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ABSTRACT

t

2 study was‘conducted at the University of Denver to

‘compare the effectiveness of ‘microfiche as opposed. to textbooksp"“f

photocopying, or reserve room readlng for a llbrary science readlng
assignment. Assigned naterlal vas copied on microfiche and given to

2ach student. The'results vere measured by analyzing data gathered - « -

using. student diaries, questionnaires, and a .time-~ ~sampling of the use€
of nlcroflche readers in the library. The results.uvere positive:
Students stated that they wonld be willing to pay for mlcroflche
coples of- assignments in other classes betause of their experlence
with the equlpment Questionnaire formsg diary and survey sheets, and
data summaries are appended {Author/DS)
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R ABSTRACT
-Textbooks assigned for courses are exﬁhns1ve and often only part‘ :
of the contents€of the book are relevant to the course: In addition ‘ |
supplemental material is required to cover the entire .scope of the )

. course. Materials can be obtained by~the students® throdgh checkout ‘ .
from-the library or from“the library~ reserve desk., Students express S/
dis§at1sfact10n w1thr/g§tbooks, handouts, or photocopying of course
read1ng 2 11brary— eserve-room access.‘ - -

. '4
. This study compares these.conventional‘forms of meeting stud§nts' ‘
information needs with the feasibility of a tailormade antlology of

a professor s selections in ome bibliographic unit on fiicrofiche. k ) "

"While past research suggests that when the information on microform

is impqrtant to the user, the acceptability and value of microforms®

- <

vice has not previously been studied. For this study, a professor's

.reading assignments which wetre put on resérve at the librarv were also
copied, photographed, and produced on migrofiche in sufficient quantity .
for each student to have his own copy. . The acceptabilitv of micro~ YoooN
forms and microform feaders by students who need?d the information »
to properly complete course work was measured by analyzing data gath-

* ered through student' d1ar1es questLonnaires and a random time sampling
of\the use of the microfiche readers available in the libzary. .

— . - . !

. is greater, the use of m1cr§§orms in conjunttion with a 11brarv ser-

¢ :
Students be11eved that microfbrm copies of course readings were ,

a good tool to use‘to do the necessary reading in preparation for
coupse work. They weuld- recommend, in some cases, that other professors
film their assigned readings on m1crofiche and wgain, in some cases,
they would be w1111ng to buy the m1croform‘cop1es of assigned readings-
for their own use add retention for as much as $2. 85’per course.
JFurthermore, the students felt that thev would be more likely to read
needed information ,on microforms now tmat they had become familiar ,
with the medium. Based on these findings, this researcher recommends
that libratries put more professors' assigned reaaings_on migrofiche

as a tool to get critical course information to students as a supple-
ment, or in some cases, a replacement for the reserve room functien,

. .
- ’ , , " BN ) N g
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A STUDY OF‘MICROFICHE AS AN'ALTERNATIVE TO THE RESERVE ROOM FUNCTION
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and engineers in industry, gove’rn: and academia are finding microfiche

important in providing their information needs now, Microfiche provide

-

*  current 1m£0rmat10n,conven1ent1y ‘and ecopomicaily. Amoﬁg the‘thirteen~

'

micrographic events. Spigal (1973) 1dent1fied are Government(Prlnting
0 4 ‘» o
‘Offlce (CPO)_publication on micrdfiche and.large microform projeccs*such_
! ¥ ' . M N e .
as ERIC (Educatjonal Resourcesnihformatioﬂ-Centcr) &nd Gongressional
. . . » - _\~ .

Information,Seigjce. ThOusands of reports are a@ailgyle,éhich can be

stqred in much less §pacé than” hardcopy dpcuments of the same number of

'

[ - a

pdges.‘ The advancages~of §pace‘saying are obvious. There are no dis- ®

; . o

seﬁting opinions. - -
@ .  : ‘,' : N
L Microfiche as a medium for information storage is def1n1te1y
< | superior to bound documeéhts. This opinion is based primarily

‘T upon the extremely h1gh density storage capabilitv of microfiche.
(Wooster 1969) ’ ) -

& . \ . N . .
¢ | . ¢ B .

4g5 . Access to information is important ‘for students, .too. , As thdy
IR e e v o .
‘go td school to prepare for cgreers, they have both currernt and future
>, information needs. Respondents in Wonter’s User Study (1969) repeat- ’
“ Y - i .

>

* N . * ‘} '
) edly indicaﬂ that young users are more accepting of microfiche than

] , . -

"th; cldér“ig group of library users," particularly if they have been

» ! ' . Ve
- ‘exposed tb the uSe of microforms during their college yéhrs. Th;s - )
o 6 o
A helps ko prepaxe them for the‘"fact of life"(that some of the information
el . ., P4 -

they wil} need in their work will be’most accESsible on microfiche.

M ° »
i I \

!
!
L
|
!

In keéping up'with_ﬂﬂvancqs in their fields; reseagchers; scientists

©
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R - One librarian wro&ez%ﬂoj;ter, 1969) . . - }

As an educational instltution, e’ feel it is our duty:
© to expose our faculty and cadets to informaglon media in ! .
. all formats. In our Hibrary or1entatidn sessions and in { )
our classes on research methods, professional members 6f . . -
the Library staff explain and(demonstrate the use of microw - .
fo¥ms. During these periods, we attempt to ear down the 2,
piychological barriers which some people hAv ve when it comes
us1ng new informational media. It has been our experi-
nce that .cadets ywho have used microfiche during some of .. !
their independent resegrch gourses really enjoy using it. ,
THe satie is true of the yoégger offlcérs. The senior offli—t

R cez:ys@aye~the bias, of their counterparts in science and

ifduStry for hard copy rather than micrefiche or microfilm,
I believe it is,all a matter 'of conditioning. -

K -
- - .
. - - .

* », Besides teaching students the processes they will osé to secure .

) - . £ - a
the infotmation they will need oh the joH, professors, colleges and
9 . o - R .
universiﬁies‘and,their libraries have assumed the reSpodsiﬁility of v
9' ’ N . ! -
. Selecting and disseminatin% the information the student needs to satisfy

. . . . ’ L)
the requirements of the courses he is taking. Informatiqp the 'student
- N . . . p

A needs is availablg at the bookstore, the librarj stagks, the reserve

regding rodm, in handouts, or through copying'or borrowing methods therf\li
students devise for themstlves. j v Ny {f .
- - . / . .

b .
i ~

More 'and more the materials that colleges %nd university libraries
N ‘ iy . B . - * -

collect are available onlz'in microforﬂs. fﬁe ratio of:microforms to C

3

\ A
In the Fall, of 1968, the first yearﬁmlcroﬁorm holdings of college and - €~

<, ' \ ) ,
. university liﬁgaries are recorded in the "Smmmary of;ébllege and .

’

‘ Unlvexsity Library Statistics for Academlc Years l9if l9f§ Aggregate

* United States" (The Bowker Annual 19%¢), library collections included -
* - * \‘ ' . " -

SO,ZDO,QQOJnicrofilm reels *and other microform units and 305,00Q350Q

-3
0

volunes. By Fall 1973, microform collections, had incr’easedZé 108,200,000 -

reels and other units while the volume count had reacﬁéd 43

i 000, 000 :\\\ _.

~

’ -
!w‘ A : 3 :v(x - : “ }
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A prd%essor seL&Eting the conllents for a course syllabus, rarely

finds all the information he wants his studentslto know about in one
- - "
textbook No textbook satisfies’ a professor completely. He, therefore, .
-~ - b
assigns more than one text‘fd& the course and/or extracts information
q‘ . . . .
from various sources such as journals, documents, and forms. Marg

-

K - *
Str.,ausbergL recognizing this situation, started M. S. S. Information o
‘ \ " 3 ) . R L < - - -
Corﬂ to Qpblish T . T . ‘
\ .
- .x ‘ - LN

oo books tailored toda particular professor's needs for.a
parE1Eular course...cStrausberg s answer to the problem was

v to compile a book of required reading§ based, on' a bibliography’
selected by the professor teaching the course. (Heves 1973)"

. The professor is limited in this format, however, to choosing 200 pages &

-

Al

T\ rs

of articles, mostly from scholarly journals. N oo \
. . ) . ) * . V
§ometimes, suppl ental’material for a course-fs~given to the stu-
- .8 ’ .t - -~ .
dents in«tte/form of handoyts. This is- costly in terms of personnel time T

for* typingw copying, and collating. . At, the Graduate School of Librarian-

|
\

\

\

\

|

|

ship at the University of Denver,, the administrative polify has been . . J
- -\ I

'adopted that handputs will no longer be mimeographed. HanﬂgptS‘are now : .

. i & ’ ; ;
v - . - . \ o
done in "disty purple" only. The number of pages each professor ds_ <

- Y

allowed to-photocopy has been limitéd. In 6ne case, thé’proéessor's

handouts are so'Volnminous-—over'300 pages—-that mimeographed oopies
4 * A} . . P - .
® * - - N . r
are sold to students ats the University Bookstore. The price‘ﬁye student
v . ’ , ( VL - . .
pays for this softbound .collection of articles relevant to the @rofeésor's.ﬂ
o [

course does/not recover the cost to the school administration\of pro-

- . o
- l . . A -~ .
ducing the item. - foncern about paper shortages and the rising cost of
. "é /. . : S
" paper, make these methods of getting needed in%ormation.to students ) N
) P ! . ’ - ° ~ RN M
" questionable. T v . : c

L3 ¢ ¢ ]
. . &
The objectiwve of the Iibrary is to provide a multi-media collecgion
N . { . i !
to support the curriculgm offered at the nniversity. Professors and

h . .
e . R - ‘ . .| . '&,’ .



. N ‘ . . g /. ) : “
- T A o
L] : _ , . R '
students request and are provided with mateérials relevagt to their courses.
i 3 N -
Acquisitions are limited only by selection policy, prodedures, and budgets.
. o . | - :
Items purghased by the library are made available in ghe library stacks.

.

A speciai serGice'fer,critical reading;for courges is provided inf

the Reserye Readingzgoomf' ﬁaculty)membgrs‘yrovide ists of assigned

) . . . . , N '
readiags which are gatheted in one-place ‘for students to check out and

t : . . :
use. This, tqo, is administratively expensive. P-rsonnel are reduired ,
to man.the Reserve hoom.to find‘the items‘in'the!'closed stacks' and
. TR .
tcheck them out to students. In some'cases? extrg copies of Books -are
purchased to’provide anfadequate ratio«of copieg per":tudent.per'course. ¥
In oter.instances; photocopies are made'oi pe}tinent pages of text or

-z V4

journals. - Library aﬁministrators may well question whéther thds service’
'is used enough to warrant the cost. (Cormac and Loeber, 1971) .
- 1 J -
There are-limitations to thistethod%of getting information to

. . -
(" . . \

stuéﬁnts other than cost. As’ Cormack and Lpeber (1971) P int out,
copies,on reserve have been refoved fzom the open collection where

they ni;ht ytherwise be 4sed.' Faculty me -ers°at the University of‘
Denver are’ lkmited by Peqrose Library to fifteen items on thein list

of selected Aeadings, Actudlly this is 4 sound policy, ...There is
= ]
a corﬂelatlon between:the number of titlpes on a reserve list and the
< - ‘k‘
numBer ofy times that;a title circulates." (Cormack and Loeber, 1;%1) ’
’ c. 0 o e . ¢ 2 P o - .
Noncircg%ation rises sharply yhen/the reserve list is longer than .
. Voo S P )
| g . g -~ .
twenty titles. | 'Then, too, the students|are limited to using the items |
N 2] \\ . ’ - T @1
o L . ] X ) . .
usually to only !two hoyrs at a time. This means frgquent trips to the
A . ‘ ‘o : .. ~

L4

y }ibrary. Even in those cases in which the book is available for a ofie~

- [y

5

' 3
dav loan, the student is Yrequired to gg to the llbrary two consecutive

s R _ J .. .- \-&
days. Thisg is a consideration for par-—tim@ students or for students
who for any reason attend classes on cdmpus only oALalternate days. , ) .
» ) ; | ST . - ) . o
o " T . ) A A

X . ‘ j%éﬁ' 4 ) o . A% :
T O N



. textbodk’is required'for a course.’ Money spen

T - . . 3 ) N .
. .

X Textbooks, handoutgs, 11brarv stacks, réserve rooms, éif these-efforts
.'OB~ v T .
to get informatlon to students, have ‘disadvan\tages for the studeft. .

.

Textbooks are expen51ve., Thls expense 1s mul‘iplled when more than’ dne

N \ . .

on tethooks is wasteful

1

iﬁ70n1y pa@%s are used which is most often ‘the |case. On ‘the other hand,
s =

it is expensive to make dopies of supplemental aterials at’ 10¢ a page.
) < .o

’

Whether students ‘make thefr own.photoeoples or recdive them a% handouts,‘ﬂ i

»

there is the pro sm of f111ng them cr 1n/;0me a& storing'them for future |

- N / o’ ' /
persenal use. Even gettdng readlng d%terials ‘from the Ribrary. shelves / .
’ N [
- . : ’/ ’b
1s a, problem. “As Strausberg says, . - : &n‘\z P / '
_l N - . .
. Y -

/ .. The other area “of frustration wasxgccess to articles in / i
scholarly ]ournalsf It _seems that there. is a direct correlation "
between a professo @V an article as requ1red‘read1ng and e
its_ disappearance the libragy's copy. (Heyes, 1973) '

. - \’ OL\J

Even‘when these Batefials have been gathered ifto the Reserve Room, the
e

¢ o .
stgdent can experience dlfflculty in getting them. There aré the possi~

£

peak class-

v . =

bilities of time delay in waiting in line for"servicé& at,

changing times or the item needed may be aIready cheékéd out to someone
. . : * \

- |

else.

4 Clearly there is a need>to de lop n@& ways “to get neéﬂed information
N . ! . “'
to studentﬁ:; In. fact, methods

o

satisfvlng 1nformat10n needs are being -

examineﬁ in nanyxar as of endeavdr. Microfiche can bepan ansver. Early- ¢
in May?‘i974,.a m%brofiZhe sx§ten?designed atffennsylvania_gtate University' )
tolnrovide/instant inrormatibn for firefighting, wnn the competition for.
new techniduesvin'fire’control forﬁSCORﬁ kStudeni Competition on'Relevant

- v

Engineering). The idea is to provide the fire chief with ddta "on the

locatfon of_ fire doprs, sprinkler systems ‘and fire escapes inside the

burning buildlng, and on the pest p0s1ti0n;/for his e%u1pment outside it." »

r

" "The information "stored in the formugf microphotographs," is. "displayed

-

on a'lap—siZe reader." %Newsweek, 1974)_
.' - ) o N -~ P=}
. & - 5 ‘l‘ s ' . e o
e e :iSL gki.

0
’ . . .
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, A .
! . . Edqcators have been devis;ng m1croform systems for student ‘use, too.
N P . v I

. t . IS -

' In Study 0f~the Chﬁracterlstics of Ultramicrofiche \and thelr Appllcatlons'

* LN AN " RS
\ to Colleges and Unlvef51ties, Kottenstette (1970) ‘concluded thqt uitfa-
. - > a - . "
‘<) X m1prof1c@ev is ecoqomlcally attractive for the creation of 'coré',library
. ’ o E 23 . ’ o . . .t ’ ’ .
collections afid gan be wtilized to create ihformation systems.of great o
- . . n:—‘ ¢ . - < . o
L. = , value to: the studedt ) v v o . . - .

. 4 &
- X -

.o Giles (1974) relates microform collectlons to b1b110graphies compiled
. . )
2 '~for_ten ”high—enrdllment”,courses commom to junior gollege curricula. ‘
i ! - :
"In the Phase II F1na1 Report of the prOJth it ®s reportéd ‘that students\

A
-

weré 1arge1y favorable in their aéceptance to e1ther roll £ilm or mlcro—
i= < G .
3 . ) ’ ¢ I - ) . ‘ «
fkehe, Microform acceptdnce was not differentially affected by whether
o * Q - . . \ . ' . . .
the microform image was positYve or negat{ve, the frame presentation

. . A

e vertical or ﬁoriZontal,'the t§p¥ of subject matter essay or graphic, or

whether the microform equipment and materials were available for home

v
Ve -

i ' useqzr restricted to use in the library only. .
N : 3 S § e . : .
_ PR The Uniga (University of South Afrlca)'leraty solved its information .
% . ] ' . . . » . . ) A ~
, - - problems with microfiche. This-library makes univer51t¢ educption available

- - | . -

R . ’ ~ .
mostly by correspondence. This means t??t itris mecessary to secure the

< -, . . = »

materials for courses in ‘sufficient quantities and to send them to the :
. : “‘ . 7 -

; students. » ’ , : ' ) ) '
- N \ L ) ' ‘ .
Other efforts hdving failed, the Unisa,Library" dec1ded ‘to-
‘try microfiche as a solution because it has -the important .
— ° .charaeteristic that an unllmited nuitber of- coptes can be pro-:,
“ duced at any time and at a very low cost once the publlcatlon

-

4

is ava11ab1e on film. » 4 , _ N .
4 ’ r . . /
> Student acceptance'qf microfiche as a Teans\of pfoyiding’literature L

o

"is reported as "surprisingly positive.;' (Willemse, 1973)
. g " - ‘ ) ‘ ’ - .
- Not all systems analysts arerecommending that m}croforms_shoukd ’

. v ~ . .

be considered as an alternative for getting iriformation to ugers, Raffel

. and Shishko (1969) eonpluded that "A better alté%nativeqfhan the. use of
A . . ’ ' . "
( b ’ - ap \\ - ? . ’ ‘ N
\‘1 - ’ i Pt 6 ‘ T ;

) < ’ . - , - . .

» ® N o

- - N - ’
r
o o _ t : D . . \
\ ’ s
- - -
“ - .
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microform systems for reserve is a Xerox svstem ‘in which reproduced

articles are distributed to students. They considered this alternative'
3 T .
¥ in telation to storage and seating space and cost. "If M. I. T..en-—

. . ' . - ° [

couraged students to purchase their own\ggrtgble readers the demand for'
seating in the libtaries would presumably shift downward, “but under present

& :
condifions such a meaningful»chanve in usér behav1or seems unlikely . .

'

Thev did. not Study student attitudes to test this conjeqtyre. ‘Nor did

‘they include the poss1bi11ty of microforms-f;§ reserve reading among !

“the alte;natives for consideration in their. user survey. Given,the'choice

between- free Xdbgox* copies and buying ‘their own readers, the alternative

3

suggested By Raffel and Shisko, students would éhooseutheﬁfree~paner T ‘ !
. copies, anyway. Raffel and $hishko did not evaluate the benefits in &

' F . ’ . R e . .
"quantitive measure of librarv effectiveness" as they ;did other alternatives.

+ + . s T . . . ‘a
. . - -

l : Giles (1974), however, lists the adninistrgtiié advantages of micro- &

pv .

‘ . ' . '
forms. There are the cost and storage space  savings, the reduction of .

retrieval time, the aHii?ty to maintain collection integrity in the library,

-,

ﬁgand, st the same time, increasing the availability of learni?g resources,
LA

& , : Kottenséitte (1971) drgues that "They [ultrafiche¥ are 11m1ted...gy
: 5
the requirement that a machinb—reading application must have intrinsic

value to the student and not be hpplied;%%ﬁely because of certain admin-

’ \ .

W istrative virtues," Administrative policy decisions always make some

g
b

degree of'impositién on students. All the methods of getting information
N ’ . 2 . ) 3 . - .

to students are applied by some form of administrative authority, -The

assignment -of a textbook by a professor imposes a cost on the student as

well as the responsibility for reading the text. It has already been

pdinted~out in preceding paragraphs that library selection poigéies,

w . D
- -

reserve room check-out procedures, copying costs, and methods of pro-

' viding handouts of supplementalucourse materials are ‘all administrative~

R}
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'intrinsf%(values as.do microform systems. As Kotténstette summarizes,

' in Phase II Final Phase Report Student Use of Classroom%Microformlin )

B .. o, < . . L \
K v
o R v
- .

| . _ _ . A ;
applications imposed on students. All 6@ these methods, of course, have

. . .
. R LN .
e

(%

.microfiche for study. (Jacobson, 1973)

Support f a Content;Course.(1911), a student uses microforms when

v

s/he perceives the'value.of a complete information unit.

(R L

Studies in the use of microforms in education 'need not be hindered
by lack of'technology. Technologlcal developments have.raised the quallty
Ny

of microform software and readers while costs have been lowered. 'Screen

. O
p#esentation,of education materials can be of-excellent quality.s.",

'(Kottenstette, -1971) and "educatlonal applications of ultrafiche are

.not_ limlted by the present state of reproductlon technology. Hard-

, -
. . - .

‘ware design is improving. Spigai (1973) reports that there are now

'

("two high quality readers priced under $100. Kodak's Fktalite and Bell

4 ' .

& Howell's briefaase model.d It is the latter model that students at

the University ovaolo&ado, Denver use when taking home packets of
. : o L .

¢

Nor do- educators have to be concerned about learning oapabilities

with the use of microfogms. Giles (1974) reports that /'The question of !
s . ! .

learning effectiveness was also answered positively. : Data confirmed that

Y -
1

students who used learning resource materials in microform learned as.
-

well as students who utilized traditional hardcopy‘materials." Other
. - . | ’ .

~

studieslsupbort Giles' findings} The

«+ + «..ability of readers to assimilate and utilize information
contained in technical training materials is the same for
each of the following methpds of presentation: (a) material
presented as black on whife offset copy, (b) material pre-
sented via microfiche with positive image, and (c) matetfial
presented via microfiche with negative image. (Baldwin and -
Bailey, 1971) : ' S

For nine of the ‘twelve tests there were no significant differernces among

4
L e

the three groups; The three ‘tests in which .statistical analysis of

4.4 8 B , -

-
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) . ’ S . s o e
the'data revealed-that the mean score for subyects receiving material

»

} . Via'offset\eopy was significantly greater th7£ thegmean score, for . -

>
P

subjects receiving the materiaI“Via either positive image or negitive

image microfiche required reading graphs, figure identification, and

. ' - - .
, .. . ~

. " symbol translation. \ S o : ¢

| : - ; )

[

The Willemse (1973) study introduced microfilm ds a medium of
ever¥day usé in the study programme,iinstead of it being only a last i

“

N s . resort for very infrequently used publications. " This_is what Kot ten-
stette (1971),defines as routine use rather than excepuiqnal use of

7 1ibrary microﬁorm. He yrites’ . -

' ° : ‘, ) . - -
EXceptionai use of library microform is’ norma%ly accem-

“»  panikd by urgent ‘information ‘needs. These needs create.

" stroag motivation for the user, "and.to a large extent, any

) ‘ defects in the microform system can be overlooked until the

informagion need is satisfied. Routine use, howvever, is not

usually accompanied by urgent information needs and, there--

fore, the motivation sustaining routine use 'is quite different

and, perhaps, more fragile. System defects cannot be so .

' - eas11y overlooked because' they are encountered repeatedly....

X

©

This researcher feels there is a need for more microforms user
Lt . research because, with rising administrative costs, paper shortages,
and other .factors already discussed, what is now considered rodtine N

»

use may become urgent use as new methods of disseminating information

‘

are determined to be: the only<ones administratively feasibie; In fact,

N o . - .’ '
administrative, decree may.be the only way to effect change, To quote

. . ~ .e
.

x another of Wooster's respondents, ",,.the paper explosion, dictated
EY p - p . .

that we' must utilize the new medium,” (Wooster, 1969). User studies

-

ey :

o -'-.' "!-
can educate prgfessors and -students in the use of microforms for their

.
~

present information needs and for the needs they$ll confront in their
AL - o . .

. ™ - working future, ’ 'y

getting information into| the hands of students. T It is a "Human Factors,

, ERIC L

s v
.
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w

+

behavioral type studv on using microfiche" ‘as called-for by one of -,
. : . ’

the, respondents to Hafo%d Waoster's User Studv (1969). Q"I’he.hypotheses

~tested are that studengs will accept Wmicroform because the information
. o . . ” ¢
publiShég'on them is required and necessary for their course work and
. . X ) : .
that the student will become a repeated microform user in the academic
library when s/he has onée used the microform reader and 7fuipment because .
r o )
g/qe had become familiar with the mechanieal use of 'the microform
) Q o T~
reader andjconditioned to. think of microforms ws a source of information.
* : »

"This study Will test the feasibility of orgénizing micrdforms in

relation to the reserve. function. ,The use of microforms in conjunction
with a library service has not been studied. This E?vestigator believes

: . - . R - .
- - * . .
that microforms should. got be separated by form as a storage unit in a
. - o .~._. N B -
far corner/ of the librarv. ' P
/ o

*Methods v o w ) o~

By
4

The la&;forjthis study included giving to students microfiche

6qgiésvof}the ASsigne% readinés for’a course, These’readings.were
those whi%h'had been assemblea for the.progessor/in thelgeserve Room
with a %éximatefy 6pe copy for each 15 syueents.

Of the "microfei@atsh (Lee; 1970) av;ileble for use, microfiche‘

N
! ’

"convenience of access to

~wasAlthe”i‘:'l)'rm\«chpsen for this étudy for ‘its
‘a single bibliographic wnit" (Veaner, 1971) and ease in handling. The
. * . \

transparent éﬁ%et of film measured approkimetely 4" x 6". The reduction
- ' B

t

was 24:1. . S

r

. ~
The course chosen for .this project'was Building Media'Cbllectiong,

a two-credit-hour course in the.Gradu&te School of Librarianship at o T

-

the S%iversity of Denver. This course was*particularly suited to this
study because of ﬁhe nature of the content and purposes 6f the course,

\

'

R . . A Lo ) e
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. . .

course procedures, and the characteristics of the professor teéphing L

. w . 'l s
the ‘course.’ ) . «. \U - , \
' * \ —
The+purpose’'s of Building Media Collestions'fnclude making fdture
O v . . N L Voo

.

lizrarians aware of all formats in which information is found. The ' *
development.of multi—media librarieé is discussed in this course. .

. ‘ Microform developments related to acqu1s1t10ns ts a part of the.cou se

V-
N \\.
‘svllabus. Using m1crof1che to ‘do readings relevant QO this course \ L
« | 1
e would be serv1ng the dual purpose - of 1ntroduc1ng students, to th1s med um
M‘. . and sat1sfying their immedlate.lnformation needs for the coutse. ' \\

The professor for Building Medga Collections codtinues to review

texfbooks in the fieiﬁ but has yet to find one singleitext she believes
j ’ . ‘ ’ 1'\ °
to be adequate for the course. She has, therefore;ggleaned the, informa-

tion important to the| subject from many sources and authors. The content\

: \}ﬁ \
- of the course is presented in at least 27 readings from texts,,mimeo-

Ay
Gt

. qgraphed handouts, and 1ourna{>articles. This 'is considera 1y greater than
S Y - T L ,
the 15 art1cles allowéd per professor per class at the Reserve Room

There are more printed pages, over 500, than it is economically sound for

the Graduate School of Librarianghip administration tqQ photocopy to give.
to the students. -Making mimeograph or ditto copies of all thése pages
for handouts is uprealistic in terms of‘personnel’time for typing and

preparation, the amount of paper requir%d, and cost to the Graduate /
: | -

j School of Librarianship. . ) ’ ‘ i /
The content of the articles used f r the course m@terials is pre—-

dominantly prose. None of the read1ngs|requ1re the trans]ation of sym-—

»

bols, identiflcation of figures, or readlng of graphs that Bildw1n and
Bailey (1971) found resulted in lower test scores with microdlche reading

rather than offset copy reading. There was no danger fhat 1 arning
N . . . i

‘capabilities would be affected.

0 _' 4’7 11
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Students in the course are expected to share the ideas they have

-

' ' : . . ‘ . > “Q . .
gotten from the readings in classroom d1scuss1ons. Acquisitions problems >
‘% ~ to be solved according- to the theor1es conta1ned in the~readings are s

. . - ‘also assigned for the course. - The reading is central_to the instrUCtion

. s '
R . 1

of. the " course serving as the core 1nformation dealt with by the professor

s The professor uses mlcroforms to meet her -own, informatlon needs She
: reads techn1cal reports on m1crof1che to keep up-to~date in her f1eld Lot
She recognlzes the value of the medium-fbr the transmission of information.
s

i ' . Q, * .
. She 1is enthus1ast1c about change and new ways of doing things. . {It ~

- ~

is important to this study that the att1tude of the professor be positive.

This researcher believes that a librarian' s attitud& greatly affects the
* {

use of the medjum. One of, the éttributes of "librariés With successful

micrefiche installations" identified by Wooster (1969) was "enthusiastic
L 5N

“librarians." The professor's famlliarity with microforms due to her J

v

\ regular use of them her’ concern about how to get the unwieldy 1nformat1 n .

sy -~

/needed for her course to her students, and’ her recognition of m1croformé \

. - ! !
B

/7 as a v1ablg tool to solve her informatlon problems added greatlv to the/

su1tabllity of the Building Media Collectlons course for this study.
»

The professor and this researcher are well aware‘of the standards-

/ of quality requisite for a microforms, system, The students are or _ \
¥ & \
- become cognizant of the standards, also, because Veaner s The Evaluatlon

N . - |
of Mléropuglicatlons is one of the ass1gned reaﬁings for the course. o

R - I contend that every step in the process is critical,
the sense that if one step breaks down the whole system breaks
down...The answer seems to be unremitting quality control,’ not
3 just in photography as is now presumably being dope, but at
every step in the project, from original manuscript ta the : R
final viewer. (Wooster, 1969) : . .

L . . ) - N
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However, to keep the cost within limlts, it was\ asked - nhat the material.

i . s
)
!

1

oo @ S | : '
N //\c o 2

2 . o : _ . . ‘ v . ,
Informatipn Handling Services of/Engle pod, Colorado agr@ed to

o

S [ SR X 9
‘gilm angd producg the microfiche in support of\ this project. This micro-

.

filming'company?has the mechanism to £1Im direg¢tly from books and iournals.
S

i . v

- .

’ comé to them for f11ming on s1ng1e, flat sheets properly formatted for

L4

the camera work. The, stﬁdv was to be deslgned so\;hat any 11brary or ¢ " )

L3

school could replichte the procedures to provide microfiche in lieu of

. . v ‘o

Reserve Room facilities. Therefore, books were not to be dismantled
S 'ﬁ, ) .o, B
or in any way damaged for future use in the. library collection. Tp
. v. 6 }‘ -

-t

’ L
meet these,qua}ifications, it was necessary to phqtocopv the 445 ~pages

P

from the printed hardcopy &f twenty authors' works. Othpr pages were

" already in mlmeographed form because the professor had been usnng them ¥ |
r p

» o

a5~handouts and were usable for filming. ‘ ' T\ ‘
L

Copying necessitated gather1ng all the books and ]ournals from

o .
the Reserve Room and taking them to tHe photocopv machine. There,.c0pies

-

were made of the textbook and journal atticles.: It was important that

the contrast oﬁﬂplack on white be consistent so that one camera setting

.~

would make equally legible characﬁéﬁf throughout the frame. One lesson .
I i ‘ , o
learned at the photocopying sessions is that the»t;chnologv level' is .
! R . ) : 5

only asxgood as the technician sqpporting‘it., The time, therefore the

cost, of personnel effort to photocopy course—related materials as re-

.quired by handouts or the Reserve Room function was also noted. ‘\ .

-
3

A Contra§t of the amount of material in the various modes was}verv
. ‘ '

'visual, too.imF rsm there were the stacks of books and §ournals red

to the pkle of photocopied sheets.

98 pages periflche, into a very small packet containing an equ1va1ent U

amount of nnformation. _ W .

(s . ER -, / .
# -.an) .
SR e PR ' -
’ 4: - i \‘gﬁ . MY : )
. -1 R . X ] .
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. Cot The photocopying was done-on a Xerox 3600 for printéd pages) -
> while photographs were reproduced with‘a Xerox 3100. The model 3100 \

does a high'quality job copying hélf—t?nes. The completed set of
N 7 -
new pages were highly acceptable to the representatlve of Irfformation-

..\‘v . “

4 - Haﬂdllng Serv1ces for mlcrofllmlng. In fact; one emglovee cleselv -

r".'t'—$ -~ . )

I s g veoA g M
related to the pr83ect said: thg copy was some of the. best they have’
AN . »
ever had. This step and otheré were carefulIy controlled in order :. 't
' o ¥ L e
. to avoid any variation in theust%dy ‘due to:microfiche quality, . N

In order to speed up filming, the¢ shdets were formatted before
N . - v LI ' -
. . \
being delivered to Infomation Handling Services. . It was decided to

i, :

- WU

. . . \
arrange the articles assigned for the course qnto ghe'microfiche'alpha—

betichlly by last name of author;b‘The~professof hésignS'the readings NI,

7
- Iy

by authofr and refers to them in class discussions in that waw. Therefore; -

)

. the_students in this class are familiar with the names. It would seem

.

" or "Melcher."

-

logical to them'ko be looking for "Downs," "Katz,
Targets were added to promote ease in finding items on the micro-

- fiche card after it is in the microfiche reader. ''Targets' are signals
oo g < 7 ;
photographed preceding or following aﬁ\entire document or a part there-
. )

" of..." (Veaner, 1971) To serve as targets, an author-title sheet

preceded each article on the microfiche. This title page before each

"

article was designed to set the beginning of a new item apart from the

preceding one on the card im the reader. This title page is|unique

enough to.be discerniBle to the naked eye withdut machine bloyback

' . Low .
so that the user can have something of.a "feel" for the format

!

before putting the fiche into the reader.

While there is a small enough numbér of items with cohesiveness

.
°

L]

of subject matter elose enough that an elaborate indeﬁiﬁg‘system is

\\\a not necessary for only this one course, it was felt an index would .

Q . ',,:.@( 14
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~

serve as aytindingatool. A one-page and, tHereford, one-frame author-
tithe index was made. - This was in alphabetical Qrder by author with

) ! v

v

. Q/ . an appendix in aecordance with the format of theimictofiche. The body

‘s .

' i

l of the 1ndex and microfiche contained %he assigned art1c1es for the
9 R

.

course., The appenégk contained course-related inems that would ord1n—

arily be handouts from the professor such as the‘course outline, ob—
) -~ N ’ . ‘ y

PA 4 B 4 Al
jectives, definitions, and a selectfon tools bibliography. Copieg of

..this index were giveg to the students on hardcopy for use azongside the'
in the

reader ‘when the'iﬁgrofiche were'being read and also appéare
= .

] . o ‘

‘\;irét column, first row of each of the six miZrofiche cards. A all
} g ‘ - .

. ' .

times, tWe microfiche user could check this index, in either.mode s/he

B i . , v" . , . » ) ’

preferred, to see on which card,(iow¢and column the article s/he wanted
S 7 . v

.

.~  to read appears. .(See Appendix F, pv 3)

For economﬁireasons, it was decided to use.the diazo process to

make the microfiche, Microfilming Par storage purposes most often

" : photographs the microfilm 1mage on silver halide film. Since longevity
&

is not the. purpose of the 1nformation assigned to a course, or called
into a Reservé%Room, it wasgnot.a basic consideration to this study.

The diago microfiche would fast, it seemed certain, at least as long

as the information on the microfiche is up-to-date enough to be used

.

) | ‘ . '
for the Building Media Collections course. /((

-
Y

Because of photographs which appeared on several pages of the

assigned readings, ,positive polarity was chosen for the microfiche.
\ P ‘
Seeing photographs as negatives can be a minor dissatisfactiom with

. } c - -~
microform. Neéative~is the image: polarity most often used, however,

Studies have repeatedly §hown that there is po.difference.in the

.

legibility‘of positive or negative microf%che. '(Giles, 1974; Kotten-

«

stette,”1971 Baldwin and Bailey, 1971) The choice, in this case,vwas

- . '

o SR \ — 23 S -
EMC ‘/. oi)./ "gﬁd B, . .
FullToxt Provids " . . D.




[

‘a moot con51deratioﬁ* however, because the instauction did not reach -

”

the cameraman«and all the microfiche were run in negative. @

\ N ’ P . .
t . NevertheleSS\/the'microfich@ product was a tidy packet of six
\ d' Y . v
4" . x 6" cargds conﬁa1ning)509 frames with the,ass1gned readings for the’

¥

'Bu11d1ng Media Collections‘course. A sufflcient quantity vas produced

for each student in the §pring quarter 'class to be'given his own -

. individual packet. This provides the  student with the inforMation’needed ¢

a ) - - v ¢
u ' . ‘ RS ° ) . / ' J

for this course, and for his personal retention offvaluable articles ‘ . 1
. l - -2 ‘ L |

throughout his student year and as a practicing 11bra;iqn in the future.

|
1 |
N ‘ Whlrh the microfiche for this study wa§ being manufactuJed; a -
. - . ’ - .
. - i : R |
* questionnaire was degigned to ascertain 1f students perceive any problems |
. . : . 4 v . ‘
. o - . .
X in getting information for their .course needs, their background as
~f LN ' ‘ .

'/ ’ microforms users or non-users, and their enthusiasm for this tool to
4 . R Pl
\ ! : -

use to get needed information. The questions dealt with <their access

to’ 1ibrary mate?ials in the 11brarv stacks,/the Reserve Room and at”

. . i i
copying machines. It asked if they had.used microformsz if they thought

o
it would be a good tool to use to Jead course readlngs, and if they would

. ) » : A :
' , administered to the students in the Building Media Collections ¢lass
near the end of the fall quarter, Even beginning students in this-pre-

. : $0 , o - o fs .
v requisite course in the Graduate School of Librarianship curriculum had

©

\
|
. . " ‘ !
consider buying a reader P use the tool, This_questlonnaire was .
L]

had experience dur1ng at least one qua;ter of the (£h601 year, with the

reserve faci11ties at Penrose Library at the Universitv of Denver.

p

The remainder of the research design involved the students enrolled

l »

. in Building Media Collections during the spring quarter. -* Although

I
hardcopies of the.assigned readings,for the ‘course were available in the

Reserve Room at Penrose Library, the professor asked that the students  _-

o - . ) C23 | B ;
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o

/» IO -ll{‘ * - N
TN~ -

€ N ’ 4 .
Coe T . 1" s b/
use the microfiche and cooperate with the project by sharing their

L\
ideas and comments gbout the me ium w1th the 1nv%st1gat0r.
A . e

-

There wer . two questionnaires, one adminlstered at the beglnning
/ -

of the quarter and one at the end. A checklist diary was kept by the

P

v
-~

A random t1me sampling of’ the use of the microﬁiche reade;s was carried

i .

out by the reg®archer to test the availab11ity of readers with the de-
. B N .

mands placed on the number of readers by this study. - -

.

e

The purpose of the first questlonnaire was to measure the students'

- . e

. s \ ”» A

familiarity and previous use of microforms and their experiences with

. . N . . =

N . . ,‘} .
the use of the more traditiopal metheds of ,using textbooks, handouts,
. ’ H *
. “’ ' ) § e . . a.
library stacks, and reserve rooms,to.f%yflll their information needs
for college courses. The-first eight questions dealt with student use
. < ﬁ . N 4 -

of microform software and hardware. The “last half of the question-

naire evaluated their.satisfaction with getting\materigls from -libfary

stacks, the Reserve Desk, or, at copying machines.
C * . R

d : [ 4 “ eN
his questionnaire

‘was answered before the students were introduced to the micr%fiche_

containing thé materials needed for this course.‘*(See Appendix C) .

”

At the time the students were given their individual packets of

m1erof1che for the course, they were also given-a pad of checklists to

. Ll

be kept as a diary of their microfiche reading experiences. The forms

were number coded so that all‘readings done by a particular user could

be matched to study patterns in reading habits,~There wag a space to -

mark how many times the reader spent at each author s assigned read1ng,
LY | 4 i

where the‘reading was done, 1if there were any reasons the reading*had

,

Prey

to be stopped, and comments abqut the readihg ex

' (See Appen-

- R
N

dix D) - : e

Q"

students as they'did the reading for‘the cgurse\throughout.the quarter.‘



-

> ‘ -
;>1uding one reader-printer, already selected by *he lrbrary, were the‘

.-readers were .in use a; that mement. (See Appen

A

» School of Librarianship.qmlhey.were 1nstructed that Whey could use reading

-~

"their microfiche packets, for instruction in the use of microfiché by '

3

- ) a o S \

4

- . - .. " ' N L
*Because recommendatlons of user ud1es often include the sugéestioh
¢ 1IN ® o«
thelebrﬁrv was chedked
. N,

. ﬂ
to provide more readers; ‘the m1crofiche*drea

A SR

E.,....p. 11=2) &

. ’ . I . . ) . ©

Y _No.special machines were’providéd fbr.tﬂis. tud¥. It s a design - .

typi?al library sﬂtuatlon. Thefefore,ﬁthe 31x md rofithe readers,
: i

2
ones students were to use'durlng the quarter. The students~were also

4 )
\

told there was a microfiche reader in the Tec Lab'affillated with the

[y

'

facilities wherever it was convenient for them $o do'so.” As a part of

this study, they were taken to the micreforms area of Penrose Library
. » . EN

v

during the regular class meeting’ time at“which they were given Ty

. .
" -

the librarian in charge of that department of the Library. This gave
thé students who mere not familiar with microforms an introdu¢tion to

their use and those who had used microfiche and readers before were made ,
“ . o
aware of individual differences in these particular machines.
] .

‘During the finalAweek_of the quarter, after all the assigned reading

W

had been discussed in'class, Another qégstionnaire was ﬁiiled out.

LN
These questions were designed to evaluate the use, coverage'and presenta-

(% °

tion of the microfiche system. The students' acceptance of 'the medium

-~

to satisfy thefr information needs for course work were evaluated and

‘

compared with their experiences with the use of other information systems.

~
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-

- . - = . .
. Students' opinidns about the actual microfiche copies ahd readers and . .
\ ‘ o ST P

their‘instruction/in their use were gathered. The students were asked
{
if they thought microflche was a good idea and. 1f they would be more 11ke1y

to use it id the future after having beécome familiar with it. It ‘was

’ 7
) gven desirable to find oGt if" the students would be willing to'buy/ :F -
} readers of the1r/own if mere course-related - inforqatlon weEéﬂﬁ . -
] avallablefto them,in this mode. . ‘ L. , I < ’
N \/‘h set of the microfiche produced for thid projegt areﬁcontained in
- .an envelope in51de the back coyer of this prort. Conies of the. forms of *
. . -
e the que?ﬁionnaires and the diary are conta1ned id A;oendlx A Theyﬁwill
be referred’to in more detail' in later sections of'this paper. . B -

Resdlts'and DiSCussion

The Surwey quest10nna1re was admin1stered to the students of; Buxgdlng

»

Ld

Medla Collections dur1ng the f1na1 weeﬁ/of fall qudﬂ?er. Since time ‘was

provided in class to fill out ‘the questiBnnalre, the form was returned

-
“

" by all 85 class members @resent at that sessdon. . These students could

.l\\‘n

answer all the qu;ﬁtlons theoretically, being completely unthreatened

° LY
Jé/ by the possibility of having to test the1r views about microforms with

action ip_the foreseeable-future. Having finished their assignments,

4

, they would not be doing their reading for the course on micrpfiche:

-

. ’ ~ . e o?®
Data from the requrses to the Survey questionnaire are given in Appendix B.
- L
The questionnaire was designed to aScertain students' use ‘of the
: at

Y = ' .
traditional ways of getting information they needed for courses and their
f .

bl .
experience and opinions about m1croforms. All the questions were
structured except one which waé to find out why the student reproduced

‘ r

x

copies of articles agsigned for class readings.

The comments in response to this open-ended question were very .
4 s - .

revealing of student study hahits and attitudes. Twenty-three students

' Ty ‘

O . : f PR YRS . .
| Y : 19
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-

- . - . . . ".n .
mentioned  in one way or anqother the cogt factor to &xplain why they did

not reproduce copies of articles assioned for class readings available .
.’\_ " - ‘

at the Reserve Desk.’ This is %prorted by the answers to question -

.L

no, 6 which asked the student to estimate %ow much s/he spent in maki//

Y

- eopies of assigned articles for the course.- Of the 54 respondents

4

.

9

fo the questiogi 77 percefit, repofted spending less‘than $3.00, which.

. t ‘Qa - v V4 » A hd
included those spending $-.00, ;o o e ‘
Some of the coyments reerﬁted the fact that 21. percent of the .“@

A ~
stud/nts who had used materials from the Library xeserve Desk had rarely

_or never had any difficulty in checking out reserve materials. See

Fig. 1, p. 21. Othérs,mentioned that a two-hour -limit to read some

s

.articlés is ynrealistic., Ohe student expressed concern for the waste
N L

N ' .
ao- :
1 s .

of ,paper by photocopying library materials, - 7
f. . ’ ¢ R Cos
Thrée who did not copy any of the assigned readings mentioned the
: a

3

-
>

\

" necessity of note-taking as a result of using microfiche, Of course,
- . . : ®

»

rs .. .
it is also necessary to take notes when using resétrve room or library .
. > S . ~

. . S
materials as writing in the margins oﬁrthese materfals is frowned upon.

N

Those who did not repfgduce library materials Were willing ‘td spend study

*
-

time in the Library. About a dozen of those students who did reproduce

.y ?

the materials preferred not to study in the library or- rely on the o

)

1 . - o
Reserve Room function, A couple wanted copies for reviewing purposes,
. , N

v ~ ‘1

‘and several mentioned wanting to keep some important information for

their perm&nent, personal files,

’

A remarkable 44 percent of the students said that if the cost of

microforms were chparable to other forms of copying, they would ﬁ%ﬁ

the microfilm copies of assigned readings for their own use and retention,

< 2
'

Even with the qualification made by the comment that the microfiche

£

"would have to be cheaper than 10¢/page” microfiche is a good deal.

L}
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It was céiculated that the microfiche packet should.sell for $2.85 for
this course. PreHominately students had- spent less than $3.00 for
'Iphotdcopying for the quarter. The selling price of the microforms would,b

therefore, be in the same price bracket. With the microfiche the'student/.

- would have all the pages—--not just 29»0f§@0. 2

"

Comparing the number of students who made photocopies and the -amount

they spent on' it with the numbers who indicated willingness to ‘bay micro-

fiche ghows that students spending $5.00+ for photoeopying would pay for
information on microforms. It is further significant .that some who aren't
- ‘( .

- ‘ spending méney for photocopying would be willing to spend money for the

comprehensive coverage available on microfiche. « See Fig. 2, p.- 23,

: ' An at&empt‘wéé made to correlate willin3peés to buy the microfiche
\ With previous experiende wi%h thé use of miéroforms. There wgs‘nbt a. _/
v ' éignifitant réiationship between these factors.
- ‘Theré was an overﬁhelmingly positive response of 8£,pekcent of the

. TS S e
students to the suggestion. that microforms would be a good'%ool to use

to do the necessary reading in preparation for course work.. There were
N A P
only 5, or 6 percent, negative responses with 8 percent "undecided."
. t R
These seven undecided students would’®be possible subjects fofr what E
. ‘ t

Woostér (1969) calls "reluctant converts.” . .
p e . ‘ i }
Starting dgain in the spring qua;ter‘with a~-new, smaller class group,

s ge by
. .

a questionnaire was administered in an early class session to determine.

student familiarity with microformg and. their experiences with traditional’

libréry functions &ged to get information in Ebe gands ofosﬁudents. This

» -

time the students knew that they were in an experimental group whiqh would
be wsing microfiche for assigned readfngs. The hardcopy qurnals and

L ) ) . . -~ .
taxts were stil] available in the Reserve Room but thg stgdents were
- - / .

& : )

1 il
Q . ‘ 2559 22

.-
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¥

asked to cooperaté with this_prg?%ct. . They were giverl the microfiche

packets‘tbe same class period in whiéh they filled out the Pre-questieénnaire.
The questionnaire is so called.because it deals with information .about -

. ’ o N ] ‘
/ghe student before using the tool(foq blﬁss purposes. Responses to the

-Pré-questionnaire are summarized in Appendix C.

¢

Although almost all the students in this spring ouarter class ¢

indicated they had used the'Reserve Desk and answered auestions about
. v N / .
photocopying, course matérials; they were relatively new students to

the Graduate School of Librarianship. They may rot have had as much

. ‘ ?

experience‘withfthese methods of getting course-related information

L]

as the students had had by the end of fall quarter wheﬁ'that group an-
swered the. Survey questions. The Question about why students reproducé

\ _
copies of articles for class readingsfwas not asked on, this questionnaire

. / . . ~
as it hall been.on the first Survev. Responses to this question are

-
[

lacking because of the researcher's hesitance to use unquantitative,

S .

open-ended questions.

There was a general, noticeable lack of comments on this questionnaire.
- b Te ' |
This could be Because there were nosopen-ended questions ﬁg inyite jor prine

this sort of reéponse. ‘It could be because of a difference in the psSy- -

LY

. ’ “ . J -
chological makeup of the class members. . ¢

However, it can be noted that there is a significant difference in
the copying patterns in this class from those of the ‘class surveyed in

the fall quanteé, as shown by their reply to question no..13 which

' ~

asked if tﬁey cppied_materfal for class reading. This class was more

-
-

evenly divided with 48 percent of thq:élaés answering "yes" anﬂ\;4 percent

& ) . -

of the class ansWering 'no," and withdtwo'meqbers'of the class of 29

not answering at all., All of the class members in the fall duarter

Q ) | ——'f

answered the question with only 22 péfcent answering "yes'" and 78 percent

BE g, -




1

' For the comments from the fall Survey about why the

_answeriné "no.'
students did or did not copy articles; see Appendix B. Because no
' o
provision was made In the first Survey for the fact that some students

Sﬁeht $ .0-for photocopying, it is difficult to compare the range\of
® o . ' , .
amounts spent on copying in th{s Pre—questionnaire. .

4

The question, "If Lhé cost of microform cdpies were comparable

to other forms of reproduction, wouid you buy microfiche copies of

-

assigned readings for your own use and)retention?" was repeated in the

Pre—questionnaire. C’{hié time only 14 percent of the 28 “respondents
2y

to the question said, 'yes." On the other haqi, oﬁly 25 percent an-

"

swered, "no." This left the majority, or 60 percent, of the students

s
. '

in the category with _an opén—mindéﬁ evaluation ‘of microforms with a

"perhaps'' response. A more favorable perf/ntage of '"yes" answers may S
| ' have resulted if the respdndents fel 1 reading by/all.profegsors
i would be put on microform. ° . . T
‘ . : N bﬁ ' . ‘ 1

Again, as in the Survey questionnaire, almost ;11 students an-
R .

ot » -

sweringlthe Pre-qhestionnaire have had experience with the Reserve

.

Room function of the library. Those students who answered -that they .
- < . 3 ‘

d?d not use the Keserve Room may not because they do not want to go

e . .
through the. procedures required to do so, they may.not be doing the

v v
N ’

’ . : “ ) .
\ “reading for this course, or they may simply be satisfying their information a

¥
| needs in another library. A "nb"‘;esponse ?hich‘occurs for the question °

no. 9 of the Pre—duestionnaire'about use of the librafyes;acks would

S also indicate that some students d? not’or have not yet read aésignments \V

. 3r study in other librarfes nearer their homes or perﬂapsy where they work.

/

0f the Sljaffirmati e respondents to the Reserve Desk question
‘ o N !
- " (no. 2 in the fall.Survey qQuestionnaire.[See Appendix B, p. 1]), only

four percent indicated that they always had difficulty in checking out

S 32 25 ,




above calculations.

sl

IS

/\ - R
reserve materials, eight percent reported that they never had any

difficulty, and twelve percent rarely. Most ranged in the middle of

the spectrum with 32 percent indicating that they often had difficulty'
. v

and 43 percent sometimes. See Figi 1, p. 21. One respondéﬁt checked

=

‘both "sometimes" and "always." Since "sometimes" pertained to the

student's lat@r experience, this was the category used for these calcu-

lations. T |

£

i N : <
Of the 26 respondents to the same question on the Pre-questionnaire

. . . . @ . .- ;
who replied that t?ﬁ: had difficulty using the Resérve Room, none said. .
‘they always had trouble and again eight percent that they never had any-
‘difficulty while 23 percent rarely did. Forty-six perce?t.gad trouble

sometimes and 19 percent often. -See Fig. 3, p. 27. This is really,

a very cloge parallel to the regponse to this question in the earlier =’

a

N

Survey. Compare Fig. 1, p. 21 with Fig. 3, p. 27. Because it is not

known that a negative answer to the use of the Library Reserve Desk, -

question no. 1 on Survey questionnaire and question no. 11 on the Pre-
~ ’ -

questionnaire, Appendixes B, b. 1 and C, p. 2, is any reflection on this

\ .
IS -

method of getting information, those responses arﬁinot included in the
- ’ r ~

-

The last questionnaire was called the Post-questionnaire because

-1t was.filled out by the students after they had used their microfiche

-
.

packe%s for the assigned readings for the quarter. This was done dur-

8 »
ing the final class session of the quarter. There were only 19 members

L

present at that meeting of the class although two students came to the

»professor's office later to fill out the dquestfonnaire. It could be
) A

that non-respondepce to this quyestionnaire was correlated with non-

E 4

cooperative Behavion in the course in genéral, as well as to the project.

¢ -

" .

A slight balkiness’shown in this study as in othersstﬁdies (Wooster, 1969)

1

3B 26 - SRR

\1 . - ‘ 3
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B, ) ' .
Y : ) : -

may be due to the subjects' fear that‘endorsement of microforms may
J

- mean giving up. the frée hardcopy services to which they've become accus-

N *

tomed. See Fig. b&, p. 29. = ' ok

L4

5
The\Post—questiqnnaixe was designed to measure student evaluation
of the quality of the microfiche product used for this project, accep=-

tance of the microfiche, and compardtive opinioas about other information

tools.. Questions dealt with the microfiche presentat{on including

‘format‘bf microfi¢he copies and machines, coverage, and stpdents experi-

ences in retrieving information.
Auestion no. 8 asks if students arefgilling,to pay actual costs of

photocopies of all assigned readings for a course. The suggested cost

1

“of $10-15 per course was confirmed in another cost'Study (Raffel and

Shisko, 1969). In the safe question, theﬂf*acg that 3 copy at the .
‘ . ‘ ' W
Reserve Desk 1is, shared by 25 students is really optimistic, Many timed @
there i§ only one copy of an item in the Reserve Room at Penrose Library’
< . . ‘( . N

regardless of how man§*studen§§ Ehere are in a olass._ ‘ 4 -

A comparison of student read¢tien to the conventional forms of get-

»

ting\inform@tionvfrom_a library related to course work:is illustrated in

Figs 5, p« 30. Few wanted to give up special library services and go

directly to the library stacks for course materials. However, kit is

‘1nteresting to ndte that many would find this preferable "sometimes. ,

This mav be interpreted as an argument for putting on Reserve only
those items truly critical for course work, It supports the idea that
for some of the students some of ‘the tlnf, mlcroficbe is a good way R
to get needed 1nf\5matlon. - . ‘ ,

) Compare the opinions about traditional library methods with the

hearty affirmation of microform copies of course readings as a good tool

to use to do the necessary reading in preparatiOn for course work.
.
8

. | 935. 28 | | : ( 7
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for classes.
’ <

: ‘ " L .
. 3 . | ‘
EXPLANATION ‘
1or ' . ) Photocopies sold at bookstore | ) |
' o o . //Library reserve room ' 57 '
' c ibrary stacks
2 10} ‘ . T SOMETINES - i
fs, ////’
o Il
a
Es'ﬁ / -
] LA //
” \
\
|

AN . 3 .

.
1s .
’ "
¢ ' ° . ot
'
)
f

)

“
o

. 37 e




. . 4 (3 - - . . B
. - Pt
& P R .
. . ) R -
. . : .

Fourteen respondents, or 67 percent, answered "yes" to question no. 1.
A

" (Appendix F, p. 1) Onlvvéne student, pr five percent, answered 'mo,"

-
.

"while five st(idenfs, 24 percent, were undecided. Asked if they would
recommend that other proféssofs film Eheir assigned readings on micro-

" fiche, most of the students, 75 percent, answered "in some cases" and C
again when asked if'théy ;guid bé willing to buy microform copies of
dssigned re{aings,'7§;perceﬁt thdught ihéy wo@id "in some cases."

‘This zf further endoisq%gnt‘qf microfiche aﬁfa form,to be used some

) i . <
! of 'the time for getting course-related information to students.

After using the microfiche for reading information pertinent to

Building Media\COIIectioﬁs prepared for this study, students found

‘ them satisfactory in terms of legibility, accessibility of individuéi

’

selectjons, and ease in learning to use the machines. Focusing the .

‘machines, eye strain, and,lack of reading comfort were the most common

|

complaints. ‘ B ‘ e
v v ' ‘ .
One of the questions %alled for the evaluation of 'the index & ‘:
- \ ~ 4 ‘ P N -~ . . L
o (question no. 14, Appendix F, p. 2) and suggestions for a better

arrangement. ,Lack of suggestions may illustrate that 4t's easier to _ ‘
. -t o ’ . ‘
criticize an existing plan than create,new ideas. It would have been
. o o
int%festing to have.asked an open-ended question to get suggestions

RN

about the general topic of the problem of getting course-related
information to students besides getting the comparative evaluation 4
. . of the existing methods. At any rate, of the two suggestioqs obtained

Qith this question, one revealed unfamiliarity with the microfiche
- . )

- “ . ‘

’ * format design. The suggestion was t0~put the index directly on the
; /

v fiche. 1It, in fact, was.

-

I

|

_ |

_ _ |

~ - Fifty-seven peécent of the students said that they will be more .

likely to read needed information on microforms now that they have
N 8 . “ e
v

fRIC T a8 ow
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become familiar with this medium.  See question no. 19 Appendix F,

p. 3. This is important for a 11brary student because relevant reports
are available in the ERIC’filé and "in GPO publications.‘ Only 19 percent

- -

of the students felt their use of microforms had not been altered by
i v

3

L4

this project. Twenty—foqr percent are still undecided.

B v : .

Random time samples,’ during the times of the quarter when most of

-y

.

the reﬁuired,reading was assigﬁed and discussed, were used to measure
use of the machines in the library.. Class meeting time was 4:30-6:30 p.m.

. k) ) ‘
on Mondays throughout the spring quarter. Of course, using the library's

machines meant that muse qf the readers for this course would have tg be

~
-

interspersed with use of the same machines for other academfic community
: _ .

_ purposes. Only once in the sémpliﬁg for this study were all six machines

~. o

in use. It\ugs rather surprising, then, that even one student found all

the microfiche readers in“ase "often. Bee»item no. 18, Appendix F,

F
.

p. 3. Of course, sthe qtudent's sampling times are not known but, according
: : ) ' .

to the diary entries, the student had spent ten sessions reading on the

"

microfiche for the course. : ‘

To be able to correlate such data and comments on the diary with
5 .

the Post-questionnaire, the researcher requested that the students put
the code number which had been written on each sheet of their diaries
®in the space provided for it on the questionnaire., This worked ag noted

above for question no. }8 but it was nat possible to correlate comments
. ’ ' ) /
on the diary with responses to questiog no. 17 on the Post~questionnaire,

"Did you experience difficulty in using the readers?" for only nine

of the twenty-one respondendg—wrote the code numbers on the'questionnaifes.
Of the ten who returned the diaries,; six had put'thg>diary code number o

on the.questionnaires.




’ : . - N

-

e ‘
The 34 percent reburn of diaries was a Loor response. Perhaps . .
e
- 'Q'";' - :-‘ S
© students d%d not return diaries for fear of admitting how many articles

. 'they had not réad,\although they were assured anonymity. There may héve
N . (S . . .

i

- been a better response if a clieck of reader experience had been made at

- intervals throughout the quarter or if leaves of the diaries had been

. </ . _ . :
. " checked periodieally. ' . P - o
vy g1 ‘ ‘
' ) K . “
‘ . " The idea of collecting diaries for each reading‘'after it had been

BN . -
assigned was rejected because it was not desirable to make the studentsg -
¢ . e . - “ ~ // )
feel that whether kr not they were doing the assigned reading was being

.~

_ checked. The purpose of the checklist was to gather information about

. * . ‘ . .‘ . v ’ . .
their experiences with the microfiche not to evaluate their study habits.

L

It was also realize&-thaf different reading schedules would be set up.

;by'students;énd ;hét ip would be difficult to synchronize collection of
v . the diary éhéegs with the times students would haye finished each reading
] ; .
assignment.
. ) ‘ N .. ~ '
. Although. the diary sheets were not always filled out in full, they -

X

are reveaiing of study habits. , The diaries sho%, for example, that most,’

A

- . :
~students spent one session per reading and, in some cases, students read

' . b . . M . R
| - three articles in one session. One student, at least, found the.microflghe
| B : :
reader in the Tec Lab. Use of this machine was not demonstrated. It was

simply announced to thHe class that a reader is available in that department. .

The fact that 24 of the 156 items read on microfiche were done in a
\ . - \ € ‘ X
libfary other than Penrose Library at the University of Denver is signi-

-

- N ‘
ficant. _See Appendix D,.p. 1. Some“students commute to the campus and

a -
]

» live in other communities,‘'especially+those who enroll for evening classes

of which the experimental grouﬁkwas one. Some are employed by othe
N . " . . .
libra:iejfwhere they might have access to micrdfiche readers. The

g b readings done at.home were read in hardcopy. . -




ERiC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

don't have to be found separately. In the case of the mic;ofiche”

‘student tried different machiﬁés'until ‘s/he found one s/he iiked—;a

. . : . - . , v

pages of the relevant text in a book%-too, but it is somewhat more ¥
. - . ) o ‘ m . w‘ .
‘difficult to find the jllustration on a frame on microfiche and then
. y . ' ’

; : v . ] ' —\"

resume reading the text on a frame in a different row with a mic;ofiche ‘
. ’A .
£ . éé - . " -

v 3 . r
[t

o5
% ) ed

-

o

becahsT of illdess in the féﬁily. This happepé at least once or twice

A
g , r o .
a qQuarter, according to the proféssor. When this situation was reported

. s

by the stﬁ@ept who asked if there was any studying that could be done

whil%wshe wWas away, e professor éuggested that the student take

her microfiche.packet along. An advantage of having critical feading‘

for a course in one bibliographic+unit.is that all of the articles

- w

[N
e - ,

|

|

|

. o . #

It is known that at least one student was called away frpm campus _ ‘

information unit, all that was necessary was to find a reader. Most

- 4,

libraries have readers. Not all could berexﬁected tg have all the:

titlgs’assigned by 4 single professor at another scpopl. This is

-
3

. 2

not to mention the time to locate and retrieve all of the items even'éf N
A -

if they were available in the other library. . s 5
¢ o ,
»

. . . % , . . 1

Perhaps the most worthwhile aspect of tha diaries were the cogmhnts. ) .

As on the Pbést-questionnaire, most of the complaints in the commentl ~_~ X
. . . . . . ,v. . .

v '

: : oy

It is of the utmost importance
N ' . oy R - ' \. '
for a library to select good machines and maintain them well. One

-
., ,

in the diafies trere about the machines.

-
‘e

_ . L / v :
Bell & Howell Reporter. For a ceuple meadings, a student reverted to

. ‘, . PO
the hardcopy still available in the Reserve Room. For this student,

hardcopy helped in the_;ransitibnal phase of getting used to reading
Iy R 4 M A . . . .
microfiche.

.
"

.
’ . L.
N

. A commentfabout"illustfations points up aJpharacteristic of micro-

-
~ .

fiche. Thi{sftext referred to a picture that was found.on another row ¢

[}
on th micrgfiche. It is disrupting tgvhavg illustrations ogy different - "
. R T ' <t . -




‘e reader. The problem of photographs on negative microfilm was also a

part of this complaint.

\ . - . -

Conclusions and Recommendations -
ﬁ—‘-}i ', k4 -

»

\

It was concluded that students believe microform copies of course
v _ . S . . ¢
readings are a good tool to use to do the‘'necessary reading in prepara-
‘ ' : <
“tion for course work They would gecommend in some cases, that other

proféﬁsors film their assigned readings on microfiche and. again, in some
. -4
k ' - .
L. . cases, they would be willing to buy(the microform copies of assigned

" readings for their own use and retention for as much,as $2.85 per course,
e

Furthermore, the students felt that they would be more likely to}nead

o needed information on microforms now that they have become familiar w1th
y® _ "

the medium. 4 e -

The continued use of microfiche for Buildinnge&{a Collections is
m \ . . K E . )

warranted based on thekresults that more thanvﬁgﬁf of the'students in
. the study felt- that microfiéhe—ehould be used ﬁor cour§e—related materials
in some cases. Thls course lends\itself well tb thlS mode of getting

Es

required informatlon to students because there ﬂé no textbook ﬂor the

.course and assigned readings are more numerOus th%n the. number of items
allowed at the Reserve Room at Penrose Library per course. Because one
of the concerns of the course i% to introduce students to the multi-media

approach. to information,_it is a natural for the application of microfiche

in education. : .

;-,'\l? LR R v B

. : ) N ¢
‘The core informatlon”for other courses now handled bv the Reserve
.y ) .
- Room should be put on micrpfiche. This medium should be offered to other

0

0 professors.ahd courseg where it ds deemed pﬂactical. Any course in which
. -
' s, 13 .
the content ‘'of the reading material "does not conta1n figure identification,

3

&
symbol translation, and graphs as outlined by Baldwin and Bailey (1969)

a

. could be among those using microfiche. Gradually the numbers of courses

\‘1“ ‘ ? ’ 42“ 35 v
ERIC e
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B ¥ ’ ' . . . ’ k

- R

N

served b& microfiche could be increased to supplement or in some cases
replace the Riserve Room function. This could increase fhe qﬁality of
library service economically while gaining the benefit of collection
integrity. In order that students who want it could have their own - -
. — e
microfiche copies for study’at home, if they buy their own readers, or
‘in other libraries nearer where they live or where they work and for
. E .

retention for possible future use, the microfiche should be availabfe

for sale at the university bookstore. Students expressed a willingness

R o

i ,to buy microfiche for critical course materials.

e 2

To provide gﬁis information seFvice, a subsystem should be es~
4 tablisﬂed.in‘the library to prepare items for ﬁilming: The actual
microfiiming process could be don% iﬁ;hquse or contracted g& a micro-
"film Cthany. The pfoper peréﬁhnél anawequiégent for doing this type v
' qf\work would allow fbr'debdggigg the system to avoid errors and in-
Neﬁfiéiedcies which.were:Paftvofféhis do—it—yourself projecg; Channelg

: . , o . s . . :
would have to be established for getting publishers' permisijgns to

-

. copy fhg articles involved. This problem, described by Willemse (1973)
e ¢ A ) . - ‘ R

Faless)
by

was circumvented for this study because of its nature as a pilot
“ ' r
'research project.

2
-

»
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APPENDIX A '
( .

Copies of questionnaire forms and cover letters
-~

Y
Survey . .. o . .

Prezyuestionnaire

" Diary sheet . . .

Post—questionnaire
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‘materials based on these experiences.

7
’ A
GRADUATE SCHOOL OF LIBRAkIANSHIP 97 344 Building Media Collections
UNIVERSITY OF DENVER ) R Mary K. Nordick
7 . , .

- Library students enrolted in the Building Media Collections‘course
are being asked to help with a research project being done at the Graduate
School of Librarianship of the Universi;y of Denver. The purpose of this
study is to evaluate methods of getting assigned readings into the hands
of students. As the first part of the study, this questionnaire is designed
to determine if you as a student have found a need for a new way of answer-
ing your 1nformation needs or.if, in fact, the present systems have proven
satisfactory. . -

v

As students in this course, you have been assigned readings for prepar-
ation for class discussions. ‘The information you have thus needed has been
available at the bookstore, the library stacks, thé reserve reading room,
in handouts, or through copying or borrowing methods you may have devised
for yourselves, ' o _ /

Please answer the following questions to indicate your experiences in
getting the materials you have needed and your opinions about forms of
The facts and opinions you express
It

- \

will remain anonymous so you can feel free to be candid and objective.
should take no more than fifteen minutes to complete the questionnaire.
When you are finished, please hand it in. Then you are free to go or to
stay for further d18cussion 0% the study. = A 2

The results of this study will have an effect on the form in which
future Building Media Collections students get the informatlon in their
assigned readings.and handouts. We appreciate your time.and consideration.
! 3

’

\. v Thank you.
s \
. ' Eleenore R. Ficke
1
. \‘m ” -
£
. , - A 8 - A
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‘ A ;
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AGCESS ifformation - ' . ' ' . -

. Ma class readings for this course have been available from
thl Reserve Desk or by reproduction. This study examines the forms .

¥ in wRich you have used the materials you have needed for Building Media
*Collegtions. ° ’ . © ( f
@ . Have you used materials from the Librarw Reserve Desk for this course?

"

~ Yes $ no_ . .

Sz

«1f no, go on to question 3,.

T
2. Have you experienced difficulty in checking out the§e reserve mater1als7

14

B

Always ;3 often 3 sometimes ; rarely 3 never Ce
3. Did you reproduce copies of articles assigned for class reédings?

~ Yes $ no .- o .

—\l L ‘ % )
. :

L}

4. Why?

5. "How frequently did you make copies of such articles?

-~ »
Always ' ; often ; sometimes H rarely- ; never -,

§. What do you- esti%ate you spent in making copies of qgsigned articles
' for Building Media Collections? :

Less than $1.00 5 $1 - 3.00 __ ; $3 = 5,00 5 85 - 7.00
i .4 -
’$7 - 10.00 : more than $l0.00 Q. ,

7. Have you ever used any type of microform for this courﬂg or any other®
information need?

~ - ’ . )

Yes ; no et v ™\ o .

G

- : ‘
._ﬁ 8. In your opinidén, would microférm copies of course readings-be a good
, ; . additional tool to use to do the necessary reading in preparation for, BN

course work? S ' K

v ) .,»\\,zJ B

Yes 3 no . L o . ‘ N
. > ’ 1]
9. If-the cost of microform copies were comparable to other forms of ,
> eopying, would you buy microfilm copies of as31gned readings for your
" own use and retention? CoN .
. s Yes 5 no ;s undecided . 7 -°

A

* 10. ;f microform coples were provided for your information needs for
‘several of your courses each quarter, wouldd you consider buying a
reader costing about $50 00?

" Yes . 3 noy_ s undecided . .
' _ .
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_GRADUATE SCHOOL OF LIBRARIANSHIP 97-344 + Building Media Collections

Mary K. Nordick

7 Library students: enrolled in the Building Media Collections dourse
are.being ‘asked®™to help with a research project being done at the Graduate
School of Librarianship of the University of Denver. The purpose of this
study is to .investigate thie fedsibility of the use of microforms for class
rcadings and handouts. ’

Microforms are photographic reproduétions so.much smaller than the
object photograpied that a microform reader is necessary to read the image.
Microcopy for /this study wiil bé,infthewform of microfiche. By definition
microfiche atk flat sheets of photographic film bearing vertical rows of
micro-1mages of the complete text of the publications. It will be necessary
to use a micro-viewer to make use qf the microfiche sheets.

lected into a single bibliograohic'unlt like an anthology. This pr{/:iiles
you with convenient access to a comprehensive source of information fo
class preparation. With m1croform$ this can be accomplished at far less
cost than poss1b1e through comparable hard copies.

Thus £1lmed on microfiche, the readings for this course will be gol-
5 r

-

As a part of this study, the microfiche copy of the Bu%iding Media
Collections class readings will bejfavailable to you. You will be .asked .
to evaluate microfiche in terms of your *‘time and.effort in using it fot
class purposes. Throughout the study your opinions expressed on check-
'lists and questionnaires will remain ano%?mous so you can feel free to be,
open and objective\ . ; ' .

‘.

This questionnaire ‘is the first parid of the study. It should take -
no more than fifteen minutes to; compiete. When 'you are finished w1th
the questionnaire, please hand 1tbin.‘ v

The results £f this studyuw1 1 have an effect on the use of microforms
for the Bulldingégh ia Collections course and possibly for other courses
in higher education. We appreciate your “time and consideration. Thank you.




, . THE SUITABILITY OF MICROFORMS
FOR "ACADEMIC USE T,

\
1

FAMILIARITY and previous use L . /
Printed copies of books and articles, reproduced copies, and
microform copies each have distinctive advantages and disad-
vantages tQ users. This study examines the feasibility and
possibiligz;of using microforms.

1. Have you ever used any type of microform (film, ficZ;> or card)?

‘ Yes 3 no .

~

. K _ 7 ' C.
If no, go on .to question 9 on the next page.

¢ w

2. How ggeguéntlywhave'you used ghem? e ’"
ﬁ‘ Offeq_____; sohetimes_____; rarely__r__;' Rever_ . | &
3. ﬁﬁat éype of mitroform ﬁév% you used? '
) Microfilm reels:  yes’ \ ; no . .
Microfiiﬁ cartridges: yes ;7 no .
‘ Microfiche: ‘yés H ;b . N g ;
ﬁqicroopaques-—aﬁ; ‘yes |, 3 n0> J ZAf
. ~~—bltramic?ofiqhe: | yes____.; no . P -

4. Have you used reader-printers to make copies from microforms which °
you have wanted to use? ‘ g '

g i . - ' . ’ "/ )
Yeas ; no . A s C ’
) b
If np go to question 6.
5. ,How frequently have you used them? ) =g
v . ' ' J
Often ; sometimes - ; rarely ; never .

6. Have you used portable readers which you could carry with you
for reading microforms? W _ -

Yes ;s no '

If no, go on to question 8.

7. How frequently have you used them? -

Often ; sometimes ' ; rarely- ; never .

8. Would you use a portable reader if you had accegs to one?

(= N—

Q _ Yes 7 no . AL ESQD

ERC - 7




ACCESS to Library Materials - o _ =

{o.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15,

16.

"If no, go on to question 16. : ’ 3

Materials can be obtained through checkout from the stacks, from

the Reserve Desk, by purchase through tke bookstore, or borrowing

from a friend. This study examines the feasibility of making s A
inexpensive 1croform copifﬁ of all required materials available

to students. . - .
Coe . o
Have you used Materials from the stacks of the library? \

Yes R + (o) .

-

. \ b
"If no, go on o question 16. ’ »

: ’ : . /
Hav&gyou expérienced difficulty in finding materials.invthe stajcks?

’ S~ o . / :
Always 3y often ; sometimes. ;- rarely ; never %

4

\

Have yousused materials from the Library Reserve Desk?

Yes ; 1no . If* no, go on to question 13. “

. ' . @

Have you exper@g;sed difficulty in checking out reserve materials?

L4 -

& .
Always y often ' 3 sometimes 3 rarely’ \E\ never .

. . ﬁ 3
Do you reproduce copies of articles for class readings?

v v Z/ ’ > . - -
t

Yes 5 no .

=

Howlfrequently do you reproduce copies of such articles?

°

Often ; sombtimes ‘3 rarely 3 never .

What do you estimate you spend in making cop1es’
—og ) )
Less, than $1.00 ;81 - 3,00 ; $3 -5.00_

$5 - 7.00 ; $7 - 10.00 ;, more than $10.QO .
. -~
~ <
If the costiof microform copies were comparable to other forms
forms of reproduction, would you buy microfiche copies of assigned

readings for .your own use and retention? P
Yes 5 perhaps sy no_ . .
[
1Y
%
- .
DA -



1.

Did you reaa -

-

? Yes No ;
2.4 If»§es; did you read it in microfiche? Yeé No
36‘ or did vou read it in hard coby? Yés No -
4, How many sessidéns did you spé;d? 1 2 3 & 5 6
. (circle one{ W J”"'
5. Where did you read? Penrosé ///iréc L~B o
- ¥ . Home _ 0ther7%§5;g;§:_;__
6. Did you gegin thié selectioﬁ and quit forlpthér
reasons than time? Yes Nob If yeé,‘ o
please explain (comment). T
) L
N —\ o
. (L o
P \
-
7..; ' v ®
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GRADUATE SCHOOL OF LIBRARIANSHIP . 97-344 Building Media Collectioﬁs

UNIVERSITY OF DENVER : Mary K. Nordick
. - A
: ‘ #

,

R -

As library students enrolled in the Building Media Collections course,
you have been asked to help with a research project investigating the
feasibility of the use of microforms for class readings and handouts.

. S,

You were ;}ven a pacﬁet of six microfiche which contain most of
the class readings necessaryifor preparation for course work. Your
microfiche packet serves as @ tailor-made textbook for this course.

We estimate that this represents the equivalent of $50 of material in
_hard copy. You. may keep these microfiche for your per onal collection.
These readings wuld have otherwise been available to ;éu\fn the Reserve
Room for'only a short loan. : o

7(’. ~ .
This questionnaire is the final form you will be asked to complete
for this pilot project. Some'df_the questions have been désjigned to
supplement or support data gathered in your diarigi;J/Eherefore it is
important that you put your code number in the space provided. for it
in the upper right-hand corner of the first page of the questionnaire.
Your number is in no way attached to your name in this study. The
number will be used to match those on your diary sheets. Throughout
the study, your opinions expressed on checklists and questionnaires
have remained anonymous. You may continue to feel free to be open
and objective in your answers to this last questionndire.

B
7

©

f

This form should take no mére»than fifteen minutes to complete.
When you are finished with the questionnaire, please hand it in along-
with your completed diaries. Please stay for a few minutes for further
discussion of the study. Your suggestions and comments are welcome.

Thank you very much for your cooperation throughout the quarter,
Administrators, professors, librarians and students are searching for
new ways to satisfy, information needs in this time of rising administra-
tive costs and paper shortages. The results of this study may have an
effect on the use of microforms in higher education.

s © . \’
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USE- = N '
Information you have needed for previous courses has been available at
the booksfore, the library stacks, the reserve reading room, in handouts,
‘or. through copying or borrowing methods yoy may have devised for your-
selves. For this course you were given microfiche to provide the informa-
tion you needed to partlcipate in class discussions. This study examines
your opinions about forms of materials based 9n these experiences.

© @ :

1. 1In your /péblon, were microform gopie5~6f course readings a good tool

to use to the necessary reading in preparation for course work?

Yes ; no ; undecided :

2. Would you recommend that other professors film their assigned readings

on microfiche? - -

Heartdly ;" yes 5 +in some cases 3y no .) .

3. Would you be willing to buy microform cop1es of a951gned readings for
your own use and retention at $2.85 per course?

Yes H 'in some cases .3 never .
RN .

< 4. Would you_ese a portable reader if onme could be checked out of tlie,

Com Y

library or Tec Lab, .available in thé dorms,‘Tr off campus? ,,
-~ .

Yes $ no "3  undecided .

5. If microform copies were provided for, your informdtion needs for
several of your courses each quarter, would you consider buying a
réader costing about $50.00? -
L . . o
Yes s no "~ . 3 undecided .«
Y
6. If you read at microfiche_;ggders other than at Penrose L1brary or the
'Tec Lab, where did you do your reading? J

7. Did you use'a reader/printer to convert ypur microfiche into hardlfopy?

v

Y85 ; no .

If yes, where?
8. The professor for this course thinks there is,not currently a textbook
which contains all. the information necessary for this course. Instead

. of having microfiche copies would you rather have had photocopies of
assigned readings available for purchase at the bookstore at a cost of
$10 -152 ’ ) N x -

Yes ; sometimes s rarelf ’ ; no . "
o —_—

OR would you prefer to use the copies on Reserve where there is one

copy for each 25 students7i

[

Lo

Yes H sometimes 3y rarely 3 no .

OR would you prefer to find c¢opies of books and/or articleg directly in
-the library stacks? L/)

; rarely s "no .

A8 Sd

Yes _ '; sometimes_ 7




.COVERAGE

PR

o -

9. Did you have to go to other sources for preparation for the conrsework? -
» . N 7 , .
Yes ; no’ . : ‘ o o

a

If yes, would vou haﬁe preferred to have had thege select10ns—1nc1uded on

your microfiche? , : =
Yes sy no ; number of selections” was of no consequence .
. .
¢ " : .
PRESENTATION includifig formfat of actual microfiche copies and machines.
.. L=
g Althou@h students may rigver want to cuddle up with a. ﬁﬁcroform reader,
research shows they are motivated to use”microforms when they perceive “the
information need. This study measures the acceptability of microfe;ms and
microform readers. : K% L
. e . . A
10. Were the filmed ceE}es of the printed materials legible?
' Always 3 often s sometimes » 4 rarely ‘ ;3 never . v
11. ' Were the selections reasonably easy to find on the m1crof1che after the
x “film was inserted 'into the reader? ‘ !
t % - .
Always 3y often ; sometimes 3 rarely 5 never .

. 12. Did the hard copy index with the numbers« of the cards, columns,aﬁﬁ rows
help you in f1nd1ng the se1ect10ns on the m1cr0f1che7 . ST
Always ;3 often H sometlmes 3 rarely ; never . )

. - - - - ‘. -

13. Did the a1phabet1ca1 arrangement of the se1ect10ns ,make them readily
accessible? ' N ‘ _ do
Always s often 3 sometimee 3, rarely ; never_ .

. T s 9 ) .

l4. Would some other arrangement have been better? .

Yes .3 no . “ . ‘ é .
] - . .“ A . . - m -
If yes, what 1is your suggestion?_.
- e 15. Did you find it difficuit to learn*to use the microform‘reader?

w A little ; .not at all ;. ver@ - ; had used microforms before .
S - I

16. Was the class visit t® the microforms area adequate~anstruct10n in the use
of microform readers to do ydur assigned readings?

'Yes 3 no . ! ) ' T

[

17. Did you experierce difficulty in using the readers?

Always ; often ; sometimes 3 rarely . 3 mnever .
" 18. How often did you find all the microfiche readers in use? ) (>
Always s often 3 sometimes ; rarely 3y never .

19, Will yoﬁ be more likely to read needed information on microforms now that
you have become familiar with this medium?

Yes s no —s undecided .

Comments: . \

.1 - g
ERIC 5y




w

APPENDIX B

Responses to Survey

o, R
"« . rEighty-five respondents v
. r . : , )
1. -‘Have you .used materials from the L;brary Reserve Desk for this course?

. -
(1

Yes 8l 3 no 4 . °

Commentss Yes. Very few.
“ “No. I was able to obtain the required readlngs from the 11brary
I am empldbyved at.

No. I have used thé . U. Library fer the material ~— not on
reserve there. : oY

-
[

2. Have you'texperienced difficulty in chec¢king out these reserve materials?

! . ..

Always 3 ; dften L 26 3 sometimes 36 ,rarely 10 ; never 7 .

'

. ‘ -
Comments: Always.z Earlv in quarter. , Sometimes. Later in quarter,.

. Sometimes. Especiallv right after class. .
(Four students did not answer this- questlon because their .answer to
question no. 1 was no.: Aﬁbther respondent- checked both always and sometimes,
apparemtlv because of changidg study habits during the quarter.)

3. 'DigAyou reprbduce copies of articles assigned for class readings?
Yes 19 ; no_ 66 . ; o . ‘ T » :

Comments: Yes; Once.
4. Why?
Yes ° ’ L - .

- I copied two pages out of various books because I wanted to keep the
information in my permanent files. Never copied a whole article.

N

I needed materialbfor quiz.

The time element was important. If I reproduced I could read it
m%t home, on the bus,. etc. ‘ ’
. Q& .

- Made it possible to read it at more convenient times. Also, many.
materials seemed useful to have for future reference.

Some were valuable. Some took tooulong to read at the library.

So wouldn't need to depend on the reserve desk.
. - 3

< Theré was not enough time in'a 2 hr. reserve to read ﬁ/certain item.
Also I wanted a copy of some good readings.

hd ’ %




. . - . . )
Question no. 4 cont'd. * * , . ] . o .
- Quicker than reading in library, =~ o - - . e .
t - One abstract was particularly helpful. ’ "

- Sometimes I needed more than 2 hours to take notes on an article and
'chances were I wouldn t be able to-get it again before it was due.
- - - ] i B
- I 1ive in Boulder and often do-not have tlme to .study. here. Also,
if I have found: something that is available once, that is probably
the only time it will be, Reproducing it ellm;nates the risk of not.

gettlng 1t agaln. ff o

. -
~ . .

| 0. :
- BecauSe I éould not dEe them in the time allotted ‘and wasn't sure.
when ‘they.woilld be avhilabie agaln. - ’

[

°

- To reread beforenexams;

- Only 2 hrs reserves and ydu have to‘read somethlng ‘all at one sitting.

o

’

- Because I d rather studv' in mv room than at. the librarv.

-

~ Prefer to do some»of the reading at home=
- For personal use "and retention; °

(‘/
-;Because early in the semester, there %as a rush on.a certa1n art1cle.

" 8

. ' ' s ¢
- Sometimes don't have time to use the(reserve room,

- . ’ 3 ‘, "

No ‘ B e LN

. - Did_not feel I needed them —— I made notes.

/0 - )

o - . B .

. "~ Didn't want to spend the mod@?ﬁ’
. . b

-

- Can't afford it —- I'd take notes on -the material read,
~ Tdo expensive. - . . PO A o o B
: ' N T - SN
. = I would 1like to do it later on. ~ = - ' - '
- Because it would be rather expensive. °
- Cost -- also, 1if you cdn get a copy, -you-don't need pne, .- e
) . 3 - \ Lo .

- Ten cents a page is too expens1ve.>

- Don't feel I should pay for somethlng which should be proV1ded bv\\\
course/library : L

- Not my job. .

- o
- . . R g . ’ n

- Too expensive, I'd be at the libtary anvﬁay for other classes.

Q .. - ‘ , oo LRyt - RO B
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Question no. 4 cont'd. \vT\

- Didd't seem worthwhile. The short ones were easv to take notes on !
d the long ones wpuld have cost too much to reporduce.

2 R § 'did not- feel there was much of value in them and one reading with
) a few notes were adequate tg,my purposes. Besides I am a poverty
’ case and the added expenses are getttng to be a REAL drag.

'—_Waited for materials. »

oy,
- Cost == lOc a page adds up in a hurry
< ‘
' " = Costs too much : T . : ' Cos
- - I found them available;when I returned.
-+ I-always managed to get them. - .
-1 toek notes.
; b , ‘
', — Lack of, inclination. - ‘ o : ¢
.= Felt they would not be worth the pricez» )
. -»Didn’t feel it was necessary. ,
o . ’ [
o - Too expensive, » : : . . .
N . ' ) . ‘ . o ) - ;_. i .bl /
e - I read them there at the library: DI
- Costs money. R T ' ' ’
7 | . =1 didn't have. that much trpuble getting them from reserve. o
" ) ' Co » ) : L. . : '
-.Took notes —- it's cheaper. ‘ e . *

~ Would Have been too expensive.
. - Saw no need to. -

N ‘y

': —fToo expensive for mv wallet.
'— Expense. . \
- .= Read the.reserve copv slnce most of the‘readinés did not relate th” ‘
. my own. specializaﬁion. C e v : : ;i
) = I don t believe in\it - it s a paper waste andsa mlnd waste. o

.
< . . o

- No need to. I almost live in the library so I’ have access to the -
materials. Lo . T ‘ S

B - - L ‘/? Lo . . K .
- Cost factor;” : : . - ) o - ’
- ey ; A o

.- Expense. LT C
. _ = Could obtain.them eventually frqureservetdesk;-

\‘1 . vv. . .o R - '4' ) . .
ERIC- = L BLo8 -
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Question no. 4 cont'd.

- Because of cost mainly and also because material was, available at the
// reserve desk whenever I needed 'to refer to readings.

- Too expensive. : - .
N : . V

- Copies had to be available to do so -— when I had the material I read‘it.

Sufficient materials on reserve. .

)
/ N
.

o

Unnecessary.
sary
. L]

Waited for reserve material to be available.

5. Hp f;equentiy did you make copiesiof such articles? ‘ -

~

Always 1 ; often 3 ; sometimes 8 ; rarely 8 ; never 57 .

Comments: Never. Never copied a whole artdcle.

Rarely. Once.

. - kb B - ’
6. Whaé do vou estimate vou spent in maklng copies of assigned aref’Ies for
. Building Media Collections? '

\ Less than $1.00__39 ; $1 - 1.00_9 y $3 - 5.00 2 3 $5 -7.00_ 1 ;
© $7 - 10.00__1 ; mofe than $10.00 2 . _ ,
B ‘/ ©
7. Have you ever ‘used any type of microform for this course or any other
- information need? ~ ﬁf

Yes 57 ; no_ 28 . . : o

Comments : Yes. Not for a course, for my own research.

_ ) - No. Probably should have.7

r ' '

-+ 8. *In your opinion, would microform copies of course readings be a good

. additional tool to use to do the necessary reading in preparation for ///
course work?

Yes 73 ) no 5 ; undecided 7 ‘, ' -

" v - ‘ r

Comments: Yes

. - »= I ingtruction on how to use was presented first.

-
.

‘.

If you have the money. ‘
. ,.v i . . . Sy ' .
~ But not micro-opacues, they are so.hard on-my eyes.

- If the.mieroform had an ihdex For locating the desired material.

If readers were available.

If more readers are éveiiable. : - u

v

- N \) .' i -'.m ‘
- : : : . B4T
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9. 1If the'cost of microform copies were comparable to other forms of copy-

ing, would you buy microfilm copies of assigned readings for vour own
use and retention? ! :

Yes . 38 ;3 no 28 ; undecided 20 .

—_——
»

Corments: Yes and no. Would depend on circumstances. Not having a reader
or other equipment may prefer hardcopy in some cases for home use.

.

. © e
\ Yes. But wouldn't buy its reader.

No. I would if it were cheaper. .
e v

No. Would have to be cheaper than 10¢/page.
No. They're too hard to read. ' ‘ : .
. . Undecided. Possibly. .

Undecided. Thev would have to be cheaper than Xerox copies since
they are more inconvenient.
10. 1If microformééopies were provided for your infbrmation needs for several
' of your courses each quarter, would you_consider buying a reader
costing abdut $50.007

N

Yes- 18 ; no 45 ; undecided 22-.

Comments: Yes. If all classes.did. ‘ 3 P > -
N B : - N\ )
" Yes. But there is no $50 reader. _ 7 {

v

/ . ’ No. On my present bhdget, I could not afford this.

’

vh¥\ , No. I cannot afford goodies for $50.00! . ) &i[p

- No. They alreadf\raised tuition. between giving me data as a
soon-to-be-DU-student & my arrival?
.. _ ' ‘ e »
Ng. One reason is that I find microforms very difficult to use
-because of wearing glasses. On a number of occasions—the

viewers were not in operational shape, also.

Undecided. Probably not —-- library students are poor.
! ‘Undecided. Would probably consider sharing one -- mv resources

are VERY limited.’ » .
Undecided. PossiBly ~- could we not use local library! A fuéure
proposition.

. . . :
Undecided. 1It-would depend on the way the world goes -- if I

. B found it valuable for everyday life, I would buy it. ' m//
‘ g , ‘ X :
: Undecided. A lot of money to shell out —-—- might be worth it “in the
,\ lofg rum. '
1 , , | : | | : _
| E[{I(j o ~ Undecided,  I mig?t consider renting one.

BS' &0




APPENDIX C

v 3 -

R _
Responses to Pre-questionnaire

Twenty-nine ‘respondents
, ) Y . t
1. Have you ever used any type of microform (film, fiche, or card)?

NYes 24 ; no 5 . ‘ ‘ . f
\\\ - '

(The\fivé answering no 4id not answer the follow%pg sevén questions.)

2. Hoy frequently have you used them?
‘ 1]

s b

Often__ 1 ; sometimes 9 ; rarel& 14 ; never 0 .

Comment: Rarely. Once.

- - R -

3." What type of microform have you used?
Microfiim reels 22 H micréfilm cartridges 1 ; microfiche 13 H
micro-opaque % ultramicrofiche 2 .

-4, Have you useéd reader-printers to make copies from microforms which you /
’ have wanted to use?

-

Yeg: 10 ; no 13 .

“ A . -

5. How frequently have you used them?

- Often # 1 s sometimes 1 He rarely 8 ; never 0 .

bse responding no to question 4 did not answer this question.)

fents: - Rarely. - Once. “ . ) ‘ (ﬁ
1 J °
ot 6. Have you used portable readers which you could carry with you for
. reading microforms? -
Yes 2 ; no 22 . ' g' .
7. How freduently have you used them? : ' K
Often 0 ; sometimes ; rarely never_ 0 . ) ‘ ’
« —_— \,— —7L P

- (Only fhoéq answering yes to question six were asked to answer this question.)

& .
8. Would you use a portable reader if you had access to one?

.
4
+ “

es, 21 ; no 2 . (One write-in maybe)

[N

s




i

9: Have you used materials’from the stacks of the library?

Yes 27 ; no ‘1 .

.

(Thére was no response on one form for 'questions nine through fifteen.)
. .

- . A :
Alway 0 ; often 11 ; gometimes 14 ;3 rarely 2 ; never 0 .

B .
(Instructions were erronedusly givén to go on to question no. 16 although
respondents should have gone on to question no. 11. . Yet, 27 resppnded to

question no. 11, fortunately.)

’

11. Have you used materials from the Library Reserve Desk? .

Yes” 26 3 no 1 . . : S

10. Have you experienced difficulty in finding materials in the stacks? P
B . Ty .
|

;

»

(The no response means skipping to’question‘no. 13%)
12. Have you experienced difficulty in checking,out reserve materials?
4 f
Always 0 ; often 5 ; sometimes 12 ; rarely 6 ; never 2 . -
; —_— —_— . —_— -

13 . Do you reproduce copies o%“articles for class reédings?

Yes 14 ; +1No_ A3 .

-~ -

14. How frequently do you reproduce copies of such articles?

Often 4 ; sometimes 7 '; rarely 3 5 mnever. 0 .~

15. What do,you estimate you spend in making copies?

:

('

Less than $1.00_1 3 $1 -3.00_7 ; $ 3 ~5.00 2
$5 - 7:00 2 3 .$7 -~ 10.00 : more than $10.00 1 . .

(Sixteen students, more than the thirteen who indicated that they did not
reproduce Topies of articles for class readings, did not respond to th&s

question.) . : o

' « ¢ ’ - ! S .
16. If the cost of microform copies were comparable to other forms of
reproduction, would you buy microfiche copies of assigned readings for
your own use and retention?

-

Yes 4 perhaps 17 ; no_7 .

Comment: If cheaper than, yes,

{.

=)
c2

o
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s S 'APPENDIX D

b

Resbbnses from Diary

. Ten respondents

.

1. Did you read American Library Association. Freedom to Read Statement 7

Intellectual Freedoffl Statement 7 _;-Library Bill of Rights 7 ;

(2 s

' Asheim. 8 ; Bass 7 ; Boyer and Eaton' 8 ; Clapp & Jordan 8 ;

Downs 9 °; Erickson 9 ;~AGrove & Clement 12 :; Haines 8

- / . ' : o R ~
- ) Q A

Hicks 7 ; Jones 9 ; Katz 9 ; Melcher 7 F National Council of
1 . .

Teachers of English. The Student's Right to Read 7 ; Sullivan. 9 ;

e

Veaner. 8 ; Warren 8 4 Weil 8 ? -
— —gy —=

* 2. If yes, did you read it_in‘microfiche? Yes 156. -No 4

3. Or did you read it in hard copy? Yes 14 ‘No 113

4. How many sessions did you spend? 1 (one) 133 2 (two) 15

P 3 (three) 3'_

5. Where did you read? Penrose 126 Tec Lab-~ 1  Home_ 2 -
Other Library 24

6. Did you begin this gelection and qujt for other reasons than time?

Yes 7 ‘No 129 If yes, please explain (comment)

Tired. But noise of fan on machine highly 1rritat1ng and contrlbutes.
‘remarkably to fatlgue.

Machine noise got to me. >

The longer ‘one reads - the worse the bptical focusing gets! The
focusing problem is the thing that bothers me the most. ‘

i

The type was particularly difficult to read in this article. (Haines)

The last article was cut—off' That ié — the last page or pages was
omitted. (Clement) ’

Focusing very difficult - required re-focus from top of page to

Yol ’ A
»
Think I would prefer to read black print on whlte instead/of white
\ print on black.

~

Didn't have time to read entire article. .

Ran out of time. . ’

D1 h *
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Eyes tired - reading went faster than previous times; getting used to

i&.; -

Noisy in the microforms area. because a lot of people.using a lot of

different machines.

For all selections, slide of title and.author should have date --
maybe publisher.

This wasn't-on the reading list. Grove and Clement was supposed to
start here: 2B5 but it did. ("Problems of Media and of Their Control"
by Louis Brown) \\

This article started at B-10 but on reading list it's supposed to start
at 2-B-1. I think the colrse outline might be messed up. But this card
is definitely messed up. (Tillin).

This wasn't, on the reading list. It started on 2-B-14 and 1t just
ended right in the middle of the selection at C-3. This was very

" confusing!

The pictures were not good at all. In one part they referred to a
picture and it was on a whole other ‘line.

Eye strain.

Eyes hurt. ] ) . )

.

Read part in hard copy because it took longer to read portidﬁ on
m1crof1che. I did not have time to read remainder on microfiche.

/7

fiche.
Eyes getting less tired.’ (Read Katz, Weil and Haines at the same session)

Machine focuses very poorly - words seem to jump around! .

Bell & Howell Reporter machine - excellent - not tiring.

.
Fine . “Av b

. , Ny
Fine. _ v
Lack of motivation. | - ' 1 .
Interruption. _ ' )

Although i was apprehensive about using microforms when the project first
started, I have found‘'them quite useful. They are always accessible P
and, with a good viewer easy to use.

'
¥

D2
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* APPENDIX E

Data on use of microform readers

machines
dgte time in use
April 8 : 7:4;“L.m. none
9 5\:22 p.m. “1
10 ; 10:35 a.m. 1
il 6:13 p.m. | npne
12 .10:50 é.m. 2
12 1%:17 p.m. none
o 13 " 1:37 pom, 3
14  ' 2:56 p.m. : 5
- ' . 15 C§ 8:05 p.m. . none
- . .. 16 ] -2:32 p.m. ’ | 1
17 . Y 9:43 p.m. 5 : 1
, 18 - 11:34 p.m. j - none
18 u 11.52 p.m. ; ' none
19 3:05 p.m. | 3
.’B' '
© 20 2:38 p.m. 4
21. - | 1:43'p.m. . 3
22 ‘ 10:48 am. 5
0 o, 23 ' 7:05 p.m. ° " none
|24 1:38 p.m. ’ | 6
- 24 6:35 p.m, : none
L "25 10}20 a.m. ; | none
26 Z,’_10:36 p.m. : none
27 , 11:02 a.m.‘ ' ; 1
28 _ 1:26 p.m. - none
29 ’1:50 p.n\x., T 1
30 . 3}49 p.m. gnone
‘ El A




April 30 . 6:22 p.m. " none
May 1 7 — 4:20 p.m.- T3 ot
2 6:50 p.m. o none o
- - 4 i / ’
- 3™ . 10:17 a.m, 1
.0 . W ’
- 4 ’ 2:30 p.m. ’ 4 One person waitipg

< to use reader-printer




APPENDIX F
i n Responses to Post-questionnaire

Twenty-one respondents
. ~
1. In your opinioh, were microform copies of course readings a good
tool to use tb_do the' necessary reading in preparation for course

wotk? \ ‘ -

Yes 14 'y no 1 ; wundecided 5 .

s

(One form was unmarked at‘question no. 1.)
-~ - L[] .

Would you recommend that other professqis film their assigned
readings on microfiche? ‘o

Heartily 3 ; yes 1 3 1in some cases 15 ; mno 2 ;

Wouldwxou be willing to buy microform copies of assigned readings:
fqr your own use and retention at $2.85 per course?

Yes 3 1In some cases. ! never . (One write—in probably not.)

Would you use a portable reader if one could be checked out of the
library or Tec Lab, available in the dorms, or off campus? - bd

\fes 12 5 no_1 ; undecided 8 .

) Comments: Undecided. How could I get it home on my bicycle?
Undecided. If it had good reproduction.

5. If microform éopies‘were provided for your information needs for
several of your courses each quarter, would you consider buying a

. reader costing about SSOFSQZ\\\ ,

Yes 5 ;3 no 6 3 wundecided 15 .
’ ° »

[

6. If you read at microfiche readers other than at Penrose Library or
o the Tec Lab, where did you do your reading?

9

Four 1ib§afies were named.

7. Did you use a reader/pripter to convert your microfichg‘into hard copy?

Yes 3 mno_ 21 .

A .

Comment: One time, Penrose. ' o ' &

8. The professor for this course thinks there 1s not currently a textbook .
which contains al¥P the information necessary for this course. Instead
T - of having microfiche copies would you rather have had photocopies




Question no. 8 cont'd.

of assigned readings available for purchase at the bookstore at
a cost of $10-157 ‘ v ¥ a

Yes 4 } sometimes 5 3 rarely 2 3 mno 10 .

[

OR would you prefer to %Yise the ¢opies .on Reserve where there is one
copy for each 25 students?
. Y .

Yes 6 ; sometimes . 2 ; rerely 3 ; -no_ 10 .

OR would you prefer to find copies of boo%%:iigjj% articles directly

in the library stacks?

n -

Yes 1l ;  sometimes 9 ; rarely 1, ; no 10 .

~

N\ -
9. Did you have to go to other sourcees for preparation for the coursework?
% : Soe . v’

Yes_ 13 ; no 8. . : ' ) . R

S
If yes, would you have preferred to have had these selections 1nc1uded
on your microfiche? -

Yes 3 ; no__10 ; number of selections was. of no consequence__3 .

10. 'Were the filmed copies of the printed materials legible?

"Always 9 f often 11 ; sometimes 1 ; rarely ' ; never .

@

Comments: Always. Not always easiest to read.

Often. But. focus problem, \f\\\\‘

]§§§/Were the selections reasonably easy to find on the microtﬂche after =
the film was inserted into th® reader? v

Always 13 ; often_ 7 sometimes 3 rarely 3, never .

'

12. Did the hard copy index with .the numbers of the’cards, columns, and
rows help you in finding the selections on the m1crofiche7 ‘

Aiways 16 3 often 3 ; sometimes s rarely H never' .

13. Did the alphabetical arrangement of the selecfions make them readily
accessible? > 4

Always 6 ; often 6 ; sometimes 5 3 rarely 1 ; mnever 3 .
1l4. Would some other arrangement have been better?

Yes ™2 3 no%l17 . One write—in probablygmot -~ one write-in don't know.

§

Comment: No. Not especially. ) «

»
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*

Question no. 14 ‘cont'd.
A
If yes, what is your suggestion?
(1) If the index of no.s & columns had been placed directly on the
,fiche. (2) Do not start a selection in the middle of .-a row. ThlS
shouldn't require that much more ‘fiche.

15. Did you find it difficult to learn to use the microform reader?A

Addttle 3 °; not at all 15 ; very 1 ; had used microforms

v

before 4 . . ’ _ S .
16. Was the class visit to the microforms area adequate instruction in
the use of microform readers to do your assigned readings? y
[ “ .
Yes 18 ; no_ 3. . : : “

Comment: No. Could see none of the instructioni-= too many people, too
little Space.

.

i " O . v
17: Did you experience difficulty/in using the rea@efs? ’
Always "1 ; often 3 ; sometimes 8 }arely 6 j never 3 .'
/— —_. ———— - L T— T 6
Comment: Sometimes. At Penrose - readers not clear.
18. How often did you find all the-microfiche readers in use?
o : Always____ ; often 1 ; sometimes 5 rarely 6 _; never 13 .
Commént: Did not use Penrose. ,
‘ : -
19. Wwill you be more likely to read needed info%mation on microforms now
that you have become familiar with this medium?
Yes 12 ; no 4 undeqidé? 5 . N 7 '
’ Comments:, © :
B ~ ’
_Enjoyed the actessibility of the material greatly. Was a great advantage,
. Thanks—- . !

. ¥
The bloody machines won't stay in focus sgr maybe it's my eves). At any
rate, my eyes can't take -too much microfiim. Also - I heartily suggest
the library install horizontal marker lines on the screens so you can take
- Yyour eyes off the screen to take notes w/o having ‘to search for your place
aga1n. 3

I enjoyed reading the material for this course on microfiche. It was a
good introduction & experience, ¥

Fixing the focus wastthe only difficulty'I had. I noticed my eyes sé€emed
- to 'get used to microfiche after an initial period~\f‘strain. Good luck
* with the copyright problem. I can't see a way olit of it, myself.

L]




o

Comments cont'q.

Would like to have been able to yead at home - rather than librgfy

where Tesearch time was needed.

Poor for studying. Continued reading is physically uncomfortable
because of design of readers & counters.’

Improvement of machine technologyfﬁnoﬁge, angle of viewing, etc.)}
is needed for comfortable viggigg. -

. <
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'..Card Row Column"'

‘American Library'Association,gFreedbm to Read Statement.

American Library Association. Intellectual Freedom Statement.
4

American Library%Associationa Lbbrary Bill of Rights. ’

\

Asheim, ‘Lester. Not Censorship But Selection.

»

Axford William H Economics of a Domestic Approval Plan.

Bass, Doris. Can This Marriage Be Saved
Boyer and Eaton. Book Selectioh Policies in American Libraries.

- Clapp and Jordan. Quantitative Criteria for Adequacy of Academic
Library Collections.

Downs, Robert. Problems of B1b110graphica1 Control

.Erickson, Carleton. Administering Instructional Media Programs.

e

fGrove and Clement Bibliographic Control of Non—Print Media. -

‘Haines, Helen. Art of Annotatiow..i

.’

Hicks and Tillin. Developing Multi—Media Libraries.

% -

Jones, Emily. Film Evaluation. '

N -~

Katz, William. Magazine Selection How to. Build a Community-
Oriented Collection.

N .

McCullough Kathleen. ApprovaL PLans‘ Vendor Responslbility and
' %Library Research - , K , 3 C 11

McGrath, William. ‘The Significance of Books Used According to a
Classjfied Profile of Acad@mic Departments. .

e

Melcher, Daniel Melcher on Acquisition. oot

. Nat10na1 Council of Teachers of - English The Student's Right to Read. 4 A 13

Sullivan, Robert C. Microform Developments Related to Acquisitions.. 4 B 8

o Veaner, Allen. The E¥aluation of'ﬁicropublications. : ,> 4 C 8

Warren, Roland, Studying Your Community. - ' 5 A 2
Weil, Ben H Standards for Writing Abstracts. _ ‘ : ' 5/ F 7 .

“

Appendix f 5 G 1

Course Qutline- | 5 G 2

Coursé G%dectives 5 G 4

Definitiong : § 5 G 5

Selection Tools Bibliography - 5 G 8

Note: This is a pilot project for the Graduate School of Librarianship, University
of Depver. .
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