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INTRODUCTION

This is a report of a study of copying and duplicating practices

in elementary and secondary schools and in colleges and universities in

the United States. The specific purpose of the research reported here

is to provide some factual guidelines for public policy in the pending

copyright law revision, but the authors hope that their findings may be

of broader interest.

Although copying methods of one kind or another have been avail-

able for a half century or more their use was for many years relatively

minor. The phenomenal growth of the copying industry during the last

decade, however, has made large- scale copying a reality. In education

it is apparently having an increasingly significant effect on methods

of instruction as the schools produce or print more and more of their

own teaching materials.

The particular focus of this report is upon the following ques-

tions: what kinds of materials are being copied and duplicated in the

schools , how extensive are these practices, and what are the general

attitudes of the educators toward copying practices in relation to the

problems of the improvement of American education and the protection of

the rights of authors and pub lishers.

Dealing with such questions places a premium on representative-

ness and accuracy. Within the limitations of time and resources the

following study design was evolved: A random sample of thirty-two sec-

ondary schools, representative of the universe of such schools , was



selected by standard procedures. For one-third of the secondary schools

randomly selected, a feeder elementary school was chosen for study.

A representative sample of twenty colleges and universities was also

selected. (See Appendix 1 for details of the sampling procedures.

The principal of each school and the president of each college

was asked by mail to cooperate on the study of instructional materials

and to allow the research staff to carry out interviews with a senior

administrator, business manager, teacher, librarian and personnel in

charge of the duplicating and photocopying equipment in the school.

addition, permission was secured to collect records of current copying

and dup I icat ing machine usage. (Copies of the letters sent to the school

officials are presented in Appendix 2 and the questionnaires and other

measuring instruments in Appendix 3.

A major effort has been made to measure the extent and nature of

copying and duplicating practices in the schools. A word , therefore

about the prob lems of measurement and its accuracy. One danger was the

likelihood that the refined survey techniques would be blunted by the

sheer crudity of the phenomenon under examination. The schools do not

keep very good records on their copying and duplicating practices, and

there does appear to be relatively loose administration over the ma-

chines and their use. (This is not a judgment that they should be

more meticulous , since such good housekeeping may well interfere with

the primary mission of the schools--education. Nevertheless the use

of copying and duplicating machines could be communicated in terms de-

tailed enough to make quantitative statements about how much of what

kinds of materials were created in the school.



There was a second and opposite danger: that our measuring

instruments would be too coarse or that we would apply them in the

wrong places . Several safeguards were used to avoid these pitfalls.

The first was to study in depth an elementary school , a high school

and a college (actually a small part of a large university). Inten-

sive involvement of the school administrators and repeated visits by

the research team to these pilot schools provided, first of all, the

major raw materials for the construction of the formal interview sched-

ules, and second, a yardstick to measure the accuracy and reliability

of the interview results.

Another precaution was to ask for information in several dif-

ferent ways , thereby providing internal checks on the accuracy of the

reporting. A third was to check the survey results, wherever possible,

with iriformation from other studies or previously gathered statistics.

There is finally the matter of assessing the extent to which

the school teachers and administrators gave biased answers , either de-

liberately or unconsciously. The whole question of copyright is a

sensitive and a confused one. Some teachers were clearly wary about

the matter and felt there was something vaguely wrong about copying.

Others felt it was perfectly all right. Yet there appear to be no dis-

cernible differences in the reported extent of copying related to their

attitudes toward the law, nor, more importantly, was there any discern-

ible difference between the responses of those schools who were told

the nature and sponsorship of the study in advance and those who were

not. The predominantly friendly, open and cooperative manner of the

school personnel overshadows the few instances where there were



unmistakable signs that the extent of copying was underst ted or even

denied. The consistency of the data throughout the different schools

and the similarity of results in the same school measured by different

techniques indicates the survey is probably not too far off the mark.

There are, however , undeniable limitations of the study that

should be noted. The number of schools is small; the time period in

which the data were collected (the last month of 1965 and the first few

months of 1966) is an upsetting one for the schools; the matters asked

about are not of such high priority to educators that they are particu-

larly motivated to pay much attention and finally the practices under

study themselves are diverse and difficult to identify and re-create

neatly. Despite these limitations the internal consistency of the

material and the similarity of results to other studies sustains the

view that the survey is clearly in the right order of magnitude in its

reporting.

The report is divided into two main parts. The first describes

the situation in elementary and secondary schools; the second presents

the material from colleges and universities. The appendices, contain-

ing the sampling plan, letters to the educators and the questionnaires

ate an important part of the report and in weighing its conclusions

deserve to be taken into account.



PART I

ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY SCHOOLS



COPYING AND DUPLICATING PRACTICES IN
ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY SCHOOLS

The simple question of what and how much the schools photo-

copy--the question that initiated this study--has been set into several

larger contexts. Since photocopying is closely related to duplicating

the two have been considered together , although specific reporting of

each type of machine use is kept as separate as possible. Next , copying-

duplicating (as the creation of materials inside by school will be re-

ferred to from this point forward) is but one kind of instructional

material. Textbooks , workbooks , library materials and audio-visual

materials are others which provide a meaningful context to the role

of copying-duplicating materials. This context can partially be ex-

pressed in monetary terms; thus the first way of Qescribing the situa-

tion is through the dollar expenditures for various kinds of instruc-

tional equipment and supplies. Following this the actual practices of

copying-duplicating will be described. Then data will be presented on

teachers 1 and administrators I practices and attitudes toward the

general question of innovations in education and their relation to

instructional materials as a whole, and toward the more specific

question of the new copyright law.

Finally, the chapter will attempt to account for the variations

in the extent of copying-duplicating that was found among the schools.

Results from the secondary schools and the elementary schools will be

presented separately.



School Expenditures for Instructional Materials

The first setting for a view of copying-duplicating is the

picture of total expenditures for the schools and the share of the

budget set aside for various kinds of instructional materials, teachers

salaries and so forth. Table 1 presents the mean annual expenditures

for the twenty- seven secondary schools and eight elementary schools

that provided sufficient financial data to justify their inclusion. I

Included in this table are the mean total expenditures , mean expendi-

tures per student , and the share of the budgets for teachers I salaries

and instructional materials.

Throughout this report " instructional materials" are defined

as narrowly as possible; only audio-visual equipment and supplies and

printed materials such as books , testing materials, magazines, news-

papers and copied-duplicated materials have been included. This has

been done for two reasons. First , since this study concerns itself

with copying- duplicating of instructional materials it seems wise to

limit the definition of instructional materials to those where copying-

duplicating practices are applicable. Second , there is a wide diversity

in the allocation of funds for such materials as art , athletic , shop,

laboratory and special trade-oriented supplies, and the inclusion of

these expenditures-- some of which are very large--as part of the " in-

structional materials " budget of the schools could easily distort the

total picture.

Five secondary schools and two primary schools had such com-
plex or inadequate financial records that they were not included.



TABLE I

MAJOR BUDGETARY DESCRIPTION FOR
THE SECONDARY SCHOOLS (N=27)

- - -- -- - - -- - - - -- -- - - - - - - -- - - - - - -- -- - - - - - - - - - -- -- - - -- -- - - -- - --- - -- - - - - - - --- -- - - - - - - -- - - - - - -- - - -- - - -- - - -- - -- -- -- - - -- -- - - - --

Mean Annual Total Expenditures per School $559, 016

Mean Annual Expenditure per Student $506

Per Cent of
Mean Total a

Per Cent of Total Mean
Expenditures for:

Teachers I Salaries 69%

Instructional Materials

Mean percentages:
tional Materials 5%.

Teachers ' Salaries 67%; lnstruc-

MAJOR BUDGETARY DESCRIPTION FOR
THE ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS (N=8)

- - - - - - - - - - - -- - - - - - - - -- - - - - -- - - -- -- - - -- - - - -- - - - - - - - - -- - - - -- - - - - - - - -- - - -- -- -- - - - -- - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Mean Annual Total Expenditures per School $181, 293

Mean Annual Expenditure per Student $464

Per Cent of
Mean Total a

Per Cent of Total Mean
Expenditures for:

Teachers ' Salaries 58%

Instructional Materials

Mean of percentages:
tional Materials 5%.

Teachers I Salaries 52%; Instruc-



The significance of Table 1 is that the total instructional

budget is quite small for both elementary and secondary schools. When

this percentage is summed for all the schools in the country, a great

deal of money is involved , but from the point of view of the individual

school, the amount is very little compared to teachers 
i salaries.

The next problem involves the separation of this instructional

budget into its component parts. The information gathered during the

intensive interviews in the pilot high school and elementary school pro-

vided a list of types of instructional materials. This list forms the

basis for Table 2, which gives the mean annual expenditure for each of

the items and the percentage that each forms of the total instructional

budget. All the items here appear self-explanatory with the possible

exception of "Expendab Ie Classroom Materials. As used here this item

includes funds expended for magazines, newspapers and other materials

that are consumed in the classroom, typically through a fee-'fund type

of arrangement.

Considering the involved processes necessary to arrive at the

figures presented in Table 2, it would be desirable to have some kind of

check on their accuracy. Fortunately the recent survey on textbook costs

prepared by Stanley Hunt Associates for the American Textbook Publishers

Institute provides a clue. Table 3 shows the Hunt estimate of the per

student expenditures for textbooks in high schools and in elementary

schools compared to the estimates from the present study (see Table 1

f or the source of these figures).

provided through personal communication with the American
Textbook Publishers Institute.



TABLE 2

EXPENDITURES FOR INSTRUCTIONAL MATERIALS

Secondary Schools

= = == == == ==== == == = = == = = == == == == = = = == == == == = = = = = = = == = = = = == = = == = == = = == = =

Mean of
Per Cent Per Cents

Mean of Mean for Each

Type of Material Dollars Dollars rtem

Textbooks $11, 103 50% 39%

Workbooks 340

Library Materials 346

Audio-Visual Materials 933

Testing Materials 219

Expendable Classroom Materials 193

Copying and Duplicating Materials 250

Mean Total Instructional Budget $22, 452 100% 100/0

For each school the separate items
were percentaged on the total. This column
percentages.

in the instructional budget
presents the mean of these

Includes supplies plus equipment but not labor and overhead.
See subsequent tab les for detai Is.

This is a low estimate because 14 of the
report any expenses in this category but may have
under a differently named account.

27 schools did not
actually done so

This does not take into account labor or overhead costs , but

since there are so few full time personnel assigned to the machine, it

is likely that little actual additional labor cost should be added. More-

over, about a quarter of the duplicating supply costs and more than half
of the copying supply costs should be assigned to administrative rather
than instructional costs. The effect of this more fastidious accounting
would decrease the total number of dollars spent on instructional copying
and duplicating, but the precise extent of this decrease would be diffi-
cult to estimate.

This figure is the mean of the instructional materials budgets
of the 27 schools. The sum of the means of each of the items is $22, 384.



TABLE 2--Continued

EXPENDITURES FOR INSTRUCTIONAL MATERIAS

Elementary Schools

= = == == == == = = = == == == == == = = = == == = = == == = = = = == == === == == == == = == = = = = = = == == = = = =

Mean of
Per Cent Per Cents

Mean of Mean for Each

Type 0 f Material Dollars Dollars Item

Textbooks 598 39% 31%

Workbooks 992

Library Materials 510

Audio-Visual Materials 375

Testing Materials 300

Expendable Classroom Materials 166

Copying and Duplicating Materials 756

Mean Total Ins truc tional Budget $6, 691 100% 100/0

For each school the separate ltems
were percentaged on the total. This column
percentages

in the instructional budget
presents the mean of these

b Includes 
supplies plus equipment but not labor and overhead.

See subsequent tables for details.

This is a low estimate because 5 of the 8 schools did not re-
port any expenses in this category but may have actually done so under
a differently named account.

This does not take into account labor or overhead costs, but
since there are so few full time personnel assigned to the machine, it is
likely that little actual additional labor cost should be added. More-
over, about a quarter of the duplicating supply costs and more than half
of the copying supply costs should be assigned to administrative rather
than instructional costs. The effect of this more fastidious accounting
would decrease the total number of dollars spent on instructional copying
and duplicating, but the precise extent of this decrease would be diffi-
cult to estimate.

This figure is the mean of the instructional materials budgets
of the 8 schools. The sum of the means of each of the items is $6, 697.



TABLE 3

ANNUAL TEXTBOOK EXPENDITURES: A COMPARISON

- -- - - -- - - - - -- - - - -- - - - - - - - - -- - - - -- -- -- - - - - - - - - - -- - - -- -- -- -- -- - -- - - -- -- - - ---------- --------- -- -- -- -- ----- -- -- ------ -- --- ---- -- -- ------- -- -- -- -- ----

Mean Dollars Per Student Secondary Schools Elementary Schools

for Textbooks

Hunt Survey (1964) $ 9. $5. 21

NORC Survey (1965) IO.

These calculations are based on the mean 
dollars expended for

textbooks in all schools, rather than on the mean of the percentage for
each school. This procedure thereby gives the proper weight to the
larger schools.

These are remarkably close figures, all things considered
, and

confidence in the whole expenditure estimation is thus considerably en-

hanced.

Substantively, Table 2 makes quite clear that textbooks, work-

books and library books comprise three- quarters of the instructional

budget of both elementary and secondary schools, while the copying-

duplicating share is about IO per cent. When these figures are projected

against the total school budget, the level of textbook expenditure in

secondary schools is 2 per cent of the total, and copying-duplicating is

one-third of I per cent. It should be noted in these two tab les that,

as might be expected , the use of workbooks is much greater in elementary

schools than in secondary schools , and that library and audio-visual

materials are more heavily used in secondary schools.

Unlike the textbook budget, the copying-duplicating budget (like

the audio-visual budget and , to some extent, the library budget) includes



expenditures for equipment as well as supplies. Table 4 shows the

relative equipment and supply costs for copying-duplicating and for

audio-visual materials for elementary and secondary schools.

TABLE 4

BALACE BETWEN CAPITAL EXPENDITURES FOR
EQUIPMENT D CURRENT EXPENDITURES

FOR SUPPLIES IN COPYING-DUPLICATING AND
AUDIO-VISUAL MATERIAS (ME DOLLARS)

Secondary Schools

- - - - -- - - -- -- - - -- - - - -- ---- - - -- -- - -- -- -- - - - - ---- - - - - - - - -- - - -- - -- - - - - -- - - --- -- - - - -- - - ---- - - - - - -- -- -- - - -- - - - -- - - -- -- - - -- -- - - - - - - - -- - - --- -- - - -- - - -- 

Copying and
Duplicating

Mean Costs Per Cent
Audio-Visual

Mean Costs Per Cent

Prorated Annual
Equipment Costs 376 17% 737 38%

196

933 100%

Annual Supply Costs 874

$2, 250 100%

Elementary Schools

- - - -- - -- ---- -- - - -- -- - -- -- -- -- - - - - - -- -- - - -- -- -- - - -- - -- - - - - - - -- - - - -- -- -- - -- - ---- -- -- -- -- -- -- - - - - - - - -- - - - - - -- - - - - -- - - -- - - -- - -- - - -- - - - - - - - -- -- -- 

Copying and
Duplicating

Mean Costs Per Cent
Audio-Visual

Mean Costs Per Cent

Prorated Annual
Equipment Costs $194 26'70 $250 67%

125

$375 100%

Annual Supply Costs 562

$756 100'70

Annual estimates for equipment costs were secured by expert
advice from school officials and equipment salesmen, who provided pur-
chase prices and average life span data for each specific machine in
the study.



The above table shows that the copying-duplicating operations

supplies are far and away the major expense. To a lesser extent this

is also true for audio-visual materials in secondary schools , but in

elementary schools two-thirds of the audio-visual expenditures are for

equipment. Two factors may be responsible for this reversal. Individual

items of audio-visual equipment may receive relatively less use in ele-

mentary schools, partially because the small size of the school prevents

the economies to scale which larger schools may gain through the use of

a few heavily scheduled machines. Whether this underuse of machines

is due also to relatively lower availability of materials is problem-

atical. Elementary schools may also spend relatively less on supplies

because they are more dependent on outside sources such as commercial

film libraries or school district-wide film collections than on their

own holdings.

A fuller description of the schools ' copying-duplicating facil-

ities is required. Table 5 compresses the diversity of these facilities

into a quantitative statement of how many copying and duplicating machines

were in the schools.

The impression gained by an examination of the copying-duplicating

inventory, a speculative impression to be sure, is that of a conservative

and cautious policy on the part of the schools with respect to copying

machines. There was, for example, not a single Xerox machine in any of

the schoo Is, e lernentary or secondary. This suggests either a resistance

to the attractions of photocopying, or a resistance to the costs in-

volved. It is not possible to tell which is the case at the moment.



TABLE 5

COPYING AND DUPLICATING MACHINES

Mean Number of Machines per School
(N=32)

Secondary Schools

- - - - - - - - - - -- - - - -- -- - - --- - - -- - - -- -- -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - -- - ---- -- -- ---- --- ------ -- --- -------- ------- - --- ----- --- --- -- -- ---- -- -- -- ---

Number of Machines

Copying Machines

Duplicating Machines

A typical smaller school would have the foillowing machines:

I or 2
Thermofax
Ditto
Mimeograph

Larger schools often have larger numbers of these, in
to offset presses (Multilith, etc. ) and various other copying
(Copease, Verifax, Viva Copy, etc.

addition
machines

Mean Number of Machines per School
(N=IO)

Elementary Schools

- - - - -- -- - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - - - - - - -- - - - - - - -- - -- - - - - - - - - - -- -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ---- - -- --------- ---- -- -- - ------ -- -- -- -- --- -- -- --- - -- --- -- -- -- ---- -- -- -----

Number of Machines

Copying Machines

Duplicating Machines

The most typical pattern (if any is to be found) would consist of:

I Thermofax
1 Ditto
I Mimeograph



The comparable equipment profile for the audio-visual side is

shown in Table The quantity and range of this type of equipment is

impressive. Movie projectors, film strip (and slide) projectors

overhead projectors, tape recorders and phonographs dominate in the

secondary schools, while the elementary schools have more of the simpler

types of equipment, film strip projectors and phonographs.

This completes the general financial outline of the copying-

duplicating situation. Later the costs of this kind of instructional

materials production will be examined in more detail after the actual

practices are described.

Copying-Duplicating Practices

The main purpose of this study has been the accurate rneasure-

ment of the nature and extent of copying-duplicating in educational

institutions. Because of the importance of this information and the

intrinsic difficulties involved in collecting it, several techniques

were employed , with the expectation that they would serve as checks on

one another.

The first two methods involved the interviewing of the teachers

or administrators in charge of the machines. For those situations when

no particular person was responsible for the use of the machine a heavy

user of the machine served as a respondent. The respondents were first

asked to estimate the average number of times a particular machine was

used during a week, how many pages were usually copied at a typical

mach ine use and how many copies of each of these pages were made. This

approach will be referred to as the RETROSPECTIVE-GENERAL method.

, to emphasize its nature, based on the answers to questions asking about

the general use of a machine during a typical week.



TABLE 6

AUDIO-VISUAL EQUIPMENT

Mean Number of Machines per School
(N=32)

Secondary Schools

- - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - - -- - - - - - -- -- -- -- -- - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Mean Number
of Machines

Opaque Projectors

Movie Projectors

Film Strip Projectors 

1.4

Micro Projectors
Overhead Projectors

Tape Recorders

Phonographs

Mean Number of Machines per School
(N=IO)

Elementary Schools

-- -- -- -- -- -- --- - - -- - - -- ----- -- -- -- -- - - -- - -- -- ------ --- ------- ----- - ---- --- -- -- -- - - - - - -- -- -- -- ---- - -- -- ---- -- -- --- -- ---

Mean Number
of Machines

Opaque Projectors

Movie Pro j ec tors
Film Strip Projectors

1. 5

Micro Projectors
Overhead Projectors l.l
Tape Recorders

Phonographs

1.4

Film strip projectors often double as slide pro-
jectors.



The second approach will be referred to as the RETROSPECTIVE

SPECIFIC. Each respondent was asked , with respect to a particular

copying or duplicating machine, to reconstr ct each use of that machine

for the previous week, indicating the source of the material copied , the

number of pages and the number of copies made.

A third approach, designated as the CURRNT reporting, was based

on the Machine Record Forms; a paper form left at each machine with the

agreement and cooperation of the school. Each use 0 f the machine was

to be recorded on the form, indicating the nature of the materials copied

or duplicated , the number of sheets , the number of copies and other in-

formation. (See Appendix 3 for the specific wording of the questions

for these approaches and for a sample of the Machine Record Form.

The basic information provided by these three approaches is

shown in Table Here are presented the mean number of uses in the

course of a week, the mean number of pages copied at a single machine

use and the mean number of copies of these pages as determined by each

of the three methods.

Comparison of the results of the three methods shown in Table 7

shows nothing surprising. It has often been observed that a general

question as to the rate of doing something in the past yields consis-

tent ly high estimates. On the other hand , questions directed to the

specific recall of events in the immediate past often yield underesti-

mates. Thus , in the case of the number of machine uses the Retrospective

General reports are high , the Retrospective-Specific are low and the

Current reporting is in the middle. The current estimates of the rate

of machine use seem, therefore , more credible not only because they are



TABLE 7

SUMMRY REPORT OF COPYING- DUPLICATING MACHINE USE

--------- - -------- - ------- - ------ ------- -------------------------- -- -- -- - - -- -- -- --- ---- - --- - ---- - - - -- -- --- -- -- -- -- -- --- -- ---- -- -- -- - -- - - -- -- -- -- -- --- ---

Copving Machines Duplicating: Machines

Retro- Retro- Retro- Re tro-

Secondary Schools spective spective spective spective
General Specific Current General Specific Current

Mean Number
Uses per Machine 24. 12. 25. 17. 3

Per Week
(42) (29) (32) (98) (79) (101)

Mean Number
Pages Copied per 1.1 1.3
Machine Use

(41) (175) (380) (100) (510) (1, 728)

Mean Number
ies per 1. 8 1. 7 181 164 106

Machine Use
(41) (175) (264) (97) (528) (1, 758)

Retro- Re tro- Re tro- Retro-
Elementary Schoo 1 s spective spective spective spec ti ve

General Specific Current General Specific Current

Mean Number of
Uses per Machine 16. 11. 9

per Week
(8) (3) (4) (17) (11) (13)

Mean Number of
Pages Copied per 1. 0 1. 0

Machine Use
(8) (ll) (23) (18) (77) (154 )

Mean Number of
ies per 1. 0 1. 0 1.1 121

Machine Use
(8) (ll) (123) (18) (77) (154 )

The numbers in parentheses for the Retrospective-General approach indi-
cate the number of individually described machines in the schools. (Section F-2
of the Questionnaire. The N' s for the Retrospective-Specific method involve
first the number of machines used in the previous week, and for the page and copy
estimates they are the number of reported machine uses. The numbers for the 

rent approach are analogous except they refer to the records of machines in actual
and the number of current machine uses.



based on on- going record keeping, but because they also fall in between

the high and low estimates of the two retrospective indices. This is

the case for both copying as well as duplicating machines , in secondary

schools and in the elementary schools.

With respect to the estimates of pages copied per machine use

and the number of copies run off at a time, there is not very much vari-

ation at all. It is clear that in both copying and in duplicating prac-

tices the number of pages copied at one time is very low, and for copying

machines the number of copies made of those pages at one time is also

low. The duplicating machine , however , is used to turn out something

more than a hundred copies at a run.

As far as copying machines are concerned , the small number of

copies produced can often be misleading because a document can be copied

onto a master which is then used to produce multiple copies on a dupli-

cating machine. Or it can be copied onto a transparency for subsequent

projection. In either case the effect produced is the significant

augmentation of the possible use of a single copy. Table 8 shows the

extent of these practices. They are of considerable importance, amounting

to over 25 per cent of the machine uses in secondary schools and almost

50 per cent of the uses in elementary schools. The percentages for

elementary schools , however, are based on a rather small number of uses

and must be considered in this light. The lack of transparency produc-

tion in elementary schools reflects the fact that they have few overhead

pro j ec tors.



TABLE 8

CURRNT REPORTING ON THE DISTRIBUTION OF
MASTERS, TRANSPARENCIES AND PAPER COPIES

- --- - --- -- -- -- - --- --- -- -- -- -- -- --- -- -- -- -- -- -- --- -- -- ---- --- - - - - - - ---- -- -- --- -- -- -- -- - - -- - -- -- -- -- -- --- -- - - -- -- -- -- --- -- -- -- -- --- -- - - - - - --

Distribution of Total
Copying Uses for: Secondary Schools Elementary Schools

Transparencies 10%

Masters

Ordinary Paper

Don f t Know

Total 100%

(393)

100%

(23)

The next series of tables assesses the sxtent of copying-dupli-

cating for the variety of materials used in the schools. The intensive

pilot studies provided the basic list of the different kinds of things

that were duplicated and the experience of the interviewers in the field

confirmed that the categories indeed covered actual practice satisfactorily.

The items are divided into two distinct groups , the first being

previous ly pub lished. It is impossible to discern how much of this ma-

terial is currently under copyright protection and how much in the public

domain. These include the obvious ones of text and trade books, journals

and magazines , music scores and standardized tests and answer sheets.

(It should be noted here that some respondents included tests of their

own design in this category. Apparently the questionnaire wording was

somewhat ambiguous. The "Other Published Materials " category was used

mainly to indicate reference books and mixtures of , say, a magazine page

and a textbook page.



The second group consists of two kinds of materials: one, in-

structional materials created by the teacher--tests, exercises , and

assignments, and two, non-instructional materials. These are the variety

of administrative memoranda , transcripts, letters, notices, student news-

papers and so on.

The first pair of tables shows for the secondary schools the

distribution of machine uses among the various kinds of materials:

Table 9 via the Retrospective-Specific method , Table 10 via the Current

approach. Following these are two tables presenting the parallel data

for the elementary schools.

TABLE 9

RETROSPECTIVE REPORTING ON THE KINDS OF MATERIALS
COPIED OR DUPLICATED IN THE PREVIOUS WEEK

(Distribution of Machine Uses for Materials
Copied or Duplicated)

Secondary Schools

== == = == = == === == == == == == === == = = == == = = == == = == == = = == == = = = == == == == == = =

Teacher Created
Materials

Administrative
Don I t Know

Instructional

Copying Duplicating
Machines a Machines

17%
'ok

10010 100%

(185) (560)

Type of Material

Textbooks
Trade Books
Popular Magazines
Scholarly Journals
Newspapers
Music Scores
Tests and Answer Sheets
Other Published Materials

Materials

Total

*Less than one-half of 1 per cent.

ransparencles , masters and ordinary paper copies added
together.



TABLE 10

CURRNT REPORTING ON THE KINDS OF MATERIALS
COPIED OR DUPLICATED IN THE PREVIOUS WEEK

(Distribution of Machine Uses for Materials
Copied or Duplicated)

Secondary Schools

- -- -- -- -- --- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- - - - -- -- -- - - --- -- -- - - --- - --- -- -- -- ---- ---- -- ------- -- -- -- -- -- ---- --- -- - - -- -- -- -- --- -- -- -- - - -- --- -- -- -- - ---- 

Distribution of Machine Uses

Type of Material
Copying Duplicating
Machines Machines

..k

I':

Textbooks

Trade Books

Popular Magazines

Scholarly Journals

Newspapers

Music Scores
Tests and Answer Sheets

Other Published Materials

Teacher Created Instructional
Materials

Administrative Materials

Don I t Know

IOO% 100%

(380) (1, 759)

Total

*Less than one-half of I per cent.

Transparencies , masters and ordinary paper copies added
together.

Since several respondents apparently thought that this
item included teacher-created tests the fairly high results are
not necessarily meaningful.



TABLE II

RETROSPECTIVE REPORTING ON THE KINDS OF MATERIALS
COPIED OR DUPLICATED IN THE PREVIOUS WEEK

(Distribution of Machine Uses for Materials
Copied or Duplicated)

(No. Schools = 10)

Elementary Schools

- -- --- -- ----- -- -- -- -- -- --- - --- -- --- - -- -- - - ----- ---- -- -- -- --- -- -- ------------- ----- -- -- ---- -- -- --- -- --- --- -- -- -- --- -- ---- -- -- -- - -- -- ---

Type of Material

Copying Duplicating
Machines Machines

37%Textbooks

Trade Books

Popular Magazines

Scholarly Journals

Newspapers

Music Scores

Tests and Answer Sheets

Other Published Materials

Teacher Created Instructional
Materials

Don I t Know

100% 100/0

(11) (77)

Administrative Materials

Total

Transparenc es, masters and ordinary paper copies added
together.



TABLE 12

CURRNT REPORTING ON THE KINDS OF MATERIALS
COPIED OR DUPLICATED IN THE PREVIOUS WEEK

(Distribution of Machine Uses for Materials
Copied or Duplicated)

Elementary Schools

- -- -- ------- ------ --- ---------- -- -- -- --- -- ---- -- --- -- -- -- -- - - -- - - ---- -- -- ------- -- -- -- --- -- -- -- ---- -- ------ - -- ------ --- -- ---- -- -- -- - - ---

Type of Material

Distribution of Machine Uses

Copying Duplicating
Machines Machines

52% 14/Textbooks

Trade Books

Popular Magazines

Scholarly Journals

Newspapers

Music Scores

Test and Answer Sheets

Other Published Materials

Teacher Created Instructional
Materials

Don t Know

100% IOO%

(23) (155)

Administrative Materials

Total

a .Transparenc1es , masters and ordinary paper copies added
together.



In the secondary schools it is clear that copying-duplicating

is used primarily for materials created by school personnel. From 75

to 85 per cent of the machine uses are for ' teacher- created instructional

or for administrative materials. The use of copying as opposed to

duplicating machines differs in that the former are predominantly used

for administrative rather than instructional purposes. For the pre-

sumably copyright materials textbooks are the most frequently copied

type, being somewhat more frequently reported by the Retrospective

than by the Current measure. The other items have a lower .and some-

what variable rate of use.

The elementary schools present a somewhat different. picture,

one that should be viewed with caution because of , the small number of

machine uses involved. It does appear though that there is a greater

emphasis on instructional rather than administrative materials in the

elementary school (not surprising, given the necessarily greater reli-

ance on oral rather than written communication in dealing with younger

children) . It appears also that there is more photocopying of textbook

materials compared to other materials and in comparison to the secondary

schools.

Tab Ie 13 refines the copying picture by showing the extent of

copying machine use to create masters and transparencies as opposed to

simply making a paper copy. It will be noted that most of the 

machine uses were for administrative materials (79 per cent1 but for

the copying done on masters and transparencies administrative uses are

much lower but textbook uses are higher (14 per cen compared to copying

done on paper (1 per cent).



TABLE 13

AMONG COPYING MACHINES, CURRENT REPORTING
OF MATERIALS COPIED ON TRANSPARNCIES,

MASTERS AND ORDINARY PAPER

Secondary Schools

- -- - - -- - - - -- -- - - - - -- - - - - - - - -- -- - - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - ------- ------ -- -- -- ---- - ---- -- -- -- --- -- -- -- - - -- -- --- -- -- -- - - -- -----

Type of Material

Distribution of Machine Uses onTransparencies Ordinaryand Masters Paper

Textbooks 14%

Trade Books

Popular Magazines

Scholarly Journals

Newspapers

Music Scores

Tests and Answer Sheets

Other Published Materials

Teacher Created Instructional
Materials

Administrative Materials

Don Know

Total 100% 100%

( l14) (266)



Tables 14, IS and 16 examine in greater detail the copying and

duplicating of the various types of materials. For each type of ma-

terial they show the average number of copied per machine use and

the numbers of copies made of these pages at a single machine use. They

are for secondary schools only, Table 14 by the Retrospective-Specific

method, then Table 15 by the Current approach. The next table distin-

guishes for copying machines the creation of transparencies and masters

from copies made on paper. There were too few machine uses reported on

the elementary schools to warrant this fine-grained analysis.

The picture here is too detailed to compress easily. In the

main, there is not much variation among the different materials in the

number of pages or the number of copies made. Nor is there any discon-

certing variation in the data reported by the Retrospective compared

to the Current approach. Table 16 shows no discernible difference in

the copying practices on masters and transparencies compared to paper

except of course for the obvious fact that only one copy is generally

made for masters and transparencies.

Tables 17 and 18 consolidate the previous ones by multiplying

the number of pages copied by the number of copies for each machine use,

yielding for each type of material the total number of sheets copied or

duplicated. These are then summed and the share that textbooks, other

books, and so forth have of the total number of sheets is presented

by the Current approach in Tab Ie 17.



TABLE 14

RETROSPECTIVE REPORTING OF THE EXTENT
OF COPYING VARIOUS KINDS OF MATERIALS

(Mean Number of Pages and Number of Copies
per Machine Use)

Secondary Schools

= = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = =

Copying Machines

Type of Material

Mean Numbe r
Pages
Per Use

(N)

Duplicating Machines

Mean Number
Copies
Per Use

(N)

Mean Number
Pages
Per Use

(N)

Mean Number
Copies
Per Use

(N)

Textbooks

Trade Books

7 (31)

(1)

1. 0 (I)

(0)

1.5 (4)

(5)

(0)

7 (10)

Popular Magazines

Scholarly Journals

Newspapers

Music Scores

Tests and Answer Sheets

Other Published Materials

Teacher Created Instruc-
tional Materials 1. 6 (19)

1. 9 (102)

1. 5 (2)

Administrative Haterials

Don I t Know

4 (31) 5 (40)

14. (1) 1. 8 (5)

1. 0 (1) (4)

(0) 1.5 (4)

(4) (0)

(5) (4)

(0) 1. 5 (2)

1.0 (lO) 0 (22)

1.0 (19)

(102)

(2)

(303)

(120)

1. 3 (6)

130 (41)

138 (5)

(4)

(4)

(0)

(4)

537 (2)

161 (22)

168 (307)

216 (115 )

105 (24)

All but 6 of these 31 uses specified 1 only--how many of these are
on masters is hard to tell--at least a few were clearly so.

At least 6 of these 10 uses are masters and transparencies.

At least 8 of these are onto masters averaging about
by some duplicating machine--these have been probably included
duplicating column.

Median number of copies is 

150 copies made
already in the



TABLE 15

CURRNT REPORTING ON THE EXTENT OF COPYING
AND DUPLICATING VARIOUS KINDS OF MATERIALS

(Mean Number of Pages and Number of Copies
Per Machine Use)

Secondary Schoo 

- - -- -- - - -- -- - - -- - - - -- -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - -- -- -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - - - - ---- -- ----------- -- ---- --- --- ------- -- -- - --- -- -- --- -- -- -- -- -- ---- -- --- -- ---- --- ---

Type of Material

Machines licatin Machines

Mean Number Mean Number Mean Number Mean Number

Pages Copies Pages Copies
Per Use b Per Use Per Use Per Use

(N) (N) (N) (N)

4 (18) 1. 0 (18) 0 (105) 71 (105)

(6) 1. 3 (6) (29) 86 (29)

(2) 1. 0 (2) 1. 0 (3) 124 (3)

1. 9 (7) 1.3 (7) (7)
190

(7)

(5) 1. 2 (5) (6) 104 (6)

2. 7 ( 14 1. 7 ( 14)
(10)

78 (10)

(22) 3 (22) (43) 86 (43)

(4) 1. 0 (4) 1.4
(10)

72 (10)

Textbooks

Trade Books

Popular Magazines

Scholarly Journals

Newspapers

Music Scores

Tests and Answer Sheets

Other Published Materials

Teacher Created Instruc-
tional Materials

Don I t Know

(54) 9 (53) 6 (1052) 96 (1053)

2 (240) (225) (396) 132 (426)

(7)
1. 6

(7) (67) 124 (66)

Administrative Materials

ransparenc es, masters and ordinary paper copies combined.

Number of machine uses.



TABLE 16

AMONG COPYING MACHINES, CURRNT REPORTING
OF EXTENT OF COPYING VARIOUS MATERIALS

ON TRANSPARENCIES , MASTERS OR ORDINARY PAPER

Secondary Schools

- -- --- -- -- -- - - - --- - - --- -- -- -- ---- --- -- - - -- -- -- --- - - -- -- -- -- ----- -- -- -- -- - - - - --- -- --- -- - - -- -- -- -- ----- -- -- -- -- -- --- -- -- ---- -- --- - -- - -- -- -- ----- ---- -- ----- ---

Transparencies
and Masters

Ordinary
Paper

Type of Material

Mean Number
Pages

Per Use
(N)

Mean Number
Copies
Per Use

(N)

Mean Number
Pages

Per Use
(N)

Mean Number
Copies
Per Use

(N)

Textbooks
(16)

0 (3)

5 (2)

Trade Books

Popular Magazines

Scholarly Journals 3 (4)

0 (3)Newspapers

Mus ic Scores 5 (8)

0 (IS)

12. 0 (2)

Tests and Answer Sheets

Other Published Materials

Teacher Created Instruc-
tional Materials

(31)

0 (26)Administrative Materials

Don t Know
(3 )

Number of machine uses.

1.0
(16)

1.5 (2) 1. 0 (2)
1.3 (3) (3) 1. 3 (3)

1. 0 (1) (0) (0)

1.0 (I) 1.3 (3) 1. 7 (3)
1.0 (I) (2) 1. 5 (2)

1. 0 (8) (6) (6)

1. I (15)
(7) (7)

1. 0 (2) 1. 0 (2) 1. 0 (2)

1.1 (30) 2 (23) 1. 8 (20)

1.0
(11) (214) \211)

1.3 (3) (4) 1. 8 (4)



TABLE 17

CURRNT REPORTING ON THE TOTAL
NUMER OF SHEETS PRODUCED

(Distribution of the Total Number of
Sheets Copied or Duplicated)

Seconda y Schools

-- ----- ------ -- -- -- - -- -- ---- -- -- -- -- -- --- -- -- -- --- ---- -- -- -- ------ -- ----- -- -- ------- -- -- -- -- -- ---- -- -- --- -- -- -- -- -- --- -- -- -- ----

Type of Material

Copying Duplicating
Machines Machines

Textbooks

Trade Books

Popular Magazines

Scholarly Journals

Newspapers

Music Scores

Tests and Answer Sheets

Other Published Materials

Teacher Created Instructional
Materials

100'70 100'70

915) (392 565)

Administrative Materials

Total

*Less than one-half of 1 per cent.

ransparenc 1es , mas ters and ordinary paper combined.



TABLE 18

AMONG COPYING MACHINES, CURRENT REPORTING
ON TOTAL NUMER OF SHEETS PRODUCED AS

TRASPARENCIES, MASTERS AND ORDINARY PAPER

(Distribution of the Total Number
of Sheets Copied)

Secondary Schools

- - - - - - - -- - - - -- -- - - - - -- - - - - -- - - - - - -- -- -- -- - -- -- -- - - -- -- -- - - - - - - --- - - - - -- -- - - - - - -- -- -- - - - - - - -- - - - - - -- -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - - - - - - - --

Type of Material
Transparencies Ord inary

and Masters Paper

,'tTextbooks

Trade Books

Popular Magazines

Scholarly Journals

Newspapers

Music Scores

Tests and Answer Sheets

Other Published Materials

Teacher Created Instructional
Materials

Total 100% I 001'0 

(482) 433)

Administrative Materials

*Less than one-half of 1 per cent.



The results here underscore the earlier finding tha admin-

istrative materials are the main subject for copying machines , and

that teacher-created instructional materials dominate the duplicating

machine to a comparab Ie degree. Previous ly pub lished materials do not

constitute much more than 20 per cent of the total number of sheets in

either copying or duplicating machines , and textbooks comprise a smaller

share of the total than shown in previous tables.

Table 18, however, indicates the differential use of trans-

parencies . and masters compared to paper on copying machines. It shows

the distribution of sheets produced by the different types of materials.

Administrative materials form the vast majority of all items

copied on paper; less than 10 per cent of paper copies are of previously

published materials. When it comes to the production of masters and

transparencies, however, a very different pattern exists. Almost 50

per cent of these are from previously published materials. Although

the sheer number of paper copies exceeds that of transparencies and

masters about three to one, the possibilities which the latter offer

for the multiple use of a single copy far outweigh their small numbers.

The combination of copying and duplicating through the use of masters

may well be the leading edge of innovation in the field of reproduction

of instructional materials. It should be noted , again , that the IITest

and Answer Sheets " category proba.bly includes a substantial number of

teacher made tests and overstates , thereby, the extent of copying stan-

dardized published tests.

The final presentation in this section combines the financial

data of the first section with the calculation of actual copying-



duplicating practices. Table 19 presents the estimated page costs of

copying-duplicating in the secondary and the elementary schools along

with the estimates of textbook page costs as determined by a survey

conducted for the ATPI.

TABLE 19

COMPARATIVE PAGE COSTS DUPLICATING-COPYING VS. TEXTBOOKS

- - - - - - -- - - - - - - -- - - - -- - - - - -- -- - -- -- - - -- -- -- - - - - - - - -- -- -- - - -- - -- -- - - - --- - - - - - -- - - - - -- - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - -- - - - - -- - -- - - - - - --

Secondary Schools Elementary Schools
Item

Cost Per Page Cost Per Page

$0. 0064 $0. 0070Textbooks

Duplicating 0038 012

The Retrospective-Specific method yields the following re-

suIts: For e t rty-two secondary schools the figure is $0. 0067
per page and for the ten elementary schools the cost is $0. 032 per page.

After educational discount. Based on data from the ATPI.

Exclusive of labor and overhead.
calculations:

Based on the following

394, 480 sheets of paper per week for the
schools in the sample (Current method).

A 40-week school year.
Mean annual expenditure for copying and duplicating
equipment and supplies of $1, 874 per school.

thirty-two

Exclusive of labor and overhead.
calculations:

Based on the following

62, 168 sheets of paper per week for the thirty-two
schools in the sample (Current method).

A 40-week school year.

Mean annual expenditure for copying and duplicating
equipment and supplies of $756 per school.



In the secondary schools, the Current estimate of page costs

(probably the more accurate) puts copying-duplicating costs quite close

to textbook page costs. The implications of this fact are not at all

easy to discern. It should be recalled that only a very few pages of

textbooks are copied at a time and that relatively few copies are made

of these pages. This is a markedly different pattern of print use, com-

pared to the textbook or workbook. Given the relatively low rate of

use of copying-duplicating facilities , it appears that costs may not

be the significant barrier to heavier use of machines. The nature of

instruction, teachers I attitudes, and capabilities may well be implicated.

Teachers I and Administrators 
I Attitudes and Behavior

Resistance to copying-duplicating or its adoption as a major

instructional practice depends on many things, some of which can be

glimpsed in the interview data. First , everyday habits comprise, in

teaching as in every other sphere of life , the ground upon which innova-

tion thrives or is resisted. Therefore, the extent to which teachers

rely on different kinds of materials indicates their present preferences

and may suggest their susceptibility to change. In each of the secondary

schools an eleventh grade English teacher was interviewed about his pres-

ent practices in using different instructional materials. In the ele-

mentary schools a fifth grade English teacher was selected. (In the

junior high schools an English teacher in an upper grade was selected.

The first two tables show the secondary and elementary teachers 

se of textbooks, workbooks, library and other books and self-created

materials, expressed in Table 20 in terms of the mean number of books



used in their present class, and in Table 21 expressed in terms of the

average number of pages assigned to the students during the past week.

TABLE 20

TEACHERS I PRACTICES IN THE USE OF VARIOUS INSTRUCTIONAL MATERIALS

= = = = == == = = = == = = = = == == == = = == = = = == == = = = = == == = = = == == == == == == = = = == == = = = = 

Type and Number of Books Used Regularly

Mean Number Used Regularly

Item Secondary Schools Elementary Schools

(32) a 1. 9 (7) a

. 2. (27) (7)

(32) (7)

Textbooks

Other Books

Workbooks

Number of schools reporting.

Not enough teachers could provide a quantitative estimate of
this category.

TABLE 21

TEACHERS' PRACTICES IN THE USE OF VARIOUS INSTRUCTIONAL MATERIALS

- - - - - - - - - - _.- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - - -- - - - - - - - --- - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

Page Assignments

Mean Number of pages Assigned During Past Week

Item Secondary Schools Elementary Schools

Textbooks 43. (30) a (5)

Other Books 18. (28) (6)

Library Books 33. (31) 1. 2 (6)

Cop ied - Dup 1 ica ted Materials (31) 1. 9 (7)

Number of schools reporting.



Clearly, in the secondary schools textbooks, workbooks and

other books dominate the classroom as far as print is concerned and

copied-duplicated materials are used very little. In the elementary

schools, however, workbooks have a greater share in the teaching (as

the earlier financial data would indicate) and copied-duplicated ma-

terials also occupy a relatively larger place than in the upper grade

schools.

The next table directly compares the teachers 1 emphasis on text-

books , library books , and self-made materials.

TABLE 22

TEACHERS I EMPHASIS ON VARIOUS INSTRUCTIONAL MATERIALS

- - - - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - - -- -- - - -- -- -- ---- - -- - - --- -- -- - --- --- -- --- - -- -- -- -- -- --- -- -- -- -- -- - - -- - -- -- ---- ---- -- -- --- ---

Per Cent Placing MOST Emphasis in Their Teaching

Item Secondary Schoo Elementary Schools

Textbooks 68'/0 80%

Library Books

Self- created Materials

Total 100% 100%

Number of Schools (31) (10)

Per Cent Placing LEAST Emphasis in Their Teaching

Textbooks

Library Books

Self- created Materials

Total 100% 100%

Number of Schools (29) (10)



Again the result is that in secondary schools , and to a greater

degree in elementary schools, the textbook receives the most emphasis

as an instructional tool. Somewhat surprisingly, library books receive

even less emphasis than do materials created by the teacher. A quarter

of the secondary teachers and IO per cent of the elementary teachers

placed most of their emphasis on materials they made themselves. These

teachers represent the minority who appear to be eager for creative

exploration of their subject and who are not satisfied with the commer-

cially available materials. However, most of the teachers, to paraphrase

one of our most acute informants at a pilot- study school, do not want to

and cannot compete with the textbook writers; they are teachers who see

their job as presenting professionally prepared material. They will

copy and duplicate when they cannot readily find a commercially made

slide, textbook , map, or whatever. In sum, teachers I ordinary practices

and attitudes appear to point to copying-duplicating as an auxiliary to

their main reliance on regularly published texts and other instructional

materials.

The policies of the school administration are equally, if not

more important in determining the extent of copying than the teachers

preferences. These policies can be grouped into those that bear directly

on the copyright law, those that control copying-duplicating in general

and those relating to the school' s curriculum and education innovations

as a whole.

With respect to the copyright law only thirteen of the thirty-

two secondary school princip ls had a stated policy toward copyright



materials. These policies ranged from the pro forma statement that

there is a policy but--

it is not followed. Our policy is to follow
any copyright law, but I I m sure it s broken

time and time again. . . If we want to copy
something we just go ahead. (528)

to the explicit and firmly stated policy--

We do not do anything like tha - (copy J unless
we have permission from author or publisher or
proper sources. . . . Theoretically we can be
open to lawsuits. I warn my staff at the be-
ginning of the year in the oLienta ion program

for the new teachers and remind the old ones. (520)

More of the schools leaned toward the first approach than the

second , even those that were firm or at least cognizant of the problem

tolerated the copying practices of their teachers. This seemed , in

part, because of the ambivalence of the principals. While thirty of

the thirty-two principals favored an educational exemption in the new

copyright law
3 almost all of them felt the authors (and publishers) were

entitled to compensation. Some felt that the prices of the original

material should be raised and then most copying should not be restricted.

Others felt that stiff penalties should be exacted for copying; still

others suggested various ways to compensate authors for copying of

their works.

Compounding the complexity of the principals 
1 attitudes was the

belief, shared by almost all, that the copyright law should be inter-

preted as applying to profit-making enterprises but that copying for

educational purposes was all right. Many principals added the idea that

The interviewer introduced the discussion of this issue after
the principal' s knowledge and opinions on the proposed new law we rst
elicited, in supplementary items to the Main Questionnaire, Appendix 



competent supervision was necessary to avoid abuse. Typical is the re-

mark of the principal who says they have a policy against copying, but

it is all right--

strictly for educational purposes in qualified
institutions , state backed. But strictly for
education within the school , no outside use
whatsoever. Anything vaguely connected with
outside use , should not be allowed to be copied. 

(530)

In some there is a monetary component involved, exemplified here

in the extreme. Although several principals discussed copying in terms

of costs and the likelihood that there might be more of it if costs

declined , there was only one instance in all the forty-two elementary

and secondary schools where the copying of a whole book was reported.

A paraphrase of the interviewer I s report conveys the nature of the in-

cident--the photocopying of forty copies of a 130 page Spanish grammar.

The book was not out of print or unavailab Ie; the
reason it was copied was that it was cheaper to do
it that way. They needed the book and couldn
afford to buy it. This school is located in a very
depressed mining area. One high school serves four
or five towns. It is poor and overcrowded and they
don I t have enough textbooks.

The principal felt he was doing something wrong in
copying the book, and felt guilty about it. He was
sorry the interviewer was told of it. He even sug-
gested that the interviewer take that entry out of
her questionnaire. She reassured him that every-
thing in the interview was confidential and that his
school would never be identified. 

(510)

The significance of this story is that this type of massive copy-

ing happened so infrequently, and that this example took place in the

face of the principal' s beliefs that it was both wrong to copy and that

in general large- scale copying was less economical than the purchase of

the bound books.



Less dramatic, but perhaps of more import , is the general laxity

in the monitoring of copying-duplicating facilities. In only three of

the thirty-two secondary schools involving seven of the 148 copying

and duplicating machines were any records of their use kept. Moreover

for only fourteen of the 148 machines was permission required for their

use. (In nine of these instances permission was required of the pub-

lisher; the rest required permission from the school administration.

Such informality and loose administration of copying-duplicating

facilities need not characterize the situation in the future. At pres-

ent however , this describes the way schools create their own instruc-

tional material$.

Another influence on copying and duplicating is the set of

attitudes concerned with innovations in education. Almost all the

principals were committed to innovation as a basic manifestation of their

professional competence.

If we don I t change there is something wrong
with us. (516)

This may be only lip service on the part Qf some, to be sure, and at-

tachments to traditional ways may form an important brake on the other

tendencies to make schools the scene of volatile changes.

In response to a question asking them to estimate whatever

future trends might change the balance of instructional materials made

inside as opposed to those purchase from outside the school , 44 per

cent of the principals in the secondary schools foresee no change; 13 per

cent see a shift toward the use of more outside materials and 34 per

cent thought the shift will be toward the greater utilization of



materials made inside the schools (9 per cent felt there will be changes

but declined to predict their direction). Thus , irrespective of the

kind of innovations predicted or desired by the principals, the net

result they see is in the direction of an expansion of copying-dupli-

cating of instructional materials within the schools.

Accounting for the Variation in Copying-Duplicating Expenditures

The share of the instructional materials budget spent on copying-

duplicating varied considerably among the schools. Among the secondary

schools, for example, five of the schools spent less than 5 per cent of

their educational materials budget on copying-duplicating. At the other

extreme, five schools spent over 20 per cent. Most of the schools, how-

ever, were clustered quite closely in the 6 to 15 per cent range. Although

this narrow range of variation is reassuring and supports the general

accuracy of the data , the question of accounting for the existing vari-

ation still remains of interest.

The first and simplest notion is that the copying-duplicating

budget is a function of the instructional materials budget. The facts

do not bear this out, however, since among the fourteen schools with a

higher than average (more than the median) output for all instructional

materials the mean percentage of that output for copying-duplicating is

10. 2 per cent. For the thirteen schools with lower amounts spent on

instructional materials, the mean for copying-duplicating is 13. 6 per

cent. There is clearly no significant difference here, especially

considering the internal variation within each group. Thus the amount

for copying appears to be independent of the total commitment to in-

structional materials.



Two other obvious factors that appear to be involved are the

size of the school and its wealth. It seems plausible , for example

that larger schools could take better advantage of the economies of scale

and use copying-duplicating facilities to a greater extent than smaller

ones. And richer schools are obviously in a better position to invest

in such facilities. But as far as the data from the twenty- seven

secondary schools is to be believed, neither of these is the case.

The table below shows the mean percentage of the instructional budget

allocated for copying-duplicating in small and large schools and in

the relatively rich and poor ones. 4

TABLE 23

COPYING-DUPLICATING EXPENDITURES AS A
FUNCTION OF SCHOOL SIZE AND WETH

(Mean of Copying-Duplicating Share
of Instructional Budgets)

= == ==== === ==== ======== ======= == ==== == ========= == == ==== == === == == == ==== ==

Total Expenditures per Student

Size of School High Low

Large IS. 7% (6) (8)

Small 14. (8)
11.3% (5)

While the number of cases is painfully small here, the undeniable impres-

sion is that the use of copying-duplicating facilities is not related to

The dichotomy on size and wealth is at the median point of total
number of students and the median point of dollars per student.



these features of the schools. If true, this suggests a significant

failure of large and/or wealthy schools to take advantage of the poten-

tial for efficient use of such facilities.

The only relationship between these important architectural

features of the school and its expenditures for instruction is the one

shown in Tab Ie 24 indicating that the richer the school the smaller will

be the share of its total expenditures devoted to instructional mater-

ials as a whole. Size, however, appears to play no part here.

TABLE 24

INSTRUCTIONAL MATERIALS EXPENDITURES AS A
FUNCTION OF SCHOOL SIZE AND WEALTH

(Mean of Instructional Materials
Share of Total Budget)

--- ------ --- ---- - --- -- -- -- ----- -- -- --- ---- -- -- - - --- - ---- --- -- -- -- -- ----- -- -- --------- -- ---- -- ---- --- ---- ---- ----- ---- -- ---- -- -- - -- -- -- -- -- ----

Total Expenditures per Student

Size of School High Low

Large 2. 7% ( 6 (8)

Small (8) (5)

Again the number of cases here demands caution, but the differences

suggest that the poorer schools might be holding back on the teachers

salaries. Perhaps there is less flexibility in instructional materials.

To turn this the other way, the conc lusionmightbe that increased

dollars to the schools will not necessarily mean more money for in-

structionalmaterials.



While it is generally agreed that the policies of the principal

or the superintendent have decisive influence on educational practices

in the school, it seems evident that the principal' s degree of innova-

tiveness taken by itself is not enough to predict the direction of

change with respect to copying practices. There are simply many in-

tangibles. This was demonstrated by first giving each secondary school

a rating on " innovativeness " based on a variety of items in the question-

. 5re and then relating the rating to the share of the instructional
budget given over to copying-duplicating.

There was no relationship, and it is impossible to say whether

this was because of the crudity of the innovation measure, or because

innovativeness per se is not sufficient to determine this particular

trend. The question as to why schools vary in their use of copying

facilities is thus unanswered. More analysis is clearly necessary on

this surprisingly complex issue.

This completes the examination of the elementary and secondary

school. Copying and duplicating has been shown to be an important, but

relatively limited part of the instructional program at the present time

in a situation where the level of technological practice is far below

the level technically possible.

The items included the teachers ' preference for self- created
materials, the interest of the principal in educational innovation, his
autonomy in carrying out innovation, and finally his estimate of the
changes in the balance of instructional materials made in vs. made out-

side the schools.



PART II

COLLEGES AND UN IVERS ITIES



PHOTOCOPYING AND DUPLICATING IN COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES

The examination of photocopying and duplicating practices in

higher education requires a different approach than the one used for

lower education. The economics of instructional materials in the high

school (and elementary school as well) approximates a closed system

. allowing a nearly complete accounting of all instructional expenditures.

In higher education the situation is far more complex. Budgeting is

less centralized , and the costs of educational materials are borne by

both college and students. Lim tations imposed on the research design

restricted the inquiry to the institution only, and no estimates of

textbook and other book expenditures by the students and faculty will

be presented. It will be more difficult , therefore, to relate the ex-

tent of copying and duplicating to the total instructional picture.

This is true for the determination of relative costs as well as

for an assessment of the balance between the two forms of materials in

the total pool of reading matter. Because the faculty and student share

is omitted from the calculation the amount and the cost of copying-

duplicating loom larger than is actually the case. Moreover, the "unti-

diness " of the instructional picture in colleges due to the use of

libraries outside the school as well as the students 
I use of other

material makes the kind of analysis previously carried out for the

lower schools unfeasible.



One other difference between the secondary school and the col-

lege is important to note: The community of scholarship and the college

library that serves this community are much more strongly committed to

the free circulation of the printed page than is the secondary school.

There is often less copyrighting among scholarly journals, and a gen-

eralized permissiveness as to the circulation of scholarly material

without restriction. At the same time , it is likely that there will

be a greater proportion of authors among a college faculty than on the

average high school faculty. Therefore , there is likely to be a more

balanced concern about the proper limits of copying in a college or

university environment than in the lower schools.

The data reported here are from two separate studies. The first

is from aD on-going study of book losses in college libraries. A part

of the questionnaire developed for that study bears on the copying faci-

lities and practices of the college libraries and therefore provides

a useful extension of the more limited sample of schools developed as

a regular part of the present research design. The survey covered all

of the more than 1, 500 colleges and universities in the United States

with under 5, 000 students.

Returns from 468 of these colleges were available for analysis

at the time, and since there is no definite way to estimate the bias

of this sample compared to the universe, the results can tentatively

be regarded as typical of the smaller college or university.

The
Colleges and
Circular No.

source of this listing is the Institutional Statistics for
Universities 1961-62, U. S. Office of Education, 15032-62
699.



Of the 468 schools, 237 or 51 per cent report that they have

copying machines in the college library, 47 .per cent do not (2 per

cent did not reply to this question). As some indication of orientation

towards the future , 45 per cent of the schools without copying equip-

ment say it is "very likely" they will get such equipment in the next

few years. Twenty-five per cent say there is a " fifty- fifty " chance

they will secure copying equipment, and 30 per cent think it quite un-

likely they will have such machines.

The mean number of machines per school library is 1. 4, but the

median is 1; this means, of course, that a few schools have a large

number and most have just one. One school, for example, had ten copy-

ing machines, four schools had four each, and forty- eight had three

machines.

Most of the machines, 88 per cent , were photocopying machines

of all brands, sizes , and ages. There were, though , a few other kinds

as weI1--5 per cent were photostat machines and 7 per cent were micro-

film machines.

The question arises as to the nature of the personnel operating

the machines. To the extent to which there are machines operated by

full-time employees as opposed to , say, user-operated machines, there

will probably be different policies with respect to present copying

practices and to future expansion plans. The present distribution of

machines is shown in Tab le 25.

An important point here is the degree of record keeping. Among

the machines supervised by an operator, either full- or part-time , 30 per

cent reported keeping some kind of record of what and how much was copied.



(It was assumed , perhaps wrongly, that there would be no appreciable or

reliab Ie record keeping for the user- operated machines.

TABLE 25

COPYING MACHINES: OPERATING PERSONNEL

- -- -- --- -- -- -- -- -- ---- - -- -- -- -- -- ----- -- ----- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - - - - -- - - -- - - - - -- - -- - - - - --

User Per Cent Used

Full-time Operator

Part-time Operator

User- operated

No Answer

Total IOO

Number of Machines (321)

In subsequent tab les the N w ll be
identified as either the number of schools
or the number of machines In either case
there will be some variation in the numbers
because some schools did not answer all the
questions with respect to all their machines.

The machines are used by everyone on a campus: students , teach-

ers , and library staff. Occasionally residents from the community and

others are permitted the use of the library and its equipment as well.

The respondents were asked to indicate for each machine the percentage

of its uses by the different types of people. The results are summar-

ized in Table 26.



TABLE 26

DISTRIBUTION OF MACHINE USERS

= = = = === = = = = == == == == == = == == = = = = = = = = = === == = == == = = == ==

User Per Cent Used

Students

Faculty

Library Staff

Others

Total lOa

Number of Machines (196 )

Number of mach nes for which there were
plausible percentages given.

Since the library staff is numerically the smallest of these

groups its per capita rate of use is greatest. Next, since the student

to faculty ratio varies between, say, ten or twenty to one, it is also

the case that the faculty density of use of copying machines exceeds

that of the students.

This leads the inquiry into the question of what the machines

are used for. Limitations in the questionnaire design precluded a

detailed probing of this issue. Instead an open- ended question was

used, asking the respondent for a general description of the type and

quantity of materials produced. It was possible to divide the re-

sponses as to what was copied into those which indicated some emphasis

on a particular kind of material (typically by the use of the word



mainly ) and those that did not indicate any predominance. The former

group consists of 103 schools which indicated that one special type of

material was especially heavi ly copied. The distribution of these 103

instances is shown in Tab Ie 27.

TABLE 27

DISTRIBUTION OF PREDOMINANTLY COPIED MATERIALS

= = == = == == == = = = = = = == = = = == = = = = == = = == = == == == == = = == = = =

Machines Used For Per Cent

Mainly
Mainly
Mainly
Mainly
Mainly

Serials
Books
Re ference
Drawings,
Music

Ma te rial s

Maps

100Total
Number of Schools (103)

In addition to the 103 schools which indicated that some form of ma-

teria1 dominated , there were 190 schools which either mentioned more

than one type of material or were unable to specify what kind of ma-

teria1 dominated. The distribution of materials mentioned by these

schools is presented in Table 28.

TABLE 28

DISTRIBUTION OF ALL MATERIALS COPIED

------ ---- -- -- -- -- -- --- ---- ----- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- - - - -- - - - - - - - - -- -- - - - -- - - - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - -- - - - - - - 

Machines Used For Per Cent

Pamphlets

(190)

Serials
Books
Reference
Drawings,
Mus ic

Newspapers,
Other

Materials
Maps

Number of Colleges

Percentages exceed 100 per
more than one kind of materials was
given machine.

cent because
copied on a



The serial is clearly the single most important and the most

widespread of the materials copied in colleges. Books , presumab ly

scholarly monographs rather than textbooks , are next, and reference

books are third.

How many pages are copied at a time? he answers to this ques-

tion come from the same open-ended question as did the data on what

was copied. Only ninety-nine schools, however, indicated a quanti-

fiable answer , the distribution of which is shown below.

TABLE 29

DISTRIBUTION OF NUMER OF PAGES COPIED PER MACHINE USE

==========================================================

Percentage Frequency of Copying

One page

Two pages

Six to ten

Three to five

Eleven to twenty- four

Twenty- five or more

To ta 1 100%

(99)Number of Schools

The mean number copied is seven pages and the median
is four pages. The assumption is that in the two instances
where more than twenty fi ve pages were copied , 100 pages were

done , an admittedly high figure. If the assumption is dropped
back to fifty pages , the mean becomes six pages , perhaps a more
realistic estimate.

It should be noted here that these data on how much of what

kinds of material were copied are wi thin the ranges estimated by the

Freehafer Committee
2 which found in a survey of large academic and



research libraries that between to 50 to 90 percent of materials were

from serials , and that 70 to 90 per cent of the requests were for less

than twenty pages.

How much is charged for the use of the machines? Of the reports

for a specific machine (259 in all), 85 per cent indicated a single

price was charged to all users regard less of the number of pages copied.

For the other 15 per cent of the machines there were differential cos 

for either different types of users (students vs. faculty, for example)

or for different numbers of pages. For the one-price machines the

range of cost is as follows:

TABLE 30

DISTRIBUTION OF PAGE COSTS FOR COPYING

---------------- ----------------------------------------------- -------------------------------

Charge Per Page Per Cent

$0. - 0.

Total 100

Number of Machines (214)

The mean cost is $0. 11 per page and the
median, obviously, is $0. 10.

The library, however , contains only a portion of the copying

and duplicating facilities on most college campuses. The second part

of the main study, reported on the next few pages , presents a more com-

plete picture of college and university copying and duplicating practices.



A sample of twenty schools representative of all universities and

colleges listed in a S. Office of Education Survey
3 was selected

, and

the schools were invited to participate in the study. A complex ques-

tionnaire was constructed in a manner similar to the elementary and

secondary school instruments; it was designed to identify the number

location, and use patterns of the copying-duplicating facilities on each

campus. Interviews were conducted with nineteen of the twanty schools.

(See Appendix 1 for a description of the sampling procedures and

Appendix 3 for the questionnaires.

Copying and duplicating machines are located in a variety of

places in the college: in the offices of academic departments , in the

library, in administrative offices , and in specialized centers devoted

entirely to copying-duplicating, either for the whole school or for a

large part of it. In nine of the nineteen schools there were such

duplicating centers.

Since a considerable proportion of the machines are scattered

widely over the college landscape , control over their use is difficult.

Whether reflecting this reality or indicating simply an attitude of per-

missiveness , fifteen of the nineteen schools had no stated policy with

respect to the copying of copyright materials. (Of the four schools

with policies, two insisted that users get permission from the publishers

and two demanded clearance through the school administration.

There was , as might be expected , laxity in the maintenance of records.

For only 23 per cent of the duplicating machines and for 34 per cent

S. Office of Edcuation Education Directory, 1964- l965, Part 3

Higher Education , Washington , 1965.



of the copying machines were records of use maintained. Whi le this

is a considerably higher figure than for elementary or secondary schools

it is still quite a low figure , but probably an accurate one since the

college- library study reported on page 52 the same percentage of

machines keeping records.

The task of estimating the precise extent of duplicating and

copying facilities on college campuses has proved a difficult , if not

impossible one. The quality of the estimates varies for each institution

because of the variations in size (our smallest school has about 200

students; the largest , over 25, 000) and variations in accounting and

inventory procedures (only three of the nineteen colleges could supply

us with information about their equipment from centralized records).

While the interviewing procedures employed to enumerate the copying

facilities were complex and elaborate , they were less than satisfactory.

It is not clear how far short the estimates fell , but it is certain that

they are more accurate for the smaller schools than for the larger

colleges and universities. Also , the estimates for the libraries are

much more accurate than those for the other departments and offices of

the schools. Within these limitations, Table 31 is the summary

inventory of copying- duplicating machines.

The diversity of duplicating and copying machines was consid-

erable , from small, inexpensive spirit duplicators to large multilith

machines, from old Thermofax to new Xerox machines. The "other" machines

were mainly microfilm readers and/or printers. The d is tribution shown

in Table 31 is not surprising; there are mainly copying machines in the



libraries and a preponderance of duplicating machines in the rest of

the school. The median number of copying machines in the library is 1

and in the rest of the school the median is The median number of

duplicating machines in non- library locations is 4. (In the larges 

school fifteen duplicating machines were identified outside the library.

TABLE 31

TOTAL NUMER AND LOCATION OF COPYING AND DUPLICATING MACHINES

---------------------------------------------- =============================== === ============

Location Machine
Type Machine To ta 1

Library Non-Library

Dup 1 ic at ing

Copying

Other

How intensively are these machines used for the various kinds of

materials copied or duplicated? First , an estimate of the total machine

use during a typical week. The answers come from reports on the 150

copying and duplicating machines listed above , given by a person in charge

of the machine or by a particularly heavy user. Table 32 shows the mean

number of uses of duplicating and copying machines. Compared to second-

ary schools , the rate of use of these facilities appears to be far higher.

TABLE 32

REQUESTS FOR USE OF DUPLICATING-COPYING MACHINES

------------------------------ -------------------------------------------------------- -------------------------------------------------------

Estimate
Mean Number of Weekly Uses

Duplicating Machines Copying-Machines

Estimated by person in
charge (60) a (60)

Estimated by heavy user
(14) (6)

Number of machines. Total equals 140 since specific answers were
not available for ten machines.



The data in Table 33 show the mean number of pages copied or

duplicated and the mean number of copies made of each page at a given

machine use. As in Table 31, machines located in the library and those

in other parts of the university are presented separately. The method

by which these estimates was secured was what has been termed the Retro-

spective-General approach, that is the respondent is asked to recall

the use of the machine, not for specific cases but in general. The

figures should be considered with caution, since these machines cannot

be considered as representative of all copying-duplicating facilities

on college campuses.

TABLE 33

USE OF COPYING- DUPLICATING FACILITIES

(Mean number of pages and copies made per machine use)

= =- --- -- -- - - =-- -- --- =- =-- --- -- --- -- - = == === == = --- - = == === = == ========= =----------- ------- ------------- ----

Location of Machine

Type Library Non-library
Machine

Mean Number Mean Number Mean Number Mean Number

Pages of Copies Pages of Copies

Duplicating (9) a (10) (175) 172 (175)

Copying (42) 1. 7 (42) (12l) (121)

Number of machine uses.

The figure for the mean number of pages copied on library

copying machines is quite close to that reported in the other survey

presented above (Table 29, p. 57) and lends confidence to the other



resul ts reported. It is clear that compared to secondary schools

(see Table 7, p. 20 ) copying machines in colleges and universities

copy more per use, but the number of copies made is not sig-

nificantly different. The same situation is true with duplicating

uses; there are more pages duplicated at one time in the colleges

compared to the secondary schools, but about the same number of

copies are run off.

The next questions deal with differences in the copying and

duplicating of various types of materials. The following table shows

for the duplicating and copying machines separately, the estimated

emphasis on reproducing the main types of materials: reference books,

textbooks , monographs , journals, unpublished faculty manuscripts

and the ubiquitous "other. The respondents were asked to check

whether they made each of these categories frequently, sometimes,

or seldom. The results are presented in Table 34.

For duplicating the single most " frequently " used materials

are faculty-created ones. These can include prepublished manuscripts

circulated to colleagues, and they may include classroom materials

for the students. Textbooks and reference books are the next most

frequently used materials.

Among the copying machines faculty materials again dominate

but there is an increase in the rate at which scholarly journals are

used. The other types are roughly similar in their distributions of

rate use.



TABLE 34

FREQUENCY OF DUPLICATING-COPYING EDUCATIONAL MATERIALS

- - -- -- -- -- -- - - --- -- ---- -- -- --- -- - -- - -- -- --- -- -- -- -- - ---- -- -- -- - - ---- - -- -- --- --- -- --- -- ---- - - -- --- -- -- -- -- -- -- --- -- - - -- - - --- -- -- -- -- ---

Duplicating Machines (N=6 8)

PerCent Dup licat ing

Type of Material Seldom or Don
Frequent ly Some time s Never Knov" Total

Reference 100

Text 100

Monographs 100

Scholarly Journals 100

acul ty- crea ted
Materials lOa

Other 100

Copying Machines (N=54)

Per Cent Copying

Type of Material Se ldom or Don
Frequent ly Sometimes Never Know Total

Reference 100

Textbooks 100

Monographs 100

Scholarly Journals 100

F acu I ty- reated
Materials 100

Other 100



How do the number of pages copied and number of copies made

of each page vary according to the type of material being copied?

Table 35 summarizes the situation. There appears to be no significant

or surprising variation here between the use of these various types

of materials; the figures on duplicating in libraries are based on

reports from too small a number of machines to be seriously considered.

TABLE 35

USE OF COPYING-DUPLICATING FACILITIES FOR VARIOUS TYPES OF MATERIAL

=============: - -- --- -- -- -- -- ---- --- -- ------ -- ---- --- -- -- - - -- -- - - -- -- --- -- -- -- ----- -- -- - -- ------ -- ----- -- -- - -- --- --- --- - - -- - - -- -- --- - - -- -- - - -- -- ----

Library Non-Librarv

Types Duplicating CopyinQ: DUDlicatinQ: CODvinsz
Material Mean Number

Pages Copies Pages Copies Pages Copies Pages Copies

Reference 130
books (2) (2) (8) (8) (26) (25) (18) (18)

Textbooks 120
(2) (2) (5) (5) (22) (22) (16) (16)

Monographs 127
(0) (0) (5) (5) (16) (16) (IS) (IS)

Journals 145
(1) (1) (10) (10) (18) (18) (20) (20)

Unpublished 135
faculty (3) (3) (7) (7) (57) (57) (26) (26)
manuscripts

Other 320
(1) (2) (7) (7) (36) (37) (26) (26)

The Reserve Collection in the Library

Seventeen of the nineteen colleges and universities reported

they have reserve collections. The mean number of volumes in these

reserve collections was 3 , 114 volumes , but the median number was 500,



indicating that a few large schools had very large reserve systems.

(On the average the reserve collection is between one and two per cent

of the total collection. This widespread practice of segregating a

small part of the college library collection for intense student

course-related reading invites copying and duplicating of reading

matter.

The seventeen school libraries which did have reserves were

asked if they "duplicate or

schools said they did so. 

copy anything for Reserve?" Eight of the

The mean number of titles copied for re-

serve for the previous semester or quarter was thirteen. The nature

of these titles is indicated by the answers to a question asking the

librarians to rank the relative frequency of duplicating from the

following sources: textbooks , monographs , journals and unpub lished

materials. Only seven of the eight schools which did duplicate re-

serve materials answered. Six of the seven schools said that journal

articles were the most frequently copied reserve material , four said

that monographs were the second most frequently copied materials and

all seven schools placed textbook copying either third (three schools)

or least frequently copied (four schools). The mean number of pages

copied for each title was seven and the mean number of copies made of

each title was 2. This amount of copying is similar to that done

in ordinary practice both within and outside the library. In sum

reserve collections invite copying-duplicating of materials at what

There is a very definite correlation between copying for re-
serve and the size of school. The eight instances of copying for re-
serve collections were all found among the eleven largest schools;
none of the six smallest schools with reserve collections did anycopying for them. 



appears a normal rate in terms of pages or copies , nor are there

significant differences in the kinds of materials copied; the

journal artic Ie, the monograph and the textbook take precedence in

that order.

Reading Sets and the "Big Job

In an effort to reveal the full extent of copying and dupli-

cating on college and university campuses , two questions were designed

to describe practices that might not occur very often but might in-

volve a heavy use of the copying-duplicating facilities. The data

reported below, therefore, are not to be regarded as a picture of ordinary

copying practices , but rather as a description of those practices

that are admittedly infrequent.

The first question was:

Sometimes faculty members assign a set of readings
taken from various sources , which they duplicate,

put together, and distribute to students. Have any

such sets, or other things like this , been run on

this machine in the past year?

Twelve of the nineteen colleges indicated that at least one of their

copyi g or duplicating machines was engaged in the making of reading

sets; thirty-three machines in all report such work (almost two

machine s per campus). Twenty- six of these machines were duplicators,

seven were copiers. Table 36 shows the quantitative aspects of these

practices, the number of sets made, the average number of pages per

Thirty of these instances report the reading sets were
away, two reported that sets were sold to students and for the

one, the issue of disposal was undetermined.

given
other



set and the number of copies made of the average reading set. Almost

none of these reading sets were made by machines in the library;

therefore, no distinction between library and non-library locations

of the machines will be made. Reading sets made on duplicators

will be separat d from those made on copying machines.

TABLE 36

READING SETS
How many, how much in an average year?

- - - -- -- ------ ----- ------ -- --- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --- -- -- ---- ----- -- - - ----- - - -- -- ---- -- --------- -- -- ----- ---- --- - -- -- --- -- -- -- -- --- -- -- -- ----

Reading Set
Duplicating Machines

(N=24)
Copying Machines

(N= 7) a

Total number of sets
reported. . . 

Reading sets per machine

Pages per set
Mean. . .
Median. .

783

305 30 b

900 721
400 208

Mean. . 
Median. . . 

Copies of each set
Mean. . .

' . 

Median. . . 

Sheets per set
Mean. .
Med ian.

.. . .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..

hile seven copying machines reported making reading sets
not all answered all the .questions about the pages, copies, etc. 
fewer than four machines constitute the base for all these means and
medians cited in the table.

These are high estimates, and should be treated with great
caution. The reason is that the respondents often confused the actual
numbeiof copies made on the copying machine with the number of copies
ultimately made via the use of a master put on a duplicating machine.
The research staff exercised its best judgment in detecting these con-
fus ions.

These figures are derived by multiplying the estimated number
of pages by the estimated number of copies for each set separately.
These estimates of total sheets were then averaged.



It should be noted that these estimates are likely to be an

overestimation of the actual figures because the method by which they

were secured , that of the Retrospective-General approach, generally

suggests higher rates of copying-duplicating than the other methods.

What kinds of materials were put together to make the reading

sets? The answer here cannot be very precise; too many diverse ma-

terials are used, memory is imprecise and blurs one set into another.

A first approximation, for the sets made on duplicating machines , is

presented below. The individual machine is the relevant unit here,

since questions about reading sets were based on the use of a specific

machine. Among the twenty- six duplicating machines:

17 machines copy at least some previously
published materials

2 machines copy only out-of- print books

4 do not use any previously published
materials

3 machines cannot be identified as to the
materials used in the making of reading sets

Fifteen of the seventeen duplicating machines which reported

using previously published materials identified in more detail what

was used in reading sets:

7 machines used textbook materials

8 machines used reference book materials

3 machines used monographs

2 machines used journals

Total number of materials cited exceeds fifteen because
more than one kind was reported per set.



I machine used newspapers and popular
magazine materials

4 machines used unpublished faculty manu-
scripts

For the copying machines, five of the seven reported some

use of previously published materials in their reading sets. (The

other two machine. reports could not identify what was in the reading

More specifically the sources mentioned were: sets. )

4 machines copied textbook materials

3 machines copied reference materials

I machine copied monographs

2 machines copied journal articles

I machine copied newspapers

One final point: only two respondents indicatep they secured per-

mission to copy previously published materials.

The second question asked to elicit information about infrequent

but heavy use of copying-duplicating facilities was the following:

Thinking back over last year, was there a really
big job that you recall doing or know was done
on this machine?

Note again, that this question is directed toward the use of the partic-

ular duplicating or copying machine that had been identified by the

inventory questions. The previously mentioned limitations as to the

representativeness of these machines are operative here. Second.

the likely overestimation of work that comes from the Retrospective

General approach is also likely to apply.

Total number of materials cited exceeds because more than
one source was mentioned per machine.



Forty-two duplicating machines and twenty-nine copying

machines reported doing big jobs. The quantitative dimensions of

these big jobs is shown in Table 37.

TABLE 37

THE 1/BIG JOB"
How Big?

-- - - -- - -- -- -- -- - - --- - - -- -- -- -- -- - - - - -- -- - - - -- - - -- -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- -- - - - - - - - -- -- -- - -- - - - - - - - - -- -- -- - - -- - - - -- -- -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

The "Big Job" Duplicating Machines Copying Machines

Number of pages per
;ob

Mean 78 (25) a 331 (17)

Median 35 (25) 80 (17)

Number of copies
pe r ; o b

Mean 596 (37) 6 (20)

Median 225 (37) 4 (20)

Number of machines comprising the base.

Clearly there are a few instances where a "big job" is really

" 8

g, 

so much so that the means and medians are quite different.

any case there is clearly a great difference in the level of copying-

duplicating in all these situations compared to the material reported

retrospectively as being typical. The contribution of the "big jobs

One run of 50, 000 questionnaires was excluded from the cal-
culation because it was so extreme.



to total pool of duplicating-copying is difficult to estimate , how-

ever, because of the compounded inability to estimate the repre-

sentativeness of the various kinds of machines and their uses.

The nature of the big copying-duplicating jobs remains obscure;

they are generally not well remembered as to specific sources. There-

fore, they have been classified into the broad groupings indicated

in Table 38.

TABLE 38

SOURCES USED IN COPYING-DUPLICATING THE "BIG JOBS"

(Number of Machines)

== = = = = == == == = = = == == == = == == == = == = = 

7= == == = == == 

= = == == == = = = = = = = = = = = =

Sources Duplicating Machines Copying Machines

Previous ly pub-
lished materials

Faculty created
materials

Administrative
materials

Miscellaneous and
don t know.

Total. . . 

Includes a few student uses.

About 13 per cent of the duplicating machines and about 33 per cent

of the copying machines used previously published sources in their

big jobs. " (This is the maximum for copyright materials, for not all

the "previous ly pub lished" category are current ly protec ted by copyright.



The conclusion here, offered with considerable tentativeness,

is that there is a definite but minority segment of materials copied

and duplicated which is likely to be under current copyright protec-

tion. It is a segment which , in all likelihood, affects a small

number of titles, but may affect them substantially.

practices and Attitudes Related to Copying-Duplicating

There is only fragmentary evidence in the survey of colleges

that deals with the general context of educational materials and the

specifics of the copyright law. The college and university presidents

(more often than not their assistants) were asked to characterize

the relative importance of textbooks, monographs , journals and unpub-

lished faculty-created materials in the typical college course. The

answers of sixteen respondents are presented in Table 39.

TABLE 39

RELATIVE IMPORTANCE OF VARIOUS TEACHING MATERIALS

- -- ----- ---------- -- ---- =========== =========== -- -- -- ---- ----- -- ----------- -- ---- -- ---- ---- -- ------ ------- - - ----

Second Third
Type Most Most Most Least

Teaching Material Important Important Important Impor tant

Textbooks 100%

Monographs.

Journals.

Unpublished faculty-
created materials

Total. 100% 100/ 100% 100%



In view of the widely heralded shift toward the use of many

different kinds of materials in the college classroom, this emphasis

on the textbook suggests this shift has diffused less widely and

swiftly than might be imagined. The textbook in college, as in the

high school, is still the dominant teaching tool.

The journal, rather than the monograph is second:, reflecting

the tremendous growth and diffusion of the specialized scholarly

periodicals.

The Copyright Law

The overwhelming impression derived from the survey is that

there is both great ignorance and confusion as to the law, its pur-

pose, its meaning, and its current status. Only eight of the nineteen

college presidents or their representatives declare themselves famil-

iar with the new draft of the copyright law, and only five of these

eight have any opinions about it.

The content of the educators ' opinions about the copyright

law, old and new, is ambivalent where it is not confused. Some see

the major issue as preserving the intellectual credit of the author.

This is really the twin is.sue of wanting to insure the rewards of

recognition to an author and at the same time of wanting to discour-

age plagiarism. When the issue of the proposed educational exemption

is presented to them directly, most are in favor of such an exemption;

sixteen of the nineteen in. fact. Yet there was considerable recog-

nition at this point in the interview of the rights of authors and

publishers and the necessity to compensate them. At this point it



is impossible to assess the balance of the two contradictory strands

of thought other than to say that the college educators are less

wholeheartedly in favor of the straightforward educational exemption

than their elementary and secondary school counterparts. They see

more complexity, and they feel more the merits of both sides.



PART III

SUMMRY AND CONCLUS IONS



SUMY AND CONCLUSIONS

Part I-Elementary and Secondary Schools

In elementary and secondary schools the instructional

materials budget averages about 4 per cent of annual expenditures.

The largest component of this budget is textbooks , about 40 to 50

per cent of the total. Copying and duplicating supplies and equip-

ment come to about 10 per cent of the instructional materials budget.

Thus textbooks comprise about 2 per cent of the schools 
I total ex-

penditures, and duplicating- copying equipment and supplies amount to

less than one-half ofl per cent. Put another way, the average high

school is spending about $13, 000 a year to buy textbooks and work-

books and about $100 to textbook and workbook pages. (See

Tables I, 2 and 17; pages and 35.

The photocopying facilities in the elementary and secon-

dary schools average slightly more than one machine per school and

are used predominantly for administrative purposes. In the secondary

schools the educational uses of copying facilities are divided almost

equally between teacher-created materials and previously published

materials. Textbooks are copied more often than any other form of

previously published material. In elementary schools the copying

of textbooks is even more pronounced. (See Tables 5 and 9-12; pages

15- 16 and 22-27.

In secondary schools, the making of copies from copying

machines shows a preponderant reliance on teacher- created materials.



In marked contrast the making of transparencies and masters on copying

machines shows a much greater use of previously published materials,

including textbooks. This practice may well indicate the direction

of innovation in the use of these kinds of facilities and even now

indicates a far greater propagation of these materials than is in-

dicated by the sheer number of pages copied. (See Tables 13 and 18;

pages 27-28 and 34-35.

The duplicating facilities--averaging two machines in secondary

schools and one machine in elementary schools--are used predominantly

for instructional purposes. Most of the instructional materials dupli-

cated are teacher created; previously published materials comprise

about 10 per cent of all duplication, and textbooks comprise almost

half of this output. (Based on number of sheets used; see Table 17.

The characteristic number of of anything copied at

a time is four; the average number of pages duplicated at a time is

two. The mean number of copies made at a time by copying machines

is slightly over one , while the average duplicating job consists of

about one hundred copies in secondary schools and about fifty copies

in elementary schools. There is no appreciable difference in the

number of pages or number of copies typically made for administrative

as opposed to educational purposes, nor of teacher created materials

as opposed to textbook, or other kinds of book materials. (See

Tables 7, 14 and 15; pages 19-2l and 29-31.

The cost of a textbook page and the cost of copying or

duplicating a sheet of paper in a school are almost the same , though

the latter is slightly more expensive in elementary than in secondary



schools; this is perhaps due to lighter machine use. (See Table 19;

pages 36-37.

Record keeping for copying-duplicating facilities in

the schools is negligible , as is monitoring the use of the machines

and securing permission to copy materials. (See page 43.

Present educational practices of teachers and administra-

tors show a strong reliance on textbooks and workbooks. Though there

are pressures for innovation in the direction of creating more educa-

tional materials within the school, there are strong counter pressures

making for the continued reliance on professionally published educa-

tional materials. (See Table 22; pages 37-40.

Almost all teachers and principals interviewed believed

the new copyright law should contain an exemption to allow the copy-

ing of educational materials. There should be mature supervision

of this privilege, they felt , and authors and publishers should be

compensated for their work. This kind of ambivalent attitude was

widespread , as was general confusion as to the nature and purposes

of the copyright laws. (See pages 40-42.

Part II - Colleges and Universities

A survey of nearly 500 small colleges and universities

showed that one-half of these schools have no photocopying equip-

ment in their libraries. Students were the heaviest users of library

copying machines, followed by faculty members and library staff.

terms of the frequency of use by individuals, however , library staff

members come first and students last , since there are a tremendous



number of students compared to the size of the library staff and

faculty. (See Table 26; pages 53.55.

In college libraries the ranking of the relative fre-

quency of copying various kinds of published material is first,
scholarly journals, followed by monographs and then reference works.

The mean number of pages copied is seven, the median four. The

median cost is ten cents per page. (See Tables 27-30; pages 55-58.

A more intensive study of nineteen colleges and univer.

sities revealed copying and duplicating equipment allover the campuses
not just the library. Although the largest schools have perhaps as

many as a hundred machines , the general unavailability of accurate

information made it impossible to arrive at a complete census of

machines, especially on larger campuses. With this limitation in

mind the following conclusions seem justified. The nineteen schools

have 158 machines; 82 of these are duplicating machines, 68 copying

machines and 8 are microfilm reader-printers and other miscellaneous

equipment. Copying machines dominate in the libraries, while most

of the duplicating machines are located elsewhere on the campuses.

(See Table 31; pages 59-61.

The typical duplicating job consists of about 175 copies

of 6 pages on non-library machines and 45 copies of 4 pages on library

machines. Copying jobs are usually 2 copies of from 6 to 8 pages.

There appears to be no significant variation in the number of copies

or pages as a function of the type of material being duplicated or

copied. (See Tables 33, 35; pages 62 and 65.



Seventeen of the nineteen colleges reported having

reserve collections. The median size of such a collection was 500

volumes, but the presence of a few very large reserve collections

brought the mean up to over 3 , 000. Eight of the seventeen schools

with reserves reported copying materials for the reserve collection.

The mean number of titles copied in the previous quarter or semester

was thirteen. In terms of the mean number of pages and copies there

was no apparent difference between reserve copying practices and

copying practices in general. The journal article, the monograph,

and the textbook-- in that order--were the most frequently copied

materials. (See pages 65-67.

Questioning about the production of reading sets indicated

that of the 150 copying and duplicating machines only 33 were in-

volved and they produced a total of 848 reading sets. The great

majority of these are produced on copying machines , which reported

that the mean size of a reading set is about 300 copies of 20 pages.

The medians are less than a third as large, indicating that there

are many reading sets of more moderate size and a few which are

extreme ly large. Seventeen of the twenty-six duplicating machines

and all seven of the copying machines used at least some previously

published materials in the preparation of reading sets. (See Table 36;

pages 67-70.

Forty-two duplicating machines and twenty-nine copying

achines reported "big jo sometime during the previous year.

The medians for those done on duplicating machines are 225 copies

of 35 pages; for those done on copying machines, 4 copies of 80



page s . Since a few of the big jobs are really big, the means are

far higher. Only 13 (about 18 per cent) of the machines doing big

jobs reported using any previously published materials. (See

Table 37 and 38; pages 70-73.

Despite the widely heralded shift toward more differen-

tiation in classroom materials, all the college administrators inter-

viewed reported that textbooks were the most important teaching

materials in their schools. Following texts, in order of decreas-

ing importance, were journals, monographs and unpublished faculty-

created materials. (See Table 39; pages 73-74.

In the colleges and universities , as well as in the

elementary and secondary schools , there is considerable ignorance

and confusion on matters of copyright law. Less than half of the

administrators fe 1t familiar wi th the law, and only five had any

opinions on it.
In colleges, however, unlike elementary and secondary schools,

the ambivalent attitude toward copyright law is shaded toward

point of view less wholeheartedly in favor of blanket educational

exemptions. Many of the college educators , however , see the copy-

right prob lem in relation to the author s intellectual reputation

rather than to his financial interests. And the fact that only two

of the nineteen schools have the specific policy of requesting per-

mission from publishers before reproducing copyright materials

indicates that they do not consider the problem a particularly

vital one. (See pages 74-75.



APPENDIX I

THE SAMLES



APPENDIX I: THE SAMLES

Secondary Schools

The universe for the sample of secondary schools consists of all

public and private junior and senior high schools. The sample ig selected

in two stages. In the first stage, primary sampling units consisting of

standard metropolitan areas or counties were chosen. A subs ample of the

regular NORC PSU' s was selected at random. In each of these areas a com-

plete listing of schools was made by the NORC field staff. From this

listing, the sample schools were then selected at random with equal prob-

ability. The sample is self-weighting. That is , the sample schools when

added together represent the universe.

An initial sample of thirty-eight schools was selected , which was

the maximum which could be interviewed with the limited budget. Thirty-

two of the thirty-eight schools (84 per cent) cooperated. While this

sample is really too small to make projections to U. S. totals , this could

be done by weighting sample results by 8 000.

Elementary Schools

A very small sample of ten elementary schools was selected in two

stages after the high school sample was chosen. In the first stage, ten

of the thirty- two cooperating high schools were selected at random and asked

to list all elementary schools which send their graduates to the selected

high schools. For each high school , one elementary school was selected



at random. This is not a self-weighting sample and no attempt should be

made to project to national estimates of elementary schools , but there

is no obvious reason to doubt the crude re.sults presented here. There

were no refusals among the ten selected elementary schools.

Some confidence in the gross accuracy of the results , even at the

elementary school level , may be obtained by comparing teacher-pupil ratios

and expenditures per pupil as estimated by the sample to estimates ob-

tained in another survey by the National Education Association. These com-

parisons given in Table A. l are reasonably close and while not guaran-

teeing sample perfection , they are reassuring.

TABLE A. 1

SAMLE ACCURACY

Sample

Secondary Schooli
Mean teacher-pupil ratio

. . 

1:22

$483 b

1: 20

$497

(32)

(27)Mean expenditures ($ per pupil)

Elementary Schools

Mean teacher-pupil ratio

. . . . 

I :29

$483

I: 27

$410

(10)

(8)Mean expend itures ($ per pupi I)

From National Education Association , Research Division, 'I Estimates
of School Statistics 1964- NE, December 1964 (NEA Research, Report
1964-R17). Based on data for public schools only.

This figure represents per pupil expenditures for both elementary
and secondary schools.

College Sample

The sample of colleges was elected in a manner similar to that

used for the high school sample. The list of institutions was obtained



from the U. S. Office of Education Education Directory, 1964-1965, Part 

Higher Education Colleges were selected with equal random probabilities

from all the schools on the list in the selected Primary Sampling Areas

which were the same areas as those used in the elementary and high school

sample.

Nineteen of twenty colleges (95 per cent) cooperated , but only

seventeen responses were received in time to be included in this report.

The sample is self-weighting and universe estimates can be made

by summing the sample colleges and multiplying the sum by 1 275 to esti-

mate all colleges.
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EXPLANA TORY LETTER A-9

THE UNIVERSITY OF CHICAGO
CHICAGO 37 . ILLINOIS

GRADUATE LIBRARY SCHOOL

December 10 , 1965

To the Principal:

I would like to explain in more detail the nature of this study. For
some time I have been interested in the processes of knowledge production
and dissemination, and especially concerned with the problems of how we
transmit our culture from one generation to another. This means , of

course , an interest in the printed word and its use in schools.

When a joint committee of the American Book Publishers Council and the
American Textbook Publishers Institute asked NORC to conduct a study of
instructional materials in the schools, I was pleased to accept its
direction. Their immediate concern , mine, and I am sure yours, is with
the pending legislative revision of the copyright statute. An accurate
picture of what schools actually do with respect to purchasing and crea-
tinginstructional materials is essential to the formulation of a realistic
copyright law. An objective and non- partisan assessment of ongoing
educational practices is especially urgent in the light of the strong
disagreements expressed in the hearings thus far. Therefore , we would

very much like to have your views on this complex issue and the experiences
of your school in providing educational materials. I hope that in the
interest of objectivity you will not let your priori knowledge of the
purpose of the study stand in the way of frank responses.

I would like to repeat that I am concerned only with a scholarly, objec-
tive analysis of the situation. A report of the results of the study
will be made public as soon as possible. All information about individual
schoqls will be kept completely confidential. If you have any further
questions, I would be happy to talk with you by phone. Please call me
at the Graduate Library School, University of Chicago at my expense, if
you desire.

Sincerely,

/?k&j II ;:t.4t'
Philip H. Ennis
Assistant Professor

PHE : mo

If the interviewer has your consent to begin interviewing in your
school, I hope

, ,

again for reasons of objectivity, that you will
keep the purpose of the study confidential until the interviewing
is completed in your school.



A-IO

national opinion research center

UNIVERSITY OF CHICAGO

LETTER TO ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS
5720 Woodlawn Avenue , Chicago, Illinois 60637
PLaza 2-6444 Area Code 312
PETER H. ROSSI, Director

RICHARD D. JAFFE, Assistant Director

PAUL B. SHEATSLEY, Survey Research Service Director

, December, 1965

Dear princ ipal:

This letter will be presented to you by a representative of the. National Opinion
Research Center . a non-profit social research organization affiliated with the
University of Chicago. We have been asked to conduct a survey on the general
problem of acquisition, costs, and use of educational materials in schools in
the United States. This survey is to be incorporated into a larger study under
the direction of Professor Philip Ennis of the Graduate Library School of the
University of Chicago.

We have already interviewed the princ ipal of the high school in your area and now
your school has been selected as part of a national sample of elementary schools;
we ask your help in securing the information we need. In brief, we would like to
know how your budget is allocated among text books work books, library books and
other materials obtained outside the school. In addition, we are interested in
the kinds and amounts of instructional materials produced in the school , such as

slides, exercises, readings and the like. Accurate information can be obtained
only from you or those members of your faculty directly involved with the materia:
d is cuss ed.

Knowing of the many demands made upon your time , and that of your staff , we wish

to assure you of the importance a d value of this project. Rapid changes in the
technology of producing and disseminating educational materials are bound to have
relatively immediate effects on the organization and costs of the publishing in-
dustry. Such changes are likely to be reflected in the cost of educational
materials. Therefore , a study describing current use is clearly necessary and thi
findings of such a study could have impact on future action that would be of valul
to the entire educational community. The questionnaire , of course, is completely
confidential , and no identifying information is ever released.

Your cooperation in providing our representative with the information we require
is greatly appreciated and we thank you for your assistance in this important
research, A report of the survey will be made available to participants.

PHR/ha Peter H. Rossi
Direc tor

EASTERN OFFICE: 55 Fifth Avenue New York, New York 10003 Telephone: Algonquin 5-5290 Area Code 212

TRUSTEES: D. Gale Johnson, Pres. . Frederick F. Stephan, Vice Pres. . H. Stanley Bennett. Benjamin Bloom' James Coleman' James C. Downs. Jr.
Morris H. Hansen' Harry Kalven, Jr. . Nathan Keyfitz . Frederick Mosteller' Alfred C. Nelson' George P. Shultz' Don R. Swanson' W. Allen Wallis



SAMPLE OF LETTER TO
COLLEGE PRESIDENTS

A-ll

THE UNIVERSITY OF CHICAGO
CHICAGO 37 . ILLINOIS

GRADUATE LIBRARY SCHOOL

January 1, 1966

Dear

The N.ational Opinion Research Center , a non-profit social research organization

affiliated with the University of Chicago , has been asked to conduct a survey

on the problem of copying and duplicating of educational materials in schools
and colleges. Since I have been interested for some time in the processes of
knowledge production and dissemination--especially those concerned with print--

I was pleased to accept the direction of the study.

The sponsor of the research is a joint commttee of the American Book Publishers
Council and the American Text Book Publishers Institute. Their immediate concern

is with the pending legislative revision of the copyright statute. This law has
of course, important meaning for the entire educational community. An accurate
picture of actual book purchasing and copying practices is essential to the
formulation of a realistic copyright law.

An objective and non-partisan assessment of such practices is especially urgent

in the light of the strong disagreements expressed in the hearings thus far.
Therefore , we would very much like to have your views on this complex issue and

the experiences of your school. This would involve several relatively brief inter-

views: one wi th you (or someone in the administration whom you designate) about
school policies on the subject , another with your librarian, one with a member

of the teaching faculty, and one or two additional interviews with the personnel
most immediately responsible for copying and duplicating educational materials.
Each of the interviews should take no longer than thirty minutes.

I would like to assure you that I am concerned only with a scholarly and objec-
tive analysis of the situation , and that the sponsors of the study are aware

of this and accept the usual academic conditions of prompt and general publica-
tion of the results of the study. Also , it should be made clear that no

individual school in our representative national sample of colleges and univer-
sities will be identified and that all information wi II be treated confidentially.

Within the next week, Mrs. , NORC representative in your area
will call on you to discuss the interview and make the appropriate arrangements.

. Your cooperation in this important research is greatly appreciated.
of the study will be made available to participants.

A report

Sincerely,

PRE: tt

cc:
Philip H. Ennis
Assistant Professor



SAMLE OF LETTER TO
HIGH SCHOOL PRINCIPALS A-12

THE UNIVERSITY OF CHICAGO
CHICAGO 31 . ILLINOIS

GRADUATE LIBRARY SCHOOL

December 8, 1965

Dear

NORC , a non-profit social research organization affiliated with the University
of Chicago , has been asked to conduct a survey on the general problem of
acquisition, costs and use of educational materials in schools in the United
States. This survey is to be incorporated into a larger study under the
direction of Professor Philip Ennis of the Graduate Library School of the
University of Chicago.

Your school has been selected as part of a national random sample of secondary
schools , and we ask your help in securing the information we need. In brief
we would like to know how your budget is allocated among text books , work
books , library books and other materials obtained outside the school. In
addition, we are interested in the kinds and amounts of instructional materials
produced iri the school , such as slides , exercises , readings and the like.
Accurate information can be obtained only from you or those members of your
faculty directly involved with the materials discussed.

Knowing of the many demands made upon your time, and that of your staff, we
wish to assure you of the importance and value of this project. Rapid
changes in the technology of producing and disseminating educational materials
are bound to have relatively immediate effects on the organization and costs
of the publishing industry. Such changes are likely to be reflected in the
cost of educational materials. Therefore, a study describing current use is
clearly necessary and the findings of such a study could have impact on future
action that would be of value to the entire educational community. The
questionnaire , of course, is completely confidential , and no identifying
information is ever released.

Within the next week Mrs. , NORC representative in your area
will call on you to discuss the interview and make appropriate arrangements.

Your cooperation in this important research is greatly appreciated.
of the study will be made available to participants.

A report

Sincerely,

Peter H. Rossi
Director
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ELEMNTARY AN SECONDARY SCHOOL QUESTIONNAIRES

AN MACHINE RECORD FORM



Survey 501
December , 1965

NATIONAL OPINION RESEARCH CENTER
University of Chicago

FACE SHEET

NAM OF SCHOOL: INTERVIEWR:

NAM AN TITLE OF INFORMT ON MAIN QUESTIONNAIRE:

SECTION A -- BUDGET AND ALLOCATIONS (Yellow)

INFORMT (From Q. 9 of Main Questionnaire):

SECTION B -- LIBRAY (Green)

INFORMT (From Q. 10 of Main Questionnaire):

SECTION C -- TESTS (Pink)

INFORM (From Q. 11 of Main Questionnaire):

SECTION D -- UDIO-VISUAL (Blue)

INFORMT (From Q. 12 of Main Questionnaire):

SECTION E -- TEACHER (Goldenrod)

INFORMT (From Q. 13 of Main Ques tionnaire) :

SECTION F-l -- DISTRIBUTION OF DUPLICATING AN COPYING EQUIPMENT (White)

INFORMT (From Q. 21 of Main Questionnaire):

SECTION F-2 -- USE OF DUPLICATING AND COPYING EQUIPMENT (Coral)

(INFORMTS ARE LISTED IN SECTION F-

ENTER NUMER OF SECTION F-2 FORM USED ALTOGETHER FOR THIS SCHOOL:

RECORD OF CALLS

DATE TIME RESULTS

CONTINUE ON BACK IF NECESSARY



RECORD OF CALLS

Date Time RESULTS



NATIONAL OPINION RESEARCH CENTER
University of Chicago

MAIN QUESTIONNAIRE
(To be asked of Principal or equivalent)

Survey 501
December , 1965

How many students are enrolled at (name of school

First , I' d like some basic information about your school and staff.

Are these (Answer to A) all the students included in your regular budget?
Yes

. . 

(GO TO Q. 2)

(ASK C) . 

IF NO TO B: Could you explain why not? (PROBE: Are there other
students you did not ment ion before? Or are there
other budgets beside the regular one?)

About how many students were enrolled here five years ago--in 1960?
(PROBE: Just your best guess. . . .

Is (name of school ) the same administrative unit today as it was five years
ago?

IF NO

Yes

In what way is it different now? (PROBE:

been consolidated? Split up, or what?)

. (GO TO Q. 4)

. (ASK A) 

Have schools

What grades do you teach here at name of school

through



10. Do you have a school librarian?

IF YES: Who is that?

Yes . . (ASK A) 

No . . . (ASK B & C) 

RECORD NAM IN SECTION B OF FACE SHEET

ll want to talk to (her/him) later about the school library.

IF NO:

B. Do you have a school library, classroom libraries , or some other kind
of library arrangement?

School library

. . 

Classroom libraries
Other (Describe)

d like some fairly detailed information about your library
arrangement

). 

Would it be best if I asked you these questions

or is there someone else I should talk to?

Self . (RECORD "SAM" IN SECTION B OF FACE SHET) . . 
Someone else . (ASK D) 

. . 

IF " SOMEONE ELSE" TO C : Who is that? RECORD NAM IN SECTION B
OF FACE SHEET.

11. Do you use standardized achievement tests, or intelligence tests, or some

other kind of standardized tests?

Yes

. . . . 

. (ASK A) .

No . . . (RECORD "NONE" IN SECTION C OF FACE SHEET AND GO ON
TO Q'. 12) 

. . 

IF YES: Who would be the best person for me to talk to about the
tests you use and the test program in this school?

Self . (RECORD "SAM" IN SECTION C OF FACE SHEET) .
Someone else

. . 

. (ASK B) 

. . . . 

IF " SOMEONE ELSE" TO A: Who is that?
FACE SHEET.

RECORD NAM IN SECTION C OF

12. Who would be the best person for me to talk to about the use of audio-
visual

materials in this school?

Self . (RECORD "SAM" IN SECTION D OF FACE SHEET)
Someone else . (ASK A) 

:e *

IF " SOMEONE ELSE" Who is that?
SHEET.

RECORD NAM IN SECTION D OF FACE



18. Do you have an " ability grading" plan or , as some people call it , a

track system

Yes . (ASK A-C) . . 
. (GO TO Q. 19) 

IF YES

A. Does the track system (ability grading) apply to all (grades/subjects)
or just some?

All . (GO TO B)

Some . (ASK (1))

(I) IF "SOME" TO A: Which ones?

Do all tracks on a given grade level use the same or different
textbooks?

Same

. . 

Different

. . 

Other (SPECIFY)

Do any tracks use books than others?
Yes . (ASK (I)) 

No . . . (GO TO Q. 19) 

(1) IF YES TO C: How many more books, per student , on the average

are used in those tracks?

19. Do the students usually pay some nominal fee for lab use or for which they
receive special instructional materials , such as newspapers, pamphlets,

magazines , etc.
Yes
No . .

(ASK A) 
(GO TO Q. 20) 

IF YES: Does this apply to all the students, or only to specific
courses?

All

. .

Only specific courses

(ASK B & C) 
(ASK D-F) . 

IF "ALL" TO A
. B. How much is the fee per student per year?

What dpes the fee cover?



Would you say that you are in a fairly autonomous position in regard to
things like innovations or other educational policy changes, or are most
policies set by the Board of Education, or what?

23.

(If these innovations are adapted) do you see the balance of expenditures
for instructional materials and teaching staff changing in the next ten
years?

24.

IF YES:

Yes . (ASK A) 
No . . . (GO TO Q. 25) 

How do you think the balance will change?

25. Over the next ten years do you
(in view of the innovations we
in specialization?

see any change in your professional staff
discussed earlier), either in numbers or

IF YES:

Yes . (ASK A) 
No . . . (GO TO Q. 26) 

What kinds of changes do you foresee?

26. Do you see the balance between instructional materials obtained 
outside the

school and materials produced inside the school changing over the next ten
years?

IF YES:

Yes
No . . 

How do you think the balance will change?

(ASK A) 0 . 
(GO TO Q. 27) 

Do you anticipate that (any of the innovations we discussed earlier will lead
to) (there will be) a change in the extent to which books and other materials
will be kept in the library or another center as opposed to being in the
classroom?

27.

IF YES:

Yes . (ASK A) 
No . . . (GO TO Q. 28) 

What sort of change do you foresee?



NATIONAL OPINION RESEARCH CENTER

Survey 501

December , 1965
Uni vers i ty of Chicago

SUPPLET FOR MAIN INFORHANT

I want to thank you very much for your participation in the factual part of our
survey. N , I have just a very few questions more to ask you in which 1 want

to get your ideas and opinions.

Does your school have a stated policy on the duplicating or copying of
copyrighted materials?

Yes

. . . . .

(ASK A & B) ....
(ASK C) ........No 

......

IF YES: fuat is that policy?

How do you implement it?

!! 

Do you do anything to monitor the duplicating and copying
of copyrighted materials?

No .....
(ASK D) ........
(GO TO Q. 2) 

...

s ....

IF YES TO C: t-Jhat do you do?

Are you familiar with the proposed new copyribht law?

Yes .....
No .....

(ASK A) ........
(GO TO Q. 3) ...

Have you formed any opinions about it?IF YES:

Yes

. . . .

o ......
(ASK B) ........
(GO TO Q. 3) ...

'fJl1..JSL!.: 'fuat are they?
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NATIONAL OPINION RESEARCH CENTER
University of Chicago

SECTION A - - BUDGET AND ALLOCTIONS

IF THIS IS A NEW INFORMNT, INTRODUCE YOURSELF

. . 

Hello. I' m (vour name) from the National Opinion Research Center at the

University of Chicago. We are conducting a study of educational materials

in the schools, and (Main Informant t s name) sugges ted that I talk to you

about your operating budget and allocations.

Wht was your total operating budget for this year?

Does this cover the (Answer to Q. I-A. MQ) students (I' m told/you told
me) are enrolled in (Nam of school)

Yes. . . (GO TO Q. 2). . . 

. . . . . .

No . . . (ASK C). . . . 

. . . . . . .

IF NO TO B: Could you explain why not? (PROBE: Are there other
students you did not mention before? Or, are there
other budgets beside the regular one?)

How much of the total budget was for Gal tes for teachers, adminls trators,
and other professional personnel? (Nat including any medical or nursing
personnel)

And about what was your total operating budget five years ago -- in
19601 (PROBE: Just your best estimte.

How much of the total budget went for teachers ' salaries and salaries

of administrative and other professional personnel in 1960? (PROBE:

Just your best guess)

BUDGET
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Was any amount budgeted separately this year for magazint& or newspapers
used in classrooms by students -- but not included in the lib' y budget?

Yes. . . (ASK A). 

. . . " 

No . . . (ASK B). . . 

. . 

IF YES: How much was that?

!! 

Do you obtain such materials for students at all?

Yes. . . (ASK C). 

. . . . .

No . . . (GO TO Q. 9). . . 

IF YES TO B: How are they paid for?

Do you have an item in your budget for expendable educational materials;
such as paper J a t supplies , laboratory supplies, etc.

Yes. .
No . 

. (ASK A-C). 

. (ASK D&). 

. . . .

IF YES:

What is the total amount of that item this year?

What amount would Y0U estimate goes for the paper and duplicating
supplies uoed to l1:c-, e in:;tructional m.'lterials for the school?
(PROnE: mL'f IF RESPONDENT CAN' T GIVE A FIGUR: Would you say it is...

RI:Jm CATEGOl mS)

hat proportion of that amount would you estimate goes for paper and
duplicating supplies to make instructional materials for the school?
(PROBE: Would you say. 

. .

RED CATEGORIES)

Less than 57. . . 

. . . . 

5 - 25% 

. . . . . . . . . 

26 - 50% 

. . . . 

51 - 75% 

. . . . . .

Over 75% . 

. . . 

What was the budgeted amount for expendable educational materials
five years ag01

!L:
How are such materials budgeted for?

Less than $500 . 

. . . . 

Between $500 - $1,000. . .
Between $1, 000-$3, 000. . .
Between $3, 000-$5,000. . .
Over $5,000. . . 

. . . . 

BUDGET



NATIONAL OPINION RESEARCH CENTER

University of Chicago

501
1-66

SECTION A -- BUDGET AND ALLOCATIONS -- ADDITIONAL INFORMTION

FOR

Q. 9A (1)

You told me before that this year s budget item for expendable educational

materials is ; it has been found that there is a wide

(AMOUNT GIVEN IN Q9A)
from school to school as to what is ine luded in that category.
we need to get a breakdown of this item; can you tell me what kinds
are covered in this budget item in (CODE

variation
Therefore
of things

(NANE OF SCHOOL)

THEN ASK FOR EACH REMAINING ITEM.YES" BELOH, FOR EACH ITEN MENTIONED.

Yes
(included) (not included)

1taterials for:

ar tel as s es. 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

. 1

manua 1 arts. 

. . . . . . . . 

. . . 1

se ienc e c lass 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

. . . 1

music (including sheet music). 

. . 

. 1

Athletics. 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

. 1

c. .

d .

General classroom supplies t such as
chalk and erasers. . 

. . . . . . . . . . . 

. . 1

g .

General office supplies,
pencils, ink, typewriter

Custodial supplies , such

c leaning materials , etc.

such as paper , pens

ribb.ons. . . 

. . . . . .

as soap, otherh..

. . 

. 1

. 1

. . . 

i . Anything else? (S PEC IFY). . . 

. . . . 

(OVER)



NATIONAL OHt\lON RESEACH CENTER

University of Chicago

501
1-66

9. A (1)

SECTION A - BUDT AN ALATIONS - SUPPLNTAL QUETIONS

ASK THIS QUETION AFTER 9. A ON PAGE 3 OF TH BUDET SECTION

Can you tell me just what kinds of things are covered in this budget item?
(CODE ''YES'' BELOW, FOR EACH ITE MENTIONE", THN FOR EACH REINING ITEM.

Yes

(inc luded) (mot inc luded)

materials for:
a. art classes

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

. . I
b. manual arts

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

. 1

c. science classes

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

. 1

d.. music (including sheet music) 

. . . . . . 

. . 1

e. Athletics

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

. . . 1

General classroom supplies such as
chalk and erasers

. . . . . . . . . . . .

. . 1

General office supplies, such as p per
pens, pencils, ink, typewriter ribbons....... 1

Custodial supplies, such as soap, other
leaning materials, etc.. 

. . . . . . . 

Anything else? (SPECIFY) .

. . . . . -. 

. . I

9. B. (1) ASK THIS QUESTION INSTEAD OF Q. 9 B ON PAGE 3 OF THE BUDET SECTION

What proportion of .that amount would you estimate goes for paper and
duplicating supplies to make instructional materials for the school?
(ENTER PER CENT GIVEN. IF A PROBE IS NECESSARY: Can you give me a

percentage range? -- we 'd like to have it within ten percent if pos-

sible. IF RESPONDENT GIVES YOU A WIDER RAGE THA TEN PERCENT , TRY

TO NAROW IT DOWN, Would you say it s closer to 10 to 20 percent than

20 to 30 percent?)
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SECTION B -- LIBRARY

IF THIS IS A NE INFORMNT , INTRODUCE YOURSELF. 

11o , 11 yo'Qr name from the National Opinion Research Center.

We are conducing a study . of educational materials in the schools , and

un in informant nauc) ::ested that I tll:!

: .

to you about the libral"

IF INFORMNT IS LIBRAIAN:

How many full time professionals are in your library staff?

How many full time clerical staff members are there?

IF INFORMNT IS OTHER THAN LIBRAIAN:

How many full time employees are there in the library?

What was your operating budget for library materials this year?

How many books and how many periodicals are in the school library (class-
room library system) 

Books

Periodicals

In some schools the library is primarily related to the curriculum , in

other schools the library primarily provides material for the students
free reading. Is your library more curriculum or more free reading
oriented?

Curriculum

. . . . . .

Free reading

. . . . . . . 

Both equally

. . . . . . .

LIBRARY
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Are there any other instructional materials the library is in charge of
that haven t been mentioned yet? (PROBE: What kinds? How many?)

10. Do you have any copying machines in your library?

Yes. . . . (ASK A&B). 
No 

. . . . . . . . . . . . .

IF "YESIf

Who uses the copying machines?

What are they used for?

LIBRARY
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SECTION C

-- 

TESTING

IF tHIS IS A NEW INFORM, INTODUCE YOURSELF

. . .

Hello, I' (your name) from the National Opinion Research Center at

the University of Chicago. We are conducting a study of educational
materials in the schools, and (Main

~~~

s Nam) suggested that I

talk to you about the standardized tests uued here.

First, what standard tests are ueed regularly? (PROBE FOR NAMS OF
TESTS, SUCH AS STAORD ACHIEVNT TESTS, COOPERATIVE REAING TEST,
LO-THORNlKE INTELLIGEN E TESTS).

Who is tested on these standard tests -- what grade levels?

How often are the tests administered?

Where
or by

are such test3 sc.ored -- here in t;l:e G hool , in your school district,
an outside testing or scoring se=vice?

In the s hoo 1 . . . 

. . . . . . . . .

In the G

~~~

ol district

. . . . . . .

Cutsid S8Evice . 

. . . . . . . . . .

Other (Sf.ECL'

Do you ever find it necessary or convenient to duplicate any of the
standardized tests or answer sheets?

Yes, t s ts . . (ASK AJ 

. . . .

Yes, aaswer sheets . (ASK A) 

. . . 

Yes, both

. . . 

. . . (ASK A) . 

. . 

No .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

IF YES:

~~~

3 a semester do you do this?

TESTING



NATIONAL OPINION RESEARCH CENTER
University of Chicago

SECTION D -- AUDIO-VISUAL

IF THIS IS A NE INFORMT , INTRODUCE YOURSELF. 

. .

Survey 501
Decembe r, 1965

Hello. I fm (vour name) from the National Opinion Research Center at the

University of Chicago. We are conducting a study of educational materials in
the schools , and (hain Informant s name) suggested that I talk to you about

the audio-visual equipment here at e of school)

As I read you a Hst of. different kinds of audio-visual equipment , please
tell me for each one whether or not you have that particular equipment
here at the school, and if you do , how many.

First. . .

An opaque projector

A movie projector

A film strip projector

A microprojector
A slide projector

Closed circuit TV

G. A tape recorder

U. A phonograph
Rn over heoA ptoj€c-

How many

receivers?

FOR EACH KUil OF EQUIPMNT CODED "YES" ASK QUESTIONS ON THE APPROPRIATE FOLLOW-
ING PAGE.

FOR EACH KIND OF EQUIP11ENT COD D " !' STI1PLY SKIP THAT PAGE.

AUDIO-VISUAL
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MOVIE PROJECTOR

IF MORE THAN ONE ANSWER TO Q. 1 Let I S talk about the movie projector you know
the most about. IF KNOWS EQUALLY ABOUT ALL
Let I s talk about the one which gets the most
use.

(1) Are you in charge of that projec tor, or don t you have any control over

itS use?
In charge of . 
No control

. . .

(2) Do teachers come to you for the materials needed to use the projector?

Yes

. . 

No. 

. . . . . .

(3) About how often is this movie projector used--every day or almost everyday,
once or twice a week. one to three ttmes a month, or less than once a month?

(4)

Every day or a Imos t every day. . 

. . 

Once or twice a week. . . 

. . 

One to three times a month

. . . . 

Les s than once a mon th . . . 

. . . . 

Was this projector in use last week?

Yes. . . 
No . 

. . 

. (ASK A-D). 

. .

. (ASK E AND F).

IF YES How many times?

For what purpose was it used? (PROBE:
material was shown on the projector

Who used it? What

How many students were shown the material?
it a single class , or more, or less?)

(PROBE: Was

Did the material shown originate in the school or outside?

In school

. . 

Outside school. . 

. .

l. When was the last time this movie projector was used?

For what purpose was it used then?
What was shown on it?)

Who used it?(PROBE:

(5) CODE WITHOUT ASKING IF YOU ALREADY KNOW THAT THIS MACHINE GETS THE MOST
USE OR IF THIS IS THE ONLY MOVIE PROJECTOR. Would you say that the

projector we ve been talking about gets more, less , or about the same

amount of use as the other Movie projector(s) here? RECORD VERBATIH

AN VOLUNT ARY COMMNTS ABOUT USE OF OTHER lYlACHlNES.

More. 

.. . . . . . 

Less. 

. . . . . . . .

Same. 

. . . . .. ..

AUDIO-VISUAL
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111 CROPROJECTOR

IF MORE THAN ONE IN ANSWER TO O. 1 Let s talk about the microprojector you
know the most about. IF KNOWS EQUALLY

ABOUT ALL : Let s talk about the one which

gets the most use.

(1) Are you in charge of that microprojec or, or don t you have any control over

its use?

In charge of. 

. . . .

No control. 

. . . . 

(2) Do teachers come to you for the materials needed to use the microprojector?

Yes
No. 

. . . . . . . . 

(3) About how often is this icroprojector used--every day or almost everyday,

once or twice a week, one to three times a month, or less than once a

month? Every day or almos t every day. 

. . . .

Once or twice a week. . . 

. . . . . .

One to three tims a month. 

. . . . 

Less than once a month. 

. . 

(4) Was this microprojector in use last week?

Yes. . . 
No . 

. . 

. (ASK A - D) . 

. . . . . .

. (ASK E AND F) 

. . . . . 

IF YES: How many times?

For what purpose was 1 t used? (PROBE: Who
material was shown on the microprojector7)

used it? What

How many students were sho. the material?

a single class , or more, or less?)

(PROBE: Was it

Did the material shown originate in the school or outside?

In school

. . . . . 

OutlJide school.

IF NO When was the las t time this micropro j ec tor was used?

For what purpose was it used then?
What was shown on it?)

(PROBE: Who used it?

(5) CODE WITHOUT ASKING IF YOU ALREADY KNOW THT THIS MACHINE GETS THE MOST
USE OR IF THIS IS THE ONLY liICROPROJECTOR. Would you say that the micro-

projector we ve been talking about gets more , less , or about the same

amount of use as the other microprojector(s) here? RECORD VERBATIM

ANY VOLUNT AR'f COMNTS ABOUT USE OF OTHERl'1ACHlNES.

More. . . 

. . 

Les s. . . . 

. . . .

Same. . 

. . . 

AUDIO-VISUAL
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CLOSED CIRCUIT TV

(1) Are ou in charge of closed circuit TV showings , or is someone else in

charge of that who could tell me more about it?

R. is in charge

. . . . . . . . . . . . . '* . . . . . . 

Someone else (GET NA AND INTERVIEW 'fHAT PERSON ON CLOSED
CIRCUIT TV ONLY). . 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

(2) About how often is the closed circuit TV used?
AND THEN CIRCLE APPROPRIATE CODE.

RECORD ANSWER VERBATIH

Every day or almost every day. .
Once or twice a week. . .
One to three times a month

. . . . .

Less than once a month

. . . . . . 

(3) Was closed circuit TV used last week?
Yes

. . 

(ASK A-D). 

. .

No. . . (ASK E AND F).

IF YES: How many times?

For what purpose was it used?
What was shown?)

(PROBE: Who used it?

How many students were shown the telecast?
a single class , or more , or less?)

(PROBE: \vas it

Did the showing originate in the school or outside?

In school

. . . . . .

Outside school. . 

.! 

E. When was the last time closed circuit TV was used?

For what purpose was it used then?
What was shown?)

(PROBE: Who used it?

AUDIO-VISUAL
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PHONOGRAPH

IF MORE THAN ONE ANS\-1ER TO Q. l Let s talk about the phonograph you know
the most about. IF KNOWS EQUALLY ABOUT

..:

Let s talk about the one which gets the most
use.

(1) Are you in charge of that phonograph, or don 
I t you have any control

over its use?
In charge of. 

. . . .

No control. 

. . . .

(2) Do teachers come to you for the materials needed to use the phonograph?

Yes
No.. 

. . . . . . . . 

(3) About how often is this phonograph used--every day or almost everyday,
once or twice a week, one to three times a month, or less than once a
month?

Every day or almost every day. .
Once or twice a week

. . .

One to three times a month
Less than once a month

. . . . . . . .

(4) Was this phonograph in use last week?

Yes. . . . . (ASK A -D). 

. . . . 

No . . 

. . 

. (ASK E AND F). 

. . . . . .

IF YE S How many t llnes ?

(PROBE: What records were played? )

How many students listened to the records played?

Were recordings made in the school or outside?

In school

. . . .

Outside school.

ll When was the last time this phonograph was used?

(PROBE: What records were played?)

(5) CODE WITHOUT ASKING IF YOU ALREADY KNOW THAT THIS 11ACHINE GETS THE MOST

USE OR IF THIS IS THE ONLY PHONOGRAPH. Would you say that the phono-

graph we ve been talking about gets more , less , or about the same amount

of use as the other phonograph(s) here? RECORD VEBRATIM ANY VOLUNTl\RY

COl 1ENTS ABOUT USE OF OTlffR MACHINES.

i10re . 

. . . .

Les s 

. . . . 

Same

. . . . . . 

AUDIO-VISUAL
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SECTION E - - TEACHER

Hello. I' m (vour name) from the National Opinion Research Center at the Univer-

sity of Chicago. Itve just talked to (MAIN IIWORl' NT) and he suggested that

you would be interested in answering a few questions about text books and
educational materials that you use in one of your (eleventh/eighth/fifth) grade

classes. If you have more than one (eleventh/eighth/fifth) grade class, please
just pick one for us to talk about.

1. Which class are we talking about?

Is this an ordinary class or is it special in some way?

Ordinary . (GO TO Q. 3). 
Special. . (ASK A) . . . 

Ho is it special?

Are there any text books that the students in that class regularly use?

Yes. .
No . 

. . (ASK A). . . . 

. . (GO TO Q.4). . .

IF YES : Which text books are they?

Do they use any other books (either hard cover or paper backs) during the
course'l

Yes. .
No . 

. . 

(ASK A&). . . .

. .

(GOTOQ. 5)

IF YES

A. Which books are those?
B. Where do the students get their copies of these books?

TEACHER
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Did you make an assignmnt that would require your students to use the

library?
Yes. . . . (ASK A). 

. . . . 

No . . . (GO TO Q. 10) 

. .

IF YES Could you give me an estimate of how many pages, on the
average, that assignment would cover.

10. Did you hand out to the students any material that you created yourself,
or you had duplicated?

. . .

Yes. . . . (ASK A-C).
No . . . . (ASK D-F).

. . . .

If YES

A. What was it?

B. Where did it com from (if not teacher created)?

How many pages was it?

.u 
How often do you give the students in this class material you create
yourself or have duplicated alftost every week, one to three times

a month, or less than once a month?

Almost every week. . 

. . . . 

One to three t tmes a month

. .

Less than once a month. 

. . 

E. What are the things you create yourself1

F. What are the things you duplicate? (PROBE: Think of the last few things.

TEACHER
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SECTION F-l 

-- 

DISTl.IBUTION OF DUPLICATING AND COPYING EQUIPMNT

IF THIS IS A NEW UWOrJ!A 1T. UlTltODUCE YOURSELF. 

. .

Hello. I' (your name) from the National Opinion Research Center at the Univer-

sity of Chicago. t-le are conducting a study of educational materials in the
schools, and (Main Infornnt r name) suggested that I talk to you about the

duplicating and copying equipment here at ( of school)

I have a list of various kinds of equipment wh!ch I' ll read to you

and you tell me whether or not you have that equipment in the school
CODE IN COLUHN A BELOH.

First , do you have

. . .

Yes How fJnv?

(1) Duplicating equipm nt which
requires typing (e.g., ditto,
mimeograph, hectograph)

(2) Duplicating equipment which
can also take a photocopied
master (e.g.. multilith)

(3) Photo copy equi pment (e.g.,
thermofaJ , xerox)

(4) Arty other kind of duplicating
equi pmnt? (S FECIFY)

FOR EACH CODED "YES" TO A , ASK: 'l many of these machines does the
school have Ellt.'R NIJliBER IN COLUHN B ABOVE.

m10 is in charge of each of the machines you ve mentioned? (BEGUJ HITH
FIRST "YES" TO Q. IA. IF NOr.E THAN mm IN ANSHER TO B , ASK FOR PER30N IN
CHARGE OF EACH GET NANE AIID JOB TITLE. r-ECORD EACH MACHINE ON A SEPARATE

LINEBELOH AiID CONTINU ON NEXT PAGE.

IF. FOR ANY 11ACIIWE . NO ONE IS "IN CHARGE." GET TWO KINDS OF INFOrJ!ATION:

A. tfuo has access to and uses the machine? (HEr.E HE HANT TIm FULL rANGE
OF THE 1D:: OF PEOPLE UHO USE IT; e.g., staff in Principal' s of ice,
English teache , all teachers , etc.

B. lid like to kno'l the name (and job title) of one person who uses the
chine a great deal; eferably the one person who uses it most

if there is such a person.

KIND OF HACHINE FEMON IN CHARGE (Oll UITH ACCESS)

DISTItIB. OF DUP. UIP.
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3. To the best of your ImOt ledge, which machine in each group we ve talked

about (RER BACK TO THOSE CODED "YES" IN ANSi-lE. TO Q. lA) is used most

often in connection with reproducing instrutional materials?

l'Jow I--ant to get some informtion about each of the machines we
ve talked

about--I' ll want to talk to the person in charge (or the person who uses it a
great deal).

UNSS RESFONDENT IS TO BE UITRVIEWED ON ANY OF THE MACHINES LISTE:

Thank you very much for your help.

PROCEDUR FOR USE OF SECTION F-2

If there are ten machines or less listed in Q. 2 of this section,

administer a Sect ion F-2 form to the relevant person for machine.

It. If there are than ten machines listed in Q. 2 of this form:

A. Administer Section F-2 form, using this priority 

(1) A Section F-2 form should be administered for each of the
machines mentioned in Q. :3 of this form; that is J the machine
from each group that is usad most often in connection with
reproducing instructional materials.

(2) Section F-2 form should be administered for those machines
for which someone was namel! as being in charge of the machine.

(3) Try to find out , by informl questioning of persons to whom
you are admnistering F-2 form J which of the remaining

machines are used the most for reproducing instructional materials;
administer F-2' s for those machines used most until you have
administered a total of ten.

Call the Field Supervisor in Chicago for futher instructions.

SEE THE SPECIFICATIONS FOR MORE DETAILD INSTRUCTIONS.

DISTRIB: OF DUP. EQUIP.
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SECTION F-2 USE OF DUPLICATING AND COPYING EQUIPMENT

Name of school

IF THIS IS A NEW INFORMNT INTRODUCE YOURSELF

Hello. I" (your name) from the National Opinion Research Center of the

University of Chicago. We are conducting a study of educational materials in
the schools, arid I' ve already talked to (Main Informant s Name)

I understand that you (are in charge of/use) the

d like to ask you a few questions about its use.
machine , and

Are any records kept of machine use?

Yes (ASK A) 

. .

. (ASK B &. C) 

IF YES : Could we go over last week' s records?

PAGE FROM RECORDS, IF POSSIBLE.

FILL IN TABLE ON NEXT

IF NO:

Then let s go over last week' suse. First , how many people in all,
would you say, used the machine last week -- that is, either made a

request, or actually (ran off/duplicated) it themselves.

What proportion of last week' s users were teachers, what proportion

were students , and what proportion were other staff members?

Teachers

S tuden.ts

Other staff

. .

FOR RESPONDENTS WHO ARE " IN CHARGE OF" THIS MACHINE ASK Q ' s 2 &. 3.

FOR RESPONDENTS WHO ARE "USERS ONLY" SKIP TO Q. 4.

Altogether, how many requests for work from the machine would you say there
were last week--that is, how many units or jobs were (run off/copied)?

USE OF DUPLICATING EQUIPMENT



MACHINE USE TABLE - FOR , Q. 3 , OR Q. 5- Continued

User No. No.
Other Copies Pages Source Use of Material

Teacher Student Staff

USE OF DUPLICArING EQUIPMENT



10. And one last question. Thinking back over this year , was there really

a big job that you recall doing or knew was done on this machine?

.. .. .. .. .. .. 

Yes (ASK A) 

.. .. .. 

IF YES: Could you describe it to me? (PROBE: What was the job?
How many copies? For what purpcse was it done?)

11. . you have to get permission to copy or duplicate instructional
materials?

Yes
No .

(ASK A & B) 

.. .. .. .. ..... '. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..

IF YES:

From whom?

For all kinds of material , or some specific kinds only?

. (ASK C)

.. .. .. .. .. . .

All . . .
Specific

.. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. . . .. ' "

SPECIFIC" TO B: What kinds?

Thank yqu ve y much. Before I go I I d like to ask your he lp once more

INSTRUCTION:

ASK THE RESPONDENT TO PLACE THRE PAGES OF THE "MACHINE RECORD FORM" BY THE
MACHINE ' DISCUSSED AND TO REQUEST THAT EVERYONE USING THE MACHINE IN THE
NEXT SCHOOL WEEK MAKE AN ENTRY ON THE FORM. YOU WILL COME BACK AT THE END OF
THE WEEK AND PICK UP THE COMPLETED FORM. (ASK THE RESPONDENT IF HE/SHE THINKS
MORE THA THRE PAGES WILL BE REQUIRED: LEAVE AS MA AS NECESSARY.

USE OF DUPLICATING EQUIPMENT
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Name of School

Type of Machin

Machine
Use

Example

112

114

115

118

119

1110

1111

1H2

1F13

#14
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FACE SHEET

tw.m OF COLLEGE:AN .OF
NAHE . ., TITLE' INFORl1ANT ON HAIM QUESTIONNIRE:

INTERVIEHER:

SEctION A -- LIBRAY (Yellow)

INFOm (See Q. 3 of in Questionnaire):

SECTION B -- DISTRIBUTION OF DUPLICATIN AND COPYING EQUIPUENT (Blue)

INFDm.uu (From Q. 4 , 5, 6. 7 , or S of rwin Ques tionna1 e):
CIRCLE TH QUESTION nn'mER HERE, TO INDICATE
SOUCE OF INFORM.

SECTION C -- USE OF DUPLICATING AN COPYNG EQUIp!.1E (pink)

INFOPJ1ANTS

(1) From Section A - Library, Q. 5

(2) From Section B .- Distribution , Q. l-Table

RECORD OF CALLS

DATE TUlE RESULTS

CONTINU ON BACK IF NECESSARY
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MAIN QUESTIONNAIRE
(To be asked of President or designated equivalent)

First ) I'd like some .basic information about the college (university).

How many students are enrolled at (college/university
extension and n()n-credit students-- including branches.

(Excluding

(Number enrolled)

How many persons are on your faculty--teaching and research?

. (Number on facul ty)

I need some information on your library, and I' ll '-1ant to tal1 to your

librarian later. That s (name of librarian , from Face Sheet ), i5 it not?

IFINCORREC'l, GET CORRECTNAUE AN RECORD IN SECTION A OF FACE SHEET.

Qneof tl1e things ,.,e want to find . oot is what kinds of duplicating and
copying eq'-ipment you have in. the school (on ccupus), and hm., much. 
there a separate reproducing and duplicating department that handles all
or most of the duplicating for the school? 

, .. . ' .

Yes

. . 

. (ASK A) 

. .

No . . (GO TO Q. 5)

. . . .

A., IF YES: is the person in charge of this department? r'd like to
talk with him later. RECORD NAM IN SECTION B OF FACE SHEET
AN SKIP TO Q. 9.

Do you have an inventory procedure whereby the purchase or rental records
of duplicatin and copying machines ,are kept?

Yes

. . 

. (ASK A) 

. .

No (GO TO Q. 6)

. . . .. . 

IF YES: "lho is the person in charge of these records? I' d like to
talk with him later. RECORD NAI1E IN SECTION B OF FACE SHEET
AN SKIP TO Q. 9.
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10. Could you rank the rel tive importance of the following in the teaching

program here? Textbooks , monographs , journals, and unpublished materials.

CODE IN APPROPRIATE COLUHNS.
Host

Important

Textbooks

. . . . . .

Monographs

Journals
Unpublished materials

2nd 3rd

Too much variation among faculty, can 
I t rank

Don t t lcnow, can I t rank

. . . . . . . . 

Now I have a few more questions to ask you in which I want to get your ideas
and opinions.
11. Does (college/university) have a stated policy on the duplicating or

copying of copyrighted materials?

IF YES: A. What is that policy?

How do you implement it?

Yes

. . . (

SK A & B) 

No . . . . (ASK C) 

. . . . 

.Y Do you do anything to monitor the duplicating and copying
of copyrighted materials?

Yes

. . 

. . (ASK D) 

. .

No . . (GO TO Q. 12)

IF YES TO What do you do?

12. Are you familiar with the proposed new copyright law?

Yes . / (ASK A) 

. .

(GO TO Q. 13)

. . . . 

Have you formed any opinions about it?

Yes

. . 

. . (ASK B) 

. .

No . . . (GO TO Q. 13)

IF YES:

. . 

IF YES TO. \ohat - are they?



NATIONAL OPINION RESEARCH CENER
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SECTION A -- LIBRAY

INTRODUCE YOURSELF

. . 

Survey 501 - C
January, 1966

Hello. I' our name) from the National Opinion Research Center at the Univer-
sity of Chicago. tie are conducting a study of educational materials in the
schools. I' ve already talked with (Main Infor nt) and now I would like to talk

with you about the library.

First, we need some basic information about the library. We are primarily inter-

ested in data that cover the Main Library collection here at (college/university)
If the school has other, decentralized, library collections--such as in depart-
ments , branches, extension centers . and so on--we would prefer that the figures
you give me do E. include those facilities. Howe'/er, if you cannot break dow
your figures to exclude such collections , just let me lwow what collections are

being inc luded . 
How many volumes were in the (main) library collection at the end of the
year (your fiscal year, or ' enever you made the last count)?

How many professionals are on the (main) library staff--in full-time
equivalents?

What were the total expenditures for the (main) library during the past

year (or the las t fisc al year)?

How much of that was for books and other library materials?
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Do you have a Reserve Collection for student use?

Yes

. . 

. (ASK A - C) 

. . . . .

No . . . (GO TO Q. 7) . . 2

YES. ASK A THROUGH G (IF THIS RESPONDENT CANOT ANSWER ABOUT THE llESERVE

COLLECnON. FIND OUT FROM HIM WHO CAN I AN INERVn.W THA PERSON ON Q' s A-G.
IF YOU DO INTEVI&1 A DIFFERNt INFORM. BE SURE TO INDICATE WHO THT IS. 
THIS PAGE.

(Informnt)

How big is the Reserve Collection?
(Number of volumes)

Is this figure included in the that (you told me) are ih
the (main) library collection? (Answer to Q. 1)

Yes

. . . .. . . . . " . . .

Do you duplicate or copy anything for Reserve?

Yes

. . 

. (ASK D - G) 

. . . . 

No . . . (GO TO Q. 7) .
IF YES TO C

D. Could you estimate the number of Reserve titles you duplicated last
(semester/quarter)? (PROBE: Just your best guess.

(Nuer of titles)
Could you rank the relative frequency of duplication from th following
sources--from most to least: textbooks, monographs J journals. unpub-
lished materials.

Most often
licated 3rd

Textbooks

Monographs

Journals
Unpublished materials

F. What would you say waS the average numer of pages duplicated per
unit , during the last (semester/quarter)?

(Pages copied)

G. And. on the average, how many copies were made of the items
duplicated?

(Copies made)
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11. Do you have restrictions as to who can copy or request copies of library
materials --students , faculty, staff?

12. Is there one particular person in charge of securing permission from
publishers for copying materials? CODE REPLY AN SEE APPROPRIATE INSTRUC-
TION BELCM.

Yes , self

. . 

. (SEE A) 

. . . .

Yes, other staff member . (SEE B)

No particular person . . (SEE A)

IF " SELF" OR !tNO PARTICUL PERSON"

RESPONDENT .

ASK Q' s 13 THOUGH 17 OF nus

IF "OTH STAF MEER" ' FIND OUT WHO IT IS, RECORD NA ON THIS PAGE 
AND SAY: Thank you; I have a few questions to ask (htm/her). EN OF
QUESTIONNIRE FOR THIS RESPONDENT.

(Other staff member)

13. About how many times in the past year did the library requeat permission
from publishers to copy material? (PROBE: Just your best guess.

No requests made last year (END OF QUESTIONNAIRE) . 

. .

ENTER NUBER: (GO ON TO Q. 14) .

14. How long does it generally take to get petmission from a publisher?

15. Are you ever refused permission by a publisher?

. . 

(ASK A) 

. . . . . . .

(GO TO Q. 16) 

. . . . .

Yes

IF YES: How many times would you say that happened in the past ;year?



Survey 501 - C

CAP.. A
For Q. 1 of Section n

(1) DUPICATING EQUIPHENT "!RICH
REQUIRES TYING OR TAeS 
l'OTOCOPIED HASTE; e.

g.,

Ditto
Himeograph
Hectograph
l1u1tilith

(2) PHOTOPY EQUIPHENT; e. g. .

Xerox
Thermofax

(3) OTER KINDS OF DUPLICATING
QUIPl1E
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SECTION B - - DISTRIBUTION OF DUPLICATING AN COPYING EQUIPHENT

IF nus IS A NEW INFORNANr, INTODUCE YOURSELF

. . .

Hello. I' (your name) from the National Opinion Research Center at the Univer-

sity of Chicago. We are conducting a study of educational materials in the

schools. I' ve already spoken with (Main Informant) and now I' d like to get
some informtion on duplicating and copying equipment here at (college/university

We are interested in the duplicating and copying equipment in the school (on
campus) that is used, at least in part t for making educat ional materials. That
is t we aren t interested in machines that are used 

only for administrative pur-

poses.

(HA RESPONDENT CAR At Here is a card that lists som of the various
ind of duplicating and copying equipment that are often found in educa-

tional institutions--there may be some that We have left out, also. There
are three things I' d like to find out now 

. . 

First, where in the school (on campus) are any such machines located?

How many ml1chines are there at each locl1t ion?
guess. )

(PROBE: Just your best

And who is in charge of the machine(s) at each location? (IF NO

PARTICUL PERSON IS IN CHAGE, TRY TO FIND OUT THE NAM OF SOMEONE WHO
IS KNOWLEDGEABLE OF THE MACHINE (5) , USE--FOR EXPLE, SOMEONE HHO USES
IT A GRET DEAL. IF RESPONDENT CAN' T NA ANONE, FIND AN INFORM
AFTER YOU GO TO THE LOCATION.

RECORD IN TABLE BELO (AN ON TH FOLL lING PAGE, IF NECESSARY).

SEE SPECIFICATIONS FOR INSTRUCTIONS REGARING SELECTION OF MACHINES
FOR SUBSEQUENT " SECTION C" INTERVIEWS.

NUBER OF
LOCATION MACHINS PERSON(S) IN CHAGE OF , OR KNOWLEDGE-

AT. LOCATION ABLE ABOUT) MACHINE (8) AT LOCATION
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IF THIS RESPONDENT IS AN " INENTORY" RESPONDENT--THAT IS, IF YOU OBTAINE HIS
lW1E FR0l1 Q. 5 OR Q. 6 OF THE 11IN QUESTIONNAIR. .ASK Q. 2 BELOW.

IF THIS RESPONDENT IS NOT INVOLVED i'lITH INVENTORIES OR BUDGET FIGURES, DO NOT
ASK Q. 2--THIS QUESTIONN IRE IS COMPLETED.

Can you tell me about h 1 much money was spent last year (or during your last
fiscal year) on expenses for duplicating supplies --such as ink , paper.

masters. stencils , etc. REFER TO THE TABLE ON PAGES 1 AND 2 OF THIS FOR-1.
IF POSSIBLE, TRY TO GET A BREAKDGi-lN OF EXPENSE FIGURES BY LINE NUER ON THE
TABLE- -THAT IS . BY LOCATION OF MACHINE OR GROUPS OF MACHINES. IF THAT IS
NOT POSSIBLE, TRY TO FIN OUT t-HICH OF TH MACHINES--AGAIN. BY LOCATION--
ARE INCLUDED IN THE FIGUE RESPONDEN GIVES YOU. IF RESPONDEN CAN' T GIVE
ANY FIGUE. PROBE FOR HIS BEST ESTIMTE.
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SECTION C--USE OF DUPLICATING AN COPYING EQUI mNT

ENTER NA OF COLLEGE:
LM PROM SECTION B TABLE

IF THIS IS A NEW INFORM, INTRODUCE YOURSELF
Hello. I' (your name) from the National Opinion Research Center of the
University of Chicago. We are conducting a study of the duplication of educa-
tional materials in the schools , and I've already talked to (Main Informant
and (Library Informant

I understand that you (are in charge of/use) the
machine) and I' d like to ask you a few questions about its use.

Are any records kept of machine use?

Yes

. . .

. (ASK A) 

. . . . . .. . 

(ASK B & C)

IF YES: Could we go over last week' s records?
PAGE FROM RECORDS, IF POSSIBLE.

FILL IN TABLE ON NET

ll 
Then let t s go over last week' s use. First , how many people in all
would you say, used the machine last week -- that is , either made a

request ) or actually (ran off/duplicated) it themselves?

What proportion of last week' s users were faculty, what proportion were
students, and what proportion were other staff members?

Faculty

. .

Students

Other staff

FOR RESPONDENTS vJHO ARE " IN CHAGE OF" THIS MACHINE ASK Q' s 2 & 3.
FOR RESPONDENTS WHO ARE "USERS ONLY" SKIP TO Q. 4.

Altogether, how many requests for work from the machine would you say there
were last week -- that is, how many units or jobs \'1ere (run off/copied)?
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\CHINE USE TABLE--FOR Q. i-A. Q. 3, OR Q. 5

Continued

Tvte
User

of COpy MadeC. Ord i -
No. of No. of I Trans- Multi- Other Source

Fac- Stu- Other Copies Pages par- lith nary (SPECI-
ulty dent Staff ency Master Paper

FY)
Conv
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Somtimes faculty members assign a set of readings . taken from various sources

which they duplicate, put together, and distribute to students. Have any such

sets, or other things lUte this, been run on this machine in the past year?

Yes

. . 

. (ASK A - E) 

. . . . . .

No . 

. . 

. . (ASK F) 

. . . . . . .

Don t know . (ASK F) 

. . . 

IF YES:

About how many different sets would you say were run?
estimate

. . . )

ASK B - E FOR EACH SET.
B. About h pages were there (in each set)?

(Just your best

About how many copies were made (of each set)?

Was the set (Were the sets) given or sold to the students?

Could you describe where the materials used to make up the set (s) came
from? (PROBES: Was the material mainly from one source, or several
sources? Did it come mainly from journal articles? reference books?
textbooks? other sources?)

IF NO OR DON' T KN

F. Do you know of any other machine in the school that has been used to run
off such sets . during the past year? IF YES, FIND OUT \.rHERE THE MACHINE

IS LOCATED, TIlE TYPE OF l1LCHINE, AND--IF POSSIBLE--WHO IS IN CHAGE OF
IT. ENTER THT INFORHATION HERE, AND ADMINISTER ONE OF THESE QUESTION,,

NAIRES FOR THT HACHINE LATER.
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