IOWA STATE UNIVERSITY

Digital Repository

Iowa State University Capstones, Theses and

Retrospective Theses and Dissertations . .
Dissertations

1987

Video format influences and trends in university
film rental libraries: an investigation of selection
and evaluation procedures

Donald Arthur Rieck

Towa State University

Follow this and additional works at: https://lib.dr.iastate.edu/rtd
0 Part of the Higher Education and Teaching Commons, and the Library and Information Science

Commons

Recommended Citation

Rieck, Donald Arthur, "Video format influences and trends in university film rental libraries: an investigation of selection and
evaluation procedures " (1987). Retrospective Theses and Dissertations. 9297.
https://lib.dr.iastate.edu/rtd /9297

This Dissertation is brought to you for free and open access by the Iowa State University Capstones, Theses and Dissertations at lowa State University
Digital Repository. It has been accepted for inclusion in Retrospective Theses and Dissertations by an authorized administrator of Iowa State University

Digital Repository. For more information, please contact digirep@iastate.edu.

www.manharaa.com


http://lib.dr.iastate.edu/?utm_source=lib.dr.iastate.edu%2Frtd%2F9297&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
http://lib.dr.iastate.edu/?utm_source=lib.dr.iastate.edu%2Frtd%2F9297&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://lib.dr.iastate.edu/rtd?utm_source=lib.dr.iastate.edu%2Frtd%2F9297&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://lib.dr.iastate.edu/theses?utm_source=lib.dr.iastate.edu%2Frtd%2F9297&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://lib.dr.iastate.edu/theses?utm_source=lib.dr.iastate.edu%2Frtd%2F9297&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://lib.dr.iastate.edu/rtd?utm_source=lib.dr.iastate.edu%2Frtd%2F9297&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
http://network.bepress.com/hgg/discipline/806?utm_source=lib.dr.iastate.edu%2Frtd%2F9297&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
http://network.bepress.com/hgg/discipline/1018?utm_source=lib.dr.iastate.edu%2Frtd%2F9297&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
http://network.bepress.com/hgg/discipline/1018?utm_source=lib.dr.iastate.edu%2Frtd%2F9297&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://lib.dr.iastate.edu/rtd/9297?utm_source=lib.dr.iastate.edu%2Frtd%2F9297&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
mailto:digirep@iastate.edu

INFORMATION TO USERS

The most advanced technology has been used to photo-
graph and reproduce this manuscript from the microfilm
master. UMI films the original text directly from the copy
submitted. Thus, some dissertation copies are in typewriter
face, while others may be from a computer printer.

In the unlikely event that the author did not send UMI a
complete manuscript and there are missing pages, these will
be noted. Also, if unauthorized copyrighted material had to
be removed, a note will indicate the deletion.

Oversize materials (e.g., maps, drawings, charts) are re-
produced by sectioning the original, beginning at the upper
left-hand corner and continuing from left to right in equal
sections with small overlaps. Each oversize page is available
as one exposure on a standard 35 mm slide or as a 17" x 23"
black and white photographic print for an additional charge.

Photographs included in the original manuscript have been
reproduced xerographically in this copy. 35 mm slides or
6" x 9" black and white photographic prints are available for
any photographs or illustrations appearing in this copy for
an additional charge. Contact UMI directly to order.

©IUMI

Accessing the World's Information since 1938

300 North Zeeb Road, Ann Arbor, M1 48106-1346 USA






Order Number 8805132

Video format influences and trends in university film rental
libraries: An investigation of selection and evaluation procedures

Rieck, Donald Arthur, Ph.D.
Iowa State University, 1987

U-M-I

300 N. Zeeb Rd.
Ann Arbor, MI 48106






PLEASE NOTE:

In all cases this material has been filmed in the best possible way from the avalilable copy.
Problems encountered with this document have been identified here with a checkmark _ v,

© @ N O O @ P o=

- -l
-d (@]
- .

12,
13.
14,
15.
16.

Glossy photographs orpages ___

Colored illustrations, paperorprint

Photographs with dark background _____

llustrations are poorcopy ________

Pages with black marks, not original copy __»4

Priﬁt shows through as there is text on both sides of page
Indistinct, broken or small print on several pages _,é_

Print exceeds margin requirements __‘4

Tightly bound copy with print lostinspine _______

Computer printout pages with indistinct print

Page(s) lacking when material received, and not available from school or
author.

Page(s) seem to be missing in numbering only as text follows.

Two pages numbered . Text follows.

Curling and wrinkled pages
Dissertation contains pages with print at a slant, filmed as received

Other

UMI






Video format influences and trends
in university film rental libraries: An investigation

of selection and evaluation procedures
by

Donald Arthur Rieck

A Dissertation Submitted to the
Graduate Faculty in Partial Fulfillment of the
Requirements for the Degree of

DOCTOR OF PHILOSOPHY

Department: Professional Studies in Education
Major: Education {(Higher Education)

Approyed:

Signature was redacted for privacy.

In Charge of Major Work

Signature was redacted for privacy.

Fibr thle Major Department

Signature was redacted for privacy.
For the Graduate College

Iowa State University
Ames, Iowa

1987



II.

ii

TABLE OF CONTENTS

INTRODUCTION

A. Background for the Study

B. Statement of the Problem

C. Need for the Study

D. Sponsorship of the Study

E. Definition of Terms

F. Assumptions and Limitations

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

A.

B.

Introduction
Historical Review of the Research

1. Early research studies - 1940s and 1950s
2. Research studies - 1960s and early 1970s
3. Recent research studies - late 1970s

and 1980s

Current Issues in Selection and Evaluation

1. Problems, goals, and purposes

2. Criteria used 1in selection and evaluation

3. Criteria used on evaluation forms

4. Criteria found in recent studies and
currently utilized by media personnel

5. Selection systems, procedures, and
practices

Development of the Video Technology
1. Video growth and development

2. Video research and studies
3. Video trends and potential impacts

Page

11
12
14
15
15
15

16
17

19
23
26
31
37
48
62
62

66
70



III.

Iv.

E.

F.

iii

Use of the Delphi Method

Summary

DESIGN OF THE STUDY

A,

B.

C.

D.

E.

F.

Background for Methodology
Objectives

The Population

Instruments and Their Validation
Collection of Data

Data Analysis

FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION

A.

B.

Introduction
Phase One: Delphi Process

1. Demographic information - frequency
distributions

2. Trend statements and criteria ratings -
rounds #1, #2, and #3

3. Trend statements and criteria ratings -
final frequency distributions of
rounds #3 and #4

4., Importance of trend statement and criteria
according to individual mean scores

5. Review of delphi panel rank-order tables

Phase Two: Survey

1. Demographic information - frequency
distributions

2. Selection and evaluation criteria
ratings - frequency distributions

3. Importance of criteria according to
individual mean scores

4. Difficulty rating of the four steps in the
selection and evaluation procedure

5. Related questions and additional comments

6. Future projections concerning film/video
libraries by 1996

77
82
86
86
87
88
89
92
94
99
99

101

101

101

104

104
105

118

118
118
119

119
125

125



iv

D. Inspection and Analysis of the Phase Two
Survey by Demographic Parameters

1. Analysis by sex of the respondent -
question 2

2. Analysis by client/customer type of the
respondent - question 9

3. Analysis by size of collection of the
respondent libraries - question 5

4. Analysis by percentage of video titles in
the collection of the respondent
libraries - question 8

5. Analysis by the other demographic
parameters -~ questions 1, 3, 4, 6, 7,
10, and 11

E. Comparison and Analysis of the Ratings of the
Baird (1973) Study, the Delphi Panel, and
the 1987 Survey

l. Comparison of 1987 survey and delphi
criteria to the Baird (1973) study
criteria

2. Comparison of 1987 survey to delphi panel
projections

3, Comparison of 1987 survey trend statements
to the ratings of the delphi panel

V. CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS, RECOMMENDATIONS,
AND SUMMARY

A. Introduction
B. Conclusions
C. Implications and Recommendations

1. Implications and recommendations for
producers and distributors

2. Implications and recommendations for the
management and operation or rental
libraries

3. Implications to past research and
recommendations for future research
methodology

D. Recommendations for Further Study

E. Summary

129

130
133
137

141

145

154

155
162
168

174
174
174
187

188

191

195
197
200



VI.
VII.

VIII.

IX.

X.

XI.

XIIi.

XIII.

XIV.

XV.

XVI.

A SELECTED BIBLIOGRAPHY
ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

APPENDIX A: ROUND ONE DELPHI INSTRUMENT
AND COVER LETTER

APPENDIX B: LIST OF DELPHI PANEL MEMBERS

APPENDIX C: SUMMARY OF THE DELPHI ROUNDS AND
RESPONSES (ROUND TWO, THREE, AND FOUR)

APPENDIX D: BAIRD (1973) QUESTIONNAIRE

APPENDIX E: 1987 SURVEY INSTRUMENT AND
COVER LETTER

APPENDIX F: FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION TABLES OF
THE DELPHI PROCESS

APPENDIX G: FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION TABLES OF
PHASE TWO SURVEY

APPENDIX H: ANALYSIS BY DEMOGRAPHIC PARAMETER
TABLES: SIGNIFICANTLY DIFFERENT RESULTS

APPENDIX I: MISCELLANEOUS COMMENTS TABLES

207
218

220
239

242
328

334

344

351

365

372



Takie 1.

Table 2.

Table 3.

Table 4.

Table 5.

Table 6.

Table 7.

Table 8.

Table 9.

Table 10.

Table 11.

Table 12.

vi

LIST OF TABLES

Factors prominent in various media
selection models

Selection criteria of leading professional
organizations

Baird's criteria in his four evaluation and
selection steps and in rank-order by mean

Major barriers to faculty use of television
instruction

Major institutional barriers to the use of
television by institutions of higher education

Population breakdown

Additional criteria items suggested by
delphi panel during the delphi process

Final delphi panel rankings by mean of the
projection statements on the future nature
of film library products and the sizes of
collections

Final delphi panel rankings by mean of the
projection statements on the future nature of
film library clients and circulation patterns

Final delphi panel rankings by mean of the
projection statements on the future nature of
film library organizational structures

and funding sources

Final delphi panel rankings by mean of the
projection statements on the future nature of
film library philosophical orientations

Final delphi panel rankings by mean of the
statements regarding the influence of future
concerns and issues of film libraries

Page

34

35

39

70

71
89

103

107

108

110

111

112



Table

Table

Table

Table

Table

Table

Table

Table

Table

Table

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20,

21.

22,

vii

Final delphi pahel rankings by mean of the
identification criteria: Sources that are
used to identify titles available for
evaluation and possible purchase

Final delphi panel rankings by mean of the
determination criteria: Reasons for not
evaluating titles that have been identified
as available

Final delphi panel rankings by mean of the
evaluation criteria: Items that are
considered when evaluation titles for
possible purchase

Final delphi panel ranking by mean of the
final selection criteria: Factors that are
considered when making final purchase
decisions

Final survey rankings by mean of the
identification criteria: Sources that are
used to identify titles available for
evaluation and possible purchase

Final survey rankings by mean of the
determination criteria: Reasons for not
evaluating title that have been identified
as available

Final survey rankings by mean of the
evaluation criteria: Items that are
considered when evaluating titles for
possible purchase

Final survey rankings by mean of the final
selection criteria: Factors that are
considered when making final purchase
decisions

Final survey means indicating the level of
difficulty for each evaluation and selection
step

Final survey means and standard deviations
for the eight trend statements concerning the
future of the film libraries in ten years

(by 1996)

114

115

116

117

120

121

122

123

124

127



Table

Table

Table

Table

Table

Table

Table

Table

Table

Table

Table

Table

Table

23.

24.

25.

26I

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

viii

Analysis of the survey criteria items by sex:
Significantly different results

Analysis of the survey significantly different
trend statement (#1) by sex

Analysis of the survey criteria items by
client/customer groups: Significantly
different results

Means and standard deviations of the survey
criteria ratings by size of collection

Analysis of variance of the survey criteria
by size of collection: Significantly
different results

Means and standard deviations of the survey
criteria ratings by percentage of video titles
in the collections

Analysis of variance of the survey criteria
by percentage of video titles in the
collections: Significantly different results

Rank-order comparisons of the Baird (1973)
identification criteria ratings to survey
and delphi ratings by means

Rank-order comparisons of the Baird (1973)
determination criteria ratings to survey
and delphi ratings by means

Rank-order comparisons of the Baird (1973)
evaluation criteria ratings to survey and
delphi ratings by means

Rank~order comparisons of the Baird (1973)
final selection criteria ratings to survey
and delphi ratings by means

Analysis of the 1987 survey criteria
ratings by 1996 delphi projections:
Significantly different results

Spearman rho correlations of the evaluation
and selection steps: Phase one delphi
rank-orders with phase two survey rank-orders
(Tables 13-16 to 17-20)

132

133

135

139

140

143

144

158

159

160

161

162

167



Table

Table

Table

Table

Table

Table

Table

Table

Table

Table

Table

Table

F1.

F2.

F3l

F4.

Gl'

G2'

G3.

G4.

G5.

G6'

G7.

Hl.

ix

Frequency distribution of the delphi panel
responses on demographic/information items 345

Frequency distribution of the responses and their
means for the delphi panel's ratings on the
potential for change of Baird's (1973) four
steps 347

Frequency distribution and means of the ratings
by the delphi panel on the 1996 prognosis
statement 347

Frequency distribution and means of the ratings
by the delphi panel on the 2011 prognosis
statements 349

Frequency distribution of the survey responses
on the demographic parameter items 352

Frequency distribution of the survey
respondents on the identification criteria
ratings 354

Frequency distribution of the survey
respondents on the determination criteria

ratings 356

Frequency distribution of the survey
respondents on the evaluation criteria

ratings 358

Frequency distribution of the survey
respondents on the final selection criteria

ratings 360

Frequency distribution of the survey
respondents ratings of the level of difficulty
of each step of the evaluation and selection

process 362

Frequency distribution of responses to the
characteristics of film/video libraries in
ten years {(by 1996) 363

Analysis of survey criteria items by use of a
written collection policy: Significantly
different results 366



Table

Table

Table

Table

Table

Table

Table

Table

Table

Table

Table

Table

Table

H2.

H3I

H4I

H5.

H7I

HS8.

H9I

I1.

I2.

I3.

I4.

ISI

Analysis of survey criteria items by years of
experience: Significantly different results

Analysis of survey trend statement (#3) by
years of experience: Significantly different
results

Analysis of survey criteria items by type of
institution: Significantly different results

Analysis of survey trend statement (#6) by
type of institution: Significantly different
results

Means and standard deviations of final
selection survey criteria (#26) ratings by
geographic region: Significantly different
results

Analysis of variance of survey criteria by
geographic region: Significantly different
results

Means and standard deviations of survey
criteria ratings by service region:
Significantly different results

Analysis of variance of survey criteria by
service region: Significantly different
results

Specific evaluation and selection problems
considered to be the most difficult to
accomplish by survey respondents

Specific procedural differences between the
evaluation and selection process needed for
16mm f£film versus the video mediums identified
by survey respondents

Additional comments by survey respondents

Comments concerning trend statements by
survey respondents

Miscellaneous comments made by survey
respondents concerning the criteria items
(Part II)

367

368

368

369

369
370
370
371

373

374
375

376

378



xi

LIST OF FIGURES

Figure 1. Time frame and elements of the
investigation

Figure 2. Time frame comparisons of the evaluation
and selection research

Page

100

154



I. INTRODUCTION

A. Background for the Study

During the last three decades, there has been an
increasing emphasis on the effective use of visual media as a
means of improving the quality of higher education
instruction (Mayor and Dirr, 1986). Local boards of regents
have designated funding for media usage, state legislatures
have established state and regional media programs,
professional organizations have promoted usage, and regional
and national consortia have been developed to produce and
deliver quality instructional materials. Also, there has
been an increased interest on the part of commercial
producers and distributors in the sales and dissemination of
college and adult level media (Tate and Kressel, 1983).

A specific type of instructional materials that has
increased in the higher educational market, because of these
influences, are the motion media. 16mm films and video tapes
are the two main formats utilized by higher education
agencies to produce and circulate motion instructional
materials. These formats are being disseminated through
commercial producers or vendors, educational television

stations, local college and departmental centers, and through



rental university film and video libraries.

This increasing emphasis on the effective use of lé6mm
film and video materials is exhibited both in the amount of
funds expended and in the increased numbers of titles and
circulations held by university rental libraries. The
institutional statistics collected by the Consortium of
University Film Centers (Rieck, 1986) show an increase of
8,445 video titles in the consortium éollections; an increase
of 66 percent over the previous year's video holdings. The
same statistics also show an increase of 11,015 video titles;
an increase of 283 percent over the holdings of the
consortium, five year's earlier, in 1981.

The Hope Reports (1986) indicate a continuing growth
in all video market categories. Video equipment imports, for
example, were up 31 percent in 1985. 1In just eight years, 25
percent of United States households have acquired video
cassette recorders. Higher education institutions have the
highest market penetration of video projectors per
organization according to Hope. Many of these projection
units are used in computer instruction. These video market
trends, when compared to the other stagnant or declining
audio visual market categories, may foretell the media usage
type of the 1990s and beyond.

Another indication of the increased use of motion

instructional materials in higher education is the expansion



of consortia producing and distributing video programming for
the higher education market. The Annenberg/Corporation of
Public Broadcasting project established in 1981 is a

prominent example of this movement. The Mechanical

Universe, The Brain, Planet Earth, The Constitution: That

Delicate Balance, and The Africans are examples of this

project's quality video materials available to higher
education institutions either through the purchase of prints
or by off-air viewing and licensing. The National University
Teleconference Network (NUTN), a coalition of one hundred
institutions offering full teleconferencing services; the
Coast Community College District, a 150,000 student
institution based primarily on telecourses offered at more
than 100 learning sites; and the Iowa Higher Education
Instructional Resources Consortium, a distribution consortium
of forty plus colleges and universities organized in 1970 to
improve availability of motion media to its members, are
other examples of this growth in higher education usage and
concern for effective instructional materials.

A recent report on the status of media in higher
education (Albright, 1984) indicates, however, some problem
areas for media utilization in universities and colleges.

The report showed an "unhealthy"” media funding atmosphere in
higher education media centers. Less than 50 percent of the

institutions reporting were able to maintain budget growth



equal to the Consumer Price Index inflation rate of 60
percent between 1977 and 1982. The report also shows a
growing reliance by these higher education media agencies
upon outside revenue-producing functions. Thus, the
selection and evaluation of rental collections may be key to
the future “health" of university and college media services.

Two other outcomes of this rapid growth in motion
media is a concern for the proper collection development
procedures and the specific future of each format (l16mm and
video) as the medium for circulation. The concern for proper
selection and evaluation criteria (proper collection
development) was expressed by Oliverio (1965, p. 148) when
she wrote, "The task of selection of . . . instructional
materials is indeed a formidable one . . . . To select
haphazardly is foolhardy because the quality of present-day
materials ranges from the useless to the highly valuable."

This concern was reaffirmed recently by Sive (1983)
when she summarized media selection realities with the

following comments.

College instructors have enumerated the
problems they encounter with audio-visual
instruction, pointing first to the difficulty of
locating materials and their own lack of awareness
of the functions of instructional resource centers,
but also (and, the relation seems clear) to the
unsystematic fashion in which purchases are
undertaken. 1In a few years, there may be better
selection aids and computerized, or at least easy
bibliographic, access for media. In the meantime,
instructors and media personnel in over 100,000



individual schools, over 15,000 school districts,
and in colleges must make do with what they have.
They must grapple with the most efficient way to
spend their few remaining audiovisual dollars (pp.
20-21).

With these rapid increases in the availability of motion
media due to local, consortia, and commercial production of
higher education media, these statements may become even more
appropriate in the future. Kressel (1986) recently
summarized this same concern in an article on technology in

higher education.

The quality and evaluation of
technology-based instruction continue to plague
educators and policymakers. Software is being
cranked out everywhere from obscure garage-top
attics to high-tech production facilities. A
critical analysis of what works and what doesn't
work when delivered by television, radio, computer,
telephone, or any other technology is simply
unavailable. What is sound education vs.
entertainment? What is a credit-worthy telecourse
vs. slick television? When is the computer-based
course a skill-enhancer rather than a video
gimmick? How does the educator know which packages
to select for which student? How does the faculty
member select a software package adaptable to
his/her teaching style?

While the problems are apparent, the
solutions are not. Who will support the next steps
to create a forum to disseminate effective models,
assist state planning efforts, and enhance the
debate over quality criteria and methods of
evaluation? Where might this entity be lodged?

Will these systems address the issues of
educational quality and thrive, or will they go the
way of so many other innovations, fizzling into a
footnote in educational textbooks (p. 6)°?

The concern and confusion over the future of 16mm and



video formats was exhibited in a recent issue of School

Product News whe:e Stoner (1986) interviewed several

executives from video publishing houses. One interviewee
said, "lémm is a dying format. Direct sales of 16émm are
going down. . . . We're in a heck of a state of transition."
Another said, ". . . I think there's always going to be 1l6mm
film in the classroom, because it serves a different purpose.
There are reasons that you want that large screen, whether
its for a large audience, it gives impact, it presents
pictures better. There are other materials that work well on
video, where you can stop that tape and freeze a frame and
discuss things. So I think they are both going to find a
niche." §Still another executive stated, "About 85 percent of
our business is still in 16mm, while 15 percent is in video.
We shoot everything in 16mm, but our material is available in
both forms. The customers choose what they want to buy"
(Stoner, 1986, pp. 20, 22-23).

The increased usage of the motion media in higher
education, their potential format and technological changes,
and the need for specific selection and evaluation criteria
are interrelated. A review of the literature indicated a
need to continue to expand and explore these relationships
and to develop criteria and/or models for future evaluation

and collection development of higher education film/video

libraries.



B. Statement of the Problem

A major concern of the agencies and institutions
involved in the rental of instructional materials is the
influence of these new formats and technologies on their
future. For example, does the rapid growth and availability
of low-cost video materials foretell the demise of the
university rental library; or do these video materials simply
expand the scope of the services and clientele of these
rental agencies? Another view of this "video world" might be
that it will only impact those rental agencies through a
change in physical materials and how the libraries house and
circulate them. These changes would be reminiscent of those
in media agencies during the time the 35mm slide replaced the
3 1/4 x 4 glass lantern slide. These slide format changes
involved only limited physical and technological ones, not
major process or organizational concerns.

The evaluation and selection of materials is one of
several elements within the operation of media centers
(rental libraries) that can be used to describe and
investigate those agencies. A study of the changes and
trends in evaluation and selection criteria of the higher
education rental libraries can be used to formulate the
policies, procedures, and the future directions of such

agencies., Several writers (Carey and Carey, 1980; Reiser and



Gagne, 1982; Sive, 1983) have called for improved selection
and have proposed various selection criteria, models, and
instruments. A series of dissertation studies (Baird, 1973;
Boyce, 1976; Brodeur, 1980; Guss, 1952; Hess, 1978;
Hostetler, 1977; and Masters, 1977) attempted to develop a
research base of survey information, techniques, criteria,
and models for evaluation and selection of the various media.

Several factors and changes in the last decade of
rental library management have contributed to the need for
this study. The development of the video medium as a format
for distribution of motion materials is a key change. In
1973, very few materials existed in video cassette format.
Today many titles can be purchased and rented in that format.
Baird (1973) did not include video as an element in his
study, but rather referred only to 16émm film. This "video
change" has brought with it differences in the cost of
titles, the quantities of materials available ip the
marketplace, and the procedures by which distributors market
their products. These factors, contribute to the need for
re-studying the criteria for selecting and evaluating motion
media titles purchased for university film/video rental
collections.

The generai purposes of this investigation were (1) to
provide and expand tﬁe knowledge base available to media

administrators that can affect their operational policies,



procedures, and practices in managing film/video rental
collections in the future, (2) to determine if formal
philosophical position statements may influence the selection
and evaluation criteria considered important by the personnel
of university film/video libraries, and (3) to provide
specific selection criteria information and importance
ratings that may lead to the development and design of
efficient and accountable film/video selection instruments
and procedures. Also, the study provides a historical
perspective on the changes in the selection and evaluation
procedures that have resulted from the development of the
video medium. The investigation was a replication of the
Baird (1973) study and attempted to project rental library

trends in ten years (1996) and twenty-five years (2011).
C. Need for the Study

The following were identified as the bases for the
study:

{(a) a need to examine the influences of a rapidly
growing video industry upon the traditional 1émm f£ilm
distribution industry. A number of studies report a rapid
expansion (in the magnitude of doubling each year) of the use
of video materials in education (Brace, 1984; Carter and
Wedman, 1984; Levin, 1985). This growth and shift in medium

has provided changes in marketing techniques by the
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traditional materials distributors. Telephone sales, limits
on previewing, fewer sales personnel, and the development of
deposit and shared rental plans are now common. These
changes may have influenced the criteria for motion media
selection/evaluation reported by Baird (1973):

(b) a need to examine the influence of the availability
of local production video capabilities upon the traditional
16mm film distribution industry. Because of the low cost of
materials and currently available, easily operated gear,
almost every institution or agency is or has developed some
capacity for video production (0'Brien, 1982; Withrow and
Roberts, 1983).

(c) the changes in the quantity and quality of formal
media reviewing agencies and consortia, such as; EFLA, CUFC,
and NICEM. Many reviewing agencies have expanded to include
video materials and several groups like the Consortium of
University Film Centers have begun their own systems of
evaluation (Hess, 1978; Risner, 1971).

(d) the value of replication studies in general. Baird
(1973, p. 131) in his recommendations section calls for
replication "of the present study with new groupings". Borg
and Gall (1983) also call for more replication studies in the
educational field to avoid the "shotgun" research strategy
often employed today. This investigation attempted to build

on Baird's (1973) study and to make future projections
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regarding evaluation and selection procedures for rental
libraries.

(e) the changes in education and research toward learner
verification that may influence the criteria for selection of
materials. Gropper (1976) calls this a shift from "stimulus
oriented" to "response~criented" media selection. Hess

(1978) also called for a review of this shift toward learner

verification.
D. Sponsorship of the Study

In October 1971, about 50 university film library
directors met and organized the Consortium of University Film
Centers (CUFC) to study practices related to university film
collections and to share their problems and solutions. One
area identified as a concern was that of evaluation and
selection. A CUFC sub-committee was organized to investigate
these problems and has continued to function since 1971.

The 1973 study by Baird was the first project undertaken
by the committee. Several other projects, surveys and
dissertations have followed during the fifteen year history
of the CUFC as it attempted to pursue its goals. This study
is the latest in the series to be encouraged and sponsored by
this professional group. A CUFC Research Grant given in the
memory of Dr. Edgar Dale is central to the direction and

support of this study.
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Official support was also given by the Media Resources
Center at Iowa State University, because of its direct
relevance to the collection development and media services

goals of the Iowa State University Film/Video Library.
E. Definition of Terms

Definitions of terms used in this study were as

follows:

1. University film/video rental library

Any higher education affiliated collection of 16mm
and/or video tapes that were purchased with institutional
funds and/or rental income with the intent of renting or
circulating these titles to on-campus and/or off-campus
educational users.

2. 16mm educational films

Instructional materials produced primarily for
educational purposes in the l6mm photographic medium.
Feature films or materials produced primarily for
entertainment were not considered.

3. Videotape

Instructional materials produced primarily for
educational purposes in a magnetic video format or through a
video dupliéation of a 16mm photographic title.

4. rTitle

Instructional materials in a motion media format. May
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or may not be available in either format (l6mm or video).

5. Evaluation and selection process

The generic descriptor for the decision-making process
used prior to the purchase of a title. 1Includes the steps of
identification, determination, evaluation, and final
selection.

6. Identification

Any process or procedure that a film/video library
uses to identify titles that are available for purchase by

the library.

7. Determination

The decision-making process or procedures used to
determine which titles will be evaluated for purchase.

8. Evaluation

The procedure used to determine the potential value of

a title prior to purchase.

9. Selecticn

The process of deciding whether or not a title will be
added to (purchased for) the library. This process generally

follows evaluation.

10. Low-cost video

Instructional materials produced primarily for
educational and recreational purposes in a magnetic video

format or through a video duplication of a lémm photographic

title.
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F. Assumptions and Limitations

The assumptions and limitations applied to this study
were are follows:

(a) This study was limited to college and university
rental film/video libraries. Public school agencies, private
collections, and public libraries were not included.

(b) Only library collections of over 500 titles were
included in the study. Evaluation and selection procedures
and problems of very small collections with limited
circulation did not meet the needs of the study.

(c) Only evaluation and selection criteria leading to
the purchase of instructional titles were evaluated. No
attempt was made to evaluate criteria and issues that
determined the actual use of titles after purchase.

(d) While evaluation and selection processes and
procedures were studied, no attempt was made to collect
evaluation forms, instruments, or models for analysis.

(e) This study assumes the responses to the delphi and
questionnaire instruments represent the purpose and mission
of the university film/video rental libraries rather than
individual opinion. The responses were requested in the

context of organizational mission and policy.
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II. REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

A. Introduction

A search of the literature pertinent to the selection
and evaluation of nonprint media in the higher education
setting was conducted to determine what was currently known
about the issues and to identify areas that needed further
investigation. Based on this review it was apparent there
was a concern for proper evaluation and selection procedures.

The general literature on research methods was
examined regarding the application of the delphi technique,
and the utilization of questionnaires in media studies. This
chapter will summarize and review the literature by grouping
the information under the following headings: (1) a
historical review of the selection and evaluation research,
(2) current issues in selection and evaluation related to
this investigation, (3) development of the video technology,

and (4) the use of the delphi methodology.

B. Historical Review of the Research

A series of research studies, papers, and reports were
produced starting in the early 1950s concerning selection and
evaluation of motion media for higher education rental

libraries. The following sections trace and summarize the
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literature in order to provide a setting for the
investigation. The review also identifies the continuing
issues and trends for the collection development procedures

used by film/video rental libraries.

1. Early research studies - 1940s and 1950s

The first studies in this area were dissertations by
Johnson (1946); Guss (1952), and Swartout {1951). These
studies were similar in that they surveyed various
populations regarding the existence or nonexistence| of a
problem of adequate evaluation and selection policies.

Johnson (1946, pp. 30, 59) found the selection and evaluation

issue was identified as a critical problem both in the number
of times it was mentioned in the literature and in the number
of times it was mentioned on his questionnaire returns.

Guss (1952, pp. 317, 320-322) identified three major
problems related to the evaluation of motion pictures by
universities. They were: (1) that films are not evaluated
as independent items but in relation to and with other
instructional materials, (2) the amount of subjectivity
involved in the way individuals evaluated the same £ilm, and
(3) the methodology difference used by evaluators; using the
part method vs. the whole method.

Swartout (1951) also identified the section and

evaluation issue as a problem for college and university



17

audiovisual center administrators. These researchers (Guss,
1952; Johnson, 1946; Swartout, 1951) provided the basic
survey information on selection instruments and reviewed the
general journal and textbook information, from as early as

1920, on the selection and evaluation issue.

2. Research studies - 1960s and early 1970s

Others have expanded and contributed to the knowledge
about selection instruments and selection procedure design.
Boyce (1976) investigated six midwest university film
libraries and found that a variety of criteria, instruments,
and procedures were utilized with no observable difference in
effectiveness of the processes. She also found that the
libraries previewed every title prior to purchase and
utilized evaluations from outside the university as a major
part of the evaluation process.

Miller (1977) discovered loose and disjointed
selection and evaluation procedures in his study of
twenty-eight instructional media services programs of
Pennsylvania Intermediate Units. The Johnson (1972), Risner
(1971), and Gilkey (1963) dissertations also looked at the
relationships among selection and evaluation procedures.
Their studies were concerned with pre-instruction
decision-making and classroom utilization by social studies

educators, teachers in general, and high school physics
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teachers, respectively. The studies illustrated the groups
and individuals who relied on different information sources
when evaluating and selecting films.

Another group of studies, during this time frame, was
directed at establishing comparisons among the procedures
used to do 16mm film evaluations by various agencies and
institutions. Palmer (1973) studied the influence of
published reviews on public library selection, and Hess
(1978) examined the Educational Film Library Association
(EFLA) evaluation system as it related to public libraries
and film distributors. Evidence from Hess (1978, p. 153)
suggested that film festivals and the EFLA evaluations had
only a minor influence on university £ilm selection and
evaluation outcomes. However, they did have a major
influence on the processes used by public libraries. He
concluded that university film libraries should consider EFLA
evaluations as secondary guides in selecting film purchases,
not as sole justification. Hess showed EFLA evaluations did
not predict consistently the extent of future film
circulation. Palmer (1973), on the other hand, found a
strong influence for published reviews on film selection
procedures of large public library collections. These
studies, again, demonstrated that selection influences were
unique to the particular group doing the evaluation and

purchasing of film.
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3. Recent research studies - late 1970s and 1980s

A series of studies conducted during the late 1970s
and the early 1980s examined the evaluation and selection
process from the various points-of-view of the different
groups associated with film libraries. Hostetler (1977), May
(1979), and Adreani (1982) surveyed the perceptions of film
library administrators, media directors, clients aﬁd film
customers, respectively.

Hostetler (1977, p. 151) surveyed university film
rental library directors' philosophic perceptions of
appropriate procedures versus their actual operational
practices. He found a 60 percent consensus between practices
utilized and philosoppically perceived appropriate and
inappropriate procedures. A large number (fourteen) of these
comparisons dealt with the evaluation and selection area and
thus it appeared that the film library directors were
practicing what they believed concerning film collection
development (Hostetler, 1977, pp. 145-148).

The perceptions of film library directors were
compared to film library customers on the quality of library
services by Adreani (1982). He found significant variation
in perceptions between the two groups on several film library
policies and services. Also, of interest to this study, was

the fact he found that the directors rated their libraries
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significantly low on the availability of videodiscs and
videotapes.

May (1979) examined the managerial activities and
functional roles of university media directors. He
discovered that the media directors' working days were very
fragmented with more than three fourths of their activities
(including evaluation and selection of film) lasting only
nine minutes or less. A related series of studies also
conducted during this time frame looked at the broader topic
of the evaluation and value of university media services.
Examples of these studies are those by Graf (1976),
Hutchinson (1981), and McKitterick (1976). These
investigations included minor examinations of the film
selection and evaluation issue, but only as it pertained to
the overall status or evaluation of university media
services.

Still another body of the literature, conducted
primarily during the late 1970s and the 1980s, attempted to
identify and analyze the specific criteria used in the
selection and evaluation of 16mm film materials. This
particular group of research was related most directly to the
current investigation. Four dissertations in this literature
group were those by Latzke (1971), Baird (1973), Masters
(1977), and Brodeur (1980).

Latzke (1971) analyzed, through the descriptive and
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evaluative entries in 57 serial publications, the evaluation
criteria used in 16mm educational film reviews published in
1969. He found that none of the serials provided a
comprehensive evaluative listing of titles nor did they
utilize in their reviews the evaluation criteria desired by
educators or film experts.

Baird (1973) completed an extensive analysis of the
criteria used by large university l6mm rental libraries. His
findings provided a rank ordering of the criteria and
identified four stages in the 16mm film acquisition process:
(1) identification, (2) determination, (3) evaluation, and
(4) final selection (Baird, 1973, pp. 41-44). Personal
requests by faculty were rated the most important
"identification" source. Low estimated use was rated the
most important reason for not evaluating films. Being
up-to-date was rated the most important evaluation criteria,
and rating of the potential user was rated the most important
final selection criteria. Certain criteria identified by
Baird were rated differently when specific library
characteristics were also considered. See Table 3, page 39
for a complete list of Baird's (1973) criteria and process
steps.

Masters (1977) in her study of New York State Boards
Of Cooperative Educational Services (BOCES) film collections

discovered that criteria being used were similar to those
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outlined by Baird (1973). Teacher evaluations (requests)
were rated the most important influence on purchasing
decisions in her study, also. The findings of the Master's
(1977) study indicated the need for a set of standard
evaluation criteria to be used in schools, libraries, and
educational-communications professions. She recommended that
agencies be networked and that joint in-service activities be
developed toward establishing such standards.

The media selection issue was approached by Brodeur
(1980) from a business and marketing viewpoint. She examined
the selection decision as an phenomena of organizational
buyer behavior. As with Baird (1973) and Masters (1977), she
developed basic lists of criteria for the different stages of
the selection process. She found that media directors had
different perceptions of their roles; that they used
different methods to identify the needs and demands for new
titles and that they had different priorities when making
their final selection. Her findings indicated that the work
experiences and educational backgrounds of media directors
influenced the selection process, as did certain
organizational characteristics of the organization, such as;
size, type, and funding. Brodeur (1980) concluded that the
selection of nonprint media was not a haphazard process and
buyer behavior theories could be used to examine the topic.

Commercial studies the Educational Products Information
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Exchange (1973 and 1977) have also dealt with identifying

criteria used to select and evaluate 16mm film.
C. Current Issues in Selection and Evaluation

The information on the current issues was contained in
the literature related to the development and review of
instructional materials and dated back to the early 1800s
when instructional materials were first introduced into the
classroom. Media selection and evaluation has been conducted
and studied by many individuals, including directors of media
centers and libraries, teachers, supervisors, educational
psychologists. The majority of literature has been
contributed by individuals from library and media
backgrounds. However, a number of other disciplines have
supplied written expertise, including adult educators and
academic speicialists from many subject areas.

The literature contained three major areas of
selection and evaluation information, reports, and studies.
One area was the literature dealing with the selection and
evaluation of the appropriate media or medium prior to the
creation or production of the educational media item.
Simonson and Volker (1984, pp. 289~291) and Anderson (1976,
pp. 19-29) explained and utilized media selection charts as a
means to solving the production "choice"; choosing the

correct mode of delivery and production medium to communicate
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the message.

A historical study by Cambre (1978) traced thg
development of formative evaluation procedures for the
production of film and television during the years between
1920 and 1970. She concluded that, "contrary to popular
belief formative evaluation procedures enjoy a relatively
long and respectable history in the audiovisual tradition"
(p. 157). According to Cambre (1978) there has been a
general under-use of formative evaluation methodologies in
the field of educational media product development. She
stated that several factors have, over the years, suppressed
the development of these procedures. Among the factors she
enumerated were: (1) the proliferation of instructional
products, (2) improvements in production technologies and
their resulting cosmetic changes in the media formats, and
(3) the lack of evidence that customers buy instructional
materials on the basis of formative evaluation and
development techniques (p. 163).

An example of the formative evaluation procedures was
described by Gillette (1984) in an article on using viewer
interviews to critique video programs. He examined the value
‘0of both formative and summative evaluation methods to provide
a basis for improving his own television production prior to

their marketing.

A second category of literature dealt with selection
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and evaluation by the individual teacher or learner. This
literature included the concepts of instructional or
curriculum design (iesson planning) and instructional
development. At this point in an educational system, the
specific teacher or learner is selecting or choosing the
media to perform or utilize in their particular learning
setting or experience.

The third category of the literature on selection and
evaluation related to the "pre-selection" or rating of
existing media materials. This area is usually referred to
as "collection development" by media or library personnel.
It is this third category of the literature that this review
of literature concentrated on.

While much has been studied and written on the
selection and evaluation of non-print media, the literature
included very few empirical studies of what actually takes
place in higher education media rental libraries regarding
selection and evaluation criteria. The studies by Boyce
(1976) and Baird (1973) have identified the key steps and
criteria in the process of selecting 16mm films. The more
recent studies by Brodeur (1980) and Masters (1977) have
investigated the variables that account for the differences
in process in different situations. The present study
investigated the same criteria reported by Baird and the

process variables reported by Brodeur and others. However, it
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was approached as it related to the new video technologies

and the current time frame of the 1980s and beyond.

1. Problems, goals, and purpoS§es

The problem of adequate evaluation and selection
appears to have emanated from three influences in the
educational field. The first influence was developed by the
expanding amount of media that was available to educators and
their media centers (rental film/video libraries). The 1978

Educational Film Locator listed 37,000 titles available from

the 50 contributing rental libraries. The 1986 Educational

Film/Video Locator listed 48,500 titles available from the

same libraries, including a growing number of the titles in
the video format. French (1970, p. 1162) summarized it best
when she said, "Certainly the educator is among those
suffering from what appears to be excess of choices.”

A second influence was. the wide variety of quality of
the media items available. Oliverio (1965, p. 148)
identified the quality of materials as ranging from the
useless to the highly valuable. Hess (1978, p. 154) reported
on variations in quality in his study of EFLA evaluations.
The issue of varying quality was the basic reason for the
existence of the evaluation and selection policies in the

EFLA study.

A third influence identified was the lack of
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systematic planning in applying objective criteria to the
selection of materials. Schatz (1955, p. 39) indicated that,
"The procedure is largely a hit-or-miss proposition heavily
weighted on the side of subjective reactions and biased
experiences." Guss (1952) found that there was considerable
variation in the appraisals of 1l6émm films.
The variations in evaluation are greater

among previewing groups of differing backgrounds,

interests, and experiences, but also exist among

evaluators with comparable or similar backgrounds

and interests.... This study for example cites

instances of the same film being mentioned by some

as excellent in the same respect as it was

mentioned by others as being poor (pp. 320-321).
Other researchers (Boyce, 1976; Brodeur, 1980; Hostetler,
1977), also identified this subjective element in their
studies of evaluation and selection processes. As will be
examined later in this section, several researchers have
suggested specific systematic procedures as possible
solutions to this issue.

A large amount of reference materials was contained in
textbooks on the administration of media or audiovisual
materials. Dale (1969), Erickson (1968), Brown, Norberg and
Srygley (1972), Schmid (1980), Simonson and Volker (1984),
and Locatis and Atkinson (1984), all authored textbooks that
dealt with the utilization and administration of media.

These texts suggested various management views regarding the

issues and procedures of selection and evaluation. Johnson
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(1946) and May (1979), in their studies investigating the
problems involved in the administration of media programs,
found that the selection and evaluation of instructional
materials and equipment issues were judged as significant
problems in both the literature they rgviewed and in the

number of times the topics were mentioned on their studies'

T

)

returns.
Another recurring theme in the selection and

evaluation literature was the goals or purposes of selection
and evaluation. Some of these goals in the literature were
broad and general. The Educational Product Information
Exchange Institute (1973, p. 4) described this theme as:
"The goal of selection must be the enhancement of learning by
the use of the best possible instructional materials." Also,
Schatz (1955) stated that:

The process of film selection should be so designed

that it will help the average organizational leader

and program chairman to select, from among a large

number of...films, the titles that are good and

meaningful for their program (p. 39).
Twyford (1969, p. 373) suggested that a film is properly
selected when it meets instructional needs and this was
indicated best by its booking count after it had been
accessioned into a collection. Locatis and Atkinson (1984)
described the selection of instructional media as:

Selecting the most appropriate form of

instructional media is a critical task in the
teaching/learning process. Unfortunately,
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educational research has yet to reveal a magic
formula for determining learner needs in order to
combine the types of media and methods in the best
way to achieve instructional goals and objectives.
Despite the absence of a specific formula for media
selection, there is much that the trainer or
teacher can do to select the most appropriate media

(p. 62).

Beginning in the late 1960s, the use of behavioral
objectives provided an increasing role in forming the goals
of media selection. This use of behavioral objective placed
the emphasis for media selection on a "response-oriented"
view according to Gropper (1976, p. 164), on the user rather
than on the message, which he called "stimulus oriented".
Gropper accused media people of making selection of media
material on the basis of their reaction to the media itself
(stimulus oriented) rather than based on the response of the
user (response oriented). This view led to the movement of
media selection, learner verification. Gropper indicated
learner verification, as a method of selection and
evaluation, was a process by which instructional materials
(film or video) were to be first field tested with students
to insure that learning objectives were being met. Reilser
and Gagne (1982, p. 509), commenting on learner verification,
stated: "This event, often thought of as ‘'testing', is
intended to assess whether learners have acquired what they

were expected to learn."

The goals and purposes identified in the literature
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were varied for each institution and appeared to be basic to
the selection process. Goals for selection were deemed
necessary to properly direct the application of criteria that
may be used for selection. Many institutional goals were

identified by Rahrauer (1975) in The Film User's Handbook, as

policy statements. He stressed the importance of a selection
policy statement for forming the future characteristics of
the £ilm collection. The Educational Products Information
Exchange (1973, p. 10), in a study of selection practices,
found that a large percentage of media professionals
suggested the need for selection goals. The EPIE reported on
the value of the selegtion goals beigg'properly aligned with
the overall goals of théMEE;oolma;é community. The report
saw the need to have them written down and known to all
pertinent publics and clients.

Whatever the specific goals of selection and
evaluation might be, the necessity for general purposes also
existed. Guss (1952, pp. 297-298) indicated in her landmark
study, four reasons why film evaluation was important: (1) a
rental library cannot circulate all available titles, (2)
users of motion media want titles evaluated and selected, (3)
complete freedom in film/video evaluation and selection is

not desirable or practical, and (4) evaluation and selection

standards affect film procedures.
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2., Criteria used in selection and evaluation

The specific criteria recommended for use in selection
and evaluation processes was another issue described in the
literature. This section of the literature was difficult to
separate from that found on "Selection systems, procedures
and practices". The literature reported in this section was
selected based on whether the particular literature item
emphasized individual criteria or whether it stressed the
process of selection and evaluation.

The importance of the use of specific criteria in
selection and evaluation prodesses was summarized by Guss
{1952, p. 34) as: "“There is a general consensus among the
writers in this field that evaluative criteria serve to
direct the attention of the evaluator to the more significant
elements in films." Guss listed the following criteria as
important to evaluators of educational motion pictures: (1)
accuracy, authenticity, and scholarship; (2) unity; (3)
clearly definable teaching purpose; (4) social significance;
(5) technical excellence; and (6) adequacy or general
effectiveness. She also listed other criteria as not being
important or accepted by evaluators: (1) scope of the film,
(2) method of organization of the content, (3) use of the
film medium, and (4) aesthetic values.

Several writers of the 1960s, 1970s and 1980s have

expressed their opinions on what the specific criteria for
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selection and evaluation should be. Oliverio (1965, p. 149)
listed five criteria as; sound scholarship, originality of
ideas, appropriate coverage of the tdéiéﬁ fulfills objectives
of the course, and appropriate organization and sequence.
Goff (1970, pp. 41-42) listed two considerations that are
essential for proper evaluation selection procedures. They
were curricular validity and content validity. She stated
that curricular validity was determined on a curriculum
planning level and justified on how well the media in
question matches the curricular objectives. Content validity
was determined at the classroom operational level on how well
it related to course content.

Seven questions were enumerated by Limbacher (1964,
pp. 46-47) as important for evaluation procedures. They
were: (1) does it utilize the £ilm medium strongly and
creatively? (2) is the technical quality good? (3) is the
subject similar to others in the library collection? (4) is
the film worth the cost? (5) does it need censoring? (6) is
the film content something new and needed? (7) is the film
interesting?

Reiser and Gagne (1982, pp. 501-502) through an
examination of various media selection models approached the
criteria "labels" by grouping them in three major categories:
(1) learner, setting and task characteristics, (2) physical

attributes, and (3) practical factors. 1In their review of
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the major selection models, they found that some criteria
were shared by all the models and others were unique to one
or two. They found the models varied in physical form and in
the specific criteria or factors they employed. These
differences influenced selection and evaluation processes and
decisions. A matrix (see Table 1) was developed and
presented by Reiser and Gagne (1982, p. 34) to illustrate
their position.

Sive (1983, pp. 32-35) discussed selection guidelines
and criteria from yet another perspective. She outlined the
criteria recommended by state agencies and professional
groups according to the various forms of instructional
materials. See Table 2 from her book which displayed the
various criteria recommended by these groups and agencies.

There were other authors who listed criteria that were
important to them. Because of a broad overlap, only those
writers were included here that represented the basic
categories and unique characteristics of selection and

evaluation criteria.

3. Criteria used on evaluation forms

Many of the criteria reviewed in the previous section

have been included on evaluation forms, scales, checklists,
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Table 1. Factors prominent in various media selection models
({Reiser and Gagne, 1982, p. 34)

Models
Facto 0 '
rs PR ("
o 0 o 2 o~
o o o AN O e~
N O e ne + 4 @ N I
v 0w~ N b= om o n M
9 Sm 4+ O, = 2, o A
Ef. 8 DT ST O§ 5 k7
< MO M MO VOO O N 8 é:g
Learner, Setting, and
Task Characteristics:
-=Instructional setting X X X X X X X
--Learner characteristics X X X X X X
~--Categories of learning
outcomes X X X X X X
--Events of instruction X X X X X X X
Physical Attributes X X X X X X X X X
Practical Factors X X X X X X X X X

NOTE. An "x" indicates that the factor was prominent in a
model., A blank space indicates that a model and its
accompanying description either did not mention the factor or

gave it little attention.
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Table 2. Selection criteria of leading professional
organizations (Sive, 1983, p. 34)

Criteria Organizations

NEA AASL AECT EPIE Brown NCEMMH

Content
- Authority

Accuracy

Currency

QObjectivity

Sequence & arrangement

Scope

Curriculum-related

Instructional level

Learner
characteristics

Adapted to self-intru.

Stimul. creativity

Pluralistic X

Related to personal
student needs

dAesthetic & ethical
values

Treatment of controv.
subjects

X X

X X

=< e -
x =
>

>

> XX
b
®x X
b

)X
KX XX

ECT- o
b
>

Technical Quality X
Graphics
Picture
Sound
Sound/picture integrity
Editing
Packaging
Format appr. to message X
Clarity, readability X X

KR KKK >
=<
-

Methodology
State instr. objectives X
Sequential progress X
Size of group ‘ X
Evaluation X X
Teacher style X

Ea g

o=
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Table 2. (continued)

Criteria Organizations

NEA AASL AECT EPIE BROWN NCEMMH

Point of View X X
Bias=-free X
Relevant X X
Student self-image

& development X X

Ancillary Materials
Teacher's guide X X

Learner verification X X

Validation supplied X X
Administrative Factors

Time X X

Space X

Staff X X

Cost X X X X

National Education Association. Instructional Materials:
Selection and Purchase. Rev. ed. 1976.

American Association of School Librarians. Policies and
Procedures for Selection of Instructional Materials. 1976,

Association for Educational Communications and Technology.
Media, the Learner, and intellectual Freedom. 1979.

Educational Products Information Exchange. Improving
Materials Selection Procedures: A Basic "How To"
Handbook. Report No., 54), 1973.

Brown, James W. Administering Educational Media.
McGraw~Hill, 1967.

National Center on Educational Media and Materials for the
Handicapped. Standard Criteria for the Selection and
Evaluation of Instructional Material (1976).
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and score cards used to appraise the quality and
effectiveness of the 16mm film and other media. Guss (1952)
analyzed the evaluation forms of several authors, the
American Council of Education, the U.S. Navy, and the
Educational Film Library Association and found the criteria
divided into two grouping -~ facts about the film and
judgments as to the value of the film. She also found that
the teaching purpose was the single most important criterion
on evaluation instruments. Her study found that the
completion of evaluation forms involved subjective and
reasoned judgments of the audience and that forms tended
toward specificity with a range from precise devices to more
general ones. Of more importance, Guss reported differences
in the relative values assigned to the same film element or

characteristic from one form or scale to another.

4. Criteria found in recent studies and currently utilized

by media personnel

Several recent studies have attempted to determine the
specific criteria that media personnel used in making their
final purchase choices. Latzke (1971, pp. 95-96) completed
an analysis of fifty-seven film reviewing periodicals and
identified thirty-two criteria that 16mm educational film
reviews may contain. He classified them as four types; basic

description, augmented description, appraisal, and curricular
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integration aids.

Baird (1973) completed one of the most relevant
studies in this area when he surveyed the criteria used by
large university film rental libraries. He developed a
master list of criteria via a search of audiovisual texts,
evaluation forms, selection literature, and media personnel
input. He divided this list and the process into four steps.
The four steps were labeled, (1) identification, (2)
determination, (3) evaluation, and (4) final selection. The
criteria in each of these four groupings were then ranked by
film rental library directors as to their importance in the
selection and evaluation process (see Table 3). Criteria

considered to be very important were as follows: (1)

personal request by faculty or other, (2) low estimated use
potential, (3) production date, and (4) rating of potential
faculty users. Also, of interest to this investigation were

the not important criteria included: (1) T.V. programs, (2)

length, (3) published ratings and descriptions, and (4) the

availability of supplementary material.
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Table 3. Baird's criteria in his four evaluation and
selection steps and in rank-order by mean
(1973, pp. 41-44)

Step Criteria Mean®
in rank-order

Step 1. 1Identification sources:

(Very
Personal request by faculty or other 6.18 Important)
Producers' promotional brochures 4.70
Producers' catalog 4,57
Professional journals and magazines 4,29
(Important)
Salesman contacts 4.13
Printed reviews (EFLA, Landers, etc.) 3.95
Printed film lists 3.80
T.V. programs 3.31
Other rental library catalogs 3.16 (Not
Important)
Automatic preview arrangements 3.11
Step 2. Determination reasons:
Low estimated use potential . 5.90
Budget not available 5.62
Apparent datedness 5.57
(Very
Must pay a preview charge 5.52 Important)

Film not appropriate for purpose of
library 5.52

8criteria rankings based on a 1-7 scale with
seven as the highest rating.
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Table 3. (continued)

Step Criteria Mean®

in rank-order

Film objectives not suitable for customer

need 5.36
Grade level not appropriate for rental
audience 4,91
Restricted distribution 4.81
Similar material already in library 4.76
Personal knowledge of film 4,74
Company sets rental rates 4,33
Negative past experience with producer
or distributor 3.92
Cost of the film 3.79

{Important)
Low published ratings (EFLA, Landers,
etc.) 3.66
Quality of promotional material 3.59
Printed description inadequate 3.48
Service and replacement footage not
readily available 3.61

(Not

Negative past experience with person Important)
requesting film 3.16
Length of film 3.09

Step 3. Evaluation Items:

Production date (datedness) 5.87
Appropriate use of film medium 5.85

General overall effect 5.85
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Table 3. (continued)

Step Criteria Mean®
in rank-order

Datedness in styles, procedures, etc. 5.70

Appropriateness for grade level specified 5.67

Overall technical quality - 5.66
Motivational quality and interest 5.59
Clear objectives 5.54
(Very

Correlation with specific curriculum Important)
programs 5.47
Scope or coverage 5.45
Appropriate emphasis of ideas 5.38
Purpose of film (basic, enrichment,
introductory) 5.31
Unity of the parts 5.27
Pacing (presentation rate) 5.08
Order of presenting ideas, concepts, etc. 4.95
Aesthetic value 4.87
Creative film making 4,85
Learning approach (inductive, deductive, 4.71

(Important)

Color vs. black & white 4.63

Type of film (documentation, dramatization,
etc.) 4.71

Appropriate orienting devices illustrating
time and space relationships 3.99
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Table 3. (continued)

Step Criteria Mean?®
in rank-order

Step 4. Final selection factors:

Rating of potential faculty users 6.04

Datedness or potential datedness of film 5.97

Estimated number of uses 5.86

Amount of similar material in library 5.75

Appropriateness to purpose or scope of

library 5.68 (Very
Important)

Grade level 5.64

Rating of film library director 5.20

Composite rating of evaluation committee 5.09

Cost of film 4.92
Availability of service and replacement
footage 4.52
Past experience with department or person
who may use film 4.48
Past experience with producer or distr. 4,18
{Important)
Student rating 4,07
Length of film 4.02
Published ratings (EFLA, Landers, etc.) 3.59
(Not

Availability of supplementary material 3.32 Important)
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Hess (1978) in his examination of similar criteria
contained in the Educational Film Library Association (EFLA)
evaluation process, made several findings related to Baird's

lists. The conclusions by Hess were:

~-Film distributors and public film libraries
consider film festivals and awards more relevant to
their operations than do university and public
school libraries to their operations.

-The fact that a f£ilm has received a "Blue" or
"Red" ribbon film award from the American Film
Festival is a consideration in deciding whether a
public library or public school library will
purchase a film, but is not a consideration for
university film libraries.

-The EFLA evaluations are not important to film
libraries as a tool used for eliminating titles
from consideration of preview or purchase or as
factor that is considered when making a final
purchase decision.

-The items that film libraries want most to be
added to the existing EFLA evaluation form are| (a)
a separate rating by a subject specialist and media
specialist, (b) a separate utilization rating.

-The majority of film librarians use the EFLA
evaluation program a small percentage of the time
in their selection process.

-Catalogs, promotional fliers and personal contacts
by salesmen are methods of contacting prospective
buyers and are utilized significantly more often by
film distributors than are telephone contact and
magazine advertising.

-None of the following items from the EFLA
evaluation (i.e. cost per minute of film, scope of
subject, range of audience, combined technical
rating, and composite rating) consistently predicts
film sales and circulation counts (pp. 153-155).

a

A number of the Hess findings were inconsistent with to those
ratings of Baird. 1In particular, the technical aspects of
film selection and the value of published ratings were rated

different in importance. Hess reported this may be
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attributed to the different audiences utilized in their
studies.

Masters (1977, p. 230) asked regional center media
directors to rate, on a four point scale, the factors
influencing their decisions to purchase film. The directors
rated the following criteria as either extremely important or
important:

-teacher evaluations (100%)

-the potential long-range use (93%)

-the need for this type of f£ilm in the

collection (93%)

-price (60%)

-availability from other collections (24%)

—-artistic excellence (41%)

Masters noted, however, that those in the interview sample
felt that the written respondents may have provided what they
considered the "desired response". Her interview sample
respondents felt stronger about the influence of teacher
evaluations as a purchasing determinant. They also felt
other factors, such as, financial arrangements with vendors
and director's personal opinions concerning the films were
more important than the written response part of her survey
indicated.

Hostetler (1977), in his study of film rental libhrary
directors' philosophic perceptions of appropriate versus
actual operational policies, practices and procedures,
concluded:

The university rental film libraries studied
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attempted to evaluate and critically select from

among the large number of film titles available for

purchase. The use of lease-to-own, rent-to-own,

shared rental and consignment deposit plans were

not viewed as obviating the traditional evaluation

and selection process. Although procedures for

previewing and evaluating and composition of

evaluation committees were not consistent among the

libraries studied, there were few circumstances

under which the directors perceived that it was

appropriate to acquire films without subjecting

them to an evaluation process (p. 151).
Also, Hostetler found that university f£ilm rental libraries
were operated as a public service of the institution from
which they were a part and as such, they "should be
responsive to the needs of the users, not only in the number
of titles made available, but also in the instructional and
technical quality of the films in the collection”" (p. 152).
He discovered that these university rental libraries were
operated as a small business rather than a true "service"
agency. This in many cases caused the film libraries to
operate (select and evaluate) in a manner inconsistent with
the perceived philosophically appropriate manner in which
these agencies should operate.

In the same area, Adreani (1982, p. 120) found
customers of university film rental libraries rated their
input on new acquisitions low when compared to the ratings of
the library directors. He concluded the directors were

significantly more likely to view their libraries as a

nonprofit business. However, customers were more likely to
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perceive the film libraries as a community service agency.

Brodeur (1980) approached selection and evaluation in
another manner when she studied it in the context of
organizational buyer behavior. She investigated the criteria
as they related to motive and role orientations,
buyer-specific variables, and organization=-specific
variables., Her study was directed at regional media
directors, rather than university level directors, and
involved the selection of all non-print media. Her findings
and conclusions pertinent to this selection criteria area

were:

Media directors rely on print sources of
information, such as producer's catalogs and mail
advertisements about as frequently as they do on
human resources such as sales representatives. All
three of these information sources are very
important to media directors. Of less importance,
as sources of information about non-print media,
are teachers and clients, colleagues, publications,
exhibits, professional organizations, and
information service agencies, e.g., EPIE, NICEM
(Brodeur, pp. 188-189).

This finding was similar to those reported by Masters (1977)

and Baird (1973).

Media directors place more importance on
recommendations of teachers who are recommended by
their supervisors, of teachers who volunteer, and
of persons they specifically contact than they do
on their own recommendations, or those of the
in-house staff, or of student, or of parents and
community groups. The recommendations of
committees are also very important, but to smaller
number of directors (Brodeur, p. 190).

These results were similar to those of Masters (1977) and
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Miller (1977).

Media directors seldom find it possible to purchase
all the nonprint media that are needed or that have
been recommended. They select some titles over
others on the basis of certain criteria. The
majority of media directors consider gaps in the
collection in terms of subject matter and grade
level, and the number of requests from teachers as
top priorities. About half the media directors
also consider the estimate of use, up-coming
curriculum need and the need for duplicates as
important criteria. Few media directors place a
‘high priority on price, on bonuses and discounts
from the distributors, on the availability of
materials from other collections, or on artistic
excellence in itself (Brodeur, p. 194).

These findings were consistent with the criteria found to be
important in the studies of Guss (1952), Baird (1973), and
Masters (1977). However, the criterion, price, was given a
higher priority in both the Baird and Masters' studies.

The type of media format does not make a difference

in media directors' use of information sources,

preview or recommendations, nor in their autonomy

in decision-making.

This hypothesis is supported on the basis of
the two types of media format investigated in this
study: 16mm film and filmstrip sets. Media
directors do not use different procedures in the
selection of filmstrip sets from the ones they use

in the selection of 16mm film (Brodeur, p.
195-196).

This finding was inconsistent with the trend found by Godfrey
(1967). This finding, lack of effect of media format on
evaluation and selection procedures, was a Key element in the
design of this investigation.

Also, Brodeur's hypotheses regarding the

organizational-specific factors and the situational factors
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of buyer behavior were not supported by the data of her
study. She found "no significant relationships between any
of the organizational-specific variables and the motives of
media directors, nor with the methods they use to identify
needs" (p. 198). She concluded, however, that the theories
of buyer behavior were appropriate guides for research into
the selection and evaluation process.

Finally, Clark (1972), in a summary article sponsored
by the Film Library Information Council (FLIC), provided the
following view on the criteria for selection and evaluation:

I fell back on the film librarian's cliche,
"I know it when 1 see it." It has got to be
something like a wine taster's experience,
training, habit, sustaining a clear eye and
continual practice. Demand, hell, the two million
patrons in my area don't know what to demand until
they have heard about it. 1In the long run I am
responsible and the director and the Board of

Trustees support me (or the service) as long as my
statistics hold up (p. 17).

5. Selection systems, procedures and practices

Also related area to the selection criteria issue was
the concern for how evaluation should be accomplished. The
majority of the information on this issue stemmed from
recorded personal experiences, general survey studies, and
recommendations of writers on how effective evaluation should
be achieved. These articles ranged from an explanation of
simple step-by-step procedures to a discussion of complex

instructional development systems designed to select or find
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the best medium. Most of the literature dealt with 16mm film
selection procedures and was found in early writings dating
from the early 1950s through the early 1960s.

a. Various practices and procedures One of the

practices discussed was that of group evaluation versus
individual evaluation. Woolls (1972, p. 5) recommended
"pooled judgments" as being the most effective apéroach and
Bruha (1967, p. 364) suggested a group consensus should be
secured only after evaluations have been completed
individually. Corey (1945, p. 327) likewise suggested a
pooled judgment approach, but modified the suggestion by
stating the final judgment should be made by qualified
persons. Erickson (1968, p. 70), in his media administration
textbook, supported group judgments over individual
judgments. He stated that selection of film should be based
upon decisions of those who use the items. The use of the
committee evaluation process (pooled or group judgments) were
not, generally, recommended by other writers as the best
procedure to utilize. Limbacher (1964, p. 46) and French
(1970, p. 1166) suggested the limited application of
screening committees and that large reviewing groups may be a
liability in the selection and evaluation process. A
practical approach to the procedures of film selection was
recommended by Guss (1952, pp. 312-314). She indicated it

should: (1) be functional, (2) be free from pressures of
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special interest groups, (3) be selected as a means to an
end--not ends in themselves, (4) be proceeded by a detailed
and critical evaluation, (5) provide a balance and variety
and should be a continuous process, and (6) be in terms of
immediate and long-range objectives of the library.

In a unique project, Sherman (1958, p. 115)
investigated the feasibility of using television to evaluate
films. He reported that 91 percent of the teachers who
evaluated films by TV approved of the methodology because of
its convenience, potential time savings, comfort, and greater
degree of involvement by potential users. Other writers and
practitioners have recommended the use of the television
evaluation process within the limitations of copyright
regulations.

Boyce (1976), Hostetler (1977), and Baird (1973)
studied university rental libraries and their procedural
methods. Boyce (1976, pp. 169-175) interviewed six library
selection personnel from the Midwest and analyzed the
procedural methods used by those libraries "in their
selection of initial preview titles or selecting titles for
out-right purchase." She found that (1) all libraries
surveyed previewed every film, almost without exception,
prior to purchase consideration; (2) the selection of
evaluators was mainly accomplished by contacting university

departmental secretaries for individuals interested in
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specific subject matter; (3) the evaluation forms were used
for outside of department input into the process; (4) a
distributor's image was shown to have some bearing on initial
selection of preview prints and the general evaluations given
films; (5) the films receiving low evaluation ratings were
occasionally purchased if the needs and potential usage were
documented by persons requesting the film's purchase; and (6)
the major sources for initiation of preview title selection
were requests from departments, individuals, organizations.
Also, listed as source for initiation were the advertisement
and promotional print materials; communication sales
representatives; reviews; automatic previews; and
contract-type agreements with distributors.

Thirty-six university libraries were surveyed by
Hostetler (1977, pp. 151-152) and the current selection
practices, policies, and procedures were identified. He
compared those practices to the philosophic perceptions of
the respondents and analyzed any disparities between the two.
Hostetler found some disparities that he related to the fact
that film libraries must both build and maintain a film
collection; as well as,meet the needs of the f£ilm customers.

Baird (1973, pp. 129-130) in his survey found that the
sources most used to identify films for evaluations were
personal faculty requests, producers' brochures and catalogs,

professional journals, and salesperson contacts. He also
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identified several reasons or practices for not evaluating

films.

b. Systems, procedures, and practices The

litefature on the step~by-step methods for evaluating and
selecting of film materials were reviewed. These procedures
and practices ranged from the "search the catalog, preview
the film and try it out" practice to several complex
instructional development processes, such as the one proposed
by Van Mondfrans and Houser (1970, pp. 40-41). Goodman
(1971, pp. 37-38) explained an instructional development
system exemplified by the following steps: (1) analyze
behavioral objectives, (2) analyze student characteristics,
(3) decide on the most useful media combination, (4)
determine the most useful methods of presenting each media
combination, (5) find out if the desired media materials are
available, (6) analyze production capability, (7) analyze
instructional and cost effectiveness of available
alternatives, (8) select the most instructional and cost
effective medium, (9) obtain or produce required materials,
(10) try out and evaluate results, and (11) recycle if
necessary. These systems approaches or instructional
development models for selection of instructional materials
were categorized into two groups. They were (1) models for
selecting the proper medium to match learning objectives, and

(2) learner verification.
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In discussing the first of these groups, Kingston
(1975) observed that the most frequent mistake in selection
and evaluation of educational media was the selection of
inappropriate type of media.
Many color films are produced, at great
expense, when black and white would do just as
well. Motion pictures are made when slide-tapes
would accomplish the same purpose at much less
cost. Slide~-tape presentations are produced when
the audio portion alone would be just as effective.
And audio tapes are often developed for a target
audience that could read the same material much
faster (p. 60).
Allen (1967, p. 28) designed an evaluative grid for selecting
the appropriate media for specific art education settings.
He used a three~-point scale (high, medium, and low) in the
grid. Allen rated the motion picture medium on the learning
objectives, learning visual identifications, learning
principles, concepts and rules, and learning procedures.
Kemp (1971, p. 33) further developed Allen's grid by
translating it into a set of practical guides. He used a
flow diagram method for the selection of media through the
use of specific criteria questions. Several other similar
models (Anderson, 1976, pp. 16-~17; Britt, 1971, p. 15;
Hitchens, 1974, pp.22-26) have been designed for usage when
selecting of the most effective media. Reiser and Gagne
(1982, pp. 504-510) described media selection models by

analyzing the models' usage of learner characteristics,

instructional settings, learning outcomes, the events of
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instruction, and the praétical factors, such as, production
costs and hardware availability. They concluded that
decisions about media were influenced by all these selection
factors including the model's attributes.

As early as 1951, the literature reported the need to
have students involved in the selection and evaluation
process. Twyford (1969, p. 374) identified this increasing
trend to have students participate in and verify the
evaluation of materials for instruction. Komoski (1971),
director of Educational Products Information Exchange (EPIE),
testified to a special congressional subcommittee on the
behalf of students and as a result became the foremost
proponent of media selection "learner verification." He

stated:

These 50 million learners are the ultimate
consumers of the output of the educational
materials industry for which schools spend $600
million a year. This fact, too, is often forgotten
by educators and school beoards who should know
better and ignored by those selling to schools who
know all too well that 'the kids don't sign the
purchase orders' (p. 13).

The first attempt to use "learner verification" procedures in
a school district system was conducted by Gerletti and
Browning (1971, pp. 22-~24) in New York City. They used a
step-by-step process for the evaluation and selection of
films by students who may be adapted for use in other

districts or rental libraries.
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The usage of "learner verification" has, however, yet
to impact fully on the educational film industry or selection
procedures. The film distributors, rental library directors,
and library customers have failed, possibly due to an
unwillingness, the cost, and the potential delays to
incorporate student evaluations. Masters (1977, p. 334)
reported that it was difficult to establish the precise
influences of student groups. She found that direct student
input was a secondary concern of most media directors, who
saw their role as serving the needs of the teachers who use
the films. Some references have been written in opposition
to the concept of "learner verification." Engler (1976, pp.
5-7) offered a rebuttal to this selection approach and
attacked Komoski's article and stance as unscholarly and
lacking in documentation.

c. Who should select and evaluate The

identification of the appropriate individual to perform the
evaluation and selection of instructional materials was
another issue prominent in the literature. As with other
issues discussed, little empirical data were located in the
literature regarding who selects audiovisual media. Among
the individuals mentioned often in the literature as being
the major evaluators of film were those in the positions of
school administrator (i.e., principal, superintendent), media

director or librarian, and teacher. Srygley and Srygley
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(1957, p. 310) stated that "the further selection of
materials is removed from the point of use, the more likely
it becomes that the material...will be ineffective...for this
reason, it is the teacher's responsibility, as well as his
privilege, to select the tools with which he plans to work."
A group of studies attempted to survey those who were
most involved in the selection and evaluation process. The

NEA Research Bulletin (Selection of Instructional ..., 1970)

reported that almost three-~fourths of all teachers were
involved in the selection of instructional materials. This
study also reported that teachers were involved at the 57.9
percent level at the school building level; at only the 31.9
percent level at the local district level; and at a very low
2.2 percent level at the state level. Another study by Breen
and Ary (1972, pp. 46-48) surveyed 174 school district
superintendents to determine who decided which instructional
films were purchased. They found that the most involved
individual in film selection was the teacher (54 percent),
followed by the building principal (46.5 percent), then
librarians (40.4 percent), next audiovisual coordinators
(32.5 percent), building coordinators (6.1 percent}) and
lastly superintendents (4.4 percent).

More recently, the Educational Products Information
Exchange (1977, pp. 1-24) reported on a study of the nature

and quality of the most used instructional materials and how



57

they were selected. The EPIE findings showed that 45 percert
of the teachers had no role in selecting the instructional
materials they were required to use. Also, it revealed that
54 percent of those who do have a selection role spend less
than one hour per year doing selection, and that the average
teacher was not trained to evaluate and select materials for
instructional purposes.

Erickson (1968, p. 85) and Schmid (1980, p. 102)
placed the final reponsibility of purchasing materials with
the media director. They stressed the director's role was to
invite and encourage participation in selection committee
processes and instructional development procedures relative
to film and video selection. EPIE (1977, p. 9) found that
the most important role for media directors or supervisors in
the selection and evaluation was to train teachers and others
in how to effectively select and evaluate media. Also,
Miller (1977, p. 83) reported that a variety of people were
involved in the evaluation process of regional media centers
in Pennsylvania. The methods and the extent of involvement
were varied and depended upon the types of media found in
each regional center. 1In 86 percent of the regional units
teachers evaluated on a regular basis. Other staff who
evaluated the media included curriculum specialists (82%),
administrators (64%), students (46%), preview committees

(37%) and outsiders (14%).
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A number of studies reviewed earlier (Adreani, 1982;
Brodeur, 1980; Graf, 1976; Hostetler, 1977; May, 1979), all
included the selection and evaluation issue in their research
of media management functions. These researchers reported
varying levels of involvement and indicated a need for media
managers to evaluate and select instructional materials.

This present investigation was concerned, not so much with
who is involved in the evaluation and selection process, but
with how important the individual recommendatiohs and
criteria are to the media selectors.

d. Published evaluations and reviews The number of

printed reviews and evaluations of films and other media has
increased during the past twenty years, specifically in
conjunction with the growth and awareness of the function of
media in education. Limbacher (1964, pp. 46-47) listed
nineteen periodicals that included educational film reviews.
Latzke (1971, pp. 115-244) analyzed the reviews in fifty-nine
publications, and Rufsvold (1967, p. 10) identified one
hundred periodicals that printed educational film reviews.
While many film and video reviews existed, the state
of audiovisual reviews and bibliographic media tools remained
far behind that of the print industry. McDaniel (1970, p.
67) summarized the problems of media reviews as follows: (1)
reviews did not extend comprehensive coverage; (2) reviews

were not widely published; (3) there were not enough critical
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reviews; (4) there was inconsistency in bibliographic
citations; and (5) there was a lack of systematic evaluative
criteria and procedures. Hess (1978, p. 153-154) confirmed
several of these concerns in his study of EFLA film reviews.
He found that too few films were evaluated, that composite
EFLA ratings were consistently too high and not
discriminating, and that a majority of film librarians did
not use EFLA or other printed reviews as a major component of
their selection procedures.

Latzke (1971), Johnson (1972), Risner (1971), and
Palmer (1973) discovered the same limitations to the
utilization of published reviews and bibliographic tools in
their studies. Masters (1977, p. 94) asked which
publications media directors read regularly, as an indication
of their work and interest in self-education and evaluation.
She found a low level of interest in professional literature
(only three titles read by more than half the group). She
attributed this to inertia, pre~occupation with the job
itself, lack of knowledge about existing publications, or the
belief that the publications offered nothing to media
directors.

If these findings were taken as a whole, all of the
available published reviews would only partially help the
evaluator in the selection and evaluation process at a rental

library. However, in spite of these problems and low usage
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indications of film reviews, the NEA Research Bulletin

(Selection of Instructional ..., 1970, p. 14) reported that
most evaluators felt adequately informed about new materials.
They stated they recieved their information: (1) 75 percent
from advertising in professional magazines, (2) 63 percent
from association meetings, and (3) 58 percent from releases
from commercial companies. Brodeur (1980, pp. 52-53) and
Baird (1973, pp. 123-124) also reported the usage of personal
(teacher) contacts, salesperson referrals, other rental
library catalogs, automatic preview arrangements, television
programs as sources of information used by evaluators.

e. Use of a formal, written policy statement

Included in the literature was the call for, and the
discussion of, the utilization of a formal, written
policy/procedure for the selection and evaluation of media
materials. As early as 1952, Guss stated that selection and
evaluation "should be in terms of immediate and long-range
objectives of the library." Reiser and Gagne (1982), Sive
(1983), and Gropper (1976), in particular, suggested that the
existence of a formal policy or plan would improve selection
and evaluation procedures and might influence the specific
criteria utilized. Baird (1973) and Brodeur (1980) found

. some basis for the need of this philosophy/policy document in
their studies of the higher education film rental libraries

and film library director's buyer behavior. Baird (p. 132)
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recommended that: "A comparison of the philosophy of the film
library and the criteria felt to be important should be made
to determine what effect a philosophical position has on
which evaluation and selection criteria are important."
Brodeur (1980) discussed the implications of her research
findings and this need for documented selection and

evaluation policies by stating:

Curriculum specialists may at first be
alarmed by media directors who seem to want to take
over curriculum planning. Professionals in the
educational media field have become more and more
involved in instructional design, in curriculum
development, and in the adoption of educational
changes. The roles of media specialists and
curriculum specialists over-~lap, and until each
field can define its specialty, there may be some
tension among the professionals. District and
regional media directors have not been active
participants in the planning of curriculum, and it
is difficult to determine at this point just how
much they would want that to change.

The selection of nonprint media in district
and regional media centers is not a haphazard
process. These are defined procedures having a
certain amount of sequence. Media directors are
sufficiently aware of the steps in the process to
be able to report their actions at each step of the
process. However, they may not be fully aware of
their motives for selecting materials. Their own
personal motives as well as the goals of the
organization and the motives of their clients
influence the selection decision process. The
conflicts that arise in decision-making may be due
to differences in the motives of all those
involved.

Selection decisions could be more fully
explained and accounted for if media directors
would specify the criteria they use in making their
final choices. Efforts have been made in recent
years to specify the evaluative criteria by which
to judge the quality, effectiveness, and
appropriateness of the materials. Similar efforts
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need to be made to identify and list the criteria
by which buying decisions are made (pp. 204-205).
This use of a formal, written selection policy was a key

component studied in the current investigation.
D. Development of the Video Technology

The final area of the literature reviewed was
concerned with the recent changes and trends in motion media
usage and management. This literature ranged from opinion
articles and projections of the future to formal surveys on
the increased importance of video production and programming
in higher education. The literature items reviewed were
those concerned with the video mediums and their
relationships to 16mm selection and evaluation criteria and
processes. This video technology "phenomena" are discussed
in three general video subheadings; growth and development,

research and studies, and trends and potential impacts.

1. Vvideo growth and development

The video medium has developed rapidly as a motion
media in educational arenas since the late 1960s. Its growth
and usage during this period has been a result of the
technological innovations of the space program and the
computer industry. Reductions in the cost of the hardware

components, the simplification of the video system components
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(i.e., the small 1/2" cassette formats), and the new
marketing approaches by the medium have quickly expanded the
medium's availability and utilization in education (Simonson
and Volker, 1984, pp. 249-282). These advancements in
instructional video have expanded the usage of (1) broadcast
programming, (2) local production and recording, (3)
closed~-circuit distribution, and (4) prerecorded videotapes.
It is this later area that this investigation explored and
evaluated.

Both commercially and locally produced videotapes have
become heavily utilized in higher education teaching and thus
have become a concern for higher education media agencies
(rental film/video libraries). The Higher Education
Utilization Study (Dirr et al., 1981) illustrated a positive
future for television in postsecondary instruction. The
study concluded from its expansive data that "rather than
replacing the faculty member, television has developed as an
added component to delivery systems which continue to be
faculty-directed" (Dirr, 1983, p. 24). The study found the
technologies for the delivery of television programming
seemed to fall into four categories. The usage by faculty
was reported in the categories as: (1) self-contained
videotape units (73%), (2) public television stations (57%),
(3) commercial television stations (37%), and (4) campus

closed=-circuit systems (33%). Dirr et al. (1981) discovered,
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that as early as their 1979 survey, most higher education
used local recording and the playback of videotapes rather
than commercial or public programming via off-air
distribution and reception.

Carter and Wedman (1980) surveyed the classroom media
usage and production of teacher education graduates. The
over-all actual usage of the various media and technologies
was low and disappointing to the authors. However, the
videotape medium was reported, as more frequently used than
broadcast or network television, and was almost equal in
usage to the 1l6mm medium (Carter and Wedman, p. 41). Another
survey conducted by United Media, a Scripps Howard Company in
1985 predicted a 60 percent growth rate for the videocassette
recorder technology (Media Leaders..., 1985, pp. 10-11).

They compared this large growth to a smaller 21 percent rate
of growth in the cable television area. The Scripps group
suggested, however, that the network-television medium may
still be the electronic medium of the 1990s. They said it
was currently being challenged by the five other video
technologies; cable TV, videocassettes, personal computers,
online databases, and videotext services.

A major section of the literature on the growth and
development of the video technology, reported on specific
systems and institutional applications. An example of this

literature was an article entitled "VCRs Silently Take Over
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The Classroom". Reider (1985, pp. 14-15), in this article on
the videocassette implementation in the Baltimore County,
Maryland schools, stated that "VCRs have become the
educational technology of choice without so much as a whisper
from the education community...even replacing the
microcomputer." The Baltimore plan has allowed the addition
of 6,000 VHS, curriculum approved videocassette programs to
the school's collections in one year. Quantity duplication
rights and large vendor contract purchases were the
collection development strategies employed by Reider and the
Baltimore schools (p. 18). Other examplifying articles were
those of Withrow and Roberts (1983) and McConeghy (1985).
Withrow and Roberts reported on the rapid development of
quality educational television programming and its usage in
interactive and random-access settings. McConeghy reported
on the trends and growth in video services in Illinois
colleges and universities. His survey demonstrated an active
and healthy state of affairs for television use in Illinois.
The study reported an average television budget of $160,668
at the universities and colleges in Illinois. The average
videotape budget was $4,762 and the average commodity
(supplies) was $22,109.

Three sets of data which illustrated the phenomenal
growth of the videotape medium in higher education were those

of The Consortium of University Film Centers (CUFC), the 1986
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Educational Film/Video Locator, and the Quality Education

Data Service. As reported earlier in the 'Background for the
study' section of chapter one, the CUFC reported a growth of
283 percent in the last five years and 66 percent in the

1985-86 year of their video holdings. The 1986 Educational

Film/Video Locator contained 11,500 more video and film

titles than the 1978 Educational Film Locator. Most of this

increase was reported in the videotape holdings of the
participating rental libraries. Quality Education Data, a
Denver market-research firm, reported the number of schools
using videotape’equipment for instruction grew from 36,545 in
the 1983 school year to 56,166 schools in the 1984 school
year. The growth rate for video topped that of
microcomputers (Levin, 1985, pp. 3-5).

2. Video research and studies

A quantity of research exists and was reported on
earlier, regarding the selection and evaluation of 16mm
motion medium. However, no prominent studies were located in
the literature search concerning videotape selection and
evaluation in higher education rental libraries. A number of
related studies were located and are reported below.

Chu and Schramm (1968) provided a summary and review
of the research on instructional television prior to 1967 in

their book, Learning From Television. Several findings

reported by Chu and Schramm that were related to the
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selection and evaluation issues of this study were as

follows:

-By and large, instructional television can more
easily be used effectively for primary and
secondary school students than for college students

(p. 6).

-S0 far as we can tell from present evidence,
television can be used efficiently to teach any
subject matter where one-way communication will
contribute to learning (p. 8).

-At the college level, permissive attendance does
not seem, by itself, to reduce the effectiveness of
instructional television (p. 45).

-Teachers and pupils are more favorable toward the
use of instructional television in elementary
school than in secondary school and college (p.
61).

-At the college level, Students tend to prefer
small discussion classes to television classes,
television classes to large lecture classes (p.
65) .

-Favorable attitudes are distributed widely enough
among different televised courses to cast doubt on
the assumption that some academic subjects, per se,
may be disliked as material for instructional
television (p. 67).

~-There appears to be little if any difference
between learning from television and learning from

film, if the two media are used the same way (p.
87).

~Television and radio have certain advantages over
films in flexibility and deliverability (p. 87).

Also of interest to videotape selection and evaluation
was a study by Pelton (1981). Pelton used the delphi
technique to forecast the future of telecommunications on a

world-wide basis. His predictions included several findings
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régarding the full development and utilization of video
technologies by the year 2000. Over 50 percent of the delphi
jurors saw the full usage of video conferencing, videotext,
home telecommunications centers, and direct broadcast
satellite service by the year 2000. They also predicted the
same for the videophone by the year 2015. Thus, this study
projected the continued development of the videotape medium.

Dayton (1981) in a similar delphi study regarding the
future trends in the production of instructional materials,
asked for specific projections regarding the future of film
rental libraries and the video medium. The findings,
important to this study, were:

~They strongly agreed that video products (tape,
cassettes, discs, etc.) will be a prominent means
of distribution for instructional materials in
2001...they were quite optimistic about continued
developments in video technology. They predicted
that video equipment will become increasing
smaller, more portable, and more reliable; that the
resolution of video images will be considerably
improved; and that practical large-screen video
systems will be readily available at a reasonable
price (p. 238).

-Many felt that videotape/cassette will continue to
be a reasonable means for the distribution of video
materials and that it will be the dominant medium
for the recording and editing of moving images (p.
239).

~Although the results were not clearcut, the
majority tended to agree that video technology will
replace motion picture technology, and did not feel
that the motion picture film will be a prominent
means of distribution for instructional materials
produced in 2001 (p. 239).
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-Participants tended to agree that the question of

copyright will become increasingly complex, but

that a workable solution to the copyright problem

will be found (p. 240).

Albright (1984) reported, in a Division of Educational

Media Management (DEMM) Task Force Report, that circulating
videotapes was the delivery system most utilized for
off-campus instruction involving media center participation.
Videotapes far exceeded the usage of 1.T.F.S., open circuit
television, and satellite distribution methods.

Niemeyer (1985) in his study, reported in the 1985

Educational Media And Technology Yearbook, discussed the

distribution methods utilized for distance learning. He
examined the wide use of consortia by postsecondary
institutions to purchase programming and to distribute the
video materials. Niemeyer's sufvey located seventy-one
active consortia with more than 100,000 students enrolled and
1,000 college and university members in those consortia.

Reiser and Gagne (1982), in the textbook which
presented their model for selection and evaluation of all
types of media, listed the sound motion film and the TV
cassette in the saéé c;tegory of the model. They stated, "It
is generally recognized that the motion picture and video

picture with sound are essentially equivalent so far as their

effects on learning are concerned."
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3. Video trends and potential impacts

The trends, potential problems and impacts on the
future of the video and film media was extensively examined
by writers in the literature. Most of the articles located
and reviewed were of the opinion, projection, and discussion
type. The trends and impact issue were identified in the
areas of: barriers to usage, copyright problems, marketing
changes, and effects on university rental libraries.

Dirr et al. (1981) identified and discussed the major
barriers to faculty usage of television for instruction in
higher education institutions. Their study reported faculty
members felt that the use of television for educatignal

purposes was hindered by items shown in Table 4.

Table 4. Major barriers to faculty use of television
instruction (Dirr, 1983, p. 28)

Barrier Percentage
Lack of adequate department funds 56%
Programs do not meet academic needs

and/or standards 49%
Cost of available courses 39%
Poor broadcast times 35%
Insufficient advance notice 34%

The respondents in this study (Dirr et al., 1981) viewed

their course types as unadaptable to television, thought the
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use of video increases work, and felt professional rewards

structures failed to recognize them for developing and using
television course materials. The same study listed the major
institutional barriers to the usage of television. They were

listed as below in Table 5:

Table 5. Major institutional barriers to the use of
television by institutions of higher education
(Dirr, 1983, p. 28)

Barriers Percentage
Lack of adequate funds and support 70%
Lack of faculty commitment 55%
Cost and availability of courses 50%
Lack of trained support personnel 45%
Lack of record rights 40%
Poor broadcast times 35%
Insufficient advance notice 30%

Albright (1984, p. 18) reporting on a Division of
Educational Media Management (DEMM) Task Force report
indicated some of the same barriers to higher education media
center utilization. He identified the "rebuilding and
expanding of hardware/software collection" as the second most
important challenge to higher education media agencies.

Also, the report list%? "getting involved in new
technolégies" and "dealing with copyright laws" as serious

challenges to utilization.
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The video copyright issue was a frequent, current
issue of discussion in the literature. With the passage of
the 1979 Copyright Law PL 94-553 and its subsequent off=-air
and duplication guidelines, has come an increased difficulty
in providing information about and.on the enforcement of
video copyright limitations. The availability of and ease of
the use of copying technologies and equipment has increased
the potential for violations. The results of the Sony case
and its resulting court fulings of 1979 and 1981 confused
both the video user and the copyright information specialist
regarding the limits and restrictions of the law (Sinofsky,
1984).

The 1979 copyright law was silent on the issue of
videotaping off-air. This has been followed by a group of
users, producers, and legislators which established the
"Guidelines for Off-Air Recording of the Broadcast
Programming for Educational Purposes™. These guidelines were
an informal, operational agreement concerning restrictions on
educational access to copyrighted video programming.

However, the guidelines do not have the force of law (Chach,
1986, p. 18).

These issues, plus the development of video licensing
agencies and the "For Home Use Only" marketing of
entertainment feature films on videotape, have confounded and

confused the educational video user. In a recent copyright
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workshop at the American Film & Video Festival in New York,
the positions and issues of copyright were presented and
examined. Chach (1986) in her article summarized the various
viewpoints and contrasting positions that existed at the
workshop regarding the video copyright arena. During the

workshop, a summary of the findings from the Office of

Technology Assessment (OTA) study, the Intellectual Property

Rights in the Age of Electronics and Information, was

presented. This study was a two year, $600,000 examination
of "the impact of recent and anticipated advances in the
communications and information technologies on the
intellectual property system". The findings were:

-New technologies have brought changes as far-reaching
as those of the printing press.
-The changes are undermining the intellectual property

system.

~The changes have brought problems in defining
authorship, identifying infringement, achieving
international cooperation, and identifying problems
of private use, functional works (i.e., computer
works/software), derivative use, and intangible
works. Other problems relate to educational

goals: The new technologies have made copyrighted
works too expensive for educators (Chach, p. 21).

The full impact of the video technology may not be
apparent in the literature and may not be for years to come.
The copyright law may have to be updated in order to deal
with the new electronic technologies, in particular, the

video medium.

The third area of the literature involving this



74

discussion of video trends was that of the marketing changes.
A review of current educational distribution methods, vendor
catalogs, and sales literature showed a variety of unique
marketing approaches and techniques being used to promote the
sale of videcotape instructional materials. Winslow (1982,
pp. 33-34) identified the use of: (1) lower cost programming
- $79.95 videos vs $800.00 16mm prints, (2) off-air
licensing, (3) available product in several formats and
price, and (4) the availability of large amounts of free
programming as a result of federally funded production. The
vendors were also utilizing more large package or contract
sales agreements, increasing the use of tele-marketing, and
expanding their sales markets to the consumer, religious, and
training fields. |

Finally, the literature reported several trends in the
operation and university rental libraries dﬁe to the video
format developments. Baird (1985) conducted a December, 1983
survey that attempted to determine the impact of video
technology in university film libraries of the Consortium of
University Film Centers (CUFC). He found that most rental
libraries:

-have less than 200 video titles in their

collections (57%).

=buy film and video titles by the same process, out
of the same budget (57%).

-do not manage all of the video titles on their

campuses (70%).
-bought more than 50 video titles during the last
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two years (50%).
-rent video materials to off-campus customers (83%).

-operate portable video facilities on campus (80%).

~have video duplication services (80%). :
-acquire video clearances before using (67%).

~do off-air duplication of appropriate

programs (63%).

~distribute video over a campus cable system (60%).

-usually inspect each video title with each

use (60%).
~will increase their video purchases in the

future (87%).
-will buy only 3/4", 1/2" Beta, or 1/2" VHS titles
in the next two years (100%).
-consider video as having a positive effect on
their operations (50%).
~have faculty and administrations that have
positive feelings about video (50%).
-do not consider video a threat to their

operations (100%).
-have some type of video inspection process (60%).

(Baird, p. 21)
Baird stated that the trend to integrate video into film
rental libraries was a response to pressures from outside the
libraries. He reported that: (1) library users were
requesting programs that were available in video format only,
(2) library users were incorporating delivery systems into
their operation which were more compatible with video formats
than 16mm film formats, and (3) film rental libraries -
stretched their dollars by purchasing video programs (Baird,
pp. 20-21).

In a recent forum entitled "Making Change: Affecting
the Future of Film and Video‘in Education" held at The
Pennsylvania State University, the following eleven

trends/problems were identified.
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Sales of traditional audiovisual equipment are
continuing.

Schools are purchasing large screen video
projectors.

The acquisition trend in public library video
collections is away from entertainment materials.

Building-level collections are beginning to include
video.

There may be a conflict between organizations that
bought film prints at premium prices and those who
are developing inexpensive building-level video
collections.

The book store has been added as a distributor of
religious media materials.

There may be new patterns of distribution, includ-
ing the possibility of media "jobbers," that would
function like book jobbers who broker acquisitions
for libraries.

Public libraries could begin to plan for inter-
library loan of their video holdings.

Fewer titles are being produced because production
costs are increasing, while the market is shrinking.

Low cost video sales of newly-released titles will
not develop to a level sufficient to significantly
reduce the base sale price of film/video.

Public funds in State Departments of Education are

being diverted from media purchases to media
production.

(Trude, 1986, p. 2)

This forum involved representatives from seven educational

groups and associations, and as a result of their

deliberations several recommendations were made. These

recommendations and any forth-coming actions may influence

the selection and evaluation criteria and trend projections

of this investigation.
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E. Use of the Delphi Method

The delphi process was originally developed and used
as a process for technological forecasting (Helmer, 1966).
It was first used in an Air Force sponsored Rand Corporation
study conducted in the early 1950s. Since the Rand study,
the technique has been utilized in many different settings
and with numerous variations. Linstone and Turoff (1975)
listed the following applications associated with this group

communication process:

-Gathering current and historical data not accurately

known or available.

-Examining the significance of historical events.
-Evaluating possible budget allocations.
-Exploring urban and regional planning options.
-Planning university campus and curriculum

development.

-Delineating the pros and cons associated with
potential policy options.

-Developing causal relationships in complex economic
or social phenomena.

-Distinguishing and clarifying real and perceived
human motivations.

-ExXposing priorities of personal values, social goals

(p. 4).

Martino (1983) described the delphi process in terms
of its advantages and disadvantages over the committee
meeting. It was viewed as a communication process that
utilized the benefits of committee functions while minimizing
the disadvantages. Delphi has three characteristics that
distinguish it from conventional face-to-face group or

committee interaction: (1) anonymity, (2) iteration with
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controlled feedback, and (3) statistical group response.

A number of writers (Brooks, 1979; Delbecq et al.,
1975; Martino, 1983; Penland, 1983-84) identified two
current, major uses of the delphi process. The first use
was for assisting in the identification of issues. The
second use was for the preplanning of another event, such as,
a conference or research study. This setting and usage was a
key component to the development and circumstances of this
invest! ..tion's methodology.

several studies have examined the characteristics and
use of delphi in higher education and in the media field.
Lewis (1984) identified the characteristics and impact of 60
delphi studies conducted in the field of higher education
from 1967 to 1981. A majority of the studies were identified
as of the problem solving rather than the forecasting
variety. Most of the research was conducted in the
curriculum and instruction area with a wide variation in
number and size of panels used and in the criteria for panel
selection. The strongest perceived impact of the 60 studies
was a public relations impact. Thus, it was concluded that
delphi studies should involve panelists who will be affected
by the solution to the problem and whose cooperation will be
needed to make any solution work.

A significant, large delphi study in the media field

was conducted by Dayton (1981l). Dayton examined the future
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trends in the production of materials and found participants
expected the electronics revolution and other technological
developments to have a major impact on the production and
presentation of instructional materials. This study utilized
56 participants selected through a procedure developed by
DiPaolo (1979). This procedure involved a nomination round
based on pre-set criteria prior to the first round of the
delphi.

Another media study by Pelton (1981) examined the
future of telecommunications from a global perspective.
Pelton's survey involved 150 experts world-wide, and made
predictions on the development of such telecommunications
formats as: videotext, videofconferencing, videophone, home
communications centers, and direct broadcast satellite
service, The panelists in this study created a profile of
the future that included a continuation of the rapid growth
of the tele-information services, a prosperous and
information-rich global society, increased industrialization
of space, a lack of progress in international cooperation in
telecommunications and space applications, and the potential
for information overload and lost privacy of citizens.

Another example of a delphi study in the media field
was conducted by Penland (1983-84). He utilized the process
to examine the decision-making and management techniques of

library/media administrators. Penland considered the delphi
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process an essential component in the repertoire of media
personnel involved in citizen-~oriented needs assessment
endeavors. The study described and evaluated the delphi
methods used in establishing goal and objective priorities in
the Pittsburgh (Pennsylvania) Regional Library Center. The
study concluded that the delphi process was an objective
method for the media administrator to make decisions based on
quantified empirical evidence.

The delphi technique was also utilized by Tiedemann
(1986) in a 1984 study aimed at predicting the nature of
future media services in higher education. The methodology
and procedures he described were directed at improving the
planning of future media facilities in higher education
institutions. Of interest to this investigation were his
recommendations and results that (1) "one centralized media
center providing services to the entire university community
was the preferred organizational and philosophical approach
to nonprint services in higher education," and (2) that
computer networks and videodisc technologies received
panelist consensus as being the highest priority mediums for
the future (p. 15).

Regarding the specific steps for conducting a delphi
procedure, a wide variety of opinion and experience exists.
The number of panelists used range from as few as five to

several hundred. Delbecq et al. (1975) suggested that few



81

new ideas are generated within a homogeneous group once the
group size exceeds thirty well-chosen panelists. Martino
(1983) reported on the reliability of the delphi process.
For panels of as few as 11 members the correlation normally
exceeded 0.7. If a panel of 15 members was used and they
were truly representative of the experts on the topic, then
the forecasts produced would not differ markedly from those
of any other equally expert panel of the same size.

The processes for the selection of experts or
panelists also varies widely. Nomination procedures
(DiPaolo, 1980; Pelton, 1981) and random selection from
homogeneous lists (Dayton, 1981; Penland, 1983-84) were
commonly used techniques. Martino (1983) suggested the
following factors as key to selecting delphi participants:

-Panelists should be experts (khow more about the
topic to be forecast than do most peoplej.

-Panelists should be committed to study (be able to
devote adequate time to prepare rounds).

-Panelists should not share a set of biases (should
be of varying ages, from a variety of institutions,
and from a wide geographical area as possible).

-Panelists may be inside or outside the organization
varies with the type of forecast needed (pp. 26-29).

The number of rounds in the delphi may also vary. The
classical number of rounds is four (Delbecq et al., 1975).
Martino (1983, p. 19) explained that "Delphi sequences are
judged as successes when they reach stability, that is, no

further change of opinion, with the reasons for divergence

clearly displayed." Thus individual items or a full
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questionnaire may be stopped after round two or anywhere
beyond, dependent upon its judged stability by the
researcher. The normal suggested turnérouﬁd between
questionnaire rounds is approximately a month, with a minimum
of 14 days for a full delphi process when the technique is
used in-house via interoffice mail or coufiers. Barnette et
al. (1978) conducted an empirical investigation of the delphi
methodology and found the expected rate of response was 30

percent after three delphi rounds.
F. Summary

The educational technology and the delphi methodology
literature was reviewed to provide a conceptual background
for the present investigation. The review served to identify
key issues in the selection and evaluation process of
university film libraries, to determine which variables had
already been studied, and to suggest areas of concern that
needed further clarification.

There was a diverse range of opinions expressed by the
authors reviewed in this chapter. However, some generalities
were identified. They were as follows:

{a) Most individuals- involved in selection and
evaluation agreed that it is a problem and that something
needed to be done to improve the process.

{b) There has been a series of studies (1946 to the
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present) conducted on the selection and evaluation issue as
it is related to the university film rental library. These
agencies have existed for some sixty years, yet only a
limited number of detailed studies have explicated their
purpose and function.

(c) Three major areas in the literature were
identified and reviewed which related to the selection and
evaluation topic. They were (1) the formative evaluation
methodologies used in media production and the selection of
an appropriate medium for a given situation, (2) the
instructional development or curriculum design functions of
the individual teacher or learner in the selection of
instructional materials, and (3) the "pre-selection" or
collection development techniques used by media libraries.
This latter area was the prime focus of the present study.

(d) The studies conducted to date have discussed the
need for the use of a formal, written selection policy.
However, none have examined its usage in relation to criteria
involved in the selection and evaluation process.

(e) The writers differed in their opinions as to who
should evaluate and select educational films. Most writers
agreed that those who were involved should have some training
and background in the process. They found, however, little
evidence of this training and experience.

(f) Only limited value was gained by the use of
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published evaluations and reviews in the reported selection
and evaluation studies.

(g) The criteria used in the actual processes of
selection and evaluation were varied and subjective. These
criteria were related to who was doing the selection and
evaluation, in what setting, and for what reason. Some
criteria seemed to be fundamental but even these did not mean
the same thing to each evaluating individual or group.

(h) The procedures used to evaluate films were
dependent upon the objectives and purposes of the evaluation.
Classroom teachers generally followed a simpler and different
process than those involved in library collection
development.

(i) There was an obvious lack of agreement as to what
standards and procedures should be used to identify effective
instructional films and videotapes.

(j) Most of the literature dealing with the problem
of how to house, distribute, and evaluate and select
educational films agreed on one point: the closer the films
(and selection of films) is to the point of use, the greater
the value.

(k) A lack of a universal plan for selection and
"validation" of new educational films and videotapes has
retarded effective distribution and utilization.

(1) The growth and development of the video
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technology has'begun to impact on the operation, including
the selection and evaluation procedures of university film
rental libraries. Some of the areas of influences identified
in the literature were (1) the increased quantity of
available motion materials, (2) the quality of those
materials, (3) the copyright problems and limitations, (4)
the cost factors and marketing changes in the distribution of
the media, and (5) the customer demands and pressures.

(m) No research studies were identified that
specifically dealt with the video technologies and the
university rental library selection and evaluation process.

(n) The delphi technique has been established as an
effective research method for the examination of trends and
for forecasting the development of media technology. It has
also been utilized to assist in the identification of issues

surrounding a technological event.



86

I1II. DESIGN OF THE STUDY

A, Background for Methodology

This study was a descriptive investigation and
utilized causal-comparative techniques to analyze the
relationships and issues surrounding selection and evaluation
processes of motion media. The investigation, through the
use of descriptive statistics, stressed the identification of
trends and implications for the future. A two phase data
collection methodovlogy, a delphi procedure and a general
survey, was utilized to collect information in order to make
recommendations for the future management of university
film/video rental collections.

This investigation utilized a study by Baird (1973) as
a benchmark and was an operational replication of major
components of that research. It analvzed the change in
selection and evaluation criteria over the approximately
fourteen year period between Baird's research and the present
survey. Also, it examined the concerns and issues
surrounding the operation of university rental libraries

during this development of the video technologies.
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B. Objectives

The study had the following objectives:

(a) To identify the evaluation and selection criteria
used by university film/video rental libraries for the .
acquisition of film/video materials. To determine those
criteria that are important at each step of the current
evaluation and selection process.

(b) To compare and contrast the 16mm film evaluation
and selection criteria at each step of the Baird (1973) study
to those of the current and future film/video acquisition
process.

(c) To determine if certain university film/video
rental library characteristics such as; size, type,
geographical location, distribution pattern, organizational
structure, number of years circulating video, percentage of
video in collections, existence of a formal, written
selection and evaluation policy, and customer type had any
significant effects on the degree of importance placed upon
current evaluation and selection criteria items and steps.

To determine if certain characteristics of the
film/video evaluation and selection personnel (respondents);
those of years of experience and sex, had any significant
effects on the degree of importance placed upon current

evaluation and selection criteria items and steps.
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(d) To identify the issues and concerns of university
film/video rental libraries which have emanated from the
trends related to the development of the video technologies.

(e) To develop recommendations for the operation of
university film/video rental libraries as related to and

concerning video collection development.
C. The Population

The population of this study was the chief film/video
administrators (or designated representatives) of all the
college and university film/video libraries contained in the
1972 publication entitled "A Directory of 16mm Film
Collections in Colleges and Universities in the United
States" (Mirwis, 1972). This list used by Baird (1973)
contained a total of 197 rental libraries with collections
larger than 500 titles. This list was updated by comparing
it to the current membership list of the Consortium of
University Film Centers (CUFC), to the marketing lists of the

Educational Film/Video Locator (1986) and the CUFC, and to a

mailing to selected CUFC members which requested information
on current rental film/video libraries in their region.

This revised list contained a total of 204 college and
university film/video rental libraries. These were utilized

in the study as the population (see Table 6).
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Table 6. Population breakdown

Type of institutions (Library) Number
Community Colleges 16
Colleges (four-yr.) 46
Universities 134
Other agencies serving higher education 8

Total 204

This
issues, opin
objectives.
conducted vi
objectives o

(a)

(b)

(c)

(Q)

A delp

D. Instruments and Their Validation

study utilized two instruments to collect the
ions, and data needed to accomplish the stated
The first instrument was a delphi process

a an open=-ended query list (Appendix A). The
f the delphi round were:

To identify the issues and concerns of the
university film/video rental libraries regarding
the future of lé6émm £ilm and videotape
acquisition.

To validate the criteria to be added to and
deleted from the questionnaire utilized in
Baird's (1973) study.

To determine the library characteristics
important to the questionnaire phase of the
study.

To identify the trends and to project the future
of motion media in the operation of university
film/video rental collections.

hi panel of experts was used to validate the
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phase two survey instrument, to identify the issues
surrounding the selection and evaluation of the video
technologies, and to rate the criteria and trend statements
suggested during the delphi process. The panel was
systematically chosen by the researcher from the updated
population list based on the following criteria:

(a) a variety of geographic regions represented.

(b) near equal numbers of respondents by sex.

(c) public and private institutions represented.

(d) large, medium, and small collection sizes
represented.

(e) various types of circulation patterns
represented.

(f) respondents having both video and 16mm
selection experience.

(g) agreement by respondents to time commitment
and schedule prior to inclusion on panel.

Sixteen individuals initially agreed to participate in
the delphi rounds. See Appendix B for a listing of the
participating panel of experts.

The summary of each round and the panel's responses
are included in Appendix C. A ninety=-eight percent return
response was received during the delphi phase of the
investigation.

The second instrument utilized was a revised
questionnaire from the Baird (1973) study. The Baird
instrument was based upon a seven point Likert response scale
(Appendix D). Several additional items were added to provide

the data collection needed to accomplish the study's

objectives. These items were descriptive in nature and were
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included in the basic information section of the instrument.
The items developed, validated, and included were in the

following areas:

(a) The percentage of video titles in the rental

collection.
(b) The number of years the library has been

renting video titles.

(c) The existence of a formal, written selection

policy and procedure,

Also, the terminology in the questionnaire was
expanded to include and describe the current video
technology. Specifically where the term "film" was used, the
term film/video title or motion medium was inserted. Sexist
language was deleted.

A review of several current evaluation instruments was
conducted in order to determine if any criteria items or
steps had been omitted from the Baird questionnaire. Also,
the delphi panel was requested to suggest additional criteria
during the delphi process. These were integrated into the
appropriate section of the survey instrument. The thrust of
the additions and changes was to allow the collection of data
on any criteria that had developed since the Baird (1973)
study without adding bias.

Baird was contacted and interviewed to determine if
any problems or recommended changes encountered during his

study might be included in the revision process for the phase

two instrument. He provided several suggestions based upon
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his 1973 study experiences and the additional research he was
currently conducting. These recommendations were
incorporated into the phase two survey instrument.

The revised phase two survey instrument was further
validated through an examination by a panel of professionals
including three study committee members and two film/video
professionals. Additional items and modifications in design
were suggested for each section of the phase two survey

instrument. These were incorporated into the final revised

instrument (Appendix E).
E. Collection of Data

The delphi instrument with instructions, cover letter,
and self-addressed return envelope was mailed to sixteen
university film/video library personnel who had been selected
from the population by the researcher according to the
predetermined criteria (see page 90). They had agreed to
participate in the delphi round during a telephone contact
prior to the mailing. A reminder letter was mailed
approximately five days before due date to panel members who
had not responded to date. A final reminder was made via
telephone on or near each round's due date to those who had
not yet returned their mailing. The four rounds in the

delphi process were conducted as follows:



Date Date Date Number Number

Mailed Reminder Due Mailed Responded
Round #1 Nov. 13 Dec. . 1 Nov. 26 16 15
Round #2 Dec. 30 Jan. 19 Jan. 21 15 15
Round #3 Feb. 4 March 1 Feb. 25 15 15
Round #4 April 6 April 28 April 22 15 15

The return rate on the full delphi process was 98.4 percent.
The survey instrument with instructions, cover letter,
and self-addressed return envelope were mailed to the
administrators of the 204 university film/video libraries
included in the population of this study. It was requested
that the administrator (director or the person most familiar
with the evaluation and selection procedure of the film/video

rental library) £ill out the survey. They were instructed to

return the completed instrument in the envelope provided.

A follow=-up letter including another copy of the
survey was mailed to the administrator of those libraries who
did not respond within three weeks following the first
mailing. A second follow-up letter and survey was mailed to
those who did not return the survey within three weeks
following the second mailing.

As a result of these three mailings, the survey was
returned from 173 of the 204 film/video rental libraries
identified for this study. Institutions that did not have a

film/video rental library, rental libraries that had less
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than 500 titles, and rental libraries that indicated they did
not do their own evaluation and selection were not included
in the data analysis.

The survey return was classified as the following:

Number Percent
Institutions not returning survey 32 15.69

Institutions returning the survey
but not meeting the institutional
requirements of the study (indicated
they did not operate a rental library) 95 46.57

Institutions returning an incomplete
survey or those responding
with less than 500 titles 4 1.96

Institutions returning complete usable
survey 73 35.78

Totals 204 100.00

The analysis of the data was based on the information
contained in the 73 completed surveys that met all the
requirements for use in the study. The return percentage on

the survey was 84.31 percent.
F. Data Analysis

The data from the survey were analyzed using the
following methods:

{a) A frequency distribution giving the total number
of responses for each choice and a mean score for each survey
item were calculated. This information was compiled in

rank-order table form and analyzed by descriptive measures to
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determine if observable trends exist.

(b) The individual criteria items (from section two
of the instrument) were grouped into appropriate
sub-categories based on the information questions and mean
scores, t-tests, and analysis of variance statistics were
calculated on the demographic categories.

(c) The ratings of the four steps (identification,
determination, evaluation, and final selection) and the
additional comments from section three of the questionnaire
were tabulated and summarized by descriptive means.

(d) The rank-order tables from the Baird (1973) study
were compared to those of the survey and the delphi phases
for observable differences. The rank-order tables of the
survey phase and the delphi process were compared. The
method used was rank-difference correlation (Spearman rho).
This analysis provided four correlations of the dependent
variables (identification, determination, evaluation, and
final selection) among the two study phases.

(e) The ratings of the four steps (identification,
determination, evaluation, and final selection) and the trend
statements from section three of the survey were compared in
descriptive terms to the Baird (1973) study and the responses

of the delphi panel.
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The data from the four delphi rounds and survey
instruments were analyzed in order by the steps as follows:

(a) The first delphi round, part one responses
(demographic information), were tabulated and analyzed to
determine the depth and variety of library types and
respondent characteristics contained in the fifteen
responses. This demographic information was used to
determine if the responding panel members met the
pre-determined criteria for the delphi process.

(b} The first delphi round, part two responses
(questions 13-14 and 17), were categorized, tabulated, and
consolidated into like statements for use in round two of the
delphi procedure.

(c) The first delphi round, part two responses
(questicons 15-16), were tabulated and frequency of responses,
means, and standard deviations were calculated for each
criteria item. These statistics and all individual comments
were reported to the panel members during round two.

(d) The responses of round two through four were
tabulated and the statistics calculated and comments reported
to each succeeding round. Part two criteria items (questions
15-17) were determined to be stable and to have consensus
after round three and were not included in round four.

(e) The responses from the final delphi rounds (three

or four) were developed into frequency distributions for each
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item and a mean score was obtained for each.

(£) The information was compiled into rank-order
table form and analyzed to see if any trends were observable.
Comparisons were made to Baird's (1973) study and to the
future projection items (questions 16-17) within the delphi

process.

(g) The additional criteria and trend statements
suggested through the delphi process were incorporated into
the revision of Baird's (1973) questionnaire. All the
criteria (evaluation and selection items) that were suggested

by the delphi panel were rated above the not importint level

(mean of 3.00) and thus were included in the phase two survey
instrument. Twenty-eight additional selection and evaluation
items were included in the revised survey instrument. The
trend and influence statements (questions 13-14, 17) from the
delphi process were consolidated into eight response
statements and included at the end of the revised survey
instrument.

(h) As the revised survey instruments were returned
they were.coded and all the data were entered into a computer
data base program file and analyzed by a standard statistical
package.

(i) Frequency distributions (bar charts) and all
statistics for each survey item were calculated using the

standard statistical package.
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(j) The information for each survey item in Part I
(demographic information), Part II (selection and evaluation
ratings) and Part III (future of film/video libraries) was
compiled into table form and analyzed for observable trends.

(k) The survey responses were analyzed by t-tests
involving groupings by years of experience (question 1), by
sex (question 2), by type of institution (question 4), by
collection development policy (question 6), and by customer

(question 9).

(1) Tests of one-way analysis of variance and Scheffe
Multiple Range Tests were run on the remaining demographic
parameters (questions 3, 5, 7, 8, 10 and 1l1).

(m) Comparisons were made among the evaluation and
selection criteria rank-order tables of the Baird (1973)
study, the delphi process, and the revised survey instrument.
Spearman rho correlation coefficients were calculated where
possible to compare the rank-order of the criteria in the
evaluation and selection steps of the studies' response
groups.

(n) All of the additional comments from the various

parts of the revised survey instrument were tabulated and

summarized.
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IV. FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION

A. Introduction

The purpose of this study was to identify current and
future evaluation and selection criteria used in the purchase
of motion media by selected university film/video rental
libraries. This study also compared and contrasted these
criteria to those of Baird (1973):and identified influences
and trends related to the development of the video
technologies. The criteria and trends identified as
significant were utilized to develop recommendations for the
future operapion of university film/video rental libraries.

This research was conducted in two phases. First a
delphi procedure was used to up-date the survey instrument
employed by Baird in 1973. It was also used to identify the
current and future influences and trends related to the video
technologies. A fifteen member delphi panel, selected on a
nation-wide basis, participated in four rounds of the delphi
process conducted in late 1986 and early 1987. Secondly, an
expanded and revised survey instrument based on Baird's
(1973) study was mailed to the directors of 204 selected
film/video rental libraries in higher education institutions
and agencies. Libraries that had less than 500 titles, those

that did not conduct their own evaluation and selection, and
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those that did not rent outside their institution were not
included in the data analysis. Usable completed responses
were received from 172 library directors, 73 of which met the
research criteria and were included in the statistical
analysis. The data from the four delphi rounds and 73 usable
surQey instruments were analyzed by the following steps.

Figure one depicts the time line and elements related to this

investigation.
~19408= = = = = = 1973 = - = 1987 = = = 1996 - = = - 2011 -
BEarly Baird Survey of Ten and twenty-five
studies study investigation year projections of
({phase two) the delphi panel
(phase one)

Figure 1. Time frame and elements of the investigation

This chapter summarizes and discusses the findings of
the 1987 survey and delphi process. The findings are
presented in order of the steps used to analyze the data from
the two phases of the investigation (page 95). This
discussion is organized under the following headings: (1)
introduction, (2) phase one: delphi process, (3) phase two:
survey, (4) inspection and analysis by demographic
parameters, and (5) comparison and analysis of the ratings

from the three study groups.
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B. Phase One: Delphi Process

1. Demographic information = frequency distributions

The first steps in analyzing the data were to obtain a
frequency distribution for each item in Part I of the first
delphi round instrument. Appendix F contains the frequency
distribution for part one of the Round #1 instrument. This
part was designed to gather general information aboﬁt (1) the
film/video library and (2) the delphi panel member regarding
their evaluation and selection procedures. This demographic
information was used to determine if the panel members
responding met the predetermined criteria for the delphi
process.

An analysis of the demographic information in Appendix
F determined the delphi respondents adequately met the
predetermined criteria (see page 90).

2. Trend statements and criteria ratings - rounds #1, #2 and
#3

The general responses of the delphi panel to Part II
(questions 14 and 17) items were grouped and consolidated
into like statements. These statements or trends became the
reaction items for Part I and III of the round two delphi
instrument. See Appendix C for a listing of these

statements.

During each succeeding round, these statements and the
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evaluation and selection criteria items (Part II) were
tabulated by frequency, mean, and standard deviation and
reported to the panel in the next round's instrument. The
comments from the previous round were also reported to the
panel on each succeeding ihstrument.

During each round, the panel members were asked to
re-evaluate their position on all statements and criteria
items by utilizing the comments and the statistics from the
previous round. A summary of each round and its instrument
are contained in Appendix C.

As part of round one, the panel was asked to suggest
additional criteria that they felt should be part of the
evaluation and selection steps in the future (1996). The
panel suggested 28 additional criteria to the four steps.
Table 7 contains a listing of these additional criteria. The

28 items were incorporated into the round two and round three

delphi instruments.
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tional criteria items suggested by delphi panel
ng the delphi process

Step

Criteria

Identification

1.
2'
3.

5.
6.

7.
8.
Determination
1.
2.
3.

Evaluation

Final Selectio

Film markets or media festivals

Information on computer data bases & banks
Rental records (previous or shared)

Newspaper items/articles

Subscription arrangements with distr./producers
Information from utilization or training
workshops

Consortia membership information and bulletins
Curriculum plans and reference lists

Format not included in collection

Title is part of a series

Possibility that title may be purchased

by potential client

Subject area not generally included in
collection

Demand not evident from clients or customers

Objective presentation of concepts (lack
of bias)

Accuracy of information

Timeliness of information (current topic)
Subject or content area covered by title
n

Variety of formats available from distributors
Restrictions of the producer/distributor
Ability of the producer/distributor

to promote title

Content accuracy

Availability of duplication rights
Availability of electronic distribution rights
Availability of varied, negotiable
distribution rights

Appropriateness of title for a rental

library (vs. dept., etc.)

Availability of appropriate display

hardware among clients

Internal administrative and/or political
atmosphere

Favorable rating by content specialist(s)
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3. Trend statements and criteria ratings - final frequency
distributions of rounds # 3 and #4

The trend and issue statements, the evaluation and
selection criteria, and the future prognosis summaries from
the delphi process were summarized by frequency distribution,
mean, standard deviation, and final comments into a
statistical report sent to the delphi panel. The evaluation
and selection criteria (Part II) and the future prognosis
summaries (Part III) were judged as having reached stability
and group consensus at the conclusion of round three. The
trend and issue statements (Part I) were judged stable and as
having consensus following round four. Appendix C contains
the statistical summary and panel comments on the final
delphi panel positions.

4. Importance of trend statement and criteria according to
individual mean scores

The next step in the analysis of the delphi panel data
was to calculate the mean scores for each of the items in the
final round(s) and to rank-order the items by mean scores.
Tables 8-16 give the mean scores for all delphi panel
statements and criteria in rank-order. The higher the mean
score the more important the rating of the trend statement or
criteria item.

The dotted lines were drawn through each table

indicating the strength of agreement, influence or importance
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of each category. They were made in an attempt to give a
visual impression of where the majority of the responses were
made. If the mean of the responses was above 5.00 the item

was considered to have strong agreement, strong influence,

or to be very important; if the mean was between 4.99 and

3.00 the item was considered to be neutral, average, or

important; and if the mean was below 3.00 the item was

considered to have strong disagreement, weak influence, or

not important. No attempt was made to determine any

significant differences between mean scores of any of the

individual statements or criteria.

5. Review of delphi panel rank-order tables

Tables 8-12 display the final delphi panel rankings of
the trend statements generated by the panel during round one
of the delphi process. These statements were rated by the
fifteen member delphi panel through the four rounds of the
delphi phase. A discussion of these trend statements and
their rankings is contained in the last section of this
chapter (see page 154). A comparison to the similar trend
statements of the phase two survey is also included in this

last section.

Tables 13-16 shows the final delphi panel rankings of
the evaluation and selection criteria of the process. These

criteria were rated by the panel in three rounds of the
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delphi phase. A discussion and comparison of these criteria
is in the last section of this chapter (see page 154). This
later section compares the delphi criteria rankings to the
phase two survey criteria rankings.

Appendix F lists the top rankings of the future
prognosis items by the delphi panel. These prognosis
statements were generated in round one of the delphi process
and rated during three rounds‘of the delphi phase. These
items were attempts to summarize and project the future of
the film/video library entity in ten years (1996) and in
twenty-five years (2011). A discussion of these projections
and their relationship to the phase two survey statements is

contained in the last section of this chapter (see page 168).
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Table 8. Final delphi panel rankings by mean of the
projection statements on the future nature of film
library products and the sizes of collections

* Rank Statement Mean
————————————— {Strong Agreement)——————mmcrcrccaccc e
1. The 1996 collections will contain a greater
percentage of video format products than
current collections. 6.33

2. The 1996 collections will include a more
diverse variety of material types (product

formats) than current collections. 5.93
3. The 1996 collections will contain at least 50%
of their titles in various video formats. 5.73
---------------------- (Neutral) ======wemeccnr v m e m e e e
4, The 1996 collections will contain a least 75%
of their titles in various video formats. 4.67

5.5 The size of the collections in 1996 will be
significantly larger in number of titles
than current library collections. 4,60

5.5 lé6mm format products will continue to be a
major format circulated by 1996 rental lib. 4.60

7. The 1996 collections will consist primarily of
smaller format products. (e.g.- 8mm video,
CD-ROM disks, micro-forms, etc.) 4,53

8.5 The size of the collection in 1996 will be
significantly larger in number of prints

than current library collections. - 4,00
8.5 Computer software will be a major format
circulated by rental libraries in 1996. 4.00
10. Video disk will be a major format circulated
by rental libraries in 1996. 3.86
------------------- (Strong Disagreement) ~—==mereccmcccm—ca——

11. The products in 1996 collections will be
generally poorer in production quality than
current products. 2.73
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Table 9. Final delphi panel rankings by mean of the
projection statements on the future nature of
film library clients and circulation patterns

Rank Statement Mean

------------------- (Strong Agreement) —=-—-=——--ssesmmc———c—oao
1. The circulation policies of 1996 collections
will become more flexible and diverse than
the current 3~5 day rental patterns. (e.g.-
the use of long-term rentals, leasing,
networking, or duplication arrangements.) 5.20

2. The higher education customer group will become
a significantly more important customer
group of the 1996 libraries than of the
current libraries. 5.07
—————————————————————— (Neutral) ~=—=———crr e c e e e r e e — e ———
3. The 1996 libraries will depend significantly
more on local campus clients than do current
libraries. 4,93

4,5 A 'buy and own' philosophy will replace the
'rent or loan' approach of the customers of
university rental libraries by 1996. 4,73

4.5 The rental rates of video titles will stabilize
at about 25% less than like lé6mm title
rental rates by 1996. 4.73

6. The clients of 1996 libraries will be more
specialized in their product needs (content)
than clients of current libraries. 4.67

7.5 The adult level client group will become a
significantly more important customer group
of the 1996 libraries than of the current
libraries. 4.53

7.5 Clients of 1996 collections will require more
reference and referral information, selection
advice, and product evaluation than current
customers. 4,53
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Table 9. (continued)

Rank

Statement ' Mean

9.

10.5

10.5

12.5

12.5

14,

15.

l6.

17.

18.

The business and industry community will become
a significantly more important customer group
of the 1996 libraries than of the current
libraries. 4,40

The service areas of 1996 libraries will become
more regional in scope than current
libraries. 4.33

The rental rates of titles in video formats will
be significantly less those of the same
titles in 16mm f£film formats by 1996. : 4.33

The clients of the 1996 libraries will remain
the same as current film/video rental
libraries, 3.80

The rental rates of the 1996 libraries will
remain relatively the same as current rental
charges. 3.80

The rental circulation of 1996 collections will
be significantly larger than current
libraries. 3.67

The distribution of 1996 collections will
continue to be through the delivery or
shipment of film and video products rather
than via of electronic distribution. 3.53

The 1996 libraries will compete significantly
more with local 'video rental stores' for
customers and circulation of products than
current libraries. 3.47

Delivery methods of the 1996 libraries will
override (be more important than) product
quality and usefulness as a concern of
those libraries. 3.20

The rental rates of video titles will stabilize
at about 50% less than like 16mm film title
rental rates by 1996. 3.00
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Table 10. Final delphi panel rankings by mean of the
projection statements on the future nature of
film library organizational structures and funding

sources

Rank Statement Mean

------------------- (Strong Agreement)-—-——-—eeo—mee——caa e
1. The number of university rental libraries in
1996 will be significantly fewer in number

than are currently operating. 5,33
---------------------- (Neutral) =====-ememeccmrcc e e —
2. The 1996 libraries will become allied, if not
merged, with local print libraries. 4,87

3. By 1996 those libraries located currently
within extension divisions will be relocated
organizationally within their universities. 4.73

4. The organizational structure of 1996 libraries
will be similar to those of current
libraries. 4,67

5. The funding sources for the 1996 libraries will
be the same as current rental libraries. 4,13

6.5 The 1996 libraries will depend primarily on
university or state funding sources =--
shifting from rental generated funding. 4.00

6.5 'Pure' rental (those operated primarily on
rental income) libraries will be extinct by
1996. 4,00

8. The 1996 libraries will depend on an equal mix
of local budget funds and rental/marketing
sources. 3.86

9.5 The 1996 libraries will depend more on rental/
marketing sources for funding and less on
traditional local budgeting. 3.80

9.5 The funding levels for the 1996 libraries will
be significantly less than for current
libraries. 3.80
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Table 10. (continued)

Rank Criteria ' Mean

11.5 The staffing patterns of 1996 libraries will
remain the same as those of current
libraries. 3.67

11.5 The staffing patterns of 1996 libraries will
vary significantly from current patterns.
(e.g.~- numbers of non-technical, professional
staff members will remain the same or
increase and technical staff will decline.) 3.67

Table 11. Final delphi panel rankings by mean of the
projection statements on the future nature of film
library philosophical orientations

‘Rank Statement Mean

------------------- {Strong Agreement) —===—cmcscccccncccnana——
1. The 1996 libraries will relate more directly
to and with greater intensity to their
individual institution's mission. 5.07
---------------------- (Neutral) ==——mwe——cccr e m e e e
2. The 1996 libraries will be more 'service' and
'process' oriented in their philosophy and
less 'product' oriented --- emphasis will
be on information brokering. 4.93

3. The 1996 libraries will he more responsive to
individual customer needs and desires than
current libraries. 4,80

4, The 1996 libraries will emphasize quality
customer service more than current libraries. 4.53

5. The 1996 libraries will emphasize product
content with 'how to' and 'socially
constructive' theme. 4,27
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Table 12. Final delphi panel rankings by mean of the
statements regarding the influence of future
concerns and issues of film libraries

Rank Statement Mean
------------------- (Strong Influence)-—=—==—=——c—mcccece—recceaee~-"
1. The efficient operation/management of libraries. 6.40
2. The vision of the person{(s) in the leadership
roles. 6.20
3.5 Any changes in the total number of libraries. 5.93
3.5 The increased availability of low=-cost video
products. 5.93
5. Any changes in the revenue sources (budgets)
for libraries. 5.87
6. The level and quality of customer service. 5.73

7.5 Any changes in the funding levels for libraries. 5.67
7.5 The availability of video formats. 5.67

9.5 The limitations and constraints of the
distribution rights of future products. 5.60

9.5 Any changes in the availability and
dissemination of video hardware technologies. 5.60

11. Any changes in the technical limitations of
electronic hardware used to display new
rental products. 5.40

12. The future of production companies and
independent producers. 5.33

13. Any changes in the availability of rental
products (number and type of distributors). 5.13
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Table 12. (continued)

Rank Statement Mean

14. The enforcement of legal constraints (copyright

and contractual). 5.07
15. The effect of copyright violations. 5.00
------------------- (Average Influence)==--===—-ccc—eccmcmcaa—x
16.5 The quality of rental products. 4,93
16.5 Any changes in the instructional usage of

rental products. 4,93
18.5 Any changes in the funding for the production

of new rental products. 4.73
18.5 Any changes in the philosophical orlentatlon

of libraries organizations. 4,73
20. Any changes in the size of libraries. 4.53

21. The specialization of educational programming. 4,47

22. The need for and provision of pre-service and
inservice training on the effective usage
of media. 4.20

23. Any changes in staffing patterns
.(number & type). 3.93

24, The amount of locally produced, specialized
products. 3.40
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Table 13. Final delphi panel rankings by mean of
identification criteria: Sources that are used to
identify titles available for evaluation and
possible purchase

Rank Sources Mean
------------------- (Very Important)-—=-—==—c—memeccraccca e ca——-
1. Personal request by faculty or others 6.40
2. Curriculum plans and reference lists - 5.332
3.5 Information on computer data bases or banks 5.00%
3.5 T.V. programs 5.00
----------------------- (Important) ~==me—crcr e r e r e ———
5. Rental records (previous or shared) 4.93%
6. Producers' catalogs 4,87
7. Printed lists, bibliographies and indexes 4,53
8. Producers' promotional brochures 4,33
9. Consortia membership information and bulletins 4,202
10. Film markets or media festivals 4.07%
11. Professional journals and magazines 4.00
12, Printed reviews (EFLA, Landers, etc.) 3.93
13. Subscription arrangements with distr./producer 3.80°
14, Information from utilization or training
workshops 3.732
15. Newspaper items or articles 3.672
16. Salesperson contact 3.60
17.5 Automatic preview arrangements 3.27
17.5 Other rental library catalogs 3.27

@ldentification criteria added during the delphi
process by the panel of experts.
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Table 14. Final delphi panel rankings by mean of the
determination criteria: Reasons for not evaluating
titles that have been identified as available

Rank Reasons Mean
------------------- (Very Important)===—-rmeec—recccc e ccaaa——
1. Low estimated use potential 6.60
2. Budget not available 6.47
3. DPemand not evident from clients or customers 6.40%
4, Must pay a preview charge for previewing 6.13
5.5 Restricted distribution 6.00
5.5 Apparent datedness 6.00
7. Title objectives not suitable for customer need 5.93
8. Personal knowledge of title 5.87
9. Grade level not appropriate for usual rental
audience 5.80
10. Title not appropriate for scope or purpose of
library 5.60
11, Format not included in collection 5.50%8
12.5 Company sets rental rates 5.40
12.5 Negative past experience with producer/distr. 5.40
14, Possibility that title may be purchased by
potential client 5.362
15. Cost of title 5.27
l6. Title is part of a series 5.202
17.5 Length of title 5.07
17.5 Similar material already in library 5.07
------------------- (Important) =—=———r=meecr e e e e e
19. Subject area not generally included in
collection 4.80°
20. Service and replacement footage not readily
available 4,60
21, Printed description inadequate 4,27
22.5 Negative past experience with person requesting
title 4.07
22.5 Low published ratings (EFLA, Landers, etc.) 4.07
24, Quality of promotional material 3.87

3petermination criteria added during the delphi
process by the panel of experts.
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Table 15. Final delphi panel rankings by mean of the
evaluation criteria: Items that are considered

when evaluating titles for possible purchase

Rank Items Mean
------------------- (Very Important)-——-———mececcrmaanncccccerne—
i. Accuracy of information 6.53%
2. Motivational quality and interest 6.07
4. Production date (datedness) 6.00
4. Appropriate use of the motion medium 6.00
4, Datedness in styles, procedures, etc. 6.00

6. Correlation with specific curriculum programs 5.87
7. Unity of the parts (wholeness, continuity,

etc.) 5.80
9. Overall technical quality 5.73
9. General overall effect 5.73
9. Timeliness of information (current topic) 5.73
11.5 Clear objectives 5.67
11.5 Appropriateness for grade level specified 5.67
14. Pacing (presentation rate) 5.60
14. Scope or coverage 5.60
14, Order of presenting ideas, concepts, etc. 5.60
16. Purpose of title (basic, enrichment,
introductory, etc.) 5.47
17.5 Appropriate emphasis of ideas 5.402
17.5 Objective presentation of concepts (lack of
bias) 5.40
19. Aesthetic value 5.33
20. Creative nature of production methods 5.20a
21. Subject or content area covered by title 5.13
------------------- (Important) =—====erccc e e
22.5 Appropriate orienting devices illustrating
size & space relationships 4,93
22.5 Learning approach (inductive,
deductive, etc.) 4.93
24.5 , Color vs. black and white 4.67
24.5 Type of title (documentary, dramatization,
demonstration) 4.67

@Evaluation criteria added during the delphi process
by the panel of experts.
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Table 16. Final delphi panel rankings by mean of the final
selection criteria: Factors that are considered
when making final purchase decisions

Rank Factors Mean
------------------- (Very Important)——-—=——mcccccr e e —e——
1. Content accuracy 6.47%
2. Estimated number of uses 6.40
3. Rating of potential faculty users 6.13
4.5 Datedness of title 6.07
4.% Restrictions of the producer/distr. 6.072

6. Availability of appropriate hardware among
clients 6.00%
7. Appropriateness to purpose and scope of the
library 5.73
8.5 Amount of similar material in library 5.67
8.5 Appropriateness of title for a rental collection 5.67
10. Cost of the title 5.60
11. Composite rating of the evaluation committee 5.53a
12, Availability of varied, negotiable distr. rights 5.40a
13. Availability of duplication rights 5.27
14.5 Availability of electronic distribution rights 5,202
14.5 Grade level 5.20
l6. Favorable rating by content specialist(s) 5.13%
17. Variety of formats available from
distributor 5.002
18.5 Length of title 4.87
18.5 Past experience with department or person who
may use the title 4.80

20.5 Availability of service and replacement footage 4.73
20.5 Internal administrative or political atmosphere 4.73

------------------- {Important) ====r-=ecce e e e e e e
22, Student rating(s) 4.33
23 Published ratings (EFLA, etc.) 4,27
24, Past experience with producer/distr. 4.20%
25. Rating of library directors 3.86
26, Ability of the producer/distr. to promote title 3,732
------------------- (Not Important)-—-—~-—=ccccrucmcccacmcnce—=-

27. Availability of supplementary material 3.00

qrinal selection criteria added during the delphi
process by the panel of experts.
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C. Phase Two: Survey

1. Demographic information - frequency distributions

The first step in analyzing the data from phase two,
the 1987 Survey, was to obtain a frequency distribution for
each demographic item in Part I. The frequency charts were
reviewed to determine observable trends and to make decisions
on which parameters to run t-tests and one-way analysis of
variance statistics. Appendix G shows the frequency
distributions of the demographic parameters of part I of the
usable survey responses.

A visual analysis of the trends and frequency
groupings in the demographic items of part I suggested that
t-tests be run on items 1, 2, 4, 6, and 9. Also, that
one-way analysis of variance procedures be run on item 3
(geographic region), item 5 (size of collection), item 7
(years of video circulation), item 8 (percentage of video in
collection), item 10 (service region of library), and item 11
(organizational structure of library). A discussion of the
findings of these tests are presented in section D of this
chapter.

2. Selection and evaluation criteria ratings - frequency
distributions

The selection and evaluation criteria listed in Part

II of the survey phase were divided into the four steps of
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identification, determination, evaluation and final
selection. Appendix G contains the frequency distribution
for each of these four steps.

3. Importance of criteria according to individual mean
scores

The next step in the analysis of the phase two survey
was to calculate the mean scores for each of the criteria and
to rank-order the items by those means. Tables 17-20 shows
the these means and ranks. The higher the mean score the
more important the selection and evaluation criteria.

The dotted lines were drawn through each table,
indicating the important cateéories, in an attempt to give a
visual impression of the importance of the responses. If the
mean of the responses was above 5.00 the item was considered

very important; if the mean was between 4.99 and 3.00 the

item was considered important; and if the mean was below

3.00 the item was considered not important. No attempt was

made to determine any significant differences between mean

scores of any of the individual criteria in Tables 17-20.

4. Difficulty rating of the four steps in the selection and
evaluation procedure

A listing of the four steps in Baird's (1973) study
was included at the end pf part II of the phase two survey.
This section was designed to gather information about the

problems that seemed most difficult to overcome in the
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Table 17. Final survey rankings by mean of the
identification criteria: Sources that are used to

identify titles available for evaluation and
possible purchase

Rank Sources Mean
------------------- (Very Important)——=mmeremceccacca e cccea e a—
1. Personal request by faculty or others 6.21
---------------------- {Important) m==e—emec e — o
2. Rental Records (previous or shared) 4.49%
3. Producers' catalogs 4.47
4. Producers' promotional brochures 4.27
5.5 Professional journals and magazines 4.08
5.5 ©Salesperson contacts 4.08
7. Printed reviews (EFLA, Landers, etc.) 3.86a
8. Curriculum plans and reference lists 3.82
9. Printed lists, bibliographies and indexes 3.29
10. T.V. programs 3.26a
11. Film markets or media festivals 3.13
12. Consortia membership information and bulletins 3.11°2
13. Information from utilization or training a
workshops 3.06
14. Other rental library catalogs 3.03
---------------------- (Not Important)——==em—-—m—ccccemacccec—ne—-
15. Automatic preview arrangements 2.72
16. Newspaper items or articles 2.41%
17. Subscription arrangements b 2.22:
18. Information on computer data bases or banks 2.11

8criteria added during the delphi process by the
panel of experts.

bCriteria considered related to video and technoloyy
influences.



121

Table 18. Final survey rankings by mean of the determination
criteria: Reasons for not evaluating titles that

- have been identified as available
Rank Reasons Mean
------------------- (Very Important)==-———-mecccwvecm e accmcea——- .
1. Low estimated usage potential 6.10
2. Budget not available 6.08
3. Apparent datedness 5.92
4, Demand not evident from clients or customers 5.672
5. Title not appropriate for scope or purpose of
library 5.59
6. Must pPay a preview charge for previewing 5.53
7. Title objectives not suitable for customer need 5.51
8. Restricted distribution by distr. 5.40
9. Grade level not appropriate for usual rental
audience 5.38
10. Personal knowledge of title 5.32
11. Similar material already in library 5.25
---------------------- {Important) —==—=————=r—mmmmer e ———
12, Cost of title 4.80
13. Negative past experience with progucer/distr. 4.63a
14, Format not included in collection 4,44
15. Company/distr. sets rental rates 4,29
16. Service and replacement footage not readily
available 4,22
17. Subject area not generally included in a
collection 4.12
18. Length of title 3.71
19. Quality of promotional materials 3.63
20. Printed description inadequate 3.58
21.5 Low published ratings (EFLA, Landers, etc.) 3.56
21.5 Possibility that title may be purchased by a
potential client 3.56
23. Negative past experience with person requesting
title 3.51
--------------------- (Not Important)==-———————ceorccccc—————-
24, Title is part of a series 2.80%8

Acriteria added during the delphi process by the
panel of experts.

bReasons considered related to video and technology
influences.
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Table 19. Final survey rankings by mean of the evaluation
criteria: 1Items that are considered when
evaluating titles for possible purchase

Rank Items Mean
-------------------- (Very Important)-—==--esceeccccmccmna—n——-
1. Accuracy of information 6.42°2
2. Production date (datedness) 5.92
3. Datedness in styles, procedures, etc. 5.87
4, General overall effect 5.85
5. Timeliness of information (current topic) 5.76
6. Overall technical quality 5.65
7. Subject or content area covered by title 5,622
8. Appropriateness for grade level specified 5.56
9. Appropriate emphasis of ideas 5.53
10. Scope or coverage 5.51
1l1. Correlation with specific curriculum programs 5.44
12. Clear objectives 5.41
13, Appropriate use of the motion medium 5.37
14, Objective presentation of concepts (lack of
bias) 5.35%
15. Unity of the parts (wholeness,
continuity, etc.) 5.32
l6. Motivational quality and interest 5.30
17. Pacing (presentation rate) 5.27
18. Order of presenting ideas, concpts, etc. 5.14
--------------------- (Important) ====———rmecmcccc e e e ee -
19. Purpose of title (basic, enrichment,
introductory, etc.) 4,89
20. Aesthetic value 4.50
21. Creative nature of production methods 4.48
22. Learning approach (inductive,
deductive, etc.) 4.47
23. Color vs. B & W 4,42
24. Appropriate orienting devices illustrating
size & space relationships 4,13
25. Type of title (documentary, dramatization,
demonstration) 3.81

dcriteria added during the delphi process by the
panel of experts.
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Table 20. Final survey rankings by mean of the final
selection criteria: PFactors that are considered

when making final purchase decisions

Rank Factors Mean
---------------------- (Very Important)-------—----------—--5
1. Content accuracy 6.42
2. Estimated number of uses 5.86
3.5 Cost of title _ 5.85

3.5 Appropriateness to purpose and scope of the
library 5.85
5. Datedness of title 5.79
6. Rating of potential faculty users 5.76
7. aAmount of similar material in libraEy 5.64
8. Restrictions of the producer/distr. 5.51
9. Grade level ‘ 5.43
10. Favorable rating by content specialist(s) 5.15a
11. Appropriateness of title for a rental collection 5.03
------------------------- (Important) —==—==m—m———ec e e
12. Length of title 4.47
13. Availability of service and replacement footage 4.46
14. Composite rating of the evaluation committee 4,45
15. Availability 8f appropriate display hardware a
among clients 4,33
16. Past experience with producer/distr. 4.04
17. Past experience with department or person who
may use the title 4,01
18. Availability ofbvaried, negotiable a
distr. rights b 3.72a
19. Availability of duplication rights b 3.64a
20. Variety of formats available from distributor 3.61
21. Rating of library directors 3.57
22. Published ratings (EFLA, Landers, etc.) 3.44
23. Student rating(s) 3.43a

24. Internal administrative or political atmosphere 3.39
25. Ability of the producer/distr. to promote titl 3.24
26. Availability of electronic distribution rights 3.17
-------------------- (Not Important)==————es—mocme e c— e ——
27. Availability of supplementary material 2.71

8criteria added during the delphi process by the
panel of experts.

bFactors considered related to video and technology
influences.
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evaluation and selection process plus and additional comments
those filling out the survey instrument wished to make. The
first question in this section asked the respondents to rank
the four steps of the evaluation and selection process
according to how difficult they were to achieve. The
frequency distributions and mean scores were compiled and are
contained in Table 21 and Appendix G for the four steps.

Table 21. Final survey means indicating the level of
difficulty of each evaluation and selection step

Stepa : Meanb

Obtaining an adequate evaluation of preview title. 2.11
(step three)

Determining what titles should be previewed. 2.53
(step two)

Identifying what titles are available. 2.73
(step one)

Making final selection after evaluations are
complete.
(step four)

8Listed in order of difficulty from the most
difficult to the least difficult.

bBased on a 1-4 rating scale with 4 being highest.

The evaluation step (three) was rated the most
difficult step in the evaluation and selection process. The
final selection step (four) was rated the least difficult

step by the 73 survey respondents. Since the analysis of
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the steps ratings demonstrated limited practical application
potential and could not be compared directly to the ratings
of the Baird (1973) study and the delphi panel projections no
further discussion or analysis was made during this

investigation.

5. Related questions and additional comments

Fifty-eight of the respondents also listed items and
made comments to the three open-ended questions at the end of
part II of the survey instrument. These items and comments
have been compiled in Appendix I. They are listed in order

of the number of times they were mentioned in the survey

responses.

Future projections concerning film/video libraries by

6.
1996

This section of the survey instrument was developed to
gather responses to film/video library future trends that
were identified during the delphi phase by the panel of
experts. Eight trend statements were condensed and compiled
from the part one and part three sections of the delphi
rounds. Appendix H contains a listing of the frequency of
responses to the eight continuum scale statements concerning
the futurce characteristics of the film/video library in ten
years (by 1996).

Means and standard deviations were then computed from
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the rating frequencies for each trend statement (see Table
22) . There were other comments made by the survey
respondents which related to the specific trend statements.
They are contained in Appendix I.

An analysis and comparison discussion of the criteria
and future trend statements (Tables 17-22) is contained in
the last section of this chapter (see page 155). This
section also contains the discussion of the relationships to

Baird's (1973) study and to the phase one delphi process.
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Table 22. Final survey means and standard deviations for

the eight trend statements concerning the future
. of the film libraries in ten years (by 1996)

Trend statement?® Standard Mean
deviation

The collections of rental libraries

of the future (1996) will be:

primarily primarily primarily

lé6mm films video formats CD-~ROM, Video
disk, etc.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1.54 4.42

The size (number of titles) of the
collections of the future (1996) will

be:

very much the same very much

smaller as present larger

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1.36 4.83

The funding sources of rental libraries
of the future (1996) will be:

primarily an equal mix primarily

rental of rental and internal

revenue internal budgets budgets

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1.77 3.95

The products and services of the rental
libraries of the future (1996) will be:
very similar to very

specialized current ones diversified

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1.93 4.30

aTrend statements rated on a scale of 1 to 7

representing items above the scale numbers.
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Table 22. (continued)

Trend st_atementa ‘Standard Mean
deviation
5. The management procedures and methods
of the rental libraries of the future
(1996) will be:
unchanged moderately heavily
changed modified
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1.33 4,79
6. The distribution of materials from
the rental libraries of the future
(1996) will be via:
present mixed methods electronic
shipping of delivery distribution
methods systems
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1.55 4,17
7. The organizational structure of the
rental libraries of the future (1996)
will be:
centralized similar more varied
in traditional to current and diverse
print libraries structures 1in structure
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1.48 4,75
8. The client groups served by rental
libraries of the future (1996) will be:
primarily similar wider and
local campus to present more diverse
clientele customers groups
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1.72 4.60




129

D. Inspection and Analysis of the Phase Two Survey By

Demographic Parameters

One objective of this study (objective c., page 87)
was to determine the significant effects of the film/video
rental libraries characteristic (demographics) on the degree
of importance placed upon the various evaluation and criteria
and trend issues. One=-way analysié of variance procedures
and t-tests were used to identify significant differences
among the means of the criteria and trend statements by
various demographic groupings. Tests of significance
(t-tests) were run on five groupings of the survey responses
by years of experience (question 1), by sex of the respondent
(question 2), by type of institution (question 4), by usage
of a collection development policy (question 6), and by
client/customer type (question 9). Tests of one-way analysis
of variance and Scheffé multiple range tests were run on the
remaining six demographic parameters (questions 3, 5, 7, 8,
10, and 11).

The reader is cautioned not to misinterpret the
results of the statistical tests of significance repofted in
the following sections. The level of significance (p <.05)
used by this researcher was subject to Type I errors
resulting from the large number of multiple sets of tests

conducted on the demographic parameters of the investigation.
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Because of these multiple test sets it was possible for the
number of mean differences to exceed the number normally
expected to be found in a hundred samples if the population
mean difference was zero.

In this investigation, eleven sets of tests of
significance where conducted on 102 variables, thereby
increasing statistically the potential for Type I errors.
Some of the criteria and trend Statements, which are
discussed in the following sections, may have shown
significance due to this increased chance for Type I errors.

Four of the eleven demographic parameter groupings
were considered by the researcher to show a significant
number of differences between the means of their criteria
items or trend statements to be discussed in this section.
Those parameters with five or more significantly different
variables were considered as having a possible relationship
or influence on current and future selection and evaluation
procedures. An analysis, discussion, and the tables for the

four groupings from the survey responses follow.

l. Analysis by sex of the respondent - question 2

Tests of significance (t-tests) were run on the means
of the 94 evaluation and selection criteria variables and the
eight future trend statements as rated during the survey

phase by sex of the respondent. Seven significant
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differences were found between means of the 94 criteria items
of the males and the females. An example of this mean
difference was the ratings on the criteria item, length of
title. The female mean rating of this criteria item (#2 in
the determination step) was 4.27 whereas the mean of the male
groups was 3.25. Female respondents viewed the criteria
item, length of title, significantly more important than
males when evaluating titles in step two of the evaluation
and selection process. A full analysis of the seven
significantly different criteria is shown in Table 23.

Females rated six of the seven significantly different
criteria higher than did the male respondents. Three
determination reasons (length of title, title not appropriate
for scope or purpose of library, and low estimated usage
potential), two evaluation items (production date and
datedness in styles, procedures, etc.) and one final
selection factor (rating of library directors) were rated
higher by female respondents. One evaluation item
(appropriateness for grade level specified) was rated lower
by female respondents.

A t-test analysis of the eight trend statements
(future of film/video libraries) was run by sex of the survey
respondent. One significant difference was found among the
means of the eight trend statements of the males and the

females. The statistical analysis of the significantly
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different trend statement is shown in Table 24.

Table 23. Analysis of the survey criteria items by sex:
Significantly different results

2-tailed

Criteria Sex N Mean §S.D. t prob.
Determination reasons
2. Length of title female 33 4.27 1.86 2.37 .021%

male 40 3.25 1.81
6. Title not female 33 6.03 1.24 2.18 .033*
appropriate for male 40 5.23 1.90
scope or purpose
of library
9. Low estimated female 33 6.39 .86 2.03 .047%*
usage potential male 40 5.85 1.41
Evaluation items
2. Production date female 32 6.41 .71 3.09 «003%%*
(datedness) male 40 5,23 1.62
10. Datedness in female 32 6.22 .79 2.39 .020%*
styles, procedures, male 39 5.59 1.39
etc L]
14. Appropriateness female 32 5.19 1.62 -2.04 .047%
for grade level male 39 5.87 1.11
specified

Final selection factors
8. Rating of library female 33 4.03 1.83 2.09 .040%*

directors male 39 3.18 1.62

* p <.05.
** p <.01.
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Table 24. Analysis of the survey significantly different
trend statement (#1) by sex

2-tailed
Trend statement Sex N Mean S.D. t prob.

1. The collections of female 33 3.97 1.26 =-2.36 021%*
rental libraries of male 40 4.80 1.65

the future (1996)

will be:

* p >.05.

The mean rating of trend statement (#1) for the
females was 3.97 whereas the mean rating for males was 4.80.
Male respondents felt the rental collections of the future
(1996) will contain some CD-ROM, video disk, etc. items and
the female respondents felt the 1996 rental collections will

be primarily video formats.

2. Analysis by client/customer type of the respondent -
question 9

Through an examination of the frequency distribution

of the responses of question nine, it was determined to
utilize a t=-test analysis by customer group. Since the
number of respondents in categories four, five, and six were
too small for practical statistical analysis, the t-test
groupings were those respondents from the categories one and
two compared to category three. Independent t-tests were run

on the mean ratings of the 94 evaluation and selection
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criteria items and the eight future trend statements by the
client/customer groups of the respondents. The
client/customer groupings were those of libraries serving
kindergarten to college educational institutions (responses
#1 or #2) and those libraries serving only college and adult
institutions/agencies and other agencies (responses #3-6).

Ten significant differences were found between the
means of the 94 criteria items of the two client/customer
groupings. An example of this mean difference was the rating
of the criteria item, personal request by faculty or others.
The mean rating by respondents from libraries serving clients
from kindergarten to college institutions was 5.89 whereas
the»mean rating of respondents from libraries serving
customers from only college and other agencies was 6.51. The
libraries serving the full range of customers (kindergarten
to college) rated the criteria item (#1 in the identification
step) as less important to their evaluation and selection
process than the libraries serving only college and other
clients. The full statistical analysis of the ten

significantly different criteria is shown in Table 25.
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Table 25. Analysis of the survey criteria items by client/
customer groups: Significantly different results

Criteria Client/ N Mean S.D. t 2=-tailed
customer prob.

Identification sources

1. Personal K-college 37 5.89 1.35 -2.23 .029%*
request by College only 35 6.51 0.98
faculty or others & others
programs College only 34 3.65 1.65
& others
Determination reasons
3. Grade level K-college 37 4.86 1.92 -2.74 .008%**
not appropriate College only 35 5.91 1.29
for normal & others
rental audience
16. Must pay a K-college 37 6.00 1.39 2.38 .021%*
preview charge College only 35 5.00 2.09
for previewing & others
Evaluation items
4, Unity of K-college 36 5.61 0.87 2.12 .039*
the parts College only 34 5.00 1.46
& others
15. Aesthetic K-college 36 4.83 1.23 2.46 .016%*
value College only 33 4,12 1.17
& others
19. Correlation K-college 36 5.06 1.51 -2.31 .024%*
with specific College only 34 5.85 1.37
curriculum & others
programs
* p <.05.

** p <.01.



136

Table 25. (continued)

Criteria : Client/ N Mean S.D. t 2-tailed
customer prop.

Final selection factors

3. Grade level K-college 36 5.00 1.84 -2.11 .039*
College only 35 5.83 1.45
& others
11. Past K-college 36 3.53 1.93 -2.39 .020*
exXperience with College only 34 4.50 1.42
department or & others

person who may
use the title

13. Rating of K-college 36 5.22 1.85 =3.10 .003*%*
potential College only 34 6.29 0.91
faculty users & others

Seven of the ten significantly different criteria were
rated more important by library respondents serving the
college only and other client/customer grouping. The two
identification sources (personal request by faculty or others
and T.V. programs), one determination reason (grade level not
appropriate for normal rental audience), one of the
evaluation items (correlation with specific curriculum
programs), and the three final selection factors (grade
level, past experience with department or person who may use
the title, and rating of potential faculty users) were rated
higher by respondents serving only college level and other

customers. One determination reason (must pay a preview
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charge for previewing) and two of the evaluation items (unity:
of the parts and aesthetic value) were rated higher by
respondents serving the kindergarten through college customer
groups.

A t-test analysis of the eight trend statements by
client/customer groups of the respondents were conducted.
No significant differences were found between the two

client/customer groupings.

Since only significantly different items were shown in
Table 25, the reader should refer to Tables 17-20 and 22 for
the complete listing of criteria and trend statements. Those
items not contained in Table 25 were not significantly
different between the two client/customer groups analyzed.

3. Analysis by size of collection of the respondent
libraries - question 5

A single classification analysis of variance procedure
was used to identify significant variance differences among
the means of the 94 evaluation and selection criteria and the
eight future trend statements in the four collection size
groupings of the film/video libraries. The Scheffé Multiple
Range Test was the conducted to reveal the specific groupings
which produced the differences.

Five sets of significantly different means were found
among the 94 criteria items within the four size groupings.

An example of these mean differences was the criteria item,



- 138

curriculum plans and reference lists. The mean rating of
small libraries (500 - 2999 titles) was 4.35 whereas the mean
of the largest collections (9000+ titles) was 2.00. The
small collections viewed using curriculum plans and reference
lists for identification sources as significantly more
important than did the largest collections during their
evaluation and selection procedures. The results of the
analysis of variance and the Scheffé procedures are shown in
Tables 26 and 27 for the significantly different criteria and
trend ratings.

The film/video library respondents from small
collections (500-2999 titles) rated the identification source
(curriculum plans and reference lists) and the evaluation
item (correlation with specific curriculum proarams)
significantly higher than the largest collection grouping
(9000+ titles) of libraries. The small collection grouping
also rated the determination reason (low estimated usage
potential) higher than the larger size grouping (6000-8999
titles) libraries.

The determination reason (apparent datedness) was
rated significantly higher by both the smaller size groups
(500-2999 and 3000-5999 titles) than the larger size group

(5000~-8999 titles) of libraries. There were no significant
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Table 26. Means and standard deviations of the survey
criteria ratings by size of collection

Criteria Size of collection N Mean Standard
(# of titles) deviation

Identification sources

18. Curriculum plans 500~-2999 31 4.35%* 1.94
and reference lists 3000~-5999 22 3.45 1.60
6000~8999 14 4.00 1.47
9000+ 6 2.00%* .89
Determination reasons
9. Low estimated 500-2999 31 6.45% 0.72
usage potential 3000-5999 22 6.05 1.43
6000-8999 14 5.36%* 1.55
9000+ 6 6.17 .98
11. Apparent 500-2999 31 6.19%* 0.83
datedness 3000-5999 22 6.09%* .92
6000-8999 14 4,93% 1.82
9000+ 6 6.17 .75
Evaluation item ‘

. 19. Correlation 500-2999 29 5.83* 1.51
with specific 3000-5999 22 5.77 1.02
curriculum programs 6000-8999 14 4.71 1.59

9000+ 6 4.00%* 1.26

* p <.05.
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Table 27. Analysis of variance of the survey criteria by
size of collection: Significantly different

results

Criteria Sources of Mean
variation df squares F value F prob.

Identification sources
18. Curriculum Size 3 10.71 3.72 .015%*
plans and Residual 69 2.88

reference lists

Determination reasons

9. Low estimated Size 3 3.88 2.83 .045%

usage potential Residual 69 1.37

11. Apparent Size 3 5.70 4.66 .005%*%*
datedness Residual 69 1.22

Evaluation item

19. Correlation Size 3 8.87 4.68 «005*x%
with specific Residual 67 1.89

curriculum programs

* p <.05.

** p <.01.

differences in the ratings of the criteria item for the other
size of collection groupings.

No significantly different means were found in the
analysis of the eight trend statements by the size of
collection groupings of the film/video rental libraries.

Since only significantly different items were shown in
Tables 26 and 27, the reader should refer to Tables 17-20 and
22 for the complete listing of criteria and trend statements.

Those items not contained in Tables 26 and 27 were not
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significantly different among the size of collections groups.

4. Analysis by percentage of video titles in the collection
of the respondent libraries = question 8

A single classification analysis of variance procedure
was used to identify significant variance differences among
the rating means of the 94 evaluation and selection criteria
and the eight future trend statements within the five
categories of percentage of video in the rental libraries
collections. The Scheffé Multiple Range Test was then
conducted to reveal the specific percentage level categories
which produced the identified variances.

Nine sets of significantly different means were found
among the 94 criteria items within the five video percentage
categories. An example of these mean differences was the
rating of the criteria item, T.V. programs. The mean of
collections with a larger percentage of video (10-19% and
20+%) of this criteria item (#2 in the identification step)
was 3.47 and 4.13 respectively, whereas the mean of
collections with no video was 1.20. The collections with
more video (10+%) saw the use of T.V. programs as
significantly more important to their evaluation and
selection process than did collection with no video. The
full results of the analysis of variance and Scheffe
procedures are shown in Tables 28 and 29 for the nine sets of

significantly different criteria ratings.
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The film/video libraries with no video titles in their
collections rated the Fhree identification sources (T.V.
programs, newspaper item/articles, and consortia membership
information and bulletins) significantly lower than some of
the other video percentage categories. They rated T.V.
programs as a source lower than the two categories of
libraries with ten percent or more video titles in their
collection. They rated newspaper items/articles as a source
lower than libraries with 10-19 percent video titles in their
collections. They also rated consortia membership
information and bulletins as a source significantly lower
than libraries with 5-9 percent video titles in their
collections.

The film/video libraries g;oupings by video percentage
differed in their ratings of three determination reasons.

The libraries with no video in their collections rated the
determination reason, similar material already in library,
higher than those with 1-4 percent video. The libraries with
10-19 percent video also rated the same determination reason

higher than the 1-4 percent grouping.
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Table 28. Means and standard deviations of the survey
criteria ratings by percentage of video titles
in their collections

Criteria Percentage N Mean Standard
of video deviation

Identification sources

2. T.V. programs none 5 1.20% 0.45
1-4% 23 3.26 1.29
5-9% 14 2.86 1.35
10-19% 15 3.47% 1.55
20+% 15 4,13%* 1.51
14. Newspaper item/ none 6 1.67* 0.41
articles 1-4% 23 2.00 1.17
5-9% 14 2.79 1.19
10~-19% 15 3.13%* 1.41
20+% 15 2.47 1.41
17. Consortia none 6 1.33%* 0.82
membership information 1-4% 23 2.87 1.60
and bulletins 5=-9% 14 3.93* 1.38
10~19% 15 3.33 1.23
20+% 15 3.20 1.78

Determination reasons
4., Similar material none 6 6.50% 0.84
already in library 1-4% 23 4,65% 1.47
5-9% 13 5.23 0.93
10-19% 15 6.07% .0.88
20+% 15 4.87 1.60
17. Restricted none 5 6.40 0.89
distribution by 1-4% 23 4,26% 2.45
distributor 5-9% 14 6.21% 1.19
10-19% 15 6.27* .88
20+% 15 5.20 1.26
23. Subject area not none 6 4,17 2.64
generally included 1-4% 23 2.87% 1.89
in collection 5-9% 14 5.00 2.18
10-19% 15 4.33 2.09
20+% 15 5.00%* 1.56

* p <.05.
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Table 29. Analysis of variance of the survey criteria by
percentage of video titles in their collection:
Significantly different results

** B <.ol.

Criteria Sources of Mean
variation df squares F value F prob.
Identification sources
2. T.V. programs % of video 4 8.89 4,71 .002%*
Residual 67 1.89
14. Newspaper % of video 4 5.75 3.74 .008%*
item/ article Residual 68 1.54
17. Consortia $ of video 4 7.63 3.45 .013*
membership Residual 68 2.21
information
and bulletins
Determination reasons
4, Similar % of video 4 7.45 4.64 .002%*
material already Residual 67 1.61
in library
17. Restricted % of video 4 14,00 5.01 .001**
distribution by Residual 67 2.80
distributor
. 23. Subject area % of video 4 14.78 3.71 L009**
not generally Residual 68 3.98
included in
collection
* p <.05.
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The determination reason, restricted distribution by
distributor, was rated significantly higher by the 5-9
percent and 10-19 percent categories than by the 1l-4 percent
grouping. Also, the determination reason, subject area not
generally included in collection, was rated higher by the
largest category (20+ percent) than the 1-4 percent of video
in collection size of film/video libraries.

No significantly different means were found in the
analysis of the eight trend statements by the percentage of
video in the libraries collection. |

Since only significantly items were shown in Tables 28
and 29, the reader should refer to Tables 17-20 and 22 for
the complete listing of criteria and trend statements. Those
items not contained in Tables 28 and 29 were not
significantly different by percentage of video in collection
groups.

5. Analysis by the other demographic¢ parameters - questions
1, 3, 4, 6, 7, 10 and 11

The seven other demographic parameters (information
items) were also examined through t-test and analysis of
variance procedures. Even though no major influences or
relationships, other than what could be expected due to
chance, were identified by these grouping tests; there were
some individual differences iﬁ the criteria and trend

statements means. They are presented and discussed below.
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a. Analysis by use of a written collection policy -

question 6 Independent t-tests were conducted on the
means of the 94 evaluation and selection criteria variables
and the eight future trend statements by the characteristic,
use of a written collection policy. Four significant
differences were found between the means of the 94 criteria
items of those utilizing a written collection policy and
those not utilizing a policy. The statistical analysis of
the four significantly different criteria is shown in
Appendix H.

Three evaluation and selection criteria were more
important to those libraries utilizing a written collection
policy or statement. They were two determination reasons
(negative past experience with person requesting title and
title is part of a series) and one final selection factor
(variety of formats available from distributor). Only one
criteria item was more important to those libraries utilizing
a policy. It was a final selection factor (student ratings).

A t-test analysis of the eight trend statements
(future of film/video libraries) by the use of a written
collection policy was run. No significant differences were
found between the means of the eight statements of those
utilizing a formal, written collection poliéy and those not

using such a statement.
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b. Analysis by years of evaluation and selection

experience - question 1 Following an examination of the

frequency distribution tables concerning question one of the
survey instrument, it was determined by the researcher to
utilize a t-test analysis. Independent t-tests were run on
the means of the 94 evaluation and selection criteria items
and the eight fupure trend statements by the years of
evaluation and selectién experience of the respondent. A
t-test analysis was conducted between the experience groups
of those with five or less years of experience as compared to
those with six or more years of experience selecting media
for rental libraries.

Four significant differences were found between the
means of the 94 criteria items of those with five or less
vears compared to those with six or more years of experience.
The statistical analysis of the four significantly different
criteria is shown in Appendix H.

The four criteria were more important to those with
less experience (0 to 5 years) evaluating and selecting film
and video materials. They were the determination reason
(apparent datedness), the evaluation item (prdduction date),
and the final selection factors (cost of title and datedness
of title). Three of the four significant different criteria
related to the characteristic, datedness of the media.

A t-test analysis of the eight trend statements
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(future of film/video libraries) by the groupings of years of
experience of the respondents was run. One significant
difference was found between the experience groupings.
Appendix H contains the statistical analysis of the
significantly different trend statement between the groups of
five or less years of experience and those with six or more
years of experience evaluating and selecting film/video

materials.

¢. Analysis by type of institution - question 4

Through an examination of the frequency distribution tables
for question four concerning the type of institution the
respondents were employed by, it was determined to utilize a
t-test analysis. Only two response items contained enough
responses to allow practical statistical analysis.
Independent t-tests were run on the means of the 94
evaluation and selection criteria items and the eight future
trend statements by the type of institution of the
respondents. The t-test analysis was computed between those
respondents from private college/universities and those from
public college/universities.

Four significant differences were found between the
means of the 94 criteria items of those from public
institutions related to those from private institutions. The
statistical analysis of these four significantly different

criteria is shown Appendix H.
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Three of the four significantly different criteria
were mofe important to private institution respondents than
to public college/university respondents. The two
determination reasons (title objective not suitable for
customer need and personal knowledge of title) and an
evaluation item (type of title) were rated higher by private
school respondents. An identification source (curriculum
plans and reference lists) was rated significantly higher by
public college/university respondents.

A t-test analysis of the eight trend statements
(future of film/video libraries) by the type of institution
of the respondents was calculated. One significant
difference was found between the type of institution
groupings. Appendix H contains the statistical analysis of
the significantly different trend statement between the
respondents of private and public college/university
film/video rental libraries.

d. Analysis by geographic location = question 3 A

single classification analysis of variance procedure was used
to identify significant variance differences among each of
the rating means of the 94 evaluation and selection criteria
and the eight future trend statements in the six geographic
regions of the film/videb libraries. An additional analysis
using the Scheffé Multiple Range Test was conducted to reveal

the levels which produced the specific differences.
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Only one set of significantly different means was
found among the 94 Criteria items within the six geographic
regions of the rental libraries. The results of the
statistical analysis of variance and Scheffé procedures are
shown in Appendix H for the significantly different criteria
ratings.

The Mountain region respondents rated the final
selection factor (internal administrative and/or poiitical
atmosphere) significantly higher than the Atlantic region
respondents. There were no significant differences|in the
ratings of the criteria item among the other geographic
regions.

No significantly different means were found among the

eight trend statements (future of film/video libraries)
within the six geographic regions of the film/video

libraries.

e. Analysis by service region of the respondents -

question 10 A single classification analysis of variance

procedure was used to identify significant variance
differences among the means of the 94 evaluation and
selection criteria and the eight future trend statements for
the six service regions of the film/video libraries. The
Scheffeé Multiple Range Test was then conducted to reveal the
specific levels which produced the differences.

Only two sets of signifidantly different means were
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found among the 94 criteria items within the six service
regions of the rental libraries. The analysis results are
shown in Appendix H for the two significantly diffefent
criteria ratings.

The film/video libraries serving only state regions
rated the determination reason (must pay a preview charge for
previewing) more important than the respondents from
libraries providing international distribution. The
film/video libraries serving other regions rated the
evaluation item (pacing) more important than the libraries
providing international distribution. There were no
significant differences in the ratings of the two criteria
items for the other service regions.

No significantly different means were found among the
eight trend statements (future of film/video libraries)
within the six geographic regions of the film/video

libraries.

f. Analysis by organizational structure of the

respondent libraries - question 11 Through an examination

of the frequency distribution tables for question eleven
concerning the types of organizational structure, it was
determined to utilize the single classification analysis of
variance and Scheffé Multiple Range procedures. Only the
first three organizational structures were analyzed due to

the limited number of respondents in the other three



categories. The organizational structure categories analyzed
were the libraries which were (1) part of the central
library, (2) part of the media (A-V) agency, and (3) were a
separate unit.

No significantly different means were found among the
94 criteria items and the eight future trend statements
within the three organizational structure categories of the

rental libraries.

g. Analysis by number of years of video circulation of

the respondent libraries - question 7 Following the

examination of the frequency distribution tables for question
eleven, it was determined to utilize the single
classification analysis of variance and Scheffe procedures on
three of the four response categories. The first category
(none) was not included in the analysis due to the limited
number of.respondents.

The single classification analysis of variance
procedure was used to identify significant variance
differences among the rating means of the 94 evaluation and
selection criteria and the eight future trend statements. An
additional analysis using the Scheffe@ Multiple Range Test was
conducted to reveal the categories of video experience which
produced the differences.

No significantly different means were found among the

94 criteria items, the four process steps, or the eight trend
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statements within the three video experience categories.
Implications concerning the above demographic
parameters and their relationship to the evaluation and
selection process is presented in chapter five.
Recommendations to film/video library directors and
producer/distributors regarding the future management of

rental libraries are also included in the chapter.
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E. Comparison and Analysis of the Ratings of the Baird

(1973) Study, the Delphi Panel, and the 1987 Survey

An objective of this study (objective b., page 87) was
to compare and contrast the 16mm film evaluation and
selection criteria and of the Baird (1973) research to those
of the current survey and the delphi panel projections for
1996. The time comparisons were designed to identify the
changes in the criteria items and their importance over the
two decades from approximately 1973 to 1996. Any changes ih
the criteria were considered the result of time and the
development and influences of the video technologies. In the
1973 study the film rental libraries were only concerned with
the evaluation and selection of 16mm film. In the current
1987 survey and the projections of the delphi panel, the
video formats were an important part of the evaluation and
selection process. Figure two shows the time frame

relationships and comparisons of this study.

1940s-505=608==~1973—===c=mmm 1987 ==mmmm e 1996—=——m=eemmm 2011
Early Baird Survey Delphi Delphi
studies study of this panel panel
(see study projections proj.
Chapt. of this of this
Three) . study study

Figure 2. Time frame comparisons of the evaluation and
selection research
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Another objective of this study (ohjective d., page
87) was to identify the issues and concerns of the film/vide6
rental libraries related to the development of the video
technologies. The time comparisons were designed to identify
the future trends and their importance over the next
twenty~-five years. This time analysis and their comparisons
are contained in the following sections.

1. Comparison of 1987 survey and delphi criteria to the
Baird (1973) study criteria

A‘major difference between the Baird (1973) study and
the present survey was the inclusion of the 28 new criteria
items suggested during the delphi process. Table 7 (page
103) lists these criteria. Of the twenty-eight added

criteria, four were rated not important during the phase two

survey of the film/video libraries. Fifteen were rated

important and nine were rated very important by survey

respondents (see Tables 17-20, pages 120~123).
The delphi panel rated the twenty-eight added criteria
higher than the survey respondents. All twenty-eight items

were rated important or very important. Nine were rated

important and nineteen very important (see Tables 13-16,

pages 114-~-117).

In two cases the new, added criteria were the highest

rated item of their step in both the survey and the delphi
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procedure. The criteria, accuracy of information, was ranked
first in the evaluation step and the criteria, content
accuracy, was ranked first in the final selection step.

A comparison of Baird (1973) ratings to the survey
respondents and delphi panel ratings showed the differences
among mean ratings listed in Tables 30-33. In the
identification criteria, all three studies rated the same
source, personal request by faculty or others, as the highest
and the source, automatic preview arrangements, as the
lowest. There were only four reversals of position in the
rank-order (see Tables 13-16 and 17-20) among the sources in
the three studies. 1In general, the ranking of the
identification sources were similar among the three studies.
The rating means were also similar among the studies.
However, the delphi panel rated two sources, printed lists,
bibliographies and indexes and T.V. programs nearly a full
point higher than the other two respondent groups.

All three studies rated the same determination
criteria (see Table 31), low estimated use potential, as the
highest reason for not evaluating titles. Each study rated a
different determination reason as lowest, however, all still
remained in the important category. There were several small
changes in the rank-orders (see Tables 13-16 and 17-20) among
the means from the Baird (1973) study to the survey research.

There were numerous changes, some moving several rank-order
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positions, among the means of the delphi panel responses and
the other two rank-orders. In general, the rank-orders of
the reasons were different among the three studies for the
determination criteria. Agaiﬁ, the delphi panel, rated the
criteria in this step, consistently higher than the other two
response groups.

The evaluation criteria (see Table 32), production
date, was ranked the highest by the Baird (1973) study and
the 1987 survey. However, the evaluation item, motivational
guality and interest, was ranked first by the delphi panel
while it was only ranked seventh and twelfth by the other two
studies. The criteria item, type of title was ranked lowest
by the 1987 survey and the delphi panel and second lowest by
the Baird (1973) study. There were several small changes and
three large changes in rank-order positions among the means
of the Baird (1973) study and the 1987 survey. There were
numerous changes in rank-orders (see Tables 13-16 and 17-20),
many moving several positions, among the means of the delphi
panel and the other two studies. In general, the rank-orders
of the evaluation items were different among the three study
groups. Again in this step, the delphi panel rated the
criteria consistently higher than the other two respondent
grogps.

The final selection step ratings (see Table 33) of the

three studies showed the factor, estimated number of uses,
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ranked highest by the survey and delphi panel. Baird's
{1973) study ranked the factor, rating of potential faculty
users, the highest. All three studies ranked the factor,
availability of supplementary materials, last or lowest.
There were many changes in rank-orders (see Tables 13-16 and
17-20), some moving several rank-order positions, among the
means of the Baird (1973) rankings and the rankings of the
following two studies. The rank=-orders of the final
selection factors of the three studies are different.

Table 30. Rank=-order comparisons of the Baird (1973)

identification criteria ratings to survey and
delphi ratings by means

1973 1987 1996

Identification Baird Surveg Delph%
sources mean mean mean
Personal request by faculty

or others 6.18(1) 6.21(1) 6.40(1)
Producers' promotional

brochures 4.70(2) 4.27(3) 4.33(5)
Producers' catalog 4.57(3) 4.47(2) 4.87(3)
Professional journals and 4.29(4) 4.08(4.5) 4.00(6)

magazines

Salesman [salesperson] contacts 4.13(5) 4.08(4.5) 3.60(8)

Printed reviews (EFLA, Landers, 3.95(6) 3.86(6) 3.93(7)
etc.)

Printed film [bibliographies 3.80(7) 3.29(7) 4,53(4)
and indexes] lists

T.V. programs 3.31(8) 3.26(8) 5.00(2)

Other rental library catalogs 3.16(9) 3.03(9) 3.27(9.5)

Automatic preview arrangements 3.11(10) 2.72(10) 3.27(9.5)

aCopy changes or additions in [ ] made on survey
and delphi instruments.

bListed in Baird's (1973) rank-order with current
rank in ( ).
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Table 31. Rank=-order comparisons of the Baird (1973)
determination criteria ratinags to survey and
delphi ratings by means

1973 1987 1996
Determination Baird Surveg Delphg
reasons mean ~ mean mean
Low estimated use potential 5.90(1) 6.10(1) 6.60(1)
Budget not available 5.62(2) 6.08(2) 6.47(2)
Apparent datedness 5.57(3) 5.92(3) 6.00(4.5)
Must pay a preview charge 5.52(4) 5.53(5) 6.13(3)

Film [title] not appropriate for
purpose [or scope] of
library 5.52(5) 5.59(4) 5.60(9)
Film [title] not suitable for 5.36(6) 5.51(6) 5.93(6)
customer need

Grade level not appropriate 4.91(7) 5.38(8) 5.80(8)
{usual) rental audience
Restricted distribution 4,81(8) 5.40(7) 6.00(4.5)
Similar material already in 4,76(9) 5.25(10) 5.07(13.5)
library
Personal knowledge of film 4.74(10) 5.32(9) 5.87(7)
[title]
Company/distr. sets rental
rates 4.33(11) 4.29(13) 5.40(10.5)
Negative past experience 3.92(12) 4.63(12) 5.40(10.5)
with producer/distr.
Cost of the film {title] 3.79(13) 4.80(1l1) 5.27(12)
Low published ratings
(EFLA , etc.) 3.66(14) 3.56(18) 4.07(17.5)
Quality of promotional ,
material 3.59(15) 3.63(16) 3.87(19)
Service and replacement 3.61(16) 4.22(14) 4.60(15)

footage not readily available
Printed description inadequate 3.48(17) 3.58(17) 4.27(16)
Negative past experience with 3.16(18) 3.51(19) 4.07(17.5)
person requesting film [title]
Length of film [title] 3.09(19) 3.71(15) 5.07(13.5)

aCopy changes or additions in [ ] made on survey
and delphi instruments.

bListed in Baird's (1973) rank-order with current
rank in ( ).
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Table 32. Rank-order comparisons of the Baird (1973)
evaluation criteria ratings to survey and delphi
ratings by means

1973 1987 1996

Evaluation Baird Surveg Delph%

items mean mean mean

Production date (datedness) 5.87(1) 5.92(1) ~6.00(3)

Appropriate use of film 5.85(2) 5.37(10) 6.00(3)

[motion] medium

General overall effect 5.85(3) 5.85(3) 5.73(7.5)

Datedness in styles, 5.70(4) 5.87(2) 6.00(3)

procedures, etc.

Appropriateness for grade 5.67(5) 5.56(5) 5.67(9.5)

level specified

Overall technical quality 5.66(6) 5.65(4) 5.73(7.5)

Motivational quality and

interest 5.59(7) 5.30(12) 6.07(1)

Clear objectives 5.54(8) 5.41(9) 5.67(9.5)

Correlation with specific 5.47(9) 5.44(8) 5.87(5)

curriculum programs

Scope or coverage 5.45(10) 5.51(7) 5.60(12)

Appropriate emphasis of ideas 5.3B(11) 5.53(6) 5.40(15)

Purpose of film [titlel] 5.31(12) 4.89(15) 5.47(14)

{basic, enrichment, intro.)

Unity of the parts (wholeness, 5.27(13) 5.32(11) 5.80(6)

continuity)

Pacing (presentation rate) 5.08(14) 5.27(13) 5.60(12)

Order of presenting ideas, 4.95(15) 5.14(14) 5.60(12)

concepts, etc.

Aesthetic value 4.87¢(16) 4.50(16) 5.33(16)

Creative film making [nature 4.85(17) 4.48(17) 5.20(17)

of production methods]

Learning approach (inductive, 4.71(18) 4.47(18) 4.,93(18.5)

deductive, etc.)

Color vs. black & white 4.63(19) 4.42(19) 4.67(20.5)

Type of film [title] 4.61(20) 3.81(21) 4.67(20.5)

Appropriate orienting devices

illustrating time and
space relationships 3.99(21) 4.13(20) 4.93(18.5)

aCopy changes or additions in [ ] made on survey

and delphi instruments.
b
rank in ( ).

Listed in Baird's (1973)

rank-~order with current
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Table 33.

Rank=-order comparisons of the Baird

(1973) final

selection criteria ratings to survey and delphi

ratings by means

1973 1987 1996

Final selection Baird Surveg Delph%

factors mean mean mean

Rating of potential faculty 6.04(1) 5.76(5) 6.13(2)
users

Datedness [of title] or 5.97(2) 5.79(4) 6.07(3)
potential datedness of film

Estimated number of uses 5.86(3) 5.86(1) 6.40(1)

Amount of similar material 5.74(4) 5.64(6) 5.67(5)
in library

Appropriateness to purpose or 5.68(5) 5.85(2.5) 5.73(4)
scope of library

Grade level 5.64(6) 5.43(7) 5.20(7)

Rating of film library 5.20(7) 3.57(13) 3.86(15)
director

Composite rating of 5.09(8) 4.45(10) 5.53(6)
evaluation committee

Cost of film [title] 4.92(9) 5.85(2.5) 4.60(11)

Availability of service and 4.52(10) 4.46(9) 4.73(10)
replacement footage :

Past experience with 4,48(11) 4.01(12) 4.80(9)
department or person who
may use film [title]

Past experience with producer 4.18(12) 4.04(11) 4,20(14)
or distributor

Student rating(s) 4.07(13) 3.43(15) 4.33(12)

Length of film [title] 4.02(14) 4.47(8) 4.87(8)

Published ratings (EFLA, 3.59(15) 3.44(14) 4,27(13)
Landers, etc.)

Avalilability of supplementary 3.32(16) 2.71(16) 3.00(16)
materials

aCopy changes or additions [ ] made on survey and

delphi instruments.

bListed in Baird's
rank in ( ).

(1973)

rank-order with current
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2. Comparison of 1987 survey to delphi panel projections

In order to compare the criteria ratings of the phase
two survey (1987) to the ratings of the phase one delphi
panel (1996), t-tests were run on the means of the 94

criteria of the two studies. Thirty-seven significant

differences were found between the mean ratings of the
criteria of the two study phases. The analysis of the 37

significant differences is presented in Table 34.

Table 34. Analysis of the 1987 survey criteria ratings by
1996 delphi projections: Significantly different

results

Criceria Study 2-tailed
phase N Mean S.D. t prob.

Identification sources
2. T.V. programs delphi 15 5.00 O0.66 7.07 ,001**
survey 72 3.26 1.51

7. Printed lists, delphi 15 4.53 1.55 2.86 .005*%*
bibliographies and survey 73 3.29 1.53

indexes

12. Information on delphi 15 5.00 1.13 8.81 .001**
computer data bases survey 73 2.11 1.16

or banks

14. Newspaper items/ delphi 15 3.67 1.45 3.28 .002*%%*
articles survey 73 2.41 1.33

15. Subscription delphi 15 3.80 0.94 4.15 .001**
arrangements with survey 72 2.22 1.41

distr./producers

** E <.01.
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Table 34. (continued)

Criteria Study 2-tailed
: phase N Mean S.D. t prob.

17. Consortia member- delphi 15 4,20 0.68 4,28 .001**
ship info. & bulletins survey 73 3.11 1.59

18. Curriculum plans delphi 15 5.33 0.98 4.61 .001%*x*
and reference lists survey 73 3.82 1.79

Determination reasons
2. Length of title delphi 15 5,07 1.16 3.63 .001*x*
survey 73 3.71 1.90

5. Title objectives delphi 15 5.93 0.46 2.01 .049*
not suitable for survey 73 5.51 1.51
customer need

8. Negative past delphi 15 5.40 0.91 2.46 .018*
experience with survey 73 4.63 1.77
producer/distr.

9. Low estimated delphi 15 6.60 0.51 2.61 .0l1l2*
usage potential survey 73 6.10 1.22

16. Must pay a delphi 15 6.13 0.74 2.09 .041%*
preview charge for survey 73 5.53 1.82

previewing

17. Restricted delphi 15 6.00 0.76 2.04 .046*
distribution by survey 72 5.40 1.85

distributor

19. Company/distr. delphi 15 5.40 0.91 3.16 .003**
sets rental rates survey 72 4.29 2.21

20. Format not delphi 14 5.50 1.29 2.44 .021%*
included in collection survey 73 4.44 2.29

21. Title is part delphi 15 5.20 1.01 7.33 .001**
of a series survey 73 2.79 1.69

* p <.05.
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Criteria Study 2-tailed
phase N Mean S.D. t prob.

22, Possibility that delphi 14 5.36 1.15 3.45 .001**

title may be purchased survey 72 3.56 1.88

by potential client

24. Demand not evident delphi 15 6.40 0.63 3.01 .004%**

from clients/customers survey 73 5.67 1.53

Evaluation Items

3. Appropriate delphi 15 4.93 0.59 3.33 .002*x*

orienting devices survey 64 4,13 1.51

illustrating size

& space relationships

4. Unity of the parts delphi 15 5.80 0.56 2,33 .024*
survey 71 5.32 1.22

7. Appropriate use delphi 15 6.00 0.54 3.02 .004*%*

of the motion medium survey 71 5.37 1.33

12. Purpose of title delphi 15 5.47 0.74 2.19 .034*
survey 71 4.89 1.54

15. Aesthetic value delphi 15 5.33 0.72 3.50 .001**
survey 70 4.50 1.24

16. Motivational delphi 15 6.07 1.03 2.35 .021%

quality and interest survey 71 5.30 1.18

21. Creative nature delphi 15 5.20 0.56 3.41 .00Ll*x*

of production methods survey 71 4.48 1.30

Final selection factors

11. Past experience delphi 15 4,80 1.08 2.26 .031%*

with dept. or person survey 71 4.01 1.75

who may use the title

12. Composite rating delphi 15 5.53 1.19 2.68 .011%*

of the evaluation survey 69 4.45 2.19

committee
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Criteria Study 2-tailed
phase N Mean S.D. t prob.

1l4. Student ratings delphi 15 4,33 1.11 2.44 .020*
survey 70 3.43 1.95

15. Published ratings delphi 15 4,27 0.88 2.71 .010%*~*
survey 72 3.44 1.70

17. vVariety of delphi 14 5,00 1.11 2.99 .004%**

formats available survey 72 3.61 1.67

from distributor

18. Restrictions of delphi 15 6.07 0.46 2.40 .019*

the producer/ survey 71 5.51 1.69

distributor

21. Availability delphi 15 5.27 0.88 4.99 ,001**

of duplication survey 72 3.64 1.98

rights

22. Availability of delphi 15 5.20 1.21 5.13 .001**

electronic survey 72 3.17 2.08

distribution rights

23. Availability of delphi 15 5.40 0.83 5.26 .001**

varied, negotiable survey 72 3.72 2.01

distribution rights

24. Appropriateness delphi 15 5.67 0.62 2.34 .022*

of title for a survey 72 5.03 1.88

rental library

25. Availability of delphi 15 6.00 0.54 5.95 .001*%*

appropriate display survey 72 4,33 2.07

hardware among clients

26. Internal delphi 15 4.73 1.16 2.74 .007*+*

administrative and/ survey 72 3.39 1.82

or political atmosphere
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The delphi panel rated all of the 37 significantly
different criteria higher than the respondents of the phase
two survey. Of the significantly different criteria, seven
were identification sources, twelve were determination
reasons, seven were evaluation items, and twelve were final
selection factors. Seventeen of the significantly different
criteria between the two phases of the study were from the
twenty-eight new criteria items suggested by the delphi
process (see Table 7).

Another comparison was made of the 94 evaluation and
selection criteria by calculating a Spearman rho correlation
for each of the four rank-order tables (see Tables 13-16 and
17-20) of the criteria steps. Spearman rho correlations were
only computed for the delphi and survey phases because the
Baird (1973) study did not utilize the same number of
criteria items and thus did not produce a comparable set of
rank-order tables. Table 35 lists the correlations for each
evaluation and selection process step of this investigation.

The Spearman rho correlation coefficient for the
identification step (.444) indicated a low relationship
between the criteria tables of the phase two survey and the
delphi projections (see Tables 13 and 17). Only 19 percent
of the variance between the two tables were correlated in
common with both study phases. The two rank-order tables of

the two study phases are different in practical terms.
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Table 35. Spearman rho correlations of the evaluation and
selection steps: Phase one delphi rank-orders
with phase two survey rank-orders (Tables 13-16

to 17-20)
Correlation with
survey rating
Delphi ranking (Step one: Identification) 444
Delphi ranking (Step two: Determination) 877
Delphi ranking (Step three: Evaluation) .704
Delphi ranking (Step four: Final selection) .799

The correlation coefficient (.877) for the
identification step indicated a very high relationship
between the criteria tables of the phase two survey and the
delphi projections (see Tables 14 and 18). Seventy-seven
percent of the variance bhetween the two ranks of criteria
were correlated in common to the two study phases. The two
rank-order tables from the survey and the delphi panel are
very similar in practical terms.

The correlation coefficient for the evaluation step
(.704) and the final selection step (.799) indicated a high
relationship between these criteria tables of the phase two
survey and the delphi projections (see Tables 15, 16, 19 and
20). Fifty percent of the variance of the evaluation step
and sixty-four percent of the variance of the final selection

step were correlated in common between the two study phases.
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The rank-order tables of the evaluation and final selection
steps are similar and useful for comparison predictions.

3. Comparison of 1987 survey trend statements to the ratings
of the delphi panel

The Baird (1973) study did not attempt to identify
future trends or projections regarding the evaluation and
selection process and thus were not compared by any means to
the identified trends of the 1987 survey and the delphi panel
process. The procedures used in the 1987 survey and the
delphi process to identify and rate the issues and trends
were different and thus cannot Qé statistically compared.

Any comparisons between the two study phases were made by
general inference and visual inspection of the resulting
tables. Tables 8-12, pages 107-113, list the results of the
delphi panel's ratings of the trends and issues. Table 22,
pages 127-128, shows the summary of the eight trend
statements from the survey phase of this research.

The eight trend statements (see Table 22) of the phase
two survey were condensed and compiled from the part one and
part three sections (see Table 8~12) of the delphi phase. 1In
general, the survey responses to the eight trend statements
displayed a "middle of the road" or moderate stance toward
the degree of change projected for the future (by 1996). The
range of means among the eight statements was from 3.95 to

4,83 with 4.00 as the middle of the scale range of 1.00 to
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7.00. The survey respondents saw only slight changes in the
funding sources, the type of formats, the distribution
methods, and the services of film/video rental collections by
1996. The survey respondents saw moderate changes in the
size of coliections, the management techniques, the
organizational structures, and the customer groups of the
rental libraries by 1996.

The five categories of trends and issues identified
and rated (see Tables 8=12) by the delphi panel contained
thirty~-six trend statements and twenty-four issue/concern
statements. The delphi panel responses showed strong
agreement (see Table 8) that the film/video collections of
1996 would contain at least 50% of their titles in video
formats; as well as a more diverse variety of materials or
product formats. They took a neutral position to the
statements regarding size changes and the incorporation of
computer software and video disk formats. The panel,
however, responded strongly in opposition to the statement
that 1996 products would generally be poorer in production
quality than current rental materials. They demonstrated a
feeling that rental materials will not decline in production
quality in the next ten years.

The delphi panel demonstrated strong agreement (see
Table 9) that the circulation policies of 1996 collections

will be more flexible and diverse and that the higher
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education customer group will be a more important client
group of future rental libraries. The panel also saw more
dependence on local campus clients as customers in the
future. The panel respondents viewed the nature of other
circulation patterns, such as; rental rate changes, service
expansion, amount of rental circulation, and tybe of
distribution and delivery as neutral or limited in degree of
change. There were no statements within this area with which
the panel strongly disagreed.

The number of rental libraries by 1996 was seen as
significantly fewer by the delphi panel (see Table 10). They
also saw some movement toward the merging of rental
collections with print libraries by 1996 and the relocation
of collections currently within extension divisions to other
organizational areas within their colleges or universities.
The panel, however, demonstrated low neutral ratings on the
various funding source and level statements.

The delphi panel saw the philosophical orientation of
1996 libraries as more strongly oriented toward their
individual institution's mission. They also saw a more
‘service' directed philosophy and more responsiveness to
customer needs.

The ratings of issues and concerns (see Table 12) by
the delphi panel generally paralleled the highly rated trend

statements of the first four categories. The delphi panel
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saw strong influences on future rental libraries emanating
from the low-cost video and their technologies, the number of
future libraries, the revenue source, the imposed
distribution limitations, and the copyright factors. They
saw some influence from factors of the size of future
collections, the quality of product, the usage of materials,
the philosophical orientation, and the staffing patterns of
future collections.

The observable similarities and differences between
the trend responses of the 1987 survey phase and the delphi
phase were as follows:

(a) Both response groups viewed the nature of
collections to be primarily made of video formats by 1996
with some limited inclusion of video disk, 8mm video, CD=ROM
disks, micro-forms, and computer software formats.

(b) Both groups saw only slightly larger collections
(titles) by 1996. The delphi panel saw no change in the
number of prints in collections by 1996.

(c) In general, the two study groups saw the products
and services of the 1996 rental libraries as somewhat
changed. The survey phase rated the #4 statement at 4.30,
only slightly higher than the mean of 4.00 (similar to
current). However, the standard deviation of this item was
1.93 and thus indicated a wide range of opinion on the issue

of service and product changes. The delphi panel responded
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to a series of more specific statements on product and
service changes. They saw a moderate tendency for 1996
customers to 'buy and own' product, to have more specialized
product needs, to need more reference and referral services,
and to be more regional in scope. They also indicated
somewhat more importance placed on adult client groups and
business and industry customers by 1996.

(d) The two survey phases agreed on their view of
future rental library distribution methods. The survey
respondents saw a mixed system of delivery, including
electronic by 1996. The delphi panel rated the continuation
of current delivery and shipment methods statement at a low
neutral position.

{(e) The two groups differed in their views on the
future funding levels and sources of libraries by 1996. The
survey respondents saw an equal mix of rental and internal
budgets for funding sources by 1996 while the delphi panel
took a neutral position on this and related statements.
Also, the delphi panel did not foresee any significant
changes in funding levels by 1996.

(f) Both response groups rated the statements, on
similar organizational structures for future libraries as
compared to current libraries, the same. They both saw
limited change toward more varied and diverse structures.

The delphi panel identified the organizational changes as
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being mergers with print libraries and the relocation of
extension division libraries to other areas of the
universities.

(g) The survey group saw the management procedures and
methods of the 1996 libraries as moderately to heavily
changed. The &elphi panel also projected changes in the
future management practices. However, because of the
specific statements used in the instruments, they identified
in more detail the management shifts. The delphi respondents
foresaw strong future changes aimed toward more flexible and
diverse circulation policies, a strong local service
response, and a strong philosophical orientation toward their

institution's individual mission.
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V. CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS, RECOMMENDATIONS, AND SUMMARY
A. Introduction

The findings of the study were discussed and
summarized in Chapter Four. In this chapter, conclusions are
drawn regarding the findings as they relate to the each
objective, the conceptual framework, and the procedures used
in the investigation. Implications of the findings and
recommendations for further research are suggested. A final
section summarizes the research problem, purposes,
objectives, population, procedures, and the conclusions of

the full investigation.

B. Conclusions

In this section, conclusions were drawn regarding the
findings in relation to the five stated objeetives of the two
phases of the investigation.

Objective one (a, page 87) was stated as the need: To

identify the evaluation and selection criteria used by

university film/video rental libraries for the acquisition of

current film/video materials. To determine those criteria

that are important at each step of the current evaluation and

selection process.
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This objective was accomplished by the re-examination
and verification of the Baird (1973) evaluation and selection
criteria through the use of the delphi process and a general
film/video survey. Both of these research phases were asked
to suggest changes and additions to Baird's criteria and
process steps. The result was the identification of
twenty-eight additional criteria (Table 7, page 103) to the
four-step Baird (1973) process. The investigation also
reaffirmed the over-all four-step evaluation and selection
process used by Baird in 1973. Baird's evaluation and
selection process included 10 identification sources, 19
determination reasons, 21 evaluation items, and 16 final
selection factors. As a result of the input from the delphi
panel and the phase two survey, the current and projected
evaluation and selection process contains the same four steps
with 18 identification sources, 24 determination reasons, 25
evaluation items, and 27 final selection factors.

All twenty-eight of the added criteria were rated as

important or very important during the delphi panel's
projections of the evaluation and selection process by 1996.
See Tables 13-16 for these criteria ratings and their
rankings for the future.

Twenty-four of the 28 added criteria were rated as

important or very important during the phase two survey of

the current film/video process. Three of the suggested
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identification sources and one determination reason were

rated as not important by current survey respondents. Tables

17-20 contain these current film/video criteria mean ratings
and rankings.

Nine of the 28 added criteria items were identified
and attributed to changes in technology or video terminology
by the researcher. The majority of criteria, however, may be
the result of other changes or influences of the library
management and curéiculum oriented needs of rental libraries.

In general, the influences of the video era can be
said to have some limited effects on the criteria used in the
evaluation and selection of current film/video libraries. A
stronger effect can be predicted on the criteria used in the
future (by 1996). Nine of 94 criteria identified, as used in
the evaluation and selection processes of the present and
future, were identified as related to the video influences.

Objective two (b, page 87) was stated as the need: To

compare and contrast the lé6émm film evaluation and selection

criteria at each step of the Baird (1973) study to those of

the current and future film/video acquisition process.

This objective was pursued through an examination of
the rank-order lists of criteria for each evaluation and
selection step of the three study groups. Observable changes
and trends were identified between the Baird (1973) study and

the two phases of this research (see Tables 30-33). Also,
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t-tests and Spearman rho correlations were calculated on the
means of the 94 criteria between the survey phase and the
delphi phase of this study (see Table 34).

As noted in the discussion under objective one, a
major difference between the Baird (1973) study and the
present investigation was the inclusion of 28 new criteria
items. Several of these added items were rated very
important in their evaluation and selection step during both
the survey and delphi ratings. However when comparing and
contrasting the criteria means and rankings of the Baird
(1973) study group to the same criteria means in theg two

phases of this investigation the following distinctijons were

noted. Differences and similarities for the identiffcation

step among the three study groups were observed as follows:
(a) All three groups rated the criteria item,

personal request by faculty or others, the highest in their

rank-order lists.

(b) All three groups rated the identification source,
automatic preview arrangements, the lowest in their
rank-order lists.

(c) The delphi panel projected two sources, printed
lists, bibliographies and indexes and T.V. programs as more
important sources in thé_future than by the previous (1973)

or current (1987) study groups.

(d) In general, the rank—-order of the identification
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sources were similar among the three respondent groups and

time frames.

(e) None of the identification sources were rated as

not important by the three groups.

Differences and similarities for the determination

step, among the three study groups were observed as follows:
(a) All three groups rated the determination reason,
low estimated use potential, as the highest reason for not
evaluating titles.
(b} The three groups rated different reasons as the

lowest reason for not evaluating titles.

(c) Generally, the determination reasons were
somewhat different (a few rank-order changes) between the
Baird (1973) study and the current research survey.

(d) The determination reasons were different (several
major rank-order shifts) between the delphi projections for
the future (1996) and the past (1973) or the current (1987)
reasons.

(e) None of the determination reasons were rated as

not important by the three groups.

Differences and similarities for the evaluation step
among the three study groups were observed as follows:

(a) Two groups rated the evaluation item, production
date, the highest in the rank-order listings.

(b) The evaluation item, motivational quality and
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interest, was ranked highest in the delphi projections for
the future. The same item was only ranked seventh and
twelfth highest in rank-order in the other two study groups.

(c) Generally, the evaluation criteria items were
different (several shifts in rank-order) among the three
groups and time frames.

(d) None of the evaluation items were rated as not

important by the three groups.

Differences and similarities for the final selection

step among the three study groups were observed as follows:
(a) Two groups rated the final selection factor,

estimated number of uses, the highest in the rank-order

lists. The other group, Baird's (1973) study, ranked it

third in importance.

(b) All three groups rated the factor, availability
of supplementary materials, last in the rank-order listings.

(c) Generally, the final selection factors were
different (several major shifts in rank-order) among the
three study groups and time frames.

(d) One factor, availability of supplementary

materials, was rated as not important by two of the groups

and a very low important by the other group. The factor can
probably be ignored when making final selection decisions.
Further comparisons were made on all 94 criteria items

of the four steps between the mean ratings of the two phases
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of this research. Tests of significance (t-tests) and
Spearman rho correlations (see Tables 34 and 35) comparisons
concluded the following:

(a) There was a difference between the ratings of the
survey (1987) and the delphi projections for the future
(1996). Over one-third of the criteria items (37 of 94) were
rated significantly higher (more important) by the delphi
panel than by the 1987 phase two survey. All steps had some
criteria items which were rated higher by the delphi panel.

(b) Seventeen of the 37 significantly different
(rated more important in the future) criteria were those
suggested and added by the delphi panel of experts. This
difference (17 of 28 new criteria) demonstrated the projected
changes in the next ten years may be made up of (1) increased
importance in the new criteria items and (2) the increased
importance of some of the 1973 criteria included in Baird's
research.

(c) A correlation comparison (Spearman rho) of the
over—all four steps showed a low relationship between the
identification rank-order lists of the two investigation
phases. The identification sources varied in their
importance rankings between the 1987 survey and the 1996
projections. The other three steps did not vary in
rank-order importance between the present time ratings and

future projections.
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Objective three (c, page 87) was stated as the need:

To determine if certain university film/video rental library

characteristics such as; size, type, geographical location,

distribution pattern, organizational structure, number of

years circulating video, percentage of video in collections,

existence of a formal, written selection and evaluation

policy, and customer type had any significant effects on the

degree of importance placed upon current evaluation and

selection criteria items and steps.

To determine if certain characteristics of the

film/video evaluation and selection personnel (respondents);

those of years of experience and sex, had any significant

effects on the deqree of importance placed upon current

evaluation and selection criteria items and steps.

This objective was accomplished by the utilization of
t-tests and one-way analysis of variance calculations among
the various demographic subgroups of the 1987 survey
respondents (see Tables 23-29). The various film/video
rental library and respondent characteristics were judged to
have a possible relationship with the importance rating of
the 94 evaluation and selection criteria items and the four
steps depending upon the number of significant differences
found during the statistical testing. Characteristics with
no or very few (less than 5) significant differences were

considered to have no relationship or influence on the
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evaluation and selection criteria or process. Those with
several (5 or more) were considered to have some degree of
relationship with the evaluation and selection process.

The reader is reminded that the analysis of these
demographic characteristics was for the purpose of
establishing an association of relationship to the selection
and evaluation process; and it cannot be implied to have an
effect (correlated to) upon the process or steps. Also, the
reader is cautioned to interpret carefully the number of
significantly different criteria. Due to the large number of
variables and the number of tests utilized in this analysis,
the chanc of Type I error was greatly increased.

The following conclusions were derived from the
analysis of the demographic sub-groups and their
characteristics.

(a) The rental library characteristics of the
geographic regions, the type of institution, the size of
collection, the use of a formal written collection policy,
the number of years circulating video formats, the service
region of the library, and the organizational structure were
found to have no relationship with the importance ratings
given to the elements of the evaluation and selection
process.

(b) The respondent characteristic, number of years of

experience doing selection and evaluation, was found to have
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no relationship with the importance rating given to the
evaluation and selection criteria.

(c) The respondent characteristic, sex (gender) of
respondent, was considered to have no relationship with the
importance rating of the evaluation and selection criteria.
Female respondents considered some criteria more important
than male respondents when evaluating and selecting
film/video materials (see Table 23). Even though the number
of criteria (7 of 94 significantly different items was
greater than five, the nearness to the .05 probability was
such that the relationship could not be supported. Also, the
lack of practical and legal means for the usage of the
characteristic in rental library management made the analysis
moot.

(d) The rental library characteristic, percent of
video formats in the collection, was considered to have some
relationship (9 of 94 significantly different criteria) with
the impo;tance rating of the evaluation and selection
criteria. Libraries with no or little video materials in
their collection tended to rate some identification sources
and determination reasons lower in importance than libraries
with more video in their collections (see Tables 28 and 29).

(e) The rental library characteristic, client or
customer group served, was considered to have some

relationship (10 of 94 significantly different criteria) with
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the importance rating of the evaluation and selection
criteria. Libraries serving college and other customers
tended to rate some criteria more important than libraries
serving kindergarten to college customers (see Table 25).

In general, the library and respondent characteristics
can be said to have limited relationship with the evaluation
and selection process of rental libraries. Only two of
library characteristics, percent of video in the collection
and client/customer group served, might be considered to have
practical implications and applications for the management of
evaluation and selection érocedures in individual rental
libraries. The limited number of differences found among the
other demographic groupings or the lack of legal and
practical means of utilizing the identified differences made
the use of the other characteristics unemployable in
selection and evaluation procedures.

Objective_four (d, page 88) was stated as the need:

To identify the issues and concerns of university film/rental

libraries which have emanated from the trends related to the

development of the video technologies.

This objective was attained through three activities.
First, a review of the current video technology literature
was conducted and an open-ended round one instrument was
prepared for the delphi phase (see Appendix C). Second, the

four delphi rounds were carried out. Parts one and three of
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the delphi instruments dealt with the identification and
rating of trends for the future. The third activity was the
compilation of the results of the delphi future trend ratings
into eight over-all statements (see Tables 8-12 and 22). The
resulting future trend statements were included as part three
of the general survey instrument (see Appendix E).

The following conclusions were obtained by inference
and by viewing the observable similarities in the ratings of
the delphi and survey phases. 1In general, the respondents
rated the future trend statements in a manner which displayed
a moderate deqree of change for the future (by 1996).

The research respondents forecast the rental libraries
in 1996 as having the following characteristics:

(a) collections with primarily (more than 50%) video
format materials and limited number of titles in other newer
technologies.

(b) collections somewhat larger in size (titles).

(c) funding from an equal mix of internal and rental
sources with no significant changes in rental rates.

(d) products and services only slightly different
from current ones. A need was projected for more reference
and referral services. They saw no change in the quality of
products. 16mm format products were seen as only one of the
available formats, and not as a major format.

(e) management procedures and methods moderately to
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heavily changed. More flexible and diverse circulation
policies, a strong local service response, and a strong
orientation toward individual institutional missions were
projected.

(f) distribution of rental materials by a mix of
current shipping methods and electronic distribution
techniques.

(g) organizational structures only slightly modified
‘toward serving more diverse groups and with a greater
dependence on regional and local campus customers. More
importance will be placed on higher education clients and
business and industry customers.

(i) fewer in number of actual rental libraries.

(j) rental circulation and income continuing decline.

(k) staffing patterns to remain relatively unchanged.

The delphi panel and the survey respondents foresaw
university rental libraries to be heavily changed in
twenty-five years. They forecast the libraries by 2011 to
have the following characteristics:

{a) management and operational procedures heavily
modified.

(b) products anéd services more diversified with the
16mm format obsolete.

(c) electronic methods and technology dominating

distribution.
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About one-third of the delphi panel forecast
extinction for the university rental libraries as an entity
by 2011. This forecast of these delphi panel members was not
seen as contradictory to the heavily changed prognosis of the
study respondents. The conclusion drawn was that the
university rental libraries by 2011 will be modified and
developed beyond the recognition of its current structures
and operations.

Objective five (e, page 88) was stated as the need:

To develop recommendations for the operation of university

rental libraries as related to and concerning video

collection development.

This objective was accomplished through the
examination of and the analysis of observable trends
identified in objectives one through four. This researcher
synthesized and compared criteria rankings, process step
ratings, and trend statement ratings in order to make the
recommendations for the future collection development of
university film/video rental libraries. The following

section contains the recommendations.
C. Implications and Recommendations

The following implications and recommendations were
developed from the findings of this investigation with

interpretation by the researcher. The delphi panel's
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identification and ratings of the future issues and concerns
(see Table 13) and the researcher's experience'in the
management of three different university film/video
collections directed the interpretations. The £indings and
conclusions of the investigation seem to warrant the
following: |

1. Implications and recommendations for producers and
distributors

(a) In recent years, distributors of film and video
have become more reluctant to send preview copies of their
products. Assuming those evaluating and selecting new
materials in the future will still only purchase with
first-hand information, effective preview methods and/or
complete marketing information dissemination techniques need
to be developed. These methods must be able to reach smaller
numbers of libraries (evaluators) with increasingly diverse
needs and in a cost-effective manner.

Producers and distributors should develop methods of
preview and information delivery via of electronic
distribution; such as compuﬁer data bases and broadcast and
closed-circuit television. Whatever methods are developed,
they will need to be correlated with curriculum plans and
reference materials and directed at the faculty user, as well
as, the media professional. Automatic preview arrangements,

salesperson contacts, and subscription arrangements will not
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be effective in disseminating information about new products
in the future. The accuracy of the information and the time
to access it will be much more important than the actual
quality of the promotional or informational material.

(b) The production quality (technical and content) of
materials continues to be a very important characteristic to
media evaluators. Producers and distributors should maintain
high image quality and use proper technical cinematic
techniques in their future products. The cost of:the end
product was rated very important but not above the over=-all
content and technical quality criteria.

Content accuracy and the accuracy of the information
were the highest rated criteria for the future. The
availability of supplemental materials does not appear to be
a factor in the marketability of future video or film
products.

{c) Various distribution restrictions and duplication
rights agreements have become recent developments in the sale
and marketing of film and video products. In the future, the
availability of varied negotiable rights, duplication rights,
and electronic distribution rights will become very important
to the continuation of and the collection development
existing.iibraries.

" Distributors and producers should develop consistent,

manageable policies for providing these rights agreements for
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the wide variety of formats expected in future collections.
Restrictions on the circulation of titles by the producer or
distributor will be a strong deterrent to their purchase and
utilization in university libraries of the future.

{(d) Copyright violations and video piracy are current
"hot" topics in media professional circles. They are viewed
by some individuals as having strong influences on the future
of rental libraries and on the future availability of new
products.

The responses from the delphi panel indicate that both
the producer/distributors and the rental libraries should
consider the promotion and coordination of strict enforcement
of the copyright laws. Film/video distributors should
consider the prosecution of violators and rental libraries
should provide effective information campaigns regarding the
value of and need for copyright adherence by their customers.

{e) The rapid changes in electronic hardware for the
display of film and video images continues to be a strong
concern of everyone involved in their utilization.
Producer/distributors of materials should continue to work
with hardware manufacturers on standardization of formats,
the improvement of image quality, and the control of costs
related to the conversion of collections from one format to

another.

Models and formats change on a monthly and yearly
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basis, sometimes with no apparent benefit to the media
software user. Software distributors should attempt to
influence the hardware changes by controlling availability of
formats. The 'marketing needs' and research and development
goals of hardware dealers should be kept in balance with the
inst:uctional benefits of the visual product for the end

user.

2. Implications and recommendations for the management and
operation of rental libraries

(a) Individual rental libraries should develop or
re-evaluate their evaluation and selection plan for their
particular library's circumstances. The criteria ranked as

very important (see Tables 13-16 and 17-20) should be key

elements in these procedures. The criteria ranked important
should be considered as part of the process and the items

rated not important should not be included. Specific

attention should be given to the inclusion of the 28 newly
suggested criteria items in the individual library selection
and evaluation plan (see Table 7).

These individual plans should be adjusted for the
unique characteristics (demographic parameters) of the
individual libhrary. Particular attention should be made for
differences due to collection size, percentage of video in
the collection, and the customer/client groups served (see

Tables 25, 26, 28, and 29).
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(b) The evaluation and selection of nonprint media is
not a haphazard process as shown by the review of literature
and demonstrated by this investigation. The analysis of the
'use of a written formal collection policy' did not
demonstrate a significant set of differences (see Appendix H)
concerning the parameters of selection and evaluation
criteria. The use of a collection policy, however, may still
be beneficial in distinguishing the motives for selecting
materials; those of the clients from the evaluator's personal
ones. A written policy may provide for continuity in
collection development as a rental library's personnel
changes. It may also provide a set of measures upon which to
evaluate future collection growth and make-up.

(c) University rental libraries appear to be at a
major decision point in their development due to the
projection of fewer libraries and/or the extinction of such
agencies by 2011. The university rental libraries will need
to determine their future direction by considering among:

(1) the aggressive pursuit of new external markets and market
shares, (2) the cultivation of and increased support for
internal university service, (3) the phasing out of their
services, or (4) possibly merging with other service
agencies. The projection of fewer true 'rental' libraries
requires an assessment of the future goals and directions for

each individual rental library.
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Rental libraries need to make a planned and
coordinated decision concerning the directions of their
services. Théy need to study the particular demographic
parameters of their collection and relate them to the trends
identified in this investigation and make a conscious
decision regarding their future focus. Without this directed
decision and its resulting set of operational objectives
regarding their future, individual libraries will become
inefficient, unresponsive, and possibly 'extinct' without
their knowledge. They may discover that technological change
has passed them by and that other agencies are now serving
their clients and university.

{d) Whichever direction the university rental
libraries of the future take, they need to consider posturing
themselves for a wider service and information brokering role
to their clients. They need to consider the utilization of
the practices of organizational buyer behavior, nonprofit
market research, and proper evaluation and selection
techniques for educational organizations as they evaluate and
plan their future direction.

(e) All university rental libraries will need to
evaluate and modify their management and operational
procedures toward the incorporation of efficient structures.
The surviving rental libraries of the future will be those

who choose the correct philosophical direction for their
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particular setting and then operate most effectively. The
vision of the person(s) in the leadership role was seen by
the delphi panel as a very strong influence on the future of
rental libraries. The hiring of and the functioning of the
future 'manager' may be the most important element in the
future of an individual library.

(f) All university collections will need to develop
procedures, policies, and practices for utiliziﬁg the video
formats and other electronic technolegies of the future.
They will need to phase down and selectively utilize the 1l6mm
film as a circulation format.

(g) All libraries will need to incorporate a system
of flexible and diverse circulation policies involving a
variety of formats, duplication arrangements, electronic
distribution, copyright limitations, and distributor
restrictions. Standard, current 3-5 day rental patterns and
rental charges may cease to exist in the next ten years.

(h) Service to the local institution and its mission
may be instrumental in determining the funding level and
revenue sources for future libraries. Rental libraries can
expect a continuation of the current declining rental income
base and a corresponding tightening or re-alignment of
budgets in the future. Rental libra;ies need to explore and
expand their services beyond only the rental of products.

They may need to develop and incorporate a broader range of
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services in order to replace this declining a rental revenue
base. The areas of product sales, production of media,
duplication of video materials, installation and service of
video technology (hardware), consortium media services, staff
developmént activities, instructional design services, and
contracted distribution of media products are some
possibilities for this entrepreneural role of the future
university rental library.

3. Implications to past research and recommendations for
future research methodology

(a) Previous research studies (Hess, 1978; Johnson,
1972; Latzke, 1971; Limbacher, 1964; Masters, 1977) .
discovered and described the limitations of published
evaluations, reviews, and bibliographic tools as an element
of the evaluation and selection process for f£ilm. This
investigation confirmed the continuation of these limits to
film/video selection procedures through the low important
ratings given to those criteria by both the delphi panel and
the survey respondents.

(b) Researchers since the early 1940s have found a
changing set of criteria in use when studying the evaluation
and selection process. This study found that pattern to be
continuing; as 28 additional criteria were suggested by the
delphi process for future usage. Only four of those 28

criteria were rated not important during the survey phase of
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this study. The criteria seem to relate to who is doing the
evaluation and selection, in what setting, and for what
reason.

(c) The area of standards and procedures used to
identify effective film aﬁd video materials showed a general
lack of agreement in previous evaluation and selection
research. However, this study re-confirmed the use of the
Baird (1973) four step selection and evaluation components
and criteria. This investigation demonstrated the continued
use of the Baird procedures, both currently and into the
future.

(d) Recent literature and media meetings have been
dominated with the discussion of the video technology and its
developments, trends, and potential influences. This study
confirmed, and quantified through a research methodology,
many of these widely discussed issues and concerns. Further
it integrated those influences and trends into an evaluation
and selection system for the future and into recommendations
for the future management of university rental libraries.
The high rate of return and participation in both phases of
this research study indicated the strong interest of
university film/video centers in their video future.

(e) The delphi process, as a research technique, had
been utilized successfully by previous researchers for the

forecasting of media trends (Dayton, 1981; Pelton, 1981;
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Tiedemann, 1986) and technological events (Helmer, 1966;
Linstone and Turoff, 1975). This study reaffirmed the
utilization of the delphi process for projecting media
trends. It also contributed to the expansion of the
methodology for using a series of delphi rounds to revise and
validate a survey instrument. In general, it proved an
effective, but time-consuming, method for gaining depth input
into the development of a survey instrument.

This study did raise a question, however, concerning
the rating level of a delphi panel. The fifteen member panel
generally rated the evaluation and selection criteria
significantly higher (see Table 60) than did the survey
respondents. This study did not determine if this was the
result of the delphi methodology or a true difference between
the response projections of the two phases of this research?
Further study of the delphi technique should be conducted

regarding this potential tendency of the delphi_process.
D. Recommendations for Further Study

Future studies should be considered in the following
areas:

(a) This study should be expanded and/or repeated to
include other populations; such as producer/distributors,
non-rental collections, non-university agencies,

client/customer groups, etc. This study utilized respondents
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from a limited population of university film/video rental
libraries administrators.

{b) A cost-effectiveness study of various evaluation
and selection criteria combinations among similar and/or
dissimilar demographic groupings of film/video libraries
should be undertaken. An attempt should be made to identify
the most cost-effective management and operational practices
for film/video collections and their supporting commercial
producers and distributors.

(c) A follow=-up study of the projections of this
study for 1996 should be conducted. It should be evaluated
to see if the trend statements, issues, and criteria
identified by these research techniques were accurate and
functionally valuable to film/video libraries during the ten
and twenty-year forecast periods.

(d) A study involving other types of populations or
groups could include commercial video rental businesses,
special archival depositories, limited subject or content
collections, etc.

(e) A study of the evaluation and selection process
which focuses on the user or client opinion rather than those
of the administrators and personnel within a particular
film/video agencies should be done. This would result in a

external audience viewpoint rather than the internal focus of

this study.
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(f) An in-depth study of the trends and criteria used
by other organizational and personnel parameters than
utilized in this research should be conducted. Such studies
could evaluate the differences in media evaluation by the
parameters of budget size, amount of income generated, staff
size and make-up, director's management approach, etc.

{g) A comparison study should be undertaken regarding
the evaluation and selection criteria and the process
utilized to rate and purchase a specific set of film/video
titles. It should be determined if there are differences in
the evaluations of the specific title set and the process
used to select the éet and why those differences occurred.

(h) A study should compare the criteria considered
most important in this investigation and their ability to
predict actual purchase and usage after purchase. Does the
evaluation and selection criteria identified by this study
accurately predict optimum actual use?

(i) Other studies should continue the usage and
development of the delphi technique as a research activity.
Attempts should be made to determine if the delphi process
influences the rating level of parameters and research

variables in comparison to other research methods.
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E. Summary

A major concern of the libraries and institutions
involved in the rental of instructional materials was the
influence of the changing technologies on their future. The
Consortium of University Film Centers (CUFC) is one of |
several professional groups that have discussed and
investigated this area of concern regarding their future.
This study was a result of a research grant from CUFC, the
ideas and needs of the personnel of the Iowa State University
Media Resources Center, and graduate requirements of the
researcher,

The evaluation and selection of materials is one of
the elements within the operation of rental libraries that
can be used to describe and investigate the future of those
agencies. The purpose of this study was to identify and
analyze the changes and trends in the evaluation and
selection process of university'rental libraries and to use
these current and projected findings to formulate policy and
procedure recommendations for the future management of these
agencies. Also it was to provide a historical review of the
changes and developments in the evaluation and selection
process of rental libraries through a comprehensive
literature review and through the futurist projection

methodology of the delphi process.
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A search of the literature pertinent to the selection
of film/video materials was conducted to determine what was
known about the major concern and to disclose directions for
further needed study. A study by Baird (1973) was identified
as a key to the structure and format of this investigation.
The Baird (1973) study was used as a benchmark and as an
operational replication of major sections of this research.
Five major objectives were developed from the literature
search.

The investigation utilized the current and projected
opinions of 204 university and college film/video library
administrators. The investigation was conducted in two
separate phases, a delphi panel and a general survey. The
instruments used were developed to gather ratings on the
individual evaluation and selection criteria, the four
process steps, and onh suggested future trend statements.

Four rounds of the delphl process were conducted with fifteen
panel members from the population participating. The general
survey instrument was developed by a compilation of results
of the delphi rounds and the Baird (1973) instrument.

The general survey was extended to the full population
of 204 university rental film/video libraries identified by
up-dating the mailing list used by Baird (1973). A total
return of 172 surveys (84.31 percent) were received from

three mailings. Seventy-three completed surveys met the
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predetermined requirements of the study and were used in the
data analysis.

Descriptive statistics, Spearman rho measures of
correlation, independent t-tests, and analysis of variance
tests were used where appropriate in the analysis of the
data. Observed trends and summaries were compiled, compared,
and utilized to present the findings and to develop the
recommendations for the future operation and management of
university rental libraries.

The findings of the delphi process and the survey were
presented and discussed in the order of the data analysis.
Conclusions were drawn regarding the findings and presented
for each of the five objectives.

Conclusions included the identification of (1) 28 new
criteria items beyond the Baird (1973) listing of criteria,
(2) rank-order lists for each of the Baird evaluation and
selection steps for current use (1987) and for the future
(1996), (3) the trends related to the video technology, and
(4) the library and administrator characteristics that
influence the importance rating of the individual criteria
items, steps, and trends. Generally, the video technology
has had limited relationships with the current evaluation an
selection process. A set of stronger effects was predicted
for the future evaluation and selection procedures of rental

libraries. Changes were identified in the comparison to the
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Baird (1973) criteria and process steps. Only two of eleven
library characteristics were found to have practical
considerations when planning or using the evaluation and
selection elements of the study: percentage of video in the
collection and the client/customer group served. Several
trends and projections were identified for the future (both
for 1996 and 2011). Moderate changes in the university
rental library operations, collections, and philosophy were
seen happening in ten years (by 1996). University
collections by 1996 were forecast to be primarily video in
format and with a larger number of titles in those
collections. Fewer actual 'rental' collections were seen as
existing and the funding of those remaining libraries was
projected as being from an equal mix of internal and external
sources. The 16mm film format was projected as only one of
the available formats, not the major format as currently.
Libraries by 1996 were seen as having more flexible and
diverse circulation policies, as using some electronic
distribution techniques, and as serving a wider variety of
local and regional customers.

Major changes in university rental libraries were
identified by as happening in twenty-five years (by 2011) by
the investigation respondents. The libraries were projected
to be extinct or heavily changed in operational appearance

and structure. They were seen to be utilizing primarily
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electronic distribution methods for a more diverse group of
products and services. The lé6mm format was forecast as
obsolete.

Implications of the findings were made for the
operation and management of current and future rental
libraries, for distributor and producers of film and video
media, and for the past and present research on evaluation
and selection elements. A recommendation directed toward
future rental libraries was to develop and utilize specific
selection and evaluation procedures incorporating the
criteria and steps rated important and very important in the
study. This plan should consider the two unique

characteristics (demographics) of the individual library:

percentage of video in the collection and the customer/client
groups served. It was also recommended that rental library
managers make timely decisions regarding their future service
directions. Since fewer 'rental' units are forecast, many
libraries are at a crossroad in their development. The
university rental libraries need to analyze their future
related to their individual demographics and relationship to
other collection agencies and select among: (l) an aggressive
pursuit of external markets, (2) the development of an strong
internal service orientation, (3) the phase out of their
services, or (4) the possible incorporation into other

service agencies. It was also recommended that whatever
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stance these university libraries take they need to be
'service oriented', develop strong management, employ
efficient structures and practices, and utilize flexible and
diverse circulation policies.

Recommendations directed toward producers and
distributors were to develop methods of electronic preview
and information delivery, to maintain and improve product
image quality and cinematic techniques, and to control the
costs of collection development related to format conversion.
Content and information accuracy were seen as the highest
selection and evaluation criteria in the future.
Distributors and producers should play a key role in the
control of copyright violations and video piracy through the
provision of strong information campaigns and strict
enforcement follow-up. It was also suggested that
restrictions on the circulation of materials be minimized by
future producers and distributors and that varied duplication
and distribution agreements be available to university
libraries.

This investigation confirmed the low value of
published evaluations, reviews, and bibliographic tools in
selection and evaluation processes as reported in previous
research. The study confirmed there is a changing set of
criteria used in selection and evaluation procedures.

Twenty-eight additional criteria to the Baird (1973) process
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were identified and eight of those criteria were considered
to be related to the development of the video technology.

The emerging video technologies have modified somewhat the

selection and evaluation process of the current university
rental libraries. These video developments are projected to
have even stronger influences on the selection and evaluation
criteria and steps in the future;

The study reaffirmed the utilization of the delphi
process for projecting and forecasting media trends. In
general, the delphi technique proved to be an effective, but
time-consuming, method for gaining depth input into the
development of a survey instrument. A number of other

potential areas for further research were recommended.
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