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ABSTRACT

The selection of nonprint software media for library
media centers was explored through an integrative study aimed
at synthesizing and assessing both theoretical and actual prac-
tices as reported in the professional literature of library
service, instructional technology, and educastion. The problem's
solution we¢s analyzed in terns of who, how, and under what con-

ditions nonprint media are selected. A group of eleven text-

books was examined for each work's portrayal of the selection
process and then compared with eight empirical studies judged
relevant to the topic. The textual literature was found to

be fraémented, to vary according to the writer's professional
orientation, and to present experience-based general principles
of selection rather than an overall theoretical framework.

“he studias reviewed were found to be mostly noncumulative,
exploratory surveys confined almost solely to educational
institutions. Although the lack of research directly associ-
ated with the selection of nonprint software media for build-
ing intexrated library media center collections precluded thor-
ough comparison between selection principles and practice;
overall iwpressions from the data available indicated that in
an educational context teachers apparently exercise the great-
est role in the selection of nonprint media, use the personal
preview to evaluate each medium, and operate under a variety

of condiitions influenced by local prioritics and circumstances.

‘nspre coaparisons could be attempted, many of the principles
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NATURE CF THE STUDY

This paper is the product of an academic assignment
for a doctoral seminar in school library service at Rutgers,
The State University of New Jersey. An examination of contem-
porary school libraries quickly revealed the strong emphasis
both in collections and services upon building end using &
multimedia information base. Tbz area of multimedia colle:tion
building specifically in regerd to nonprint softw-"32, was
jdentified as a major areas of responsibility for 1: rary media
cen r personnel and thus was chosen as the topic “Tor this
paper. The study reported here was designed as an integrative
one, that is, with the purpose of reviewing and synthesizing
both theory and practice in this area for the further use of
researchers wishing to address the topic. vhile the results
of this effort are presented in the hope of assisting with
the illumination of this segment of the library media sciences,
the most immediate and beneficial result of the study was the

significant learning experience provided to the author.

BACES{OUND

The primary goals of the library media center have
been expressed as providing informational, educational, and
recrextional resources to its constituent community. The
professional role of the 1library media specialist has like~
wise besn characterized in part as consisting of;the processes

of selecting, acquiring, organizing, retrieving, and dissemin-
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ating materials of communication for clients in pursuit of
the goals of the library media agency. Freparation for library
media service reflects these functional enphases by offering
to pre-service students course work inclusive of these topics.
Indeed practitioners many times find their responsibilities
falling within one or several of these areas. Often in the
course of examining these five functions of library media
service a ranking is made by order of priority for professional
attention. Spirt (1973, p.3) describes the process of choosing
materials for the library media center collection as foremost:
Among the most professional tasks oi the media
specialist are the selection of materials and
the guidance in their use. It is possible to
draw an analogy between the selection process
in librarianship and the diagnostic process in
medicine.
Librarians generally acknowledgce the frrofessional character
and importance of the selection/evaluation process and, as
one example, the subject bivliographer in larger units of
service is often invested with major responsibilities in
building collections ¢f media. As the science of library
medin practice continues to stress subject expertise, attention
to critical reviews, and other selection aids, as well as input
from outside specialists; most of the discussion concerning
the nelection of materials actually attends to printed mater-
ials (i.e. books, serials, ete.). hile on the other hand,
library media agencies are increasingly expanding their collaec-

tions of materials to be rore fully representative of the range

of coumunications media available to our society. School
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library media centers are in the acknowledged vanguard of
this broadening movement, although each of the other types

of library agencies may be found embracing the multimedia
concept. It is relatively easy to document school use of
nonprint media by the expenditure of $111 million in 1972-73
for software materials (Dukiet, 1975), while the total amount
utilized in both education and business may be expected to
increase sharply in the coming years (AV in Education...,
1974).

What then 0¥ the selection practices for nonprint
media materials? If selection is one of the most important
of the library media specialist's tasks, what is the under-
lying conceptual base supporting the process? Once the
tneoretical framework for selecting nonprint media has been
discovered, what relationship does the theory have to actual
practice? Does the rank and file library media center prac-
titioner subscribe to the pronouncements of his professional
guides and engage in the various techniques of nonprint media
selection? What role do other individuals (e.g. teachers)
plar in selecting nonprint materials for library media centers?
These questions form the foundation of this study which aims
to explore through the published literature the state-of~the~
art of nonprint media selecticn.

wpecifically, this investigation proposes to:

1.) Attempt an assessment of the professional litera-
ture citing the sopic of nonprint software media selection

relative to the degree and type of coversge afforded.
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2.) Uncover and interpret the known theory and practice
of nonprint media selection for library media center agencies.

3.) Evoke tentative questions and hypotbeses which
might serve to guide future research in the area.

4,) Represent the writer's p~ .minary and exploratory

effort in reviewing the topic as a learning experience.

FPROBLEM

To what extent are the reported practices of selecting
nonprint media for library media center agencies representavtive
of the reconmended procedures established by the theoretical

literature of the field?

ANALYSIS
The solution of the problem called for determining
from the literature the theoretical and actual practices of:'
1.} Who selects nonprint media?
2.) How are nonprint media selected?

%5.) Under what conditions are nonprint media selected?

LIMITATIONS

As the purpose of this study was to uncover both the
theoretical framewoerk and the actual field practices relevant
to tha topic under investigation, two types of literature
were identified: basic wanuals and data based studies. In
addition, since the use and thus the selection of nonprint
media is & predominate function of the educational process,

it was deemed necessary to consult sources covering this field
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8s well as those concerned primarily with library service.

To carry out these objectives a group of arbitrarily
chosen textbooks relating to the fields of library service
and instructional technology (education) were first reviewed
for the purpose of reconstructing the conceptual framework of
the process of nonprint media selection. These texts were
chosen primarily from the investigator's experience in the
field and through familiarity with the intended purposes and
audiences of each work. In addition, however, advice was in-
formally solicited and received from colleagues in the field
an& the group of works actually reviewed was thus assembled.‘

Second, a search of the major indexes and abstracts
in the two fields was conducted (without any particular cut-
off point in mind) with the purpose of identifying research
studies bearing upon the topic. The emphasis in searching,
however, was upon matericls from the last ten years in order
to attempt the provision of 2 reasonably current picture of
the field.

While the aim of the investigation (relative to the
lit«rature) was to survey both the fields of library service
and education, the primary objective was to identify documenss
concerned with the selection of nonprint software media fron

the library media center, or collection building point of view.

*

This method, though unscientific, was believed appro-
priute for the purposes of this study in circumscribing the
general principles and theory of nonprint media selection,
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Further, it was felt by this investigator that the state of
media research in general is such that studies dealing with
the instructional vilue of specific items of media (especially
when compared with conventional teaching), and attempts to
link media with learner characteristics would not add appre~-
ciably to the aims of this investization and were therefore
excluded. Van der Meer (1964) and Schranm (1973) are indie-
ative of this school of thought, relating that the nature
and scope of this type of media research has revealed little
of substance and few generalizable prindiples. Further,
Brown, lewis, and Harcleroad (1973, p. #3) feel that there
is, in general, an absence of readily available and reliable
data about instructional media and its selection.

In order to access the literature for items documenting
relevint research studies the following sources were consulte&:

1.) Current Index to Journals in Education beginning

in 1959 and through 1973 under the headings "media selection"
and "media research.”

2.) uissertation Abstracts beginning with Volume Two,

1952-40 through Volume Thirty-three, December 1973 under the
headinss "selection," "instruction,"” "media," "audiovisual,"
and "evaluation.®

-

5.) zducation Index beginning with January 1938 and

throu;h June 1974 under thne headings "audio-visual aidg--
evaluation and selection," "zudio-visual communication--
evaluation,”" and "auldio-visual education--~evaluation."

4.) Library Literature beginning in 1921 znd throuzh
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June 1974 under the headings "AV materials--~selection,"
WAV materials--evaluation,” "aids," and "visual aids,"

5.) Research in Education beginning with Volume Cne,

1966 through Volume Eight, 1973 under the headings "media

selection' and "media research.”

ASSUMPTIONS

In order to provide a base v-on which the investigation
could rest, the following premises were accepted as instrinsic
to the study:

l.) Nonprint media are selected as conscious and de-
liberate acts by personnel working in the fields of library
service and/or education and that these actions may be ident-
ified and described.

2.) Library media centers in school, acadenmic, or
pubiic contexts are the only agencies significently involved
in the selection of nonprint media for the purposes of build-

ing collections of these media for use.

DEFINITIONS

In order to eliminate degrees of uncertainty when re-
ferring to terms and concepts prevalent in the fields under
invectication the following definitions were included as ger-
man< to the topic of the study:

l.) Academic library--a library media center associated
with =n educational institution oriented toward post-sz2condary

instruction and which strives primarily to meet the informational
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and educational needs of the faculty and students of such an
institution.,

2.) Acquisition--the act of procuring from vendors
itens of nonprint media for a library media center once the
decision of what items to uvbtain (selection) has been made.

3.) Educational Media Selection Center (ENSC)~-a com~
prehensive collection of teaching and learning resources which
serves as 8 depository for examination and sslection and/or
& place where in~service training programs associated with
media selection and use are conducted.

. 4,) Evaluation--the process of determining if an item
of nonprint media best meets a specified need for information
or instruction. Usually performed in concert with selection.

5.) Instructional technologist, media director, AV .
director--an individual working in the context of an educational
institution (school, college, or university) generally charged
with the coordination of nonprint media and equipment primar-
ily for the use of teachers and college faculty. May be lo-
catedi in and be part of the library media center depending
upon local arrangements. Usually possessing an educational
back.:round, this individual ic most often oriented toward
instructional technijues rather than the retrieval of inforw
mation. _

6.) Instructional technology-~the totalii; of processes
involve? in the application of media and technolosy for thne
purpose of improving the learning process. Concerzed with

the areas of media management, media product development, and
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instructional program development.

7.) Librarian, library media specialist—-an indivi : ..
working in a library media center generally charged with the
administration and implementation of the processég of selecting,
acquiring, orgenizing, retrieving, and disseminating nonprint
media for client use. Usually possessing a backgrotnd in li-
brary service, this individual is most often oriented toward
the retrieval of information to support instruction rather
then with specific instructional technigues.,

8.) Library media center-~-as generic designation for
an agency either associated with a parent organization such
as & school or academic institution, or functioning indepen-
dently to serve the needs of clients for nonprint media through
the provision of a collection of such items.

9.) Library service~-the totality of processes involved
in making stored collections of media materials available to
constituent clients for use. Concerned with collection devel-
opuent and organization as well as client utilization of
m:terials and services.

10.) Lonprint media (software)--items of recorded in-
formation appearing in other than printed formats. Usually
referred to as audiovisual materials, but specifically ex~
cluding equipment (hardware).

11.) Public library--a library media center existing
as 2 sccial agency striving to meet tbe informational, educa-
tionzl, recreational needs of the general public within a

constituent area.
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12.) School library--a library media center associated
with a school (or district grades K-12) strviving primarily
to neet the informational and educational reeds of students
and teachers.

13.) Selection~~the process of choosing from among
available nonprint media, that item or items intended for a
specific purpose, i.e. addition to a library media center
collection or to meet a specific instructional need.

14.) Teacher--an individual charged with the respons-
ibility of instructing students. usually located in a class-

room environment,




IX

ANALYSIS OF THEE DATA

As the aim of the investigation was, in part, to com-
pare the general principles of nonprint media selection with
actual practice, it was determined necessary to first review
textual works hopefully embodying the former, while empirical
studies revealing the latter would be reviewed afterwards.

Four categories of texts were examined, each with an
easily identifiable point of view depending upon the primary
audience for which intended: )

1.) Materials selection for librarians.

2.) Administration of nonprint media for librarians.

3.) Administration of nonprint medi& for instructional
technologists.

4,) The selection, procurement, and utilization of
nonprint media for classroom teachers.

As only eight research studies were uncovered which
were judged relevant to the topic of this paper, no grouping

of individual studies was sttempted but rather a simple

chrornological arrangement was followed.

THEORY

In the first category of textbooks for librarians
two major works were represented. Carter and Bonk (1969,
Pp. 91-105) devoted a slim chapter of fourteen pages to the
"Seleétion of lon~-Book laterials." Stressing the long history
of libraries in the collection of non book forms, the authors

express what they term an "increasing concern" among librarians
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with the problems of selecting nonprint materials. They
advocete selecting nonprint media using the same principles
as in the selection of books, e.g. seeking the best material
in terms of authority, accuracy, effectiveness of presentation,
and usefulness to the community. In addition Carter and Bonk
recognize that selection will be affected by the type of
library (public, school, etc.), its size, the community, and
the librarian's conception of the purposes of the library as
an institution. Further, the authors stress the importance
of calling upon experts in the subject matter presented dby
nonprint media and accessing review sources for evaluation
of each item. This is all very similar of course, to the
process employed for selecting books. Carter and Bonk caution
that attention must be paid to the technical matters involved
in the production of the nonprint item and advise the libraﬁian
to seek expert counsel in the way of published reviews. Over-
all, Carter and Bonk do not convey the impression that select-
ing nonprint media is a particularly difficult task but rather
in administering these "newer'" materials:

The major problems involved in the non-book

field are really not selection problems, but

administrative ones. The difficulties involved

in handling such material, once acguired, may

be related to selection in that they mey lead

the hesitant to avoid the problem altogether

by not selecting films or records" (p.92).

The authors go on to discuss the methodology of selec~
tion {or « few nonrrint mediums from a decidedly public libra-
ry point of view. The matter of previewing an item of nonprint

nediz prior to purchas2 is mentioned in the context of select-
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ing films. Here the matter of expense is related to the need
for preview. While somewhat dated when referring to technical
matters, the viewpoint is clear that the librarian is respons-
ible for choosing nonprint media for addition to the library's
collection. This action is presumably taken with the various
needs for nonprint material by the library's clientele kept
in mind.

The second item from the library text category was
Broadus (1973). This work, like Carter and Bonk, is intended
to serve as a basic manual of instruction for lidbrarians ine-
Qolved in building library collections. Fart Four of the work,
consisting of three short chapters, speaks to the issue of
"lon Print lMaterials" (pp. 129-154). In a longer introduction
than Carter and Bonk, Broadus relates essentially the same
background material professing that libraries have always col-
lected and stored a variety of materials., Advocating a phil-
osophy of treating nonprint media in a manner equal to that
of books, Broadus suggests that it is impossible to draw lines
between information mediums. The author continues with the
viewpoint that once introduced, nonprint media are as popular
with library clients as the more familiar printed forms. The
problems of selection, then, are increased since the librarian
must now become expert in many formats and from a "formidably
lar-or" field. Broadus aléo introduces the reader to the
importance of a materials selection policy usually in the
guise of a formal statement endorsed by the admirnistrative

body of the library. This statement should define the scope



-1l

of nonprint media collected, give the criteria used in
selection, and outline the policy of purchasing and rental.
The collecting of materials for use by individuals
is stressed and the librarian is portrayed as ecting essentially
as an agent for his client group, selecting specific nonprint
media items from among the plethora available based upon his
knowledge and understanding of the needs of his constituent
client group. The author recommends that as with books, the
selector should always atéempt to scrutinize each item of non-
print media personally so as to form his own opinion as to
whether to accept or reject them. Further, library agencies
"should provide pleasant facilities for both library staff
and classroom teachers to preview new productions" (p. 142),
Since as a practical course the librarian can only rarely
exanine items personally, Broadus suggests that it will Dbe
necessnry to rely upon criticasl reviews and gutdes. For even
when a medium is previewed, a critical review will assist the
selector in formulating an "accept" or "reject" decision. The
catalogs of nonprint producers and distributors are also por-
trayed as potentially valuable to the librarian in seiection
and thus should be kept oa file for future reference. Broadus
never offers explicit details on the procedures for locating
nonprint media reviews or on how best to organize a producers’
cataloz file, but does say that finding reviews for noaprint
media is a "greater problem than obtaining reviews of books"
(p. 145). As for selection criteria, seven general questions are

listed for the librarian to apply in chocsing nonprint media.
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lost of these parallel familiar references used to Judge books,
"but are, if anything, even more difficult to apply" (p. 140).
The next category of items examined was that of mono-
graphs oriented toward the organization (administration) of
nonprint materisls for an audience of primarily school libra-
rians. Rufsvold (1949), the first work perused, is a classic
which served to introduce the comcept of "audiovisual” services
to many librarians. Rufsvold recoamends from the onset of
Chapter Two, "The Selection and Use of Audio~Visual Materials"
(pp. 13-54), that nonprint materials be selected cooperatively
by teachers, principals, librarians, and sometimes with the
assistance of students. Based upon a knowledge of the school
and its community, first hand examination of materisals. is sug-
gested as basic, but that standard evaluation aids should supple~
ment local opinion. The "art" of selecting nonprint media is
in evidence by the statement that gaining acquaintance with
the several types of materials is an overwhelming task and
that the classroom teacher should be assisted by the librarian
in obtaining appropriate materials. Evaluation criteria echoing
the standards of truthfulness and technical quality are offered
in rather vague form. Rufsvold discusses the general principles
for selecting films after which she moves on to other mediums
one by one. As the majority of her discussion is devoted to
aspects of utilization, selection procedures are never fully
treated. Perhaps the best statement of Rufsvold's view of
selection is that found under the section dealing with film:

The only approved method for selecting

and appraising film is first hand preview and
experience. ULven the best evaluations, when
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pade by others can be only guides to selection.
Current best practice calls for a preview as
near as possible to the time and place of eventual
use. The film librarian on the basis of reviews,
or upon suggestions from teachers, obtains the
print from the producer or distridbutor. Repre-
sentatives of the instructional staff are called
in to preview the f£ilm, to determine its uses
and to decide whether to purchase or rent. The
combined judgement of the zroup is based not
only on the preview, but also in experimental
use of the film in classrooms and the results

in terms of pupil achievement. This procedure
ensures the selection of films consistant with
curriculum developmant and accomplishes the
integration of the film with the course of

study. When teachers are given a decisive

voice in the selection of imstructional materi~
als they assume responsibility for the effec-
tive use of these materials (p. 19).

Therefore it seems that client input in the selection of
materials is considered essentiasl and optimumly utilizes a
group preview mode. The librarian assists the teacher in
the process and as such maintains a file of catalogs, finding
lists, and professional journals for the teacher to peruse.
iresenting a text on school library service, Saunders
(196&) introduces the concept of a written selection policy
to puide meaia selection practice in a chapter of her book
entitled "Selection and Acgquisition of Materials" (pp. 87-117).
As most other textbook authors, Ssunders advocates that
"ideally all materials, both print and audio-visual, are
actually read or examined before a decision is reached to
purchase them or not" (p. 83.). Realizing, however, that
this is seldom a practical course of events, she relates that

>

librarians should rely upen lists and catalogs of mediax ma=
Q

terials selected and annotated by experts. The author fur-

ther recomzends that teachers preview media items and complete
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an evaluation form to be held on file by the library for
the use of future selectors.

The use of publishers' lists and catalogs is dis-
couraged as these are merely descriptive in nature, but the
combined use of review guides and local preview will, when
considered in relation to the needs of the entire school,

"go a long way toward making wise selections" (p. 95).
Librarians and teachers are urged to select a variety of
different media from the abundance which are available.
Saunders clearly gives classroom teachers shared responsibility
with librarians for selecting materials for school librarius
for as subject experts, teachers theoretically know what
materials are best in their field. Saunders adds that,
"resurdless of who taxes part in the selection of new library
materinals the professional library staff has finasl respons- .
ibility for what is actually ordered" (p. 102).

froviding perhaps the most detailed advice for librar-
iazns Caced with selecting nonprint medis, Hicks and Tillin
(1970) present the process as a rather difficult task. First,
becuuse of the ever increasing volume of materials available,
the use of selection aids is mandatory. These aids (to the
extent to which they are available), however, are largely
inferior in quality when compared with those dealing with
books. HKFurther, most of the guildes available are tarpeted
for cchool libraries where nost of the interest in nonprint
media is centered. Hicks and Tillin feel that the develop-

ment of tducational l'edia Zelection Centers (EMSC) will
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better enable both teachers and librarians to select non-
print media through actual examination. Teachers are por-
trayed as having an active role in the selection of materials
for school related libraries and Hicks and Tillin represent
the factor of "involvement" as a high correlate to knowledge
of and (implied) eventual use of materials by teachers. The
variable of previewing is treated fairly comprehensively, but
with an equivocation as to its usefulness:

Although personal reviewing, previewing, and

suditioning have long been considered the ideal

methods of selection, their feasibility is

limited by several factors. Chief among these

is the increasing volume of resources now being

precduced and the consequent decreasing amount

of time available for individualized inspec~-

tion (p. 30).
The authors conclude that although the use of evaluative re-
views could be as successful with nonprint selection as it
is currently with print, previewing will remain as the princi-
pal source of information due to the incomplete nature of the
majority of reviews available. Previews are hampered by seve
eral tuctors identified by Hicks and Tillin including sched-
uling, short preview time, in house (non-circulating) pre-
view pclicies, and the fact that some items are not available
for preview. Factors favoring preview include the belief that
previewing determines the degree of library potential, eval-
vates the medium itself, Jjudges the item's capacity for inte~
sration with instruction, enables ascertation of technical
auality, end offers the opportunity to appraise subject con-

tent. Treviewing is portrayed as a demanding tssk recuiring

+the skill of varied personnel operating as a group using pooled
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talent. Published reviews are lacking as selection aids be~
cause few are available, they often are not critical, and there
is a general lack of multiple reviews. The authors' point

out that the selector of non print media must distinquish
between descriptive and evaluative reviews and be wary of their
contents. Froducers' catalogs ére once again recommended as
selection aids because of tﬁe incompleteness of the available
evaluative guides. Finally, the completion of evaluative doc-
uments by selectors, usually in the form of a checklist, is
recommended and also that these items be retained on file for
furfher reference.

Davies (1974) treats the selection of nonprint media
strictly from the school library media center point of view.
Stressing the unigue nutvre of each individual school, the
role of the librarian should be to build a "quality collection"
based upon policy statements by the American Association of
&chool Librarians and such documents as the School Library

Bill of Rights for School Media Programs. Davies consistently

represents nonprint media as linked with the instructional
aims of the school:
Materials to be used to support the educational
program should be judged objectively, prefer-
ably at first hand with care, discrimination,
and discernment (p. 75).
Teachsrs ure to be utilized for their specialized knowledge
of tr- curriculum to select nonprint media and to benefit
themselves by expanding their knowledize of rescurces. Students
as well are recoamended as candidates to assist the librarian

in nonprint selection. The benefits accruing from stulent
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participation, according to Davies, include "objective eval-
uation” of nonprint media and a valuable educational experience
for the pupils. Most importantly, the librarian must de thor-
oughly familiar with the school's curriculum in order to select
the appropriate media for the school library collection. Fre-
sunably this is to be accomplished by examining curriculum
guides and conversing with teachers. However, specific cri-
teria for the librarian to follow when selecting items of
nonprint media are not offered. Instead Davies feels that:

To promote uniformity and objectivity in eval~-

wating instructional resources, it is recom-

mended that each school district develop specific

criteria with matching checklists to guide media

selection (p. 78).

Thus the integrity of the individual school is upheld while
the notion of selection as a largely local and personal
matter on the part of teachers and librarians is promoted.

The third category of materials reviewed was that
group concerned with the sdministration of nonprint media by
inctructional technolosiists. Irickson (1968) in a section
of his book devoted to evaluating media for selection (pp. 65~
83), identifies the occurance of two levels of seleetion in
a school situation. The first is the classroom teaching level.
Her2 tie teacher selects from local (school) or remote (com-
mercial_or outside agency) sources and carries out an appro-
prizte pre-use examination or preview. The second level is
concerned with the school system as & whole. Tere the in-

structional media director assumes reéesponsibility for the

selection of the best nmaterials teachers need to do thneir
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job erfectively. This would most readily translate as
designated professionals choosing materials for a local
library media center collection with the needs of the users
(teachers) kept foremost in mind. This is similar to the
selection practice espoused earlier by Carter and Bonk (1969)
and Broadus (1973). Linking himself with Saunders (1968) and
Davies (1974), Erickson feels that:

The best basis for selection of materials at

both levels is their probable contribution to

valid teaching purposes, their excellence in

technical quality, and their suitability for

xnown groups of learners (p. 66).
The media director is told to gain as much experience as
possible with media by screening, viewing, listening or other-
wise examining materials as he is empowered with coordinating
selection whether at the first or second level and assumes
final responsibility tor actual purchases. Evaluation cri-
teria are offered by Erickson in some detail with general
criteria for all media and additional criteria for specific
mediums. All relate to the educational benefit or technical
quality of each item. These criteria according to Erickson
will aid the media director and his "teacher deputies” in
makinz correct decisions. Teachers are to be engaged in
the selection process as advisors to the media director since
they ure subject specialists while the media director is a
media and rethods specialist. The actual selection process
should consist of one or more of the following.methods:

1.) Preview panels.

2.) Classroom tryout.
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5.) Freview by individual teachers.

4.) Use of all methods in combination.

Cnce again the reliance upon personal preview of nonprint
media is advocated as the best overall method of selection.
"There is little doubt that a group Jjudge.ent by teachers
who are to use the material will be the safest procedure to
follow" (p. 69). Finally, evaluations of nonprint mediums
should be recorded on a form developed by the media director
and kept on file for further use.

Brown, lorberg and 3rygley (1972) largely complement
Erickson and complete this category of works examined. In &
section of their text entitled "3election Folicies, Criteria
and Procedures" (pp. 167-177), the authors state that the
selection of nonprint media must be consistent with the official
policies of the parent institution, use valid seleccion criteria,
and be smoothly executed to purchase the best materials. Selec-
tion is shared by the total faculty of the school and expedited
by consulting reviews, recommended and standard lists, biblio-
graphic tools, an! uyccial releases. There may be an official
selection coamittee in a2 school situaction whose "chief function
is to sugmest ways and means of enlarging and refining the
quality of instructional materials collections and to recommend
policy actions related to them" (p. 169). ledia directors
should exercise a leadership function in relation to this com-
mn:“tee. OCriteria for selection including appropriateness,
authnrity, interest, orgonization and balance, technical qual-

ity, and ¢wst should all be considered in the s2lection process.
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Nonprint media selectors are portrayed as needing to
be familiar with:

l.g Potential value of each mediunm.

2.) Body of material currently available from
which tc choose.

2 Resource information about materials.
Standard and special purpose lists.

S Current periodicals and other publications
which review materials.

. ) Educational Media Selection Centers offer-

ing advice and opportunity to examine materials.
Criteria to apply in evaluating media.

Experts in subgect fields available for

advice (p. 171

o~ O UV FW

Thus the selection of media materials requires specialized
knowledge and skill which the media director possesses and
throﬁgh training sessions and other forms of in-service pro-
grans should instill in his teacher-selector colleagues. An
additional responcibility of the media director is to develop
media evaluation forms and a manual of instruction for evalu-
ating media with specific criteria. Vhile teachers may select
individual items of media they should forward their cheicas
to the media director who coordinates purchase recommendations
and arranges them by priority. However, the role of the teacher
in selecting media may be more comprehensive than initially
describied:

In addition to committee action, individual

teachers sometimes assume responsibility for

continuous evaluation of materials related

to their teaching fields to be recommended

for additional purchase (p. 175).
It thu: seems that the position of the teacher in selecﬁion
chuanges in relation to the media director but that the media

director, at least theoretically, maintains final authority

over actual titles for purchase.
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The fineal category of texts examined was that concerned
with the utilization of medias by teachers. Wittich and Schuler
(197) discuss various mediums of instruction in a chapter by
chapter discourse. The section "Effective Seiéction and Use
of Teaching Films," located in the chapter on motion picture
film (rp. 429-36) is representative of the treatment of non-
print selection by the authors of this work,

Teachers nmust recognize first that from smong the
many media available only a few can be selected for actual
use. Considerations must include the medium's characteristics,
quality, organization, and accuracy. Seeming to contradict
almost all of the works reviewed above, the teacher is por-
trayed as the most importaat person in the nonprint selection
process. "The responsibility for selecting films for classroom
viewing rests entirely with the teacher" (p. 430). The teacﬁer
must exercise his judgement as to which medium to use for a
specific instructional purpose as well. Cnce the decision has
been made as to which medium to employ the teacher routinely
previews the specific title desired. hile there is "no sub-
stitutc for previewing" (p. 431) the teacher also must record
his judgement for future use:

lethodical previewing leads naturally to record-

keeping. FPreview records kept over a long period

of time enable the teacher to be informed sbout

useful films in his subject area (p. 431).
iittich and Schuler emphasize teachers as selecting nonprint
media exclusively for their classrooms without mention of the

librery media center or its staff.
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bPale (1969, pp. 161-85) in a subsection of his chapt: v
on "Using and Evaluating" recommends that the individual
teacher always have a definite instructional objective in
mind when initiating the selection of nonprint software pedia.
Teachers are portrayed as participating on the school's
selection and evsaluation committee for media materials as
well as making sele2tions for their classroom activities.

Lale offers four steps in selscting media:
1.) Become well acquainted with basic sources
of media,
2.; Preview media. ] .
5.) Understand when to use media to achieve
ocbjectives.

4.) Plan for follow-up and continued evaluation (p. 1686).
As with Wittich end Gchuler (1967), bale places the respons-
ibility for selection upon the teacher as only he understands
which material is best suited to his objectives. Dale mentions
that "administrative staff" do provide assistance to the teacher,
but that over-reliance upon this help is unwise. The school
library media center and its staff are pictured as enablingz
"teuctrrs and students to find, select, and evaluate instruc—
tional materials in any foran" {p. 170). Thus the emphasis
Dale provides seems to be for the teacher to select materials
from the existing media center collection. Previewing is
essential for all teachers when choosing nonprint media for
use. Largely because of the quantity of material available,
according to Dale, the teacher should vreview by taking the
item home, reading a review, consulting with & selection cog-
mittee composed of teachers, naal whIilizing the special zuidance

available from the school library media center staff. The
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criteria by which each individual teacher judges the avail-
able nonrrint media includes uccuracy, meaningiul contribution,
appropriateness, physical condition, availability of a teacher's
guide, helpfulness to students, and instructional usefulness.

The last text examined was that by Brown, Lewis and
Harclernad (197%). In the section "Selecting Media for Pur-
chase" (pp. 43-5), the authors reinforce the view of Davies
(1974) that nonprint media selection is essentially a unique
local function:

In the absence of more readily available,

relisble field-test data about media, most

schools and districts as well as regional

state offices carry on their own media

selection activities (p. 43).
Teachers are once again portrayed as exercising a major role
in the selection of nonprint media by serving on selection
and ovaluation coumittees. These committees often perform
"preliminary screening” which serves to eliminate items not
reaiily applicable to the school curriculum., Naterials found
degerving of further attention, however, are brought in for
final evaluation. &eneralized criteria for media selection
are listed as validity of purpose, content usefulness, appro-
pri..cness of the medium employed, evidence of valid field
testing, instructional value in relation to cost, and suitb-
ability of the item in relasion to intended use. The authors
advice that specific criteria will be supplied to the teacher
asked to serve on o selection/evaluation conmittee. The

teacher's responsibility then is to choose from zmong the

commercially available nonprint media "those which come closest
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to meeting local needs™ (p. 44).

PRACTICE

The earliest study located was one initiated by the
Research Division of the National Education Association (MEA,
1046). This study probed audiovisual supervisioh in urban
school districts with one section involving the selection of
equipment and material. The design of the study was & sur-
vey of variously sized city school systems with information
gathered by means of a guestionnaire. Three of the four areas
inc;uded in this section of the study pertained to personnel
who select nonprint matsrials for purchase, rental, and exer-
cise responsibility for judging the suitability of free films
used in schools. The data indicated that individual teachers
by far (39 per cent) had the chief responsibility of selzct~_
iny; nonprint media for purchase. RrRepresentative staff com-
mittees, the school principal, the AV director, @and the super-
inteondent of schools, followed with 22, 15, 11, and 9 per cent
respechively. oimiliar rankings followed for the selection
JOf rental and free films. The librarian was mentioned only
in connection with these last two categories and then only
as th: lzast ranking psrson or group responsible for selec-
tion. The study's investigators observed that the msthols
for selecting materials end eguipnent varied greatly from
city to city and even Qithin cities at different times. The
reaponsibility for selection of materials, however, was clearly

indicated as primarily a function of teuchers end principals
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whether individually or as nembers of staff committees. A
generalization made by the study was that it is relatively
important, judging from the role of teachers in media selec-
tion, to choose materials on the basis of actual classroom
needs. No single administrative plen was demonstrated as
superior by this study for the selection of audiovisual
materials and eguipment and "infinite variations in policies
and procedures are entirely feasible, even when striving to
reach similiar goals" (p. l44). The study investigators con-
cluded by recommending that school districts establish some
mechanism for coordinating the selection of audiovisual
materials and equipment and that a balance be maintained
between judgements for selecting items based upon technical
considerations and those pertaining to specific classroom
needs.

The selection and evaluation of films in university
film libraries was studied by Guss (19%2) and formed the basis
for hwer doctoral dissertation. Designed to uncover the prac-
tices followed by university film libraries in selecting films
for their collections, Guss and her assistants interviewed
and oLserved practices at twelve universities. The findings
generqlly indicatecd that the staff of the audiovisual center
(£iln library) were primarily responsible for f£ilm selection
with .:one faculty participation noted. Many duplicate copies
of each film were found to exist with 28,013 titles and 63,685
prints available. Fach film was evaluated separately accord-

ing to its specific frame of reference. Guss conpiled a
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list of eriteria utilized by the audiovisual staff when éval-
uating films for selection consisting of pyschological, tech~
nical, content, and general factors. Guss recommended en-
couraging more faculty participation in film selection and
closer cooperation among producers, users, and university
filn departments.

Th2 audiovisual tasks in selected schools were the
subject of Bernard (1955). Employing structured interviews
at fifteen randomly selected vocational and adult education
schools in Wisconsin, the investigator found that generally
there was a lack of a meterials purchasing policy to guide the
selection of audiovisual materials. In addition, few if any
organized procedures for previewing, evaluating, and in gen-
eral selecting materials existed in the schools studied.

The im-rescion that audiovisuzl functions were casually
treated by the subject schools was clearly evident.

Blalke (1953) attempted to identify areas of asreement
and disosreement between film producers and audiovisual directors
relatins to previewing films for purchase so that cooperation
pignt be promoted. Utilizing a pilot, closed ended question-
naire (on six topics sent to seventy-six California sudiovisual
directors), Blake designed his main study which included ten
topice sent to over 150 audiovisual directors and producer-
distributors. The second questionnaire was slightly molified
for cach of tho two tar-et roups. The findings indicated
that between one and six previews per week were performed by

eudiovisual directors with producers oreferrinz to set a limit
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of three. Usually one weak was the length of time for pre=-
viewing eny one film with weekly or monthly preview sessions
nost offen reported. The exchange of preview results among
revievers was generally favored while many problems involved
in implementing the process were often expressed. Audio-
visual directors reported srending less than 20 per cent of
their time previewing while producers felt directors should
devote about a third of their available time to the task.

Each film was Teportedly subject to the same intensity and
routine of review while the process of sending films out auto-
matically for preview was not preferred by three-fourths of

the directors responding. oSmall audiovisual departments were
seen as deserving the same preview priviledges as large depart-
ments by 82 per cent of the directors and 95 per cent of the
producers. Over one-half of all respondents felt students were
good judges of the value of a film, Sixty-five per cent of

the respondents preferred preview committees write out their
film evaluations, however, serious questions were raised as

to the value of the preview committes itself. Factors such

&s the difficulty in gathering preview committees together

and in discussiug the relative merits of each film were noted.
In worition, comments from directors indicated that preview
conmitsess need to be formed by interest area and level, have
release time to perform tnpeir tasks, utilize e written evalu-
ation 'uide as a means for prozoting unifornity. Interestingly,
departient healds and supsrvisors were reported as performing

the preview function quicker =2nd more eflficiently., Blake con-
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cluded that:

‘“hile the findings of this study revealed that

cocmittees were penerslly preferred, the find~-

ings also showed that relatively few audiovisual

directors were actually using them. Among those

who were employing rreview committees, there

were variations in practice, selection and

function (p. 28).

Gillinghuam (1958) attempted to analyze methods of
selection and evaluation of audiovisual materials and to
offer conclusions relating to the best methods of involving
school personnel in the process. In addition, the invest-
jgation tried to identify the duties of these persons, pro-
cedures necessary to carry out these duties, and the function
of the audiovisual staff in the program. Desizned as a sur-
vey based upon questionnaires and individual and group inter-
views, the study was aimed at forty-five schools and 151
individuals in Houston, Texas. The study found that committees
of teuschers were largely responsible for the §election and
evaluation of audiovisual materials with media directors serving
in en -dvisory capacity to these groups. 'fne functions of
these committees were found to range beyond just preview of
new materials and to include making recounendations for dup-
lisuation and withdrawal and designating "basic films."

I'o set evaluation method cculd be determined to exist but
rather ~eneral guidelines were found. These included studying
materials in the subject fields to determine areas short of
maberials; requesting preview nateriocls; previewing in two

or more classrooms; previewing, evaluating, and discussing

a1l items at one comnittee meeting; ond selecting materials
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for purchase within specific budgetary limits. The role of

the audiovisual director was found to include setting up the
preview program in advance, making instruction and training

ir preview techniques aveilable to the faculty members involved,
and assisting committees as they carried out their work. Gen-
erally it was found by this study that the survey respondents
felt teachers were responsible for sele ction by means of the
preview committee with the assistance of the audiovisual staff
which served in a resource capacity.

Another study by the Research Division of the National
Education Association (IFZA, 1970) attempted to determine the
degree of participation by teachers in the selection of instruc~
tional materials for their school districts. A nationwide sur-
vey of a sanmple of pudblic school classroom teachers revaaled
that 57.9 per cent of those questioned reported participating
in the selection of instructional materials (e.g. textbooks,
filws) et the local building level. More secondary (62.4 per
cent) than elementary (53.5 per cent) school teachers were
founl to be zetive at the building level with almost the same
ranting for men (63.3 per cent) when compared with women (55
per cent). School systems with fewer than 25,000 students
were shown to exhibit more active teacher participation than
lar-er systems in the selection of materials and equipment.
Teachers were also queried as to their sources of information
about instructicnal materials and equipment. Advertisements

in professional journals were renked most important by 75.4
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per cent of the teacher respondents with educational o:xhibits
at education association meetings, releases from coumercial
companies, other teachers, administrative or supervisory
rersonnel, and salesmen followinzg. Secondary school teachers
relied more heavily upon releases from commercial companies

and salesmen while elementary teachers looked to administrative
end supervisory staff more often. The investigators concluded
that:

Classroom teachers are extensively involved in

the selection of instructional materials and

equipment, though chiefly at the building level;

that most of them feel adequately informed

about new materials and equipment; and that

they rely primarily upon professional channels

for receiving cocmercial information about new

products (p. 18).

i major study (Rowell and Heidbreder, 1971) conducted
under the auspices of the American Library Associstion and -
sponuored by the United Itotes Book Co%gittee aimed at examin-
ing existing educational nedia seﬁection centers (sM3C) for
the purpose of contributing to the improvenment of the selection
and use of educational media. Conceived as requiring several
stages for complete implementation, Fhase I surveyed existing
facilities and examined programs which introduce teachers,
librarians, and others to the wide rangse of media available
for educotional use. The methodology of the first phase in-
volved a piloted and revised questionnzire sent to sll known
centers (I'=19295) with 440 of the identified centers being tar-
geted for a second, more complete follow-up instrument. Then

on the basis of the data provided by the second questionnaire
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thirty-eight centers were seoleccted for on-site evaluation
by two and three person teams. The teams were supplied inter-
view schedules to use with the ENSC staff and users, the data
from which written team reports and later group discussion
sessions were based. The site visits were intended to expand
and re-inforce the information gleaned from the questionnaires.
An ides] model of an EMSC was formulated as consisting of a
wide variety of professionally evaluated and purchased media
and a full scale training progranm in the techniques of select-
ing and using media. However, the findings related that over-
all very few LI'SC's existed as orginally envisioned; but that
a pressing need for the establishment of such centers seened
to exist. Eleven specific findings related to the topic of
this paper were identified froz the study by this reviewer and
are onresented below:

1.) The most freguent users of EN3C's are teachers
(45 per cent), with edpinistrators and supervisors (21 per
cent) next, and librarians/sudiovisusal specieclists (18 per
cent) comprising the third group.

2.) The two most often expressed reasons for using
the L..C were for evaluation and review of available media
an: to obtain on lean media resources not available elsewhere.

3.) Increasing teacher competency was reported by ZIsC
Staff as related tc swareness of media and its selection and
evaluztion.

4.) ENGC staff in "hichly rated" centers gpent more

tine with users than staff in other E1SC's.
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5.) Curriculum planning was identified as the area
in which staff in "highly rated" &liSC's needed additional
training.

6.) The EMSC staff ranked selection, teacher aware-
ness, and media training as the goals of the center while
teachers felt the major purpose of the ENMSC was to distribute
nedia.

7.) The most often expressed new service planned by
IMSC's was increased evaluation of nedia and programs.

8.) IYedia for EZMSC's was overwhelmingly evaluated
by preview with the top thiré rated centers using a combination
of staf'f and users while the lower third relied upon user Jjudge-
pent alone.

9.) The selection of media for the zI'S5C collection
was based most often upon requests from users and staff (31
per cent), items approved by the staff end specialists (27 per
cent), and items examined at the center (17 per cent).

10.) About two-thirds of the EiSC's maintained media
evaluation files.

11.) EM3C's by a two to one margin emphasized collec-
tions of media rather than in-service training.

(n the topic of media previews and evaluation, the investi-
sators conmented:

In some centers the director does the evaluation,

in others it is done by the staff....In only a

very few situations is the ev:luation of media

done by counittees of users (p. BO).

Cverall tne study szem2d to point out that teachers

use Lli.C's (when available) more than aly other group, naterials
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are selected for the EX=C by cirectors and staff although
user cornm.ttees are preferred, and the major purpose of the
EiiSC is to provide a broad collection of media for teachers
and others from which to select and exanine.

Breen and Ary (1972) set out to determine who selects
instructional films for schools to rent or purchase. A brief
questionnaire was sent to 174 randomly selected superintendents
of American school districts. The results were tabulated and
analyzed in terms of geographic region, size of school district,
and grades included. Utilizing 114 returns, the investigators
noted no systematic differences in regard to these factors of
analysis. However, with a mean of 2.5 categories of selectors
checknarked by respondents, the individual teacher was found
to be the most iaorsirt single element in film selection (5%4.5
per cent), with building principals (46.5 per cent), librarians
(40.4% per cent), and sudiovisual coordinators (32.5 per cent)
following. ilm rental was found to be a more popular course
of action than outright purchase while only 13.2 per cent of
the responding superintendents indicated their district had
a stated policy for the evaluation and selection of films.
~he investigaters concluded that film purchasing decisions
typically involve two to three reople with the most iaportant
heins tne classroom teacher. In addition, while admiristrators,
liorarians, and audiovisual coordinators may Dde involved in
nonprint media selection to some extent, tnere is in eners’

a lack of formel policy for the selection and evaluation of

filos.
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DISCUSSION

From the preceding review it is possible to summarize
the theoretical concepts underlying nonprint software media
selection, as well as the actual field practices uncovered in
terms of the three areas of analysis described at the beginning

of this paper.

THEORY

I. Vho selects nonprint medial?

As nmisht be expected this depended to a significant
extent upon the point of view of the particular text examined.
Library sel:ction texts give the responsidility solely to the
librarian while nmedia utilization texts charge the teacher
with the final authority. The other categories vacillated
among librariansg assisted by teachers, librarians and Teachers .
working as co-equals, media directors and teachers as partners,
and media directors assisted by teachers. Although variance
of this type was not unexpected, the lack of any consensus
across categories is worth;noting. School library media cen-
ters most often were portrayed as utilizing shared responsibility
among teachers and librarians for selection. Cccasionally
reference was made to enlisting input from aaministrators and
students, oput from the lack of discussion sbout these two
~‘roups, thzir role in selection is theoreticully winimal.

Padin (ivectors were siven final authority over selzction in
school situaisions where the existence of a library media cen-

ter was not aclnowladzed. Restonsibility for sslection in
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academic library media centers was never specifically mentioned
in zny of the works reviewed, however, the implication was
clear that the librarian or the media director (with the assis-
tance of faculty members) was ultimately responsible depend-
ing upon the category of text consulted. Public library selec-
tion was presented as naturally falling under the jurisdiction
of the librarian.

Of more than passing interest was the conceptualization
by Erickson (1968) of two levels of nonprint media selection.
The first where teachers select media for classroom instruction
and the second where the media director selects and presumably
stores items for district wide use, It appears that media
directors ere portrayed as perceiving their role as supportive
tc and complementary of the classroom teacher. That is, the
media director selects nonprint media for district use while
coordinating and supporting the individual teacher's selection
of media for classroom use. +vhile not necessarily accepting
this model as it stands, one nust recognize from the literature
the existence of two major spheres of nonprint media selection.
(ne is primarily concerned with the selection of nonprint media
f¢r a librsry media center collection involving to various
‘ de~ress librarians, msdia directors, and teachers; while tue
other is devobted tec the task of individual tecchers choosing
andia Tor elassroon insiruction., The ways and extent to walch
these processes overlap is unclear from the sources reviewed.
Tt is clear, however, that each category of text has its own

image of how media is orzanized eud made available for use.



~30m

It appears that theoratically librarians, media direc-
tors, and teachers all select nonprint media depending upon
the type of library media center and the point of view of the
text examined.

II. How are nonprint media as.ccted?

Little specific theory was found directed toward a
particular type of library media center. liost works examined
dealt with the subject in terms of an educational context and
as such operated aszainst the background of a school setting.
The school library media center most often was said to rely
upon the preview process with the value of a published review
ranging from very high for library oriented texts to of little
consenucnce (i.e. no mention) in media texts aimed at classroon
teachzrs.

ro a creater extent than found when considering who
selects nonporint media, a commonality of viewpoints was ex-
pressed by the texts concerning the techniques for carrying
out the selection process. All agreed upon the need for pre-
viewin,” as the only really satisfactory method of Qetermining
tre worth of media items. Books representing librarians stressed
tre uce of published reviews and pre-selected lists of nedia
ani annotated review suides, while works geared toward medie
Aipect.prs were seen to rely more on the combined expertise
of a ‘roun preview counittee or a combination of preview efforts
(z.2. vreview penels, classroon tryouts, and preview by the
individusl). All catecories of texts seen2d %o reco' nize the

importance of selection criteria but varicnce was found in the
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degree of specificity actually reportec. lNost favored local
formulation of criteria within generel guidelines while variety
was found on a medium by medium basis. While library texts
often mentioned the need for a formal statement of selection
policy to guide institutional practice, texts in instructional
technology and particularly those oriented toward classroom
teachers neglected this aspect of the selection process. The
use of formal means for recording the evaluation of nonprint
media and preserving this information for the future use of
media selectors, was represented as an important part of selec~
tion by all categories of works reviewed except those serving
as library selection textbooks.

By fer the most dominate theme expressed by all of the
items reviewsd was the continuing necessity for personally pre-
viewing media items as a basis for selectiorn. ¥Yhile ways of '
implementing the preview technigue were found te vary, the
essentizl need for the process itself was continually stressed.
3chool und academic librery medisg centers were said to use
individual and group preview drawing upon teacher and faculty
participation while public library media centers relied more
extensively upon librarian preview with the group technique
(amongz librarians) advocated as best. Library selection texts
recosnized the growing importaance of rpublished critical reviews
and compared.their use with nonprint media to that of print,
there their assistance in selection is offen invaluable. Tout~-
ing the review as s time saving and less expensive process,

the personal previ was none the less necessary becsuse of
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the general inferiority of nonprint reviews to those avail-
gble available for printed media, and also because of the
relatively higher cost of nonprint items. Media utilization
texts for teachers stressed completely the need for personal
preview and linked this technique with instructional effec~
tivaness.

It would seem then that nonprint media should be
selected in 8ll types of library media centers primarily by
preview, employing a variety of evzluation criteria largely
formulated on the local level, and with the possible assistance
of published reviews where and when available.

III. Under what conditions are nonprint media selected?

The conditions under which nonprint media are theoret-
ically seiected for library media center agencies are largely
a function of the perception of the author or authors of the '
textbooks treating the issue. As pointed out in the preceding
discuszion, librarians, media directors, and teachers all have
responsibility to some extent for the selection of nonprint
nedia and utilize essentially the same technigues. However,
it is apparent from the published literature reviewed that a
clear theoreticel separation of responsibilities has not been
formulated and that depending upon the professional orientation
of the writer =2mnd to a significant extent the local philosophy
rrevailing, any number or combination of conditions might
exist snd onerate either together or sepsrately from one another.

School and accdenic librar; media centers appear to

operzte under the dual influence of librarians or media directors



~lpDm

and teachers or professors with each group having a somewhat
different view of what nonprint media selection entails and

who is involved. As discussed earlier, two phases of selection
are usually present and are often intermingled by the sources
reviewed for this investigation. Teachers, gquite naturally,
were‘seen to link the selection of nonprint media directly

to instructional objectives and to perform this function most
often at the local level. They usually choose materials from
the existing library media center collection but do on occasion
select items from outside sources, sometimes with the assistance
of the librarian or the media director. This individual use

of media by teachers for instruction is quite different from
the defined scope of this investigation and should be reserved
for another study. However, it is worthwhile to note that in..
the works reviewed only one (Erickson, 1968) made any attempt
at differentiating these two tasks.

In the school library media center when the librarian
exercises the major responsibility for selection the library
selection texts view the prccess as essentially the same as
that involved in the selection of books and therefore advocate
enploying the same procedures for selecting all mediums. The
librarian is theoretically pértrayed as choosing media for the
individual use of nis clients in the library media center
facility. Selection in this case entails the librarian under-
standing a priori the various needs of his clientele for non~-
print media and acting accordingly in choosing materials for

the library media center's collection. The librarian must
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be familiar with the various forms of media, recognize that
nonprint are just as potentially popular with clients as

printed media, and evaluate nonprint media against essentially
the same criteria used for books. Available selection aids

are most frequently oriented towards the school library media
center and often are descriptive in nature and must be cautiously
used. When librarians and teachers share respomsibility for
selection in school library media centers the involvement of
teachers in the process is theoretically linked (by the works
representing the organization of media for librarians) with
their use of the materisl for instruction. This theme is re-
peated again by the two groups of writings aimed at instructional
technologists and teachers. The condition of building a

"quality collection" of media for the school library media
center is inextricably interwined with student instruction.

Thus the librarian and his teacher colleagues must theoretically
be fully informed about the school curriculum and reflect its
priorities in their selection decisionrs. Selection criteria
following several generic themes is then largely developed ab

the locol level to meet specific needs.

The media director scting alone or in concert with
faculty members invariably is portrayed as conceiving of non-
print msdia es mechanisms for instruction. The selection/eval-
uation process is a rigorous one requiring specialized training
which “he media director theoretically has and willingly imparts
to his teacher colleagues.

"he acadenic library media center was not expressly
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mentioned in the sources consulted but the implication was
apparent thet due to the nature of educational institutions
the conditions surrounding nonprint media selection in school
agencies would most probably exist (with only minor variation)
in academic library media centers as well.

The public library media center differs from its
school and academic counterparts in that the librarian exercises
almost sdle responsibility for nonprint selection and does not
necessarily view nonprint media &s inherently instructional.
Materials are chosen most frequently with the conception of
individuals using the library's nonprint collection in an
independent mode for information or entertainment. The various
aims of the institution in serving & wider clientele than just
students and teachers are thus expressed by this lack of an
instructional enmphasis.

Cne factor which appeared to theoretically link the
different types of library media centers was the reconmended
use of educational media selection centers by librarians, media
directors, and teachers for the selection of nonprint media.
mhis could be one element counteracting the predominately
loc:1 building level selection advoceted by a majority of the
sources consulted.

Cn the whole the conditions under which nonprint media
are theorctically selected appeer to vary primarily sasccording
to the professional orientation of the selector snd secondly

by the type of library media center examined.



PRACTICE

I. 'ho selects nonprint media?

None of the studies reviewed dealt specifically with
selection for the library media center collection regardless
of institutional setting. With a few exceptions nost examined
the selection of nonprint media within the context of direct
utilization for instruction. Where individuals could be ident-
ified as responsible for selection, teachers were shown to
select films and other media for purchase, rental, or free
loan for classrcon use. This finding of the teacher as the
most important element in nonprint selection appears to dominate
throughout the stuvdies examined. The role of other individuals
in the selection process seems at times to augment and at other
times replace that of the individual teacher. Whether cooper-
ating with teachers or acting alone, school administrators
exercise the second largest influence on nonprint selection.
Interestingly, media directors appear to have little impact
upon the selection of nonprint media for class use other than
tg’ect as resowrce consultants, while the importance of the
librarian seems to be increasing. Where the librarian was
mentioned only once (end in last place by the NEA in 1946),
Ereen snd Ary (1972) find the librarian e- the next most likely
individual to select nonprint media behind tééchers end school
administrators. Co.aversely, the media director was shown by
the 1TcA (1946) to rollow only teachers and school administrators
in selection importance, but by Gillingham (1958) as acting

only a3 an advisor to teachers and then by Breen snd Ary (1.972)
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as following the librarian in the selection process.

Selection of nonprint media for university audiovisual
centers was investigated through the medium of films and their
organization. Guss (1952) showed that sudiovisual staff selected
films with some input from faculty members while Blake (1955)
found that media directors selected films with é&me input
from teachers, school administrators, and studenﬁs.

Media for educational hedia selection centers was
shown by Rowell and Heidbreder (1971) to be selected most
frequently by the center director, then staff members, and
finally groups of users. As the EMSC functions primarily for
the purpose of ascisting in the selection of media, it was
interesting to note that the most frequent users of EMSC's
themselves were classroom teachers, followed by school admin-
istrators, librerians and audiovisual specialists. This rank-
ing follows the selection pattern established by the studies
nentioned earlier.

It appears that several individuals are usually active
in the decisions surrounding the actual selection of nonprint
pnedia, but that for direct classroom use the teacher is the
most important element while for specific collections of media
(film lidbrories, sudiovisual centers, and educational pedia
selection centers) the agency head most often exercises selec~
tion autnority.

II. How are nonprint media selected?

From the first study reviewed it was apparent that the

nethods of nonprint media selection asnd evaluation vary from



-liFm

one local institution to another. \here individual tech~
nigues could be isolated, the preview was the most commonly
employed, followed by advertisements in professional journals.
Advice from school administrators and producer's blurbs pro-
vided additional input for elementary and secondary school
teachers respectively. While the group preview method was
reported by Blake (1955) to be preferred by media directors,
it was also represented as impractical, inefficient end not
often used. Specified criteria far selection were often lack~
ing and always a matter of local concern. Guss (1952) arranged
the criteria used by film libraries in four general categories
but found wide variance among individual institutions. Each
film, however, was evaluated by itself according to its own
particular frame of reference. Formal statements of selection
volicy were found in only a few azencies while the educationéi
pedia selection centers were virtually alone in maintaining
a file of previous evaluations for selector use and referral.

It appears that nonprint media are selected in many
instances with little or no guidance from specified criteria,
formal stetements of selection policy, or files of previous
evzluations.

III. Under what conditions are nonprint media selected?

It is clear from the studies reviewed that nonprint
redia are selected prirzrily for the purpose of enhancing
instruction. This is interpreted larzely as a2 matter of local
concern with the individual teacher most often invested with

the finsl responsibility for choosing nonprint media. Vhile
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the NTA (1946) concluded that coordination of media selection
and evaluation was necessary on an administrative level, most
educational institutions were found in later studies not to
have implemented this recommendation and were instead marked
by their casual approach to nonprint media selection. This
most often was reflected by the lack of specific policies or
criteria for the guidance of selectors. Both of these positions
were reflected by Guss (1952) when she noted that cooperation
was needed among individual agencies to possibly reduce re~
dundant operations. In audiovisual centers Blake (1955) found
that media directors spent less than 20 per cent of their time
previewing media, preferred not to receive items automatically
from producers, and felt that selection practices overall

were a local function. The NEA (1970) found that teachers

in smaller districts were more active in selecting media than
those in larger ones while Breen and Ary (1972) noted that
rental of films was more popular thap purchase. Several con-
ditions were found by Rowell and Heidbreder (1971) to affect
nedia selection. Educational media selection centers were
observed to increase teacher "awareness" of nonprint nediea
while staff assistesnce to users was noted as more intensive

in the highly rated centers, 3Staff needs centered on cur-
riculum planning and & more thorough knowledge of the cur~
riculum. The purpose of the educational media selection
center was perceived by the steff as providing assistance to
the user in media selection and awareress, and providing

training in selection techniques. Users, however, thought
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of the ENMSC as primarily & place from which to withdraw

(circulate) media. In addition, the EI'SC represented a

pre-selected collection of media from which users in turn

chose, but for which they usually had only minimal input.
Overall, the conditions under which nonprint media

are sel:cted seem determined by local practice with the teacher

largely responsible for their nature and influence in an

instructional setting.

INTERPRETATIONS
Against the background of the foregoing analysis and

sumnary of findings, it is apparent that nonprint media selec-
tion from the perspective of building library media center
collections has been only very superficially explored and
inadequutely documented. The corpus of published literature
is on the whole pragmatic ané éisparate, suffering from the
lack of empirical verification from an underlying data base.
The textual material examined was generally reflective of a
trial snd error belief based upon personal experience in pre-
senting certain principles of selection. The few studies un-
coverad were generally limited in nature, descriptive in design,
lacking in overall generalizable results, and reflective of
the formal educational structure. Notably, the field of li~
brury service was virtually barren of empirical research rel-
evant to the topic under investization.

™he {irst inpreszsicn c2in2d from the textbooks treat-
ing the subject of nonprint media selection was that there is

nothing apocoaching 2n ovarall theory of the process. Hather,
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general principles are espoused on a "take it on faith" basis
with only minimal theoreticai rationalization. The preview
technique is an example of this thinking. One is never guite
sure why the preview is best other than the pro-offered opinion
" that rersonally previewing an item of nonprint media is always
superior to other methods of evaluation. Further, there was

a general disregard by the texts concerning the overall struc-
tw* » of nonprint media selection, even within an educational
concext. The various steps were identified {to differing
degrees) but intermingled with each other with no clear frame-
work of the levels of selection which could conceivably exist.
Only one author (Erickson, 1968) suzgested a two-tiered selec-
tion pattern where classroom teachers choose nonprint media

for direct instruction while others (librarians or media direc-
tors) presumsbly choose materials fo. an orgenized multimedia
collection. This presented a confusing picture of selection
behavior with teachers, librarians, media directors, and others
all :-»rticipating in the process but at unknown times, in un-
clear capacities, and with uncertein procedures.

The inadequacy of the theoretical literature was match-
ed by the lack of relevant research describing and explaining
the behavior of selectors bent on building library media center
collcctions. The topic was marked by shallow conceptualization
framei olmost exclusively azainst the background of educational
institutions. As the texts ignored the possibility of differ-
ent selection levels, so teoo the studies uncovered reflected

“he same limited thinking. The discovery of th2 dual lack of
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an overall selection theory with relevant empirical research
greatly inhibited the aim of this study in comparing non-
print melia selection with practice and as a result the inter-
pretations and recoiimendations offered must be considered
in the light of the limited nature of the documents reviewed.
In addition there was a pronounced lack of research
incorporating a true multimedia focus. Most of the studies
reviewed dealt almost exclusively with a single medium, Many
studies suffered from the lack of a clear definition of what
they meant by "audiovisual® or "instructional materials,"
with the inclusion of textbooks in some and the exclusion of
enytring other than motion pictures in others. The usefulness
of the research studies located was further hampered by the
lack of conceptualization relative to nonprint media as any-
thing other than mechanisms for assisting with the process Bf
formal instruction. While the educational purpose and context
of most studies was recognized, comparison with the texts was
difficult as at least one segment (i.e. selection texts for
librarians) viewed nonprint media as having informational and
recreational value as well as utility for direct instruction.
Joth the texts and studies examined were characterized by a
lack of specificity concerning possible variables of importance
to the selection process. TFew differences were recognized or
noted among school districts, grade levels, teacher qualifications
and background, and other such characteristics. lNotwithstand-
ing the data collected, a larzely impressionistic view of the

topic & hand was therefore provided.
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Given the limitations and problems associated with
this area, some elements of nonprint media selection were
found to be supported or refuted by the available research
as compared with the textual literature.

The notion of the librarian or the media director as
responsible for nonprint media selection in the school was
found on the whole to be unfounded. With some exceptions,
notably the head of the EMSC (Rowell end Heidbreder, 1971)
or the head of an academic film library or audiovisual center
(Guss, 1952, and Blake, 1955), the medis director was found
to be declining in importance relative to the selection of
nonprint media., The librarian, on the other hand, while not
exercising the greatest role in the process appears to be gaine
ing in responsibility (Breen and Ary, 1972). Additionally,
librarians and/or media di rectors sharing respgonsibility with
teachers for the selection of nonprint meterials was generally
not upheld by the studies reviewed. Librarians and media
directors may in some instances influence selection but rarely
exercise final responsibility for the process as many of the
texts purport. Interestingly, the role of librarisns sazd
nedia directors as consultants to others in the media selec-
tion process appears to be recognized. Gillingham (1958)
found nedia directors augmenting teacher selectors while Rowell
and ileidbreder (1971) identified high staff involvement with
users at highly rated educational media selection centers.

Those texts portraying the teacher as responsible for

selecting nonprint media were generally supported by the em-
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pirical evidence uncovered. Within the framework of selecting
for direct instruction, the teacher was seen as having final
authority. From the studies reviewed, however, it is unclear
as to where the responsibility for selecting materials for an
organized collection lies. In educational media selection
centers and audiovisual center/film libraries it appears that
the professional staff do most of the selection, but it is un-
known if this finding is generalizable to other organized col-
lections, such as a library media center.

The preview as the best method for implementing the

sele ction/evaluation of nonprint media seems to be preferred

by a najority of individuals studied. However, whether this
technique is actually used is unclear from the research avail-
able with conflicting evidence present. There was a lack of
definition as to what form of preview (individual, group,
classroom tryout, etc.) takes place most often and serious
questions were raised asbout the practicality of the procedure.
Wnen the mode of selection was identified as group preview
connittees of teachers, the medie director did not seem to
exercise a leadership role as recommended by some texts, bub
rather acted as a resource person assisting the committees
with preparations, etc. (Gillingham, 1958).

The texts frequently recommended adoption of a formal
naterials selection volicy incorporating the principles and
criteria used for selecting nonprint medis. 7The evidence in-
Aicated, however, thet few if any systenzxs had any formal approach

to nonprint selection, but rather were characterized by an air
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of casualness. Files of completed nonprint media eveluations
were identified as kept only by educational media selection
centers (Rowell and Heidbreder, 1971) while many of the texts,
particularly those from instructional technology, advocated
their establishment and use. It was not clear from the EMSC
study if the evaluation files were consulted on a regular
basis and if so by whom--users or staff. A knowledge of the
school curriculum was recommended by some texts (Saunders, 1068,
and Davies, 1974) as important to the library media specislist
in both selecting nonprint media himself end in cooperating
with classroom teachers. A finding which might be linked to
this reconmendation was one in which EMSC staff in highly rated
centers indicated a need for further training in curriculum
planning and design (Rowell and Heidbreder, 1971). Whether
this is also true for practicing library medisa professionals

on the local level is only a matter for conjecture.

At least one textbook (Bruwn, Worberg, and Srygley, 1972)
mentioned teachers as assuning an on-going responsibility for
reviewing nonprint media in a subject area and periodically
recomnending titles for purchase. The evidence as indicated
by the studies reviewed is conflicting. While Gillinghem (1958)
indic:ted that teacher ccmmitteeé may be empowered to specify
gaps in the curriculum end note basic titles, the collective
weizht of the other studies exsmined shows teachers exercising
input primsrily for the selection of nonprint media associated
with direct classroom instruction. The exact nature of teacher

responsibility then is open to speculation. On the other hand,
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teachers were admonished by Dale (1969) not to place an over-~
reliance upon administrative guidance in nonprint selection.
The NEA (1970), however, found that many elementary school
teachers were indeed looking to supervisory personnel for
assistance with choosing nonprint software media. What effect
this may exert upon selection (or instruction) is impossible
to judge from the data available.

On the topic of administrative participation in selec-
tion, the research indicated that principals eand supervisors
clearly exercise a significant role in the selection of non-
print software media of either a direct or indirect nature,
while the textbooks examined barely mentioned this group and
by implicetion awarded them little importance in the selection
process. Finally, the research collected for this paper clearly
indicited the pre-eminence of the teacher in the selection of
nonprint media in educational institutions, vhile the textbooks
examined revealed no such consensus.

mhe selection characteristics (principles) presented
sbove as compared with the empirical evidence available, indi~-
cate that the overall picture of who, how, and under what con-
ditions nonprint media are selected is quite unsettled. Relative
to the cources identified and reviewed, it may be concluded
tnat the selection of nonprint software media for library media
canter collections is based largely upon & loose, unforaulated

conceptual base without empirical verification and documentation.




RECOMMENDATIONS

®irst and probably most important, is the need for an
adequate and accurate current description of nonprint media
selection behavior specific to the building of organized multi-
media collections. The studies perused for this paper reveal
a glaring lack of knowledge as to just what nonprint media
selection for library media centers is, who performs it, how,
and under what conditions. A survey of current pratice night
reveal the nature and extent of the process, identify the
variables associated with it, and suggest hypotheses which
would. contribute to a conceptual base. A normative study might
also answer the guestion of whether a methodology of professional
nonprint media selection actually exists relative to the library
nedia center. It is possible that there is no overall pattern
of selaction btehavior, but rather that it varies by locality
and is based largely upon informality and the expediency of
the moment. The research studies reviewed for this paper seeun
to inlicate that this view has merit. However, since none of
the studizs aimed specifically at the library media center and
since nuny of the studies are ten to fifteen years old and do
not eccount for contemporary organi-ational patterns; one cau
not salfely make valid generalizations as to the nature of non~
print nedia selection for this agency. Rather with the grow-
ing ancendancy of an orgenized collection of mulftimedia in all
types of librezries, it seems plausible that a more rational
and systematic process takes place.

If a methodology should be found to exist in a majority
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of library media centers, then based upon known factors in
the process it would be possible to hypothesize relaticnships
leading to a better understanding of selection behavior. This
knowledge might in turn allow the selection process to be im-
proved and made more effective and efficient. It is possible,
however, that nonprint media selection (especisally when com=~
pared with print selection) is really an art without scientif~
ically testable relationships and the best that can be expected
is an accurate description of its observable characteristics.
‘/hile this investigator tends to reject this latter alternative,
only a well designed, representative study will assist in under-
stending and conceptualizing the process.

As one characteristic in the selection process clearly

identified by the texts as a general principle, previewing

provolus more guestions leading to researchsble solutions then
possibly any other factor at this time. Given the large amount
of time which is usually necessary to properly preview media
items, it seems warranted to investigete its conditions of use.
First, is previewing now actually practiced by nonprint media
selectors as is almost universally espcused by the literature?
Certainly the research findings are in conflict om this point.
It is not possible without collecting data specifically aimed
at this issue to state whether previewing nonprint media is
impleranted or more honored in the breach. Further, while the
literature of education stresses the preview as basic and
essential, the literature of librarianship seems to prefer

published reviews (as the process is similar to choosing
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bocks) while acknowledging the preview's value if reviews are
unavailable. It micht be possible te hypothesize that piven
the availability of published critical reviews, the librarian
who selects nonprint media will tend to rely upon reviews,
while teachers and media directors will favor direct preview-
ing over the reviews even when available. This behavior might
be a product of several factors including educational back=-
ground, professional orientation, purpose in selecting the
material, time available, and overall practicality. Another
question is does the school library media center require dif-
ferent reviewing behavior than other types of library agencies?
The rationale for this question is based upon the assumption
that school library media center collesctions are selected for
the purpose of assisting with direct student instruction and

as such require a personsal preview of an item of nonprint media
to ascertain its appropriateness. Anocther type of library media
center such as a public library, however, which would favor
factore such as information and entertainment in choosing multi-
media for potential users, would probably utilize published
reviews end other selection aids more often. This is linked

to the public library process of estimating future demand for
an item (which is after all the way most books are chosen)
rather than striving to meet immediate curricular needs as in

a school library. Whether there are discernzble differances

in selection behavior patterns between types of libraries

will have to be answered by empirical research. In the text-

ual material reviewed for this investigation only one work
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(Carter and Bonk, 1969) hints that possible differences
night exist.

Another problem area which would lend itself to em-
pirical study is the nature of nonprint media selection in
schools with and without organized library media centers. The
theoretical literature which exists often makes no distinction
as to whether a school has the benefit of an agency of this
type or not. The research, as previously mentioned, was
guilty of ignoring the library media center in describing
nonprint media selection practices. Based upon the principles
espoused by the texts and the research available, however, it
does not seem unreasonable tec posit that schools with library
media centers would exhibit a more formal pattern of nonprint
selection behavior while those without such an agency would
not. Variables could be identified and tested for relationships
leadins te en understanding of the process of nonprint selec-
tion in schools. Certianly this would be beneficial consider-
ing the expansion of school library media centers and the
relative proportion of educational soffware buldgets expended
for nongrint items.

‘/nat would research aimed at probing (2nd hopefully
solving) these and other problems surrounding nonprint media
sclection mean for the field? TFirst, an accurate description
of th2 selection process in all types of library media centers
would add to the sum of knowledre and understanding and hope-
fully l:el to ioprovenents in the process. ALnother benefit

would be the increased sttention to e phase of librery non-
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print software media practice which has been, in this in~
vostizator's opinicn, too little explored in favor of other
areas such as problems of collection organization (i.e. cat-
aloging, classification, storage systems, etc.). A4 continuing
research effort directed to this topic would certainly have

a cumulative effect deriving benefit for researchers in terms
of assisting with the development of a theoretical model of
selection behavior. Practitioners would be aided as well in
terns of helping to eétablish priorities and leading to the
administration of resources and services. liot least in impor-
tance would be a hoped for effect upon library media education.
Regearch would enlighten the field as to actual and beneficial
behavior in the selection of nonprirt media and in turn could
reasonably be expected to be reflected in materials selection
courses and manuals of study.

“he tasks involved in selecting nonprint software
media, whether for direct instructional use or for an organ-
ized library media center collection, are varied and d&ifficult
to implement. Yet the use of media for instruction increases
and or-anized collections proliferate. If selecting nonprint
media is similar to a physician's diagnosing patients, tuen

a broad research attack on the topic seens imperative.



espoused by the textbooks were found to be unsupported by

the available evidence, while some aspects of selection be-
havior identified by the research studies were not even nen-
tioned by the textual literature. Although several research-
able hypotheses were suggested by this study, it was recommended
that research aimed specifically at organized library media
collections (accurately and comprehensively depicting the
nature of nonprint software media selection as a process) be
carried out first; followed by the testing of hypothetical
relationships and then by experimental research designs all
aimed at descridbing, explaining, predicting, and possibly im-

proving the behavior of nonprint media selectors.

ii




IV
SUMMARY

The selection of nonprint soft:ware media for library
media center agencies was investigated relative to the theory
and practice as reported by the literature of library service,
instructional technology, and education. The importance of
the selection process was briefly introduced in the context
of proliferating communications mediums and expanding library
collections. Questions surrounding the conceptualization of
the selection process and its relationship to actual practice
led to the problem statement. The solution called for deter~
mining from the literature who, how, and under what conditions
nonprint softwere media are selected for 1library media agencies.
Both speculative and data based literature was accessed with
elever textbooks and eight research studies selected for re~
view. he textbooks were broken into four groupings accord-
ing to irtaaded purpose zn? aulience, and broadly anslyzed for
their contributions toward est:blishing a theory of nonprint
media .:.lection behavior. The research studies were roviewed
for evidence indicating actual field selection practice. &
Giscuscion of the theory snd practice identified was. followed
by int rpretation ond comment upon the findings. Recomnenda-
tions for & continuing research effort concluded the study.

Cverall, the literature was assesszd as fragnentary
and =enerally not conducive to the formulation of generaliza-
tions regarding the sslection of nonprint software pedia. jhe
contributions of the tewrtual literature amounted to erpressioas

of gener2l principles seeninzly based upon experience, while




a general theoretical framework for the selection of non-
print media remains unformulated. The limited nature of the
studies cvailable was marked by their educational focus and
almost complete inattention to the building of organized
media collections. The lack of relevant empirical data pre-
cluded thorough analysis compearing theory with practice
although several impressions emerged.

Yhile librarians, media directors, and teachers were
all portrayed as theoretically responsible for the selection
of nonprint media, the available evidence suggested that in
an educational context the teacher generally assumes the great-
est role in tne process. Turther, although several methods
for evaluating media items were suggested, the personal pre-
view was reconuended most often and found by a mgjority of the
studiez examined to be preferred by nonprint media selectors.
"he conditions under which nonprint nedia ere selected were
portrayed in the texts as diffuse and of a highly localized
nature. The available evidence generally supported this view,
depicting an informal approach to the process in most situations.
Intercstingly, supervisors were identified by some studies as
plarins a significant role in nonprint media selection in
school situations while the texts downgraded this group.

Nesearch of & descriptive nature was recommended as
a first priority to provide e normative survey of current
practice ond further identify the veriables associated with
nonprint selection. ~uestions regarding topics uncovered by

the study were suszgested as possible leads to further research
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incorporating hypothesis testing as well. The overall con-
clusion of the study reloted that who, how, and under what
conditions nonprint media are selected for library media
centers remains largely unresolved without an adequate theo-~

retical bese or thorouzh empirical investigation.
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