment right to receive

information requires a balanced library collection; and (5) the

*‘chilling effect’’ on free expression of the board’s decision.

Fahringer, Herald Price. ‘‘Obsceulty Law: Who Will Guard the

Guards?*’ Trial, v. 16, Angust 1980, pp. 20-22.
The author points out that ‘““most Americans are quick to support the
abstract idea of freedom of speech but not the actual idea of free-
dom.”’ Fahringer discusses censorship of sexually explicit materials,
and concludes, ‘“The right to read and see what we choose must in-
clude every book, film, magazine, and newspaper, or in the long run it
may include none. When our government posts guards over us to
watch our morals, then we must ask ourselves the question put to the
Romans by Juvenal two thousand years ago—‘But who will guard the
guards?’ ”’

Heisner, John D. ‘“Censorship: The Fight Against It Goes On,’ ”’
Instructor, January 1979, pp. 24-26.
An interview with Edward Jenkinson, chair of the Committee Against
Censorship of the National Council of Teachers of English, who
distinguishes between an individual parent’s right to complain if his
child is subjected to reading something he does not think that child
should read and those who say that because they do not want their
children reading certain books, no one else’s children should read
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them either. Without naming specific groups, he notes that there are
organizations engaging in censorship against such materials as Values
Clarification, Edgar Allan Poe’s ““The Raven,”’ dictionaries, and
popular magazines. He points out that schools must take such attacks
seriously, and should prevent attacks by having a written statement
of policy, including the philosophy behind selection of materials and
the procedure for choosing them. Everyone in the school system
should understand and adhere to those policies.

Hung, Pham Thien. ‘‘Parents Protest Textbooks,’* Missouri Freedom

of Information Center Reports, No. 401, March 1979.
Using the Newsletter on Intellectual Freedom as a source, the author
analyzes textbook and school library censorship activity between
January 1, 1976 and November 1, 1978. Hung provides a list of re-
current themes used as bases for censorship: (1) Profanity, blas-
phemy, and ‘‘un-Christian’’ thoughts; (2) Indecency; (3) Encourage-
ment of drug use; (4) Radical liberalism; (5) Bias, particularly
“‘racism,’’ ‘‘sexism,’’ stereotypes, derogatory portrayal of racial
groups; (6) Undermining family, society, human relations, and
traditional values through sex education, descriptions of extramarital
affairs, and expressions of un-American ideas; (7) Lack of educa-
tional value; and (8) Secular humanism and values revision. The
report discusses the role of the Gablers and ethnic and other groups
in pressuring for textbook changes. Includes bibliographic footnotes,
tables of materials censored (i.e., those removed or to which access
has been limited), and sources of pressure.

Jenkinson, Edward B. Censors in the Classroom: The Mind Benders.
Carbondale, Ill.: Southern Illinois Uulversity Press, 1979.

An informed discussion of censorship issues to provide an awareness
of the organization and goals of pressure groups so that censorship
efforts can be countered effectively. Chapters consider specific
censorship incidents, the targets of the censors, identification of
organized pressure groups promoting censorship, textbook analysts
and their attempts at censorship, the student’s right to know and the
teacher’s right to teach, and ways to protect students’ and teachers’
rights. (Reviewed in the Newsletter, March 1980, p. 30.)

Kaminer, Wendy. ‘“What the Constitution Says: A Woman’s Guide
to Pornography and the Law,’’ Nation, v. 230, June 21, 1980,
Pp. 754-756.

In an excerpt from Take Back the Night (Laura Lederer, ed.;
Morrow, 1980), Kaminer says ‘‘women can protest pornography with
impunity under the First Amendment as long as they do not invoke
or advocate the exercise of government authority.”’ Feminists should
not push to politicize pornography, as adoption of the “‘clear and
present danger”’ standard would be more permissive. She concludes
that the government power it would take to control pornography
would be more dangerous than the power of pornography itself.

Keller, Bill. ‘‘Lobbying for Christ: Evangelical Conservatives Move
from Pews to Polls, But Can They Sway Congress?’’ Congressional
Quarterly, v. 38, September 6, 1980, pp. 2627 ff.

Excellent analysis of the Christian Right and its activities in the 1980

campaigns. Describes the four principal organizations comprising the

Christian Right: Moral Majority, Religious Roundtable, Christian

Voice, and National Christian Action Council.

Konigsburg, E.L. ‘“Excerpis from My Bouboulina File,”” Library
Quarterly, v. 51, Janusry 1981, pp. 68-79.
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Konigsburg examines the differences between a textbook author’s
agreeing to allow stickers to cover parts of her book deemed objec-
tional by school administrators and a successful writer’s agreeing to
expurgate portions of his novel to cut costs. She traces the chain of
command of censorship with which authors must deal from en-
counters between the author and editors, publishers, teachers,
librarians, and school administrators, and provides examples from
each link from her personal file on censorship.

Larsen, Terry J. ‘“The Power of the Board of Education to Censor,’’

Educational Leadership, v. 38, November 1980, pp. 139-142.
Larsen discusses several cases in which school boards’ right to censor
school libraries and textbooks have been denied. The author describes
the plan by the Rochester, Michigan school system to inform parents
when ‘‘controversial’’ materials will be taught and thus enable them
to make decisions affecting their own children.

Marcus, Ruth. ‘“‘Censorship in the Schools: National Upsurge in

Textbook Cases,’’ National Law Journal, May 25, 1981, pp. 1 ff.
In describing lawsuits over censorship in schools and libraries,
Marcus poses questions judges in such cases must consider: ‘‘Should
it be harder for boards [of education] to remove library books than
those used as assigned clasroom reading? Does a decision not to
purchase a particular book . . . also violate students’ First Amend-
ment rights? Does it violate the First Amendment to remove books
solely because they are not to the political or social tastes of the school
board, or must civil liberties plaintiffs meet the more difficult test of
proving that the removal tends to suppress certain ideas? What about
books excluded. . . because of ‘obscene’ language? How can courts
embroiled in such cases avoid becoming ‘super school boards’ that
hear disputes every time a school chooses one textbook over
another?”’ Marcus describes several organizations and individuals in-
volved with censorship—notably the Moral Majority, Phyllis Schlafly
and the Eagle Forum, and Mel and Norma Gabler—and notes the
possible effects of the proposed Family Protection Act.

Marshner, Cannaught Coyne. Blackboard Tyranny. New Rochelle,
N.Y.: Arlington House, 1978.

Marshner discusses the ‘‘educational establishment,”’ including
effects of Federal aid and regulation. The chapter on ‘‘Guideline
for Parent Activists® outlines actions concerned parents can take to
accomplish goals of prayer in public schools, revision of school cur-
ricula, elimination of school integration, and other desiderata of the
Right. Marshner describes alternatives to public education, including
Christian religious day schools and other private schools. While this
book is clearly aimed at imposing the defined goals of the right-of-
center upon schools, it is an important description of tactics fre-
quently used in censorious assaults on libraries.

Marty, Martin E. ‘“Fundamentalism Reborn: Faith and Fanaticism,’’
Saturday Review, v. 1, May 1980, pp. 37 ff.

Marty analyzes and discusses the worldwide fundamentalist religious
movement, including the Islamic revolution in Iran and the new
religious right in the United States. He concludes it is important to
understand both the grievances and impulses which govern funda-
mentalist religious organizations’ actions. Although not specifically a
treatment of these religious groups as censors, the article is useful for
background on why and how they behave as they do.

Maxson, Marilyn M., and Larry L. Kraus. ‘“‘Curriculum Censorship
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in tbe Public School,’’ Educational Forum, v. 43, 1979, pp. 393-
407.

The authors postulate that educational controversies are necessary to
American cultural enlightenment. They trace representative contro-
versies—the California Sons of the American Revolution problem in
the 1940s and the Kanawha County, West Virginia incident in the
1970s. Maxson and Kraus suggest that a good public relations pro-
gram is the basis for educators’ achieving equal footing with their
critics.

Morris, Barbara M. ““The Real Issues in Education As Seen By a
Journalist on the Far Right,”” Phi Delta Kappan, May 1980,
pp. 613-615.

The author castigates J. Charles Park [in his article cited below}

for what she calls his “‘failure to spell out the basic issues of the New

Right.”” These are: (1) Promotion of secular humanism; (2) Usurping

parental rights; (3) Use of values clarification and other behavior

modification and psychological techniques; (4) Failure to teach basic
skills (reading, arithmetic); and (5) Teachers who function as agents of
social change. Morris argues that the educational establishment has

‘‘betrayed the public trust [and is] digging its own grave’’

National Council of Teachers of English. The Right to Read: An
Open Letter to the Citizens of Our Country from the National
Council of Teachers of English. Champaign, Ill.: 1962.

Teachers have a professional right and responsibility to determine the

best and most challenging reading for their students. Denying oppor-

tunity of choice because of a fear that choice may be used unwisely
destroys freedom. Groups and individuals have the right to be selec-
tive about their own reading—and to express views for the guidance
of others. Teachers use several factors in selecting books: contribution
to the reader’s education, aesthetic value, appropriateness to the
curriculum, and readability for students. The purpose of education is

‘“to develop a free, reasoning person who can make up his own mind,

who can understand his culture, and who can live compassionately

with his fellow man.’’ (The NCTE is presently developing a revised
statement in support of students’ and teachers’ First Amendment
rights in the classroom. The Council expects to adopt such a state-

ment in the fall of 1981.)

National Council of Teachers of English. Committee on Bias and
Censorship in the Elementary School. ‘‘Censorship: Don’t Let It
Become an Issue in Your School,’’ Language Arts, v. 55, February
1978, pp. 230-242.

Describes forms of censorship: (1) ‘‘Selection’’ resulting from lack of

broad knowledge and bias; (2) Deliberate exclusion of certain books;

(3) Alteration of books; (4) Required book lists; (5) Suppression of

materials as a result of community pressure; (6) Direct edict from

authority who unjusitfiably orders certain materials be kept out of
collections; (7) Deliberate omission, e.g., allegedly stereotypical
materials; and (8) Curtailment of funds for controversial materials.

The committee provides an outline of factors to be considered in

selecting trade books, texts, and other print materials (pamphlets,

magazines, and newspapers) and audio-visual media. The article
discusses strategy for dealing with censorship, particularly keeping
parents informed. Includes ‘‘Suggestions for Further Reading.”

Naylor, David T. ‘‘Censorship in Qur Schools—Need for a Demo-

cratic Perspective,’’ Social Education, v. 40, 1978, pp. 119-122.
Some view the purpose of education as maintaining the status quo—
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