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Summary
This report documents the findings of a survey of stakeholders’ opinions on diversity,
inclusion and representation in the Carnegie and Kate Greenaway (CKG) Awards. The survey
was conducted by Coventry University’s Lanchester Library as part of an independent
Diversity Review of the CKG Awards commissioned by CILIP, the Library and Information
Association.
The survey was administered via an online questionnaire and includes open and closed
questions that draw on themes that emerged from workshops held with stakeholders in
Summer and Autumn of 2017. During the eight week response window in March-May 2018,
483 responses were received from stakeholders across the sector. For analysis purposes,
respondents were categorised into binary groups based on declared ethnicity: 'White'
(N=433) and 'Black and Minority Ethnic' ('BaME', N=50). Analysis of quantitative data was
undertaken using SPSS employing Chi Square analysis to determine statistical significance in
responses between respondent groups. Qualitative results were explored using corpus
linguistic and thematic analysis techniques.
The results of quantitative and qualitative analyses revealed overarching themes within the
datasets, such as the need to: promote the work of diverse and inclusive authors and
illustrators; widen the pool of Awards nominators and nominees; address issues of
unconscious bias; and, increase the participation of children and young people in the Awards.
Differences in responses from BaME and White participant groups were also identified,
especially in relation to awareness and understanding of the Awards, and in relation to levels
of confidence in the fairness and transparency of Awards-related processes.
Based on these findings, key recommendations to CILIP include:
• Actively embed strategies to ensure equality, diversity and inclusion (EDI) within
Awards-related processes, and champion this work more widely within the sector;
• Build trust and engagement between CILIP and stakeholders, particularly the BaME
community;
• Raise awareness of the Awards and of the CILIP website, particularly amongst BaME
stakeholders;
• Give greater consideration to the role of children and young people in the Awards
process;
• Continuously review the effectiveness of strategies implemented;
• Gather further quantitative and qualitative data relating to issues of inclusivity and
diversity from a larger and - crucially - more representative sample of stakeholders;
• Explore further dimensions of diversity and inclusivity (e.g. disability, gender, sexual
orientation) in a larger dataset.
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1. Introduction
CILIP, the Library and Information Association, are conducting an independent Diversity
Review of the Carnegie and Kate Greenaway (CKG) Awards, for which Margaret CaselyHayford will act as independent Review Chair. The Review follows concerns raised about the
lack of Black and Minority Ethnic (BaME) representation on the 2017 Carnegie and Kate
Greenaway Medal longlists, which were published on 16th February 2017. The Review of the
Awards will form part of the CILIP’s wider Equality and Diversity Action Plan. It will inform
annual evaluation processes and long-term planning relating to the Awards and their
accompanying Shadowing Scheme. The Review aims to provide recommendations about how
diversity, inclusion and representation can be championed and embedded within the work of
the Awards.
Coventry University’s Lanchester Library was asked to design, conduct, and analyse a survey
of stakeholders in order to gather data and recommendations that will contribute to the
overall Review. The survey draws upon themes that emerged from initial workshops with
stakeholders held in Summer and Autumn of 2017. This document reports on the process and
findings of the survey. Its main objectives are to:
•

Gauge stakeholders’ opinions on the current and the future mechanism of the CKG
Awards and related processes;

•

Identify overall themes within stakeholders’ opinions, and explore differences/
similarities in these opinions based on the declared ethnicity of respondents;

•

Make recommendations for future action to support diversity, inclusion and
representation in the Awards process and more widely across the sector.

To meet these objectives, a single metadata dimension - the declared ethnicity of
respondents - guided analysis of this dataset. Of the sociodemographic characteristics
declared by respondents, ethnicity most strongly affected the questionnaire results in terms
of difference between participant group responses. For example, analysis of questions in the
main body of the questionnaire revealed approximately four times as many instances of
statistically significant difference between responses from participants grouped by declared
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ethnicity compared to responses from participants grouped by either declared disability or
declared sexual orientation.
The following analysis forms a useful starting point for exploring diversity and inclusivity in
the context of the Awards process. Further dimensions through which to explore stakeholder
opinions concerning diversity and inclusivity include gender, sexual orientation and disability.
Our recommendations for future work propose using the analysis methods described in this
report to explore an extended dataset in light of such an extended set of dimensions.
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2. Method
Data was gathered using an online questionnaire. Questions were informed by themes
emerging from two workshops held in Summer and Autumn of 2017 and designed in close
collaboration with the CKG independent Diversity Review panel to ensure the areas explored
were a good fit with the other work of the panel. Open and closed questions were used to
generate both qualitative and quantitative data, giving participants the opportunity to
articulate their thoughts through free text whilst also producing specific data to which
quantitative analysis can be applied. The questionnaire contained a combination of multiplechoice questions (both single-answer and multiple-answer), Likert scale feedback, and multiline free text questions. Where appropriate, terminology, selection options and rankings were
matched to those that exist already within CILIP systems; the options presented in the
monitoring data section, for example, are the same as those used by CILIP in its regular
activity. Such consistency measures ensure that the data outputs can be compared with
studies conducted by or for the organisation in the future.
In terms of administration, the questionnaire was delivered by Coventry University through
the JISC ‘Online Surveys’ web tool (formerly Bristol Online Surveys), which was open for a
period of 8 weeks between 20th March and 18th May 2018. The questionnaire received ethical
approval from Coventry University’s Ethics Panel prior to distribution, and all responses were
anonymous. Each completed questionnaire was assigned a unique identification number (ID).
No information that could lead to the identification of the respondents was collected and all
respondents were formally asked to give their consent for the data they provided to be used
in the production of this report, and in any related research that may be undertaken in the
future. The questionnaire was open for anyone to complete and was promoted to key
stakeholders by CILIP. Resulting data outputs were analysed at Coventry University.
Responses were aggregated by self-declared ethnicity (Question 4) into a binary grouping:
‘White’ and ‘Black and Minority Ethnic’ (BaME)1 as follows:

1

We have assigned the label ‘Black and Minority Ethnic’ (BaME) as it is a commonly used and understood term
in UK organisations to describe ‘non-White’ groupings. We recognise the unsatisfactory generalised nature of
the term and also that the ‘minority’ in the UK is actually the ‘global majority’ worldwide.
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White

BaME

White: English/Welsh/Scottish/Northern
Irish/British
White: Irish

Mixed/Multiple ethnic groups: White and Black Caribbean

White: Gypsy or Irish Traveller

Mixed/Multiple ethnic groups: White and Asian

Any other White background

Any other Mixed/Multiple ethic background (please
describe in box below)
Asian/Asian British: Indian

Mixed/Multiple ethnic groups: White and Black African

Asian/Asian British: Pakistani
Asian/Asian British: Bangladeshi
Asian/Asian British: Chinese
Any other Asian background
Black/ African/Caribbean/Black British: African
Black/ African/Caribbean/Black British: Caribbean
Any other Black/ African/Caribbean background (please
describe in box below)
Arab
Any other ethnic group

Responses were aggregated in this way because the small proportion of non-White
respondents (N=50, c. 10%) meant that any analysis based on unique ethnicities would not
yield representative results. It can certainly be argued that such binary groupings obscure
distinct voices. The aggregation of data was, however, necessary to enable meaningful crosstabulation in our statistical analysis, particularly in regard to responses from the BaME
stakeholder group. These responses are explored in further depth in the qualitative analysis,
and all responses given by participants from individual ethnic groups are preserved and
accessible in the raw data. It is certainly worth noting that the binary groupings remain
unbalanced in weight and that results give a contemporaneous snapshot of the opinions of
this group of stakeholders only.
For analysis purposes, the dataset was split into qualitative and quantitative, retaining the
unique IDs of respondents for cross-referencing. Quantitative data was imported into SPSS
and Chi Square analysis was conducted to determine statistical significance. Qualitative
results were explored using a combination of corpus linguistic and thematic analysis
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techniques. Initially, we manually identified recurrent themes within each response set to
gain an overview sense of the character of the dataset. Then, we identified words that are
statistically ‘key’, or salient (that is, occur more often than would be expected by chance),
within subsets of responses using the text analysis program AntConc2. Keyness was calculated
by comparing responses to a particular question (as a subcorpus) to all words within all
responses in a cluster of questions (as a reference corpus)3. This approach uses a loglikelihood test to give a general indicator of the ‘aboutness’ of, or themes emerging from,
target responses. We then reviewed words that occurred in close proximity to these keywords
(their ‘collocates’), and analysed individual examples to inform more fine-grained analysis of
the views and experiences highlighted by respondents. Our choice to loop between
automated and manual analysis was intended to capture, as far as possible, a balanced
representation of emergent themes within the relatively large qualitative dataset.

Anthony, L. (2014) AntConc (Version 3.4.3) [Computer Software]. Tokyo, Japan: Waseda University. Available at
<http://www.laurenceanthony.net/software>
3 Keywords within Section 12 (‘Thinking about your role and the industry in general, what is the biggest challenge you
perceive in the availability and access to diverse and inclusive books and where do you see an opportunity for change?’) question 17 (‘Challenge’) and question 18 (‘Opportunity’) - were identified using the combined responses to both questions
as a reference text, and keywords within question 22 (‘Please describe anything you feel is currently a problem with the
awards’) and question 23 (‘What suggestions do you have for improving the awards?’) were likewise identified in comparison
to a combined reference text.
2
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3. Results
3.1. Overview
A total of 483 responses to the questionnaire were received and aggregated by self-declared
ethnicity into binary groups: White respondents (N=433, approximately 90%) and BaME
respondents (N=50, approximately 10%). Of the total, almost half (240/483) of the
respondents can be categorised as White, female, and working in some capacity as a librarian.
This sizable group has a significant impact on many of the questionnaire results. Of those
respondents that identified as any of the non-White ethnicity categories, just over half (N=26)
selected that they were completing the survey in their capacity as an author/illustrator.
Therefore, approximately half of the participants responded from the generalised viewpoint
and capacity of either a White librarian or as a BaME author/illustrator.

3.2. Quantitative areas of significance
In total, 89 data points were measured and analysed. Of the 89 points, 51 showed a
statistically significant variance when responses were cross tabulated against the ethnicity of
the respondent. A full summary listing of all quantitative data can be found in Appendix 2. A
summary of results from the BaME group can be found in Appendix 3, and a summary of the
results from the White group can be found in Appendix 4. As noted, there were several key
areas where the quantitative analysis pointed to statistically significant differences between
responses from both participant groups. The results of Chi Square analysis for each of the 89
data points can be viewed in Appendix 5, which also indicates the presence (or not) of a
statistically significant variance. In the examination of areas of significance below, we have
included only questions in the main body of the survey and have omitted discussion of results
from the monitoring data questions.

3.2.1. Awareness (questions 9 and 10)
Respondents were asked to rate their awareness of different elements of the Awards on a
Likert scale, from 1 – ‘completely unaware’ to 5 – ‘fully aware’. The questions focussed on
areas relating to governance of the Awards, for example the criteria for eligibility, how to
nominate, and judging. Of the 13 questions, 8 showed significant differences between
10

respondent groups. Generally, the results show that the White respondent group reported
high awareness of the Awards, indicating clear understanding of who can be nominated and
how that happens as well as a good level of awareness of the CKG website and the Shadowing
Scheme in particular. The levels of awareness reported by the BaME group were significantly
lower and weighted differently across the five options. While the weighting of the White
respondents was toward the higher end of the awareness scale (point 5), within the BaME
group responses were spread more evenly through the entire range with greater proportions
selecting either point 1 or 2. This difference is most evident in the two questions relating to
the Shadowing Scheme where 30% of BaME respondents chose the lowest awareness level
in both cases (point 1). In a reversal of this trend, in the final question relating to knowledge
of publishers who specialise in under-represented groups, the White respondents report less
awareness than the BaME respondents: 54% of the BaME group selected point 4 or 5 on the
scale (high awareness) and 30% of the White group selected either of these options.
With regard to question 10, respondents were asked to select (up to) the three most
important routes through which they had heard about the Awards. The table below shows
the top three selections by each group.
White (N=433)

BaME (N=50)

1.

CKG Website (27.4%)

1.

Social Media (21.1%)

2.

Social Media (19.5%)

2.

CKG Website (16.7%)

3.

CILIP (16.6%)

3.

Author / Illustrator (14.9%)

Both groups report reliance on social media and the CKG website for information about the
Awards. The difference in third place selection may be linked to the job role identified by the
majority of respondents in each group (i.e. librarian). The importance of the CKG website in
dissemination of information about the Awards is underlined here, as is the pervasiveness of
social media as a mechanism for communication.
The results from this section suggest that the BaME respondent group are generally less
aware of the Awards, which may affect responses given to later questions. This result
highlights the need to pay attention to how CILIP publicises the Awards and, specifically, to
how it communicates with BaME stakeholders. Responses to question 10 show that all
11

participants generally make use of the internet and social media. Consideration should
therefore be given to how these platforms can be used in a co-ordinated way to disseminate
information. A further arising consideration is how to increase awareness amongst all
stakeholders concerning those publishers who specialise in books about and for underrepresented groups. A fundamental aspect of increasing diversity and inclusion within the
Awards is ensuring that nominators are aware of the full range of eligible books.
3.2.2. Awards Process (question 11)
This section measured respondents’ views on the current level of embeddedness of equality,
diversity and inclusion (EDI) in each of the six stages of the Awards process: book discovery,
nominations, longlisting, shortlisting, shadowing, and winner selection. Participants were
asked to respond using a five point scale where 1 indicated ‘not embedded at all’ and 5
indicated ‘fully embedded’. Responses regarding all 6 stages of the Awards process showed a
highly significant statistical variance between respondent groups (p<.001 for each).
Respondents in the BaME group consistently marked 1 or 2 in each stage, reflecting the
perception that EDI is uniformly not embedded in the Awards process. The majority of White
respondents selected 3, which may be construed as ‘fence sitting’. Across participant groups
and stages, a clear majority of respondents selected ratings 1-3, which appears to reflect a
sense amongst stakeholders that EDI is not currently embedded in the Awards process. CILIP
may therefore wish to consider how EDI can be more formally integrated into the Awards so
that there is a visible, and measurable, mechanism through which this aspect is given due
consideration at each stage of the Awards process.

3.2.3. Awards Fairness (question 12)
This section of the questionnaire focussed on perceptions of fairness in the Awards process.
Participants were asked to indicate how far they agreed or disagreed with 13 statements.
Of the 13 statements, responses to 10 revealed significant variance between the binary
participant groups; 9 of these had a highly significant statistical difference of p<.001. However
there were also some notable areas of agreement between the two groups. The majority of
both White and BaME respondents selected that they ‘neither agree or disagree’ with the
suggestion that nominators should provide diversity monitoring data about themselves.
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There were significantly large proportions of both groups who agreed that data should be
provided. In contrast, there was a significant difference in the respondent groups’ views about
publishers providing monitoring data for nominated authors and illustrators. Although a
similar proportion in each group selected ‘neither agree or disagree’ (around 30%), over half
of the BaME respondents (54%) indicated they either ‘agree’ or ‘strongly agree’, compared to
37% of the White group. In respect to fairness, CILIP should consider formally acquiring data
through which the protected characteristics of nominees at each stage of the Awards can be
openly monitored.
There was also a highly significant variance between participant group responses in relation
to the sequence of statements in Question 12 concerning judging. When asked to consider
whether the process of selection of judges is fair and if the judging panel are impartial, a
significant proportion of respondents selected ‘neither agree or disagree’. However the White
respondents were more likely to ‘mostly agree’ or ‘agree’ with both statements whereas the
BaME respondents were more likely to ‘disagree’ or ‘mostly disagree’. This tendency is
evident in responses to the statement ‘I believe the judging panel are impartial’, to which 52%
of White respondents agreed and 44% of BaME respondents disagreed. A similar difference
can be observed in the statement relating to the appropriateness of judging criteria: 60% of
the White respondent group and 32% of the BaME respondent group indicated either of the
levels of agreement. When asked to agree that Youth Librarians are qualified to judge, the
majority of both White and BaME respondents agreed with this statement, although the
White group agreed more strongly (72%) than the BaME group (53%).
Importantly, with regard to judging and fairness, responses to the statement ‘All books are
given fair and equal consideration’ again revealed a highly significant difference between the
two groups: 55% of White respondents agreed and 50% of BaME respondents disagreed with
the statement. This may be one of the most important results in the survey because the
statement is fundamental in its relevance to perceptions of a ‘fair’ Awards process. The
variance in responses between participant groups indicates that this is indeed a highly
significant area that requires further investigation into why respondents selected these
options.
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Another important result emerged from responses to the statement ‘I trust CILIP to oversee
the awards in a fair and impartial manner’. These responses again displayed highly significant
variance: 73% of the White group selected that they either ‘agree’ or ‘mostly agree’ whereas
only 26% of the BaME group selected either of these options. It is also notable that 50% of
the BaME group selected that they ‘neither agree or disagree’. This result may be related to
issues relating to awareness of CILIP given the high proportion of librarians in the White
participant group.
Encouragingly, respondents were overwhelmingly in agreement that the Awards are
prestigious, well known, and well publicised. This is an interesting result when compared to
findings from the awareness section. It reveals that on the one hand the Awards are generally
well known and respected, and on the other hand the governance of the Awards and related
processes is considered to be opaque.

3.2.4. Judging criteria (questions 13 and 14)
Participants were asked to select the three most important judging criteria for each award.
For the Carnegie award, the respondent selections are shown in the table below.
White (N=433)

BaME (N=50)

1.

Lasting impression (19.2%)

1.

Authentic voice / perspective (14%)

2.

Well-constructed plot (13%)

= 2. Writing technique (12%)

3.

Authentic Voice/perspective (12.8%)

= 2. Unique voice / perspective (12%)
= 2. Well rounded characters (12%)

Although criteria for judging excellence in writing and illustration can be considered to be
subjective, any differences or similarities in views are worth noting. Fundamentally, all of the
judging criteria are important so the question that emerges is one of emphasis. ‘Authentic
Voice’ appears in the top three choices of both groups. However, the other criteria differ. We
must remain cautious about how much weight to place on the answers of these respondents
and the differences between answers as the sample is unbalanced. The result does, however,
point to areas of interest that may benefit from further exploration.
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When we look at the results for the criteria for judging the Kate Greenaway award, a different
story emerges.
White (N=433)

BaME (N=50)

1.

Creative and distinctive style (22.7%)

1. Creative and distinctive style (25.3%)

2.

Synergy of illustration with text (19%)

2. Synergy of illustration with text (17.3%)

3.

Lasting impression (15.9%)

3. Lasting impression (14.7%)

Both respondent groups are in agreement as to the top three judging criteria. A much higher
level of agreement across participant groups regarding criteria importance is reached in
comparison to the Carnegie Awards.

3.2.5. Barriers (question 15)
Respondents were asked to select the three greatest barriers to a book being nominated.
A comparison of the top 3 results is shown in the table below4:
White (N=433)

BaME (N=50)

1.

Awareness of books (19.3%)

1.

Awareness of books (17.4%)

2.

Nominator’s awareness of eligible titles (17%)

2.

Nominator’s bias – 21 (14.6%)

3.

Nominators having time to read enough

3.

Visibility in bookshops – 16 (11.1%)

books (12.5%)

From these results we can see that there is agreement between the two participant groups
concerning the most common barrier to a book being nominated, yet there are differing
priorities when it comes to the second and third greatest barriers. The BaME group selected
‘Nominator’s bias’ and ‘Visibility in bookshops’ as the second and third most common
barriers, whereas the White group selected ‘Nominator’s awareness of eligible titles’ and
‘Nominators having the time to read enough books’. There is common agreement that
barriers are related to awareness and nominators in a variety of forms.

4

Percentages are based on total number of options chosen, not the proportion of individuals selecting.
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3.2.6. Collections (question 19)
This section of the questionnaire asked respondents to rate how far they agreed or disagreed
with a sequence of statements, all of which were related to library collections and
acquisitions. Within this section, 7 out of 8 questions returned a statistically significant
variance between to the two participant groups. The statement that library stock selection
should be influenced by local or school communities was broadly agreed by both groups.
Although the first statement, that selection policies should consider diversity, showed a highly
significant variance in responses, the variance was between the weighting of each group of
‘agree’ and ‘mostly agree’, with 92% of White and 92% of BaME respondents selecting either
of these options. As there is overwhelming agreement between respondents on this issue,
CILIP should advocate for diversity to form part of selection policies. There was similar
agreement between groups in terms of awareness of a number of diverse authors /
illustrators: 79% of the White group and 74% of the BaME group selected that they either
‘agree’ or ‘mostly agree’.
Two statements in this section relate to information about the ethnicity of authors and
illustrators. There was a significant difference in the responses from each participant group
to these two statements. Of the White group, 30% felt that there was sufficient diversity data
available about authors and illustrators. Only 16% of the BaME group agreed. There was,
however, significant agreement between the two groups (76% BaME, 73% White) that there
should be active promotion of the diverse qualities of authors and illustrators, albeit with
differing emphasis on the ‘agree’ and ‘mostly agree’ options. It is interesting to compare this
example of agreement between the groups with responses to the statement that ‘publishers
actively promote diverse and inclusive authors and illustrators’. Here, 74% of the BaME group
indicated that they either ‘disagree’ or ‘mostly disagree’ compared to 36% of the White group.
These results might indicate that whilst both groups agree that diversity should be promoted,
there is disagreement as to how far publishers are currently achieving this.
In terms of the more local issue of library collections, there is significant disagreement
between participant group responses regarding the statement that the collection within the
library in which they work or use most often is diverse and inclusive: 55% of White
16

respondents selected either of the ‘agree’ options compared to 26% of the BaME group.
Agreement between participant groups was clear regarding the availability of alternative
book formats: 60% of BaME and 53% of White respondents selected options indicating that
this area was insufficient. This is one of the few data points relating to inclusivity where strong
agreement is reached across both participant groups. There is certainly opportunity for CILIP
to respond to findings relating to library collections by encouraging their members to increase
the availability of alternative formats.
Within the area of collections there is broad agreement between the two groups that it is
important that diversity is championed through promotion and through collection
development policies. However, there are clear disparities in how far the groups agree that
this is currently being achieved. This result highlights a professional issue relating to the
broadening of collections which links more widely to areas such as policy formulation,
professional development, and awareness.

3.2.7. Shadowing Scheme (question 20)
Responses to a yes/no question asking if respondents had ever been part of a Shadowing
Scheme showed significant difference between participant group experience. Over double
the proportion of White respondents (57%) had participated compared to BaME respondents
(24%). The diversity of those involved in the Shadowing Scheme should therefore be
considered by CILIP, and emphasis should be given to encouraging BaME stakeholders to
participate. This suggestion may be challenging given the profile of the profession. There may,
however, be opportunity for BaME authors and illustrators to be actively involved in Shadow
Scheme groups.

17

3.3. Qualitative areas of significance
Analysis of the qualitative survey responses opens with an overview of participant responses
in terms of rates and average length (3.3.1). The following three sections investigate
responses to the six open survey questions5, using corpus linguistic and thematic analysis
approaches to explore patterns within the language of the responses. 3.3.2 focuses on the
broadest set of open questions within the survey (q17-q18), which ask respondents to
comment on their general experience of accessing diverse and inclusive books in terms of
challenges and opportunities. Respondents’ views on practical issues of barriers to finding
diverse books (q16) supplement the analysis of general challenges. Attention in section 3.3.3
then shifts to more specific respondent views on current problems within the Awards process
(q22) and resultant suggestions for future improvements (q23). Section 3.3.4 overviews
patterns within respondent views on increasing the participation of children and young
people within the Awards (q21). Emergent themes across all response sets are summarised
in the concluding section (3.3.5) in terms of overall challenges and opportunities.
3.3.1. Response rates and lengths
An overview of answers to open survey questions in terms of completion rate and length of
response reveals differences between participant groups6. BaME participants responded
more often and in greater length in general than White participants. BaME participants
5

q16: What barriers do you face in finding diverse books?; q17: Thinking about your role and the industry in general: what
is the biggest challenge you perceive in the availability and access to diverse and inclusive books?; q18: Thinking about
your role and the industry in general: where do you see an opportunity for change?; q21: How do you think we could
increase participation of children and young people in the awards?; q22: Please describe or explain anything that you feel
is currently a problem with the awards?; q23: What suggestions do you have for improving the awards?
6

On average, 74% of survey participants responded to the open questions and the BaME participant response rate (81%)
was higher than the White participant response rate (73%) (see table below). The highest variation in response rates to
individual questions between participant groups occurs in q16 (BaME: 88%, White: 67%) and q23 (BaME: 84%, White: 70%).
The highest variation in response rates within a single participant group is between q17 and q18 (BaME: 88% and 64%),
which constitute the highest and lowest rates across the survey.
BaME (N=50)
White (N=433)
All (N=483)

q16
44 (88%)
291 (67%)
355 (69%)

q17
44 (88%)
333 (77%)
377 (78%)

q18
32 (64%)
331 (76%)
363 (75%)

q21
39 (78%)
336 (78%)
375 (78%)

q22
43 (86%)
315 (73%)
358 (74%)

q23
42 (84%)
303 (70%)
345 (71%)

Average
41 (81%)
318 (73%)
359 (74%)

Response rates to open survey questions
In terms of average length of responses to each question, BaME participants wrote more than White participants (31 words
compared to 25 words) (see table below). The largest differences in the length of responses between participant groups
occur in q17 (BaME: 33, White: 21) and q18 (BaME: 41, White: 21), which constitute the highest and lowest rates across the
survey.
BaME
White
Average

q16
26
22
24

q17
33
21
27

q18
41
21
31

q21
26
27
26

q22
31
31
31

q23
28
25
26

Average
31
25

Average length (words) of responses to open survey questions
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responded particularly more often to questions concerning barriers to finding diverse books
and suggestions for improving the Awards process, and in particularly more length to
questions relating to the availability of and access to diverse and inclusive books
(opportunities and challenges). In terms of these challenges, White participants responded
more often but in less detail.
3.3.2. Availability of and access to diverse and inclusive books
3.3.2.1.

Opportunities for change (question 18)

Responses relating to opportunities for change in terms of the availability of and access to
diverse and inclusive books were characterised by verbs relating to positive actions (including
‘encourage’, ‘promote’, and ‘seek’), particularly in relation to the theme of inclusivity.
Respondents, for example, repeatedly flagged up the opportunity to promote diverse
books/authors, to seek out BaME authors, and to actively support authors from diverse
backgrounds. For example:
o

[…] encourage more BAME authors/illustrators[...]

o

As librarians, fostering diversity in a real and concrete way in the CKG awards could help
show publishers and readers diverse texts that are marketable and deserve more awareness.
This would perhaps push publishers, booksellers, and library providers to seek out and
support diverse authors to supply the demand.

o

The opportunity to change things is always there - whether that's committing to an equality
& diversity audit of book lists and recommendations given by librarians (and agreed actions
to be taken), to displays of diverse books, to having 'equality & diversity' as a subheading in
every meeting (at a local, library level as well as higher up).

These responses convey a strong sense of the need for actors in various roles, locally and
nationally (from librarians to publishers), to take action to facilitate EDI. Emphasis is put on
the notion of sector-wide responsibility.
The ideal result of these proposed actions is envisaged by some respondents as a
‘normalisation’ process, driven by the need, as one respondent suggested, “to promote
diverse and inclusive books whilst ensuring that they are not promoted as “different” rather
that they are part of everyday life”. Another respondent observed that “[b]y making these
books more available/common place it will extend the ‘normality’ of diversity and promote
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inclusiveness.” A number of responses about enacting change to support diversity and
inclusivity also warn against stressing difference.
Respondents also use this ‘opportunities for change’ section as a space in which to offer
concrete suggestions for facilitating the wide-reaching general changes proposed. One such
suggestion is to provide support for emerging authors, particularly in the early stages of the
publication process:
o

For agents and publishers to champion diverse and inclusive work from emerging/new
writers and recruit staff from different backgrounds in order to broaden scope and more
easily facilitate the championing of these voices.

This suggestion thread relates to the issues surrounding awareness of the publication process
identified in the quantitative data.
Other concrete suggestions for bringing about change reported in responses to q18 relate to
increasing online visibility. The terms ‘social’ + ‘media’ rank highly in the keyword analysis of
this response set. As a concept, ‘social media’ is presented as a powerful tool for enabling
engagement and raising awareness. Again, focus tends towards the theme of inclusivity,
particularly in terms of advocating more diverse publications/voices. For example:
o

Social media giving greater visibility to a wider range of authors and making it easier to
find new books.

o

Social media is a great medium for advocating more diverse books and where those
posting don't have an agenda (ie. are paid reviewers), this enables more people to hear.

This theme also emerged in responses to other open survey questions, especially in q16
(barriers) in which respondents discussed difficulties in finding information about diverse
authors/books on social media, and also commented on the benefits of following members
of the LGBTQ and/or BaME community for this purpose. One participant simply explained:
“you need to follow the right Twitter accounts”. Although responses within both the
qualitative and quantitative data indicate mixed user experience of engaging with the CILIP
website, social media (namely, Twitter, Facebook, and blog spaces) is viewed by BaME and
White respondent groups as a highly fruitful tool for realising positive change.
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3.3.2.2.

Challenges (question 17) and barriers (question 16)

As in responses to q18, responses to q17 tend to cluster around the theme of diversity. This
tendency is evidenced by the high keyness value of the words ‘white’, ‘dominant’, ‘British’
and ‘privilege’ in the response set. In terms of challenges, however, the theme of inclusivity
is primarily considered through the lens of sociodemographic factors. For example:
o

There is not enough diversity among most gatekeeper groups (publishers, booksellers,
librarians, reviewers, teachers). The gatekeepers in children's publishing are predominately
white, middle class and female, which results in children's books that will appeal to and
reflect this demographic more than others[.]

o

The overwhelming whiteness and (upper) middle-classness of the literary world. Unconscious
prejudice, white privilege and white fragility when privilege is questioned.

o

More diverse books are being published, but publishers tend to trust white, cis, straight,
upper middle class authors more to write marginalised characters. Underrepresented
authors are still seen as a risk.

Expression of concern about the general lack of diversity in relation to ethnicity tends to be
more frequent in responses from the BaME group7. However, although most explicitly voiced
in BaME responses to q17 and q16, issues relating to industry ‘gatekeepers’ (characterised as
privileged, white, middle-class, and often female) echo strongly throughout the response sets
from both participant groups.
The verb that is most key to q18 responses relating to challenges (other than ‘challenge’) is
‘find’. Example responses include:

7

For example, the descriptor with the highest keyness value, ‘white’, only occurs three times out of every 1000 words (as a
normalised average) in responses to q18 (opportunities), but occurs five times out of every 1000 words in responses to q17
(challenges) (see table below). Within q17 responses, when usage is divided on the basis of declared respondent ethnicity,
BaME respondents are much more likely to use the descriptor ‘white’ (12 times in every 1000 words) compared to White
respondents (4 times in every 1000 words). A similar emphasis on the descriptor ‘white’ is evident in the barriers to finding
diverse and inclusive books respondents identified (q16).
q16
raw
(total)
BaME
White
All

3
(1122)
21
(6539)
24
(7661)

q17
per
thou.
words
3
3
3

raw
(total)
18
(1444)
29
(7159)
47
(8603)

q18
per
thou.
words
12
4
5

raw
(total)
2
(1314)
5
(7101)
7
(8415)

q21
per
thou.
words
2
1
>1

raw
(total)
2
(1011)
2
(8953)
4
(9964)

q22
per
thou.
words
2
0
>1

raw
(total)
10
(1336)
20
(9805)
30
(11141)

q23
per
thou.
words
7
2
3

raw
(total)
1
(1183)
0
(7463)
1
(8646)

per
thou.
words
>1
0
>1

Use of 'white' in responses to open survey questions
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o

Finding books that are really attractive to children that they can identify with[.]

o

Finding authors with authentic voices who are creating stories that young people want
to read.

o

Finding published authors from and representing diverse backgrounds is difficult and is
disproportionately low compared to the vast majority of published material.

Where ‘seeking’ new and diverse authors in general was presented as an opportunity,
‘finding’ texts/authors that appeal to children specifically is flagged up as a challenge. This
shift in usage (the sense that there is opportunity to seek, but finding is difficult) may reflect
a general lack of confidence in the process of identifying diverse books/authors.
As a challenge, inclusivity is described in terms of absence through keywords such as ‘lack’
and ‘not enough’ (which are highly salient in this response set). Respondents across both
groups commonly identify ‘awareness’, ‘recognition’, ‘visibility’, ‘resources’ and ‘willingness’
as obstacles, particularly in relation to the role of publishers and librarians and to the
publication mechanism. Examples include:
o

Lack of resources for publishers of more diverse material making publicity hard[.]

o

Teachers [sic] understanding and awareness of the diverse range of books for children[.]

The representativeness of the industry is questioned by comments such as “[n]ot enough
people across the value chain who are themselves representative of an inclusive ecosystem”.
Obstacles within this ecosystem include: “[p]ublishers not held accountable for lack of
diversity on book lists” and “the lack of diversity in the publishing industry and outmoded
ideas”. The notion of an ingrained lack of inclusivity also echoes throughout response sets.
The other verb that is particularly key to responses to q18 “challenges” is ‘get[ting]’. Focus is
divided between prompting action and acquiring knowledge. Respondents talked specifically
about ‘getting’ various actors to change behaviours. In terms of prompting action,
respondents noted that:
o

Getting students to read at all! If they don't like reading in the first place (whether they
are confident readers or they struggle) they are much less likely to read something that
takes them 'out of their comfort zone'.

o

[…] getting publishers to print and promote books by authors of colour [..]
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o

[…] getting school librarians - who are overwhelmingly older white women - to purchase,
read and recommend books that are outside their comfort zone [.]

In terms of acquiring knowledge, respondents noted that:
o

The challenge is getting diverse books noticed as sometimes they can get less publicity
due to being with a smaller publishers [sic] or a big publisher thinking it won't sell well.

o

Sales teams worried that they can't sell certain types of books into bookshops, so not
getting the green light to proceed with them editorially.

In relation to the need to take action and acquire knowledge, respondents also identified the
need for stakeholders to acknowledge their own limitations. Recognising unconscious bias
emerged as an area felt, by both BaME and White groups, to be in particular need of
attention. One respondent, for example, suggested that:
o

The biggest challenge is in the lack of diversity of all parts of the book industry and an
astounding lack of willingness to accept unconscious bias within that [.]

Another respondent commented that:
o

Overcoming social bias in older age groups who might be involved in the judging process
attitudes of others in my school community - SMT, parents and sometimes teachers and
pupils. Lack of willingness to read outside their comfort zone [.]

Another respondent specified that a particular challenge relates to:
o

[…] judges and nominators [sic] understanding what unconscious bias is, that they have
it, and realising that publishing and literature in the UK is an unapologetic bastion of
white privilege.

This call for reflection and transparency also permeates responses to q16. For example:
o

The barriers can come way before the publication stage. There is a need to search for
diverse books and while this is the case it cannot be a level playingfield [sic].

o

There is bias - even though it may be unconscious - every step of the way. It is the
responsibility of those with a voice in the publishing industry to seek out diverse books
and help to create the awareness that will lead to change.

These comments appear to relate to an overall view of what was described by one
respondent as a “[l]ack of honest conversation in the primarily white publishing industry
and CILIP about bias”. This conversation is presented as one that must occur across the
sector, and as one that impacts on all stages of the publication process.
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3.3.3. The Awards

3.3.3.1.

Current problems (question 22)

Respondents were asked to comment on current problems with the Awards (q23) and to give
suggestions for the future improvement of the Awards (q22). We again looked at the
keywords that characterised each response set by comparing all answers to q22 to all
combined answers to q22 and q23, and vice-versa.
Interestingly, unlike in other response subsets, pronouns (‘I’ and ‘they’) ranked as highly key
within responses to current problems. Respondents commonly use the personal pronoun ‘I’
to convey mental or emotional processes. For example:
o

I think what is wrong with the awards is just a symptom of the current state of
publishing at the present time. And indeed culture more generally at the moment in
that is is [sic] too dominated by one homogenous group. [emphasis added]

o

I feel the same authors are picked regularly because they may be writing to the judging
criteria rather than the judging criteria being more inclusive of different authors.
[emphasis added]

These responses were, however, by no means solely critical. For example:
o

Personally I think the criteria is sound and there are many other awards judged
differently out there.

The need to balance consideration of inclusivity and diversity alongside other concerns was
also voiced:
o

I think they strike a good balance, and while it is important to recognize the need for
diversity and inclusivity the quality of the storytelling should be paramount, and I hope
that is recognized during selection.

o

I also feel the books chosen have to be deemed to have "issues" and include diversity as
opposed to be being a good book.

This tension between diversity, representativeness and universality also appeared in
responses to q18, to which participants identified “both getting diverse and inclusive stories
but original, popular tales too” and “[f]inding authors and illustrators from diverse
backgrounds whose work has global appeal” as general challenges.
It seems that respondents are more likely to draw on their personal experience and views
(positive and negative) when asked about current problems within the Awards system,
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compared to when they are asked about general challenges in accessing diverse books (q18).
In answers to q22, respondents use ‘they’ to refer to authors, publishers, librarians, child
readers, and also to books. This personalisation/concretisation may indicate a greater
familiarity with the issue (given the industry roles of the stakeholders) or it may suggest that
respondents are able to invest more strongly with a concrete and specific ‘problem’ in
comparison to a wider and more abstract ‘challenge’.
One of the specific concerns that was expressed repeatedly relates to the diversity of authors
involved in the Awards:
o

[…] it is often the same names not only year after year, but even within the same year!

o

Too many of the same authors on the short list - not enough new voices [.]

o

It sometimes takes a long time for a really good book by an unknown author to get
traction, so they don't get nominated. Some well-known authors […] are always in the
shortlist, even for books that aren't that great.

The word ‘predictable’ was used in a number of responses to describe the Awards shortlist.
‘Predictable’ collocated strongly with references to the judging panels’ ‘favourite’ / ‘favoured’
authors. The need to move away from nominating the usual suspects is a theme that runs
through responses to all questions, indicating that this concern is seen as a general barrier to
diversity and inclusivity, and also a specific barrier to children’s participation in the Awards
process.
Mirroring patterns within responses to q18 (challenges), respondents described their views
on current problems in terms of ‘lack’ and ‘not enough’, commonly with reference to issues
of procedure. The use of ‘lack’ tends to correlate with issues of responsibility and bias at an
institutional level. For example:
o

The current gender gap in reading for pleasure (and by extension literacy and academic
achievement) means that lack of gender balance among the nominating librarians and
on the judging panel should be recognised as as [sic] urgent a problem as the lack of
BAME representation.

o

lack of diversity complacency - too many of those involved are content to pass the buck

o

The problems in diversity in publishing aren’t, of course, something the Carnegie can fix
alone, but it does look as though it reflects that lack of diversity and hasn’t yet managed
to find a way to meaningfully challenge it.
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The use of ‘not enough’, however, is more commonly used to describe more practical
procedural issues. For example:
o

There is not enough publicity especially among the schools.

o

Not enough shadowing time[.]

o

Not enough time for most pupils to read all the books.

These responses seem to indicate concerns over procedure relating to diversity and inclusivity
at two levels: within institutional/industry frameworks, and also in reference to local
mechanisms operating within schools.
3.3.3.2.

Suggestions for improvement (question 23)

The suggestions for improving the Awards process in responses to q23 also seem to cluster
around issues of procedure at various levels. Recurring suggestions relate to what could be
changed at the overall level of how the Awards operate, and also to what could be done to
improve processes in relation to schools.
Practical issues of timing and resourcing are flagged up as an area for change:
o

Move the awards to a different time of year which fits better with the school year.

o

More reading time - 2-3 months is too short, 4-5 months would be better.

o

Making it easier to get copies of the shortlisted books to school before the Easter
holidays.

As well as general timing issues, one respondent pointed out that shadowing takes place
during GCSE exam season, which is problematic for the inclusion of these youth readers.
In regard to increasing participation (q21), respondents noted that:
o

It's very expensive to get enough copies of each title to shadow and the wrong time of
year, it falls right before new budget is allocated at end of April which then leaves only 2
months to get them to read the books.

o

Timing is also problematic, falls between cut off period for financial year end (start of
[F]eb) and next financial year, so can’t order books until budget is agreed. Doesn’t give
children enough time to read them.

Suggestions to give students (and teachers and librarians) more time to read shortlisted books
at more appropriate points in the school calendar are commonly accompanied by suggestions
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to increase access to the books, whether by paying more attention to budget cycles or by
providing subsidised (or free) copies of books based on deprivation indices.
At the industry level, respondents suggested changes to the nominations and judging
procedures:
o

Make nominations more accessibly [sic] by allowing verified professionals who are not
members of CILIP to submit nominations.

o

Opening up judging to include SLA members. Involving student voice. More diverse and
new authors.

o

Allow librarians/ library staff who aren't CILIP members votes to nominate in the awards
to reach out to a broader spectrum of people as membership is too expensive for many.

Some respondents emphasised the need to encourage librarians from diverse backgrounds
to act as nominators, and others drew attention to the need for more awareness on the part
of librarians of published books in general, including, but not limited to, a more diverse range
of published books.
Suggestions relating to the nominations process are commonly linked to a call to avoid
repeatedly nominating the same authors, as expressed in responses to wider challenges and
opportunities (q17-q18). In general, there seems to be consensus that widening the pool of
nominators would have a positive impact on the diversity and inclusivity of book nominations.
Respondents also suggested widening the range of outlets from which books are sourced:
o

Something also needs to be done to enable small and independent publishers to make
their books more visible to potential nominators, as they often do not have the
PR/marketing budget to get them seen as widely as the commercial houses and
established indies.

o

Have a wider variety of books and list from more unusual small independent publishers.

In terms of the judging of nominations, respondents focused on issues of the
representativeness of the judging panel:
o Introduce more diversity into the judging panel.
o

I understand the structural reasons why the nominators and judges tend to all belong to
a very specific social group, but that has to change if the awards are ever going to
recognise a wider range of authors or narratives.
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As observed in responses to general challenges and opportunities, respondents from both
participant groups called for measures to be put in place to tackle bias within the nominations
and judging process:
o Online diversity and equality training for every CILIP member to help CKG nominees to
consider the diversity issues before nominating.

o

Mandatory training for all judges to explore how bias and structural discrimination
works.

o

Conscious attempts to diversify, self-awareness when it comes to racial bias - building in
systems to check.

Concerns are voiced relating to bias of all types:
o

In depth equality & diversity (& unconscious bias) training for librarians as soon as they
become judges.

o

Blind judging, where the name of the author is taken off the book, meaning the bias
towards certain authors is removed.

The provision of training and changes to procedure, and even voicing the need for such
interventions, is generally presented as a positive and achievable opportunity for change.
Perhaps the most recurrent suggestion for immediate and achievable change across
participant group responses relates to book choice and the participation of children and
young people. The repeated message from participants was to “[c]hoose better books”; “[t]he
prizes are for works for children, so choose books they would be able to read”. The primary
means of doing so are identified as 1. dividing the age groups of the Awards, and 2. allowing
children and young adults a more active role in the Awards process. These suggestions are
explored in further depth in following section.
3.3.4. Increasing participation of children and young people (question 21)

Responses relating to the participation of children and young people tended to focus on issues
of inclusivity relating to the age appropriateness and relevance of shortlisted books,
particularly in terms of the Shadowing Scheme.
Book choice, as noted in suggestions for improvement to the Awards process (q23), emerged
as a fundamental area for increasing participation:
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o

Make the shortlisted books more reader friendly for children and young people. For the
last 7-8 years there have been very 'worthy' titles shortlisted but not many of them are
either suitable or of interest to children and young people. It make [sic] shadowing
become a chore rather than an enjoyable experience[.]

Dividing the Shadowing Scheme by age group and so ensuring age appropriateness was
overwhelmingly identified as a means to increase participation:
o

You need another award for children in the mid age range. Carnegie too old for older KS2
and lower KS3 and Kate Greenaway is mainly too young for this age range.

o

For my school we target YR7-9 and some of the books nominated they just feel
uncomfortable reading them plus parents complain.

o

The increased difficulty with these awards is they do not fit into school groups easily. The
Greenaway is not suitable for primary students and the Carnegie is always too old for
most yr7 and yr8. I would include a school category for infants, junior and yr7/8 from the
longlist.

A minority of participants, however, expressed a desire to preserve the current age bracket
because they felt that other Awards sufficiently represented the voices of young readers.
A similar tension exists between some views expressed concerning CILIP’s role in supporting
understanding of diversity within the Awards process. The diversity of nominated books and
young readers was highlighted as relevant to participation:
o

When the shortlist consistently excludes authors of colour, it becomes less appealing to
children from a variety of backgrounds.

o

I think the biggest challenge is getting greater numbers of children from diverse
backgrounds to read and write, and believe that they too can become authors one day ultimately, we want ALL children to believe that reading is for them and to become
lifelong readers, don't we? I think this is something that has to start early - in primary
schools.

Yet some respondents also expressed concern over the directive role schools currently play
in guiding children’s responses to nominated books. Other respondents suggested that CILIP
should further support schools to ensure that children understand how to recognise and value
diverse books, for example by issuing guidelines on participation in the Shadowing Scheme.
Across the board, giving children a stronger voice in the Awards process in some form was
strongly advocated within responses from both participant groups:
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o

I know the students feel that they should have an opportunity to vote for the books […]

o

Allow children and young people to vote in the awards. It is very undemocratic at the
moment.

o

I also think it is shameful that children participating in the shadowing scheme are not
asked to vote for their favourites and have this be part of the judging criteria. […] Having
a 'shadower's choice' element would make the process so much more inclusive and
prevent the same predictable choices year after year by a group of not very diverse
judges who are judging the books from an adult perspective when adults aren't the
intended audience!

Several respondents concluded that allowing children more meaningful participation in the
Awards would give validation to their opinions and significantly increase their investment,
and so participation, in the process.
As in other areas of the survey, publicity and incentivisation were identified as areas for
potential improvement. Participants suggested increasing visibility within schools and local
communities (especially in deprived areas). One participant noted that generating greater
media interest would “excite children/show them the magnitude of the awards”. Concrete
suggestions for achieving such visibility included the introduction of competitions, prizes and
giveaways, participation in World Book Day, and celebrity endorsements of the Awards in
general and celebrity participation in the Shadowing Scheme.
Other suggestions included increasing accessibility to participation via online pathways such
as “an app which children can use to discuss the shortlisted titles” and greater social media
engagement to circumvent the need to participate through a password protected website,
which was described as “restrictive”. The current website was described by some respondents
as unreliable and not user-friendly (“clunky”), and a number of respondents reported that
they had failed to engage students through this medium. The suggested development of
associated apps was premised on first making improvements to the core platform.
3.3.5. Summary

Although some themes and suggestions were given in response to specific questions, analysis
suggests that the majority held relevance across multiple open survey questions. The
following table summarises emergent clusters of themes in terms of current challenges/issues
and opportunities/suggestions for change.
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Theme
cluster
Identifying/
accessing
diverse and
inclusive
books/
authors

Current challenge/issue

-

The Awards
process and
child/
young adult
participation

-

-

Opportunity/suggestion for change

Lack of diversity of ‘gatekeeper’
groups
Ingrained lack of inclusivity
across the sector
General lack of confidence in the
identification process (authors
and other stakeholders)
Perceived economic ‘risk’ of
publishing diverse books

-

Lack of BaME representation
Lack of recognition of
unconscious bias
Dominance of/ preference for a
limited pool of authors
Lack of publicity

-

Lack of diversity within
nominations
Lack of diversity within the
judging panel
Judging criteria not inclusive
Timing issues in relation to the
school year (workload of staff
and students, and budgets)
Resourcing issues
Inappropriate book choice
Lack of engagement with young
readers / validation of their
opinions

-

-

-

-

Cross-sector collaboration: EDI must
be facilitated by all stakeholders
across relevant roles, from local to
national levels
Adopt an approach that normalises
EDI (rather than emphasises
difference)
Support early career
authors/illustrators (especially in the
pre-publication stage)

Increased and better informed social
media presence
Interventions aimed at addressing
unconscious bias
Targeted publicity events

Stakeholders show particular
investment in issues about which they
can share their specific personal
experience (such as choice of books or
the Shadowing Scheme)
Widen the pool of nominators
Facilitate greater participation of
librarians, judges and young readers
from diverse backgrounds
Divide the Shadowing Scheme by age
group
Allow children and young people to
vote in the Awards
Improve the functionality of the
website and develop related pathways
for engagement
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4. Recommendations
•

Actively embed EDI within Awards-related processes, and champion this work more widely within the
sector
-

Publicise Awards criteria transparently and widely

-

Ensure that the judging panel is representative of stakeholders

- Review the applicability of judging criteria to both Awards and consider making EDI formal and
measurable considerations
-

Consider formally acquiring data through which the protected characteristics of the nominees at
each stage of the Awards process can be openly monitored

•

-

Consider mandatory unconscious bias training for judging panel members

-

Put in place measures to ensure the sustainability of strategies to embed EDI

-

Publicise work in this area

Build trust and engagement between CILIP and stakeholders, particularly the BaME community
- Increase the diversity of the Awards judging panel in terms of membership and role
- Involve non-CILIP members and Shadow Scheme groups in nominations
- Support and publicise the work of early career BaME authors and illustrators
- Invite BaME authors and illustrators to be involved in Shadow Scheme groups

•

Raise awareness of Awards processes and of the CILIP website, particularly amongst BaME stakeholders
-

Increase online engagement with the author and illustrator BaME community and with interested
parties outside the library community

-

Review the current usage of social media platforms in terms of content, traffic and connections

-

Increase the diversity of CILIP membership

-

Review the user-friendliness and functionality of the CILIP website, particularly for children and
young people

•

Consider holding targeted publicity events

Give greater consideration to the role of children and young people in the Awards process
- Publicise and celebrate the outputs from the shadow groups more widely

- Allow Shadow Scheme group participants a vote in the Awards
- Review the appropriateness of Awards to target age categories and consider adding a new ‘midrange’ age category
- Liaise with schools to negotiate timing issues in relation to the school calendar (workload and
budgets)
- Support the implementation of Shadow Scheme groups in schools located in areas of deprivation
•

Continuously review the effectiveness of strategies implemented

•

Expand the dataset on which analysis is undertaken, and also the foci of analysis
- Gather further quantitative and qualitative data relating to EDI from a larger and - crucially - more
representative sample of stakeholders
- Conduct quantitative and qualitative analysis informed by a wider range of declared characteristics
(including gender, disability and sexual orientation) in addition to ethnicity
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Appendices
Appendix 1: Blank Copy of Questionnaire
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Carnegie and Kate Greenaway Awards
Diversity Review
Page 1: Participant Information
What is the purpose of the questionnaire?
CILIP, the Library and Information Association, are conducting an independent Diversity
Review of the Carnegie and Kate Greenaway Awards after concerns were raised about the
lack of BAME representation on the 2017 Carnegie and Kate Greenaway Medal longlists
which were published 16 February 2017. The review of the awards forms part of the
organisation’s wider Equalities and Diversity Action Plan.
The Diversity Review aims to provide recommendations about how diversity, inclusion and
representation can best be championed and embedded into the work of the Awards.
Margaret Casely-Hayford is working with CILIP in the role of independent Review Chair.
The Review will inform the annual evaluation process and long-term planning around the
Awards and accompanying shadowing scheme.
This survey forms part of the review’s consultation process and draws upon themes that
emerged from initial workshops with stakeholders held in Summer and Autumn of 2017.
The Review continues into 2018 culminating in a final report to be published September
2018.
Why have I been chosen?
The review seeks to consult as widely as possible with all those either involved with or
whom we consider to have an interest in the awards, directly or tangentially. The
questionnaire is an opportunity to ensure your opinions and views are captured and
considered as part of the Diversity Review. Prior or in-depth knowledge of the Carnegie
and Kate Greenaway Awards is not needed in order to complete the questions –
awareness of the awards is one of the elements we wish to explore.
What do I have to do?
The survey consists of a number of questions and should take around 20 minutes to
1 / 24
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complete. It is important that you are completely open in your responses.
What are the possible benefits of taking part?
By taking part in this survey you will be helping CILIP to take important decisions about how
diversity and inclusivity can be further embedded in the work of the Carnegie and Kate
Greenaway Awards and contributing to the future success of the scheme.
What are the possible risks and disadvantages of taking part?
There is little to no risk or disadvantage in participating in an online survey of this nature.
Will my taking part in this survey be kept confidential?
Yes. The survey does not ask for your name or contact details nor do we ask for or store
any information that could identify you personally. Participation in the study is entirely
voluntary; you can withdraw whilst completing the survey without giving a reason for doing
so simply by closing your web browser before selecting ‘Finish’ on the final page. As the
survey is anonymous, however, once it has been completed and submitted it will not be
possible to subsequently identify and remove any data you have provided unless you are
able to identify your exact responses. No data will be able to be removed after 18th May
2018 as the findings of the survey will be compiled and a final report sent to the Chair of the
Diversity Review shortly after this date. Please be assured that the information you
provide will remain strictly confidential and anonymous. Answers will be reported so
that no individual or organization will be identifiable from any publication presenting the
results of the survey. By responding to the questionnaire, your consent to take part in the
study is assumed and that you agree to the use of the answers you provide and
anonymised quotes in any reports and publications.
What will happen with the results of the study?
The results of the survey will be analysed by Coventry University with a report summarising
the data gathered presented to the CILIP Carnegie and Kate Greenaway Awards Diversity
Review Chair. The anonymised data from this survey may also be written up for research
reports, journal articles or conference proceedings.
Who has reviewed this study?
This survey has been formulated by members of Coventry University in partnership with
CILIP. The survey has been through the University Peer Review process and been
approved.
Who can I contact if I wish to complain about this study?
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If you have a complaint about this survey, please direct it via e-mail to Professor Olivier
Sparagano, Associate Pro-Vice Chancellor for Research, o.sparagano@coventry.ac.uk
Contact for further information
Name: Phil Brabban
email: p.brabban@coventry.ac.uk
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Page 2: Consent
Participation in the study is entirely voluntary; you can withdraw whilst completing the
survey without giving a reason for doing so simply by closing your web browser before
selecting ‘Finish’ on the final page. As the survey is anonymous, however, once it has been
completed and submitted it will not be possible to subsequently identify and remove any
data you have provided unless you are able to identify your exact responses.
No data will be able to be removed after 18th May 2018 as the findings of the survey will be
compiled and a final report sent to the Chair of the Diversity Review shortly after this date.
Please be assured that the information you provide will remain strictly confidential
and anonymous. Answers will be reported so that no individual or organization will be
identifiable from any publication presenting the results of the survey. By responding to the
questionnaire, your consent to take part in the study is assumed and that you agree to the
use of the answers you provide and anonymised quotes in any reports and publications.
You also agree that anonymised data from this survey may also be written up for research
reports, journal articles or conference proceedings.
If you would like to have further information about this project, please contact me via email
(p.brabban@coventry.ac.uk)

1. Please indicate that you have read the above note and consent to the information you
provide being used as described.
Required
Yes
No

4 / 24
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Page 3: Overview
CILIP Carnegie and Kate Greenaway Awards Overview

CILIP members nominate up to 2 titles for each Medal demonstrating how their choices
meet the judging criteria.
The books nominated must have been published in the UK between 1 September and
31 August of the previous calendar year. All nominated titles are verified for eligibility
before they are announced.
A panel of 12 judges from the 12 regions of the Youth Libraries Group voluntarily give up
their time to be on the judging panel for the Carnegie and Kate Greenaway medals
which recognise the best in children’s writing and illustration respectively.
The panel read and judge all of the nominated titles against the judging criteria and draw
up a longlist consisting of 40 titles (20 on each medal) and a shortlist of 6-8 titles for
each medal.
From announcement of the shortlist in March to the winner’s ceremony in June children
and young people in registered shadowing groups read, discuss and review the books
on each shortlist and engage in reading related activity online.
An independently selected panel of judges, appointed by Amnesty International, also
read and judge the shortlist to select a book on each shortlist to be awarded the
Amnesty CILIP Honour: a commendation for books that most distinctively illuminate,
uphold or celebrate human rights.
The winners of the Carnegie and Kate Greenaway medals and Amnesty CILIP Honours
are announced at a winners’ ceremony in June.

Please note when we refer to ‘the awards’ in the questions that follow we are referring to the
Carnegie and Kate Greenaway medals, the Amnesty CILIP Honour, the accompanying
shadowing scheme and all related awards activity.
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Page 4: Monitoring data
2. Age: Please mark your relevant age band

Required

Under 20
20 to 29
30 to 39
40 to 49
50 to 59
60 to 69
Over 70

3. Disability: Are your day-to-day activities limited because of a health problem or
disability which has lasted, or is expected to last, at least 12 months?
Required
Yes, limited a lot
Yes, limited a little
No

4. Ethnicity: What is your ethnic group?

Required

White: English/Welsh/Scottish/Northern Irish/British
White: Irish
White: Gypsy or Irish Traveller
Any other White background (please describe in box below)
Mixed/Multiple ethnic groups: White and Black Caribbean
Mixed/Multiple ethnic groups: White and Black African
Mixed/Multiple ethnic groups: White and Asian
Any other Mixed/Multiple ethic background (please describe in box below)
6 / 24
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Asian/Asian British: Indian
Asian/Asian British: Pakistani
Asian/Asian British: Bangladeshi
Asian/Asian British: Chinese
Any other Asian background
Black/ African/Caribbean/Black British: African
Black/ African/Caribbean/Black British: Caribbean
Any other Black/ African/Caribbean background (please describe in box below)
Arab
Any other ethnic group (please describe in box below)

4.a. If you selected 'Any other...' above, please describe here

5. Gender: What best describes your gender?

Required

Female
Male
Prefer not to say
Prefer to self-describe

5.a. If you selected 'Prefer to self-describe' above, please enter your gender here.

6. Sexual orientation What is your sexual orientation?

Required

7 / 24
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Bisexual
Gay man
Gay woman/lesbian
Heterosexual/Straight
Prefer not to say
Prefer to self-describe

6.a. If you selected 'Prefer to self-describe' above, please enter your Sexual-orientation
here.

7. Are you a member of CILIP?

Required

Yes
No

8 / 24
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Page 5: Respondent category
8. Please select the category which most accurately describes the capacity in
which you are completing this survey.
Required
Author / illustrator
Bookseller
Literary organisation or charity
Public librarian
Publisher
Reader (adult)
Reader (under 18)
School librarian
Teacher
Library and information professional in another sector
Other

8.a. If you selected Other, please specify:
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Page 6: Awareness
9. Please rate your awareness of the following areas of the awards (1-‘completely
unaware’ to 5- ‘fully aware’)?
Required
Please don't select more than 1 answer(s) per row.
Please select at least 13 answer(s).

1

2

3

4

5

Your knowledge of
the Carnegie and
Kate Greenaway
awards
The criteria for
eligibility for
nomination
How to submit a
nomination
Who can submit a
nomination
Carnegie and Kate
Greenaway judging
criteria
Who can be a judge
Carnegie and Kate
Greenaway website
‘Shadowing’ – a
reading scheme that
accompanies the
Carnegie and Kate
Greenaway awards
How to join the
shadowing scheme
The Amnesty CILIP
Honours
10 / 24
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Code of Ethics for
professional
Librarians
Judging criteria for
any other book
award
Publishers who
specialise in giving
a voice to
underrepresented
groups and/or
perspectives that
are not ordinarily
heard

9.a. Please list any publishers that you are aware of that specialise in giving a
voice to under-represented groups and/or perspectives that are not ordinarily
heard.
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Page 7: Publicity
10. Where have you heard or read about the awards the most? (select up to 3)
Required
Please select between 1 and 3 answers.

Author / illustrator
Blogs
Bookshop
Carnegie and Kate Greenaway website
CILIP
Press
Public library
Publisher
School library
Social media
Word of mouth
Other

10.a. If you selected Other, please specify:
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Page 8: Awards Process
11. For each stage of the awards process, please rate how far you believe that Equality,
Diversity, and Inclusivity are currently embedded (1-‘not embedded at all’ to 5- ‘fully
embedded’)?
Required
Please don't select more than 1 answer(s) per row.
Please select at least 6 answer(s).

1

2

3

4

5

Book discovery by
nominators
Nominations
Longlisting
Shortlisting
Shadowing
Winner selection

13 / 24
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Page 9: Awards Fairness
12. Please consider the following statements and indicate how far you agree or disagree
with each one.
Required
Please don't select more than 1 answer(s) per row.
Please select at least 13 answer(s).

Disagree

Mostly
disagree

Neither
agree or
disagree

Mostly
agree

Agree

I believe the
process for
nominations gives
equal opportunity to
all
Nominators (CILIP
members) should
provide confidential
diversity monitoring
data about
themselves when
making a
nomination
Confidential
diversity monitoring
data should be
provided to CILIP by
publishers for
nominated authors
and illustrators
I believe the
process for
selecting judges is
fair
I believe the judging
panel are impartial
14 / 24
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The judging criteria
are appropriate
All books are given
fair and equal
consideration
Youth Librarians are
qualified to judge
excellence in the
books being
considered for the
award
I trust CILIP to
oversee the awards
in a fair and
impartial manner
I believe the
Carnegie and Kate
Greenaway awards
are diverse and
inclusive
The awards help to
raise the standard
of children’s books
that are published
The awards are
prestigious
The awards are
generally well known
and publicised
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Page 10: Judging Criteria
13. Which do you believe to be the three most important criteria for judging the Carnegie
Medal?
Required
Please select exactly 3 answer(s).

Writing technique
Originality of content
Unique voice / perspective
Authentic voice / perspective
Lasting impression
Popularity with children and young people
Well-rounded characters
Well-constructed plot
Innovative
Other

13.a. If you selected Other, please specify:

14. Which do you believe to be the three most important criteria for judging the Kate
Greenaway medal?
Required
Please select exactly 3 answer(s).

Illustration technique
Originality of content
Authentic representation
Creative and distinctive style
16 / 24
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Lasting impression
Popularity with children and young people
Synergy of illustration with text
Innovative
Other

14.a. If you selected Other, please specify:
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Page 11: Barriers
15. Which of the following do you believe to be the greatest barriers to a book being
nominated (select up to 3)?
Required
Please select no more than 3 answer(s).

Author / illustrator profile
Awareness of books
Ethnicity of author / illustrator
Nominators’ bias
Nominators having the time to read enough books
Nominators’ awareness of eligible titles
Nominators’ preferences in writing and illustration
Publisher publicity
The judging criteria
Visibility in bookshops
Visibility in libraries

16. What barriers do you face in finding diverse books?
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Page 12: Challenges and Opportunities
Awareness of the need for diverse and inclusive books has grown significantly in recent
years. Thinking about your role and the industry in general, what is the biggest challenge
you perceive in the availability and access to diverse and inclusive books and where do you
see an opportunity for change?

17. Challenge:

18. Opportunity:
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Page 13: Collections
19. Please consider the following statements and indicate how far you agree or disagree
with each one.
Required
Please don't select more than 1 answer(s) per row.
Please select at least 8 answer(s).

Disagree

Mostly
disagree

Neither
agree or
disagree

Mostly
agree

Agree

Library stock
selection policies
should include
consideration for
diversity and
inclusivity
There is sufficient
diversity information
data available
relating to authors
and illustrators
Overall, publishers
actively promote
diverse and
inclusive authors
and illustrators
There is sufficient
availability of
alternative formats
of books (eg braille,
large font, audio)
In the library I work
in or use most often,
the collection is
broadly diverse and
inclusive
20 / 24
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I am aware of a
number of diverse
or inclusive authors /
illustrators
The local or school
community should
influence library
stock selection
The diversity or
inclusive qualities of
authors / illustrators
should be actively
promoted

21 / 24
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Page 14: Shadowing scheme
In March each year CILIP invites reading groups for children and young people in libraries,
schools and homes to get involved with shadowing. The children and young people taking
part are known as ‘shadowers’ as they 'shadow' the judging process for the awards; they
read, discuss and review the books on each shortlist selected by CILIP's panel of Librarian
judges and engage in reading related activity online. Shadowing takes place from March
to June; from reveal of the shortlists to the final winners’ announcement.

20. Have you ever taken part in the CKG Shadowing Scheme?

Required

Yes
No

21. How do you think we could increase participation of children and young people in the
awards?
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Page 15: Awards - problems and improvements
22. Please describe or explain anything that you feel is currently a problem with the
awards?

23. What suggestions do you have for improving the awards?
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Page 16: Thank You
Thank you for taking the time to complete this survey. The results will be compiled and
summarised in a report that will be sent to the Chair of the Independent Diversity Review
Panel. If you have any questions regarding this survey, please contact Phil Brabban p.brabban@coventry.ac.uk.

24 / 24
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Appendix 2: Summary of Full Quantitative Data
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4
384 (79.5%)

White:
English/Welsh/Scottish/Northern
Irish/British
13 (2.7%)

White: Irish
White: Gypsy or Irish
Traveller

0

36 (7.5%)

Any other White background
(please describe in box below)
Mixed/Multiple ethnic groups:
White and Black Caribbean

2 (0.4%)

Mixed/Multiple ethnic groups:
White and Black African

3 (0.6%)

Mixed/Multiple ethnic groups:

5 (1%)

White and Asian
Any other Mixed/Multiple ethic

3 (0.6%)

background (please describe in
box below)
8 (1.7%)

Asian/Asian British: Indian
Asian/Asian British: Pakistani
Asian/Asian British:
Bangladeshi

3 (0.6%)
0

Asian/Asian British: Chinese

1 (0.2%)

Any other Asian background

4 (0.8%)

Black/ African/Caribbean/Black

5 (1%)

British: African
8 (1.7%)

Black/ African/Caribbean/Black
British: Caribbean
Any other Black/
African/Caribbean background

1 (0.2%)

(please describe in box below)
Arab
Any other ethnic group (please
describe in box below)

4.a

0
7 (1.4%)

If you selected 'Any other...' above, please describe here
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Online surveys

Carnegie and Kate Greenaway Awards Diversity Review
Showing 483 of 483 responses
Showing all responses
Showing all questions
Response rate: 483%

1

Please indicate that you have read the above note and consent to the information you provide being used as
described.

483 (100%)

Yes
No

2

0

Age: Please mark your relevant age band

Under 20

3 (0.6%)
42 (8.7%)

20 to 29

87 (18%)

30 to 39

122 (25.3%)

40 to 49

152 (31.5%)

50 to 59
64 (13.3%)

60 to 69
Over 70

3

13 (2.7%)

Disability: Are your day-to-day activities limited because of a health problem or disability which has lasted, or is
expected to last, at least 12 months?

Yes, limited a lot
Yes, limited a little

8 (1.7%)
41 (8.5%)
434 (89.9%)

No

4

Ethnicity: What is your ethnic group?
1 / 22
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4
384 (79.5%)

White:
English/Welsh/Scottish/Northern
Irish/British
13 (2.7%)

White: Irish
White: Gypsy or Irish
Traveller

0

36 (7.5%)

Any other White background
(please describe in box below)
Mixed/Multiple ethnic groups:
White and Black Caribbean

2 (0.4%)

Mixed/Multiple ethnic groups:
White and Black African

3 (0.6%)

Mixed/Multiple ethnic groups:

5 (1%)

White and Asian
Any other Mixed/Multiple ethic

3 (0.6%)

background (please describe in
box below)
8 (1.7%)

Asian/Asian British: Indian
Asian/Asian British: Pakistani
Asian/Asian British:
Bangladeshi

3 (0.6%)
0

Asian/Asian British: Chinese

1 (0.2%)

Any other Asian background

4 (0.8%)

Black/ African/Caribbean/Black

5 (1%)

British: African
8 (1.7%)

Black/ African/Caribbean/Black
British: Caribbean
Any other Black/
African/Caribbean background

1 (0.2%)

(please describe in box below)
Arab
Any other ethnic group (please
describe in box below)

4.a

0
7 (1.4%)

If you selected 'Any other...' above, please describe here
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Showing 5 of 7 responses

5

British Iranian

346542-346533-33054307

White appearance, adopted, no information.

346542-346533-33058373

White mixed with Roma heritage

346542-346533-33806416

Mixed Middle Eastern

346542-346533-33887369

East European Jewish / Roma

346542-346533-34199612

Gender: What best describes your gender?

424 (87.8%)

Female
49 (10.1%)

Male
Prefer not to say
Prefer to self-describe

5.a

7 (1.4%)
3 (0.6%)

If you selected 'Prefer to self-describe' above, please enter your gender here.
Showing all 3 responses

6

I like people; I don't like labels.

346542-346533-32908163

I have a sex not a gender. My Sex is Female

346542-346533-32910314

Gender non-aligned

346542-346533-34199612

Sexual orientation What is your sexual orientation?

Bisexual

38 (7.9%)

Gay man

8 (1.7%)

Gay woman/lesbian

7 (1.4%)
374 (77.4%)

Heterosexual/Straight
Prefer not to say
Prefer to self-describe

6.a

48 (9.9%)
8 (1.7%)

If you selected 'Prefer to self-describe' above, please enter your Sexual-orientation here.
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Showing all 8 responses

7

I like people. I don't like labels.

346542-346533-32908163

Asexual

346542-346533-33039610

asexual

346542-346533-33039500

Asexual

346542-346533-33048873

Queer

346542-346533-33054307

Asexual aromantic

346542-346533-33055704

Hetero-romantic asexual

346542-346533-34186620

Queer

346542-346533-34199612

Are you a member of CILIP?

187 (38.7%)

Yes

296 (61.3%)

No

8

Please select the category which most accurately describes the capacity in which you are completing this survey.

Author / illustrator
Bookseller
Literary organisation or
charity

70 (14.5%)
2 (0.4%)
19 (3.9%)

Public librarian

46 (9.5%)

Publisher

30 (6.2%)

Reader (adult)
Reader (under 18)

24 (5%)
2 (0.4%)

School librarian
Teacher

29 (6%)

Library and information
professional in another sector

29 (6%)

Other

8.a

192 (39.8%)

40 (8.3%)

If you selected Other, please specify:
4 / 22
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Showing 5 of 40 responses

9
9.1

Human rights charity

346542-346533-32828121

Literacy/Reading Intervention

346542-346533-32906722

Researcher

346542-346533-32908255

Mature student (illustrator), previous school librarian

346542-346533-32908525

Acedemic - children's literature specialist

346542-346533-32910020

Please rate your awareness of the following areas of the awards (1-‘completely unaware’ to 5- ‘fully aware’)?
Your knowledge of the Carnegie and Kate Greenaway awards

1

9 (1.9%)

2

11 (2.3%)

3
4

32 (6.6%)
97 (20.1%)
334 (69.2%)

5

9.2

The criteria for eligibility for nomination

1
2

39 (8.1%)
41 (8.5%)
77 (15.9%)

3

139 (28.8%)

4

187 (38.7%)

5

9.3

How to submit a nomination
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113 (23.4%)

1
69 (14.3%)

2

85 (17.6%)

3

75 (15.5%)

4

141 (29.2%)

5

9.4

Who can submit a nomination

90 (18.6%)

1
62 (12.8%)

2

83 (17.2%)

3

70 (14.5%)

4

178 (36.9%)

5

9.5

Carnegie and Kate Greenaway judging criteria

62 (12.8%)

1

53 (11%)

2

87 (18%)

3

123 (25.5%)

4

158 (32.7%)

5

9.6

Who can be a judge

89 (18.4%)

1

71 (14.7%)

2

95 (19.7%)

3

98 (20.3%)

4

130 (26.9%)

5
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9.7

Carnegie and Kate Greenaway website

1
2
3

31 (6.4%)
20 (4.1%)
53 (11%)
71 (14.7%)

4

308 (63.8%)

5

9.8

‘Shadowing’ – a reading scheme that accompanies the Carnegie and Kate Greenaway awards

1
2
3

42 (8.7%)
20 (4.1%)
36 (7.5%)
92 (19%)

4

293 (60.7%)

5

9.9

How to join the shadowing scheme

1
2
3

65 (13.5%)
45 (9.3%)
50 (10.4%)
79 (16.4%)

4

244 (50.5%)

5

9.10

The Amnesty CILIP Honours

75 (15.5%)

1
2

43 (8.9%)
68 (14.1%)

3

109 (22.6%)

4

188 (38.9%)

5
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9.11

Code of Ethics for professional Librarians

120 (24.8%)

1
63 (13%)

2

93 (19.3%)

3

75 (15.5%)

4

132 (27.3%)

5

9.12

Judging criteria for any other book award

89 (18.4%)

1

81 (16.8%)

2

144 (29.8%)

3
102 (21.1%)

4
67 (13.9%)

5

9.13

Publishers who specialise in giving a voice to underrepresented groups and/or perspectives that are not ordinarily
heard

1

107 (22.2%)

2

103 (21.3%)

3

117 (24.2%)

4

91 (18.8%)

5

9.a

65 (13.5%)

Please list any publishers that you are aware of that specialise in giving a voice to under-represented groups
and/or perspectives that are not ordinarily heard.
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Showing 5 of 238 responses

10

Tiny Owl
Little Tiger
Knights Of
Lantana
Alanna
Barrington Stoke
Child's Play
Otter Barry

346542-346533-32828121

Otter Barry Books, Childs Play, Lantana, Tiny Owl,

346542-346533-32901728

Hachette

346542-346533-32906312

Amnesty International
Barrington Stoke

346542-346533-32906531

Barrington Stoke, Stripes

346542-346533-32906330

Where have you heard or read about the awards the most? (select up to 3)

Author / illustrator
Blogs
Bookshop

63 (5.3%)
23 (1.9%)
15 (1.3%)

Carnegie and Kate Greenaway
website

311 (26.3%)

CILIP

187 (15.8%)

Press
Public library
Publisher
School library

95 (8%)
41 (3.5%)
34 (2.9%)
61 (5.2%)

Social media

232 (19.6%)

Word of mouth
Other

10.a

90 (7.6%)
29 (2.5%)

If you selected Other, please specify:
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Showing 5 of 29 responses

11

11.1

Borough Librarians Meeting

346542-346533-32907374

Youth Libraries Group

346542-346533-32905994

Book suppliers

346542-346533-32910135

twitter

346542-346533-32912782

School Library Service

346542-346533-32911948

For each stage of the awards process, please rate how far you believe that Equality, Diversity, and Inclusivity are
currently embedded (1-‘not embedded at all’ to 5- ‘fully embedded’)?
Book discovery by nominators

71 (14.7%)

1

100 (20.7%)

2

193 (40%)

3
75 (15.5%)

4
5

11.2

44 (9.1%)

Nominations

1

56 (11.6%)
96 (19.9%)

2

188 (38.9%)

3
97 (20.1%)

4
5

11.3

46 (9.5%)

Longlisting
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52 (10.8%)

1

76 (15.7%)

2

164 (34%)

3
127 (26.3%)

4
64 (13.3%)

5

11.4

Shortlisting

67 (13.9%)

1

79 (16.4%)

2

149 (30.8%)

3
116 (24%)

4
72 (14.9%)

5

11.5

Shadowing

69 (14.3%)

1

60 (12.4%)

2

174 (36%)

3
120 (24.8%)

4
60 (12.4%)

5

11.6

Winner selection

78 (16.1%)

1

72 (14.9%)

2

144 (29.8%)

3
107 (22.2%)

4
82 (17%)

5
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12
12.1

Please consider the following statements and indicate how far you agree or disagree with each one.
I believe the process for nominations gives equal opportunity to all

47 (9.7%)

Disagree

66 (13.7%)

Mostly disagree

130 (26.9%)

Neither agree or disagree

145 (30%)

Mostly agree
95 (19.7%)

Agree

12.2

Nominators (CILIP members) should provide confidential diversity monitoring data about themselves when
making a nomination

96 (19.9%)

Disagree

84 (17.4%)

Mostly disagree

127 (26.3%)

Neither agree or disagree
102 (21.1%)

Mostly agree
74 (15.3%)

Agree

12.3

Confidential diversity monitoring data should be provided to CILIP by publishers for nominated authors and
illustrators

Disagree

81 (16.8%)

Mostly disagree

73 (15.1%)

Neither agree or disagree

142 (29.4%)

Mostly agree

113 (23.4%)

Agree

12.4

74 (15.3%)

I believe the process for selecting judges is fair
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Disagree
Mostly disagree

32 (6.6%)
35 (7.2%)
244 (50.5%)

Neither agree or disagree
91 (18.8%)

Mostly agree

81 (16.8%)

Agree

12.5

I believe the judging panel are impartial

33 (6.8%)

Disagree

59 (12.2%)

Mostly disagree

154 (31.9%)

Neither agree or disagree
117 (24.2%)

Mostly agree

120 (24.8%)

Agree

12.6

The judging criteria are appropriate

Disagree

19 (3.9%)

Mostly disagree

38 (7.9%)
149 (30.8%)

Neither agree or disagree

160 (33.1%)

Mostly agree
117 (24.2%)

Agree

12.7

All books are given fair and equal consideration

Disagree

37 (7.7%)
72 (14.9%)

Mostly disagree

125 (25.9%)

Neither agree or disagree

119 (24.6%)

Mostly agree

130 (26.9%)

Agree
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12.8

Youth Librarians are qualified to judge excellence in the books being considered for the award

Disagree
Mostly disagree

9 (1.9%)
33 (6.8%)
101 (20.9%)

Neither agree or disagree

171 (35.4%)

Mostly agree

169 (35%)

Agree

12.9

I trust CILIP to oversee the awards in a fair and impartial manner

Disagree
Mostly disagree

17 (3.5%)
23 (4.8%)
115 (23.8%)

Neither agree or disagree

148 (30.6%)

Mostly agree

180 (37.3%)

Agree

12.10

I believe the Carnegie and Kate Greenaway awards are diverse and inclusive

58 (12%)

Disagree

89 (18.4%)

Mostly disagree

121 (25.1%)

Neither agree or disagree

122 (25.3%)

Mostly agree
93 (19.3%)

Agree

12.11

The awards help to raise the standard of children’s books that are published

Disagree
Mostly disagree

15 (3.1%)
46 (9.5%)
94 (19.5%)

Neither agree or disagree

157 (32.5%)

Mostly agree

171 (35.4%)

Agree
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12.12

The awards are prestigious

Disagree
Mostly disagree
Neither agree or disagree

5 (1%)
11 (2.3%)
36 (7.5%)
132 (27.3%)

Mostly agree

299 (61.9%)

Agree

12.13

The awards are generally well known and publicised

Disagree

6 (1.2%)
39 (8.1%)

Mostly disagree

70 (14.5%)

Neither agree or disagree

183 (37.9%)

Mostly agree

185 (38.3%)

Agree

13

Which do you believe to be the three most important criteria for judging the Carnegie Medal?

184 (12.7%)

Writing technique

179 (12.4%)

Originality of content
111 (7.7%)

Unique voice / perspective

188 (13%)

Authentic voice / perspective

264 (18.2%)

Lasting impression
Popularity with children and
young people

136 (9.4%)

Well-rounded characters

138 (9.5%)
184 (12.7%)

Well-constructed plot
54 (3.7%)

Innovative
Other

11 (0.8%)
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13.a

If you selected Other, please specify:
Showing 5 of 11 responses

14

Appropriate for CHILDREN (not 14+!!!!)

346542-346533-32906744

a good story

346542-346533-32911790

Fame and reputation of author - as made obvious when certain authors are selected again
and again and again, even when their most recent release is nowhere near their best work...

346542-346533-33055704

Quality of writing (not technique specifically) and Characterisation (“well-rounded” doesn’t
sound right)

346542-346533-33086639

Representing diversity in gender, ethnicity and sexuality to help redress historical failures by
CILIP and the publishing industry in this area.

346542-346533-33173443

Which do you believe to be the three most important criteria for judging the Kate Greenaway medal?

204 (14.1%)

Illustration technique
132 (9.1%)

Originality of content
82 (5.7%)

Authentic representation

333 (23%)

Creative and distinctive style
228 (15.7%)

Lasting impression
138 (9.5%)

Popularity with children and
young people

273 (18.8%)

Synergy of illustration with
text
53 (3.7%)

Innovative
Other

14.a

6 (0.4%)

If you selected Other, please specify:
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Showing 5 of 6 responses

15

I don't follow this award so don't feel I can accurately comment

346542-346533-32911823

Representing diversity in gender, ethnicity and sexuality to help redress historical failures by
CILIP and the publishing industry in this area.

346542-346533-33173443

Beauty - though that's subjective and hard to define

346542-346533-33464197

don't do this one

346542-346533-33638484

I have absolutely no knowledge or expertise of how to judge illustration, so would like to pass
on this one. I did not want to tick any of these boxes except OTHER, but again, your form
forced me to select 3, so I have ticked two others randomly, but please do not count these as
they do not represent my beliefs.

346542-346533-33887369

Which of the following do you believe to be the greatest barriers to a book being nominated (select up to 3)?

Author / illustrator proﬁle

97 (7%)

Awareness of books
Ethnicity of author /
illustrator

263 (19.1%)
28 (2%)

Nominators’ bias

135 (9.8%)

Nominators having the time to
read enough books

162 (11.7%)

Nominators’ awareness of
eligible titles

224 (16.2%)

Nominators’ preferences in
writing and illustration

164 (11.9%)

Publisher publicity
The judging criteria

116 (8.4%)
26 (1.9%)

Visibility in bookshops

96 (7%)

Visibility in libraries

16

69 (5%)

What barriers do you face in finding diverse books?
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Showing 5 of 335 responses

17

There aren't enough published

346542-346533-32828121

very few published and if they are, not promoted sufficiently

346542-346533-32901728

keeping up to date with new titles

346542-346533-32906088

Publicity - finding out about what's out there and having accurate and informative reviews to
judge by

346542-346533-32906312

Time, accessability

346542-346533-32906379

Challenge:
Showing 5 of 377 responses

18

Structural racism in all sectors

346542-346533-32828121

the unconscious bias of the judges and an unwillingness to face that might be the case

346542-346533-32901728

raise the profile in the media

346542-346533-32906088

Being able to find and publicise the books that are relevant to my students

346542-346533-32906312

More books inthus atea published

346542-346533-32906379

Opportunity:
Showing 5 of 363 responses

19
19.1

Use human rights as a non-toxic & less divisive framework in children's book world

346542-346533-32828121

if this review is taken seriously and real actions taken

346542-346533-32901728

publish booklists for professional book buyers e.g. Librarians

346542-346533-32906088

We have a large Nigerian community who actively look to read books about race

346542-346533-32906312

Publicity
Getting books out to libraries

346542-346533-32906379

Please consider the following statements and indicate how far you agree or disagree with each one.
Library stock selection policies should include consideration for diversity and inclusivity
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Disagree
Mostly disagree
Neither agree or disagree

6 (1.2%)
9 (1.9%)
23 (4.8%)
127 (26.3%)

Mostly agree

318 (65.8%)

Agree

19.2

There is sufficient diversity information data available relating to authors and illustrators

Disagree

38 (7.9%)
126 (26.1%)

Mostly disagree

180 (37.3%)

Neither agree or disagree
106 (21.9%)

Mostly agree
Agree

19.3

33 (6.8%)

Overall, publishers actively promote diverse and inclusive authors and illustrators

49 (10.1%)

Disagree

142 (29.4%)

Mostly disagree

156 (32.3%)

Neither agree or disagree
92 (19%)

Mostly agree
44 (9.1%)

Agree

19.4

There is sufficient availability of alternative formats of books (eg braille, large font, audio)

80 (16.6%)

Disagree

181 (37.5%)

Mostly disagree

156 (32.3%)

Neither agree or disagree
51 (10.6%)

Mostly agree
Agree

15 (3.1%)
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19.5

In the library I work in or use most often, the collection is broadly diverse and inclusive

23 (4.8%)

Disagree

87 (18%)

Mostly disagree

123 (25.5%)

Neither agree or disagree

177 (36.6%)

Mostly agree
73 (15.1%)

Agree

19.6

I am aware of a number of diverse or inclusive authors / illustrators

Disagree
Mostly disagree

5 (1%)
33 (6.8%)
64 (13.3%)

Neither agree or disagree

222 (46%)

Mostly agree
159 (32.9%)

Agree

19.7

The local or school community should influence library stock selection

Disagree
Mostly disagree

8 (1.7%)
30 (6.2%)
73 (15.1%)

Neither agree or disagree

215 (44.5%)

Mostly agree
157 (32.5%)

Agree

19.8

The diversity or inclusive qualities of authors / illustrators should be actively promoted

Disagree
Mostly disagree

13 (2.7%)
27 (5.6%)
89 (18.4%)

Neither agree or disagree

176 (36.4%)

Mostly agree

178 (36.9%)

Agree
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20

Have you ever taken part in the CKG Shadowing Scheme?

257 (53.2%)

Yes

226 (46.8%)

No

21

How do you think we could increase participation of children and young people in the awards?
Showing 5 of 375 responses

22

get headteacher buy-in, as school timetables are so stretched

346542-346533-32828121

by making sure the books chosen for the shortlist are suitable for the ages of children taking
part - not just for those who are 15+ many schools feel that they can't shadow when more
than half the books are securely YA

346542-346533-32901728

Prizes for groups/individuals

346542-346533-32906088

need to divide into 2 awards - one for younger reader and I for YA. eg. Ks3 and Ks4

346542-346533-32906339

Run a celebrity shadowing scheme? Use the success of the Zoella book club to access young
influencers to get involved?

346542-346533-32906312

Please describe or explain anything that you feel is currently a problem with the awards?
Showing 5 of 359 responses

23

Unconscious bias

346542-346533-32828121

unconscious bias, unwillingness to engage in meaningful dialogue about how choices are
made, lack of regard to breadth of nominations, criteria is so subjective

346542-346533-32901728

The same authors keep coming being shortlisted!

346542-346533-32906085

'Ageing up' of the books on the shortlist (content not suitable for younger readers).

346542-346533-32906202

Not all books are accessible / suitable for all students - esp content

346542-346533-32906339

What suggestions do you have for improving the awards?
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Showing 5 of 346 responses
In depth equality & diversity (& unconscious bias) training for librarians as soon as they
become judges. Probably more in depth E&D training for all librarians. Evolve the criteria.

346542-346533-32828121

more transparency about criteria and process, greater weight given to nomination stage,
making it less self-congratulatory and more inclusive at all levels

346542-346533-32901728

CKG award split- could still have an 8 book shortlist, but 4 in a children's sub-catergory and 4
in a YA sub-catergory.

346542-346533-32906202

have 2 awards - one for Ks3 and one for KS4

346542-346533-32906339

Make membership of a shadowing group worth rewards outside of school

346542-346533-32906312

22 / 22

82

Appendix 3: BaME Respondent Group Quantitative Data
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Online surveys

Carnegie and Kate Greenaway Awards Diversity Review
Showing 50 of 483 responses
Showing all responses
Hiding 6 questions
With filter q4-is-mixedmultiple-ethnic-groups-white-and-black-caribbean-or-mixedmultiple-ethnic-groupswhite-and-black-african-or-mixedmultiple-ethnic-groups-white-and-asian-or-any-other-mixedmultiple-ethicbackg applied

1

Please indicate that you have read the above note and consent to the information you provide being used as
described.

Yes
No

2

50 (100%)
0

Age: Please mark your relevant age band

Under 20

0
4 (8%)

20 to 29

12 (24%)

30 to 39

11 (22%)

40 to 49

16 (32%)

50 to 59
4 (8%)

60 to 69

3 (6%)

Over 70

3

Disability: Are your day-to-day activities limited because of a health problem or disability which has lasted, or is
expected to last, at least 12 months?

Yes, limited a lot
Yes, limited a little

2 (4%)
6 (12%)

No

42 (84%)

1 / 20
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4

Ethnicity: What is your ethnic group?

White:

0

English/Welsh/Scottish/Northern
Irish/British
White: Irish

0

White: Gypsy or Irish
Traveller

0

Any other White background

0

(please describe in box below)
2 (4%)

Mixed/Multiple ethnic groups:
White and Black Caribbean

3 (6%)

Mixed/Multiple ethnic groups:
White and Black African

5 (10%)

Mixed/Multiple ethnic groups:
White and Asian
3 (6%)

Any other Mixed/Multiple ethic
background (please describe in
box below)

8 (16%)

Asian/Asian British: Indian
3 (6%)

Asian/Asian British: Pakistani
Asian/Asian British:
Bangladeshi

0

1 (2%)

Asian/Asian British: Chinese

4 (8%)

Any other Asian background

5 (10%)

Black/ African/Caribbean/Black
British: African

8 (16%)

Black/ African/Caribbean/Black
British: Caribbean
1 (2%)

Any other Black/
African/Caribbean background
(please describe in box below)
Arab

0
7 (14%)

Any other ethnic group (please
describe in box below)

4.a

If you selected 'Any other...' above, please describe here

2 / 20
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Showing all 7 responses

5

British Iranian

346542-346533-33054307

White appearance, adopted, no information.

346542-346533-33058373

White mixed with Roma heritage

346542-346533-33806416

Mixed Middle Eastern

346542-346533-33887369

East European Jewish / Roma

346542-346533-34199612

Jewish

346542-346533-34300270

White: Irish/Scottish/Welsh/Northern Irish/English

346542-346533-34763549

Gender: What best describes your gender?

Female

39 (78%)

Male

7 (14%)

Prefer not to say

3 (6%)

Prefer to self-describe

5.a

1 (2%)

If you selected 'Prefer to self-describe' above, please enter your gender here.
Showing 1 response
Gender non-aligned

6

346542-346533-34199612

Sexual orientation What is your sexual orientation?

4 (8%)

Bisexual
Gay man
Gay woman/lesbian

0
1 (2%)
40 (80%)

Heterosexual/Straight
Prefer not to say
Prefer to self-describe

6.a

3 (6%)
2 (4%)

If you selected 'Prefer to self-describe' above, please enter your Sexual-orientation here.
3 / 20
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Showing all 2 responses

7

Queer

346542-346533-33054307

Queer

346542-346533-34199612

Are you a member of CILIP?

8 (16%)

Yes

42 (84%)

No

8

Please select the category which most accurately describes the capacity in which you are completing this survey.

Author / illustrator
Bookseller

26 (52%)
0

Literary organisation or

2 (4%)

charity
Public librarian

2 (4%)

Publisher

2 (4%)

Reader (adult)
Reader (under 18)

6 (12%)
0

School librarian
Teacher
Library and information
professional in another sector
Other

8.a

6 (12%)
2 (4%)
1 (2%)

3 (6%)

If you selected Other, please specify:
Showing all 3 responses
Researcher

346542-346533-32908255

Children's literature academic

346542-346533-33335468

university lecturer

346542-346533-34616256

4 / 20
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9
9.1

Please rate your awareness of the following areas of the awards (1-‘completely unaware’ to 5- ‘fully aware’)?
Your knowledge of the Carnegie and Kate Greenaway awards

1

3 (6%)

2

3 (6%)

3

5 (10%)
16 (32%)

4

23 (46%)

5

9.2

The criteria for eligibility for nomination

10 (20%)

1
2

4 (8%)
7 (14%)

3

17 (34%)

4
12 (24%)

5

9.3

How to submit a nomination

17 (34%)

1
8 (16%)

2

11 (22%)

3
8 (16%)

4
6 (12%)

5

9.4

Who can submit a nomination

5 / 20
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1

10 (20%)

2

10 (20%)
12 (24%)

3

9.5

4

9 (18%)

5

9 (18%)

Carnegie and Kate Greenaway judging criteria

13 (26%)

1
6 (12%)

2

5 (10%)

3

16 (32%)

4
10 (20%)

5

9.6

Who can be a judge

15 (30%)

1
8 (16%)

2

9 (18%)

3

10 (20%)

4
8 (16%)

5

9.7

Carnegie and Kate Greenaway website

9 (18%)

1
2

3 (6%)
11 (22%)

3
4

6 (12%)
21 (42%)

5

6 / 20
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9.8

‘Shadowing’ – a reading scheme that accompanies the Carnegie and Kate Greenaway awards

15 (30%)

1
2

4 (8%)

3

4 (8%)
12 (24%)

4

15 (30%)

5

9.9

How to join the shadowing scheme

19 (38%)

1
7 (14%)

2

6 (12%)

3

10 (20%)

4

8 (16%)

5

9.10

The Amnesty CILIP Honours

15 (30%)

1
6 (12%)

2

7 (14%)

3

9 (18%)

4

13 (26%)

5

9.11

Code of Ethics for professional Librarians

23 (46%)

1
7 (14%)

2

9 (18%)

3
4

3 (6%)
8 (16%)

5

7 / 20
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9.12

Judging criteria for any other book award

16 (32%)

1
7 (14%)

2

11 (22%)

3

10 (20%)

4
6 (12%)

5

9.13

Publishers who specialise in giving a voice to underrepresented groups and/or perspectives that are not ordinarily
heard

1

8 (16%)

2

6 (12%)

3

9 (18%)

4

14 (28%)

5

9.a

13 (26%)

Please list any publishers that you are aware of that specialise in giving a voice to under-represented groups
and/or perspectives that are not ordinarily heard.
Showing 5 of 39 responses

10

Barrington Stokes - dyslexia

346542-346533-32906269

Lantana
Tara Books
Otter Barry
Knights Of
Prasadam
Frances Lincoln

346542-346533-32914999

Knights Of

346542-346533-33040328

Stripes

346542-346533-33049046

Knights Of, Little Tiger Press, Stripes Publishing

346542-346533-33054307

Where have you heard or read about the awards the most? (select up to 3)
8 / 20
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Author / illustrator
Blogs

17 (14.9%)
2 (1.8%)

Bookshop

4 (3.5%)

Carnegie and Kate Greenaway
website

19 (16.7%)

CILIP

10 (8.8%)

Press

13 (11.4%)

Public library

6 (5.3%)

Publisher

7 (6.1%)

School library

4 (3.5%)

Social media

24 (21.1%)

Word of mouth
Other

10.a

5 (4.4%)
3 (2.6%)

If you selected Other, please specify:
Showing all 3 responses

11

11.1

ALC

346542-346533-34186074

ALCS News Bullitin monthly.

346542-346533-34193282

Book blurbs/jackets

346542-346533-34320192

For each stage of the awards process, please rate how far you believe that Equality, Diversity, and Inclusivity are
currently embedded (1-‘not embedded at all’ to 5- ‘fully embedded’)?
Book discovery by nominators

1

18 (36%)

2

12 (24%)

3

9 (18%)

4
5

11.2

10 (20%)
1 (2%)

Nominations
9 / 20
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1

15 (30%)

2

12 (24%)

3

10 (20%)

4
5

11.3

11 (22%)
2 (4%)

Longlisting

1

17 (34%)

2

9 (18%)

3

15 (30%)

4
5

11.4

7 (14%)
2 (4%)

Shortlisting

1

22 (44%)

2

11 (22%)

3

7 (14%)

4
5

11.5

8 (16%)
2 (4%)

Shadowing

1

20 (40%)

2

7 (14%)

3

10 (20%)

4
5

11 (22%)
2 (4%)

10 / 20
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11.6

Winner selection

25 (50%)

1
2

8 (16%)

3

8 (16%)
7 (14%)

4
5

12
12.1

2 (4%)

Please consider the following statements and indicate how far you agree or disagree with each one.
I believe the process for nominations gives equal opportunity to all

17 (34%)

Disagree
10 (20%)

Mostly disagree

11 (22%)

Neither agree or disagree
8 (16%)

Mostly agree
Agree

12.2

4 (8%)

Nominators (CILIP members) should provide confidential diversity monitoring data about themselves when
making a nomination

Disagree
Mostly disagree

6 (12%)
4 (8%)

Neither agree or disagree

12.3

14 (28%)

Mostly agree

13 (26%)

Agree

13 (26%)

Confidential diversity monitoring data should be provided to CILIP by publishers for nominated authors and
illustrators
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5 (10%)

Disagree
Mostly disagree

2 (4%)
16 (32%)

Neither agree or disagree
14 (28%)

Mostly agree

13 (26%)

Agree

12.4

I believe the process for selecting judges is fair

8 (16%)

Disagree

12 (24%)

Mostly disagree

19 (38%)

Neither agree or disagree
Mostly agree

5 (10%)
6 (12%)

Agree

12.5

I believe the judging panel are impartial

Disagree

11 (22%)

Mostly disagree

11 (22%)
16 (32%)

Neither agree or disagree
Mostly agree

5 (10%)
7 (14%)

Agree

12.6

The judging criteria are appropriate

7 (14%)

Disagree

8 (16%)

Mostly disagree

19 (38%)

Neither agree or disagree
11 (22%)

Mostly agree
Agree

5 (10%)

12 / 20
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12.7

All books are given fair and equal consideration

14 (28%)

Disagree
11 (22%)

Mostly disagree

14 (28%)

Neither agree or disagree
5 (10%)

Mostly agree

6 (12%)

Agree

12.8

Youth Librarians are qualified to judge excellence in the books being considered for the award

Disagree

2 (4%)
10 (20%)

Mostly disagree

11 (22%)

Neither agree or disagree

18 (36%)

Mostly agree
9 (18%)

Agree

12.9

I trust CILIP to oversee the awards in a fair and impartial manner

Disagree

4 (8%)
8 (16%)

Mostly disagree

25 (50%)

Neither agree or disagree
7 (14%)

Mostly agree

6 (12%)

Agree

12.10

I believe the Carnegie and Kate Greenaway awards are diverse and inclusive

21 (42%)

Disagree
13 (26%)

Mostly disagree
8 (16%)

Neither agree or disagree
Mostly agree
Agree

3 (6%)
5 (10%)

13 / 20
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12.11

The awards help to raise the standard of children’s books that are published

4 (8%)

Disagree
1 (2%)

Mostly disagree

19 (38%)

Neither agree or disagree

12.12

Mostly agree

13 (26%)

Agree

13 (26%)

The awards are prestigious

Disagree
Mostly disagree
Neither agree or disagree

0
2 (4%)
3 (6%)

Mostly agree

18 (36%)

Agree

12.13

27 (54%)

The awards are generally well known and publicised

Disagree

2 (4%)

Mostly disagree

2 (4%)

Neither agree or disagree

6 (12%)

Mostly agree

23 (46%)

Agree

13

17 (34%)

Which do you believe to be the three most important criteria for judging the Carnegie Medal?

14 / 20
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18 (12%)

Writing technique

16 (10.7%)

Originality of content

18 (12%)

Unique voice / perspective

21 (14%)

Authentic voice / perspective
15 (10%)

Lasting impression

16 (10.7%)

Popularity with children and
young people

18 (12%)

Well-rounded characters
15 (10%)

Well-constructed plot
10 (6.7%)

Innovative
Other

13.a

3 (2%)

If you selected Other, please specify:

15 / 20

98

Showing all 3 responses

14

I did not want to tick any of these boxes except OTHER, but your survey form forced me to
tick 3 boxes, so I have ticked 2 others randomly, but please do not count these as they do not
represent my beliefs. I believe the current criteria are deeply problematic, and that breaking
down books in this way at all is problematic. As an author, I'd say the most important things
are that 1) a book grabs its readers - hooks them from the first sentence to the last - what you
might call 'UNPUTDOWNABILITY' (which is not represented in your list, or in the current
criteria); 2) that the book has something meaningful to say - that it is underpinned by
intellectually ambitious IDEAS (again, 'ideas' are not represented anywhere here, or in the
current criteria); and 3) that it is moving on an EMOTIONAL level (again, not represented
anywhere here, or in the current criteria). I believe that broadly speaking, the combination of
intellectual & emotional elements, bound together with unputdownability, makes for an
outstanding children's book, though there are sometimes exceptions. It's hard to
meaningfully analyse literature using pseudo-objective measures such as the ones implied by
the term 'criteria' - you know it when you see it. Perhaps it's worth asking whether having
fixed criteria at all is the right way to identify outstanding children's literature. Could any
criteria have identified Harry Potter as the most outstanding children's book of its time?
Probably not. Yet it does do the three things I've listed above as what I look for in a book; and
those things were at the heart of what I looked for when asked to judge other book prizes
that did not have fixed criteria of this sort. I certainly believe that the current criteria are not
fit for purpose - the emphasis on 'believability' (especially as judged by 12 adults who have a
wider-than-average experience of reading) has almost nothing to do with what makes an
outstanding children's book. An outstanding children's book may be 'believable' in that
sense, but that will almost certainly not be its principal quality, or the main aim of its author.

346542-346533-33887369

All of these criteria are based on masculinist, Eurowestern assumptions about the purpose
and practice of writing. How can a mostly-white judging panel tell if a young black character
is "well-rounded"? What is a "well-constructed" plot after a century of Modernist and postcolonial challenges to the normative narrative arc? How can "writing technique" be judged if
the judging panel are all committed to normative grammar and vocabulary with no ear or
understanding of patois, street slang, teenspeak, or the internal/subjective languages
developed by marginalised people? All of these kinds of writing are valuable, valid and
validated by prizes for fiction and poetry for adults, and appear in books for all readers, for
example, Black Girl Dreaming by Jacqueline Woodson and Changing, Changing by Aracelis
Girmay.

346542-346533-34199612

The wording of this question is confusing: I assume you refer to the books, but it isn't clear. It
is important that the nominators and the judges represent a broad section of society and are
not (for example), all white. The problem is *unconscious* bias. Many of the criteria above
are very subjective: who decides what is 'authentic' for example?

346542-346533-34423450

Which do you believe to be the three most important criteria for judging the Kate Greenaway medal?
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9 (6.3%)

Author / illustrator proﬁle

25 (17.4%)

Awareness of books
14 (9.7%)

Ethnicity of author /
illustrator

21 (14.6%)

Nominators’ bias
7 (4.9%)

Nominators having the time to
read enough books

14 (9.7%)

Nominators’ awareness of
eligible titles

15 (10.4%)

Nominators’ preferences in
writing and illustration
10 (6.9%)

Publisher publicity
5 (3.5%)

The judging criteria

16 (11.1%)

Visibility in bookshops
8 (5.6%)

Visibility in libraries

19
19.1

Please consider the following statements and indicate how far you agree or disagree with each one.
Library stock selection policies should include consideration for diversity and inclusivity

Disagree
Mostly disagree
Neither agree or disagree
Mostly agree

2 (4%)
0
2 (4%)
5 (10%)

Agree

19.2

41 (82%)

There is sufficient diversity information data available relating to authors and illustrators

Disagree

14 (28%)

Mostly disagree

14 (28%)

Neither agree or disagree

14 (28%)

Mostly agree

4 (8%)

Agree

4 (8%)

18 / 20
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16 (10.7%)

Illustration technique

12 (8%)

Originality of content

14 (9.3%)

Authentic representation

38 (25.3%)

Creative and distinctive style
22 (14.7%)

Lasting impression
13 (8.7%)

Popularity with children and
young people

26 (17.3%)

Synergy of illustration with
text
8 (5.3%)

Innovative
Other

14.a

1 (0.7%)

If you selected Other, please specify:
Showing 1 response
I have absolutely no knowledge or expertise of how to judge illustration, so would like to pass
on this one. I did not want to tick any of these boxes except OTHER, but again, your form
forced me to select 3, so I have ticked two others randomly, but please do not count these as
they do not represent my beliefs.

15

346542-346533-33887369

Which of the following do you believe to be the greatest barriers to a book being nominated (select up to 3)?

17 / 20

101

19.3

Overall, publishers actively promote diverse and inclusive authors and illustrators

20 (40%)

Disagree
17 (34%)

Mostly disagree
4 (8%)

Neither agree or disagree

5 (10%)

Mostly agree

4 (8%)

Agree

19.4

There is sufficient availability of alternative formats of books (eg braille, large font, audio)

16 (32%)

Disagree
14 (28%)

Mostly disagree

14 (28%)

Neither agree or disagree
4 (8%)

Mostly agree
Agree

19.5

2 (4%)

In the library I work in or use most often, the collection is broadly diverse and inclusive

8 (16%)

Disagree

19 (38%)

Mostly disagree
10 (20%)

Neither agree or disagree
6 (12%)

Mostly agree

7 (14%)

Agree

19.6

I am aware of a number of diverse or inclusive authors / illustrators

Disagree
Mostly disagree
Neither agree or disagree

4 (8%)
2 (4%)
7 (14%)
14 (28%)

Mostly agree

23 (46%)

Agree

19 / 20
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19.7

The local or school community should influence library stock selection

Disagree

0
5 (10%)

Mostly disagree

12 (24%)

Neither agree or disagree

17 (34%)

Mostly agree

16 (32%)

Agree

19.8

The diversity or inclusive qualities of authors / illustrators should be actively promoted

Disagree
Mostly disagree

4 (8%)
0

Neither agree or disagree

8 (16%)

Mostly agree

13 (26%)

Agree

20

25 (50%)

Have you ever taken part in the CKG Shadowing Scheme?

Yes

12 (24%)

No

38 (76%)

20 / 20
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Appendix 4: White Respondent Group Quantitative Data
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Online surveys

Carnegie and Kate Greenaway Awards Diversity Review
Showing 433 of 483 responses
Showing all responses
Hiding 6 questions
With filter q4-is-white-englishwelshscottishnorthern-irishbritish-or-white-irish-or-white-gypsy-or-irishtraveller-or-any-other-white-background-please-describe-in-box-below applied

1

Please indicate that you have read the above note and consent to the information you provide being used as
described.

Yes
No

2

433 (100%)
0

Age: Please mark your relevant age band

Under 20

3 (0.7%)
38 (8.8%)

20 to 29

75 (17.3%)

30 to 39

111 (25.6%)

40 to 49

136 (31.4%)

50 to 59
60 (13.9%)

60 to 69
Over 70

3

10 (2.3%)

Disability: Are your day-to-day activities limited because of a health problem or disability which has lasted, or is
expected to last, at least 12 months?

Yes, limited a lot
Yes, limited a little

6 (1.4%)
35 (8.1%)

No

392 (90.5%)

1 / 19
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4

Ethnicity: What is your ethnic group?

384 (88.7%)

White:
English/Welsh/Scottish/Northern
Irish/British
13 (3%)

White: Irish
White: Gypsy or Irish
Traveller

0

36 (8.3%)

Any other White background
(please describe in box below)
Mixed/Multiple ethnic groups:
White and Black Caribbean

0

Mixed/Multiple ethnic groups:
White and Black African

0

Mixed/Multiple ethnic groups:

0

White and Asian
Any other Mixed/Multiple ethic

0

background (please describe in
box below)
Asian/Asian British: Indian

0

Asian/Asian British: Pakistani

0

Asian/Asian British:
Bangladeshi

0

Asian/Asian British: Chinese

0

Any other Asian background

0

Black/ African/Caribbean/Black

0

British: African
Black/ African/Caribbean/Black
British: Caribbean

0

Any other Black/
African/Caribbean background

0

(please describe in box below)

4.a

Arab

0

Any other ethnic group (please
describe in box below)

0

If you selected 'Any other...' above, please describe here
No responses
2 / 19
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5

Gender: What best describes your gender?

385 (88.9%)

Female
42 (9.7%)

Male

5.a

Prefer not to say

4 (0.9%)

Prefer to self-describe

2 (0.5%)

If you selected 'Prefer to self-describe' above, please enter your gender here.
Showing all 2 responses

6

I like people; I don't like labels.

346542-346533-32908163

I have a sex not a gender. My Sex is Female

346542-346533-32910314

Sexual orientation What is your sexual orientation?

Bisexual

34 (7.9%)

Gay man

8 (1.8%)

Gay woman/lesbian

6 (1.4%)
334 (77.1%)

Heterosexual/Straight
45 (10.4%)

Prefer not to say
Prefer to self-describe

6.a

6 (1.4%)

If you selected 'Prefer to self-describe' above, please enter your Sexual-orientation here.
Showing all 6 responses
I like people. I don't like labels.

346542-346533-32908163

Asexual

346542-346533-33039610

asexual

346542-346533-33039500

Asexual

346542-346533-33048873

Asexual aromantic

346542-346533-33055704

Hetero-romantic asexual

346542-346533-34186620

3 / 19
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7

Are you a member of CILIP?

179 (41.3%)

Yes

254 (58.7%)

No

8

Please select the category which most accurately describes the capacity in which you are completing this survey.

Author / illustrator
Bookseller

44 (10.2%)
2 (0.5%)

Literary organisation or
charity

17 (3.9%)

Public librarian

44 (10.2%)

Publisher

28 (6.5%)

Reader (adult)
Reader (under 18)

18 (4.2%)
2 (0.5%)

School librarian
Teacher

27 (6.2%)

Library and information
professional in another sector

28 (6.5%)

Other

8.a

186 (43%)

37 (8.5%)

If you selected Other, please specify:
Showing 5 of 37 responses

9
9.1

Human rights charity

346542-346533-32828121

Literacy/Reading Intervention

346542-346533-32906722

Mature student (illustrator), previous school librarian

346542-346533-32908525

Acedemic - children's literature specialist

346542-346533-32910020

Researcher

346542-346533-32996640

Please rate your awareness of the following areas of the awards (1-‘completely unaware’ to 5- ‘fully aware’)?
Your knowledge of the Carnegie and Kate Greenaway awards
4 / 19
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1

6 (1.4%)

2

8 (1.8%)

3
4

27 (6.2%)
81 (18.7%)
311 (71.8%)

5

9.2

The criteria for eligibility for nomination

1
2

29 (6.7%)
37 (8.5%)
70 (16.2%)

3

122 (28.2%)

4

175 (40.4%)

5

9.3

How to submit a nomination

96 (22.2%)

1
61 (14.1%)

2

74 (17.1%)

3

67 (15.5%)

4

135 (31.2%)

5

9.4

Who can submit a nomination

80 (18.5%)

1
52 (12%)

2

71 (16.4%)

3

61 (14.1%)

4

169 (39%)

5

5 / 19
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9.5

Carnegie and Kate Greenaway judging criteria

49 (11.3%)

1

47 (10.9%)

2

82 (18.9%)

3

107 (24.7%)

4

148 (34.2%)

5

9.6

Who can be a judge

74 (17.1%)

1

63 (14.5%)

2

86 (19.9%)

3

88 (20.3%)

4

122 (28.2%)

5

9.7

Carnegie and Kate Greenaway website

1
2
3

22 (5.1%)
17 (3.9%)
42 (9.7%)
65 (15%)

4

287 (66.3%)

5

9.8

‘Shadowing’ – a reading scheme that accompanies the Carnegie and Kate Greenaway awards

1
2
3
4

27 (6.2%)
16 (3.7%)
32 (7.4%)
80 (18.5%)
278 (64.2%)

5

6 / 19
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9.9

How to join the shadowing scheme

1
2
3
4

46 (10.6%)
38 (8.8%)
44 (10.2%)
69 (15.9%)
236 (54.5%)

5

9.10

The Amnesty CILIP Honours

60 (13.9%)

1
2

37 (8.5%)
61 (14.1%)

3

100 (23.1%)

4

175 (40.4%)

5

9.11

Code of Ethics for professional Librarians

97 (22.4%)

1
56 (12.9%)

2

84 (19.4%)

3

72 (16.6%)

4

124 (28.6%)

5

9.12

Judging criteria for any other book award

7 / 19
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1

73 (16.9%)

2

74 (17.1%)
133 (30.7%)

3
92 (21.2%)

4
61 (14.1%)

5

9.13

Publishers who specialise in giving a voice to underrepresented groups and/or perspectives that are not ordinarily
heard

99 (22.9%)

1

97 (22.4%)

2

108 (24.9%)

3
77 (17.8%)

4
52 (12%)

5

9.a

Please list any publishers that you are aware of that specialise in giving a voice to under-represented groups
and/or perspectives that are not ordinarily heard.
Showing 5 of 199 responses

10

Tiny Owl
Little Tiger
Knights Of
Lantana
Alanna
Barrington Stoke
Child's Play
Otter Barry

346542-346533-32828121

Otter Barry Books, Childs Play, Lantana, Tiny Owl,

346542-346533-32901728

Hachette

346542-346533-32906312

Amnesty International
Barrington Stoke

346542-346533-32906531

Barrington Stoke, Stripes

346542-346533-32906330

Where have you heard or read about the awards the most? (select up to 3)
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46 (4.3%)

Author / illustrator
Blogs
Bookshop

21 (2%)
11 (1%)
292 (27.4%)

Carnegie and Kate Greenaway
website
177 (16.6%)

CILIP
82 (7.7%)

Press
Public library
Publisher
School library

35 (3.3%)
27 (2.5%)
57 (5.3%)
208 (19.5%)

Social media
85 (8%)

Word of mouth
Other

10.a

26 (2.4%)

If you selected Other, please specify:
Showing 5 of 26 responses

11

11.1

Borough Librarians Meeting

346542-346533-32907374

Youth Libraries Group

346542-346533-32905994

Book suppliers

346542-346533-32910135

twitter

346542-346533-32912782

School Library Service

346542-346533-32911948

For each stage of the awards process, please rate how far you believe that Equality, Diversity, and Inclusivity are
currently embedded (1-‘not embedded at all’ to 5- ‘fully embedded’)?
Book discovery by nominators

1

53 (12.2%)

2

88 (20.3%)

3

184 (42.5%)

4
5

65 (15%)
43 (9.9%)

9 / 19
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11.2

Nominations

1

41 (9.5%)
84 (19.4%)

2

178 (41.1%)

3
86 (19.9%)

4
5

11.3

44 (10.2%)

Longlisting

1

35 (8.1%)
67 (15.5%)

2

149 (34.4%)

3
120 (27.7%)

4
62 (14.3%)

5

11.4

Shortlisting

45 (10.4%)

1

68 (15.7%)

2

142 (32.8%)

3
108 (24.9%)

4
70 (16.2%)

5

11.5

Shadowing

1

49 (11.3%)
53 (12.2%)

2

164 (37.9%)

3
109 (25.2%)

4
58 (13.4%)

5

10 / 19
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11.6

Winner selection

53 (12.2%)

1

64 (14.8%)

2

136 (31.4%)

3
100 (23.1%)

4

80 (18.5%)

5

12
12.1

Please consider the following statements and indicate how far you agree or disagree with each one.
I believe the process for nominations gives equal opportunity to all

Disagree

30 (6.9%)
56 (12.9%)

Mostly disagree

119 (27.5%)

Neither agree or disagree

137 (31.6%)

Mostly agree
91 (21%)

Agree

12.2

Nominators (CILIP members) should provide confidential diversity monitoring data about themselves when
making a nomination

Disagree

90 (20.8%)

Mostly disagree

80 (18.5%)

Neither agree or disagree

113 (26.1%)

Mostly agree

89 (20.6%)

Agree

12.3

61 (14.1%)

Confidential diversity monitoring data should be provided to CILIP by publishers for nominated authors and
illustrators

11 / 19
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76 (17.6%)

Disagree

71 (16.4%)

Mostly disagree

126 (29.1%)

Neither agree or disagree
99 (22.9%)

Mostly agree
61 (14.1%)

Agree

12.4

I believe the process for selecting judges is fair

Disagree

24 (5.5%)

Mostly disagree

23 (5.3%)
225 (52%)

Neither agree or disagree
86 (19.9%)

Mostly agree

75 (17.3%)

Agree

12.5

I believe the judging panel are impartial

Disagree

22 (5.1%)
48 (11.1%)

Mostly disagree

138 (31.9%)

Neither agree or disagree

12.6

Mostly agree

112 (25.9%)

Agree

113 (26.1%)

The judging criteria are appropriate

Disagree
Mostly disagree

12 (2.8%)
30 (6.9%)
130 (30%)

Neither agree or disagree

149 (34.4%)

Mostly agree
112 (25.9%)

Agree

12 / 19
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12.7

All books are given fair and equal consideration

23 (5.3%)

Disagree

61 (14.1%)

Mostly disagree

111 (25.6%)

Neither agree or disagree

114 (26.3%)

Mostly agree

124 (28.6%)

Agree

12.8

Youth Librarians are qualified to judge excellence in the books being considered for the award

Disagree
Mostly disagree

7 (1.6%)
23 (5.3%)
90 (20.8%)

Neither agree or disagree

153 (35.3%)

Mostly agree

160 (37%)

Agree

12.9

I trust CILIP to oversee the awards in a fair and impartial manner

Disagree
Mostly disagree

13 (3%)
15 (3.5%)
90 (20.8%)

Neither agree or disagree

141 (32.6%)

Mostly agree

174 (40.2%)

Agree

12.10

I believe the Carnegie and Kate Greenaway awards are diverse and inclusive

Disagree

37 (8.5%)
76 (17.6%)

Mostly disagree

113 (26.1%)

Neither agree or disagree

119 (27.5%)

Mostly agree
88 (20.3%)

Agree

13 / 19
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12.11

The awards help to raise the standard of children’s books that are published

Disagree

11 (2.5%)
45 (10.4%)

Mostly disagree

75 (17.3%)

Neither agree or disagree

144 (33.3%)

Mostly agree

158 (36.5%)

Agree

12.12

The awards are prestigious

Disagree
Mostly disagree
Neither agree or disagree

5 (1.2%)
9 (2.1%)
33 (7.6%)
114 (26.3%)

Mostly agree

272 (62.8%)

Agree

12.13

The awards are generally well known and publicised

Disagree
Mostly disagree

4 (0.9%)
37 (8.5%)
64 (14.8%)

Neither agree or disagree

160 (37%)

Mostly agree

168 (38.8%)

Agree

13

Which do you believe to be the three most important criteria for judging the Carnegie Medal?
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166 (12.8%)

Writing technique

163 (12.5%)

Originality of content
93 (7.2%)

Unique voice / perspective

167 (12.9%)

Authentic voice / perspective

249 (19.2%)

Lasting impression
Popularity with children and
young people

120 (9.2%)

Well-rounded characters

120 (9.2%)
169 (13%)

Well-constructed plot
44 (3.4%)

Innovative
Other

13.a

8 (0.6%)

If you selected Other, please specify:
Showing 5 of 8 responses

14

Appropriate for CHILDREN (not 14+!!!!)

346542-346533-32906744

a good story

346542-346533-32911790

Fame and reputation of author - as made obvious when certain authors are selected again
and again and again, even when their most recent release is nowhere near their best work...

346542-346533-33055704

Quality of writing (not technique specifically) and Characterisation (“well-rounded” doesn’t
sound right)

346542-346533-33086639

Representing diversity in gender, ethnicity and sexuality to help redress historical failures by
CILIP and the publishing industry in this area.

346542-346533-33173443

Which do you believe to be the three most important criteria for judging the Kate Greenaway medal?
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188 (14.5%)

Illustration technique
120 (9.2%)

Originality of content
68 (5.2%)

Authentic representation

295 (22.7%)

Creative and distinctive style
206 (15.9%)

Lasting impression
125 (9.6%)

Popularity with children and
young people

247 (19%)

Synergy of illustration with
text
45 (3.5%)

Innovative
Other

14.a

5 (0.4%)

If you selected Other, please specify:
Showing all 5 responses

15

I don't follow this award so don't feel I can accurately comment

346542-346533-32911823

Representing diversity in gender, ethnicity and sexuality to help redress historical failures by
CILIP and the publishing industry in this area.

346542-346533-33173443

Beauty - though that's subjective and hard to define

346542-346533-33464197

don't do this one

346542-346533-33638484

quality of the story & text

346542-346533-34198196

Which of the following do you believe to be the greatest barriers to a book being nominated (select up to 3)?
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120

88 (7.1%)

Author / illustrator proﬁle

238 (19.3%)

Awareness of books
Ethnicity of author /
illustrator

14 (1.1%)

114 (9.2%)

Nominators’ bias

155 (12.5%)

Nominators having the time to
read enough books

210 (17%)

Nominators’ awareness of
eligible titles
149 (12.1%)

Nominators’ preferences in
writing and illustration
106 (8.6%)

Publisher publicity
The judging criteria

21 (1.7%)
80 (6.5%)

Visibility in bookshops

61 (4.9%)

Visibility in libraries

19
19.1

Please consider the following statements and indicate how far you agree or disagree with each one.
Library stock selection policies should include consideration for diversity and inclusivity

Disagree
Mostly disagree
Neither agree or disagree

4 (0.9%)
9 (2.1%)
21 (4.8%)
122 (28.2%)

Mostly agree

277 (64%)

Agree

19.2

There is sufficient diversity information data available relating to authors and illustrators

Disagree

24 (5.5%)
112 (25.9%)

Mostly disagree

166 (38.3%)

Neither agree or disagree
102 (23.6%)

Mostly agree
Agree

29 (6.7%)

17 / 19

121

19.3

Overall, publishers actively promote diverse and inclusive authors and illustrators

29 (6.7%)

Disagree

125 (28.9%)

Mostly disagree

152 (35.1%)

Neither agree or disagree
87 (20.1%)

Mostly agree
40 (9.2%)

Agree

19.4

There is sufficient availability of alternative formats of books (eg braille, large font, audio)

64 (14.8%)

Disagree

167 (38.6%)

Mostly disagree

142 (32.8%)

Neither agree or disagree
47 (10.9%)

Mostly agree
Agree

19.5

13 (3%)

In the library I work in or use most often, the collection is broadly diverse and inclusive

Disagree

15 (3.5%)
68 (15.7%)

Mostly disagree

113 (26.1%)

Neither agree or disagree

171 (39.5%)

Mostly agree
66 (15.2%)

Agree

19.6

I am aware of a number of diverse or inclusive authors / illustrators

Disagree
Mostly disagree
Neither agree or disagree

1 (0.2%)
31 (7.2%)
57 (13.2%)
208 (48%)

Mostly agree
136 (31.4%)

Agree
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19.7

The local or school community should influence library stock selection

Disagree
Mostly disagree

8 (1.8%)
25 (5.8%)
61 (14.1%)

Neither agree or disagree

198 (45.7%)

Mostly agree
141 (32.6%)

Agree

19.8

The diversity or inclusive qualities of authors / illustrators should be actively promoted

Disagree
Mostly disagree

9 (2.1%)
27 (6.2%)
81 (18.7%)

Neither agree or disagree

163 (37.6%)

Mostly agree

153 (35.3%)

Agree

20

Have you ever taken part in the CKG Shadowing Scheme?

245 (56.6%)

Yes
188 (43.4%)

No

19 / 19
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Appendix 5: Full Quantitative Data Analysis
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A statistical analysis was carried out to determine any statistically significant variance in responses.
Given the subject of the overall review, it was decided that binary Ethnicity should be the data set
against which responses to questions should be cross-tabulated. Thus, any significant variance related
to ethnicity would be surfaced, indicating difference in opinion or voice in the responses. 89 individual
data points were included in the survey. A Chi2 analysis of cross tabulated BaME and White respondent
data sets was conducted on each of these points. The results for each point are set out below.
Monitoring details
Age and Ethnicity cross tabulation
No statistical significance was found.
Disability and Ethnicity cross tabulation
No statistical significance was found.
Gender and Ethnicity cross tabulation
When examining the relationship between the three declared gender categories and binary ethnicity
(White: N = 433, BaME: = 50) there was a statistically significant variance (c2 (2, N = 483) = 10.90, p =
.004). As an example, the percentage of White individuals who declared their gender as female was
88.9% whereas for the BaME cohort it was 78.0%.
Sexual Orientation and Ethnicity cross tabulation
No statistical significance was found.
CILIP Membership and Ethnicity cross tabulation
Highly Significant (White: N =433, BaME: = 50) there was a statistically significant variance (c2 (1, N =
483) = 12.13, p < .001). For example, 41.3% of White individuals said they were members of CILIP
whereas for the BaME cohort it was 16%.
Role and Ethnicity cross tabulation
Highly significant (White: N =433, BaME: = 50) there was a statistically significant variance (c2 (10, N =
483) = 75.40, p < .001). The majority of BaME individuals indicated they were completing the survey
as Authors/Illustrators (52%) whereas the majority of White respondents (43%) completed the survey
as School Librarians.
Knowledge of CKG awards
Awareness of CKG awards and Ethnicity cross tabulation
When examining the relationship between the five levels of understanding of the CKG awards and
binary ethnicity (White: N = 433, BaME: = 50) there was a statistically significant variance (c2 (4, N =
483) = 17.74, p = .001). As an example, the combined total of White respondents who chose the two
highest levels of awareness was 90.5% which was higher than the 78.0% percentage of the BaME
respondents who selected the same. Within those the two highest categories it is notable that 71.8%
selected 5, the highest option, compared to only 46.0% of the BaME cohort.
Criteria for eligibility and Ethnicity cross tabulation
When examining the relationship between the question and binary ethnicity (White: N =433, BaME: =
50) there was a statistically significant variance (c2 (4, N = 483) = 13.61, p = .009). Although 40.4% of
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White respondents chose the highest category of awareness, compared with 24% of BaME population.
20 % of BaME population selected the lowest awareness compared to 6.7% of White population.
How to submit a nomination and Ethnicity cross tabulation
No statistical significance was found.
Who can submit a nomination and Ethnicity cross tabulation
When examining the relationship between the question and binary ethnicity (White: N =433, BaME: =
50) there was a statistically significant variance (c2 (4, N = 483) = 9.65, p = 0.047). 39% of White
respondents chose the highest value compared with 18% of the BaME respondents.
CKG judging criteria and Ethnicity cross tabulation
When examining the relationship between the question and binary ethnicity (White: N =433, BaME: =
50) there was a statistically significant variance (c2 (4, N = 483) = 13.26, p = 0.01). 34.2% of White
respondents chose highest option compared to 20% of BaME cohort. 11.3% of White chose lowest
option compared to 26% of BaME.
Who can be a judge and Ethnicity cross tabulation
No statistical significance was found.
CKG website and Ethnicity cross tabulation
When examining the relationship between the question and binary ethnicity (White: N = 433, BaME:
= 50) there was a statistically significant variance (c2 (4, N = 483) = 22.72, p < .001). 66.3% of White
cohort chose the highest option, compared to 42% of BaME cohort. 5.1% of White respondents chose
the lowest option compared to 18% of BaME.
Shadowing scheme and Ethnicity cross tabulation
When examining the relationship between the question and binary ethnicity (White: N =433, BaME: =
50) there was a statistically significant variance (c2 (4, N = 483) = 40.50, p < .001). 64.2% of White
respondents chose highest option compared to 30% of BaME. 30% of BaME chose lowest option
compared to 6.2% White.
How to join the Shadowing scheme and Ethnicity cross tabulation
When examining the relationship between the question and binary ethnicity (White: N =433, BaME: =
50) there was a statistically significant variance (c2 (4, N = 483) = 40.03, p < .001). 54.5% of White
respondents chose highest option compared to 16% of BaME. 38% of BaME chose lowest option
compared to 10.6% White.
Amnesty CILIP honours and Ethnicity cross tabulation
When examining the relationship between the question and binary ethnicity (White: N =433, BaME: =
50) there was a statistically significant variance (c2 (4, N = 433) = 11.03, p = .026). 40% of White chose
the highest value compared to 26% BaME. 30% BaME chose the lowest option compared to 13.9%
White.
Librarian Code of Ethics and Ethnicity cross tabulation
When examining the relationship between the question and binary ethnicity (White: N =433, BaME: =
50) there was a statistically significant variance (c2 (4, N = 483) = 16.01, p = .003). 46% of BaME
respondents chose the lowest value, compared to 22.4% White. 22% of BaME selected either of the
highest two options compared to 45.2% White.
Judging criteria for other books awards and Ethnicity cross tabulation
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No statistical significance was found.
Specialist Publishers for under-represented groups and Ethnicity cross tabulation
When examining the relationship between the question and binary ethnicity (White: N =433, BaME: =
50) there was a statistically significant variance (c2 (4, N = 483) = 13.12, p = .011). 54% of BaME
respondents chose either of the highest two options compared to 29.8% of the White respondents.
Publicity
Where read or heard about awards the most and Ethnicity cross tabulation
Author / Illustrator
When examining the relationship between the question and binary ethnicity (White: N =433, BaME: =
50) there was a statistically significant variance (c2 (1, N = 483) = 21.60, p < .001). 34% of BaME
respondents chose this option compared with 10.6% of the White respondents.
Blogs
No statistical significance was found.
Bookshop
When examining the relationship between the question and binary ethnicity (White: N =433, BaME: =
50) there was a statistically significant variance (c2 (1, N = 483) = 4.220, p = .035). 8% of BaME
respondents chose this option compared with 2.5% of the White respondents.
CKG Website
When examining the relationship between the question and binary ethnicity (White: N =433, BaME: =
50) there was a statistically significant variance (c2 (1, N = 483) = 16.94, p < .001). 38% of BaME
respondents chose this option compared with 67.4% of the White respondents.
CILIP
When examining the relationship between the question and binary ethnicity (White: N =433, BaME: =
50) there was a statistically significant variance (c2 (1, N = 483) = 8.23, p = .004). 20% of BaME
respondents chose this option compared with 40.9% of the White respondents.
Press
No statistically significant difference.
Public Library
No statistically significant difference.
Publisher
When examining the relationship between the question and binary ethnicity (White: N =433, BaME: =
50) there was a statistically significant variance (c2 (1, N = 483) = 21.60, p < .001). 14% of BaME
respondents chose this option compared with 6.2% of the White respondents.
School Library
No statistically significant difference.
Social Media
No statistically significant difference.
Word of mouth
No statistically significant difference.
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Other
No statistically significant difference.
Awards Process - Embedding of EDI in awards process
Book discovery by nominators and Ethnicity cross tabulation
When examining the relationship between the question and binary ethnicity (White: N =433, BaME: =
50) there was a statistically significant variance (c2 (4, N = 483) = 28.05, p <.001). Although a similar
total proportion of respondents for White (24.9%) and BaME (22%) chose either of the highest two
options, there was significant difference in the proportion of BaME choosing the lowest value (36%)
as opposed to White (12.2%). Additionally there is a noticeable difference in those who selected the
middle option, 42.5% for White and 18% for BaME respectively.
Nominations and Ethnicity cross tabulation
When examining the relationship between the question and binary ethnicity (White: N =433, BaME: =
50) there was a statistically significant variance (c2 (4, N = 483) = 23.79, p < .001). 30% of the BaME
respondents selected the lowest rating compared to 9.5% of White. 20% of BaME selected the middle
rating compared to 41.1% White.
Longlisting and Ethnicity cross tabulation
When examining the relationship between the question and binary ethnicity (White: N =433, BaME: =
50) there was a statistically significant variance (c2 (4, N = 483) = 35.21, p < .001). 18% of BaME selected
either of the higher two ratings compared to 42% of White respondents. There is also significant
difference in those who selected the lowest rating, 34% for BaME and 8.1% for White respectively.
Shortlisting and Ethnicity cross tabulation
When examining the relationship between the question and binary ethnicity (White: N =433, BaME: =
50) there was a statistically significant variance (c2 (4, N = 483) = 48.66, p < .001). 20% of BaME
respondents selected either of the top two scores compared to 40.1% of White. 44% of BaME chose
the lowest rating compared to 10.4% White.
Shadowing and Ethnicity cross tabulation
When examining the relationship between the question and binary ethnicity (White: N =433, BaME: =
50) there was a statistically significant variance (c2 (4, N = 483) = 33.27, p < .001). Notable that 40% of
BaME respondents chose the lowest score compared to 11.3% of White. 26% of BaME chose either of
the highest two scores, compared to 38.6% of White.
Winner selection and Ethnicity cross tabulation
When examining the relationship between the question and binary ethnicity (White: N =433, BaME: =
50) there was a statistically significant variance (c2 (4, N = 483) = 50.40, p <.001). Notably, 50% of
BaME respondents selected the lowest score compared to 12.2% of White. 18% of BaME selected
either of the top two scores, compared with 41.6% of White.
Awards Fairness
Fairness of process for nominations and Ethnicity cross tabulation
When examining the relationship between the question and binary ethnicity (White: N =433, BaME: =
50) there was a statistically significant variance (c2 (4, N = 483) = 43.41, p <.001). 52.6% of White
respondents selected either that they ‘agree’ or ‘mostly agree’ compared with 24% of the BaME
respondents. 34% of BaME selected ‘disagree’ compared with 6.9% of the White respondents.
Nominators providing confidential monitoring data and Ethnicity cross tabulation

128

No statistical significance.
Authors providing confidential monitoring data and Ethnicity cross tabulation
When examining the relationship between the question and binary ethnicity (White: N =433, BaME: =
50) there was a statistically significant variance (c2 (4, N = 483) = 10.87, p = .028). 54% of the BaME
respondents chose either ‘mostly agree’ or ‘agree’ compared with 37% of the White respondents. 14%
of BaME chose ‘either mostly disagree’ or ‘disagree’ compared to 34% of White respondents.
Judge selection and Ethnicity cross tabulation
When examining the relationship between the question and binary ethnicity (White: N =433, BaME: =
50) there was a statistically significant variance (c2 (4, N = 483) = 33.80, p <.001). 10.8% of White
respondents selected either that they ‘disagree’ or ‘mostly disagree’ compared with 40% of the BaME
respondents.
Impartiality of judging panel and Ethnicity cross tabulation
When examining the relationship between the question and binary ethnicity (White: N =433, BaME: =
50) there was a statistically significant variance (c2 (4, N = 483) = 30.45, p <.001). 16.2% of White
respondents selected either that they ‘disagree’ or ‘mostly disagree’ compared with 44% of the BaME
respondents.
Appropriate judging criteria and Ethnicity cross tabulation
When examining the relationship between the question and binary ethnicity (White: N =433, BaME: =
50) there was a statistically significant variance (c2 (4, N = 483) = 26.72, p <.001). 60.3% of White
respondents selected either that they ‘agree’ or ‘mostly agree’ compared with 32% of the BaME
respondents.
Equal consideration of books and Ethnicity cross tabulation
When examining the relationship between the question and binary ethnicity (White: N =433, BaME: =
50) there was a statistically significant variance (c2 (4, N = 483) = 41.56, p <.001). 50% of BaME selected
‘disagree’ or ‘mostly disagree’ compared with 19.5% of the White respondents.
Youth Librarians qualified to judge and Ethnicity cross tabulation
When examining the relationship between the question and binary ethnicity (White: N =433, BaME: =
50) there was a statistically significant variance (c2 (4, N = 483) = 20.16, p <.001). 72.3% of White
respondents selected either that they ‘agree’ or ‘mostly agree’ compared with 53% of the BaME
respondents. 24% of BaME selected ‘disagree’ or ‘mostly disagree’ compared with 6.9% of the White
respondents.
Trust in CILIP to oversee awards and Ethnicity cross tabulation
When examining the relationship between the question and binary ethnicity (White: N =433, BaME: =
50) there was a statistically significant variance (c2 (4, N = 483) = 48.64, p <.001). 72.8% of White
respondents selected either that they ‘agree’ or ‘mostly agree’ compared with 26% of the BaME
respondents. 50% of BaME respondents indicated they ‘neither agree or disagree’.
CKG awards are fair and inclusive and Ethnicity cross tabulation
When examining the relationship between the question and binary ethnicity (White: N =433, BaME: =
50) there was a statistically significant variance (c2 (4, N = 483) = 56.01, p <.001). 47.5% of White
respondents selected either that they ‘agree’ or ‘mostly agree’ compared with 16% of the BaME
respondents. 68% of BaME selected either ‘mostly disagree’ or ‘disagree’ compared with 26.1% of the
White respondents.
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Awards help to raise standards of published works and Ethnicity cross tabulation
When examining the relationship between the question and binary ethnicity (White: N =433, BaME: =
50) there was a statistically significant variance (c2 (4, N = 483) = 19.58, p = .001). 69.8% of White
respondents selected either that they ‘agree’ or ‘mostly agree’ compared with 52% of the BaME
respondents. 38% of BaME selected ‘neither agree or disagree’ compared with 17.3% of the White
respondents.
Awards are prestigious and Ethnicity cross tabulation
No statistical significance.
Renown of the awards and Ethnicity cross tabulation
No statistical significance.
Which are the most important criteria for judging Carnegie award?
Writing technique and Ethnicity cross tabulation
No statistical significance.
Originality of Content and Ethnicity cross tabulation
No statistical significance
Unique voice / perspective and Ethnicity cross tabulation
When examining the relationship between the question and binary ethnicity (White: N =433, BaME:
= 50) there was a statistically significant variance (c2 (1, N = 483) = 5.34, p = .021). 21.5% of White
respondents selected this option compared with 36% of the BaME respondents.
Authentic voice / perspective and Ethnicity cross tabulation
No statistically significant variance.
Lasting impression and Ethnicity cross tabulation
When examining the relationship between the question and binary ethnicity (White: N =433, BaME:
= 50) there was a statistically significant variance (c2 (1, N = 483) = 13.68, p < .001). 57.5% of White
respondents selected this option compared with 30% of the BaME respondents.
Popularity with Children and young people and Ethnicity cross tabulation
No statistically significant variance.
Well-rounded characters and Ethnicity cross tabulation
No statistically significant variance.
Well-constructed plot and Ethnicity cross tabulation
No statistically significant variance.
Innovative and Ethnicity cross tabulation
When examining the relationship between the question and binary ethnicity (White: N =433, BaME:
= 50) there was a statistically significant variance (c2 (1, N = 483) = 4.36, p = .037). 10.2% of White
respondents selected this option compared with 20% of the BaME respondents.
Other and Ethnicity cross tabulation
No statistically significant variance.
Which are the most important criteria for judging Kate Greenaway award?
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Illustration technique
No statistically significant variance
Originality of content
No statistically significant variance.
Authentic representation
When examining the relationship between the question and binary ethnicity (White: N =433, BaME:
= 50) there was a statistically significant variance (c2 (1, N = 483) = 4.80, p = .028). 15.7% of White
respondents selected this option compared with 28% of the BaME respondents.
Creative and distinctive style
No statistically significant variance.
Lasting impression
No statistically significant variance.
Popularity with children and young people
No statistically significant variance.
Synergy of illustration with text
No statistically significant variance.
Innovative
No statistically significant variance.
Other
No statistically significant variance.
Barriers
What are the greatest barriers to a book being nominated and Ethnicity cross tabulation
Author / illustrator profile and Ethnicity cross tabulation
No statistically significant variance.
Awareness of books and Ethnicity cross tabulation
No statistically significant variance.
Ethnicity of author / illustrator and Ethnicity cross tabulation
When examining the relationship between the question and binary ethnicity (White: N =433, BaME:
= 50) there was a statistically significant variance (c2 (1, N = 483) = 50.35, p < .001). 3.2% of White
respondents selected this option compared with 28% of the BaME respondents.
Nominators’ bias and Ethnicity cross tabulation
When examining the relationship between the question and binary ethnicity (White: N =433, BaME:
= 50) there was a statistically significant variance (c2 (1, N = 483) = 5.47, p = .019). 26% of White
respondents selected this option compared with 42% of the BaME respondents.
Nominators having the time to read enough books and Ethnicity cross tabulation
When examining the relationship between the question and binary ethnicity (White: N =433, BaME:
= 50) there was a statistically significant variance (c2 (1, N = 483) = 9.55, p = .002). 35.8% of White
respondents selected this option compared with 14% of the BaME respondents.
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Nominators’ awareness of eligible titles and Ethnicity cross tabulation
When examining the relationship between the question and binary ethnicity (White: N =433, BaME:
= 50) there was a statistically significant variance (c2 (1, N = 483) = 7.574, p = .006). 48.5% of White
respondents selected this option compared with 28% of the BaME respondents.
Nominators’ preferences in writing and illustration and Ethnicity cross tabulation
No statistically significant variance.
Publisher publicity and Ethnicity cross tabulation
No statistically significant variance.
The judging criteria and Ethnicity cross tabulation
No statistically significant variance.
Visibility in bookshops and Ethnicity cross tabulation
When examining the relationship between the question and binary ethnicity (White: N =433, BaME:
= 50) there was a statistically significant variance (c2 (1, N = 483) = 5.15, p = .023). 18.5% of White
respondents selected this option compared with 32% of the BaME respondents.
Visibility in libraries and Ethnicity cross tabulation
No statistically significant variance.
Collections
Library stock selection policies and Ethnicity cross tabulation
When examining the relationship between the question and binary ethnicity (White: N =433, BaME: =
50) there was a statistically significant variance (c2 (4, N = 483) = 12.36, p = .015). 64% of White
respondents selected either that they ‘agree’ compared with 82% of the BaME respondents. An almost
identical proportion of White and BaME respondents selected either ‘Agree’ or ‘Mostly agree’, 92.2%
and 92% respectively.
Author and Illustrator diversity information and Ethnicity cross tabulation
When examining the relationship between the question and binary ethnicity (White: N =433, BaME: =
50) there was a statistically significant variance (c2 (4, N = 483) = 35.15, p < .001). 30.3% of White
respondents selected either that they ‘agree’ or ‘mostly agree’ compared with 16% of the BaME
respondents. There was a noticeable difference in those that selected ‘Disagree’ with 5.5% of White
and 28% of BaME choosing that option.
Publishers promotion of diverse authors and illustrators and Ethnicity cross tabulation
When examining the relationship between the question and binary ethnicity (White: N =433, BaME: =
50) there was a statistically significant variance (c2 (4, N = 483) = 62.07, p < .001). 6.7% of White
respondents selected that they ‘disagree’ compared with 40% of the BaME respondents.
Sufficient alternative format availability and Ethnicity cross tabulation
When examining the relationship between the question and binary ethnicity (White: N =433, BaME: =
50) there was a statistically significant variance (c2 (4, N = 483) = 10.17, p = .038). 14.8% of White
respondents selected that they ‘disagree’ compared with 32% of the BaME respondents.
My library collection is broadly diverse and inclusive and Ethnicity cross tabulation
When examining the relationship between the question and binary ethnicity (White: N =433, BaME:
= 50) there was a statistically significant variance (c2 (4, N = 483) = 37.10, p < .001). 54.7% of White
respondents selected either that they ‘agree’ or ‘mostly agree’ compared with 26% of the BaME
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respondents. There was a noticeable difference in those that selected ‘Disagree’ with 3.5% of White
and 16% of BaME choosing that option.
Awareness of a number of diverse authors or illustrators and Ethnicity cross tabulation
When examining the relationship between the question and binary ethnicity (White: N =433, BaME: =
50) there was a statistically significant variance (c2 (4, N = 483) = 33.63, p < .001). 0.2% of White
respondents selected that they ‘disagree’ compared with 8% of the BaME respondents. There was a
noticeable difference between ethnicity in those that chose ‘mostly agree’ rather than ‘agree’. The
majority of White respondents chose ‘Mostly agree’ (48%) whereas the majority of BaME respondents
chose ‘agree’ (46%).
Local school and community influence on stock selection and Ethnicity cross tabulation
No statistically significant variance.
Active promotion of diverse qualities of authors and illustrators and Ethnicity cross tabulation
When examining the relationship between the question and binary ethnicity (White: N =433, BaME: =
50) there was a statistically significant variance (c2 (4, N = 483) = 13.42, p = .009). 35.3% of White
respondents selected that they ‘agree’ compared with 50% of the BaME respondents.
Shadowing scheme
Taken part in CKG shadowing scheme and Ethnicity cross tabulation
When examining the relationship between the question and binary ethnicity (White: N =433, BaME: =
50) there was a statistically significant variance (c2 (4, N = 483) = 19.11, p < .001). 56.6% of White
respondents selected that they ‘agree’ compared with 24% of the BaME respondents.
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CILIP: Carnegie and Kate Greenaway Awards
Independent Diversity Review
Analysis of Shadowing scheme participants
by postcode

Introduction
As part of the CILIP Carnegie and Kate Greenaway Awards Independent Diversity Review,
Coventry University Library have been asked to assist with analysis of participants in the
related ‘Shadowing Scheme’.

At the beginning of Spring in each award year, CILIP invites reading groups for children and
young people in libraries, schools, and homes to become involved in ‘shadowing’. Children
and young people are known as ‘shadowers’ as they ‘shadow’ the judging process for the
awards; they read, discuss, and review the books on each shortlist selected y CILIP’s panel of
Librarian judges and engage in reading related activity online. A specific website exists to
facilitate this aspect of the awards. Shadowing takes place from March to June; i.e. from
the reveal of the shortlist to the announcement of the winner.

Although there is little data that is available on the individual participants in the shadowing
scheme, we are aware of the organisations, including schools and Libraries, who participate
in the scheme and register their details with CILIP on their website.

CILIP seeks to understand how inclusive this aspect of the awards scheme is and we have
determined that one method is to analyse the postcodes of organisations involved against
the published ‘English area of deprivation’ to gain a broad level snapshot of engagement
from that perspective. The website explaining ‘English areas of deprivation 2015’ can be
found at https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/english-indices-of-deprivation-2015

Methodology
CILIP have provided an address file from all organisations participating in the Shadowing
scheme. From this file, UK postcodes were extracted and converted to a comma delimited
.csv file. The resulting file was then imported into the English areas of deprivation postcode
lookup service at http://imd-by-postcode.opendatacommunities.org and the resulting
output saved. It should be noted that only English postcodes generate a corresponding
result and any postcodes that are not part of the English areas of deprivation 2015 analysis
would not contribute to the results.

Analysis
The postcode file contained 6,119 postcodes of organisations participating in the scheme.
When fed into the postcode lookup service, a total of 5,199 postcodes were matched with a
deprivation index. The resultant distribution is shown in Table 1 below;
Decile
1 Count
2 Count
3 Count
4 Count
5 Count
6 Count
7 Count
8 Count
9 Count
10 Count
Grand total

#

%
364
441
493
496
459
545
540
608
620
633
5199

7.00%
8.48%
9.48%
9.54%
8.83%
10.48%
10.39%
11.69%
11.93%
12.18%
100.00%

Table 1: Distribution of postcodes by area of deprivation decile
The limitation of this analysis is that only postcodes that are contained in the English areas
of deprivation index can be referenced. However, the resultant total (N=5199) gives a very
good sample that can be said to be indicative of distribution of the majority of shadow
groups. A further note of caution is that this analysis looks only at the postcode of the
organising body (i.e. school or library) and not participants in the shadow scheme. It is
considered a fair assumption that some participants in the scheme will come from locations
close to and within the same Lower-layer Super Output Area (LSOA) of the postcode of the
organising body, however not all will and this should be noted when interpreting the results.

Chart 1 shows the output data in bar chart format. We can see from the results in both
Table 1 and Chart 1 that there is a difference in numbers of organising bodies in each decile.
Deciles are the index of deprivation where 1 is the most deprived to 10, least deprived.

Number of shadowing group locations by area of deprivation decile
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Chart 1: Distribution of postcodes by area of deprivation decile

In the lower areas of deprivation deciles (deciles 1-5) there are smaller numbers in each
decile compared to numbers in the higher deciles (6-10). Ideally, the distribution would be
flat, i.e. the same numbers in each decile. Variations in the distribution show an imbalance
in location of the groups.

Chart 1 indicates that there are fewer shadow groups located in postcodes within the lower
areas of deprivation deciles (43.34%) compared with higher numbers in the upper areas of
deprivation deciles (56.66%). We can see also that the numbers of groups operating in
each decile increases steadily in an upward trend as the index for deprivation increases,
with the exception of deciles 5 and 7 where there is a small drop.

From this result we can state that there is a trend where the higher the index of deprivation,
the greater the membership of the shadowing scheme. We cannot, however, comment
factually on engagement by members of the scheme. It may be the case that any group in
the shadowing scheme may be more or less engaged than any other. This analysis shows
only participation or ‘membership’.

Recommendations
This analysis paints a very broad picture of participation by organising bodies in the scheme.
From that perspective there is less participation in the areas of deprivation in the lower
deciles. We can make assumptions about participants in the Shadowing Scheme as a result,
e.g. that those children living in lower areas of deprivation are less likely to have an
organising body which is a member of the scheme and therefore be less likely to engage.
Action resulting from this would be to seek to address the imbalance and encourage
organising bodies in lower areas of deprivation to take up the opportunity to participate in
the scheme, and this widen participation. These assumptions can be risky, though, and we
would recommend that CILIP look further at the Shadowing Scheme to identify levels of
engagement in the Shadowing Scheme to better inform this broader analysis.

Phil Brabban, University Librarian and Group Director of Learning Resources

Coventry University, July 2018.

