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Abstract 

 
In higher education, courses are commonly delivered through or supported by an online 
course management system (CMS). Unfortunately, there is typically little integration be-
tween the CMS and online library resources, making discovery and use of library tools 
for coursework a difficult task for both instructors and students.   
  
This paper reports how one group at the University of Minnesota, Twin Cities examined 
the educational technology used in courses and then identified a method to efficiently 
integrate library resources with existing course technologies.  The group developed a 
plan for a library course page system that automatically generates a page populated 
with relevant library resources for each class. The page is included by default in the 
CMS and is able to be integrated into other technologies.  The creation and early stages 
of implementation of the library course page system are discussed, as well as future di-
rections. 
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Introduction 
 
In the higher education environment, librarians face the challenge of helping students 
discover relevant resources across many types of library tools, such as the course re-
serves catalog, electronic reserves (e-reserves), subject guides, article databases, and 
the library catalog, in order to complete course assignments.  Instructors face a parallel 
challenge in bringing together disparate systems and resources, such as the syllabus, 
class readings, and assignments, to teach a course.   
 
Course management systems (CMSs) such as Blackboard and Moodle are widely used 
to gather course-related resources and activities in an online environment. CMSs have 
become one of the major tools for organizing and locating course information for both 
faculty and students.  To promote the discovery and use of library resources, it would 
seem logical for library resources and tools to be more closely integrated with each 
other and with CMSs–yet this is not often the case. 
 
To address this issue at the University of Minnesota, Twin Cities, a course integration 
exploratory committee was asked to "examine the educational technology used in 
courses, explore possibilities for library integration, and make recommendations on the 
integration of library tools, resources, learning objects and e-learning modules into 
these course technologies" (Carrillo et al., 2009, p. 2).  
 
The importance of exploring library integration became apparent with the growth in 
popularity of online course technology.  According to an EDUCAUSE Core Data Survey, 
―93% of ALL responding campuses reported currently supporting at least one CMS‖ 
(Hawkins & Rudy, 2007, p. 33).  In 2007, the University of Minnesota's Office of Infor-
mation Technology (OIT) surveyed both faculty and students concerning their use and 
comfort with technology.  The report found that ―88.3% of students reported taking at 
least one course supplemented by online educational technology in the past two years" 
(Walker & Jorn, 2007b, p. 5).  
 
The OIT student survey found that students "had strongly positive attitudes toward edu-
cational technology" with a preference towards technology that "related to nuts-and-
bolts of academic life (preparing assignments, completing assignments on time, deliver-
ing content, being more efficient)" (Walker & Jorn, 2007b, p. 12).  The faculty survey 
similarly reported favorably on educational technology, speaking of a motivation to "in-
crease students' access to course materials...to facilitate communication between stu-
dents and instructors...and...to make teaching more efficient" (Walker & Jorn, 2007a, p. 
12). The tools and services the library could integrate matched the types of features al-
ready favored by students and instructors in educational technologies.  
 
Many academic libraries have investigated and implemented a variety of course integra-
tion solutions: electronic toolkits (Gladstone & Kenausis, 2006), libraries with their own 
free-standing Blackboard sites (Karplus, 2006), and a virtual carrel (Sabharwal, 2005).  
These tools have been used with mixed success.  The focus of many libraries has been 
on the integration of the library into existing CMSs such as Blackboard, Desire2Learn, 
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ANGEL, Sakai, and Moodle (e.g., Solis & Hampton, 2009; Pyatt & Snavely, 2004; 
McLean & Lynch, 2004).    
 
The importance of connecting library resources to online course technology is explicitly 
championed in Lawrence (2006) and Gibbons (2005).  Gibbons writes: ―If the library can 
push relevant resources into the course sites, those resources gain importance [to the 
students] because of their presence within the course sites‖ (p. 22).  Lawrence views 
integration as not only beneficial to student learning, he also believes that successful 
integration will be vital for the future of libraries: ―Libraries must also insert themselves 
into the CMS to preserve and/or reinvent their symbolic place in the institution‖ (p. 248).   
Since 2001, the University of Minnesota, Twin Cities Libraries’ method of course inte-
gration was to build separate, stand-alone static web pages listing course-related re-
sources, created by a subject liaison, usually in connection with a library instruction 
session—a system known as CourseLib.  The University of Minnesota, Twin Cities is 
the largest university in the state.  With an enrollment of over 50,000, it has the fourth-
largest student body of any university in the country (National Center for Education Sta-
tistics, 2006).The two most widely used CMSs on campus are Blackboard (called 
WebVista) and Moodle.  At the time of our research, CourseLib pages were created un-
evenly across campus and usually were built only when specifically requested by an in-
structor. In our exploratory work, we were interested in examples where libraries had 
taken a system-wide approach to integration versus the individual approach we em-
ployed. 
 
Experts advocate for a top-down approach to the integration of library resources into 
online course technology.  Lawrence (2006) noted that ―[r]ather than establishing a de-
sired level of deep course integration with only one or two courses, it can be argued that 
a generic, global link to the library will better serve all students by increasing the ease of 
access to library resources‖ (p. 246).  Lawrence adds that ―macro-level approaches 
make the provision of library services a scalable endeavor while working to increase the 
ease of access for students and faculty‖ (p. 257). An important feature to this top-down 
approach is making the Libraries’ resources an expected portion of a course’s online 
presence.   
 
The idea that libraries must be the instigators in course integration, instead of passive 
responders to instructors’ requests, is also emphasized in the literature (Machovec, 
2001).  Instead of waiting for instructors to come to the library, the course integration 
team felt we needed to bring the library and its services to instructors.  The approach of 
implementing pages for all classes also has pedagogical benefits through its use of a 
consistent and standardized design (Gulbahar & Yildirim, 2006) for all courses. Stu-
dents and instructors would have easy access to course-related material to use in 
teaching and learning.  
 
An additional part of the committee’s charge was to focus on ways in which our physical 
course and e-reserves systems could be integrated into CMSs.  Our original course 
page system rarely included readings or a connection to the libraries’ reserves systems 
(the Aleph library catalog and Docutek, our e-reserves management tool).  This lack of 



 

Journal of Library Innovation, Volume 2, Issue 1, 2011                          23 
 

 

a connection left many instructors either unaware of the reserves service or uncertain 
about how to link to readings in their courses.  There are many different models for inte-
grating electronic reserves into CMSs.  Bell and Shank (2004) describe training faculty 
to create ―a paperless reserve room within their courseware site‖ by using links to full 
text articles in the libraries’ databases.  An increasing number of university libraries are 
also using CMSs to manage the entire electronic reserves process.  Bales, Taylor, 
Havert, and Lehman (2001) discuss the University of Notre Dame’s decision to use 
WebCT for their electronic reserves system, citing benefits such as convenience and 
familiarity (i.e., use of a system that faculty and students are already comfortable with).  
They refer to this application as ―one-stop shopping,‖ as it allows students to access 
their course readings along with their other course services in the CMS (Bales et. al, 
2001, p. 50).  It also minimizes the need for additional passwords, links, and instances 
where students and faculty have to re-authenticate.  An additional benefit to this type of 
integration is that e-reserves become more apparent and easier to use. This type of in-
tegration also increases the visibility and user-friendliness of e-reserves, which may 
help faculty avoid possible copyright violations by using the e-reserves system rather 
than posting unauthorized copies of PDFs on open sites (Solis & Hampton, 2009).   
 
Our group combined the course integration methodologies created at other institutions 
with research data that we accumulated at the University of Minnesota to develop rec-
ommendations for the most efficient and effective means of integrating the University of 
Minnesota Libraries with course technologies.  After briefly outlining our methods for as-
sessing University-specific needs, we will discuss our research findings and proposals.  
We will conclude with a discussion of the Libraries’ implementation of our recommenda-
tions to date. 
 
Methodology: Needs Assessment at the University of Minnesota 
 
We used a variety of qualitative and quantitative methods to develop and support our 
recommendations.  We hoped to find answers to the following questions: 
 

 How were the Libraries already being utilized (if they were included at all) 
in course technologies? 

 

 What library resources and services would instructors, students, and staff 
find useful if integrated into their courses? 

 

 How might the Libraries’ existing course support systems be integrated 
more effectively into courses and course-related workflow? 

 

 What additional development of resources and services would be needed 
to successfully implement integration? 

 
Our methods included in-depth interviews with instructors and other stakeholders, an 
instructor survey, and a student survey.  Since we had only three months to conduct our 
research, these investigations were conducted simultaneously, with each member of 
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our group working independently to obtain a portion of the data and reporting back to 
the larger group via email and periodic meetings.  We also used Basecamp, a project 
management software tool, to share our findings and notes.  
 
Stakeholder and Instructor Interviews 
 
We targeted a diverse sample of 21  University of Minnesota faculty members, instruc-
tional designers, staff instructors and library staff to sit down for one-on-one interviews 
to discuss the specific needs and desires of those who work directly with CMSs and 
other educational technologies.  We made sure that our interviewee pool covered a 
wide variety of subject areas and professional duties, as we wanted to obtain the per-
spectives of both instructors in the classroom and staff who support educational tech-
nologies.  We kept the format of these interviews broad and informal to allow for flexibil-
ity in the discussion.  We were also careful to cover specific points, such as how the in-
terviewees used technology in their courses and how they currently connected students 
to library resources.   
 
Instructor and Student Surveys 
 
To obtain additional data on instructors’ use of course technology, we gathered a list of 
instructors who had used library e-reserves or Moodle in the past.  Unfortunately, we 
were unable to obtain a list of instructors using WebVista, the major CMS on campus.  
We generated a random sample of 289 individuals by going through the list of instruc-
tors that had used Moodle since its inception at the university and picking names using 
a standard numeric interval to arrive at around 50 Moodle users. We then combined 
their email addresses with those of instructors that had requested e-reserves for that 
current semester and emailed a link to an online survey.  We received 84 responses, for 
a response rate of 29%.  The survey questions we asked are available in our full report 
(Carrillo et al., 2009). 
 
For the student survey, we elected to focus on a group to which we had fairly easy ac-
cess: student employees of the Libraries.  Although the range was clearly not as broad 
as it would have been with a more general sample from the student body, it did allow us 
to quickly gain an insider perspective into our students’ habits and experiences.  Many 
of these students worked with library users and were familiar with common problem ar-
eas that students face in accessing information.  At the same time, we were aware that 
the composition of our sample population could skew our results, as it is probable that 
there is greater use of the catalog and other online library resources among students 
who already work in a library.  However, we believed that the benefits of consulting a 
group of knowledgeable students outweighed these drawbacks.  We obtained a list of 
129 work study students who worked in libraries across campus and emailed them a 
link to a survey.  We received 51 responses, for a response rate of nearly 40%.  
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Findings 
 
We analyzed the findings of our research, identifying themes and opportunities for new 
and improved library integration.  Each research methodology yielded useful information 
that provided us with a more complete picture of the existing relationship between the 
Libraries’ resources and services and the online course technology.  
 
We found that instructors wanted a course-specific library resource that covered general 
information literacy instruction on how to search, access, and evaluate materials.  They 
wanted a central resource that incorporated various library tools, something that would 
be simple for students to access and simple for instructors and staff to administer.  In 
addition, instructors wanted resources to be customized to the individual course level, 
but they stated that they do not have the time to do it themselves.  Instructors often felt 
as though there were many useful library tools or services they did not know about.  
They expressed a desire for an easy mechanism, integrated into their workflow, to 
heighten awareness of potentially helpful resources.  For many instructors, the numer-
ous discrete systems containing library resources and issues with persistent URLs and 
authentication made integration problematic. 
  
At the time of our research, the most commonly used instructional technologies among 
instructors we surveyed were e-reserves (74%), followed by WebVista (68%), Moodle 
(51%), and stand-alone course websites (33%).  Of the library resources that were cur-
rently being utilized within course technologies, e-reserves (71%) and online articles 
and journals (62%) were the most popular.  These results demonstrated that instructors 
use a wide variety of platforms, as well as a disparate set of library resources—
indicating to us that any solution we proposed would need to be flexible and include a 
wide assortment of library tools. 
  
Supporting this proposition were the results from our student survey, which reiterated 
the fact that nearly every student had used some form of educational course technology 
(90% of our sample) and that they used a variety of library tools to support their re-
search.  The most frequently chosen answers regarding library tools were the  online 
catalog (80%), followed by articles/e-journals (55%), indexes/databases (48%), and 
Google Scholar (27%).  Additionally, the survey results verified our suspicion that stu-
dents generally feel the Libraries are overwhelming and confusing; a finding that told us 
our recommendation would need to result in a simple system that was easy to locate.   
 
Recommendations 
 
Based on the data we collected, it was clear that our current models of integration were 
not adequate—students and instructors could not or did not navigate to the rich library 
content designed for their needs, and did not make full use of the existing course-
related resources and services that the Libraries provide.  We therefore recommended 
the creation of a system that would create a customized library resource page for every 
course offered at the university.  We recommended taking the existing CourseLib struc-
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ture and mashing it up with other existing structures (reserves catalog, e-reserves) into 
a new, more holistic, system.   
 
Our original CourseLib pages were developed, upon request, by subject liaisons one at 
a time for individual courses.   The group recommended a new system that generates 
the Library Course Pages (LCPs) automatically for each class and links to existing class 
WebVista and Moodle sites by default.  We concluded that the LCPs would be a way to 
gather all of our current course-related offerings together—essentially, an integration of 
all course-related library resources at the individual course level.  Each LCP would bring 
together databases, instructional materials (e.g., tutorials), a library catalog search box, 
reference help, e-reserves, and course reserves—all on one page with a minimum 
number of mouse clicks and additional log-ins.  We already had several systems in 
place to support the LCP.  We had a robust database-driven system of resources called 
LibData1 that had been used to support CourseLib, our previous creation system for 
course-related web pages, and a system known as Research Quick Start (RQS) where 
subject specialists created lists of resources for subject-specific pages.  The LCP sys-
tem would act as an aggregator, collecting information from these existing silos within 
the library (e.g. e-reserves, reserves catalog, RQS, CourseLib) and make them avail-
able in one interface: the LCP.   
 
We also recommended incorporating expertise from an earlier project to extend the Li-
braries’ content on the University’s portal.  This technology pushes out recommended 
resources based on affinity strings—a series of codes assigned by the University to 
each individual based on their area of study or work (Hanson, Nackerud, & Jensen, 
2008).  Each LCP would automatically display resources at the department or subject 
level using the affinity strings to connect to the RQS resources.  Then, in partnership 
with instructors, the subject liaison could further customize the page to the individual 
course level.  Since the LCPs would also be available as stand-alone web pages linked 
from the Libraries website, an LCP would be created for every course regardless of 
CMS usage, creating a customized online resource standard that students and faculty 
could rely on regardless of which, if any, CMS is used.  We further recommended that 
the Libraries work with the Office of Information Technology to include links to the LCPs 
within WebVista and Moodle in all courses by default.  The default inclusion of the LCP 
in the CMSs would bring library resources into the students’ and instructors’ workflow in 
a widespread, proactive manner. 
 
Implementation 
 
After the exploratory group presented their findings and recommendations, work on the 
project was passed along to an implementation group.  Library programmers created a 
prototype of the LCP, adapting the open source code provided by the course page de-
velopers at North Carolina State University (Casden, Duckett, Sierra, & Ryan, 2009).  
The LCP, using a combination of programming languages, pulled information from 

                                                           
1
 See http://libdata.sourceforge.net/ 



 

Journal of Library Innovation, Volume 2, Issue 1, 2011                          27 
 

 

many of our existing systems, including Aleph (our integrated library system), the RQS 
and CourseLib systems, a chat widget from QuestionPoint, and more.2 
 
This new, enhanced system generates a LCP for every class being offered at the Uni-
versity.  Using a course’s departmental designator to pull the information from the ap-
propriate RQS page, the LCP automatically produces a tab with subject-specific re-
sources for each course (see Figure 1).  In the center portion of the page we placed a 
large ―search and find‖ section.  For undergraduate level courses (1000-3000 level), the 
user would see two search boxes: one for Academic Search Premier and one for our 
online library catalog.  Upper-level classes (4000 level and above) would only see a li-
brary catalog search box, since we expect upper-level students will have less use for a 
general subject database.  The pages list recommended databases for that department 
pulled from the RQS system using the affinity string technology.  A left-hand column in-
cludes the option to navigate to a different course’s page and a reference chat box.  The 
right-hand column contains a picture and email link for the subject liaison for that par-
ticular area and a rotating advertisement for different library resources, tools and 
events.   
 

 

Figure 1.  A non-customized Library Course Page 

                                                           
2
 For an example see http://www.lib.umn.edu/course/WRIT/1301 

http://www.lib.umn.edu/course/WRIT/1301
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If a librarian has created a customized CourseLib page, the system will create an addi-
tional tab for this CourseLib information along with the more generic tab of subject-
based resources.  This course-specific tab becomes the entrance screen for that 
course’s LCP. Figure 2 gives an example of an LCP with a list of resources specifically 
created by a subject liaison for a particular class. 
 

 

Figure 2.  LCP customized to the course level 

Finally, the LCP displays content from our e-reserves system and course reserve cata-
log of physical holdings. The LCP lists them at the individual item level on a third tab, 
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combining the course’s print and electronic reserves into one interface for the first time.  
This tab pulls the information on the readings using an Application Programming Inter-
face (API) called AlephX.  Figure 3 shows an example of the combined list of electronic 
and print reserves.  
 

 

Figure 3.  The Course Reserves Tab 

By developing a new, simplified user interface built on our existing data infrastructure, 
we provided our instructors and students with an improved user experience which re-
quired minimal staff education and little change to our present workflow.  Ultimately, we 
maximized our already existing course integration efforts.  Another important feature of 
the new system was a predictable URL structure.  For example, the LCP page for Math 
3001 is http://www.lib.umn.edu/course/MATH/3001. 
 
We gathered feedback from instructors, staff, and students as the design phase contin-
ued.  We also began sharing the LCP with librarians to garner support for the new sys-
tem.  The development of the LCP was an iterative process of drafting, gathering feed-
back, revising, and then gathering more feedback for further revisions. 
 
Our lead programmer took the demo page to the WebVista and Moodle administrators 
and developers to begin on the process of the CMS integration.  Because the LCPs 
were mapped to particular course numbers and were created for every class offered at 
the University, a Moodle ―block‖ of library content would automatically be generated for 
every course using Moodle.  As the university planned to move away from WebVista, 
further development was not pursued. 
 
 

http://www.lib.umn.edu/course/MATH/3001
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The implementation group also developed a communication plan. The plan was double-
pronged, focusing on the internal audience within the Libraries and externally to instruc-
tors, staff, and students.  The roll out date was fall 2010. 
 
Future Directions 
 
Along with the LCP, our exploratory group came up with several long-term innovations 
that would make the LCP system more flexible and extensible.   It was vital that the sys-
tem be designed with these recommendations in mind to ensure that the future uses 
and development of this system were not impeded. 
 
We recommended that individual portions of the LCP (i.e., recommended databases, e-
reserves, reference chat service, etc.) be converted into widgets.  The widgets would be 
compatible with a wide variety of technologies and would provide the instructor with the 
ability to embed widgets within their courses at the point of need, as opposed to linking 
to a webpage to access the resources.  The goal is to allow content to be re-purposed 
and re-used in a variety of course-related settings, while giving instructors the flexibility 
to reorganize the layout of the LCP and their courses to better meet their pedagogical 
needs. Giving instructors this option provides for the inclusion of library resources and 
services into a variety of educational applications, such as wikis, blogs, stand-alone 
course pages, etc. 
 
We recommended that further research be conducted on how the system might best 
respond to faculty needs for time savings, ease of use for themselves and students, and 
seamless integration into their CMSs and course technologies. Based on information 
gathered from our instructor interviews and survey, we recommended that the idea of 
LCP administrative rights for faculty be explored.  For example, faculty could add, edit, 
delete, and otherwise customize the content within their courses.  Many faculty mem-
bers have additional resources such as websites that they include in their CMSs, and it 
may be useful to have these resources incoporated with library resources in a single lo-
cation.  
 
As the system is further developed, additional research will be needed to determine the 
best practices for the LCP  based on categories such as discipline (e.g., Social Science, 
Science, Humanities, etc.), grade level (e.g., undergraduate, graduate, etc.), level of 
writing intensity, liberal education requirements, enrollment, etc.  We recommended 
subject liaisons prioritize gateway, keystone, and capstone courses to create custom-
ized LCP pages. For example, a senior research course should include more extensive 
library resources, such as embedded librarians, instructional modules, and other spe-
cialized tools.  Research addressing how the LCP system should function with course-
integrated instruction and assessment efforts is recommended.  The ability to include 
quizzes and surveys using the features of the CMS is important for the long term ac-
countability of our course-integrated instructional efforts. 
 
Finally, we recommended that the LCP include a robust statistical mechanism. To 
maximize this system, it will be important to know what aspects of the LCP students and 
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instructors are using and to be able to tie usage to specific user groups (e.g. first year 
students, graduate students, engineering students, etc.).  
 
Conclusion 
 
The LCP is an exciting attempt to integrate the University Libraries’ presence into the 
course environment of instructors and students.  We combined the expertise of our li-
brarians and our strong existing collections with Web 2.0 technologies to create a valu-
able new tool.  This tool provides the framework for delivering course-related content 
and services that support the mission of teaching and learning at the University of Min-
nesota, Twin Cities. 
 

References 
 

Bales, A. B., Taylor, C. L., Havert, M. L., & Lehman, T. E. (2001). Electronic re-
serves and WebCT: Using courseware to implement electronic reserves at the 
university libraries of Notre Dame. Journal of Interlibrary Loan, Document Deliv-
ery & Information Supply, 11(4), 37-50. 
 
Bell, S. J., & Shank, J. D. (2004). Linking the library to courseware: A strategic al-
liance to improve learning outcomes. Library Issues, 25(2), 1-4. 
 
Carrillo, E., Crowe, S., Fine, E., Jeffryes, J., Lilyard, C., & Peterson, K. (2009, 
June 5). Course Integration Exploratory Subgroup: Final report and recommen-
dations to the Web Services Steering Committee. Retrieved from University of 
Minnesota. University Libraries, Web Services Steering Committee Course Inte-
gration Exploratory Subgroup website: http://purl.umn.edu.50801 
 
Casden, J., Duckett, K., Sierra, T., & Ryan, J. (2009, March 30). Course Views: A 
scalable approach to providing course-based access to library resources. 
Code4Lib Journal, (6). Retrieved from http://journal.code4lib.org/articles/1218 
 
Gibbons, S. (2005). Who should care and why. Library Technology Reports, 
41(3), 21-23. 
 
Gladstone, R., & Kenausis, V. (2006). Creating an electronic toolkit: From dis-
covery to delivery. Journal of Interlibrary Loan, Document Delivery & Electronic 
Reserves, 16(4), 73-84. 
 
Gulbahar, Y., & Yildirim, S. (2006). Assessment of web-based courses: A discus-
sion and analysis of learners’ individual differences and teaching-learning proc-
ess. International Journal of Instructional Media, 33(4), 367-378. 
 

http://purl.umn.edu.50801/
http://journal.code4lib.org/articles/1218


 

Journal of Library Innovation, Volume 2, Issue 1, 2011                          32 
 

 

Hanson, C., Nackerud, S., & Jensen, K. (2008, December 15). Affinity strings: 
Enterprise data for resource recommendations. Code4Lib Journal, (5). Retrieved 
from http://journal.code4lib.org/articles/501 
 
Hawkins, B., & Rudy, J. (2007). EDUCAUSE core data survey 2007 summary 
report. Retrieved from EDUCAUSE website: http://www.educause.edu/
Resources/EDUCAUSECoreDataService2007Sum/163250 
 
Karplus, S. S. (2006). Integrating academic library resources and learning man-
agement systems: The library Blackboard site. Education Libraries, 29(1), 5-11. 
 
Lawrence, D. H. (2006). Blackboard on a shoestring: Tying courses to sources. 
Journal of Library Administration, 45(1/2), 245-265. 
 
Machovec, G. S. (2001, October). Course management software: Where is the 
library? [Editorial]. Online Libraries & Microcomputers. Retrieved from Academic 
OneFile database. 
 
McLean, N., & Lynch, C. (2004, May 10). Interoperability between library informa-
tion services and learning environments--bridging the gap: A joint white paper on 
behalf of the IMS Global Learning Consortium and the Coalition for Networked 
Information. Retrieved from http://www.estandard.no/tilgjengelig/
CNIandIMS_2004.pdf 
 
National Center for Education Statistics. (2006). Digest of education statistics: 
Table 236. Enrollment of the 120 largest degree-granting college and university 
campuses, by selected characteristics and institution: Fall 2006. Retrieved from 
http://nces.ed.gov/programs/digest/d08/tables/dt08_236.asp 
 
Pyatt, E., & Snavely, L. (2004, March 16). No longer missing: Tools for connect-
ing the library with the course management system. Retrieved from Campus 
Technology website: http://campustechnology.com/articles/2004/03/no-longer-
missing-tools-for-connecting-the-library-with-the-course-management-
system.aspx 
 
Sabharwal, A. (2005, December 15). Vision and strategy towards the course-
embedded library: New possibilities for a ―virtual carrel‖ initiative. MLA Forum, 
4(1). Retrieved from http://www.mlaforum.org/volumeIV/issue2/article3.html 
 
Solis, J., & Hampton, E. M. (2009). Promoting a comprehensive view of library 
resources in a course management system. New Library World, 110(1/2), 81-91. 
doi:10.1108/03074800910928603 
 

http://journal.code4lib.org/articles/501
http://www.educause.edu/Resources/EDUCAUSECoreDataService2007Sum/163250
http://www.educause.edu/Resources/EDUCAUSECoreDataService2007Sum/163250
http://www.estandard.no/tilgjengelig/CNIandIMS_2004.pdf
http://www.estandard.no/tilgjengelig/CNIandIMS_2004.pdf
http://nces.ed.gov/programs/digest/d08/tables/dt08_236.asp
http://campustechnology.com/articles/2004/03/no-longer-missing-tools-for-connecting-the-library-with-the-course-management-system.aspx
http://campustechnology.com/articles/2004/03/no-longer-missing-tools-for-connecting-the-library-with-the-course-management-system.aspx
http://campustechnology.com/articles/2004/03/no-longer-missing-tools-for-connecting-the-library-with-the-course-management-system.aspx
http://www.mlaforum.org/volumeIV/issue2/article3.html


 

Journal of Library Innovation, Volume 2, Issue 1, 2011                          33 
 

 

Walker, J. D., & Jorn, L. (2007a). 21st century instructors at the University of 
Minnesota, Twin Cities: Twin Cities faculty educational technology survey, 2007. 
Minneapolis, MN: University of Minnesota, Twin Cities. Digital Media Center 
(DMC), Office of Information Technology. 
 
Walker, J. D., & Jorn, L. (2007b). Net generation of students at the University of 
Minnesota, Twin Cities: Twin Cities student educational technology survey, 2007. 
Minneapolis, MN: University of Minnesota, Twin Cities. Digital Media Center 
(DMC), Office of Information Technology. 

 

 
Additional Readings 

 
Black, E. L. (2008). Toolkit approach to integrating library resources into the 
learning management system. Journal of Academic Librarianship, 34(6), 496-
501. 
 
Buehler, M. A. (2004). Where is the library in course management software? 
Journal of Library Administration, 41(1/2), 75-84. doi:10.1300/J111v41n01_07 
 
Cohen, D. (2002). Course-management software: Where’s the library? Educause 
Review, 37(3), 12-13. 
 
Collard, S., & Tempelman-Kluit, N. (2006). The other way in: Goal-based library 
content through CMS. Internet Reference Services Quarterly, 11(4), 55-68. 
 
Costello, B., Lenholt, R., & Stryker, J. (2004). Using Blackboard in library instruc-
tion: Addressing the learning styles of generations X and Y. Journal of Academic 
Librarianship, 30(6), 452-460. 
 
Flecker, D., & McLean, N. (2004, July). Digital library content and course man-
agement systems: Issues of interoperation. Retrieved from Digital Library Fed-
eration website: http://www.diglib.org/pubs/dlf100/ 
 
George, J., & Martin, K. (2004). Forging the library courseware link. College & 
Research Libraries News, 65(10), 594-613. 
 
Gibbons, S. (2005). Integration of libraries and course-management systems. Li-
brary Technology Reports, 41(3), 12-20. 
 
Jackson, P. A. (2007). Integrating information literacy into Blackboard: Building 
campus partnerships for successful student learning. Journal of Academic Li-
brarianship, 33(4), 454-461. 

http://www.diglib.org/pubs/dlf100/


 

Journal of Library Innovation, Volume 2, Issue 1, 2011                          34 
 

 

Shank, J., & Bell, S. (2006, April/May). A_FLIP to courseware: A strategic alli-
ance for improving student learning outcomes. Innovate: Journal of Online Edu-
cation, 2(4). Retrieved from http://www.innovateonline.info/pdf/vol2_issue4/
A_FLIP_to_Courseware-
__A_Strategic_Alliance_for_Improving_Student_Learning_Outcomes.pdf 
 
Shank, J. D., & Dewald, N. H. (2003). Establishing our presence in courseware: 
Adding library services to the virtual classroom. Information Technology & Librar-
ies, 22(1), 38-43. 
 
Stinson, C., & Loveland, G. (2006). Collaborating to improve CMS-based 
courses. Virginia Libraries, 52(1), 35-37. 

 

 

Jon Jeffryes is an Engineering Librarian at the University of Minnesota Physical Science 
and Engineering Library. 
 
Kate Peterson is the Information Literacy Librarian and is the liaison to the Writing Stu-
dies and University Honors Program. 
 
Stephanie Crowe is the Archivist at the Charles Babbage Institute, an archives and re-
search center at the University of Minnesota dedicated to preserving the history of in-
formation technology.   
 
Elizabeth Fine is the Librarian Liaison to the School of Nursing at the University of Min-
nesota Bio-Medical Library. 
 
Elena Carrillo is Head of Circulation and Borrowing Privileges & Fines at The University 
of Minnesota’s Wilson Library. She is also Coordinator for the Libraries’ Electronic Re-
serves Services.  
 

©2011, J. Jeffryes, K. Peterson, S. Crowe, E. Fine, E. Carrillo. Journal of Library Inno-
vation is an open access journal. Authors retain the copyright to their work under the 
terms of the following Creative Commons license: Attribution-Noncommercial-No De-
rivative Works 3.0 (United States) http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/3.0/us/ 

http://www.innovateonline.info/pdf/vol2_issue4/A_FLIP_to_Courseware-__A_Strategic_Alliance_for_Improving_Student_Learning_Outcomes.pdf
http://www.innovateonline.info/pdf/vol2_issue4/A_FLIP_to_Courseware-__A_Strategic_Alliance_for_Improving_Student_Learning_Outcomes.pdf
http://www.innovateonline.info/pdf/vol2_issue4/A_FLIP_to_Courseware-__A_Strategic_Alliance_for_Improving_Student_Learning_Outcomes.pdf
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/3.0/us/

