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SUMMARY. This chapter examines some of the forces, history, and lan-
guage that have contributed to the current state of affairs in online learning
and online library instruction. It argues that approaches to online learning
should focus on making portals interactive domains where people and
information can be brought together to commingle in productive ways.
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In fall 2003, the University of Utah embarked on the first phase of co-
ordinated efforts to bring Scholars Portal technology to our student and
faculty patrons. The J. Willard Marriot Library Technology Assisted
Curriculum Center (TACC), a service center focused on helping fac-
ulty, teaching assistants, and teaching fellows to integrate technology
into instruction, is working closely with a larger team from Instruc-
tion, General Reference, and Technical Services in order to plan for
patron training and course integration. First, an acknowledgment: it is
an occupational hazard for those involved in technology projects to un-
derestimate the time involved in development, installation, user testing,
and institutional dissemination, and we are no exception. We had hoped
to be further along in our portal use and evaluation by this date, but we
are still developing interfaces and testing the product with patrons and
librarians. Yet while the Scholars Portal technology is both new and a
work-in-progress, the general effort is not: our charge is to ensure that
library resources are available in all university instruction–especially
computer-mediated instruction.

It is a commonplace among library professionals that the academic
library should play an integral role in all aspects of university life, but
unfortunately library resources are not always a central concern for
faculty, departments, and administrators as they move all or part of
their courses online. TACC staff members, for example, spend a
great deal of time advising instructors who ask such questions as
“How do I put my course materials on the Web?” “Is it possible to
add a voiceover to my PowerPoint lectures?” “Can these VHS tapes be
converted into streamed media?” and “Can I post a grade spreadsheet in
WebCT?” but we get few queries about library resources beyond whom
to contact for online reserves or the finer points of the Technology, Edu-
cation and Copyright Harmonization (TEACH) Act. Here, as else-
where, fully online course offerings are growing steadily and blended
offerings are growing by leaps and bounds–often with too little collabo-
ration, input, or support from library professionals.

It is easy to fault instructors for this, but our own experiences as
members of the teaching staff at four different ARL institutions make us
sympathetic to the instructor experience. Just as libraries have been
scrambling to adjust to changes in technology, information-seeking be-
haviors, and patron expectations, instructors have been forced to meet
student expectations in new ways. Instructors must attend to usual con-
cerns about reading lists, syllabi and students, and at the same time learn
to post those lists and syllabi online and make arrangements to share
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lectures and communicate with students electronically. The academic
library remains important, but commands attention chiefly when the
difficulty of accessing its resources is perceived to have a negative im-
pact on student learning or faculty research.

Faculty become concerned, for example, when they find that students
are citing sources based on their ease of retrieval rather than relevance,
but they are not especially interested in learning about IP addresses,
proxy servers, or virtual private networks unless failure to do so inter-
feres with work in the classroom. Thus, even as our own and other aca-
demic libraries have sought to creatively redefine their function and
practices in the wake of dramatic changes in information technology,
these efforts have sometimes gone unnoticed by the faculty. And, while
academic units increasingly turn to digital learning environments and
online resources to compliment and even supplant traditional methods
of instruction and research, there ironically appears to be a widening
gap between the ways that library professionals and students conceive
of and use information resources.

Clearly we need to educate faculty and others who are involved in
course design, development, and delivery about library resources so
that they will help make those resources available to students and en-
courage students to use them. Fortunately the 60% of our students and
instructors (more than 16,000 patrons) who now use WebCT or home-
grown courseware each semester provide a captive audience and an op-
portunity for us to advertise the resources of our research libraries. Inte-
grating portal technology is an extension of this effort–one more way to
make the move from coursework to research recursive, interactive, and
as seamless as possible.

Yet it would be a mistake to assume that the challenge facing those
seeking to integrate library resources more fully into digital instruction
is entirely a matter of outreach or communication: on the contrary, as
academic departments, administrators, and library professionals have
begun to engage issues of access and instruction in library resources for
students working online, it has become apparent that myriad structural,
bureaucratic, philosophical, and pedagogical issues must be addressed
along the way. Indeed, one of the chief concerns of all of us involved in
the development of new information resources and research technology
is why–despite our best efforts to educate various stakeholders about
the usefulness and accessibility of such materials–so many of our online
students still decline to use the resources that are already available to
them. That is, before addressing issues of portal design and the impact
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future technology may have on online instruction and research, it is nec-
essary to re-examine some of the forces, history, and language that have
contributed to this current state of affairs in online library instruction.
Indeed, we contend that it is only by first understanding the unique con-
ditions that have contributed to the positioning, status, and conceptual-
ization of online instruction that we can begin to seriously address the
underlying causes for this disconnect between outreach and use. Our
hope is then to suggest several ways these issues might be reframed–
theoretically and practically–in considering the advent of portal tech-
nology and the future of online library instruction and research.

REAL ESTATE:
PHYSICAL AND VIRTUAL

Although the Internet is supposed to break down geographic bound-
aries, one reason for the relative lack of coursework-focused attention
to library resources here and elsewhere may be blamed on campus real
estate: historically, at most universities, distance education–and now
online or hybrid education and the administration of course manage-
ment systems–has been the business of extension programs. Rarely
have extension programs–the poor step-children of regular instruction–
been centrally located on campuses. Relegated to the university Annex
or its equivalent, these programs are often open-admissions, and they
offer instruction in off-hours (evenings and weekends) and in non-tradi-
tional modes (self-study, telecourse, and online). Given that they are of-
ten faced with the mandate to be self-supporting and are almost always
staffed by part-time and adjunct instructors, it is no wonder that they
have failed to avail themselves of or demand the support from all cam-
pus resources, including the library.

Internet-based education has blurred longstanding distinctions be-
tween “distance” and traditional education. While many institutions are
still focusing efforts on tailoring digital resources specifically in sup-
port of distance learning, the fact is that soon it may not matter where a
student is when accessing library material: our “distance” student may
just as well be working from a terminal or wireless connection in our
buildings as from a remote site. Interestingly, just as students’ location
has become less relevant, we have found that physical proximity to the
library is important for faculty, course-designers, and distance learning
specialists. We find that face-to-face, hands-on training works best, be-
cause it provides opportunities for more extensive demonstration of
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available resources, and allows time for demonstration of current trends
in individual disciplines. Here at the University of Utah, the manage-
ment of credit-bearing, online instruction as well as the growing num-
ber of hybrid classes was moved from the Academic Outreach and
Continuing Education into TACC, and TACC was located in a desig-
nated division of the main library. In addition to computer professionals
and WebCT trainers, TACC is staffed by librarians and experienced
university instructors. As a result, concerns of pedagogy, library in-
struction and public services support may more easily be addressed in
tandem with administrative and technical concerns.

COURSE-WARE INVOLVEMENT

It is tempting to assign blame for lack of attention to library resources
in online and hybrid education on limitations of courseware such as
WebCT and Blackboard. David Cohen, Dean of Libraries at the College
of Charleston and Chair of the Academic Library Advisory Committee
of the Council on Library and Information Resources, for example, ar-
gues that such courseware should be fully integrated “with the educa-
tional computing applications of the institutional library.”1 We agree in
principle, but until libraries and vendors agree on clear standards for li-
brary homepages, catalogs, database subscriptions, virtual reference
desk software, electronic reserves, and circulation departments, it may
be unreasonable to expect off-the-shelf programs to plug into individual
institutions’ library resources.

The fact is that programs like WebCT and Blackboard are best de-
scribed as empty shells waiting to be filled: first with content, learning
resources, and research tools–and then with instructors and students. At
present, we may no more expect such programs to deliver library mate-
rials than we would expect a word processor to magically produce read-
able prose.

How then can we ensure that our own institution’s resources are
easily accessible? How can we leverage our institutional capital? Our
libraries constitute one of most important differences between our in-
stitution and many competing education “providers”; institutions like
the University of Phoenix, Capella University, and the Western Gover-
nors University deliver courses and academic programs, but they have
no libraries of their own. Unless we ensure patron access, however, in-
stitutional differences that appear great to us may seem small to students
as well as to the legislature that provides our funding.
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Just a few years ago it seemed that every issue of the Chronicle of
Higher Education reported on one or another company that promised,
with great excitement, to deliver enough materials to students to render
physical libraries and their online components obsolete.2 The predic-
tions, of course, proved wrong or premature: along with many dot-
coms, most of those firms failed to thrive. Yet even if the threat of being
outsourced was greatly overstated, the numbers make the point: the to-
tal library materials expenditures divided by total students at all ARL
institutions for 2002 was $481 (our own institution spent $401). If we
do not make those expenditures available for patron use we will have a
difficult time justifying continuing acquisitions and subscriptions.3 It
falls, then, on the shoulders of our already beleaguered technical services
librarians, IT professionals, instructional designers and any one else in-
volved in the back-end functions of courseware and libraries to ensure
that the technical and organizational infrastructure exists to support cam-
pus integration of libraries and electronic learning environments.

For the last several years we have addressed this issue by engaging in
what John D. Shank and Nancy H. Dewald call “Micro-Level Library
Course-Ware Involvement”–that is, developing generic links and con-
sulting with faculty to construct customized links in order to guarantee
that library resources are available in all of the fully-online or hy-
brid (part online, part face-to-face) classes offered at the University.4
Figures 1 and 2 illustrate our generic library links, which are part of the
WebCT course templates used by the majority of our instructors.

Yet the creation and presentation of links to library resources within
online courseware does not in itself ensure that students will make use
of such resources. On the contrary, while such micro-level involvement
is a necessary first step in giving access to those who might otherwise be
unaware of their research options, without a clear sense of purpose or
additional motivation, providing such links may often simply defer the
difficult issue of developing a pedagogy for library instruction online.
That is, providing such links–while perhaps reassuring teachers and ad-
ministrators that online students have increased access to library re-
sources–does nothing to teach students how to use or the value of such
materials. Indeed, the logic of the hyper-link is that it can be used or not,
depending on the momentary curiosity of the user. Without providing a
broader context and rationale for using such resources–and as we will
suggest, this context and rationale must emerge from the architecture of
the portal itself–such linking is at best a flanking maneuver.
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THE FUNCTION OF METAPHOR:
COURSE MANAGEMENT

vs. ELECTRONIC LEARNING ENVIRONMENTS

Thus far we have been using the generic term “courseware”–education
software designed for classroom use–for programs that are now almost
universally referred to as “course management systems” (CMS) but that
are less often known by the competing term “electronic learning environ-
ments” (ELE). The differences between the two noun phrases are worth
considering, because they shed light on the human conceptual architec-
ture driving both the development and use of such educational software.
Here we are engaging the work of University of California linguist
George Lakoff, whose scholarship calls for a recognition that metaphor
organizes our thoughts and shapes our judgment, and thus is not only a
matter of language, but also of cognition.5

Lakoff’s central thesis is that metaphors facilitate and organize thought
by providing an experiential framework in which new concepts may be
accommodated. For example, while some might see a term such as
“cash flow” as a relatively neutral description of a monetary process,
Lakoff contends that such phrases work and have linguistic currency
because they fit into and perpetuate a cognitive framework in which
“money is water.” Indeed, to see how powerful such a metaphor can be
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in influencing the way we come to conceive the world, consider these
other common financial expressions: “liquid assets”; “the money dried
up”; “He/she is just sponging off of you”; “They are solvent/insolvent”;
“Don’t pour your money down the drain”; “frozen assets”; “Keep your
head above water”; “get in over your head”; “stay afloat”; etc.

The network of metaphors that underlie thought in this way form
cognitive maps or frames that serve to focus and limit the way we come
to conceptualize new experiences, as well as guide our behavior in rela-
tion to the external world. And while there is nothing inherently good or
bad in any given cognitive framework–indeed, we cannot help but think
in conceptual metaphors–the danger is that we are often unaware of the
ways such frameworks influence our thoughts and actions. That is, we
begin to forget that such conceptual metaphors are constructs, which
carry and can perform a wide range of social, political, and cultural
functions. They begin to seem natural to us, and in so doing, serve ideo-
logical functions that can remain unquestioned and uncontested.

Even for those who may not wholly subscribe to Lakoff’s contention
that conceptual metaphors serve to frame and filter our experiences of
the world, the fact that two competing phrases have emerged to describe
the function of this kind of “courseware” at least suggests that there re-
mains some disagreement over the pedagogical role and value of such

180 Portals and Libraries

FIGURE 2. Library Resources Template

©2005 by WebCT, Inc. Reprinted with permission. All rights reserved.



software. Indeed, on a purely definitional level, the components of the
term “course management software” seems to limit our focus to: (1) a
single course, rather than an entire educational system or plan of study;
(2) the administrative aspects of teaching, with its attendant supervisory
and evaluative functions; and (3) the needs and wishes of teachers or
course designers, rather than the experience of students. In contrast, the
phrase “electronic learning environment,” which is more open ended
(some might argue less clear), focuses attention both on individual stu-
dents and a class as a whole.

On a deeper level, the latter phrase suggests something about an aggre-
gate of technological, intellectual, social and scholarly conditions that
contribute to the educational process. An “environment”–with its simul-
taneous suggestion of organic, artistic and architectural relationships–in-
vokes notions of inclusiveness, community, development, connection
and change. On a metaphoric level, then, “learning environments” are
spaces that both demarcate and presumably promote an exchange be-
tween participants. They are places one enters, becomes enmeshed in,
and through which one has a range of experiences that often transcend
the original aims of their designers.

In contrast, “management software”–with its suggestion of instrumen-
tality and commodification–invokes notions of functionality, aim, and
limit. If an environment is a messy place you enter to have unexpected
experiences, “management software” is a tool that can be wielded, an
instrument that promises control, predictability, and reproducibility.
Software is a mechanism to an end, and in this case, the goal is largely
bureaucratic and conservative. Indeed, it is precisely when software be-
comes messy and unpredictable that we say it no longer performs its
function.

Of course, on a conceptual level these disparate ways of imagining
online learning have important implications for the development and
use of library resources, particularly in regards to something that is en-
visioned and marketed as a portal. Sidestepping the problem of how ex-
actly to define this inherently ambiguous notion (and it is important to
note the degree to which most of the current literature on portals wres-
tles precisely with defining the term), on a metaphoric level, it is clear
that a “portal” has a distinctly different cognitive relationship to the no-
tion of “tools” than it does to that of a “space.” Or perhaps it would be
more accurate to say that the problems associated with defining what a
portal is and does are closely related to these competing if largely un-
der-theorized ways of imagining online education. Instrumental ap-
proaches to courseware–currently the dominant mode of approaching
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questions of online learning–tend to see portals largely as control pan-
els, collections of tools selected and grouped according to function. In
such articulations, library resources become a series of tools that users
can select and manipulate according to need or interest. Figure 3, which
provides an example of what a student might retrieve from Online Re-
serves from within both WebCT and the Scholars Portal, illustrates
what this might look like.

“Environmental” approaches to online learning, in contrast, see por-
tals largely in terms of their architectural metaphor, not only bridges or
passageways between different spaces, but as interactive domains in
themselves, places where people and information can be brought to-
gether to commingle in productive, and perhaps more importantly, un-
planned ways.

Thus, we see that this disconnect between the development of new
information resources and their widespread implementation and use
within online learning environments is multilayered and complex. Be-
cause many programs for online instruction emerged from distance edu-
cation programs–and are still housed in remote locations on many
campuses–it often remains difficult for developers, information special-
ists and educators to meet to discuss the needs and concerns of their
stakeholders. And while basic issues of access to library resources are
beginning to be addressed within online and hybrid courses (largely
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through micro-level implementation strategies), such moves remain in-
effective, in part because the logic underlying much of online learning
remains constrained within a metaphoric discourse of functionality and
consumption, regularization and control.

ENVIRONMENTALIST APPROACHES
TO LIBRARY PORTALS

All of which begs the question: what would an Environmentalist ap-
proach to Library Portals actually entail? In addition to the standard
technical and systems concerns about search returns, it would almost
certainly focus on providing opportunities for scholarly communication
while supporting inquiry-based learning practices in ways that simply
do not yet exist. Indeed, though the results of our involvement with the
Scholars Portal Project will not be available for some time, the process
itself has been quite suggestive, and has already yielded some provoca-
tive ideas about the future of online research and instruction.

As previously noted, in many respects the Technology Assisted Cur-
riculum Center at the University of Utah is quite different from other
units supporting–and approaches to–online education. Housed within
the Marriott Library, the center is staffed by roughly equal numbers of
librarians, technology specialists, and teachers. This blending of biblio-
graphic, technical, and pedagogical expertise has meant that issues of
research and online access to scholarly resources have never been un-
derstood solely in functional terms. That is, as educators, our first prior-
ity is always how new technology might better enhance the learning
experiences of our students. Thus, while it is tempting to become in-
vested in challenging back-end issues of database architecture and in-
formation delivery ambitious projects such as the Scholars Portal
necessarily engender, of greater concern are questions of design, peda-
gogy, and use.

Though much of the financial and institutional impetus to develop
new tools for online research is driven by technological innovations in
information retrieval and delivery systems–guided jointly by market
considerations and the priorities of system administrators and librari-
ans–often little attention is given to the needs of end-users: the teachers
and students who will ultimately work and learn with such systems.
Even with the Scholars Portal Project, the focus of much of the design
and development phase has been driven by technology concerns. As
private sector database and networking programmers negotiate with li-
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brarians about issues of reliability, functionality and the integrity of
search results, and administrators and academic units debate issues of
implementation and access to the finished product, consideration of the
needs and interests of students gets deferred, often to the point where if
those needs and interests are registered at all, they are registered only
within the context of usability testing of a nearly complete system.

Because of our somewhat unique institutional positioning, the ques-
tion we asked ourselves at TACC at the outset of our involvement with
the Scholars Portal Project was quite simple: how might such a portal
facilitate and even enhance the research and learning experiences of our
online students? Though this may strike some as a rather banal place to
begin, posing such a question immediately forced our team to confront
several related but distinct issues:

• The difficulty of teaching some students the advantages of using
academic/scholarly/professional sources in their work, as opposed
to more familiar tools and sources already available on the World
Wide Web;

• The lack of quality online materials/tutorials that stress research as
an inquiry-driven, dynamic process (as opposed to merely a method
of obtaining facts or data);

• The impersonal and largely non-interactive design of most schol-
arly and professional database interfaces currently available;

• The overwhelming number of academic and scholarly resources
already offered through our libraries, and the intimidation this
causes less-experienced users who may not know where to begin
sorting through the dizzying array of options already provided.

As we debated these issues, what emerged was a vision not merely of
how to integrate the Scholars Portal interface into a pre-existing learn-
ing environment, but the creation of an entirely new space, one that was
not only user-friendly, dynamic and engaging, but that might reframe
the nature of the research process in the minds of our students. That is,
we began to envision a true “scholarly environment”–an interface and
resource center that not only would aid more experienced researchers in
locating quality materials quickly and efficiently, but also would en-
courage students to explore and test their ideas within wider academic,
scholarly, and social contexts. To this end, we have proposed three new
features to the working group at the national level.

First, the creation of a “Scholarly Communication Hub” modeled in
part on the outstanding work done by H-Net, a project developed ini-
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tially by Matrix: The Center for Humane Arts, Letters, and Social Sci-
ences Online at Michigan State University.6

Within the context of Scholars Portal, such a hub would provide an
invaluable means by which students and teachers across classes and
campuses could network and share information on a wide range of top-
ics, providing both a forum and a model of scholarly communication
and research (see Figure 4). Indeed, ongoing work in Rhetoric and
Composition Studies has explored the usefulness of emerging digital
genres–including Web logs, subject-specific discussion posts, and the
design and analysis of Web pages–in the teaching of research writing
and critical thinking. If one of the shared goals of information literacy
instruction and writing pedagogy is cultivating in students an awareness
of how knowledge production and dissemination are shaped by their
contexts of use, then such a tool would certainly offer exciting possi-
bilities for students and teachers to examine such processes in action.
Password-protected course-management systems provide spaces for
bounded learning communities–those that are defined by topic, course,
or semester. A communication hub would support such communities
and at its best it might support unbounded learning communities–those
defined by interest and expertise, rather than course-requirements.
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Second, the development of an “Inquiry Driven Search Module/Tu-
torial,” which would present a radically different sort of search interface
than those currently supported in scholarly databases, one which we
hope would provide a range of more intuitive and interactive options for
users. Some possible features of such an interface include:

• The use of advanced Natural Language Processing. Unlike com-
mercial sites (such as “ask Jeeves”), such an interface would use
the structure of questions to organize and prioritize searching. For
example, the module might distinguish between definitional ques-
tions such as “What is . . . ” and analytical questions such as “Why
is . . . ?” and direct patrons to different kinds of database collec-
tions.

• “Virtual Stacks” that would allow students to visually browse
other titles “shelved” in the same general area as a particular hit or
subject.

• A “Patrons Who Viewed This Item Also Viewed” feature similar
to the ones used on commercial sites (such as amazon.com) that al-
lows users to get a sense of how other researchers may or may not
be associating certain materials.

• An “Other Possible Topics” palette that would offer suggestions of
alternate search terms generated through a thesaurus function.

• A “Topic Suggestor” that would provide a boxed set of randomly
selected (or parameter determined) subjects that students could
choose from, as well as suggestions about how they might get
started on such a topic.

• A “Most Popular Searches of the Day/Week/Month” listing that
would help patrons get a sense of what other people are research-
ing.

Third, the creation of a “Scholars Portal Dynamic Profiler” that
would incorporate instruction on the options and tools available to re-
searchers within the system, while allowing users to create, edit and
manage their profiles (see Figures 5 and 6). That is, while the term “pro-
file” is currently used generically to designate a set of selected data-
bases in discussions of the Scholars Portal, one of the central concepts
behind the Dynamic Profiler would be to broaden this definition to in-
clude a whole range of user preferences that would encompass selected
databases, but might also involve such things as preferred delivery op-
tions (such as citational format, means and frequency of notification,
subject/topic preferences, prioritizing media types, etc.). That is, one of
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You can create different types of profiles in zPortal to do different sorts of things–from searching databases,
participating in online discussion forums, or receiving email notices whenever new material is published on a specific
topics or within a set of journals. If you aren't sure yet what sort of profile you want to set up, select “General.”
Remember, you can always go back and edit your profile at any time.

Create a name for your profile–remember, you can maintain multiple profiles in your account, so make it specific
enough to distinguish from other profiles.

Profile Name:

Profile type:

(Insert Profile Name Here)

�

�

�

General Searching
Research Forums
Scholarly Updates

Continue to Step 2 Save & Finish Later

FIGURE 5. Profiler Creation Page 1

FIGURE 6. Profiler Creation Page 2

ZPortal is composed of over one hundred scholarly and professional databases, with a combined holding in the tens
of millions of items! Although this makes ZPortal one of the most comprehensive research tools ever created, the sheer
number of choices can be overwhelming, particularly for new users. To help you get started, zPortal has created a
number of “database sets” geared toward particular fields and areas of research.

From the following list, choose the fields that seem most relevant to your research interests for this profile–so if you
aren’t sure yet which areas you will want to search, select “General Searching” and continue to Step 3.

Remember, this is designed merely to help you get started. You will be able to add, edit, or delete specific databases
in the next step.

� Aerospace Studies
� Anthropology
� Architecture
� Art and Art History
� Asian Studies
� Ballet
� Biology
� Business
� Chemical & Fuels Engineering
� Chemistry
� Civil & Environmental Engineering
� Classics
� Communication
� Communication Science & Disorders
� Computer Science
� Economics
� Education
� Electrical & Computer Engineering
� English
� Environmental Studies

� Ethnic Studies
� Exercise & Sport Science
� Family and Consumer Studies
� Film Studies
� Foods and Nutrition
� French
� Gender Studies
� Geography
� Geology & Geophysics
� German
� Health Promotion and Education
� History
� Italian
� Latin America and Caribbean
� Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, and

Transgender Studies
� Linguistics
� Materials Science & Engineering
� Mathematics
� Mechanical Engineering
� Metallurgical Engineering

� Middle East Studies
� Military Science
� Mining Engineering
� Modern Dance
� Music
� Naval Science
� Parks, Recreation & Tourism
� Philosophy
� Physical Therapy
� Physics
� Political Science
� Psychology
� Russian & Slavic Languages
� Social Work
� Sociology
� Spanish
� Special Education
� Theatre
� Women’s Studies
� World History



the greatest impediments in getting students to use library resources that
we already own is the sheer volume of database options and choices.
Thus, in addition to a more user-friendly interface, the Profiler would
provide needed structure and guidance to users in customizing their
searching in ways completely unavailable to students at the present
time.

CONCLUSION

The advent of library portals offers librarians, teachers, and instruc-
tional designers opportunities to redefine bibliographic instruction and
support and to think creatively about what portals and courseware can
and should do, issues of underlying architecture and back-end informa-
tion structures must be addressed, we cannot allow those concerns to
overshadow larger pedagogical questions. New technologies provide us
with opportunities to rethink the relationships between the library and
patrons and between patrons themselves, but it is up to us to demand
that they be used to create the most dynamic and robust higher educa-
tion learning environments possible.
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