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Objective 

To review what type of research has been done on public access to ICTs, including issues investigated, methods used, main 
findings, and gaps in the literature. This document summarizes our preliminary findings.  

Description 

This review is based on approximately 80 journal articles and reports on public access to ICTs. It focuses mainly on 
electronically accessible research articles and on research published after 1999. The documents were derived from database 
searches as well as directly from members of the IPAI project community. 

Not included in this review are documents which only describe particular projects, or only discuss public access typologies, 
definitions, or policy, or which critically comment on public access strategies. Also excluded are documents that discuss the 
socioeconomic impact of ICTs in general.  

The initial phase of our research included a language-based inquiry in order to reveal novel and under-appreciated research 
that represents the perspectives of people living in the environments we aim to study.

1
 The languages included in this review 

were English, French, Spanish, Portuguese, Arabic and Chinese. We asked reviewers to focus their attention on identifying the 
most important references in their language, providing thorough summaries with full citations.  Findings from these foreign 
language reviews are intertwined with other references.   

Summary of Findings 

1. Most of the literature leans toward formative (process) evaluation as opposed to summative (impact) evaluations. 
Several reports that claim to be examining impacts in reality present data and conclusions on venue access and use 
patterns. 

2. Studies have not established a clear link between public access to ICTs and socioeconomic change/impacts. 
Researchers are beginning to go beyond anecdotal evidence of public access impacts on end-users, but are still 
limited in their ability to make definitive statements about impacts. There is a trend toward the view that the 
impacts of public access to ICTs are so highly tied to contexts that generalizability may be impractical.  

3. Research conclusions generally still speak to the potential rather than actual impact of public access to ICTs. Aside 
from the fact that impacts are difficult to measure and attribute, this could be linked to the tendency for most 
studies to find that public access is underperforming. Despite overall dissatisfaction with the performance of public 
access ICTs, the perception that they are an important means of bridging digital gaps remains strong. 

4. Limited application or testing of theory and hypotheses. Very few studies are placed in the context of any theoretical 
framework (other than the general idea of ICTs for development). Some exceptions are: 

a. Actor-Network (Ashraf, Swatman, & Hanisch, 2007) 

b. Diffusion of Innovation (Ashraf et al., 2007; Hudson, 2001; Rajendra Kumar & Best, 2006b; Simpson, 2005) 

c. Ecology of Games (Qiu & Zhou, 2005) 

d. Stakeholder Theory (Bailur, 2006) 

e. Sustainable Livelihoods (Parkinson, 2005; Parkinson & Ramírez, 2006; UNCTAD, 2008) 

f. Sustainability/Failure Model (Rajendra Kumar & Best, 2006a) 

g. Descriptive Research Design (Adeyinka, 2007) 
 

Even fewer studies test specific hypotheses, and those that do don’t always fully report the statistics or the process. 
Studies that include some hypothesis testing (with varying degrees of rigor) are: Gitta & Ikoja-Odongo (2003) – 
reasons for using cybercafé, relationship between education and internet use; Miller(2004) – statistical significance 
of findings on gender, occupation and location of infoplazas; Wahid, Furuholt, & Kristiansen (2004) – several 
hypotheses about the characteristics of early adopters of internet cafes (users and investors). 

                                                           
1
 This process, as well as the building of an extensive database of relevant literature, was coordinated by Ricardo Gomez, 

Elizabeth Gould, Rucha Ambikar, and Chris Rothschild at the Center for Information and Society.  
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Types of Research 

1. Mainly project-related studies: The majority of existing research (about 80%
2
) is in the form of case studies 

comprising project descriptions, with an increasing number attempting some type of evaluation of the project. 
Evaluations tend to concentrate on the venue’s level of success in attracting patrons and achieving long-term 
financial sustainability. A few such as Rajendra Kumar & Best (2006a) do concretely evaluate the societal impact of 
services (e-government in this case) (e.g., Amariles, et al., 2006; Arunachalam, 2002; Benjamin, no date; Crump & 
McIlroy, 2003; Gómez & Reilly, 2002; Hudson, 2001; Richa Kumar, 2004; Rajendra Kumar & Best, 2006b; McClure & 
Bertot, 1997; Parkinson & Ramírez, 2006; Sheppard, 2001; Short, 2001). 

2. Emerging non-project related studies: More researchers are attempting investigations of public access to ICTs that 
are not linked to any particular project, or where they are project-related, try to include a selection of projects, 
rather than a single one (e.g., (Aabø, 2005; Bell, 2006; Benjamin, 2000; Black & Crann, 2002; Chigona, 2006; Eve & 
Brophy, 2001; Harris, Kumar, & Balaji., 2003; Haseloff, 2005; Kaiser, 2005; Lengyel, et al., 2006; Mayanja, 2006; 
McClure, et al., 2000; Mercer, 2006; Parkinson, 2005; Poll, 2005; Samarajiva, 2007; Selwyn, 2003; Usherwood, 
Wilson, & Bryson, 2005). These studies are contributing to a body of knowledge concerning public access in 
aggregate as a strategy to reduce digital gaps. Nevertheless, most of these also focus on issues relating to the 
financial sustainability of public access venues. A select few are beginning to attempt more varied analyses such as: 

 Comparing business models, e.g., private vs. public funded (Kaiser, 2005); NGO vs. entrepreneur (Rajendra 
Kumar & Best, 2006b); enterprise vs. social development vs. social enterprise (Mayanja, 2006); private vs. 
community-owned (Siochrú & Girard, 2005). 

 Comparing public access venue types and locations, e.g., school vs. library, telecenter vs. cybercafé (Chigona, 
2006) 

 Comparing the results of public vs. private access, (Lengyel et al., 2006) 

 Comparing results in communities with and without public access venues, (Rajendra Kumar & Best, 2006a) 

3. Public access venue types: At least half of the research
3
 has telecenters as the primary target. (e.g., Amariles et al., 

2006; Bell, 2006; Benjamin, 2000, no date; Etta & S. Parvyn-Wamahiu, 2003; Guzzi, 2006; Hudson, 2001; Kiri & 
Menon, 2006; Richa Kumar, 2004; Rajendra Kumar & Best, 2006b; Kuriyan & Toyama, 2007; Latchem & Walker, 
2001; Miller, 2004; Parkinson & Ramírez, 2006; Rangaswamy, 2006; R. Roman & Colle, 2002; Sheppard, 2001; 
Simpson, Daws, & Pini, 2004). However, there are also several works on other venues: 

 Cybercafés, (e.g., Adomi, 2007; Gitta & Ikoja-Odongo, 2003; Haseloff, 2005; Rangaswamy, 2007; Robinson, 
2004; Stewart, 2000; Wahid et al., 2004) 

 Libraries, (e.g., Aabø, 2005; Bertot, McClure, & Jaeger, 2008; Bertot, et al., 2007; Black & Crann, 2002; Eve & 
Brophy, 2001; Heuertz, et al., 2003; McClure et al., 2000; Poll, 2005; M. G. Roman, Alexis, 2005; Rutkauskiene, 
no date; Selwyn, 2003; Usherwood et al., 2005) 

 Multiple venue types, (e.g., telecenters in libraries, schools, other venues (Chigona, 2006; Strover, Chapman, & 
Waters, 2004), telecenters and cybercafés (Etta & Parvyn-Wamahiu, 2003; Mercer, 2006); telecenters, 
cybercafés and phone shops (Colle, 2000; Mayanja, 2006; Oestmann & Dymond, 2001; Parkinson, 2005); 
telephones and the internet (Samarajiva, 2007); internet and libraries (D’Elia, et al., 2002); telecenter and home 
access (Lengyel et al., 2006)  

4. Geographic distribution of research areas
4
: Most of the telecenter and cybercafé research is done in Asia, especially 

India. Other countries in the region are Sri Lanka, Philippines, Thailand, Malaysia, Vietnam, Laos, Bangladesh, 
Indonesia, and China. In the Middle East, Pakistan, Syria, Jordan, Turkey, and Saudi Arabia. In Africa, South Africa 
seems to be most represented; other countries are Burundi, Tanzania, Uganda, Mali, Mozambique, Ghana, Kenya, 
Rwanda, Botswana, Nigeria, and Senegal. In Latin America, countries include Costa Rica, Columbia, Panama, Mexico, 
Bolivia, Brazil, and Chile. Research in North America and Europe includes the US, Canada, UK and Hungary. A few 

                                                           
2
 Personal estimate. 

3
 Personal estimate. This conclusion is complicated by the different names used to identify development-oriented public access venues 

(e.g., telecenters, community networks, community technology centers, rural internet kiosks). 
4
 Note: needs more reviewing to identify patterns, including analysis of foreign language articles. 
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studies have also been conducted in Australia, New Zealand, and the Pacific. Practically all the library literature is 
based in the US, with additional studies in the UK, Australia and Chile.  

5. Research addressing specific development topics:
5
 

 E-Government (Rajendra Kumar & Best, 2006a; Rajalekshmi, 2007) 

 Economic opportunity (UNCTAD, 2008; Arunachalam, 2002) 

 Agriculture (Richa Kumar, 2004) 

6. Public access venue and impact evaluation frameworks: There is a growing body of work that aims to provide 
evaluation guidelines and recommendations for public ICT access practitioners, policymakers and researchers 
(Brophy, 2002; Eve & Brophy, 2001; Gómez, Hunt, & Lamoureux, 1999). So far, all the frameworks identified 
concentrate on telecenter and library type facilities rather than purely commercial establishments such as 
cybercafés. The telecenter frameworks in particular demonstrate a growing trend towards participatory evaluation 
methods (e.g., Gómez & Reilly, 2002; Hudson, 2001). (See Appendix B for a list of evaluation frameworks). 

7. Literature Reviews: A few overviews of public access research and public access practice. Two major efforts are 
Kuriyan & Toyama (2007), an in-depth assessment of research on rural internet kiosks; and Paul, Katz, & Gallagher 
(2004), a detailed analysis of the geographic distribution, funding sources and activities of projects (including 
telecenter projects) recorded in the Digital Dividends clearinghouse database.  In addition, Poll (2007) has created a 
bibliography of the impact and outcome of libraries. 

Research Questions 

Research questions are often implied rather than clearly stated. The majority (70-80%)
6
 tend to be venue performance or 

user access related. Examples of typical research questions are listed below
7
: 

1. Venue performance-related: (e.g., Aabø, 2005; Bell, 2006; Benjamin, no date; Black & Crann, 2002; Chigona, 2006; 
Etta & Parvyn-Wamahiu, 2003; Kaiser, 2005; Mayanja, 2006; McClure et al., 2000; Oestmann & Dymond, 2001; R. 
Roman & Colle, 2002; Short, 2001; Siochrú & Girard, 2005; Usherwood et al., 2005; Wahid et al., 2004) 

 How has the public libraries’ role changed due to the widespread use of the Internet?  

 Is there a future for public libraries?  

 Will society still need them? (Aabø, 2005) 

 What challenges and benefits arise when a telecenter operates from a public institution? [implied] (Chigona, 
2006) 

 What is the nature of access to ICTs within the telecentres?  

 How relevant (i.e., useful and appropriate) are the services and content offered or available at the telecentres to 
community members and how well do they meet community needs?  

 What economic, infrastructure, social, educational, or political factors contribute to, or are important to, the 
sustainability of telecentres?  

 What is the nature of the social, economic, political, and technological context within which the telecentres 
operate? (Etta & Parvyn-Wamahiu, 2003) 

 Do people in the community know that the centers exist?  

 How well do the centers publicize their services?  

 Do the users believe that the centers make a difference in their lives? (Kaiser, 2005) 

 Is there empirical evidence that in certain circumstances a community owned model has advantages over a 
private enterprise one? (Siochrú & Girard, 2005) 

                                                           
5
 Note: needs more reviewing to identify patterns. 

6
 Personal estimate 

7
 Individual reports contain a mix of research questions. The examples here are characterized according to what appears to be the central 

focus of the research and findings. 
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 What are the main characteristics of pioneering Internet café entrepreneurs in a developing economy? 

 What lessons can be learned from innovators and early adopters of the Internet café business operating within 
centrally located and relatively well-developed areas of Indonesia. What are the main contextual elements that 
could be improved and accommodated in a strategy for diffusing that innovation into more rural and remote 
areas of the country? [implied] (Wahid et al., 2004). Hypotheses: 

o H 1: Since Internet technologies are continuously changing, all Internet cafés, both early and late 
established, will exhibit innovative change. 

o H 2: Early adopters of the Internet café concept will have to expand and re-invest to keep pace with 
technological development and maintain a competitive position. They are therefore expected to 
require a higher level of capital reinvestment in comparison with later business starters. 

o H 3: Early adopters are more highly educated than later adopters. 

o H 4: Early adopters have more advanced technical skills than later adopters.  

o H 5: Early adopters have a higher level of ‘entrepreneurial readiness’ than later adopters.   

o H 6: The early Internet café market is characterized by young customers, who are well educated and 
relatively wealthy. 

o H 7: Internet cafés spread first in urban areas characterized by advanced infrastructure and a 
population with reasonable incomes and ‘modern’ values. 

2. Access-related: (e.g., Amariles et al., 2006; Crump & McIlroy, 2003; Haseloff, 2005; Hudson, 2001; James, 2005; 
Kumar & Best, 2006b; Parkinson, 2005; Samarajiva, 2007; Selwyn, 2003) 

 Who has access to what forms of public ICT sites? 

 How does people’s ‘effective’ access to public ICT sites compare with their ‘formal’ access? 

 Who is making use of different forms of public ICT sites? 

 Who is not making use of public ICT sites and why? (Selwyn, 2003)  

 What does universal access mean and what is it intended to achieve, as stated by policy and national leaders in 
South Africa and Uganda? 

 What forms have shared access centres taken and what is their role in national universal access strategies? 

 What roles do different forms of shared access centres play in development? 

 In what ways can policy makers, donors and supportive intermediaries expand, sustain and use shared access 
initiatives to achieve universal access goals and maximize developmental benefits? [implied] (Parkinson, 2005) 

3. Use-related: (e.g., Amariles et al., 2006; Black & Crann, 2002; Crump & McIlroy, 2003; D’Elia et al., 2002; Haseloff, 
2005; Hudson, 2001; Kaiser, 2005; Rajendra Kumar & Best, 2006b; Parkinson & Ramírez, 2006; Samarajiva, 2007) 

 Who is using cybercafés in the urban areas of India? 

 What are the reasons people use cybercafés? 

 Do disadvantaged groups such as the elderly, low-income groups or those with low education levels use 
cybercafés, or are cybercafés just an additional access point for people who already have access elsewhere? 

 Does the relevance of using cybercafés differ for various groups? (Haseloff, 2005) 

 What is the contribution of cybercafés in providing information services to Ugandans in areas such as education 

and research, trade and commerce, health and recreation? [implied]. Hypotheses:
8
 

o HO1: Most users go to cybercafés for only e-mail services.  

o HA1: Users of cybercafés have other information needs than e-mail.  

o HO2: There is no relationship between users' education levels and their Internet use.  

                                                           
8
 Authors indicate use of chi-square tests but do not report the figures.  
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o HA2: There is a close link between education levels and their Internet use. (Gitta & Ikoja-Odongo, 2003) 

 Why, when computing is available in a socially situated, convenient environment, at no cost, do people choose 
not to compute? (Crump & McIlroy, 2003)  

4. Impact –related: (e.g., Amariles et al., 2006; Bertot, McClure, & Ryan, 1999; Dangwal, et al., 2005; Eve & Brophy, 
2001; McClure et al., 2000; Parkinson, 2005; Parkinson & Ramírez, 2006; Poll, 2005) 

 What are the main direct and indirect cost and benefits to users and non-users?  

 What are the impacts of different key applications (small business support, distant education, emergency 
response, personal communications etc.)?  

 What are the different impacts of successful and failing telecentres?  

 What are social, economic, cultural impacts on different groups within community?  

 What new demands are created by the telecentres?  

 Do telecentres perpetuate the dynamic of urban-rural links or also encourage more exchanges between small 
communities?  

 What evidence is there that telecentres strengthen democracy? Local pride? ( Whyte, 1998;  2000) 
9
 

 What are the advantages and disadvantages of the spread of information technology on the basis of networks 
as opposed to institutions? [implied] (Lengyel et al., 2006). 

 Is the availability of the internet at the telecentre leading to improved livelihood outcomes for local residents, 
especially those who face the most limitations on their livelihood options? (Parkinson & Ramírez, 2006) 

 What is the value and impact of the provision of end-user access to IT-based services in public libraries? (Eve & 
Brophy, 2001) 

 What types of information are people obtaining through the telecenters? 

 Does the information obtained lead to changes in decision making, in livelihood strategies, and ultimately, in 
people’s welfare? 

 Who are and who were not using the telecenters? 

 To what extent does the project have an impact on organizational performance (effectiveness, efficiency & 
viability) of collaborating organizations?  

 Hypothesis: through telecenters individuals will obtain information that could help them make better decisions. 
(Amariles et al., 2006) 

Methods10
 

Case studies dominate. Also mixed methods, usually a combination of interviews, surveys and observation: 

 Household surveys 

 Telephone surveys  

 User exit surveys  

 Non-user surveys  

 Public access venue management/staff interviews  

 User interviews 

 Focus groups  

 Case histories 

                                                           
9
 Impact-related research questions within the proposed telecenter research framework. Not questions examined in an actual study. 

10
 Note: Needs more work. 
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 Observation  

 Usage logs  

 Analysis of financial records 

 Photo documentation 

 Literature review 

 
Experimental research designs are rare, some exceptions being Lengyel et al. (2006) and Dangwal et al.( 2005). Lengyel et al. 
(2006) designed a project in which some residents of a community (in Hungary) were provided with computers for home use 
and were encouraged to share their training and computer access with others in the community. At the same time, 
patronage of the local community technology center was monitored. The objective of the study was to determine the relative 
efficiency of IT learning through institutions vs. through social networks. The study by Dangwal et al. (2005) was designed to 
examine whether children could learn computer skills without formal training. The researchers observed children’s 
unsupervised use of hole-in-the-wall computer kiosks and measured their learning over nine months.  

Research Findings on Impact 

While several studies are framed as investigating the impact of public access to ICTs, the results they produce generally relate 
to impact of various factors (e.g., business models, management/operational issues, technical/technological issues, location, 
community participation, community characteristics, content/service relevance, cost, awareness levels, training and skills, 
demographics) on the use and financial sustainability of public access venues. Findings are mixed but lean towards 
conclusions that public access venues are not fulfilling their potential in achieving self-sustainability, reaching disadvantaged 
populations and bringing about noticeable socio-economic change. Specific results include data on: 

 Venue sustainability  

 Impact of economic, financial, social, cultural etc, contexts on venue performance 

 Level of patronage 

 User demographics 

 Popularity/demand for particular services and applications 

 Barriers to adoption 

 Social and economic impact 

Overall, although the research is still producing scattered results, there are some areas in which trends are becoming clear. 
These, as well as some isolated research conclusions are outlined below in relation to venue performance, access, use and 
impact.  

Findings on Venue Performance 

These mostly focus on issues related to financial sustainability and local relevance. Conclusions tend to discuss the impact of 
contextual issues on the venue, usually in an effort to explain the apparent lack of evidence of impact. Isolated conclusions 
from different studies are also listed below: 

1. A low proportion of public access venues have achieved sustainability. For example Benjamin (no date) concluded that 
less than one-third of Universal Service Agency telecenters had the potential for sustainability. There is no agreement on 
one best model. Several authors emphasize the importance of commercial services, (e.g., Bell, 2006; Oestmann & 
Dymond, 2001). On the other hand, a study by Kumar & Best (2006b) found that access to financial subsidies enabled 
NGO-run kiosks to stay operational while a significant proportion of private kiosks had closed down. Mayanja (2006) 
suggests that the social development model fosters social capital, the enterprise model is stronger on financial 
sustainability but weak on social capital, and a social enterprise model may be a workable comprise (also (Siochrú & 
Girard, 2005). Simpson, Daws, & Pini (2004) point out that economic sustainability is the measure of success in many of 
these ventures, and that these public access points need to reconceptualized as essential community infrastructures like 
schools and libraries, and should thus be supported by government funding rather than viewed as potential economic 
enterprises.  “This would mean re-defining the sustainability of a public access only in terms of the outcomes it produces 
in terms of social and community betterment rather than only in terms of economic gain.” All research indicates that 
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success is associated with a variety of factors including good management, good locations, strong local demand, new 
service development, locally relevant services, external linkages and networking (e.g., Benjamin, no date; Etta & Parvyn-
Wamahiu, 2003; Latchem & Walker, 2001; R. Roman & Colle, 2002).   

2. Venues targeting middle and upper class populations demonstrate greater potential for sustainability (Mayanja, 2006). 

3. Standalone venues attract fewer patrons and/or are more difficult to maintain than centers attached to other 
development-related institutions (Parkinson, 2005; Strover et al., 2004). 

4. Support from public sector service providers facilitates sustainability (Richa Kumar, 2004; Sheppard, 2001). 

5. Findings of the Kuriyan & Toyama (2007) review: 

 Rural PC kiosks are difficult to sustain. 

 Successful rural PC kiosks fall into several categories. 

 Meeting business needs and social development goals simultaneously is difficult. 

 What rural villagers want and what we think they need are frequently different. 

 The kiosk entrepreneur plays the most critical role in the success of a kiosk. 

 A kiosk champion can help sustain a set of kiosks. 

 Services require attention to the entire supply chain, not only to the kiosk. 

 Focus on a single class of services increases likelihood of success. 

 Kiosks do better in towns; kiosks do better in remote villages. 

 Kiosks in offices and schools may provide alternatives to the standalone kiosk. 

 Kiosk usage is dominated by relatively affluent, more educated young men. 

 Per-transaction fees are resisted by many customers. 

 Mobile-phone-based kiosks offer an alternative to PC-based kiosks. 

6. Commercial centers are more responsive to technological change than donor-funded centers (Parkinson, 2005). 

7. Libraries were found to be more willing than schools to host a public access facility (Chigona, 2006). This was related to 
greater perception by libraries that they would directly benefit from the association. 

8. The location of a public access venue has an impact on the services provided and the way it is used. For example, 
Sheppard (2001) found that being located in a healthcare institution led the public access facility to focus on health 
services. Miller (2004) also found that infoplazas inside a library were more likely to be used for study and information-
seeking purposes, while those in other locations were more likely to be used for entertainment and social interaction. 

Findings on Access 

Conclusions generally evaluate access levels/patterns and attribute them to a variety of contextual factors.  

1. In most cases there is a sense that public access venues in rural locations are underutilized, especially by those 
considered most disadvantaged or those who could benefit the most. In western economies such as the US, UK and New 
Zealand, this has been attributed to low awareness levels (e.g., Kaiser, 2005), lack of interest (e.g., Crump & McIlroy, 
2003), or the higher profile of private forms of access (e.g., Eve & Brophy, 2001; Selwyn, 2003). In developing countries 
low patronage has been attributed to affordability barriers (e.g., Parkinson, 2005), or the perception that public access 
venues are appropriate places for highly educated people (e.g.,  Etta & Parvyn-Wamahiu, 2003). However, overall, the 
central explanation given for observed low levels of use is the failure of public access venues to make their service 
relevant to the community. 

2. The research reviewed overwhelmingly indicates that relative to the general population, the primary users of public 
access venues are young, male, relatively well-educated, of relatively higher socio-economic status, not physically 
disabled, and have usually had prior access to the Internet at some other location (e.g., Amariles et al., 2006; Etta & 
Parvyn-Wamahiu, 2003; Eve & Brophy, 2001; Gitta & Ikoja-Odongo, 2003; Haseloff, 2005; Hudson, 2001; Rajendra Kumar 
& Best, 2006b; Mercer, 2006; Parkinson, 2005; Parkinson & Ramírez, 2006; Robinson, 2004; Selwyn, 2003; Stewart, 
2000). Use of these venues by students (high school and college) is particularly noticeable. There are some contrasting 
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findings though, such as Hudson (2001) whose review of projects in three African countries found, in addition to the 
above, that at some sites, NGO staff, medical staff and farmers were major users. Kaiser (2005) found that the users of 
community technology centers in the US were underrepresented groups (in terms of education, race and income). The 
overall trend is seen as a disappointing result by most commentators, however at least one author notes that the 
importance of public access venues to middle class society should not be discounted (Haseloff, 2005).   

Findings on Use 

1. The dominant finding here is that public access venues are used primarily to meet personal and social needs such as 
communicating with friends and family, entertainment, doing homework, and computer skills development (e.g.,  Etta & 
Parvyn-Wamahiu, 2003; Eve & Brophy, 2001; Gitta & Ikoja-Odongo, 2003; Haseloff, 2005; Lengyel et al., 2006; Mercer, 
2006; Parkinson, 2005; Parkinson & Ramírez, 2006; Robinson, 2004; Stewart, 2000; Strover et al., 2004). This is not to say 
that other activities of more direct developmental benefit are not patronized; only that their use is outstripped by 
personal and social activities (Kuriyan & Toyama, 2007). Another trend that is becoming noticeable is that public access 
venue users appear to be motivated by the perception that exposure to computers and the internet will enhance their 
current and/or future employability, (e.g., Kaiser, 2005; Parkinson & Ramírez, 2006). 

2. Specific services for which demand tends to be high are email, internet browsing and computer training. In some 
locations (especially African countries), traditional services such as videos, photocopying, telephony and print periodicals 
are often the dominant services sought.    

Findings on Impact 

There is a limited amount of research output that strongly demonstrates impact. Such findings are usually based on the 
perceptions of venue staff/management and users. In addition, any findings relating to impact can be said to flow from the 
benefits of access to ICTs in general. That is, they generally do not reveal unique contributions of public access as a 
development strategy. By extension however, the most obvious impact of public access ICTs is that the availability, and for 
some populations, accessibility of ICTs within the community is enhanced – hence the prevalence of studies documenting 
patronage levels. Beyond this there is no clear convergence of results on impact. Individual findings and conclusions are listed 
below (in no particular order): 

1. Increase in IT knowledge and aspirations (Lengyel et al., 2006; Mercer, 2006). 

2. The construction of “modern subjects” pursuing global culture, and for whom familiarity and use of the internet becomes 
a marker of their level of development (Mercer, 2006).  

3. Enhanced status of community due to presence of ICT facilities (McClure et al., 2000; Mercer, 2006). For example 
(McClure et al., 2000) found that libraries were seen as an aspect of quality of life within a community 

4. Positive/enhanced attitudes towards public access venues (Bertot et al., 1999; Eve & Brophy, 2001; Sheppard, 2001). 

5. Perception of improved financial well being (personal and business) as a result of access to financial, business and job-
related information; career support; technology training and other IT resources McClure et al., 2000). Including cost 
savings from having access to information resources that users would otherwise have had to purchase. 

6. Facilitation of civic activity (Ashton, 2007), (Finquelievich, 2004) e.g., through access to meeting rooms, voter registration 
etc. (McClure et al., 2000). 

7. Enhanced maintenance of extended family networks (Parkinson, 2005). 

8. Acknowledgement of venue staff (librarian) as an important resource (McClure et al., 2000). 

9. Improved organizational capacity for institutions hosting public access facilities – a result of their access to ICTs, IT 
training, and resultant changes in working practices. (Amariles et al., 2006) found that these changes were more notable 
than community and user impacts. 

10. Computer literacy can be achieved without formal training (Dangwal et al., 2005). This hole-in-the-wall computer study 
demonstrated that children had the ability to teach themselves computer skills. 

11. Resource expanding activities (e.g., teleworking, job search, learning) are more evident in home/private use than at 
public access venues (Lengyel et al., 2006). This study concluded that network-based IT learning was as effective as 
institutionally organized learning, and was possibly more likely to be beneficial for the adult population.  
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12. Availability of e-government services at public access facilities is positively associated with use of certain services. Use of 
these services leads to lower levels of corruption in service delivery (Rajendra Kumar & Best, 2006a). In this study the 
researchers found increased use of birth certificate and old age pension services when residents became aware of the 
lower cost involved in accessing them at the internet kiosk, including people who would otherwise not have availed 
themselves of the service through the traditional means. 

13. Telephone use is more popular than internet/computer use (Samarajiva, 2007). 

14. Social exclusion of non-users/no improvement in social equity (Mercer, 2006; Parkinson & Ramírez, 2006).  

15. Limited evidence of employment-related benefits (Lengyel et al., 2006; Mercer, 2006; Parkinson & Ramírez, 2006). 

16. No change in low levels of community sociability and trust. Development of instances of envy (Lengyel et al., 2006). 

What is missing/under-researched? 

 Systematic impact analyses: Research so far can be characterized as relating to outputs and outcomes rather than impact 

 Macro level impact analyses (see Ashraf et al, 2007) 

 Impact of public access vs. private access or other investigations to identify the value added by public access ICT facilities. 

 Measurement of magnitude of impacts 

 Determinations of impact timeframes  

 Impact of public access on specific sectors (health, education, civic engagement, etc) 

 Impact of “development”  vs. leisure activities at public access sites 

 Cost-benefit analyses of public access provision 

 Comparison of different public access business models 

 Comparison of different public access venue types 

 Examination of libraries as public access ICT venues (in developing countries) 

 Incorporation of telephony in particular and technological convergence in general 

 Theory applications 
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