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Understanding Telecentre evaluation frameworks through the Venezuelan Infocentros programme



ABSTRACT

There is considerable debate surrounding the situation in which the use of Information and Communication Technologies (ICTs) presents enormous opportunities for economic and social development. Generally defined as “physical spaces that provide public access to ICTs for educational, social, personal and economic development” telecentres constitute a new trend in international development, notwithstanding that when evaluating the impacts of these initiatives, academics and practitioners are only “scratching the surface”. While scarcely used in practice, a plethora of evaluation methodologies has been developed. Successful applications of telecentres remain rare, and due to the large investment requirement necessary to these initiatives, there is a growing need for better monitoring and evaluation. This paper examines the telecentre evaluation initiatives in the Venezuelan Infocentros programme, in order to establish the depth of the telecentre evaluation practices and experiences. The analysis uses a framework built from both earlier and more recent evaluation literature and then assesses the approaches followed in the different evaluations of the Infocentros programme carried out so far.  
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INTRODUCTION
There is considerable debate surrounding the situation in which the proliferation, diffusion and appropriate use of Information and Communication Technologies (ICTs) present enormous opportunities for economic and social development  (Madon, 2000; Heeks and Kenny, 2002; Wade, 2002; Avgerou, 2003; Ciborra, 2003). The spread of ICTs brings hope that development in all its aspects can be achieved, and, indeed, officials everywhere are using technology to improve their countries.

ICTs, however, are not a shortcut to economic, social and political development (Madon, 2000; Wade, 2002). Development goals are frustrated in many cases by the realisation that uneven access and the inability to use ICTs pose serious threats as they may accentuate existing gaps between the “haves and have-nots”. These gaps are known in the aggregate as the ‘digital divide’ and since the formalisation of the phenomenon, academics have debated its definition, its global spread and its evolution. 

One of the solutions commonly expounded to bridge existing divides is the implementation of telecentres. Telecentres can be broadly defined as places which offer public access to telecommunication services (Hudson, 1999). Other authors (Gómez et al., 1999a) place emphasis on the implementation and usage of telecentres as a support in the effort to achieve greater development. Since the 1990s, when Hungarian telecentres were built, incorporating the ideas of socio-economic development and the internet, numerous international organisations and governments have focused on the implementation of telecentres, particularly in developing countries. The International Development Research Centre (IDRC), for instance, states that “Telecentres are a new trend in international development”  (Reilly et al, 2001). In Latin America for example, many kinds of telecentres have been implemented ranging from the most basic to multi-purpose technology centres which combine various advanced digital services. 

In Venezuela, as with many other developing countries, there has been grave political, social and economic unrest. Recognising the potential impact of the use of ICTs for socio-economic development and being conscious of the existence of the digital divide, Venezuelan officials have been implementing efforts to reduce the gaps between Venezuela and other countries and between rural and urban Venezuelan populations. Since 1999, new policies have been created to aid the democratisation of internet access. The creation of the Ministry and Science and Technology, a new Telecommunications Plan and the definition of a model of community telecentres and the initiation of a pilots project in the last quarter of 2000 are key parts of this policy initiative. 

Infocentros - the Venezuelan telecentres programme – was officially created in 2000 as a part of a state strategy which pursued extensive incorporation of technology in order to foster democratic internet access and to reduce inequalities which hinder the development of Venezuela. Infocentros is almost four years old and its vision, objectives and management strategy have changed several times.  Although many of its original objectives have been retained, the project has been reformulated – as “Infocentros II” – alongside development programmes which introduce ICTs with developmental purposes and are complementary to Infocentros have been introduced. 

With public funding at stake, the need for effective evaluation – an inherent part of human nature – becomes apparent. Evaluation, being broadly defined as the assessment of value or worth, in this case in social terms, is applied throughout social systems.  This continual assessment may be justified here with regard to the large sums of investment funding in place, notwithstanding the absence of any international donor or agency involvement. 

Given that telecentres are development projects which introduce ICTs pursuing development, they will be exposed to similar evaluation problems as with Information Systems. Subjectivity, assessment of intangibles and a plethora of evaluation frameworks with positivist approaches are some examples of these problems. 

This paper offers an interpretive approach in the form of a case study into the problem of telecentre evaluation. The case of Venezuelan Infocentros is introduced as a means of studying the validity of the relevant literature. Additionally, the case will be used to answer the research question, which is concerned with the way in which evaluation of Infocentros is carried out in practice. Furthermore, an evaluation framework is constructed from the different evaluation literature reviewed, in an effort to analyse which approaches are used in the different evaluations of Infocentros carried out so far. 


Additional questions this paper addresses are:
-	Have the current telecentre evaluation frameworks been taken into account when evaluation of Infocentros is considered?
-	How different are the evaluations carried out so far and how have they evolved in terms of the approach or methodology followed?

Research into telecentre evaluation is important firstly because of the vast sums of money currently spent on these projects. Secondly, academics and practitioners have developed a myriad of frameworks for this purpose but they are seldom used in practice. Moreover, telecentres can be used to support other ICT and development projects such as e-government, education, and health programmes. Finally, there are few successful cases of the implementation of telecentres which aid development; an illustration of the need for better monitoring and evaluation of these initiatives.

Given the inherent restrictions of this paper, this study begins by reviewing Information Systems evaluation, development project evaluation and telecentre evaluation literature. The following chapter presents the theoretical framework which has been created for this analysis. The methodological aspects of this work are then offered and these are followed by the presentation of the case study and the analysis of findings. Therefore the existing limitations in this work and its conclusions are set out in turn. An examination of the arguments together with future suggested research in the area completes the study.


Literature Review

When considering evaluation, there is a multiplicity of concepts and terms included in the literature. Key evaluation terms have more than one meaning or terminology that are applied to the same concept. Notwithstanding this diversity, the adverbs, ‘complex’, ‘difficult’, ‘political’, ‘social’, ‘subjective’ and ‘challenging’ are commonly included in evaluation definitions. (Cummings, 2001; Mbabu, 2001; Hirschheim et al., 1998; Saunders, 2000; Mabry, 2002)

Identified as a serious constraint to the development of a coherent body of evaluation literature and an obstacle when evaluation experiences are shared with learning purposes, this variety of concepts and terminology relating to evaluation have been classified and clarified by some studies (Cummings, 2001; Khadar, 2001). For example, Cummings argues that terms such as ‘evaluation framework’, ‘conceptual framework’ and ‘logical framework’ are used interchangeably. Khadar states that the words ‘evaluation’, ‘impact’ and ‘performance’ are defined and used in different ways by academics and practitioners.  

Other studies attempting to organise the evaluation literature have tried to classify or to make an inventory of evaluation frameworks and approaches according to the specific object that is going to be evaluated. (Baruah, 1998; Hirschheim et al., 1998; Cummings, 2001) Hirschheim and Smithson, for example, categorise Information Systems evaluation literature; Baruah offers a classification of conceptual frameworks used in the development context.
 
IS Evaluation 
As in many other disciplines, various studies have been carried out in the field of Information Systems (IS) evaluation. Hirschheim and Smithson (1998), for example, developed a framework to classify IS evaluation literature based on the fundamental assumptions of different evaluation approaches. The framework comprises three zones and classifies the literature into a continuum from highly rational / objective (analytic perspective) to political / subjective (interpretivist perspective). The efficiency zone, at one end of the scale, includes approaches that are based on logical and objective assumptions with emphasis on efficiency – ‘doing things right’. (Hirschheim et. al, 1998) Approaches in this zone measure performance/quality against a point of reference or given yardstick (Swanson et al, 1991; Grady, 1993).  

Effectiveness, in the middle zone, concerns ‘doing the right things’ and mainly measures risks, management, user satisfaction and usability.  There is a plethora of effectiveness techniques for evaluation of IS, for instance, Return of Investment evaluation (Brealy and Myers, 1991) or Cost Benefit Analysis (King and Schrems, 1978), two of the most widely applied in formal evaluations. 

Although Efficiency and Effectiveness approaches have been extensively adopted in practice, many weaknesses have been identified in these evaluations. For instance, Effectiveness techniques are unable to capture the intangible and qualitative benefits that IS can bring (Farbey et al, 1992) and to establish monetary value of or to measure every element in the cost-benefit analysis is not easy or objective.  Similarly, techniques evaluating usability (Tyldesley, 1988) are criticised because although usability criteria can be quantified there is subjectivity regarding the measure in use and its applicability (Hirschheim et. al, 1998).

The understanding zone, at the other end of the scale, tries to develop an understanding of evaluation. Recognising that evaluation is problematic, the interpretivist perspective does not focus on measurement per se, but provides an explanation of the evaluation processes taking into account subjective, political and social factors (Angell and Smithson, 1991).  Studies on Understanding or Interpretivist approaches are increasingly found in the literature. Using phenomenology, hermeneutics, contextual and processual elements, philosophy and other social sciences, academics have proposed alternative views of evaluation problems. 

Based on Pettigrew’s ‘contextualism’ (1985), approaches that employ a context, content, and process framework are part of a growing body of interpretivist studies in evaluation (Symons, 1991; Walsham, 1993; Serafeimidis et al, 1996a; Serafeimidis et al, 1996b; Serafeimidis et al, 2000;). Serafeimidis and Smithson’s framework (1996a, 1996b), in particular, proposes a multi-perspective approach that consists of three interrelated layers – context, content, process – taking into account organisational values, potential outcomes, associated risks and social structures. 

Using phenomenology and considering issues of power, Introna and Whittaker (2002) offer an alternative to the objective/subjective dualism presented in Hirschheim and Smithson’s classification. They argue that evaluation is also a political process and that immersed in an organisation constituted through power asymmetries, evaluation is an ongoing conversation without a specific start or end which reflects a unity of action and cognition. Based on Soft System Methodology (Checkland, 1981), Avgerou (1995) proposes a framework for evaluating IS that considers negotiation and consultation and whose purpose is to find whether the system can be implemented within the organisation’s culture and whether the specific benefits that were specified are achievable. In addition to these interpretivist views of evaluation, Land (1999) offers a modified version of Kaplan and Norton’s (1992) balanced scorecard, which using a socio-technical approach, adding the perspective of employee. 

Despite this variety of studies offering alternatives for understanding the problems of evaluation, these approaches are not used in practice. It has been claimed that they are not implementable, that some of them have implications for practice and that they are time consuming and expensive. (Symons, 1991; Canevet, 1996; Walsham, 1999; Hirschheim et al, 1998) As Hirschheim and Smithson have argued “…while progress has been made by some academics in utilising interpretive approaches, there is a little evidence of its acceptance by practitioners”.

Evaluating Development
Development projects have been implemented with a particular idea of the meaning of development. Over the past few years, development definitions have changed and this has been demonstrated in the focus used when designing policies. Definitions first considered development in terms of economic growth, however in recent years, development has been seen from a more integral perspective in which a variety of elements are taken into account such as poverty alleviation, health, education, well-being, and the building of a democratic society. The theory or definitions of development that motivate programmes and projects will have implications for their evaluations. 

Frameworks used in a development context have different origins and have been classified into six general types: Domain-based (using key dimensions of sustainability), Causal (i.e. causal relationship between health and pollution reduction), Sectoral (focuses on health, education, information, etc.), Goal-based (focuses on social well-being, basic needs, prosperity), Issue based (based on popular trends i.e. ICTs) and Combination frameworks that combine the above. (Baruah ,1998) All large development organisations (i.e. The World Bank, UNESCO) have their own methodology for evaluating development programmes. In the particular case of ICTs for development projects, various frameworks have been developed to evaluate specific projects including e-government, tele-medicine, and telecentre initiatives (Menou, 1993; Correa et al, 1997; Saunders, 2000; Mook, 2001, Madon, 2003). 

Notwithstanding the existence of these frameworks, there is debate in the field concerning the criteria used when evaluating development interventions. It has been argued that evaluation exercises must consider the non-deterministic and situated nature of ICTs (Avgerou, 2002). Contrary to techno-optimistic approaches (Schech, 2002), when evaluating development, ICT innovation must be viewed as a situated socio-technical processes and the context encompassing these processes must be considered (Avgerou, 2002). The analysis of technological outcomes and changed work practices is not enough, thus the scope of the analysis has to consider changes in ways of thinking and attitudes of participants (Walsham, et al, 2000). 

Generally classified as direct, indirect and induced, impacts are defined as the outcomes or effects of a process or an interaction, thus impact studies attempt to demonstrated the changes between an initial situation and a new one (Menou, 1993, 1999; Menou et al, 2001; Michiels and Crowder, 2001) Although they have been critiqued by their limited interpretations of social well being, there is a proliferation of participatory approaches to measure developmental impacts of ICT interventions (Chambers, 1995). These approaches attempt to capture evidence to establish indirect impacts – the most difficult to identify – however, there is a lack of robust methodologies to obtain this information (Madon, 2003). Consequently, recent literature presents frameworks which examine developmental impacts of ICTs using Sen’s work (1999) on capabilities and entitlements (Madon, 2003, Gigler, 2004) 

Telecentres Evaluation
Similarly to evaluation literature on Information Systems, there have been considerable efforts in recent years to develop frameworks which consider the role of ICTs, particularly in terms of telecentres. From the publication of Hudson’s work in 1984 (Hudson, 1984), there has been a growing interest in research into evaluating efficacy and impacts of telecentres. Telecentre literature offers a variety of approaches and frameworks for assessment, such as the Lanfranco Framework (Lanfranco, 1997), the International Telecommunications Union (ITU) (Ernberg, 1998a, 1998b), and the Acacia initiative of IDRC (Whyte, 1999a). Ernberg (1998a, 1998b), for instance, has developed a research framework for evaluating ITU’s telecentres, which though not been carried out thoroughly, provides an extensive and helpful questionnaire profile. Whyte (1999a) produces an interesting review of evaluation techniques, suggesting indicators for sustainability, performance, application of information, and social and economic impacts. Furthermore, a variety of stakeholders are considered, and basic research questions, reporting, analysis, research methods, and indicators for demand of services are recommended.

Measuring a combination of social development impact and economic sustainability of telecentres, Goussal (1998) suggests social development indicators that evaluations of impact should consider, including social characteristics such as demographic statistics, quality of life and social services. Detailed economic models are offered in this model and it is suggested that evaluation should start from impact-driven bottom-up criteria, recognising the need for economic sustainability but not disregarding poorer communities.

A compilation of IDRC’s studies (Gómez and Hunt, 1999a) offers comprehensive frameworks for evaluating telecentres. In these studies, templates for using a multi-dimensional research approach and diverse approaches to evaluating telecentres are provided. Hudson’s study (1999) for example, looks deeply into developing research for telecentre evaluation. Scharffenberger (1999) proposes a telecentre evaluation methodology and survey instruments and it is particularly helpful in noting problems encountered when implementing evaluations. Whyte (1999b) offers an approach to evaluation of telecentres.  In general, aspects such as how to plan an evaluation, methods for conducting research, how to design initial research questions, categories that define telecentres, and telecentre indicators, are discussed in these studies. 

In the same collection, Harris (1999) states that identifying “output measures” relates to the additional benefits that result from utilising of  telecentre services by the community and that they focus on establishing the impact on the community accessing new information sources. He believes that output measures are more important than technical measures because they “provide the acid test for telecentre evaluation”(Harris, 1999). Holmes (1999) provides a gender analysis of telecentre evaluation and offers an examination of issues that affect women’s access to ICTs. How gender can be meaningfully integrated into evaluation is addressed, with aspects of men and women working as telecentre managers and operators, similar experiences across developing countries, and women being served by the telecentres also analysed. Further research in gender evaluation methodologies (GEM, 2003) has presented numerous methodologies such as storytelling to engage telecentre users and community members. It is argued that storytelling, by itself and combined with other tools, is a “potent way to evaluate projects”.

Addressing the weaknesses of the literature in terms of case studies showing how these methods are applied from start to finish, and that earlier studies were isolated from regions’ context that may affect telecentre development, which makes difficult regional comparisons, Reilly and Gómez (2001) offer a study comparing evaluation approaches in Asia and Latin America. Drawing on IDRC’s evaluation experiences in these regions, and using the “guiding principles for sound Telecentre Evaluation” (Gómez and Hunt, 1999a) as a framework, regional and institutional differences were observed when evaluating telecentres. In addition to regional comparisons, the proposed framework intends to determine the usefulness, the responsibility in financial terms, and the abilities to build local capacity and to share lessons of evaluation. 

With a particular emphasis on private sector participation in telecentres, the National Telephone Cooperative Association (NTCA) offers an interesting approach for impact assessment (NTCA, 2000).  The methodology differentiates the types of impacts – direct, indirect and induced, and impacts over time. Recognising that few methodologies have considered indirect and induced telecentre impacts, and that impacts and influences change over time, the methodology distinguishes between ‘pre-start-up’, ‘early impacts’ (1-2 years), ‘mid-life’ (3-4 years), and ‘late-life’ (5-7 years) phases when evaluating telecentres. 

Studies in the case of Venezuelan telecentre evaluation practices are scarce in the literature (Urribarrí, 2003). Urribarrí’s work, for instance, offers a critique of the role of Venezuelan ICT policies, the Infocentros project, and development objectives. Moreover, when Venezuelan activities have been assessed, results have been expressed in terms of rankings or global indexes (UN/ASPA, 2002; CAVECOM, 2003; Finquelievich, 2003; West, 2003). The dimensions included in these studies assessed technical aspects such as number of applications, internet users, policies and infrastructure, rather than ICTs’ impacts on Venezuela’s situation. Similarly, other studies have mentioned only Venezuelan telecentre practices without offering any critical analysis of its evaluation practices. (Gómez, et al, 1999b)

Particular cases of Latin American countries’ evaluation experiences are presented in the literature (Baron, 1999; Delgadillo et al, 1999; Herrera, 1999; Robinson, 1999, San Sebastian, 1999). One could argue that the challenges of and solutions to Venezuela’s telecentre evaluation are similar to those of other countries in the region, however, and although there are similarities in language, history, political and socio-economic situation and culture, a specific context examination is required.


THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK
Drawing on the literature review, this paper now moves towards an explanation of the evaluation exercises carried out so far on Infocentros, or ‘an evaluation of evaluations’. An interpretivist approach – associated with the ‘understanding zone’ – it analyses the evaluation processes through considering context, is used for the analysis. In particular by using Pettigrew’s contextualist approach (1985), whose components of analysis include the context, the content and the process, this study explains the interactions between the processes of evaluation of Infocentros and the context within which they have taken place.

According to Pettigrew (1985), the contextualist approach is useful in early approaches to organisational change because it focuses on two levels of analysis – horizontal and vertical level –and the interconnections between the two over the time. The successive interconnections of events in historical, present and future time are referred to as the horizontal level. Similarly, the vertical level refers to the environment, including the national and international environment within which change takes place. 

The contextualist framework provides a theory for research into change, which can also guide practice. It helps to examine change as a process in an historical and contextual way. Furthermore, the approach makes a distinction between the object of change – ‘the what of change’ or the content -, ‘the why of change’ or the context which refers to the issues or factors in the environment in which the change occurs, and the process – ‘the how of change’- which analyses how the change process unfolds in a temporal manner (Pettigrew, 1985).

Pettigrew’s ideas have been considered for the specific case of IS evaluation for Serafeimidis and Smithson (Serafeimidis et al, 1996a; Serafeimidis et al, 1996b), who purposes a content-context-process model which the content of evaluation answers what is measured or monitored by considering the criteria and values. The context (internal and external) responds the questions: why is the evaluation carried out?, who is involved?, are there conflicting aims or interests?, and what level of change is aimed at? Finally, the process considers how the evaluation is done?, how the issues are perceived? when the evaluation is done?, how often is it done?, how the results are to be made available?, and how are they linked to organisational learning? The analysis, in conclusion, will utilise a W-framework approach based on the ideas discussed above for the assessment of each evaluation of Infocentros, and a posterior analysis of the changes and evolution of the whole evaluation practices in the Infocentros Programme. A summary of the W-framework is provided in Table 1.

Table 1- W-Framework
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CONTENT of evaluation

1) WHAT 

What is measured or monitored? 

CONTEXT of evaluation

2) WHO

Who is involved?

Who initiates the evaluation?

Who designs the evaluation?

Who carries out the evaluation?

Who reads evaluation reports?

PROCESS of evaluation

3) WHY

Why the evaluation is carried out?

Why does the evaluation start?

Why does the evaluation end?

What is the purpose of evaluation?

What level of change is aimed at?

are there conflicting aims or interests?

4) HOW

How the evaluation is done?

Aspects evaluated, Methodology or approach adopted

Is the methodology precisely followed?

How the choice of methodology constraints the outcomes 

How long will the data be collected?

How the issues are perceived?

How the results are to be made available?

How the results are linked to organisational learning?

How often is evaluation carried out?

How is evaluation perceived?

5) WHEN

When does the process start?

When does the process end? 

When is evaluation carried out in terms of development cycle?

When the results will be available?

6) WHERE

Where is the system evaluated?

How many places are evaluated?

Who chooses where to evaluate? 

Where the results will be available?
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When considering the ‘WHAT’ component of evaluation– the content-, it has been argued that different types of IS require different types of evaluation frameworks (Farbey, et al, 1995).  As a consequence, it was found necessary to complement the W-framework with a more specific telecentre and ICT-for-development analysis tool. Specifically by expanding the W-framework with ‘The Guiding Principles of Telecentre Evaluation’ (Gómez, et al, 1999a). In sum, the ten criteria for telecentre evaluation are incorporated into the analysis as a means to complement the general W-framework’s Context-Content-Process evaluation approach. We intend to provide an analysis of the different evaluation processes which allows a concurrent comparative analysis of the evaluations of Infocentros carried out so far. 

‘The guiding principles for evaluation of telecentres’ document was built from discussions among telecentre practitioners and researchers, and primarily gives guidance for telecentre evaluation to be “useful, financially responsible, builds local capacity; and enables shared learning” (Reilly, et al, 2001). A list with the principles is shown in Appendix 3.

Reilly and Gómez (2001) used these principles for a regional comparative study between evaluation practices used in Latin America and in Asia. In this study, these principles will be used to compare approaches used in Venezuela but in the different evaluations of Infocentros Programme. A summary of the guiding principles is presented in Table 2 (Reilly et al, 2001).


Table 2- The guiding principles for evaluation of telecentres
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1) Participatory

All relevant stakeholders, including users and non-users, 

are involved in the evaluation process.

2) Socially Inclusive

Evaluations explicitly address, include and provide 

differentiated information about the experiences of 

sub-groups in a society (gender, age, culture, 

religion, etc.).

3) Locally Grounded

Evaluations are context sensitive. (By way of 

explanation, this may imply relying on available 

expertise or taking into consideration local practices, 

world views and priorities.)

4) Public and Transparent

Evaluation results are publicised in ways appropriate 

to all relevant stakeholders. Evaluation processes are 

transparent.

5) Methodologically 

Choices of methods and tools are appropriate for the 

Appropriate

context and use, balancing replicability with 

usefulness and methodological robustness with 

practicality.

6) Sustainability Enhancing

Evaluations contribute to making telecentres more 

viable, to enhancing services and to making them 

more relevant.

7) Capacity Building

Lessons learned – both failures and successes – are 

documented during evaluations and are used to 

empower telecentre practitioners and users. Training 

is carried out where a need is identified.

8) Reflective of Shared

Evaluations are based on a common understanding of 

Visions

the telecentre mission, the evaluation process, the 

goal of the evaluation, and how results will be used.

9) Strategically Oriented

The evaluation strategy is incorporated into the 

project design and reflects project objectives. It is 

focused on clear questions that are important to 

stakeholders.

10) Gender Sensitive

The evaluation strategy, process, methodology and

tools are sensitive to the particular realities and needs 

of women. Women are consulted in the development 

and realisation of evaluative processes.
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Research Approach
An interpretive, exploratory case study approach has been selected as the most appropriate for the purposes of this paper. One of the reasons behind this selection is that the main research question concerns the way telecentres are evaluated in practice. Case studies offer the ideal research strategy to answer this kind of questions (Yin, 1989).  In addition, Yin (1989) argues that case studies are adequate to address new phenomena in realistic circumstances; telecentres are a relatively new phenomenon in Venezuela. Moreover the problem of telecentre evaluation needs to be studied in context. Such an approach accords with the Information Systems research approach which considers the correlation between contextual factors and the use of ICTs in development – that is, situated studies (Avgerou and Madon, 2002). 

The research was conducted within the National Centre of Information Technologies (NCIT), the Venezuelan government institution in charge of the Infocentros programme.  The empirical work in this research was conducted mainly through qualitative semi-structured interviews (Appendix 4), using open-ended questions in order to ensure a high degree of veracity, and additionally, to provide useful insights into the way the evaluation process is performed. Directors of the NCTI, including its President, Executive Director and Project Manager, and staff in charge of evaluation directly supervised by the Project Manager, were the people interviewed to gain an insight into their criteria for telecentre evaluation and their opinions about the programme. Notwithstanding that there is a new division in the NCIT called Infocentros, it was not possible to work in conjunction with directors and staff of the department because at the time of this study, they were “in an intense period of openings”. Academics and practitioners related to the ICT and development sector in Venezuela were also interviewed in order to obtain viewpoints from those unrelated to government. 

Given the senior positions in government of many of the respondents and due to the importance of avoiding any biased responses, full confidentiality of the data provided was promised to the interviewees. Informal discussion sessions were also performed in an attempt to verify the evidence supported in the formal interviews. 

Within the interviews, several main themes were pursued. First of all, general aspects about the Infocentros programme were addressed such as its evolution, impacts and managerial issues. Secondly, Infocentros evaluation mechanisms including: opinions about earlier evaluations, evaluation strategy or methodology, teams and criteria for samples and pilots were examined. Finally, it was the intention of the study to establish the impact of past evaluations in terms of influence on improvements to the programme and as learning exercises for later evaluations.

Relevant official documents such as the past evaluation reports of the Infocentros Programme and NCIT reports about the creation of the Infocentros programme were secondary sources also examined. Some Infocentros in Caracas were visited for the purpose of contributing to the current situation of the programme in terms of its evaluation and its evolution and to see to what extent recommendations from past evaluations were considered. Similarly, brochures, official gazettes, NCIT’s, and Infocentros’ web sites were examined in terms of information on policies and procedures implemented during the period. 

Data for this study was collected across a six-week period, beginning at the end of June 2004. All data collected was analysed and used to answer the research questions outlined above. Evidence from questionnaires, relevant documents and websites was also incorporated to offer comprehensive answers to the primary and secondary research questions (Yin, 1981).

The methodology on which this paper is based mainly draws on the application of the theoretical framework above and the analysis of primary and secondary sources, interviews, observations, and web site examination. Interest in this initiative derives from its unique context and importance, and that, as a Venezuelan citizen, the author is interested in the efforts which have been implemented to improve Venezuela’s political, economic and social problems. 
 

Evaluation of Infocentros 
Administrative Reform in Venezuela
Although it is not the purpose of this paper to analyse the process of administrative reform in Venezuela during the Chávez administration, it is opportune to mention briefly the sequence of the implemented reforms in this period in order to understand the context and nature of the government which created the Infocentros Programme. 

During the presidential campaign Mr. Chávez proclaimed that his main purpose was to clean up the mess that 40 years of corrupt administration had left behind; he would govern with new legislation, new staff, and new institutions to rebuild the country. After two referendums, Venezuela had a new constitution, new ministries, a new congress and the country has a new name “República Bolivariana de Venezuela” rather than “República de Venezuela”. In the same vein, many ministries and institutions changed their names and citizens supporting the president’s ideas were hopeful that these reforms would bring about prosperity (D Sylvia and Danopoulos, 2003).

Creating the Science and Technology Ministry and the NCIT in 1999, Venezuelan officials pursued the establishment of guidelines and projects promoting the use of ICTs in the public sector. The Venezuelan government implemented “the Platino platform”, a centralised model of citizen assistance whose main purpose is the improvement of the relationship between citizens and the State. One of the most important Platino objectives – in terms of digital divide reduction - is the promotion and consolidation of an ICTs culture across the nation and in Venezuelan society. 
 
In terms of policies for the diffusion of technologies, the government established the use of the Internet in all public entities as compulsory. (Official Gazette, 2000) Additionally, the legal framework for contract bidding recognises the use of electronic means as a valid method for sending and receiving information related to the process.  Initiatives promoting the citizens’ use of ICTs include the Infocentros project – the implementation of 240 telecentres in the country - and a public schools programme through the Bolivarian Telematic Centres.

In 2000, a Telecommunication Law was approved, regulating the sector and creating funding mechanisms in order to promote research and development in information technology. Legislation concerning the transmission of electronic messages has regulated electronic signatures since 2001, providing security for electronic transactions. Likewise, certification authorities were created alongside the correspondent superintendence.  

It can be noted that this was a dynamic period in terms of administrative reform, however one may temper this view in the light of events some three years later, arguing instead that these reforms were merely superficial. Support for the President began to diminish with the apparent failure of the administration. New ‘names’ were not enough to improve the country’s key conditions, and institutional changes fell short of expectations. 

Despite the country’s oil wealth, a product of recent oil price recovery in the international markets, 80% of Venezuelans are still poor in 2004. The opposition maintained a campaign to see Chávez ousted and a referendum was activated after the collection of signatures from 20% of the population triggering a recall mechanism inserted into the Venezuelan constitution by Mr Chávez in 1999. After a combative referendum process in which claims of fraudulent activity were offset by authentication of the result by international observers, Mr. Chávez was confirmed as President with 58% of votes. Although the country remains polarised in terms of support for Mr Chávez, he will be president until January 2006. Some analysts argue that Mr Chávez has won people’s hearts and current support with extensive school, health and technology programmes – called missions – and that these programmes were intensified just before the referendum. (BBCi, 2004) For example, telecentres were used for Mr Chávez’s campaign with some advertising exhorting people to riot “… let them steal your benefits, defend your Infocentros” and just before the referendum, telecentre facilities were used for checking citizens’ electoral information through an e-government application.  Although the future of Venezuela after the referendum cannot be predicted, it can be argued that this administration’s social programmes are important government tools at least as a means for gaining political support. 

The Genesis
In 1997 the Venezuelan government launched the “Cabinas de Acceso Publico a Internet” project - Internet access public cabins - which was the first programme which intended to provide mass access to information technologies to all social classes.  Following the basic model of a franchise, which had been implemented in Latin America and other developing countries, users were asked to pay a minimum fee for the services offered in the cabin such as printing and scanning of documents, access to the internet, and usage of computers for word processing. With this scheme the financial sustainability of the project was viable and three cabins were implemented in each public library under this model.

It was then, during 2000, that the President declared that additional services would be charged to people but internet access and the usage of computers in cabins would be free services. In this context the programme name changed to Infocentros and, with this presidential declaration the financial sustainability of the project is questioned. (Barrera, 2002)  

Infocentros was one of the programmes included in the New Information Technologies National Plan 2000, which also included The Intelligent Portal, Thematic databases for health, environment, commerce and science and technology, and a dot COM incubator. (NCIT, 2000) All these projects were linked to the philosophy of the Infocentros because they promoted shared knowledge when this is produced through the use of ICTs.  

With actions and objectives defined, the NCIT and the Ministry of Science and Technology (MST) began the planning and management of the project which resulted in the Infocentros strategy. Infocentros was a pilot project for the initiation of a global strategy oriented toward the development of a national connectivity platform which allowed the immediate achievement of the objectives of the democratisation of new ICTs.
 
With a defined strategy for the programme, the first evaluation of the project was carried out in order to establish a telecentre model. The evaluation concluded that the most relevant model for a telecentre was the old Venezuelan public cabin with some additional concepts coming from other countries’ experiences. As a result, a unique telecentre model for Venezuela was defined in accordance with its social characteristics. (NCIT, 2001)

As a result of this evaluation of the programme, an Infocentro was defined as “spaces with the minimum infrastructure, equipment and ICTs – in terms of its parallel and distributed computational architecture – which will be configured according to the context in which it is going to be installed physically…”(NCIT, 2001). This meant that each Infocentro was going to foster the creation of the particular services required by each particular community.    

In philosophical and social terms, an Infocentro was “a space open to the general public, for providing services to institutions and individuals and which offers many opportunities for handling information through new technology…” ”an Infocentro should encourage training in ICTs, the opening of spaces and alternative practices which allow the linking of the community and with this, it can contribute to the improvement of its conditions”. (NCIT, 2001)

In sum, the implementation of the Infocentros programme was conducted in seven basic stages:
Promotion campaign and diffusion to authorities and other interested parties
Reception of proposals, inspection and validation of proposed spaces
Adaptation of infrastructure in approved spaces
Furnish by awarding contracts to bidding companies
Installation of Infocentros
Training of personnel
Connection and start up

During the initial period of Infocentros, no formal evaluations were carried out. The government and polling companies provided only limited statistics, showing the evolution of Infocentros usage and Internet penetration in Venezuela. (CAVECOM, 2003) Notably, these studies did not measure the impact of Infocentros on social and economic development. Officials interviewed stated “we were in an intense period of installations, we needed to install 240 Infocentros and we did not care for evaluations at that moment”…”The project had to become known and after that we cared about assessing it”.

Analysis The Genesis 
The Content
Following what is common in initial phases of telecentre projects, a pre-operation planning or “start-up” evaluation was carried out during this period. A proposal or idea for the project was evaluated after the presidential resolution of “free Internet access for the people”. The programme had defined objectives which had to be implemented through a telecentre model.

The Context
There is no evidence outlining those involved in this evaluation. Official documents however state that principally directors of MST and NCIT participated, but responsibilities were not indicated. Indirectly, Venezuela’s president initiated the evaluation with his declaration of free internet services, which entirely altered the direction of earlier policies and telecentres implemented thus far. Apart from officials who read and signed the official reports, citizens were informed of the results of the evaluation through a presidential press conference.

The purpose of the evaluation included the definition of a telecentre model which was adapted to the presidential declaration and as a consequence, to the recently defined telecentre strategy and objectives. Moreover, with the provision of free services, the financial sustainability of the project came under threat, thus a financially sustainable model was needed which would support this new schema.  A new implementation strategy, which allowed short-term implementation of pilots was also necessary as a product of these changes. In terms of construction and technical specifications, the intended model had to be relevant to Venezuela’s situation. One could speculate that this evaluation did not precede a decision making process, on the contrary, it can be argued that the decision to include a specific model of telecentre with free services had already been taken by the president, and even if this model was not the most appropriate, it became the schema was to be implemented. Consequently, it can be also argued that this position had implications for the evaluation since its outcomes had to reflect the president’s plans.

The Process
MST and NCIT staff evaluated the programme in terms of technical feasibility, technical infrastructure and equipment. Furthermore, the managerial feasibility of the project was also evaluated in order to implement the project in the short term. Designing the project required the creation of a model which in addition to technical aspects, also included theoretical-conceptual and methodological concerns in order to develop Infocentros according to appropriation, quality, participation and economic sustainability criteria. Although there are no specific details about who for, how long, when, and how the evaluation was carried out, it was noted that the methodology included research which assessed evaluations and telecentre experiences in other countries, with the purpose of establishing the most relevant aspects in terms of the construction of a model telecentre. The official documents and people interviewed did not provide details about the criteria used to choose countries and experiences to be examined nor whether the process of evaluation included additional activities.  In terms of the project’s development life cycle, it is clear that this evaluation can be considered a pre-operations planning or “start-up” evaluation, which is commonly carried out in the first stages of a project. 

The fact that, the methodology included the assessment of other countries’ experiences indicates that at least there was the intention of learning from other projects’ successes and failures. Despite this, there is no information to indicate what information from these projects was analysed, and if these experiences influenced the evaluation results.  These latter, expressed as the new telecentre model and the implementation strategy, are available in official documents and also on the websites of Infocentros and NCIT. Data collected in this study did not provide evidence to determine who decided: where, what, how and when were the results going to be available. 


Evaluation UNESCO 2002
After a year of operation, the authorities recognised that Infocentros had, in some way, to be linked to the community and that this depended on particular cultural contexts and the socio-economic needs of communities. Furthermore, project co-ordinators warned that evaluation of the management of Infocentros was needed as were comprehensive sustainability studies and the implementation of mechanisms for linking communities to Infocentros. (Barrera, 2002) A new Infocentros evaluation – the first formal one conducted was then carried out.  

Conclusions stated the that Infocentros project was found to be very fragile in its concepts and operation, and a sustainability framework was proposed in order to correct and improve these aspects. Similarly, it was suggested that a higher degree of participation and linking with communities was needed, and that some positive impact was being achieved in terms of improvement of ICT literacy.  Aspects of social and financial sustainability were also mentioned by the report, giving special emphasis to the definition of short and long term objectives and adaptability to changing social, economic and cultural circumstances of communities. Additionally, a business plan was proposed in order to define more clearly how sustainability of the project was to be achieved. The conclusions of the UNESCO evaluation are presented in Appendix 5.

Analysis Evaluation UNESCO

The content
This first formal evaluation intended to assess the performance of the infrastructure installed, services and staff, along with early impacts that the programme had or was likely to have. Aspects of financial sustainability were also considered as were the way in which these were related to the impact of the programme on communities. 
 
The context
In the different stages of the evaluation several groups of stakeholders were involved. In terms of initiators, the evaluation began because NCIT directors and Infocentros programme co-ordinators were worried about management, financial sustainability and linking to community issues.  A proposal for a new sustainability scheme (which considered the free nature of the services offered by Infocentros), a business plan, and recommendations for the improvement of the management and appropriation of Infocentros were necessary. Moreover, in terms of schedule, the programme was nearly two years old and a formal evaluation was needed. Additionally, a proposal of mechanisms for linking Infocentros to communities was required. The planning division of the Information Society of UNESCO was hired by NCIT for the designing and carrying out of the study, NCIT staff were also involved in designing tasks. UNESCO, on the other hand, sub-contracted an academic, who had managed the telecentres project in Panama in 2000. 

It was found that the study was omitted or not known of by current officials in NCTI. Even staff in charge of the planning and designing current evaluation practices did not know of this evaluation. During interviews and informal sessions the author informed current officials about the UNESCO evaluation. It may therefore be argued that only the NCIT directors who ordered the study had access to its results.  Moreover, current officials –mainly directors - were not interested in commenting on UNESCO conclusions. On the other hand, staff working on evaluation 2004 of Infocentros showed more interest and asked to have access to the document. One could argue that these omissions and ignorance exist because previous NCIT directors ordered this study. Similarly, the report’s conclusions were critical, especially in terms of the sustainability of the programme – a problem at that time - and perhaps this aspect was not a ‘convenient’ issue to release to the public or to admit to. 

The Process
The function of the evaluation followed Hudson’s (1999) criteria, which distinguishes between formative and summative functions of evaluation. Formative evaluation of Infocentros was carried out with a focus on how well the project was working, changes and improvements that should be made and lessons learned. Infocentros’ summative evaluation focused mainly on the degree of Infocentros goal achievement – impacts on community in terms of development or a difference made by the project. (Hudson, 1999) 

The evaluation methodology included the use of questionnaires to collect the data needed. These questionnaires were based on relevant telecentre studies such as Proenza’s sustainability study (Proenza, 2001) and Whyte’s assessment methodology (Whyte, 2000). They were intended to identify needs, levels of satisfaction and, to a minor degree, the impact of Infocentros on communities.  Time available and limited mobility were mentioned as the main limitations of the study because the time frame did not allow more Infocentros in rural areas to be visited.  This was considered important because in some cases Infocentros were managed by entities which apparently had more roots in the communities and these could have enriched the recommendations provided by the study. Additional data collected included: NCIT reports, web site examinations, interviews, questionnaires and discussion sessions. 

Data collection from questionnaires was carried out with the Infocentros’ operators, the process lasting one week. A psychologist was in charge of the development of the questionnaire that was going to be applied in UNESCO’s evaluation and periodically after. Appendix 6 shows the utilised questionnaire.  Interviews and observations were carried out by UNESCO staff. There is no evidence however, which provides information on how long these sessions and observations lasted. With observations and interviews of operators it was intended to characterise Infocentros’ context, space distribution and technical infrastructure. Similarly, the quality of service offered by the operators and their enthusiasm were assessed and also whether they followed procedures established in the operation manuals. Operators were interviewed about peak hours in the centre, average number of users per day and also busiest day(s) of the week. Connectivity quality – speed –and performance and the quality of printing and scanning services were assessed.


The study was done considering two pilots Infocentros, which were selected by NCIT, in order to fulfil the purposes of the evaluation. Additionally, UNESCO staff visited other Infocentros and public internet access centres, in both rural and urban areas by using comparison with the pilots as a benchmark. When assessing other Infocentros and centres not included in the pilots, applied questionnaires were modified, for example when examining the Infocentro in a women’s penitentiary centre, income questions were eliminated in order to avoid any discomfort among respondents. 

Results were available in a report, although presumably they were presented to NCIT directors during a formal presentation session. Contrary to earlier evaluation results, the report is not available on any official website related to Infocentros. For example, the Infocentros website has a webpage that shows programme evaluation reports but the UNESCO evaluation is not available there. One may argue that results presented in this study had negative implications for NCIT officials because they were not in accordance with expectations.

This situation may also support the argument that the evaluation was not linked to organisational learning. Just one document referencing the UNESCO evaluation was found in official NCIT papers. This describes a new ICT and development programme called  “Gerencia Social del Conocimiento a traves de Infocentros” – Social Management of Knowledge through Infocentros – and it mentions some recommendations concerning the mechanisms for linking Infocentros to the community that were proposed by UNESCO. 

Interesting recommendations and results were provided in this evaluation but many of them have not been considered or implemented thus far. For example, the study recommended the creation of an Association of Infocentros to establish a body that allowed the sharing of experiences between the centres, and also the recommended sustainability framework for the project, which was given as one of the purposes of the evaluation. NCIT argued that strong political rivalry was the reason for infrequent collaboration between Infocentros, because some centres are located in areas where local authorities belonged to political parties which opposed the current administration. 


Evaluation IDC 2003
After changes to NCIT personnel, a second formal evaluation of Infocentros was conducted in 2003. A mixed team including staff from the International Data Corporation (IDC) of Venezuela, NCIT and consultants was constituted. IDC gave its opinion about the sustainability of the programme and argued its effectiveness was acceptable. Nonetheless, it identified the need to revise and analyse management because there was a risk to medium and long-term sustainability.  Despite these viewpoints, it was argued that the potential sustainability problems were reduced by the relationships already established between Infocentros and the communities, which had been assessed as more than acceptable (IDC, 2003). 

Results presented in the study began with information about the context of Infocentros included in the sample, indicating also the economic activities and behaviours generated in the communities. Results also offered information about Infocentros’ services and new activities produced through the implementation of Infocentros, and also people’s opinions about scarce resources in the centres, which affected the performance of services. The study offered statistics on Infocentros’ user profiles and attitudes. The most important part of the study – Evaluation of social Impact of Infocentros – analysed the data collected according to three defined areas.  

To conclude, the study offered recommendations for increasing the impact of Infocentros and positioning them as the most important social programme implemented by this administration. Among the general recommendations presented was periodic monitoring of the programme through the annual updating of data offered by the study. The identification, measurement, comparison of this data and furthering studies of indicators of progress and delays were strategies suggested to correct problems, financially support the programme, and extend and maintain the programme over time. Specific recommendations related to evaluation of Infocentros are included in Appendix 7. 

Analysis Evaluation IDC
The content
The second evaluation of Infocentros aimed at identifying impacts that the programme had or was likely to have in social, educational, technological and economic areas. This resulted, at least in definition, in a consideration of a ‘wider’ information system, which involved software, hardware, people, context and interactions. Aspects of sustainability were also assessed in a broader context because sustainability was considered not only in financial but social terms.


The context
With the purpose of evaluating social, educational, technological and economic impacts of Infocentros, NCIT hired the International Data Corporation (IDC) of Venezuela. The main purpose of the study was the provision of information that allowed the identification and maintenance of achievements attained by Infocentros so far (IDC, 2003). The evaluation had the political role of giving credit to the presidential administration because at that time it was being ‘evaluated’ by citizens, and implemented social programmes required “positive” evaluations. It can be argued then, that evaluation was indirectly initiated by the president and explicitly by NCIT directors. Negative outcomes were not permitted and team, methodology, and evaluation results, were designed ad-hoc to achieve that purpose. The results of evaluation were to be read primarily by officials and after “they were going to be known by people in order to confirm the outcome of the [Chávez] revolution”.  Additional objectives of the study included the formulation of recommendations for maintaining and incrementing achieved impacts, and the definition of evaluation needs of the programme.

The Process
The process lasted four months and the evaluation methodology included four stages: Conceptualisation, Elaboration of Indicators, Collection of data and Tabulation and Interpretation of results. 

Indicators defined for the study considered statistical variables, context characterisation, and impacts on context and users. (See Appendix 8) Once indicators were defined, five different questionnaires were designed: Community and Context, Infocentros, Co-ordinator / Operator, Users, and Person of context. (See Appendix 10) For the assessment of impacts of Infocentros, indicators were classified according to a model for evaluating and measuring the achievements of Infocentros, which was designed by IDC with the collaboration of NCIT staff, and defined three areas of study in order to fulfil the evaluation objectives. 
Management: measured the quality and effects of management of Infocentros, especially those related to sustainability.
Relations and Co-operation: measured Infocentro ability to co-operate in context, responding to needs, and generating relations between different elements of the community.
Position: measured the perception of Infocentro in terms of the community served, and how users, operators and co-ordinators, and people of context are affected according to the social benefits perceived by them.  
Each area was related to questions in the instruments of data collection for all samples, and the three areas together constituted a unique block of indicators of impact.

The levels of impact were qualified in the following areas:
The changes produced by the incorporation of new elements and habits in the community.  
Levels of usage of Infocentros
Levels of Management
Levels of capacity from lack of services
Levels of users’ attention 
Co-operation relationships between Infocentros, NCIT and local technical service and maintenance companies. 

Samples included in the study were defined according to the number of Infocentros and staff, people in context, and user population. For the collection of data, two phases were needed, the first collected data from five Infocentros pilots – designated by NCIT - in order to validate and perfect the instruments for data collection. The second consisted of the application of adjusted instruments to the rest of the sample according to observations from the first phase. For data collection, questionnaires were supplied around the country by a team of trained pollsters. 

Similarly, the study included an evaluation of the effectiveness of Infocentros that resulted from the combining of the Management and the Position areas through the indicators ‘service offer’ and ‘number of visits’. The general impact of the programme was then described from two perspectives, a quantitative one, defined by three of the areas mentioned, and a qualitative one, defined by the sectors that had an effect on educational, social, economic, technological and political impacts. 

This study has been extensively used by NCIT directors as a tool for the promotion of the programme in different presentations i.e. UNDP’s meetings and national and international summits. After publication in June 2003, other social programmes were created as a product of many of the recommendations, for example “Social Management of Knowledge in Infocentros” programme. 

During formal and informal meetings with NCIT staff and Directors, a wide knowledge of this study was expressed, and in many cases considered the only evaluation of Infocentros carried out so far. Among the positive aspects, evaluation staff mentioned that it provided “a pile of useful information” to NCIT, it offered an insight into the programme that was new at that time, and it outlined the situation of Infocentros. Similarly, evaluation was considered positive because it fulfilled its objectives and purposes, and it was useful in showing results to the media and entities related to the programme. 

Negative aspects of the evaluation enumerated that results, effects and impacts of the programme had not been correctly established, impact results were abstract, and the evaluation did not show all impacts of Infocentros. It was also mentioned by NCIT staff that UNESCO’s evaluation was not considered as an antecedent, or was not known of by the staff participating in the study. Similarly, some staff currently working on future evaluations of Infocentros mentioned that the methodology did not consider any of the frameworks and studies in the telecentre evaluation literature.  


Future Evaluation 2004
After some discussion sessions and interviews, it was established that NCIT was planning a new evaluation of the project corresponding to the year 2004. Although this evaluation is only a proposal, it presents interesting issues which can contribute to a better understanding of the evaluation of Infocentros. It is also important to note that this evaluation strategy was presented to NCIT directors in May 2004 but at the time of this study, the Project Management division, in charge of evaluation, had not received any answer to the proposed evaluation plan. 

Analysis Future evaluation 

The content
Recognising the weaknesses of past evaluations in terms of indicators, it is intended that  a new process which considers telecentres, their context, and their interactions can correctly establish the various impacts of Infocentros. 

The context
Since Infocentros does not have a specific evaluation schedule, an objective of the 2004 evaluation is the establishment of periodic evaluation and monitoring processes of Infocentros. It has been stated that the learning of lessons, obtained from these evaluations will be the foundation for evaluation strategies of other ICT and development programmes at NCIT.  The hope is the definition and implementation of policies and strategies for the  evaluation and monitoring of all projects managed by the NCIT’s Project Management division.

While the evaluation team is enthusiastic about this study, NCIT directors do not express interest in the evaluation planned nor Infocentro’s evaluations in general. According to the NCIT’s President “for an accurate evaluation is needed to know what you are evaluating, and at this moment objectives and philosophy of Infocentros is changing. We care more about the evolution of the programme, if it is evolving is because it is responding to the changing needs of communities”.  Evaluation staff expressed their opinions about the directors’ attitudes and questioned whether they understood the objectives of the proposal or whether the presentation sessions and materials were not clear enough. On the other hand, other directors, recognising the weaknesses of earlier evaluations, are aware of the need for evaluation and show more enthusiasm for this new evaluation project. It can be argued that for senior Directors this evaluation does not have a ‘political’ objective and usefulness, “enough” positive results of the Programme were obtained in the IDC evaluation.

Recognising the lack of support from directors for the new evaluation and the large investment usually involved in the evaluation of large-scale projects, evaluation staff worry about the future of the proposal and have started to think that the plan is too ambitious.

Initiated by NCIT’s Project Management Division, the evaluation team of the division has been working on a plan since 2003. The evaluation team is still at the negotiation stage. However, the plan includes a research team to be formed with a sociologist, two statisticians, and an economist included. The incorporation of PhD students and NCIT staff is also planned for the implementation of this evaluation strategy, and the development of tools and pilots. Apart from NCIT staff, there is thus far no explicitly stipulated audience or intended recipient of  this process of evaluation. 

The Process
The evaluation strategy for 2004 is the product of a compilation/adaptation of frameworks in the telecentre evaluation literature, which have been created by international development organisations and academics.  Among these frameworks consulted are, for example, the World Bank’s impact evaluation framework, IDRC’s framework and Olistica’s impact assessment tools. 

The initial plan defined by the evaluation team will be applied first to a sample of pilots, and afterwards, to all Infocentros. Once the proposal is approved by directors, a stage of information gathering will begin – on small and medium scales- followed by implementation of defined monitoring and assessment strategies across the national Infocentros project.

Despite there being no complete and detailed information about this new evaluation exercise, the suggested categories for the analysis in the 2004 evaluation were mentioned by the NCIT staff and these include: results, effects and impacts of Infocentros, and analysis of the national context and the internal community factors. A complete specification of these categories is included in Appendix 9. Moreover, there is not yet information available to establish what, how, where and when evaluation results will be available.

how is infocentros evaluated?

Evaluations of Infocentros have followed the standard cycle of impact assessment, which includes a pre-operations planning or ‘start-up’ (Genesis), ‘early impacts’ (UNESCO), ‘mid-life’ (IDC) and  ‘late-life’ (future evaluation) assessments. (NTCA, 2000)

A quantitative approach has been generally used, being the most important: the nature of client demand for services and user satisfaction. The sources give priority to the use of surveys although interviews with operators and technical staff have been included. Techniques such as story-telling and focus groups have not yet been considered.  Qualitative approaches, which provide ‘information, knowledge and even wisdom about the impacts’ (NTCA, 2000) were used on fewer occasions and mainly focused on interviews and observation.  

Similarly with other telecentre experiences, only direct impacts – empirically observed - have been assessed in Infocentros. In the developing world, there have been few evaluation and impact assessment methodologies identified which account for indirect; – attributable to telecentre, - and induced; – changes through sequential causation - impacts (NTCA, 2000)

When examining the object of evaluation, a progressive incorporation of more IS elements, such as context, people of context and interactions with Infocentros has been observed. Content created for Infocentros, has not been considered here, as has occurred in evaluations of other developing countries which have introduced ICTs for development (OneWorld et al, 2004). Similarly, users’ problems when accessing content in different languages has not been contemplated. 

In terms of people who initiated, were involved in, designed and carried out evaluations, there were significant differences. NCIT directors obeying very specific political requirements mainly initiated evaluations. Processes which were not initiated by senior officials (2004 evaluation), have not had the necessary support.  Although externals have been hired to plan, design and carry out evaluations, NCIT staff have been permanently involved in these tasks. Participatory approaches have been ignored so far, so not all stakeholders have been actively involved in early stages of evaluations.  Readers of evaluations reports have been defined depending on the outcomes of evaluations.  


Despite the fact that the finding of sustainability formulas, the need for a business plan, and the necessity of linking Infocentros to communities, have frequently been cited as the purposes of evaluations, there is a strong political ingredient in assessments, this has been made evident by the given uses of evaluation results and the ‘strategic’ moments at which reports have been released.   

Infocentros in Light of the Guiding Principles
Participatory
Although with the evolution of the project, the evaluations have considered a “wider” IS, participation has been augmented only in terms of application of surveys. For example in IDC evaluation, a specific survey focusing on context was designed and applied. Telecentre operators, and users and non-users viewpoints and opinions have not been involved when planning of evaluations and target groups have not been identified. Only during stages of survey testing on pilot telecentres were operators and users answers and reactions considered in refining the surveys. Viewpoints and needs are important and local and national stakeholders’ opinions should be included using a participatory approach which mainly focus on local context (Whyte, 2000; Reilly et al, 2001). 

In the particular case of the pre-operations evaluation, participatory needs assessments were not performed. This confirmed the position that the task is rarely performed prior to installation or formation of telecentres (Michiels et al, 2001). The priorities of the project, even in terms of evaluation, tended to be influenced by the interests of externals – in this case the President of Venezuela and Directors of NCIT rather than community-based organisation. (Michiels et al, 2001). For example, the implementation strategy produced by the pre-operations evaluation, did not include significant and fundamental aspects, which are derived from the global telecentre experience, such as direct participation and discussion with communities and assessment or self-evaluation of progress of the Infocentros in the short and medium terms (Whyte, 2000). 


Socially Inclusive
Due to the non-participatory approach that has been used in Infocentros evaluations it could be argued that they have not been socially inclusive either. The IDC’s evaluation however, attempted to design samples in which different social groups in terms of gender, age, and education level were considered. This was an improvement, because earlier evaluations collected information on randomly chosen users. Differentiation of social groups, however, was shown when evaluation results were provided in reports, which in each evaluation were separated according to age, gender and occupation.  

Locally Grounded
Consideration of local context has been applied only in certain areas. It has been evident in terms of Infocentro context characterisation, but not in the participation of local user, non-user and operators. Despite evaluations having evolved and started to incorporate more IS ‘elements’ when collecting data - from the context, people in context, operators and users - surveys have not been designed for adapting to local contexts of Infocentros, and the same surveys were applied to the total sample. Reports of evaluations, however, have discriminated between different regional results, although these were shown after into tables with national information. UNESCO’s evaluation for example, attempted to use local expertise when operators were in charge of data collection tasks, however, this ‘step forward’ did not involve continuity and IDC evaluation used non-local ‘professional pollsters’ to gather the information. 

Public and Transparent
The public character of evaluations can be questioned due to the UNESCO evaluation having omitted all stakeholders. Results of other evaluations have been publicised because they helped in gaining credit and prestige for the administration.  It is not a coincidence that only positive results have been made public to stakeholders. In the same vein, even publicised positive results could also be questioned because evaluation reports are the result of interpretations made by authors and immediate recipients of results. (Menou et al, 2001). It is important to note that during the preparation of this study, reports and material related to the UNESCO evaluation were provided by people in the Venezuelan ICTs and development sector. There remain questions about the transparency of the evaluation processes.


Methodologically Appropriate
Evaluation exercises in Infocentros have evolved methodologically. While first attempts involved a limited number of Infocentros, IS elements, indicators, and evaluation team members, later ones have diversified.  Evaluation 2004, for instance, is considering more complex indicators of impact assessment and is examining numerous existing methodologies. Despite the evolution, it could be said that the methodologies utilised are inappropriate. Mainly quantitative measures have been used which can offer ‘scientific’ results, however the exclusive use of this type of measurement is not appropriate when impacts have to be quantified (Menou et al, 2001). This approach could have been replicable with samples but it has been very useful. Similarly more participatory evaluations are needed.

Sustainability Enhancing
Sustainability issues are always present in telecentre discussions, because telecentres offering access and training to poor communities tend to have difficulties surviving. (Whyte, 1999b, OneWorld et al, 2004). Due to the irrevocable charge-free character of Infocentro services, the problem of sustainability in the financial area is never-ending. Infocentros evaluations have  given special significance to financial aspects of the project although aspects related to staff capability (Baark et al, 1998), community acceptance (Whyte, 1999b) and service delivery (Colle et at, 2002 ) sustainability have recently begun to be considered. Although other countries’ experiences have shown that supporting telecentres exclusively by government funding is not financially and politically sustainable (Colle et al, 2002), Infocentros still uses a charge-free schema. Sustainability recommendations in evaluation reports are limited as a result of this presidential resolution. One could argue that financial sustainability is not a concern of government. As a populist tool with total presidential support and one which can potentially produce results for this government, the programme’s required funding will be provided to ensure its survival. 

Capacity Building
Evaluation practices in Infocentros are weak in terms of learning and capacity building. Although findings of earlier evaluations have been included into the objectives of future evaluations, for example, recommendations for linking Infocentros to communities, and financial sustainability issues, there remain some efforts to be made in terms of learning from evaluations. For example, the fact that earlier evaluations are ‘intentionally’ hidden, shows that negative results of the programme or failures in evaluation methodology are not used as learning lessons in order to avoid future mistakes in evaluation. Having appropriate documentation, there will be always information available, even in cases of high rotation of personnel; a frequent factor in government organisations. 

Similarly, due to the non-existence of an association grouping of Infocentros, the opportunities for sharing, comparing and documenting experiences between them is limited. Using participatory approaches, Infocentros would be actively evaluated by their operators and users which would produce ‘learning evaluations’ (Reilly, et al, 2001). Training will have to be provided to operators so they can help in the determination of community needs and opinions. Additionally, simple mechanisms– i.e. suggestion boxes – would contribute to the collection of users’ complaints and suggestions.

An expressed intention to learn from ‘experts’ was found however, during the planning of IDC evaluation. NCIT staff participated in telecentre forums and mailing lists in order to obtain specific recommendations in conducting an evaluation of impact. Nonetheless there is no evidence to establish whether given recommendations were followed. 

Reflective of Shared Visions
Although there are no defined specific roles played by different stakeholders in Infocentros evaluation, when evaluating the programme all stakeholders have been given no clear idea of the purpose of the evaluation, evaluation needs and how this information was going to be used.  To illustrate, users, non-users and operators have not participated when planning and designing evaluations and this has limited their understanding of any evaluation ‘vision’. 

Strategically Oriented
When carrying out Infocentros evaluations, survey questions for gathering information have been used principally, these allowed evaluators to control the strategic orientation of evaluations. There is not sufficient evidence, however, to determine to what extent defined evaluation strategies were incorporated and reflected into others areas of the projects.  

Gender Sensitive
Infocentros evaluations have not considered gender issues in terms of strategy, process, methodology and tools utilised.  Despite the fact that recent exercises, specifically the IDC evaluation, applied some sampling methodologies in order to secure a well-balanced sample, participation of users and particular social groups has been limited and, as a consequence, so has the specific participation of women in the processes.  Some studies have shown evidence that the use of ICTs is equally divided between men and women (OneWorld et al, 2004), however, modes of use differs with more technical skills dominated by men. It is important to establish – with the correct participation, methodology and tools - the way in which genders are using or failing to use Infocentro services, because computer skills can have a significant empowering effect on women (Holmes, 1999; Menou et al, 2001; GEM, 2003).




Limitations 
There are certain limitations to this study.  Given the time limit for gathering the information, some officials who are currently involved with the project and others, who participated or were involved in past evaluations, were not available for interview during the data collection period. Their viewpoints could have contributed to a more comprehensive analysis of evaluations carried out so far. Additionally, the study is not a longitudinal study and respondents were asked about events taking place over a considerable period of time. 

Moreover, evaluation is inherently subjective (Angell and Smithson, 1991; Hirschheim and Smithson, 1998) and the criteria used to evaluate telecentres and to analyse past evaluations might not provide accurate measures. Different evaluators can view the same situation from their own perspective and because this study is “an evaluation of evaluations” it is not free of this problem of perception (Mabry, 2002). Finally, various dominant perspectives in evaluation have been equally represented in the framework built for this analysis. It is possible however that other methodologies and frameworks could have been overlooked and that the framework used here, though comprehensive, may not be entirely so.   


Conclusions and further research
This paper set out to offer a comprehensive analysis of evaluation practices carried out by the Venezuelan government when assessing the Infocentros programme. IS, Development and Telecentre evaluation literature has been used to help establish an analysis framework when examining the evaluation initiatives. Despite the limitations detailed at the outset, this study has been conducted with rigour and offers insight into the nature of the evaluation of telecentre practices in the specific instance of Venezuela.

One of the central conclusions that can be drawn from the foregoing discussion is that a universal model of telecentre evaluation does not exist. While the implementation of a specific model of telecentre depends on a country’s specific circumstances, so too does the evaluation of these initiatives, thus each country develops a model suitable to its needs or in line with what the evaluation seeks to demonstrate. 

As development potential is not yet fully realised in Venezuela, and more time is needed before final outcomes and overall achievement of benefits and impacts of telecentros on society are observed with regard to policies and on the overall governance of developing countries, the findings of current evaluation and monitoring initiatives may prove unsatisfactory or unconvincing in the achievement of an exhaustive evaluation of the telecentre programmes as a whole. Yet there remains a core validity in respect of the particular projects evaluated in Venezuela. 

Research on and the carrying out of evaluation implies also an increase in evaluation budgets, time devoted, and evaluation skills. Yet little money or will for this exists in developing countries. These remain uninterested in evaluation initiatives (unless they provide some political benefit) nor in learning exercises for future evaluations, because developing countries continue to be subject to problems of administration. Moreover, evaluations can be difficult, political and subjective, but it is better evaluate than do nothing, even if the methodology, motivations and context are imperfect. Comprehensive evaluation has to be a learning process, which each evaluation providing lessons for the next, and as a consequence of the overall process itself. 

There is a plethora of methodologies and frameworks for telecentre evaluation offered by the literature but in practice, they are not strictly followed or even worse, not considered. Evaluations are carried out following specific political interests and as a means that contribute to political discourse, - an excuse for re-election or as a populist tool. Despite more comprehensive frameworks and methodologies being known of by officials, evaluations are performed using political criteria and positivist approaches, which tends to show a deterministic use of technology which assumes development because people have internet access.  

For the moment, it appears that there is a favourable climate for improvement in Venezuela as a consequence of the changing context in the political and socio-economic realities, yet it is too early to provide definitive verdicts. As in many other developing countries, Venezuelan officials are attempting to create at least the appearance that government is concerned about less favoured citizens and they are ceaselessly creating social programmes in order to benefit them.   

Further research is needed to verify the proposed model for examining evaluation of telecentres and to propose other models to be applied in evaluation of other ICT and development projects both in Venezuela and in other developing countries. Taking into account that the project evaluation for 2004 is at the planning stage, further research will be needed in order to show to what extent the planned evaluation strategy is followed, the quality of that evaluation and whether officials and evaluation team expectations have been satisfied. Moreover, further research will allow the completion of this analysis by including in 2004, additional evaluation exercises, and thus securing a more comprehensive picture of the evolution of evaluation procedures in Venezuela. 

Further research is also necessary in evaluation of other development programmes which introduce ICTs for development in Venezuela, in order to compare findings and conclusions and thus provide a richer picture of the current problems of practice in evaluation of development programmes. Finally, according to Hirschheim and Smithson (1998), there is a need for further research in the “understanding zone”; that the functions and nature of evaluations should be understood, similarly with limitations and problems of any evaluation process. This paper attempts to contribute to the challenging area of evaluation. It is hoped these results may benefit other Venezuelan developmental initiatives.
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		conaTEL EN PORCENTAJE		4.78%		6.31%		6.45%
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Source: CAVECOM, Study of usage and Internet penetration in Venezuela, 2003


2 - Evolution of Infocentros usage 2000-2003
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3 - Guiding Principles for telecentre evaluation

Guiding Principles of Telecentre Evaluation  (Gómez and Hunt, 1999):
The following synopsis is based on a brainstorming session involving all meeting participants, held at the conclusion of the gathering. It represents the group’s collective determination of basic principles to guide our work in telecentre evaluation. Ideas were generated in response to this query:

What basic, guiding principles will ensure that telecentre evaluation:
(a) is useful;
(b) is financially responsible;
(c) builds local capacity; and
(d) enables shared learning.

Guiding Principles:
People-focused, participatory evaluation design, sensitive to gender and the local context
(Focus on people, Participatory, Horizontal participation, Users and non-users, Contextually sensitive, Involve stakeholders early in the process, Build up from local cultural paradigms, Identify target groups, Enhance women’s participation)
Design the evaluation process to ensure quality and sustainability
(Dynamic costing arrangements, Viable business, Constant quality of service with diminishing external support, Ensure that cost vs. resources are realistic)
E=L2: (Evaluation = listen and learn)
(Use available expertise, Listen!)
Both successes and failures will be analysed through the evaluation process
(Learn from failure and innovation)
The evaluation result will be disaggregated and used to conduct training workshops
(Oriented towards strengthening and empowering practitioners and intermediaries, Builds capacity tools).
Clarify purpose
(Make sure all stakeholders share a vision of what questions the evaluation needs to answer
and how this information will be used, Focus on critical issues)
Use adaptable and replicable methods
(Replicable research design, Easy to do, Evolving Design for local context and project, Variety of methods, Adaptable, responsive frameworks, Transcend project boundaries)
Ensure the process is open and transparent
(Make it public!)
Design an Effective Mechanism to Communicate Results
(Craft evaluation for intended audiences, Strategic partner impact, Report findings in appropriate multiple formats, Have appropriate learning incentives, Proactive feedback, Participation in regional international telecentre evaluation)
Include evaluation from the start and in all stages
(Build evaluation into project design, Consider accessibility and equity considerations, Start from the objectives of the evaluation) 



4 - Infocentros Evaluation Questionnaires

I. General questions (NCIT Directors, Project Manager)
Project evolution and factors triggering these changes in the Infocentros Programme 
Differences between your administration in NCIT and the earlier ones
Positives and negative aspects of Infocentros 
Why is the Infocentros Programme an independent division inside NCIT?
How is the Programme related to other current and future Science and technology programmes and /other projects?
In your opinion, what are the most interesting/successful cases or projects using ICTs for development in Venezuela? 

II. Infocentros Evaluations (NCIT directors, project manager, current evaluation team, conversations with ICT-and-Dev people)

How many evaluations of the Programme have been carried out so far?
How often is the Programme evaluated or monitored? Has the evaluation plan or agenda been followed?
Differences between the evaluations carried out so far? Team? Methodology? Time frame? Stakeholders? Sampling criteria? Etc
Positive and negative aspects of the different evaluation exercises
Models and Methodologies taken into account when  designing evaluations
Indicators used in evaluations
Have other evaluations of the programme being carried out by outsiders?
 
 III. Infocentros General issues (NCIT directors, project manager, current evaluation team, conversations with ICT-and-Dev people)
Sustainability problems vs. Evaluations exercises – are there a relationship between the two?
Apart from Central government and NCIT’s guidelines, are there external bodies, organisation, NGO, particular company, academic groups or persons whose opinions have been considered when evaluating Infocentros?
Actions after evaluation? Monitoring of these actions or/and after-action-reviews? Can you consider evaluations as learning exercises?
Are the contents evaluated? Are contents created according to communities’ need for information?
Has any association or network grouping Infocentros for collaboration and support, or sharing of experiences been created? If negative why?
 Is the project sustainable? What is your concept of sustainability? Financial? Social? Cultural? Etc
Is there a Business Plan for the project?
How is the performance controlled? SW tools? Other mechanisms?
Usage of Infocentros statistics? Collection of this data, methodology, team, etc? 
How is the programme in terms of flexibility or adaptability to community needs? Improvisation exists? Reactions to new situations?
Are there plans for the development of new contents or the offering of new training courses, SW, HW, etc?






5 – Conclusions of UNESCO evaluation 
Conclusions about the general performance of Infocentros included:
-	They (NCIT) started off eagerly and began to ‘drift’ without considering all aspects and details involved in large-scale national projects. Despite qualitative measurements not being carried out, the project was expanded to the country with the installation of more Infocentros.
-	Diffusion and promotion campaigns did not include direct contact with communities and leaders.
-	Financial sustainability was considered while the Public Cabins project existed, however after the creation of Infocentros with free services, sustainability studies were not included in order to assess if the project was self-sustainable under this new scheme.
-	Antecedent of evaluations - during the public cabins - collected only information on user profiles and usage. Records of economic activity from Infocentros did not exist, nor evaluation of impacts, acceptance and management of Infocentros. The Infocentros plan did not include periodic or continue evaluation and UNESCO’s evaluation was to evaluate for first time these aspects alongside the establishment of a model for permanent evaluations.
-	A psychologist was in charge of the development of the measurement tool that was going to be applied periodically and in UNESCO’s evaluation.
-	Infocentro’s operators were not properly trained. They could not solve basic technical problems in the hardware area. This caused a delay in services because Infocentro depended on the availability of regional technical staff. Since on many occasions even the regional staff were unable to resolve problems NCIT staff had to visit the area and find solutions. The FAQ section in the Infocentros web site was going to be expanded to achieve additional technical resources for staff.
-	Daily activity statistics were not registered by Infocentros and financial performance of centres were not known by NCIT.

Recommended aspects of social and financial sustainability were based on different experiences collected from international development organisations, such as UNESCO, the World Bank, IDRC, Inter-American Development Bank, and others. As part of the proposed sustainability framework, the monitoring of financial and social impact aspects of Infocentros was suggested. 

In proposing mechanisms for linking Infocentros to communities, several issues were raised, the most important being: the creation of a community committee in each Infocentro, the fostering of a continuous relationship between Infocentro and the community, the assessment of community demands, education of community including ICTs literacy and finally, the creation of an Association of Infocentros.



6- UNESCO questionnaire

Questions included in the questionnaires intended to collect information concerning:
-	Socio-economic information of users: Occupation, sex, income, age, etc
-	Availability of computer and internet access at home
-	How people knew about the Infocentro – mechanism of promulgation and spread 
-	Access and journey length to Infocentro
-	Transport used to reach to Infocentro
-	Frequency of visits per user
-	Why and how people use the Infocentro – purpose of use and Information consulted during the visit
-	Impact of Infocentro was measured with some questions concerning level of satisfaction on: environment, speed of access, software available, technical expertise of operators, staff availability, Infocentro’s timetable and training facilities available for users.
-	Impact of Infocentros was also measured in terms of improvement of computer skills and internet usage skills of users. It was a subjective indicator but at least showed a level of impact of the Infocentro.
-	Additional services and training courses desired by users, and the acceptance of charges for these additional services and courses.



7 - IDC Recommendations
Specific recommendations related to evaluation of Infocentros included:

-	Designing and carrying out a monitoring plan of Infocentros following the methodology of evaluation defined by the Inter-American Development Bank and also incorporating experiences that can be applied to Venezuelan. 
-	Definition of effectiveness and efficacy indicators.
-	Improvement of NCIT databases through better instruments of data collection.
-	Design and implementation of an information system of indicators that works under data warehouse or data mining schemes. 
-	Standardisation of evaluation mechanisms including regional definitions, human resources, training plans and better practice.


8 – Indicators used in evaluation IDC

Variables
Sub-variables
Indicators
Statistic

-	users by age
-	users by education
-	users by occupation
-	users by Infocentro
-	total number of visits per Infocentro
-	number of courses
-	number of scheduled courses per month
Characterisation
Environment
-	population
-	number of schools
-	number of universities
-	number of hospitals
-	number of clinics
-	number of surgeries
-	number of fire stations
-	number of churches
-	school fees
-	economic activity
-	number of cyber cafes
-	number of telephone lines
-	number of PCs
-	number of cable TV subscribers 
-	number of Internet subscribers
-	primary sector activities
-	secondary sector activities
-	tertiary sector activities
-	number of governmental organisations  
Impact
Environment
-	variation of users
-	satisfaction
-	Infocentro frequency of use 
-	Variation of internet use habits
-	Number of people trained by Infocentro
-	Percentage of use of additional services
-	Percentage of Internet use
-	Measurement of service appropriation
-	New elements in the community 

User
-	users with mobile phones
-	users by income
-	employed users 
-	unemployed users
-	users by internet interest
-	users willing to pay for Infocentro services
-	users with home internet access before Infocentro
-	users with home internet access after Infocentro
-	reasons for using of Infocentro  
9 - Suggested categories for the analysis in the 2004 evaluation

1.  Results of Infocentros: How the communities use new technology provided by Infocentros and the direct relationship with the equipment and capacities that the community can develop. Equipment, newly created skills and different aspects of usage of Infocentros – how it is used, what it is used for, frequency of usage – are some of the aspects that will be considered in this area.

2. Effects of Infocentros: How Infocentros modify the processes of communication, information and generation of services through the incorporation of technology in communities. 

	Impacts of Infocentros: when measuring impacts, the new evaluation strategy proposes the assessment of changes in the dynamics of communities in processes of information, communication and services. Equitable access, usage with purpose, and social appropriation are included as aspects to be measured.


	Analysis of National context: Because the national context influences the organisational behaviour of each community, the evaluation will include the assessment of:
	Structural factors: Human development Index, Intern development programme 

Sectorial factors: degree of opening
 Other public policies
Provision of services, direct and indirect ICTs
Environment and national attitude
Other factor which can inhibit or encourage the use of ICTs 

	Internal Community factors: environment, attitudes and internal knowledge of the communities influence how people confront the changes that ICTs bring to their daily lives. Change agent, needs of technology, technology interest, knowledge of technology potential, knowledge of changes produced by the adoption of ICTs and computational status of the community, are factors included in this evaluation section.


10 - IDC questionnaires

COMMUNITY and CONTEXT Questionnaire

Here is presented a summary of the content in the different sections of IDC questionnaires, the original versions in Spanish follow.

Section 1: Community socio-economic data (population, educational institutions, health services, and telecommunication services)
Section 2: Community Economic Information (main local economic activity)
Section 3: New economic activities produced by Infocentros
Section 4: Appropriation of community (open-ended question)

PEOPLE in context  Questionnaire 

Section 1: Personal Information (i.e. age, gender, education, and occupation)
Section 2: Awareness of Infocentro (time using it, home computer /internet access)
Section 3: Needed Skills to use the Infocentro
Section 4: Performance Infocentro
Section 5: Lacks of Infocentro
Section 6: Perception of Infocentro’s commitment with community
Section 7: New elements introduced by Infocentro

INFOCENTRO Questionnaire

Section 1: Address and Date of Installation
Section 2: Performance (Daily visits, new users per day, target population)
Section 3: Operators, Host (number of operators/hosts, services, additional services)
Section 4: Services (Popular services, costs of electricity, water, etc., demand of new services)
Section 5: Training (Courses, Frequency, monthly income for courses)
Section 6: Opening times 
Section 7: General Comments 

OPERATOR Questionnaire
 
Section 1: Personal Information (i.e. age, gender)
Section 2: Education (languages, education, acquired skills while working in Infocentro)
Section 3: Services (NCIT support, technical services)
Section 4: Infocentro Services
Section 5: Telecommunication context
Section 6: New elements in the community and context caused by Infocentro 
Section 7: Training and Courses (Popular ones, demand of new services and courses)
Section 8: Professional benefits of working there
Section 9: Weaknesses of Infocentro – lack of what? 
Section 10: is Infocentro committed to Community?

INFOCENTRO USER Questionnaire

Section 1: Personal Information (i.e. age, gender, and occupation)
Section 2: Education, Income
Section 3: Awareness of Infocentro (frequency of use, time using Infocentro, How knew) 
Section 4: Services (Use, frequency, and demand of new services) 
Section 5: Internet usage (information, entertainment, web sites visited, priorities)
Section 6: Training and Courses (satisfaction, use)
Section 7: Was your First contact with the Internet in Infocentro?
Section 8: ICT literacy (SW, HW, internet) 
Section 9: Knowledge and experience acquired after Infocentro   
Section 10: Service satisfaction (operator services, Infocentro services, lack of what?) 
Section 11: Willing to pay for services
Section 12: Impact of Infocentro (new elements in context or community)
Section 13: User’s telecommunication context (mobile, telephone, Computer or internet access at home)
Section 14: Is Infocentro committed to Community?

