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Introduction

On Saturday mornings in Chicago’s Woodlawn neighborhood YWCA,
the staff of the Parks-Francis Center for economic empowerment hosts
open computer-lab hours. The lab is a designated community technology
center, complementing the Y’s robust member services around job train-
ing, financial literacy, and the prevention of violence against women.
The lab boasts twenty-four desktop computers, a SMART Board, and a
certified computer instructor who teaches digital-literacy courses. Adults,
primarily women, are searching for jobs, creating e-mail accounts, writ-
ing resumes, learning to navigate the Web, or checking Facebook. A pair
of giggling ten-year-old gitls, having just finished a class in app develop-
ment for young women, are playing a world-building game while their
mothers use the computers. Asked what effects she thought the YWCA’s
lab had on the neighborhood, one woman commented: “It gives the resi-
dents hope. It connects residents and provides a platform to discuss common
community concerns. It provides people with information regarding
jobs, social problems, etc.” Another explained: “I have hope again... My
spirit is alive again! The love of knowing and growing of positive things,
that’s important to me.” The people at the Y, like users at many of the
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261 places in Chicago that host a public computer center (PCC), find
that the computer lab has become a central part of their lives and work.
PCCs provide public access to computers and related technology to
address the oft-discussed problem of the “digital divide” (Broadband
USA 2015). Sponsored by the government or foundations, PCCs are in
nearly every community area in Chicago (City of Chicago Data Portal
n.d.), housed in libraries, public housing, senior centers, schools, public-
health clinics, designated community technology centers, and others.
The rationale for providing PCCs is clear: over the past decade, access
to computers and the Internet has gone from a convenience to a necessity
(Mossberger et al. 2012; Dailey et al. 2010; US Department of Commerce
2010). This trend hurts families and individuals who are unfamiliar with
or unable to gain access to technology (high-speed Internet, computers,
licensed software, printers, etc.). In response, the US federal government
included $201 million in funding for PCCs nationwide in the Broad-
band Technology Opportunities Program (BTOP), a part of the American
Recovery and Reinvestment Act (Broadband USA 2015). Funds were
awarded to cities, states, library systems, and community organizations,
and then distributed to hundreds of sub-grantees and thousands of insti-
tutions like the YWCA (Broadband USA 2015; Dumerer 2014).

PCCs are now a part of the public’s institutional resource network.
Study of these spaces s particularly important in the context of growing socio-
economic inequality in the United States, where income is the primary pre-
dictor of whether someone has home Internet access (Mossberger et al.
2012, 7). Policymakers must first understand how, why, and with what
degree of success residents, especially low-income people in under-invested
neighborhoods, utilize public institutions; they can then design effective
services that work towards equal access to resources and opportunities.

Limited research exists on PCCs despite their growing prominence as
a policy strategy, their impact on users and communities, and their success
in workforce development, education, community building, and the reduc-
tion of digital inequality. Without better understanding the use of PCCs,
it will be impossible to evaluate the effective use of BTOP PCC funds;
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possible political bias/motivation on the part of policymakers; metrics of
success; improvement strategies; and continued funding justification.

To help build a body of knowledge about PCCs, this study will provide
background on recent federal policy efforts concerning digital inequality,
the development of the PCC system in Chicago, review the literature
on the social outcomes of digital access and skills, analyze the survey, and
discuss policy recommendations supported by this analysis.

I gathered data from 371 original surveys of PCC users, including
approximately three thousand written responses to open-ended questions.
I analyzed the implementation of Chicago’s BTOP PCC grant and the
experience of users. I then compared these results to the stated goals of pro-
viders, funders, and users to evaluate the success of Chicago’s PCC
system as a policy tool. I hope to arrive at specific policy recommenda-
tions for Chicago PCCs and theorize more broadly about the limitations
and potential that PCCs have as a policy strategy to achieve workforce
and community development.

The results of this study show that PCCs are an important resource
for the unemployed, a place of learning for users of all ages and skill
levels, and a facilitator of community building and social-service access.
More than three quarters of respondents used PCCs each week. Data
suggest that PCCs distribute resources equitably, serve very low-income
users successfully, and African American users particularly. However,
this analysis does not support the claim that lack of home access is the
sole or primary driver of PCC use: people with an array of technical
backgrounds, including those with high-speed Internet and computers
at home, frequently use PCCs for a variety of activities. Users place high
value on staff support and the centers’ safe, quiet atmosphere. Students
hoping to enhance their computer skills and job seekers were strong and
successful users of PCCs: 88 percent of youth reported that PCC use
improved their performance in school, and 43 percent of users aged 18—
65 reported that PCCs helped them find a job. These findings address
original goals of providers and funders, but many improvements remain to
be made to PCCs, educational institutions, and other public-access points.
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Background
Conceptualizing Digital Inequality

There is broad consensus that in the United States the Internet is a critical
prerequisite to accessing information of all kinds (Beltran et al. 2008;
Mossberger et al. 2012; Dailey etal. 2010; US Department of Commerce
2011; Riel 2012; Powell et al. 2010). Yet despite a near universal need,
gaps and disparities in Internet and computer access remain. Disparities
are largely consistent with other inequalities in demography and geog-
raphy. Nationally, 70 percent of Americans have the Internet in their
homes, but this percentage falls with income: 64 percent ($20-30K
income), 54 percent ($10-20K income), and 42 percent (less than $10K
income)(Zickuhr and Smith 2012). More than race, age, or gender, eco-
nomic inequality is the main predictor of lack of access (Mossberger et
al. 2012, 7), and “within low-income neighborhoods, technology dispari-
ties have the potential to exacerbate existing place-based inequalities in
health, the labor market, the democratic sphere, and in access to public
goods” (Mossberger et al. 2012, 147).

Growing Internet use through mobile and smartphones is not a pana-
cea to the “digital divide.” As of January 2014, 90 percent of American
adults owned a mobile phone and 58 percent owned a smartphone.
Smartphones were the primary source of Internet for lower-income Black
and Hispanic respondents (Pew 2013). However, smartphones comple-
ment but cannot replace laptops or desktops. Also, mobile-only users
have less skills than laptops or desktops users (Mossberger et al. 2012).

Internetaccessin Chicago is comparable to nationwide statistics. Accord-
ing to a 2009 study commissioned by the City of Chicago, as many as
40 percent of residents lack home broadband' (Mossberger and Tolbert
2009, 12). Three fourths of Chicagoans use the Internet and the report

1. The Internet is one component of broadband, which may also include tele-
phone and cable-television services; broadband encourages more frequent Inter-
net use than a slower dial-up modem (Mossberger et al. 2012, 12).
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Map 1: 2011 Broadband Use by Community Area
(Broadband Illinois 2012)

found that those who are less well-connected are more likely to be older,
Latino, African American, and low income, with low income the most
important factor. Higher levels of broadband adoption (Map 1) correlate
with higher family incomes by community areas (Map 2). Overall, the
most recent figures, though dated, show large gaps in Chicagoans’ Inter-
net skills: while 25 percent know how to create a website, another 25
percent hardly ever use the Internet (Mossberger and Tolbert 2009, 5).

Finally, the concept of a “digital divide” between the rich and poor
is a reductionist view. Differences in skills are multifaceted and complex,
mirroring the diversity of skills themselves. A have-and-have-not mentality
ignores the importance of recurring and progressive training, the vastly
different levels of skill that users can have, and the distinctions between
mobile and computer access. Relying on the “digital-divide” concept may
also make how upper-class users learn the norm by which other learners are
judged (Gonzales 2010). This analysis demonstrates the need to think more
critically about the depth and scope of the “digital divide.”
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Map 2: 2012 Median Family Income, Percentage of Metro
Area Median (Hertz 2014)

The Broadband Technology

Opportunities Program

Threats of economic and social exclusion and the hypothesized benefits
associated with digital literacy and access motivated federal policymakers
to include broadband and computer literacy in the recovery investment
strategy after the 2008 financial crisis. The American Recovery and
Reinvestment Act (ARARA) allocated $4.7 billion to expand access
to broadband and computer training through the US Department of
Commerce’s Broadband Technology Opportunities Program (Broad-
band USA 2015; ARARA 2009). BTOP administered grants to improve
community infrastructure, increase use and adoption among vulnerable
populations, support digital-literacy training, and establish or upgrade
public computer facilities, especially those used by disadvantaged popu-
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lations. State grants were administered between 2009 and 2010. The major-
ity of funds promoted broadband in rural areas (Mossberger et al. 2012,
189), but BTOP also funded “projects to establish new public computer
facilities or upgrade existing ones that provide broadband access to the
general public or to specific vulnerable populations, such as low-income
individuals, the unemployed, seniors, children, minorities, and people
with disabilities” (Broadband USA 2015). The grants totaled $201
million and generated 3,500 new and upgraded PCCs. The act did not
allocate any funds to evaluate the program’s effectiveness (Schejter and
Martin 2013).

To date, the policy focus has been on providing benefits. There has
been limited critical analysis on the ways in which these policy efforts
affected users and leaves foundational assumptions about Internet—such
as privacy and security, the protection of children from harmful content
or abuse, addiction, misinformation and scams, discriminatory algo-
rithms, and the potential for political manipulation through government
Internet provision—unexamined (Abu-Jawdeh 2013).

Chicago Policy Efforts

The City of Chicago identified digital inclusion as a priority in 2007.
Building on an Illinois law (Elimination of the Digital Divide Law
2001), the Mayor’s Advisory Council on Closing the Digital Divide
recommended that

the city should recruit committed civic leaders to organize and launch
the Partnership for a Digital Chicago, a new nonprofit entity,
housed at The Chicago Community Trust and led by corporate,
philanthropic, city, community and technology industry repre-
sentatives. Its mission will be to ensure that all of Chicago achieves
digital excellence and takes advantage of the social and economic
opportunities that arise from universal use of digital technology,

(Stasch 2007, 6).
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The 2008 recession had strained the capacity of libraries, who were
the sole service provider in 73 percent of American communities (Bertot
et al. 2008, 286). In 2009, the City of Chicago found that over 60
percent of Chicago Public Libraries experienced average wait times of
three hours or longer for computers (Broadband USA 2015). Chicago
asked for $9,142,997 from the BTOP and received $8,974,283 in 2009;
it also received $3.9 million in matching funds from the Chicago Hous-
ing Authority, the City Colleges of Chicago, and Smart Chicago; the
State of Illinois provided $1.5 million of the $3.9 million (Bhatt 2010,
37). The city implemented the four-year program from 2009 to June 2013.
The John D. and Catherine T. MacArthur Foundation and the Chicago
Community Trust agreed to support and guide the Smart Chicago Col-
laborative beyond the timeframe of BTOP.

Smart Chicago provided 460,592 training hours® through 16,384
training programs and deployed approximately 2,500 workstations at
nearly 139 upgraded and 38 new PCCs (Dumerer 2014). The plan sup-
ported vulnerable populations, including those who were low income, at-
risk youth, senior citizens, people with disabilities, and the unemployed
(Smart Chicago n.d., Bhatt 2010). In 2014, eighty thousand Chicagoans
visited centers each week (Dumerer 2014). Smart Chicago’s Connect
Chicago website helps users find one of 261 PCCs.?

The majority of PCCs had been operating for a decade or more
independently, led primarily by the Chicago Public Library (CPL). Con-
nect Chicago loosely integrated these existing computer labs with the
newly established or improved BTOP-funded centers and the Illinois
Digital Divide’s community technology centers under one umbrella
(Connect Chicago n.d.). More than 190 centers taught digital literacy,
including introductory computer-science courses, Microsoft Office Suite

2. As of December 31, 2013, as reported to the National Telecommunications
and Information Administration, US Department of Commerce, in the final
report of April 15, 2014 (Dumerer 2014).

3. www.smartchicagocollaborative.org/work/special-initiatives/connect-chicago.
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training, and community health training. Computer labs were located
in public libraries, Chicago Housing Authority residences, City Colleges
of Chicago, community technology centers, Smart Health Centers, com-
munity service centers, senior centers, workforce centers, Illinois
workNet locations in Chicago, and career development centers for youth
(Dumerer 2014).

Chicago’s PCC grants were part of an ambitious urban technology
initiative that included infrastructure upgrades, investment in innova-
tion, coordination of public and private resources, public-education

reform, and business development, which were all intended create jobs:

A technology-friendly city allows residents to readily access the Inter-
net and gain the technical knowledge and skills necessary in today’s
job market. Having a skilled workforce attracts technology sector
investments, driving economic development and job creation (Tolva
and Berman 2013, 19).

Now, as then, Chicago’s eighty public libraries are the largest providers
of free access to technology, and the library is recognized internationally
for its commitment (CPL n.d.; CPL 2014). The CPL provides nearly
three thousand computers and laptops for public use and offers access
to electronic books, online databases, digital music and videos, and
training programs (Thorton 2014). But these resources still do not meet
public demand, as described in Chicago’s 2010 BTOP PCC application:
“At 51 libraries users wait over 3 hours on average before they access a
computer and the Internet; at 34 of those locations, the wait is over 6
hours” (Bhatt 2010, 10).
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Review of the Literature:
Social Outcomes of Computers, Internet,
and Access Spaces

The variety of strategies employed by BTOP PCC grantees and the initial
lack of evaluation make it difficult to judge whether the program was
effective. The following section summarizes the literature on the services
offered by public libraries and the impact of broadband access in order
to understand the theory behind how policymakers thought PCCs would
work and to critique that logic.

Use and Users at Public Libraries

Two studies consider public Internet provision during the 2000s: the
2007 Public Libraries and the Internet, which sampled more than six
thousand public libraries and receive over four thousand responses
(Bertot et al. 2008), and the 2010 US Impact Study, which investigated
the use and users of public-access computing centers through a national
telephone survey, nearly forty-five thousand online user surveys, and
hundreds of interviews (Becker et al. 2010). In the 2007 study, 73.1
percent of responding libraries were the only providers of public Internet
access in their community (Bertot et al. 2008, 286). The study found
that libraries have a major impact on access to information and technol-
ogy, with a secondary impact on educational and job-search goals, but
little focus on economic development. Two thirds of public Internet
providers offered education resources for K-12 students, 44 percent pro-
vided services for job seekers, and 29.8 percent provided Internet and
skills training (Bertot et al. 2008). Only 3.9 percent provided informa-
tion for local economic development, 3.2 percent provided information
regarding investments, and 2.9 percent provided information about state-
and local-business opportunities (Bertot et al. 2008).

The 2010 study offers a better picture of what users, rather than pro-

viders, do and value. The number one use was social connection (60
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percent), followed by the education (42 percent), employment (40 per-
cent), health and wellness (37 percent), government and legal (34 per-
cent), and community engagement (33 percent). Managing finances and
entrepreneurship were the least reported activities (Becker et al. 2010,
5). Of the 30 million respondents that used the library computers for
employment and career purposes, three quarters reported that they were
searching for job opportunities (Becker et al. 2010, 5).

Major systemic studies have yet to look at issues of inclusion, use case,
frequency of use, or technology history of users.

Educational Literature

The relationship between Internet access and educational achievement
is strong: “among our respondents, students from grade school to college
universally reported that Internet access is critical to their studies” (Dailey
etal. 2010, 22). Thus it is unsurprising that increased access to computers
(correlated with school wealth) encourages greater academic achievement
(Judge et al. 2000). Digital inequality could compound the academic
challenges of students at low-income schools, given the correlation
between less-frequent computer use by youth and less-developed skill
sets (Hargittai and Hinnant 2008; Judge et al. 2006). Appropriately,
more than two thirds of libraries surveyed provided educational resources
and databases for K-12 students (Bertot et al. 2008).

Nearly 30 percent of public libraries offer training in digital literacy,
a key advantage that PCCs have over simply increasing broadband access
in the home, where users do not have access to training (Bertot et al.
2008). In other words: to effectively address digital inequality, digital-
literacy training is a prerequisite (Dailey et. al 2010; Gonzales 2010; Liu
and Wnuk 2009; Valadez and Duran 2007).* Even when PCC do not

4. According to the American Library Association, “Digital Literacy is the ability
to use information and communication technologies to find, evaluate, create,
and communicate information, requiring both cognitive and technical skills,”
(Visser 2012).
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offer formal training, lower-income individuals still use public-access
spaces to work toward digital literacy by patching together informal
trainings and using social networks (Gonzales 2010). Similarly, in a multi-
city study commissioned by the Federal Communications Commission
(FCC), though most centers offered training, “both new users and com-
munity intermediaries emphasized that informal coaching, often one-
on-one, was the key to helping new users gain confidence and profi-
ciency” (Dailey et. al. 2010, 42). While research indicates that individuals
would prefer to use the Internet at home, it is clear that they appreciate
and benefit from PCC staff (Dailey et al. 2010, 24). Unfortunately, staff
members are among the first cut when organizations reduce budgets,
and for libraries and community organizations that are expected to pro-
vide increasing social services on decreasing budgets, adequate in-person

assistance may be a challenge.

Social and Civic Literature

Digital literacy correlates positively with civic awareness: users with low
levels of digital skills were less able to recognize and leverage the civic
possibilities in social and digital media than their better-skilled coun-
terparts (Dailey et al. 2010; Riel 2012). Teaching digital citizenship to
students was found to reduce their misuse of technology, including pla-
giarism and illegal downloads (Boyle 2010). Community portals and
increased neighborhood Internet activity create large, dense networks of
ties among neighbors that are a prerequisite to collective action (Hampton
2003). Beyond analog communities, the Internet brings social cohesion
to families that would otherwise be separated. One ethnography of trans-
cultural families’ computer use found that

technology becomes a way to support their trans-immigrant iden-
tities and strengthen the networks of friends and family used to
identify places to live and work. Rather than creating a homoge-
neous global society, technology may actually serve to strengthen
national identities across borders (Pruett-Mentle 2008, Abstract).
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In 2007, fewer than 10 percent of libraries were found to provide infor-
mation on accessing government documents (Bertot et al. 2008). Today,
as more political information and government services move online, the
threat of political marginalization for disconnected communities is in-
creasing (Mossberger et al. 2012). This shift from in-person to online
services has put pressure on existing providers of access, and one analysis
finds that libraries are often the sole public mediator of access to online

civic opportunities, at great cost to libraries (Bertot et al. 2008, 299).

Economic Development Literature

The 2010 FCC found that “broadband access is increasingly a require-
ment of socio-economic inclusion, not an outcome of it—and residents
of low income communities know this” (Dailey et al. 2010, 3). A com-
munity’s broadband availability is associated with greater economic
growth over communities with only limited broadband access (Gillett
etal. 2006; Dutz et al. 2009; Mossberger et al. 2012). It is important to
note that while the popular hypothesis that Internet access promotes
economic development, economic-development resources are absent
from the activities of most public libraries, and perhaps most PCCs,
as of the studies in 2007 and 2010. Little evidence exists on the oft-
discussed link between successful job searches and Internet access, but
this analysis will seek to explore user experience in this area.

The literature supports the idea that “investments in Internet profi-
ciency remain critically important in low-income communities, where
large numbers of people are encountering the Internet for the first
time—often in context of job losses and other high pressure situations”
(Dailey et al. 2010, 51). While these users are likely to find access to
digital-literacy training and educational resources in PCCs, the long
waits, time-limited sessions, limited hours, or limited yet highly valued
staff support, might inhibit access overall.

The existing data show strong support for improved digital literacy

and educational attainment after training and mixed support for the
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more complex goals for PCCs. For example, most public libraries do not
offer services to support economic development beyond basic job-search
functions; and while civic engagement is associated with connected
communities, research is needed to determine how PCCs themselves

encourage and engage in social connections and civic engagement.

Methodology

This paper analyzes original survey data to contribute to a fuller picture of
the user experience and perceived outcomes in Chicago PCCs. I developed
the survey after three years as a volunteer in a community technology
center on the South Side of Chicago, five observational visits to PCCs, and
a conversation with the director of the Smart Chicago Collaborative. I also
reviewed the Smart Chicago data catalog in the City of Chicago Data
Portal (n.d.).

To recruit PCCs to participate in the survey, I presented my research
proposal to a Smart Chicago event in January 2015, sent e-mails to all PCC
directors and managers, contacted individual directors and managers,
called centers, and met with PCC managers. I administered the survey
in February and March to 371 individuals, aged 13 and older.

Participating centers posted English and Spanish flyers advertising a
cash prize for a ten-minute survey (Appendix A). The survey was an
anonymous, self-administered, online instrument provided in both Eng-
lish and Spanish (English survey in Appendix B)’. All responses were
translated into English for analysis. As with any survey-based dataset,
sampling error may have been introduced for the following reasons:

e This method is better suited for users with basic Internet com-

petency; center directors were asked to help respondents enter the
URL into a web browser if needed.

5. The Spanish-language survey is available upon request.
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* This method presumes the ability to see a poster on a wall.

* This method asks users to sacrifice ten minutes of their com-
puter time, which is limited at some locations. The entry into a
drawing for a cash prize ($50, $100, or $150) was intended to help

limit sampling error due to time limits.

¢ This method is best suited for users who are literate in either
English or Spanish.

To limit measurement error, I invited Chad Broughton and Woody
Carter, lecturers at the Harris School of Public Policy, and a number of
College statistician tutors to review the survey methodology. English
and Spanish speakers also tested the survey. It is possible that individuals
interpreted questions in a different way or entered typos, thus intro-
ducing error.

Center participation was voluntary and could not be statistically
random, which raises the possibility of coverage error. Here several fac-
tors give us some degree of confidence: the diversity and distribution of
responses, the randomness of whether a center choose to participate, and
the randomness of whether someone saw the flyer and had the time and
desire to complete it. Indeed, the normal distribution of the sample
across demographic categories validates this confidence. Thus, conditions
are sufficient for a representative sample. At the same time, I concede
the possibility that I am unable to gauge representativeness of centers
due to incomplete information about their existence and programming
online, especially if only those centers who are fully functioning had the
capacity to administer the survey. I will actempt to keep these empirical
limitations in mind throughout my analysis and acknowledge them
where appropriate.

In sum, I took steps to minimize error when possible within the inherent
limitations of a voluntary online survey instrument.
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Quantitative Data Analysis

The survey generated data from twenty-five quantitative prompts. I used
various methods to explore this dataset from multiple angles. Selected
variables were cross tabulated to show the interaction between demo-
graphic factors and primary variables: reliance, frequency, job attainment,
personal satisfaction, community impact, and training quality. I include
a narrative of individual tables for selected significant results. Hypothesis
testing to determine whether the distribution of responses was signifi-
cantly different than expected was performed using the chi-square statistic.

Welch’s t-tests were used to test significant differences of means on
the primary outcomes variables between various sets of two demographic
groups. In a small number of cases, responses to five-point scale questions
were averaged to create these means. There is some risk in using t-tests
with categorical data this way. However, this risk was mitigated by the
large sample size. There is an assumption of continuous data, but this
requirement is relaxed here with a sample size of 371.

Limitations with factor and categorical data types, inherent in any study
looking at similar types of information, are also present in this analysis.
Furthermore, some variables have been given numerical equivalents
where no numerical system is inherent to the data, which is noted in descrip-
tions of those tests.

Quantitative data analysis was performed in R. Unless otherwise
noted, the threshold for significance in this analysis is p-value 0.05.
Truncation, rather than rounding, was used in the presentation of data
to two significant figures in tables where possible and truncated with no
decimal places in text for readability.

Qualitative Data Analysis

The survey required users to give ten written responses explaining their
choices, yielding approximately three thousand descriptive data points.
These responses generated a detailed picture of how users think, feel,
and evaluate their computer-lab experiences. In addition to reading
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through all responses and annotating outliers and compelling data points,
I analyzed and grouped the responses appropriately into major categories
to allow for the identification of trends and relationships within the data.

Notes from site visits and selected participant-observation sessions are
also included. Where necessary, quotations have been edited for spelling

and punctuation.

Analysis

Connect Chicago’s PCCs: Locations, Offerings,
and Implementation Examples

Connect Chicago locations are distributed somewhat evenly throughout
the city, with heightened concentration on the Northwest side (Maps 3
and 4). The maps, however, tells us nothing about the quality of the
centers or the geographic distribution of higher-quality centers.

Of the approximately 261 locations, at least 197 provide some sort of
technology training and 182 provide Wi-Fi access (City of Chicago Data Por-
tal n.d.). Of centers reporting on the Connect Chicago dataset, 36 percent
provide timed computer sessions, 32 percent provide unlimited sessions,
and others vary in their requirements. The average number of computers
is twenty-three and the median is sixteen, ranging from Wilbur Wright
College with 226 to the Northwest Senior Center with one. Common train-
ing include digital literacy (including Internet use), online GED classes,
online job seeking, and Microsoft software certification programs. Train-
ing is offered primarily at the beginner level, with a minority of centers
offering intermediate trainings, and few offering advanced trainings.

For individuals with accessibility needs, about a quarter of centers
are accessible, a third are partially accessibility, and eight centers are not
accessible. Nearly 40 percent fail to give a clear answer about their acces-
sibility in the online dataset. Individuals with accessibility needs could
supplement the incomplete data theoretically by looking through the
Smart Chicago Flickr gallery or by calling the centers. However, this

may create an extra burden for some individuals.
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A comprehensive overview of the Chicago PCCs would require a level does not offer training. Senior satellite centers are run by the City
of detail beyond this analysis. A sampling of centers illustrates how the of Chicago.
BTOP PCC grans, Illinois Eliminate the Digital Divide funding, and

* The Harold Washi Library is the CPL 1 library, with
private donors and foundations provide direct, on-the-ground public ) ; aro' C;S' mg’to; ' rag 1sctl Cd fs centrat fbrary Wl.tl

in i . Hun m r -
technology training and access (City of Chicago Data Portal n.d.; Elimi- fline Hoors h LAicago s Loop. HuNdreds of COMpUters are aval

nate the Digital Divide Law 2001) able to all CPL members six days per week, but time is limited to

two sessions per day, capped at one hour each. The library offers

_ . y . a variety of classes and resources at all technology levels, from the
¢ The Asian Human Services is an Illinois workNet center in . ]
. . CyberNavigator Program on Internet use to the Maker Lab with
Uptown with staff fluent in more than twenty-five languages. It ) ] o
. ) . 3-D printers, robots, and an electric loom. The mission of the
offers eighteen computers for categorical use: youth, general public, . o . w )
, , Chicago Public Library is to “welcome and support all people in
users accessing resources for the Department of Human Services o ! ) i .
. . o their enjoyment of reading and lifelong learning. Working together,
or Asian Human Services, and employment. Use is limited to one ) i . o
T g we strive to provide equal access to information, ideas and knowl-
hour. The center offers training in getting food-stamp benefits and o
_ _ _ C e . edge through books, programs and other resources. We believe in
assists with youth-employment programming,. Its goal is to “posi- ) N
i ) i s the freedom to read, to learn, to discover” (CPL n.d.)
tively transform lives among Chicago’s immigrants, refugees, and

h .. .’7 I . f b <« .
other underserved communities.” It is funded by a “wide spectrum The goals for participants differed at each level of the BTOP PCC grant

f t [federal, state, and city], business, and private phi-
of government [federal, state, and cityl, business, and private phi implementation. Generally, BTOP secks to advance economic develop-

lanthropy organizations,” (Asian Human Services n.d.).
by o1§ ’ ment, education, health care, and public safety. Chicago’s application

e 'The Parks-Francis YWCA is a community technology center outlined dozens of objectives, which are detailed versions of the follow-
located in Woodlawn on the South Side. The lab is one part of the ing general goals (Bhatt 2010):

Y’s community center and has twenty-four computers located in

a bright cheery classroom with a Smart Board. The YWCA offers * Increase access to broadband

digital-literacy training that is open to the public, extensive com- * Deploy 3,495 new computers

puter-lab time, and staff support to help members with their job « Deliver nearly two hundred thousand new hours of

searches; it also run a program to interest young girls in science, technology training
hnology, engineering, and math . The goal of the YWCA
.tei ITO ?gy .engmef:rmg and mat ca'reers c gffa o. e e Create jobs at all skill and experience levels; help twenty
is “eliminating racism and empowering women.” It is part of the thousand find emplovment throush expanded technolo
YWCA of Metropolitan Chicago system, which is itself part of craini . P.t.y ghexp &
raining opportunities

the national YWCA organization. & opPP

* The Kelvyn Park Senior Satellite Center in Belmont-Cragin Implementers also bring their own missions to the table: the Chicago
offers seven computers for public use during certain weekday hours Public Library seeks to foster lifelong learning and provide equal access
for seniors fifty-five and older in a multipurpose room. The center to information; the City of Chicago secks digital excellence, defined as
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active and meaningful participation; the Smart Chicago Collaborative
seeks to improve lives in Chicago through technology; and the com-
munity institutions that host the centers have their own goals. Survey
data allow us to analyze user perception of PCCs versus the goals set
forth by policymakers, funders, and implementers.

Survey Sample and Demographics

Although the survey distribution was not scientifically random, there is
a reasonable probability, but not certainty, that it is representative of the
total population of users. Overall, PCCs in Chicago are somewhat equi-
tably distributed and attract people of all ages, incomes, education levels,
races, and ethnicities. Compared to the population of Chicago, users in
this sample are more likely to be very low income, 55-59 years old, and
Black; they are less likely to be White or Hispanic.

The participating labs in this survey are similar to labs in the entire
system, with public libraries and community technology centers the
most common types. At least sixty-five and not more than ninety-three
centers participated in this analysis.® Half of responses were generated
from users at libraries, 14 percent from community technology centers,
13 percent from community service senters, 10 percent from LISC Chi-
cago’ centers for working families, and 8 percent from other workforce
centers. Other types had a handful of responses; none of four youth
career-development centers participated (Maps 3, 4, and 5).

Several notable differences emerge between the sample and Chicago
demographics overall (Table 1). The sample has a greater proportion of
Black respondents and a lower proportion of White respondents com-
pared to Chicago. Although this could be due to sampling biases, the
large differences—the sample has 19 percentage points more Black and
18 percentage points less White than Chicago overall—more likely

6. This uncertainty is caused by users’ unclear descriptions of their locations.

7. Local Initiatives Support Corporation.
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reflect true variation in the population of center users versus Chicagoans
overall. Latino respondents were nine percentage points fewer than Chi-
cago overall.

The age of users and in the city overal were similar, except for a greater
proportion of 55-59 year olds in the sample. The age distribution did
vary significantly across race and income: there was a significant differ-
ence in the ages of Black and White respondents: Black (M=36.75,
SD=15.18) and White (M=45.82, SD=16.85) respondents; t(221.46)=
—4.76, p=3.34e-06. This suggests that White users are, on average, nearly
a decade older than Black users. There was also a significant difference
in the ages of very poor (Income <$10K) and other users. For the very
poor (M=47.17, SD=14.47) versus all other (M=39.38, SD=14.00) respon-
dents; t(242.94)= —4.31, p=2.32¢-05. This suggests that the very poor
individuals using PCCs are on average eight years older than other users.

Highest level of education was similar to Chicago overall. Income is
difficult to compare to Chicago due to data-collection differences
between the sample and the American Community Survey. In the
sample, 34 percent of respondents 24 or older made less than $10,000
per year; ACS counts only 11 percent of Chicagoans in this income
bracket. This suggests that adult users of PCCs have disproportionately

very low incomes.

Technology Profile of Respondents:
Skills and Hardware

The premise of PCCs is to provide access to technology for people with-
out computers at home, who are computer illiterate, or both. The majority
of respondents (87.6 percent) rated their Internet skills as fairly skilled
to expert (Table 2).* A British study found that self-reported technology
skill compared accurately to demonstrated skill, but whether or not that

8. Average-skilled users are those who reported fairly skilled. High-skilled users
are those who reported very skilled or expert; low-skilled users are those who
reported not very skilled or not skilled at all.
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Table 1: Summary of Survey Demographics Compared to Chicago
Demographics

Gender Sample Chicago* % Difference
Female 58.76% 51.50% +7.26%
Male 40.70% 48.50% -7.80%
Other 0.54% N/A

Race

Black 53.10% 33.20% +19.90%
White 31.27% 49.50% -18.23%
Other 12.40% 10.90% +1.50%
Asian 2.96% 6.40% -3.44%
Prefer not to answer 0.27% N/A

Ethnicity

Hispanic or Latino 19.41% 28.70% -9.29%
Age™

Other 1.62% N/A

13--9 (15-19 in Chicago) 10.24% 6.60% +3.64%
20-24 10.24% 8.10% +2.14%
25-34 19.41% 19.10% +0.31%
35-44 16.44% 14.10% +2.34%
45-54 19.68% 12.50% +7.18%
55-59 18.06% 5.50% +12.56%
60-64 9.70% 4.60% +5.10%
65-74 4.31% 5.70% -1.39%

Differences between the survey and Chicago that are greater than 10 percent are bolded in red;
majority categories in sample subsets are bolded in blue.

N=371. Respondents answered basic questions about their demographics.
*Chicago statistics (2013 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates).

**The most relevant ACS category reports only 15—19 year olds. Results are listed as 15-19 for
Chicago.

***Chicago statistics for education for those 25 and older (2013 American Community Survey
5-Year Estimates). The ACS segments responses by age, giving the option of 25 and up as the closest

comparison. Thus, this comparison give a general and not specific sense of how the results compare.
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Gender Sample Chicago* % Difference
Highest Level of Education™**

Middle School 3.77% N/A

Some High School 8.63% N/A

High School Graduate or Equivalent 19.95% 23.20% -3.25%
Trade or Vocational Degree 4.58% N/A

Some College 22.37% 18.30% +4.07%
Associate Degree 5.39% 5.50% -0.11%
Bachelor’s Degree 15.09% 20.40% -5.31%
Graduate or Professional Degree 12.40% 13.80% -1.40%
Prefer Not to Answer 7.82% N/A

Income (24 and Older)

Under $10,000 34.23% 11.3% +22.93%
$10,000-$20,000 4.31% N/A

$20,000-$30,000 13.75% N/A

$30,000-$40,000 3.23% N/A

$40,000-$50,000 2.16% N/A

$50,000-$75,000 2.16% N/A
$75,000-$100,000 0.27% 10.7%
$100,000-$150,000 0.54% 4.6% -4.06%
$150,000 or more 0.54% N/A

Prefer Not to Answer 19.95% N/A

Table 2: Computer and Internet Skill

Count Percent
Expert 34 9.16%
Very skilled 116 31.27%
Fairly skilled 175 47.17%
Not very skilled 32 8.63%
Not at all skilled 14 3.77%

N=371. In terms of your computer and Internet skills, do you consider yourself to be an expert,
very skilled, etc.?
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Table 3: Skill Acquisition Method

Count Percent
School 207 55.80%
Work 136 36.66%
Picked it up on my own elsewhere 111 29.92%
A computer skills class at this computer lab 95 25.61%
Family and friends taught me 83 22.37%
A computer skills class elsewhere 77 20.75%
Staff at this computer lab taught me 63 16.98%
Picked it up on my own at this computer lab 49 13.21%
Used online tutorials 36 9.70%
Other users at this computer lab taught me 16 4.31%

N=371. How did you acquire these skills? Check all thar apply.

remains true to this sample cannot be verified (Henshaw et al. 2012).
There was a significant difference in the ages of low-skilled (M=46.93,
SD=11.91) and average- or higher-skilled (M=38.70, SD=16.51) respon-
dents; t(69.765)= —4.11, p=1.03e-04. Older users have less developed
skill than younger users. Notably, there was not a significant relationship
between skill and income.

Users acquired skills at school (55 percent) and work (36 percent)
more commonly than through independent learning. A quarter of
respondents acquired skills in class at the computer lab where they
were completed the survey and 20 percent acquired skills elsewhere.
(Table 3).

Users accessed the Internet in several ways, with smartphones the
most popular at 32 percent (Table 4). This is lower than the 58 percent
of Americans with smartphones, which may be related to the skew of
users toward lower incomes (Pew 2013). Over 50 percent had a home

9. The survey asked respondents to check all that apply; thus, the total per-

centage is over one hundred.
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Table 4: Alternative Access Method

Count Percent
I use my smartphone 121 32.61%
I own a computer and have high-speed Internet at 100 26.95%
home
I own a computer but don’t have high-speed Internet 88 23.72%
at home
Other 81 21.83%
Borrow from family and friends 49 13.21%
My school 47 12.67%
My place of employment 37 9.97%
Borrow from neighbors 10 2.70%

N=371 How else do you access computers and the Internet?

computer with either high-speed Internet (26 percent) or no high-speed
Internet (23 percent). In the qualitative responses, respondents reported
other technology barriers (missing software, reliable printers, 3-D printers,
and reliably Internet) that led them to use PCCs.

To test for statistical significance, I assumed equal distance between
skill levels and converted them to a numeric scale with numbers ranging
from 1 (very low skill) to 5 (expert). Whether one owned a computer or
not was significantly correlated with skill level in cross tabulation (Chisq
=16.359, df=4, p-value=0.002573). People with expert skills were more
than twice as likely to own a computer as people who do not. Computer
owners are 10 percent more likely to be very skilled than non-computer
owners. Among the three lowest skilled, people who do not own a com-
puter constitute a greater proportion than people who do, but for the
two highest-skilled categories, people who own computers make up a
larger proportion—supporting the idea that greater computer exposure
(as one would expect with home access) engenders higher computer skill

(Chart 1).
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Chart 1: Skill Level by Computer Ownership

NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS

=
w
3

100 150
Expert

Very skilled
Fairly skilled
Not very skilled
Not at all skilled

M Does not own B Owns computer

Character of Use: Reliance and Frequency

Half of respondents use PCCs nearly every day (Table 5). A staff member
at the help desk in the main computer lab at the Harold Washington
Library confirmed this finding: “every weekday we’ve got a line out the
door before the library even opens. People waiting to get into the com-
puter lab, every day, like their own little club.” Others integrated PCCs
into their work life: “I am on my short lunch break and want to check
my personal email and other websites. .. nearly every day.” Twenty-seven
percent report using a PCC nearly every week. In total, 78 percent report
using PCCs at least every week. Frequent lab users may be overrepre-
sented in this sample because they were more likely to see the survey;
nonetheless, this finding indicates that a significant proportion of users
do use the centers frequently.

PCCs were less than twenty minutes away for nearly three quarters
of respondents. Transit time was a factor in which center respondents
chose and was a barrier to others who did not use the center. Walking
distance was a concern, especially during winter months.

Most respondents (85 percent) came alone. Users commented that
this was a requirement of a class or program, related to their ability to
get work done, or simply circumstantial:

* I come alone because I love the peace and quiet.

* I am in a program through DHS [the Illinois Department of

Human Services]... alone.
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Table 5: Selected PCC-Use Characteristics

Frequency of Use Count Percent
Nearly every day 189 50.94%
Nearly every week 102 27.49%
Every few weeks 36 9.70%

Less than once per month 26 7.01%

Once per month 18 4.85%

Transit Time to Center (minutes)

Less than 5 76 20.49%
5-10 88 23.72%
10-20 110 29.65%
20-30 38 10.24%
30-45 25 6.74%

45-60 18 4.85%

More than 1 hour 16 4.31%

Place Coming From Count Percent
Home 313 84.37%
Work 10 2.70%

School 21 5.66%

Other 27 7.28%

Alone or with Others Count Percent
Alone 318 85.71%
With Friends 32 8.63%

Other 2 0.54%

With Family 19 5.12%

N=371. How frequently do you use the center? How long does it take you to get to the center?
What is the address of the place you usually travel to the center from? What place does that address
describe? Do you usually come to the center alone or with friends?
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* I come alone so that I'm able to concentrate on learning, focus on

my searching as well.

* I'm a writer so I'm rather solitary and like my TIME to think
without continual jibber-jabber. Sure you know what I mean!

* I come while my daughter is in school plus a lot of my friends
are either working or at school.

* Alone because I'm single and my friends have their own internet

connections at home while I don’t.

For those who come with others, responses included convenience, support,
and safety:

* [I come with my] friends/brother because, it is a long way from
my home to the library, and it may be dangerous.

* I come alone and with my son because it is a relaxing environment

and I am able to get my work done faster.

* I come to the center with my daughter because she is the only child
willing/interested in accompanying me.

* I come with my aunt we are trying to achieve the same goal.

* I often visit to library alone to look for jobs or to work on my
blog, some days my Mother comes along with to use the computer
(She is a senior citizen and I help her to use to computer).

A question that follows is whether people are using PCCs so fre-
quently out of necessity, convenience, for some other reason, or all of the
above. The survey data demonstrated that 42 percent rely completely on
PCC:s for their access to computers and the Internet. Although 25 percent
had both high-speed Internet and a computer at home, only 5 percent of
users said, “I don’t rely on this computer lab,” which suggests that some
users with home access depend of PCC for other reasons (Table 6).

Those who do not own computers are more likely to be highly reliant
on the PCCs (Chisq=50.64, df=3, p-value=5.85¢-11), validating the
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Table 6: Reliance on PCCs

Count Percent
Completely, this center provides my only access to 158 42.59%
computers and the Internet
Mostly, this center provides most of my access to 96 25.88%
computers and the Internet
Partly, I use it frequently, but I have other options 95 25.61%
too
I don’t rely on this computer lab 22 5.93%

N=371. How much do you rely on this computer lab (or similar public computer labs) for your
Internet and computer access?

assumption of the relationship between computer skills and access.
Respondents who did not own computers were more than twice as likely
to be completely reliant on PCCs as people who did own computers.

There was also a significant difference in reliance based on skill: each
respondent who reported that they were not at all skilled was completely
reliant on the center (Chisq=35.56, df=12, p-value=3.81¢-4) (Cross-Tabu-
lation 1). Of the respondents either not very skilled or not at all skilled,
71 percent (32 of 45) were completely reliant on the center, compared to
only 40 percent of users (61 of 150) who were very skilled or expert.

There was also a significant difference in the reliance of respondents
of different races (Chisq=17.682, df=9, p-value=0.039) (Cross-Tabulation
2). The expected distribution across these two variables was significantly
different than the observed distribution. This demonstrates a relationship
between race and reliance that is generalizable to the popu-
lation, namely, that Black respondents were more likely to be reliant on
a center than their White counterparts.

Thus, lower-income and lower-skill respondents who do not own
computers and Black respondents are more likely to be more highly reliant
on PCCs than their counterparts.
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Cross-Tabulation 1: Reliance / Skill
RELIANCE Expert Very skilled Fairly skilled ~ Notveryskilled  Not at all skilled Total
Completely 12 49 65 18 14 158
7.59% 31.01% 41.13% 11.39% 8.86% 99.98%
Mostly 6 28 52 10 0 96
6.25% 29.16% 54.16% 10.41% 0%  99.98%
Partially 15 30 48 2 0 95
15.78% 31.57% 50.52% 2.10% 0%  99.97%
Do not 1 9 11 1 0 22
4.54% 40.90% 50.00% 4.54% 0%  99.98%
Total 34 116 176 31 14 371
Chisq=35.56, df=12, p-value=3.81e-4, n=371
Cross-Tabulation 2: Reliance / Race
RELIANCE Asian Black Other White Total
Completely 3 97 18 40 158
27.27% 49.23% 38.29% 34.48%
Mostly 3 51 13 29 96
27.27% 25.88% 27.65% 25.00%
Partially 3 39 16 37 95
27.27% 19.76% 34.04% 31.89%
Do not 2 10 0 10 22
18.18% 5.07% 0% 8.62%
Total 11 197 47 116 371
99.99% 99.94% 99.98% 99.99%

Cross-Tabulation 3: Reliance / Frequency

Chisq=17.682, df=9, p-value=0.03905, n=371

RELIANCE  Nearlyeveryday  Nearlyeveryweek  Everyfewweeks ~ Oncepermonth > Once per month Total

Completely 100 34 12 4 8 158
52.91% 33.33% 33.33% 22.22% 30.76%

Mostly 45 38 9 2 2 96
23.80% 37.25% 25.00% 11.11% 7.69%

Partially 41 26 13 6 9 95
21.69% 25.49% 36.11% 33.33% 34.61%

Do not 3 4 2 6 7 22
2.00% 3.92% 5.55% 33.33% 26.92%

Total 189 102 36 18 26 371
99.98% 99.99% 99.99% 99.99% 99.98%

Chisq=73.13, df=12, p-value=8.27¢-11, n=371
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Frequency and reliance are also significantly related. People who use
a center nearly every day are more than twice as likely to rely completely
on it as people who only mostly or partially rely on a center (Chisq=73.13,
df=12, p-value=8.27e-11) (Cross-Tabulation 3). A full twenty-nine per-
centage points separate the proportion of completely reliant every-day
users from partially reliant every-day users. This large variance between
people who are completely, partially, and mostly reliant, however, only
exists for people who use the center every day. Smaller differences in
reliance exist for users of other frequencies (Chart 2).

Beyond reliance, however, it is difficult to ascertain what might drive
PCC-use frequency. Each of the following variables were not significant
with regard to frequency of use: skill, race, income, sex, age, education,
whether or not the respondent owned a computer, and perception of the
PCCs effect on the neighborhood. It is particularly interesting to note
that skill and computer ownership do not effect the frequency of use, which
again, was surprisingly high, with half of users using the center every day
and one quarter using the center every week. One might assume that lack
of a computer was a driver to use the centers more, but this assumption
is not born out by the data. Instead, we see that all types of users frequently
come to computer labs, and that people who own computers don’t neces-
sarily come less frequently.

Chart 2: Reliance of Users of Different Frequencies
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internet
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Qualitative responses help to further illuminate why we find no rela-
tionship between frequency and either skill or computer use. Three
contributing factors emerge to explain why people use computer centers

regardless of their skill or computer ownership:

1.Staff and Training

Of the 45 percent of respondents who had attended training, 86
percent said they were very satisfied or satisfied. Apart from a hand-
ful of complaints about irritable or impatient staff, dozens of
responses praised the staff for being helpful and courteous; 81
percent reported that they have received staff help.

2. Atmosphere

People cited three primary qualities—clean (8), quiet (8), and safe
(10). Said one respondent, “I come alone because I love the peace
and quiet.” Commented another, “It helps bring people together
and study. The teens have some place to go that they don’t get into
trouble and belong to gangs.”

3. A Home Computer Is Not Enough

Underscoring our finding that the “digital-divide” thesis proves
insufficient, qualitative responses show that users need many pieces
of equipment to have a fully functioning technology suite at home.
A quarter of respondents had a computer and high-speed Internet,
a quarter had a computer but lacked high-speed Internet, and half
had neither. A third reported using a smart phone. Qualitative
responses brought out a number of additional needs, including soft-

ware, printers, 3-D printers, and better Internet.

Activities

Common computing activities are also common at PCCs: roughly 65
percent checked e-mail, 41 percent did word process, 36 percent read

the news, and 28 percent checked social media. Consistent with work-
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Table 7: Activities Performed at Lab
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Count Percent
E-mail 241 64.96%
Search or apply for jobs 216 58.22%
Word processing (writing, editing, creating 155 41.78%
documents)
Learning (online classes, homework, apply for 152 40.97%
college, etc.)
News 135 36.39%
Social networking (Facebook, Twitter, Instagram, 104 28.03%
etc.)
Access government services 81 21.83%
Find health information 75 20.22%
Data processing (working with numbers, Excel, 66 17.79%
accounting)
Business (manage website, correspond with clients, 41 11.05%
sell goods)
Creative activities (audio, visual, or graphic 40 10.78%
production)
Online banking or investing 38 10.24%
Online gaming 29 7.82%
Web, app, or software development 24 6.47%
Online dating 5 1.35%
Pornography 3 0.81%

N=371. Which of the following activities do you do ar this computer lab?

force development goals, the number-two activity (58 percent of all users;

63 percent for 18—65 year olds) reported was to search or apply for jobs.

And consistent with the training goals for PCCs: 40 percent use centers

for learning (Table 7). Other activities include supplementing income

by taking online surveys, searching for housing, listening to music,

printing, learning animation, taking GED classes, and fulfilling TANF*

10. Temporary Assistance to Needy Families.
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and unemployment-insurance job-search requirements. Below is a sam-

pling of adult respondents’ reasons for using PCCs:

e The center provides opportunities to job train and to job search.

The staff is nice. It is non-discriminatory.

* I come for help in improving my skills and knowledge of various
teachings on the computer i.e. Word, Excel, Power Point and Face-
book and more. My friends already have knowledge of these tools.

* [ always come ...to complete my albums, which I make money
from to pay my bills. It’s a great resource for employment and
learning. Thank you, without it I will be nothing.

* Because when I bring my granddaughters here, they have the
opportunity to do their homework for the respective schools that
they attend. Also, I have the opportunity to do the practice pro-
grams that are available to people who come here.

* I have to do service hours for DHS [Department of Human

Services] to receive my monthly benefits.

* Tusually come to the library alone to check emails, check grocery
ads, balance checking account, update investment account, update
movie and book listings, and update spreadsheets on sporting events.

* My printer broke quite a while ago, and I see no need to replace it.
I can print out the occasional pages from this library.

e I get personal attention from the person who helps assist others
on the computer. The person who assists me has a lot of patience and
understands what I'm trying to convey, when it comes out as a
person with very little computer knowledge.

A greater proportion of respondents under eighteen pursued learning:
79 percent for youth as compared to 40 percent for the sample overall.
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An encouraging 88 percent of users under eighteen reported that they
had performed better in school from using PCCs. In fact, 70 percent
mentioned (unprompted) that they do their homework at the PCC,
many of them adding that the staff provide help. A troubling trend was
the degree to which youth view PCCs as a safe place to avoid violence:
of the 27 responses from users under eighteen to the question—What
effects do you think public computer labs have on your neighborhood
and why?—one third said PCCs were a safe place for children. Among
their comments:

e T am able to get my [school] assignments done on time.
e This lab keeps me out of trouble and off the streets.

e This lab has made it easier to apply for colleges and scholarships
when I have the time.

e I have learned computer skills that will help me in college.

* Anybody can come in so the kids would have a less chance of
getting hurt.

Those over fifty-five more frequently emphasized the staff support at
the PCC, with a handful of respondents praising the staff by name.

Although only 3 percent reported watching pornography at PCCs,
observational and anecdotal evidence suggests otherwise. The CPL does
not block pornography sites, but other PCCs, particularly those with a
workforce focus, do. In an informal discussion, a CPL branch librarian
said that “porn is the number one activity” of older men. On three week-
day trips to that branch’s computer lab at different times I observed bet-
ween 7 and 10 percent of users who appeared to be viewing pornography.

Skill acquisition at PCCs includes formal training and independent
learning. Of the 45 percent involved in training half were very satisfied
and less than 2 percent were unsatisfied or very unsatisfied—a remark-
able success rate for trainers (Table 8). I conducted cross tabulations
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Table 8: Training Satisfaction

Count Percent
Very Satisfied 86 50.89%
Satisfied 61 36.09%
Neutral 6 3.55%
Unsatisfied 1 0.59%
Very Unsatisfied 1 0.59%
N/A 5 2.96%
Blank 9 5.33%

N=169. How would you rate your experience with the training?

between the variable for training participation and a number of other
factors. Gender played a significant role in whether a respondent had
attended a training: whereas women did or did not attend a training in
equal proportion, twenty-five percentage points separated men who did
(37 percent) and did not (62 percent) attend a training (Chisq=9.284,
df=2, p-value=9.63¢-3). Income also had a significant effect on whether
or not a respondent attended a training (Chisq=26.044, df=9,
p-value=2.00e-3). Individuals with incomes under $10,000 were twenty-
one percentage points less likely to have attended a training than the
rest of the sample (Chart 3).

I performed chi-square tests on two-way tables on training attendance
and each of the following variables were not significant: skill, race, income,
and whether the individual owned a computer. T-tests did not reveal a
significant difference in the means of the ages of those who did and did
not attend a training. In evaluating the characteristics of job seekers, no
relationship between training and actually finding a job was observed
through cross tabulation.

On the other hand, I found a very strong relationship between reliance
and job seekers (Chisq=25.017, df=3, p-value=1.532¢-05) (Cross-Tabu-
lation 4). People who have searched or applied for a job at the center are
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13 percentage points more likely to be completely reliant on the center
than those who have not. The trend is clear for those who have searched
or applied for a job: they are much more likely to have higher reliance

(Chart 4).

Chart 3: Training Participation of Income Groups
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Cross-Tabulation 4: Reliance / Job Seekers

RELIANCE Have searched or applied for a job Have NOT scarched of applied for a job Total
Completely 104 54 158
48.14% 34.83%

Mostly 63 33 96
29.16% 21.29%

Partially 45 50 95
20.83% 32.25%

Do not 4 18 22

1.85% 11.61%
Total 216 155 371
99.98% 99.98%

Chisq=25.017, df=3, p-value=1.53¢-05, n=371
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Chart 4: Reliance and Job-Seeking Activity
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On the whole, the survey’s discussion of activities revealed strong sup-
port for PCCs acting as a hub for job seekers, students, and others coming
to enhance their computer skills. A wide variety of activities are pursued,

and trainings, when taken, are reviewed with great enthusiasm.

Social Dynamics

PCCs are an interesting social settings because they gather people into
a public place for an activity that is commonly done alone. However, at
PCCs, being social appears to be a key part of the experience. Despite
85 percent of users arriving alone, over 80 percent got help from staff,
46 percent got help from another user, and 32 percent made new friends.
In addition to social media, a number of responses discussed the com-
munity aspect of PCCs or how they use PCC resources to build
community (Table 9):

* [I] perform duties for my veterans group (I am on [the] Board) and
Community Policing Program (where I am a Beat Facilitator).

* [The centet] gives the residents hope; it connects residents and
provides a platform to discuss common community concerns; it
provides people with information regarding jobs, social problems, etc.
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* More people can connect with each other.
* Keeps us apprised of local politics and its changes.

* Allows everyone to participate in the community.

Less than 5 percent reported harassment and less than 3 percent
reported being shamed for low technology skills (Table 9). The survey
polled users for potentially negative social situations: “Do you feel wel-
come and comfortable at this computer lab? Why or why not?” “Are
there barriers that prevent your friends who need to use computers from
using this computer lab? What are they?” A handful of responses dis-
cussed pornography: “There are a lot of creepy looking guys on the
computers that I figure are probably looking at pornography. It creeps me
out.” Other responses mentioned negative interactions with PCC staff:

‘The computer helper, the person who is supposed to help computer-

illiterate people become comfortable with the different functions
of the computer, is not a very patient person. He makes you feel

Table 9: In-Person Interaction

Count Percent
Gotten help from staff 304 81.94%
Gotten help from another user 171 46.09%
Made new friends 122 32.88%
Given help to another user 119 32.08%
Discussed community events 72 19.41%
Made new business connections 36 9.70%
Been harassed 18 4.85%
Been made to feel bad about your technology skills 11 2.96%

N=371. Have you had any of the following in-person interactions ar the computer lab? Check
all that apply.
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Table 10: Respondents’ Attitudes Toward Technology
and Relationships

Count Percent Pew—Midwest*
Strengthens 268 72.24% 79.90%
Not sure 49 13.21% 0.40%
Neither 44 11.86% 0.00%
Weakens 10 2.70% 19.15%

Sample N=371. Thinking about your relationships in general, overall, would you say that com-
municating online with friends and family generally STRENG THENS those relationships, OR
WEAKENS those relationships?

*Comparison data: This survey question is identical to Pew (N=214) (Pew 2014).

stupid for not knowing how to do things on the computer. I try
not to ask him for help very often.

However, only twenty-nine out of 371 responses said they felt un-
comfortable at PCCs. Respondents use words like inspired, empowered,
safe, understood, and welcome, and one responded said: “I always feel
welcome at this computer lab, as the staff is pretty much on a first name
basis with most of the local residents, and are an extremely resourceful
collective group. I feel that it’s a safe environment.”

PCCs may also help build communities online, with users reporting
that they connected with people in Chicago more than any other group.
To evaluate user attitudes on the social effects of technology, a question
was borrowed from the Pew “The Web at 25 in the U.S.” survey: “Think-
ing about your relationships in general, overall, would you say that: Com-
municating online with friends and family generally STRENGTHENS
those relationships, OR WEAKENS those relationships?” For midwesterners
in the Pew survey, 79 percent noted strengthened relationships, slightly
higher than Chicago PCC users’ 72 percent. However, whereas 19 percent
of the Pew respondents said technology has a weakening effect, only
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Table 11: Personal Outcomes

Count Percent
Helped me learn new computer skills 164 44.20%
Generally improved my life and well-being 157 42.32%
Helped me find a job 139 37.47%
Helped me connect with my community 98 26.42%
Made me a more competitive job applicant 94 25.34%
Performed better at work 81 21.83%
Performed better in school 79 21.29%
Helped me connect with new friends 76 20.49%
Helped me apply for college 39 10.51%
Helped me grow my business 28 7.55%
Helped me start my business 26 7.01%
Helped me apply for scholarships 21 5.66%

N=371. Has using this computer lab and attending training offered here affected your life in
any of the following ways? Check any that may apply.

2 percent of Chicago PCC respondents thought so, suggesting that
PCC users are, on average, more positive about the effects of techno-
logy on their relationships than the average Midwesterner (Table 10)
(Pew 2014).

Outcomes

Data on the impact of PCCs to lives and community was much higher than

I had hypothesized (Table 11):

* Economic development: 37 percent of users overall and 43
percent of users aged 18—65 reported that PCCs helped them find
a job, 25 percent said PCCs made them a more competitive job
applicant, 21 percent said they performed better at work, and 14
percent said PCCs helped them start or enlarge a business.
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* Education: 44 percent learned new computer skills, 21 percent
performed better in school, 10 percent applied for college, and 5
percent applied for scholarships. These numbers are higher for those
under eighteen, where 88 percent reported performing better in school.

* Social: 26 percent connect with their community and 20 percent
made new friends.

Qualitative responses echoed those findings. PCCs help users keep
in touch with family and friends, find jobs, improve their computer
skills, make friends, perform essential tasks, and look for jobs. It should
be noted that a small minority of responses reported no impact. Some
respondents elaborated on how PCCs affected their lives:

e This computer lab is a very great part of my social life as well as
providing me a great way to access the computer for my research,

projects, and internet shopping.

¢ I do not have internet access at home, and have done most of

my job searching and applications on computers here at the library.

e All those skills significantly contributed to more knowledge of
the new computer technology and to save my time in doing my home
business and teaching.

* Ilearned skills that makes me more competitive in the job market
and my startup.

* Tam able to continue to live my life and make sure basic things are
taken care of, like bills.

* I'm more up to date with computers, I'm able to access and attain
important things to better myself and 'm growing mentally. I have
depression and a host of other illnesses, and this lab helps me do
things to stop the depression. 'm more focused on activities. It gives

me a challenge to soar.
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Table 12: Rate Effects of Lab on Neighborhood

Count Percent
Very good 287 77.36%
Good 59 15.90%
Not good nor bad 22 5.93%
Bad 2 0.54%
Very bad 1 0.27%

N=371. Overall, how would you rate the effects of public computer labs on
your neighborhood?

Users were also asked, “Overall, how would you rate the effects of
public computer labs on your neighborhood?” The responses to this
question were overwhelmingly positive: 77 percent rated the effects as
very good and 15 percent rated the effects as good. Only one person in
the 371-person survey, rated the effects as very bad. The total negative
responses for the survey were less than 1 percent (Table 12).

It is possible that for a public resource that is this in demand and this
often used, even basic provision makes users very grateful. However, the
detailed responses in this survey suggest a larger phenomenon. Overall,
the network of Chicago PCCs has achieved an impressive level of client
satisfaction: users are satisfied with training, report positive life outcomes,
describe excellent effects on the neighborhood, and report very few
instances of harassment, discrimination, or negative social interaction.
In fact, they overwhelmingly report the opposite: that PCCs give support
to all types of people and provide a space for community building. Un-
doubtedly, the data suggests opportunities for improvement, as do users.
Yet even among users, around 10 percent said they had no suggested im-
provements because “everything” was currently great.

The effect of the center on the neighborhood produced a significant
difference in the answers of men (M=1.21, SD=0.26) and women (M=
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1.36, SD=0.70) respondents; t(367)=—2.31, p-value=0.02." This suggests
that women rate the effects slightly higher than men.

Income had a significant effect on the answers of respondents (Chisq
=62.52, df=45, p-value=4.28¢-2). As income increased, ratings of PCC
effect on the neighborhood decreased. This suggests that wealthier users
were less impressed, but still positive, about the effects of PCCs on
neighborhoods. There appears to be a consensus about the value of pro-
viding Internet and computer access to those who can’t afford it: many
low-income users mention the problem of affordability, but so did middle-
and higher-income users who have technology at home. Skills are also
frequently mentioned, followed by concerns about children’s academic
performance and safety. A sample of responses reveals the diversity of

perceived impacts:

* In my hood a lot of people can’t afford a computer for school

and work so it’s great.

e I think that public computer labs are an asset to the community
because they create equal opportunity for job applications, school,
and many other resources that require a computer.

¢ The positive effects are that the lab is centrally located a block
down from a local high school and several elementary schools—
allowing students to come in during their lunch breaks and after
school to work on their studies, or simply to have a place to con-
gregate with their friends in a positive environment. Also, the lab
provides many in the community who don’t have access to the
internet in their homes, to come out and work diligently on what-
ever goals they’re striving to accomplish.

11. Here, the Likert Scale was converted a numeric scale ranging from 1 (very
bad) to 5 (very good).

285 CHICAGO STUDIES

* It helps to keep people, mainly the young ones busy. Hopefully,
it can diminish crime rates, if there are more programs, and com-

puter labs available to the community.

* Definitely positive around my neighborhood, not too many
people have computers, and it seems like you need access to one

just to live in this world. From shopping to banking to finding a job.

e Public computer labs bring the neighborhood together just by
meeting other like-minded people and learning from each other.

A minority of responses raised concerns about possible negative effects

from the computer labs:

* The gangs and how they do stuff on the computer.

¢ 'The majority of the people are watching Child porn, and mastur-
bating, girls fighting on Facebook. All of the things that Chicago
Public Library encourages and supports that works against our

community.

* Negative stuff on Facebook.
Finally, approximately 10 percent of responses reported that the labs
didn’t have an effect, and a handful of responses commented that any
positive effects that a lab might have had were eliminated by outdated
computers, insufficient numbers of computers, or unhelpful staff.
Summary of Survey Findings

The following findings summarize the key takeaways from this analysis:

* A core function of PCCs is as a resource center for the unem-
ployed. Fifty-cight percent reported using PCCs to search or apply
for jobs; 37 percent reported finding a job through using a PCC.
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* A core function of PCCs is as a place of learning. The number
one reported personal outcome of PCC use, at 45 percent, is learn-
ing new computer skills; 88 percent of users under eighteen
reported that they performed better in school through PCC use.

e Users of all skill levels work at PCCs. Novices are not the sole
users of PCCs. The majority were fairly skilled or very skilled; older
users were less skilled on average.

* PCCs are used with very high frequency. Half report using
PCCs nearly every day and 27 percent report using PCCs nearly
every week. People who own computers do not come less fre-
quently than people who do not own computers.

* Users are highly reliant on PCCs. Forty-two percent rely com-
pletely on PCCs for their computer/Internet access. Only 5 percent
of users said they are not at all reliant on PCCs, despite the fact
that one quarter of users have a computer and high speed Internet
at home. Lower-skilled, Black, lower-income, and job-secking
respondents are more likely to rely on PCCs. If the sample is rep-
resentative and Smart Chicago’s estimate of over eighty thousand
center users per week is accurate, this suggests that approximately
thirty-three thousand individuals rely on PCCs each week.

* PCCs are highly valued for the access they provide. When
describing what effects they thought the lab had on their neighbor-
hood, more than a third spoke about or alluded to giving computer
and Internet access to people who cannot afford it.

* PCCs are valued for more than access. Half of users had a
computer at home and a quarter had both a computer and high-
speed Internet. Other reasons for using a PCC seem to be the need
for staff assistance, enjoying a safe and quiet atmosphere, and
enjoying the community-building aspect of the PCC.
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* Staff support is well liked and trainings are well attended.
Eighty-one percent received assistance from PCC staff; 45 percent
have taken a PCC training, and 86 percent of those users reported
being either satisfied or very satisfied.

* PCCs are viewed as a leveler between poor and wealthy com-
munities. Respondents frequently commented that PCCs helped
level the resource gap between rich and poor neighborhoods.
Overall, 77 percent rated the effects on their neighborhood as very
good and 15 percent rated the effects as good.

* PCCs are viewed as a safe place for youth. To an open-ended
question about the effects of PCCs, one third of youth mentioned
that PCCs kept them “out of trouble.”

* Trainings do not correlate with greater success in the job
market. No significant relationship was found between attending
PCC training and finding a job.

* Systemic discrimination in PCCs was not found. The BTOP
PCC grant focused on vulnerable and marginalized populations.
PCC users, according to this sample, are more likely to be Black,
low-income, and over the age of fifty-five than the Chicago popu-
lation overall. Ability was not included in the survey, but should
be included in future iterations.

* Harassment and discrimination occur infrequently. Accord-
ing to this sample, fewer than 5 percent were harassed, shamed
for their technology skills, or feel unwelcome at a center. Those
that do complain mention other users viewing pornography or the
restriction of resources to certain demographics (i.c., older users
wanting to use resources designated for youth).
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Rhetoric vs. Reality:
Analysis of Goal Fulfillment

These findings permit a preliminary evaluation of whether Chicago’s
implementation of the BTOP PCC grant met its goals.

The FCC and the city had economic-development goals for PCC.
Chicago’s application for BTOP aimed to “create jobs at all skill and
experience levels, with the specific objective of helping approximately
twenty thousand find employment through expanded technology train-
ing opportunities.” Due to the self-reported nature of the findings in
this survey and the lack of additional data, it is not possible to give an
estimate of how many jobs were created. However, considering that
Smart Chicago estimates that eighty thousand people use PCCs every
week, and that 37 percent of users reported finding a job through PCC
use, these data point toward a strong likelihood of that goal being ful-
filled. Furthermore, results indicate that PCCs also assist users in starting
and enlarging businesses, performing better at work, and conducting
online banking and investment.

The FCC, the city, CPL, and the other community organizations
studied had education, skill-development, and information-access goals.
As we have seen, learning is very popular, trainings are very well received,
and students report performing better in school. All of these point
toward the fulfillment of goals in this category, particularly toward the
City of Chicago’s broad goal of “digital excellence,” defined as “universal
meaningful participation.”

The BTOP and city did not highlight community health as a goal.
The survey shows that 20 percent looked for health information online
and 21 percent accessed government services (Table 7). Of those 21
percent, qualitative responses indicate that individuals receiving food
stamps use PCCs to help meet their requisite job-search hours; one could
extrapolate that meeting this requirement and continued access to food
stamps helped fulfill the nutritional needs of the unemployed. Overall,
though, this analysis is inconclusive on whether health was improved.
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Regarding BTOP’s goal to improve public safety there is anecdotal
evidence in this data. Numerous users provided responses on how PCCs
keep youth off the streets and away from danger in a positive environ-
ment suggest that neighborhood safety is improved by PCC existence.

Smart Chicago seeks to improve lives generally, and there is some
evidence that this has occurred. Appropriately 42 percent reported that
PCCs generally improved their lives, 26 percent reported being more
connected the community, and 20 percent made new friends (Table 11).
More analysis is needed to determine the degree to which this occurs
and why this occurs for some users but not others.

Equitable access to technological resources is a goal of Smart Chicago
and CPL. The sample’s overrepresentation of very low-income and Black
respondents suggests fulfillment. There is some concern with the slightly
underrepresented proportion of Latino respondents, but this may be
attributable to sampling error.

Policy Improvements and
Recommendations

Chicago received $8,974,283 in grant funding, out of a requested
$9,142,997, and $3.9 million in matching funds from the Chicago Hous-
ing Authority, the City Colleges of Chicago, and the Smart Chicago
Trust Fund; the State of Illinois contributed $1.5 million of the $3.9
million (Bhatt 2010, 37). To sustain the project, the city worked with the
John D. and Catherine T. MacArthur Foundation and the Chicago Com-
munity Trust to support and guide the Smart Chicago Collaborative be-
yond the timeframe of BTOP. BTOP grants went largely toward capital
improvements, and it appears that PCC host organizations funded PCC
staffing. Many PCCs appear to be securely sustained by their host insti-
tution’s existing funding, but it is unclear whether the host institutions
will be able to provide the funds next time a capital upgrade is required.

Overall, this analysis provides strong evidence that PCCs are a valu-
able policy for improving the economic development and educational
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outcomes of its users. It recommends that the City of Chicago, Smart
Chicago, their partners, and other supporters of public computer labs
continue to fund these essential resources for neighborhoods, with a
number of the improvements outlined here.

Building off of user suggestions, this analysis provides strong support
for the value of staff to PCC users. I caution against cutting funding for
staff in the unfounded belief that accessibility alone is sufficient. Rather,
stafl'is used and needed across the spectrum of skill levels and technology
access, and is especially important to job seekers, an important popula-
tion for many PCC funders.

Additional resources to expand training to include intermediate and
advanced skills would be welcomed by users. An interesting follow-up
study could determine if users who felt helped by basic classes would
find advanced classes at PCCs equally helpful.

Connect Chicago’s website is easy to use for those with existing com-
puter skills. Smart Chicago should continue to pursue marketing cam-
paigns and offline strategies to connect users with PCCs. This analysis
did not investigate capacity problems beyond mentioning the resource
constraints faced by CPL, but continuing to market effectively may work
toward maintaining equity in accessibility (Bertot et al. 2008).

PCCs should consider accessibility needs when upgrading their centers.
At the least, they should update the information on the Connect Chicago
dataset so users know which PCCs will meet their accessibility needs.

PCCs should attempt to better serve the needs of men, very low-income
individuals, and Latinos. These differences do not necessarily imply dis-
crimination—given that no significant differences were found in user
satisfaction with PCCs—but PCCs can evaluate their programs to
ensure that they are in fact meeting the needs of these populations.

The structure of Chicago’s PCC system also appears to be working.
The decentralized model of many government and nongovernment
actors has produced a collection of reasonably well-distributed, diverse,
high-quality centers. Decentralization may have contributed to quality
in a number of ways; perhaps, due to competition among centers, the
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system as a whole remains proactive and conscious about keeping the
quality of service high. This may also explain the high level of differen-
tiation in PCC trainings and target populations, in that competition
pushed PCCs to specialize in precisely the in-demand areas of their user
community. Different lab models provide a petri dish for providers to
experiment with different trainings and approaches. Combined with the
essential component of Smart Chicago’s facilitation of best-practices
sharing, this may contribute to good ideas being identified, tested,
shared, and scaled more effectively than if all PCCs were being admin-
istered by a single entity. Other cities may wish to look at the way Chicago
used BTOP funds to upgrade this loosely connected system while pro-
viding users a single point-of-information access as a model for success.

This analysis also reveals the high degree to which users rely on tra-
ditional educational institutions to gain computer skills: PCC users
acquired their computer skill primarily in K-12 schools or continuing
education classes. Given this, education policymakers may wish to
include computer-science classes as a requisite component of public edu-
cation. Similarly, it’s clear that students who don’t have computers at
home are concerned about their ability to do their homework and suc-
ceed academically. These data suggest that PCCs are helping to support
students, but, as discussed in the literature review, a preferable option
would be for all students to have access to a computer at home. If this
is not possible for a school district, the district may wish to work with
their local PCC to provide hours and staff support specifically tailored
to students.

PCCs may also wish to reconsider whether they want to filter por-
nography that makes users uncomfortable. The question of whether to
restrict user activity has practical dimensions given the resource con-
straints and wait times that some PCCs experience. The idea that school
children who rely on PCCs to do their homework or unemployed indi-
viduals who use the PCC to find a job experience long waits due to
individuals watching porn may give policymakers cause to reconsider

these restrictions. However, limiting access by content might also be
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seen as condescending or paternalistic, an image which PCCs may wish
to avoid in the name of treating all users with equal dignity. There is
also the argument that filtering Internet content is the slippery slope of
censorship. Given that most PCCs in Chicago receive city, state, or
federal funding, they may have incentive to filter content to pursue
political ends, including promotion of candidates who support PCCs.
Either way, considering that some users feel uncomfortable using PCC
resources while others are watching pornography, this analysis would
urge PCCs that have not done so to consider a policy on adult content,
or perhaps segregating adult users.

In an effort to gather granular data about how to improve PCCs, this
survey asked users to recommend improvements. The two most common

suggestions were as follows:

1. Provide more intermediate and advanced training. Specific train-
ings requested included Photoshop, advanced Microsoft office,
animation, graphic design, coding, printing, and using social media.

2. Provide faster Internet, more terminals, and longer hours. Longer
or different PCC opening hours were frequently requested. With
regards to time limitations, feelings were mixed: a few users noted
that time constraints were a positive aspect because they ensured
equity in resource distribution, while others commented that they
were unable to get their work done.

This analysis encourages PCC directors to examine the improvements
suggested by users in their centers. Of course, all of these locations are
under resource and staff constraints, so all improvements may not be
feasible. Yet there is clear value to hearing precisely what users value and
what they would like to see improved.
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Conclusion

This research concludes that PCCs are a highly valued and highly effec-
tive resource for job seeking, learning, and skill development. It also
suggests that even if everyone in Chicago were to have high-speed Inter-
net and computers at home, there would still be a need for computer
centers, given that staff support is as big a need as technology itself. In
a market-driven economy, technology continues to evolve and higher-
income users have the money and expertise to adopt it first; this top-down
pattern means that PCCs will remain relevant instruments for closing
skill and technology gaps in the future.

The value of PCCs goes beyond technology itself. The public com-
puter center has become a hybrid social-services organization, connecting
people with their government, their schools, their neighborhoods, their
work and businesses, their families, and each other. They are also a new
neighborhood center, which is safe and multigenerational, where com-
munity is built online and in reality.

Undoubtedly, this analysis show the need for continued attention to
PCCs as twenty-first-century community institutions. Future analyses
may wish to explore the connection between these results and the PCC-
organization type or trainings in greater detail. A more in-depth study
of how various groups went about implementing BTOP PCC grants
could provide useful lessons for future funding ventures. Finally, it
would prove worthwhile to study how Chicago’s model—with a sustain-
able funding model provided through a governmentfoundation
partnership—compares to cities that did not continue to support PCCs
after BTOP funds ended.

Ultimately, this study reveals that PCCs show great promise as a tool
for economic and community development. In light of this, future
research is necessary for a better understanding of how to maximize and
amplify PCC impact.
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Appendix A: Instructional Fliers

SURVEY NECESITAMOS
PARTICIPANTES
TAKERS DE ENCUESTA

Tome una encuesta de sélo 10 minutos sobre
! este laboratorio de computadoras y se entre en
un sorteo para un de tres premios: $150,

Take a short 10 minute survey about using this

computer lab and be entered into a drawing for

one of 3 prizes. 5150, 5100, or 550.

1.0pen your Internet Browser
2.Type this link into the Address Bar:

I bit.ly/computerlabsurvey I
3.Take the 10 minute survey and, if you wish, be
entered into win one of three cash prizes. Must
be 13 or older.

$100, o $50.

1. Abra su navegador de internet
2. Entre este enlace en la barra de direccion :

I bit.ly/labsdecomputadoras I
3. Tome la encuesta de 10 minutos, y si
quiera, se entre para ganar un de tres
premios en efectivo. Tiene que tener mas de
13 afios.
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Appendix B: English Survey
Chicago Computer Lab Survey

Hello and welcome! This is an anonymous survey to learn more about
how people use public computer centers in Chicago. At the end of the
survey, you'll be given the opportunity to provide your contact informa-
tion, which will enter you into a raffle to win one of three cash prizes:
$150, $100 or $50. The survey is expected to take approximately 10

minutes.
Only users aged 13 or older should take this survey.

Please fill out each section to the best of your ability with the most detailed
answers you're willing to provide. Your thoughts and opinions are greatly
appreciated. Thank you for your time!

If you have any questions or concerns, please email Erin Simpson,
the researcher conducting this survey, at chicomputersurvey@
uchicago.edu.

1. Where are you? Please give the name of the location that hosts the
computer lab you are in.

Select the type of location you are in:

Library

Senior Center

Community Technology Center
Youth Career Development Center
City College

Community Service Center
Workforce Center

WorkNet Center

Not sure

Other

O00O0OO0O0O000O0OO0O P
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How frequently do you use the center?

Nearly every day
Nearly every week
Every few weeks
Once per month

0000 W

Less than once per month

How long does it take you to get to the center?

Less than 5 minutes
Between 5 and 10 minutes
Between 10 and 20 minutes
Between 20 and 30 minutes
Between 30 and 45 minutes
Between 45 and 60 minutes
More than 1 hour

000000 *~

5. What is the address of the place you usually travel to the

center from?

What place does that address describe?

Home
Work

School
Other

o000 @

Do you usually come to the center alone or with friends?

Alone
With Friends
Other

O 00 X

oo

. Why do you usually come alone or with friends?

9. Are there barriers that prevent your friends who need to use
computers from using this computer lab? What are they?
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10. How much do you rely on this computer lab (or similar public O Other users at this computer lab taught me
computer labs) for your internet and computer access? O Staff at this computer lab taught me
O Completely, this center provides my only access to computers and O Used online tutorials
the internet O DPicked it up on my own at this computer lab
O Mostly, this center provides most of my access to computers and O Picked it up on my own elsewhere
the internet ) ) 14. Why do you come to this computer lab?
O Partly, Tuse it frequently, but I have other options too Which of the following activities do you do at this computer lab?
O Idon’trely on this computer lab
O Learning activities (online classes, do homework,
11. How else do you access computers and the internet? apply for college, etc.)
O T own a computer and have high speed internet at home. O Search or apply for jobs
O I own a computer but don’t have high speed internet at home. O Email correspondence
O My place of employment O Social networking (Facebook, Twitter, Instagram, etc.)
O My school O Find health information
O Borrow from family and friends O Read the news
O Borrow from neighbors O Word processing (writing, editing, creating documents)
O Use my smartphone O Data processing (working with numbers, Excel, accounting)
O  Other O Business activities (manage website, correspond with clients,
sell goods)
12. In terms of your computer and internet skills, do you consider O Access government services
yourself to be: O Creative activities (audio, visual, or graphic production)
O Not at all skilled O Web, app, or software development
O Not very skilled O Online banking or investing
O Fairly skilled O Online dating
O Very skilled O Online gaming
O Expert O View pornography
13. How did you acquire these skills? Check all that apply: 15. What other activities do you do at this computer lab?
O School 16. Has using this computer lab and attending training offered here
O Atwork affected your life in any of the following ways? Check any that
O A computer skills class at this computer lab may apply:
O A computer skills class elsewhere )
. . O Performed better in school
O Family and friends taught me

O

Performed better at work
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17.

Helped me find a job

Helped me apply for college

Helped me apply for scholarships

Helped me start my business

Helped me grow my business

Helped me connect with my community
Helped me learn new computer skills
Helped me connect with new friends
Made me a more competitive job applicant
Generally improved my life and well-being

How has access to this computer lab and any skills learned

here affected your life?

18.

Have you had any of the following in-person interactions at the

computer lab? Check all that apply:

OO0 00000 O0

19.

Gotten help from staff

Gotten help from another user

Given help to another user

Discussed community events

Made new friends

Made new business connections

Been harassed

Been made to feel bad about your technology skills

Thinking about your relationships in general, overall, would you

say that communicating online with friends and family generally
STRENGTHENS those relationships, OR WEAKENS those
relationships?

O

O 0O

Strengthens
Weaken
Neither

Not sure
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20. Have you attended a training at the center?

Yes
No

o 0O

21. How would you rate your experience with the training?
Very satisfied

Satisfied

Neutral

Unsatisfied

Very unsatisfied

000000

Not applicable

22. What additional trainings or resources would you like to see at
the computer lab?

23. When you connect with other people online at this computer lab,

do you connect with:

Other people in the computer lab
Other people in your neighborhood
Other people in Chicago

Other people in the United States

OO0 00O

Other people around the world

24. Opverall, how would you rate the effects of public computer labs
on your neighborhood? Please explain: What effects do you think
public computer labs have on your neighborhood and why?

Very good

Good

Not good

Not bad

Bad

Very bad

0000 O0O0
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25. Please explain: What effects do you think public computer labs
have on your neighborhood and why?

26. Do you feel welcome and comfortable at this computer lab? Why
or why not?

27. What is this computer lab doing well?
28. How could this computer lab improve?
29. What year did you start using computers?

30. What is your gender?
O Female

Male

Other

O 0O

(S
—

. What’s your highest level of education?

Middle school

Some high school

High school graduate or equivalent
Trade or vocational degree

Some college

Associate degree

Bachelor’s degree

Graduate or professional degree

Prefer not to answer
Other

O00O0OO0O00O0OO0OCO0

[
\S)

. What is your income?

Under $10,000

$10,000 — $20,000
$20,000 — $30,000
$30,000 — $40,000
$40,000 — $50,000

00000

O 00O0O0

36.

37.

$50,000 — $75,000
$75,000 — $100,000
$100,000 — $150,000
$150,000 or more

Prefer not to answer

. What is your age?

. What is your ethnicity?

Hispanic
Latino

Not applicable
Other

. What is your race?

Black
White
Asian
Other

What neighborhood do you live in?

What neighborhood is this computer lab in?
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