	EAR Committee Review

	Comparative Review Of The AMICO Library on RLG Eureka and WilsonWeb -- August, 2002

	 

	The CSU Libraries, Electronic Access to Information Resources Committee undertook a two-week "hands-on" study of The AMICO Library on RLG and WilsonWeb. 

The AMICO Library is a digital resource of art images and related multimedia gathered from the collections of member museums in the Art Museum Image Consortium (AMICO). Founded in 1997 AMICO, a non-profit organization, is made up of over 30 major museums in the U.S., Canada and the United Kingdom. The AMICO Library contains over 100,000 representations of works of art each with a full description and high quality image. Many works also include curatorial text, provenance data, conservation history, detail or multiple views, and related multimedia where available. New works are added annually. Content coverage is of both fine and decorative arts including painting, sculpture, drawings, prints, photographs, textiles, costumes, jewelry, ceramics, furniture, glass, books and manuscripts. 

Access to The AMICO Library is offered by both the Research Libraries Group (RLG) through 'Eureka', their web-based search interface, and H.W. Wilson through 'WilsonWeb'. A new version of Eureka was introduced in February, 2002 and claims improved searching and results handling. Access to The AMICO Library through Eureka requires Netscape Navigator Version 4 or 6 or Microsoft Explorer 4 and above. JavaScript must be enabled in the Web browser and the service will operate with any Windows (version 95 and above) or Unix, or MacIntosh operating systems. H.W. Wilson had also announced a redesigned new version of WilsonWeb which could provide enhanced access to The AMICO Library. Unfortunately the new version was not available in time for the EAR Committee' review. 

Each EAR committee member independently, or in concert with other qualified professionals on their campus library staff, reviewed and evaluated The AMICO Library on both RLG Eureka and WilsonWeb. Assessments were submitted on a Review Reply Form specifically designed by the Committee for this purpose. Though other staff may have helped in the review process, completion of the form was by the EAR committee member only and not transferred to another. Ratings were based upon the potential value of the proposal to the California State University as a whole and not solely on the needs of any specific campus. 

Attributes of the information resource were assessed on a scale of 1 to 4 with 1 representing the "least value" and 4 representing the "most value". The following attributes were examined: 

INFORMATION DATABASE
Consider its functionality, the appropriateness of format (bibliographic/full-text), the content of the information, the adequacy of coverage (retrospective, current), and its value to the California State University as a whole. 

SEARCH INTERFACE
Consider the functionality and ease of use of the interface. Is it intuitive or is an excessive amount of training required? Are any crucial features missing from the search interface? 

USER SUPPORT SERVICES
If documentation is required for successful use of product, is it available, comprehensive, and well written? Is online help adequate and user friendly? Does vendor supply training if it is needed? Is a telephone helpline available? 

COST
If cost is available, does it seem reasonable in terms of comparable products? 

ACCESSIBILITY OF SERVICE
Is access/connection to product reliable and stable? Is response time adequate? 


OVERALL ASSESSMENT
#1 --- No Support
#2 --- No Support at this time. Future support conditional upon 
enhancements noted below in Comments Section.
#3 --- Support and Recommend proposal be forwarded to California State University 
campuses for their acceptance or rejection. Would like to see
enhancements in product noted below in Comments Section.
#4 --- Outstanding offer and opportunity. Recommend proposal
be forwarded to California State University campuses for their acceptance or 
rejection. 

Following are the results of the EAR Committee's review as well as comments. In each of the attributes below the committee's comments, as they relate to both RLG and Wilson platforms, are separate. 

INFORMATION DATABASE: RLG ( 3, 4, 3, 3, 3 ) 
Lack of consistency in records; some records include lengthy descriptions while others have none. Architecture and some periods of art are under represented; coverage is almost exclusively American, with some Canadian and British art. Content is very valuable as a visual resource, though not in current format; should not be considered a comprehensive resource for the visual arts, particularly for teaching faculty. 

AMICO on the RLG platform contains a growing collection of over 78,000 images. Sources were digitized and then cataloged by members of the Art Museum Image Consortium. Problems developed using Netscape 4.7, so Internet Explorer 6.0 was used. The AMICO database has an advantage over other types of art reproductions databases in that cataloging of the data is uniform and follows key metadata protocols, allowing for searching on a variety of levels. The images, regardless of technique or genre, were of high quality. This database would be a strong addition to the Art resources held at CSU libraries. 

Coverage, while limited to the holdings of participating museums, is broad both geographically and chronologically. Some artists, like Robert Motherwell, are heavily represented while others are not represented at all. However I was able to find at least some works from the time periods and countries for which I searched. 

This seems to me to be very important content for any library that serves an art school. The coverage is quite large (78,000 images of artwork of all sorts and all time periods from 36 museums) and the metadata quite helpful (creator, names of work, type of work, medium, ownership, related works, and often descriptive information; linked when possible). I'm not sure about the appropriateness for a CSU that doesn't have a major art program. 

AMICO is a database of 78,000 art images, mainly from American art museums. Reproduction of the images is generally of high quality and available in relatively large formats enabling a good grasp of detail on all but the smallest items. A description of each item and ownership are provided. Some records also have a more expansive description placing the item in its historical context or discussing its significance. Subject indexing is provided, but unfortunately appears to be inconsistently applied and is sometimes too broad to be useful. For example, one can search for "Arms" but not for "Swords" or "Helmets" (unless of course these words are included in the title or other portion of the record). Other aspects of the indexing are also inconsistent. For example, for some anonymous works, the "Creator" is listed as the probable country of origin. For others, this information is included as "Nationality". 

AMICO (Art Museum Image Consortium, a non-profit organization) is an online catalog of works of more than 100,000 works of art. It contains images and catalog entries for a variety of cultural objects dating from prehistory through contemporary time. There is an overwhelming emphasis on American and European art. Besides the interfaces provided by WilsonWeb and RLG, anyone can access the content of AMICO at their free site http://www.amico.org. The consortium is designed to create "a licensed digital educational resource available under subscription to universities and colleges, public libraries, elementary and secondary schools, and museums." One must ask the question if the information is free, why subscribe? The free site displays the same information but only provides a thumbnail of the image with no option to view a larger version of the image. If the purpose of the database is to provide images for classroom use, the thumbnails can not be adequately used and the images can not be enlarged from the 

It's obvious that AMICO developers listened closely to slide librarians for they obviously have followed VRA standards (Visual Resources Association) for image description although not all fields have been used. The free site provides models for how the database can be used as part of a curriculum. There are other free sites available on the Web. However, the problem for both faculty and students is knowing which ones have scanned images that capture the color and shading of the original. An example provided by Murtha Baca is the various digital images of an oil painting by El Greco, Saint Martin and the Beggar. The images can be found at http://www.nga.gov, http://www.artchive.com and http://www.sunsite.dk/cgfa. However, the latter two sites lacked fidelity to the original, little or no textual information and no vocabulary control. 

INFORMATION DATABASE: WILSONWEB ( 3, 4, 3, 3, 3 ) 
There is a lack of consistency in records. Some records include lengthy descriptions while others have none. Architecture and some periods of art are under represented. The coverage is almost exclusively American, with some Canadian and British art. Content is very valuable as a visual resource, though not in current format. It should not be considered a comprehensive resource for the visual arts, particularly for teaching faculty. 

AMICO on the Wilson platform contains a growing collection of over 78,000 images. Sources were digitized and then cataloged by members of the Art Museum Image Consortium. The database is offered by H.W. Wilson and also by RLG. Wilson has offered for several years the bibliographic tool, Art Full Text database (1984-present) and the Art Index (1929-present). The search protocol for the AMICO database is very similar to the Wilson bibliographic databases and indexes. This review was conducted with web version 3.5.4b, that was available in July 0f 2002. In this evaluation both Netscape 4.7 and Internet Explorer 6.0 were used as the Internet browsers and no difficulties were encountered. In late August, 2002, Wilson plans to introduce a new interface. Snapshots of the new interface are very different from the current offering. It is not known if there will be a browser specific requirement. The AMICO database has an advantage over other types of art reproductions databases in that cataloging of the data is uniform and follows key metadata protocols, allowing for searching on a variety of levels. The images were of high quality. Regardless of techniques or genres, the quality remained consistently high. This database would be a strong addition to the Art resources held at CSU libraries. 

SEARCH INTERFACE: RLG ( 3, 3, 3, 3, 2 ) 
Pluses: very simple and clean; thumbnail images are useful; image and description scroll independently; notebook feature has a lot of potential. Minuses: there is no message to inform a searcher of zero results; difficult or impossible to browse back; difficult to search two-part names, such as Van Gogh. 

This interface was easier to navigate than the Wilson counterpart. However, like Wilson, artist searching had some pitfalls. The first type of search done was the simple search. The simple search was for works by the artist Michelangelo Buonarroti. So the first attempt was to do a simple search for Michelangelo as creator. RLG allowed for searching by creator, title or keyword. A list of artists comes up, but no Michelangelo or cross- reference. While of course conducting a keyword search, Michelangelo's works do come up, there were many false hits. However, one work was selected, the work "Sheet of Studies for the Libyan Sibyl". His name appears as artist and is "hotlinked" to other works. When viewing "Sheet of Studies for the Libyan Sibyl", all views were displayed. This was a very good addition. Searchers did not have to click several times to get the verso or other additional shots. There was an option to have a presentation display that was of high quality. 

The search interface, both with simple and advanced screens, is easy to use. One frustration with the advanced is that it does not default to a Boolean AND between the boxes. I was always having to go back and check that one. I like the display of images and text which can be changed through Options to show text alone, or images alone. While Options indicates that the email and save functions of Export are not implemented, it is possible to save or send the print file that appears. 

The RLG simple interface is probably too simple. The advanced search is quite easy to use and seems to provide adequate functionality. The "history" feature could be better designed for ease of use. Combining searches is a little confusing, as the "send" button is over in the navigation bar. Advanced users may want functionality such as a thesaurus feature. All in all, this is an easy to use tool. 

It is really unfortunate that RLG cannot come up with a better search interface than this one as it just about ruins the access to the database. RLG seems to have (wisely) abandoned the interface for all its offerings except AMICO. All the fancy java script doodads mean that the back button on my browser is useless (or worse, screws me up constantly putting me into places I don't want to go). The searches locked up my browser several times (IE 6 on Windows XP). The search screens are painfully misleading. On the "Basic" search screen "title" really means "Title Browse". On the Advanced search screen it apparently means "Keyword in Title" despite being presented in exactly the same fashion on both screens. If this is really necessary, at least give the user some visual clues about what the searches are going to do. The saving grace is the results display which helpfully shows a thumbnail of each image next to its title and basic entry information. This makes it easy to take in the images at a glance. The images, after all, are what you came for. To pull up the full record, as well as a larger image, one clicks on the thumbnail. Users can also reorder the lists by creator, title, owner, or date, although date order in particular seems to be inconsistent. No email or save options are provided but if users know the right-click "Save image as" option, it is possible to save the image. There is an option designated as "Save" but it saves marked search results only. This is likely to confuse users thinking that they are saving the file to a disk. 

The RLG display is more pleasing to the eye than WilsonWeb. It lays out the information next to the image just as it would appear in a printed catalog or wall label in an exhibition. It also allowed the viewer to zoom into the images at various sizes. However, neither database provides adequate thesaurus or subject control access. Artists in previous centuries are known by a variety of names or appellations reflecting the place of employment. ULAN (Union List of Artist Names) provides a ready-made thesaurus for searching by the artist name. It is frustrating for users, when attempting to search several databases, that names are spelled differently and are searched/indexed either by surname or in first name order. Nor does there seem to be an easy mechanism for the instructors to develop their "classroom" reserves for specific images or their own Web pages. Software for some off-the-shelf products allow the user to save individual images and content in individual packages that can be used for classroom instruction. It is frustrating knowing that this will be one of the primary uses for access. 

SEARCH INTERFACE: WILSONWEB ( 2, 3, 3, 3, 2 ) 
WilsonWeb provides, on their basic search page, a keyword, subject and title search. The initial result provides a simple list of titles of works of art and the artist's name. When reviewing the full record the information is accompanied by a larger than a thumbnail view of the image, with an option to view an even larger image. The "catalog" description for the work of art is displayed with each field of information on a separate line. The artist's name is repeated in a descriptor field that is a hyperlink. The SearchPlus provides more sophisticated boolean searching of various fields: keyword, subject, artist, title, nationality, type of object, year(s) of creation. This is useful if one is looking for a "similar" group of works of art or all art of a period, or if one cannot remember the specific title or artist name. The search history allows the user to combine searches or delete search elements. 

The WilsonWeb interface is not crowded but the font size makes it difficult to distinguish headings and navigation buttons. Pluses: e-mail/save options are useful; enlarged images provide good resolution and are easy to download; navigation buttons work well. Minuses: image and description scroll together; difficult to browse search results since images do not appear on results screen; navigation buttons are too small. 

H.W. Wilson has a unique search interface that is used for all of the Wilson products. Students have found searching Wilson databases to be quite easy. AMICO is not one of the Wilson proprietary databases but the same search method of searching is replicated on this search screen. The first type of search is the simple search. Works by the artist Michelangelo Buonarroti were searched. So the first attempt was to do a simple search for Michelangelo as artist. Unfortunately, the simple search in Wilson is for title, subject or keyword, not creator/artist. While of course conducting a keyword search, Michelangelo's works do come up, there were many false hits. Using the help screen, it is recommended to do a Browse search to find an artist. Typing in the familiar name of Michelangelo produced no hits. There were no "see" or "see also" references. One would need to know that the name to search is actually Buonarroti. Returning to the keyword search, Michelangelo, the work "Sheet of Studies for the Libyan Sibyl" was selected as a work by Michelangelo. His name appears as artist but is not "hotlinked" to other works. His name is "hotlinked" as a descriptor. When clicking on this, only that work appears. To display the item, the default was a brief record. One can change the displays to be either full text or citation. Full Text is a misnomer in that it is full text and full image. Perhaps the phrase full record would have been more appropriate. The citation display includes the image as well as an abbreviated form of the writing. When viewing "Sheet of Studies for the Libyan Sibyl", a searcher would need to click on the hotlink to Full View to get the drawing located on the verso of the sheet. The Search plus system was the preferred method. More options for searching were provided. There is an option to email the item and that was easily accomplished. 

The WilsonWeb interface is generally easy to use though the dark background color on the function menus made them hard to read in certain light conditions. The pull-down menus in both the SearchPlus and Browse screens enable a searcher to use the many fields to focus a search. I was glad to see that I could change the display. My first search results were in the default "brief" display which does not include thumbnails of the images. I would prefer to see the default be "citation," which does include images. 

I've always disliked the way in which WilsonWeb puts in the Boolean algebra after you search so that patrons get confused. Otherwise, the interface is good. I liked the size of the "full view" option, which seems to give a larger image than the RLG interface does. Otherwise, I have to say that I thought the RLG interface more elegant in appearance, but don't necessarily believe that it's empirically better. My thoughts about the usefulness of a thesaurus hold in this interface, as well. 

I am a veteran user of the WilsonWeb interface, as our campus has a subscription to the Wilson OmniFile Full Text database. I have been using it too long to give a fresh evaluation of it, since I am used to all its quirks. The overall Wilson design is difficult to navigate, especially to novice users. Wilson finally worked up a new version of the interface but apparently it's not ready for release yet, so we are stuck with the old one for our evaluations. The area where Wilson excels is searchability. The advanced search (the dreadfully named "Search Plus") is a model of functionality in comparison with the same RLG search. It has all the field search options RLG has plus "AND" automatically selected; more available entry boxes; an option to search by date of creation, and; a helpful menu of limiters by type of object. This makes it easy to search. For example, for Italian textiles from 1000-1600, a search nearly impossible in RLG. Both RLG and Wilson suffer from the lack of a thesaurus, perhaps impossible to create because of the general inconsistency of the AMICO subject headings. However, it is possible to scroll through a list of index terms for any field by using the Wilson "browse" option. Unfortunately the results displays are dismal, time-consuming to look through, requiring extra clicks to view the thumbnails for each item. Ten at a time is the only option. There is no way to change the sort order, and Wilson displays its mysterious "full text" icon when there is any value appearing in the field labeled "Description of Work", whether it be one word or a full explanation. An email option is provided, but it emails only text, not images. A marking function is provided, and marked items can be printed/emailed/saved, but again, no pictures included. 

USER SUPPORT SERVICES: RLG ( 2, 3, 3, 2, 4 ) 
Help is limited to database FAQs. 

On each screen, there was a brief help message and an example to assist the searcher. There was also a help icon for more in-depth help. Additionally there was a feedback button for giving one's opinions or suggestions. However, I found the search tip and example at the top of the page, adequate for my search needs. 

Help is useful without being overwhelming. The sample searches are good. There are no email or telephone contacts for assistance, only a link for comments. 

There are handy search tips tucked into the search interface, and the "help" feature appears to be useful, if sparse. I didn't find lists of terms, for instance. The only way to contact RLG easily is by using the "feedback" form, a method that I hate because it leaves me with no record of my message out. 

A link to help documentation is present on all screens, the documentation is generally clear and, it does make note of some of the unique features of the database. However, it also seems to spend a lot of time explicating the oddities of the search results screens. 

The online help for both databases is adequate. Wilson and RLG provide general help guides for their interface that are not tailored for any specific database. Neither interface requires special training in order to take advantage of their features. 

USER SUPPORT SERVICES: WILSONWEB ( 3, 3, 3, 4, 3 ) 
Wilson provides technical support through email, no phone number was found, and a feedback form that allows the user to suggest enhancements or report difficulties. 

Online help is readily available and easy to search. 

On the search screen there are two icons for help. These "help screens" are more for the general use of a Wilson database search. The link to AMICO information was inadequate and needs to be expanded. 

Online help is context-sensitive, and straightforward though it appears to be written without acknowledgement of the "search plus" capability. There is an e-mail link to Tech Support, but no telephone number; none needed. 

The help menu is quite extensive, the instructions very useful, and I like that it's context sensitive. They have an 800 number listed on their site, as well. Whenever I've contacted Wilson for help in the past, a knowledgeable technical support person called back within a day. 

Help is easily available from all screens and is context sensitive. Unfortunately it is rather generic making little note of the special features of the database. 

COST: RLG ( 2, 3, 3, 2, 3, 3 ) 
Limited scope makes the cost a bit high unless full discount applies. 

This rating is based on pricing that assumes all CSU libraries will be participating. If only three to eleven libraries were to join, the cost would be prohibitive. 

The cost seems high compared to larger image databases like AccuNet and expansive dictionaries like Grove. But, I think that this project by non-profit museums deserves support and participation. 

The cost is reasonable in two instances: if a school really needs it (i.e. if they have a big art program) or; if all campuses subscribe. Otherwise, the cost isn't really justified for the larger schools given the amount of use the tool will probably get due to it's specialized nature. For smaller schools, the value is better but, again, would be based on need. 

This is not an inexpensive product, given its various gaps in coverage and indexing (somewhere in the $3-$7,000 range for my campus, depending on the number of subscribers). The straight base price of 50 cents per FTE seems rather steep. 

The rating of "3" is only if it is possible to have a university-wide agreement so that the price is more in line with the number of faculty and students accessing the contents of the database. 

COST: WILSONWEB ( 2, 3, 3, 2, 3 ) 
Limited scope makes the cost a bit high unless full discount applies. 

This rating is based on all CSU libraries participating. If only 3 to 11 campuses join, the cost would be prohibitive. 

The cost seems high compared to larger image databases like AP/AccuNet and expansive dictionaries like Grove. But I think that this project by non-profit museums deserves support and participation. 

The cost is reasonable in two instances; if a school really needs it (i.e. if they have a big art program) or if all campuses subscribe. Otherwise, the cost isn't really justified for the larger schools given the amount of use the tool will probably get due to it's specialized nature. For smaller schools, the value is better but, again, would be based on need. 

ACCESSIBILITY OF SERVICE: RLG ( 3, 2, 3, 4, 4, 4 ) 
The connection was stable and response was fair throughout the test period. 

I had problems with Netscape though one of our art professors used it and had no problems. While searching, my computer froze several times. This did not happen in the Wilson search. 

Access and connection were fine whenever I tried but response time was occasionally slow. 

I had no problems with speed or connectivity. The speed was especially good given that the images are of high quality. 

No problems with connection or response times. 

I was able to access both databases from work using a PC and from home using a MAC with a 56k modem. I did not experience any difficulties accessing the information or images in either case. However, as to be expected, it took longer to download the larger images using a 56k modem. 

ACCESSIBILITY OF SERVICE: WILSONWEB ( 4, 3, 4, 4, 4 ) 
The connection was stable and response time was very good throughout test period. 

There were no problems in the response time when doing the searching and displaying of images. 

No problems with either reliability or speed. Especially fast given that we're looking at high-quality images. 

No problems with connection or response during this trial. However, I must point out that historically our campus has had unexplained connection problems with Wilson; users being asked for passwords in the middle of sessions; mysterious defaults back to the opening screen; search limiters that spontaneously stop and start functioning, etc. While these problems may be remedied by the new interface release, it is impossible to predict at this time. 

OVERALL ASSESSMENT: RLG ( 3, 3, 3, 3, 3 ) ( Average Score = 3.0 ) 
AMICO from RLG has a very good search interface. However, its holdings should be expanded and more consistent descriptions of its images should be provided. 

This database would be a wonderful addition in terms of the high quality of the images, the cataloging of the material and, the searching ability of the database. 

I think that this is a high-quality tool with a solid interface that will be very useful to some campuses. I'd like to see it made available at lower rates. My opinion is that the interface choice is a toss-up. For the RLG version, I'd like to see more 'help' documentation, an 800 number, and a better history feature. 

This is the sort of product one likes to support because of its exemplary model of cooperation and archiving (rather like JSTOR in that respect). Unfortunately between the Wilson and RLG interfaces we have a choice of two evils; both have significant problems which make them difficult to use. In Wilson's case, it's the display options; in RLG's case, it's the search options. I have extreme difficulty deciding which is worse. My vote goes marginally to RLG, strictly because the thumbnail images display on one's list of results, making it easier to go through them quickly to the desired item, but the searches can be frustrating indeed. 

Access to contemporary copyrighted images of works of art is time-consuming and expensive. Although not all contemporary works are included, AMICO does provide a basis for instructors and students to create visual study guides. It also provides a fairly comprehensive package of older material, but it woefully needs to include more non- western art. AMICO also provides images which are faithful to the original image in terms of coloring, texture, and tone, as well as provided trusted information about the piece. Neither the RLG or Wilson package provides adequate means for instructors to create personalized electronic instructional packages. The art history professors and slide librarians at CSU are interested in creating a shared resource part of which could include the AMICO material. I would be interested in investigating whether it would be preferable to subscribe to AMICO directly and exporting their database into an off-the- shelf package that can be searched and the contents saved for electronic reserves. The art history project may also want to contact the Pharos team whether they could provide an interface that would simultaneously search the content of the Bridgeman Art Library as well as AMICO, and any other art resource that is cataloged by the CSU slide librarians. 

OVERALL ASSESSMENT: WILSONWEB ( 2, 3, 3, 3, 3 ) ( Average Score = 2.8 ) 
Search interface needs some enhancement. 

This database would be a wonderful addition in terms of the high quality of the images, the cataloging of the material and, the searching ability of the database. I was disappointed in that there were no cross links from AMICO to the Wilson Art Full Text. Perhaps this would be a consideration in the future. 

This is a high-quality tool with a solid interface that will be very useful to some campuses. I'd like to see it made available at discounted consortia rates. My opinion is that the interface choice is a toss-up. I'd probably select Wilson just because we have other databases using Wilson, so students will be used to the interface. WilsonWeb also rates slightly higher on help features. Tough call. 

For the Wilson version, I'd be super happy if they linked from Art Abs to the images in this database, though this would be an enhancement, not a basic service. For both, I'd like to see a thesaurus feature. 

Rating for home campus only: RLG ( 3, 2, 2, 3, 2, 3 ) 
Native art of North America is well represented. This tool would meet the needs of many students at our campus from a variety of disciplines. 

This is an excellent product but the cost would be prohibitive. 

My campus offers relatively few courses in the arts, and many of these tend to focus on electronic media. This product, therefore, would not be supportive of our curriculum. 

It's a tough call but I'd probably select WilsonWeb as the interface just because we have other databases using it. Students will already be used to the interface and it rates slightly higher on help features. 

A fascinating product and probably of interest to our art department. However, the price would likely be prohibitive for us at this time. 

At this time we are looking at streamlining our databases and would probably not be able to afford AMICO. However, AMICO would supplement the Bridgeman Art Library. 

Rating for home campus only: WILSONWEB ( 2, 2, 2, 3, 2 ) 
Too much training would be required to overcome shortcomings of the interface and limitations of the content. 

This is an excellent product but if we were the only subscriber, the cost would be prohibitive. 

My campus offers relatively few courses in the arts and many of those tend to focus on electronic media. This product would, therefore, not be very supportive of our curriculum. 


