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day’s teachers can choose from a variety of teach-
ing aids, the textbook being one of them. Though
it is still an important tool, it is no longer the only
one.”

The national picture

The national textbook purchasing picture ap-
pears quite bright. Almost 33% of all districts
bought new math books this year, over 25% pur-
chased science texts, and just under three in 10
bought biology books. In the past two years almost
60% of the nation’s districts made a new math
purchase, and about half of all districts purchased
new general science and biology texts.

But this rosy picture is deceiving. Looking at
the other end of the scale, one finds that better
than one out of every five districts has not adopt-

ed a new textbook in biology or general science as
recently as 1962-63. Better than four in 10 dis-
tricts are using an American history book pub-
lished before the assassination of President Ken-
nedy. Three out of 10 districts are using reading
books that are at least five years old. Even in ele-
mentary school mathematics, almost 15% of the
districts are saddling their students with old books.

Are old books bad? Not really, though they do
have certain intrinsic drawbacks. For exasfple, a
book published in 1961 was actually written at
least two years ecarlier. It may have been edited
and updated to the time of publication, but basical-
ly it is a book reflecting the state of our knowl-
edge in 1959. Especially in the sciences, this is a
dangerously long time lag.

But there is a more serious point to be studied



