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ANALYSIS AND CONCIONS IIIII

Analysis and conclusions

Theo Bothma

1. Introduction

Inthischapteri KS FTAYRAY 3I& 27T andysadl andl Sompakisans k& raasd WD 7 Repals,
where possible.

The previous Reports in this series were branded as the IFLA/FAIFE World Reptiesimeghasisvas primarily on
FAIFEelated issues (see http://www.ifla.org/en/faife/worldeport). At the request of IFLA Headquarters (HQ) the
guestionnaire was expandeconsiderably, as explained below, to include k@ FEelated issues. IFLA HQ therefore
decided that the Report should be rebranded as the IFLA World Report. The current Report nevertheless still has a
strong focus on FAIFElated issues.

Data colledbn for the World Report 2016tarted in April 2009 and continued until the end28f09, with a number of
countries asking for extension into 2010. D&athe individual country reporttherefore to a very large extent reflect
the situationasin 2009.Therefore, in the comparative tables, the 2009 date was kept since this is the more accurate
date for the data from most countries. Additional research for antharing ofthe country reports took place in the
latter half of 2009 and the first half of 201The World Report is launched at thELA World Library and Information
Congress 2010, 76th IFLA General Conference and AsseanBbthenburg Swedenin August 2010The 2007 Report
for which the data was collected during 2007, was also only launttteefbllowing yearat the IFLA WLIC in August
2008.

Thischaptercommences with an analysis of tharticipants of the current &ort; comparisonsvith previous reports;
FANRGTUGAYS pattidightibrOrends sinde 2001 afeRalgiven

Thereafter the questions in the questionnaiee eachanalysed separately. Conclusions are provideithatend of
each question, with a summary conclusiairthe end of thechapter.

11 Participants in the IFLA World Report 2010

Countries hat are represented in th&=LA World Report 20X0e listed in Table 1 below.

Afghanistan Cyprus Korea, SoufRRepublic of| Saint Lucia
Albania Czech Republic Kuwait Serbia

Algeria Denmark Latvia Sierra Leone
Andorra Dominica Lebanon Slovenia
Angola Egypt Lesotho Solomon Islands
Antigua and Barbuda | El Salvador Lithuania South Africa
Armenia Estonia Luxembourg Spain

Aruba Ethiopia Macedonia Sri Lanka
Australia Fiji Malaysia Sudan
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Austria Finland Maldives Suriname

Bahamas, The Gabon Mali Swaziland

Bangladesh Gambia, The Malta Sweden

Barbados Germany Mexico Switzerland

Belgium Ghana Moldova Syria (Syrlan Arab
Republic)

Belize Greece Montenegro Tanzania

Bhutan Greenland Morocco Thailand

Bolivia Grenada Namibia Togo

Botswana Guinea Nepal Trinidad and Tobago

Brunei Guyana Netherlands, The Tunisia

Bulgaria Hungary Netherlands Antilles Turkey

Burkina Faso Iceland New Zealand Uganda

Cambodia India Norway Ukraine

Canada Indonesia Oman United Arab Emirates

Capeverde Iran Pakistan United Kingdom

Central African Republi| Ireland Palestinian Territories | United States

Chile Israel Peru Vanuatu

China Italy Philippines Vietnam

Colombia Jamaica Puerto Rico Virgin Islands, USA

Ctte dol voi|Japan Qatar Zimbabwe

Croatia Jordan Romania

Cuba Kazakhstan Russia

Table 1: Participants in the IFLA World Report 2010

1.2

34 Countiies are represented in thie-LA World Report 20Mho did not participate in 20Q7These countrieare listed

Participants in the IFLA World Report 2010 who did not participate in 2007

in Table 2 below.

Afghanistan Colombia Malaysia Spain

Angola Dominica Morocco Sudan

Antigua and Barbuda | Gabon Netherlands Syria

Armenia Greece Philippines Togo

Bangladesh Grenada Puertdrico Tunisia

Brunei India Qatar United Arab Emirates
Canada Indonesia Romania Virgin Islands, USA
Central African Republi{ Iran Saint Lucia

China Macedonia Sierra Leone

Table 2: Participants in the IFLA World Report 2010 who did not participate in 2007

13

A total of20 countries participated for the first time iB010in the IFLANorld Report. These are listed in Table 3

below.

First-time participants in the IFLA World Report 2010
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Afghanistan Dominica Malaysia Sudan

Antigua and Barbuda | Gabon Morocco Togo

Bangladesh Greece Puerto Rico Tunisia

Brunei Darussalam Grenada Qatar United Arab Emirates
Central African Republi{ Indonesia Saint Lucia Virgin Islands, USA

Table 3: First-time participants in the IFLA World Report 2010

1.4

Countries participating in the World Report series since 2001

Tabled, a comparative table, indicates all countrtbat have participated in the IFLA/FAIFE World Reperies from

2001 to2010.
Country 2001 2003 2005 2007 2009
46 88 84 116 122
1. Afghanistan 1
2. Albania 1 1 1
3. Algeria 1 1
4, Andorra 1 1 1 1
Indicated nen
5. Angola 1 1 participation 1
6. Antigua and Barbuda 1
7 Argentina Indic_at_ed nen Indicat_ed nen
participation participation
8. Armenia 1 1 1
9. Aruba 1 1 1 1
10. Australia 1 1 1 1 1
11. Austria 1 1 1
12. Azerbaijan 1 1 Indlc_at_ed nen
participation
13. Bahamas 1 1 1
14. Bangladesh 1
15. Barbados 1 1
16. Belarus 1
17. Belgium (Flanders) 1 1 1 1 1
18. Belize 1 1 1
19. Benin 1 1 1
20. Bermuda 1
21. Bhutan 1 1
22. Bolivia 1 1 1
23. Bosnia and Herzegovina 1 1
24, Botswana 1 1 1 1
25. Brazil 1
26. Brunei Darussalam 1
27. Bulgaria 1 1 1 1
28. Burkina Faso 1 1
29. Cambodia 1 1 1
30. Cameroon 1
31. Canada 1 1 1 1
32. Cape Verde 1 1 1 1
33. Central African Republic 1
34. Chad 1
35. Chile 1 1 1 1 1
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Indicated nen

36. China 1 1 S 1
participation
37. Colombia 1 1 1
38. Congo Brazzaville 1
39. Congo (DRC) 1 1
40. Costa Rica 1 1 1 1
41. Clte doélvoire 1 1
42. Croatia 1 1 1 1 1
43. Cuba 1 1 1 1
44. Cyprus 1 1 1 1
45. Czech Republic 1 1 1 1 1
46. Denmark 1 1 1 1 1
47. Dominica 1
48. Ecuador 1
49, Egypt 1 1 1 1 1
50. El Salvador 1 1
51. Estonia 1 1 1 1
52. Ethiopia 1 1 1 1 1
53. Fiji 1 1 1 1
54, Finland 1 1 1 1
55. France 1
56. Gabon 1
57. Gambia 1 1 1
58. Georgia 1 1 1
59. Germany 1 1 1 1 1
60. Ghana 1 1 1 1
61. Greece 1
62. Greenland 1 1
63. Grenada 1
64. Guam 1 1 1 Indicat_ed nen
participation
65. Guatemala 1 Indlc_at'ed nen
participation
66. Guinea 1 1
67. Guyana 1 1
68. Haiti 1
69. Honduras 1
70. Hong Kong (SAR of China) 1 1 1
71. Hungary 1 1
72. Iceland 1 1 1 1 1
73. India 1 1 1 1
74. Indonesia 1
75. Iran, Islamic Republic of 1 1
76. Ireland 1 1 1 1
77. Israel 1 1 1 1
78. Italy 1 1 1 1 1
79. Jamaica 1 1 1 1
80. Japan 1 1 1 1 1
81. Jordan 1 1
82. Kazakhstan 1 1 1
83. Kenya 1 1 1 1
84. Korea (Republic of) 1 1
85. Kuwait 1 1 1 1
86. Latvia 1 1 1 1




87. Lebanon 1 1 1

88. Lesotho 1 1

89. Liechtenstein 1

90. Lithuania 1 1 1 1

91. Luxembourg 1 1

92. Macao 1

93. Macedonia 1 1 1

94, Malaysia 1

95. Maldives, Republic of 1 1

96. Mali 1 1

97. Malta 1 1 1

98. Mauritius 1 1

99. Mexico 1 1 1 1

100. | Moldova, Republic of 1 1 1 1

101. | Monaco 1 Indicat_ed nen

participation

102. | Mongolia 1 1

103. | Montenegro 1 1

104. | Morocco 1

105. | Mozambique 1

106. | Namibia 1 1 1

107. | Nepal 1 1 1 1
Indicated nen

108. | Netherland, The 1 1 participation 1

109. | Netherlands Antilles (St Maarten) 1 1 1 1

110. | New Caledonia 1 1 1

111. | New Zealand 1 1 1 1

112. | Nicaragua 1 1

113. | Niger 1

114. | Nigeria 1 1

115. | Norway 1 1 1 1

116. | Oman 1 1

117. | Pakistan 1 1 1

118. | Palau 1

119. | Palestinian Territories 1 1

120. | Panama 1 1

121. | Papua New Guinea 1

122. | Paraguay 1

123. | Peru 1 1 1

124. | Philippines 1 1 1

125. | Poland 1 1 1

126. | Portugal Indicgt_ed nen

participation

127. | Puerto Rico 1

128. | Qatar 1

129. | Romania 1 1

130. | Russia 1 1 1 1

131. | Rwanda 1

132. | Saint Lucia 1

133. | San Marino 1

134. | Senegal Indic_at_ed nen
participation

135. | Serbia 1 1

136. | Serbia and Montenegro 1 1
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137. | Seychelles 1 1

138. | Sierra Leone 1 1
139. | Singapore 1 1 1

140. | Slovak Republic 1 1

141. | Slovenia 1 1 1 1 1
142. | Solomon Islands 1 1
143. | South Africa 1 1 1 1
144. | Spain 1 1 1
145. | Sri Lanka 1 1 1 1
146. | St Kitts and Nevis (Nevis) 1

147. | Sudan 1
148. | Suriname 1 1
149. | Swaziland 1 1 1 1
150. | Sweden 1 1 1 1 1
151. | Switzerland 1 1 1 1
152. | Syrian Arab Republic 1 1
153. | Tanzania 1 1 1
154. | Thailand 1 1 1 1
155. | Togo 1
156. | Trinidad and Tobago 1 1 1 1
157. | Tunisia 1
158. | Turkey 1 1 1
159. | Turkmenistan 1

160. | Uganda 1 1 1 1
161. | Ukraine 1 1 1 1 1
162. | United Arab Emirates 1
163. | United Kingdom 1 1 1 1
164. | United States of America 1 1 1 1 1
165. | Uruguay 1 1

166. | Uzbekistan 1 1

167. | Vanuatu 1 1
168. | Vatican City 1

169. | Venezuela 1

170. | Vietham 1 1
171. | Virgin Islands, USA 1
172. | Zambia 1 1 1

173. | Zimbabwe 1 1 1 1

Table 4: Countries participating in the World Report series since 2001

Since the start of the IFLA/FAIFE World Report seri280t until20092010, with reference to thdifth report, 171
countries have been representedtimese reports.

The participation rate is summarised in Table

Countries® participation since 2 #
Once 44
Twice 40
Three times 31
Four times 36
Five timekthus represented in all five reports 19
Indicated neparticipation and haveyrbparticipated up to now 3

Table 5: Participation rate since 2001
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In 2001, 46 countries were represented in the fiBtA/FAIFE World Report. This number almost douhl2@03,
when 88 countries responded. This was fiist time a questionnairevas used to report ogpecific issues, as in 2001
participants wrote their owrcountry reports. (This is also the reason why thienat of the 2001 report differs totally
from the others.) Altogether 29 such reports were received @nd dzNIi K S NJ jay aHdeddy thdse\t@ gfentaally

cover the status of libraries and intellectual freedonmirc

RAFFSNBy

O 2 dzy (. NA 2605: 45).InC[ ! k C!

2005, the number of participandecreased slightly to 84nd increased to 116 in 200The current Bport for 2010
has a total ofL22 countries representedAs indicated earlier, the World Rep@®10 has34 countriesthat did not
participate in 2007, of whicR0 countriesare represented for the first time since theeginning of the seriesive
countries indicated theiy” 2 y m LJ- NIi A OA LJ- { A 22010/fyvhich khiee Fai NdrtiBipateSprdioudiy
Theirreasons varied, including there being no changebéir situation sincesarlierWorld Repors; insufficient data
being available; andlso the fact thasuch research first needed to be conducted in toeintry concerned. Some of
these countries havelready indicated that they would like to participatetire next report.

27 Gountries(of which one would have been a fifsine participant)indicated that they wanted to participate in the
current Report but in the end failed to do s@ven though they were repeatedly requested to complete the
qguestionnaire afurther sixcountries (of viich one would have been a firStne participant) could not find a suitable
or willing persorto complete the questionnaireniaddition, a further five countries indicated that they did not intend
participating(in total therefore 38)Another 3 countries (of which 17 were previous participants) were asked to
participate(through many emails to many different possible respondentbyt did not respond in any way

15 Regional breakdown of the 2010 participants

The same regional definitions as in tA@05 report areused inthis Report as found in the United NatiorBopulations
Prospects Database at http://esa.un.org/unpp/index.asp?panel=5. This breakdown is us&mima@omparisons with

the 2007 ReportThe saidlatabase lists 228ountries in theworld. Of thisnumber the research teartried to contact
193countries Most of the countries that were not contacted either have a population of less than 100,000 or fall in
the category of least developed caties. Of the contacted cauries, 122 participated, another 8 (27 + 6 + 5)
respondedand 33 did not respond at alEven though the response refle@9.8% of all the countries, onb8.2% of

the countries participated i2010.However,since 2001 75% of the countries have participated.

Even though2010 had 20 new responses the report still represents only slightly more than half of the countries of the
world listed in the UN database. The ideal would be that all previous countries stesplord, as well as the
outstanding 245% ofnon-participating countries.

The number of respondents from each region is givehable 6

Region 2005 2007 2009 N”EZ%LﬁLZﬁfSS"b'e
Africa 17 28 26 55
Asia 18 21 32 50
Europe 27 34 34 49
Latin American and the Caribbean 14 22 22 46
North America 2 3 3 5
Oceania 6 8 5 24

Table 6: Regional distribution of respondents

Theonly numerical increaseetween 2007 and 2I0is fromAsia.Numbers from other regions have either remained
the same or declined. It is, however, to be noted that responding countries vary even though numbers may remain
stable or fairly stable. This makes comparisons very difficult.
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2. Analysis of individual questions
The analysis of the responses to the questionnfitlews the same format as that of tH2007 Report
The different sections that were covered include folowing:

Section 1: Country details
e This section contains data sourced from the Giétld Factbook, 2009 Edition
(https://lwww.cia.gov/library/publications/theworld-factbook/index.htm}) and Internet World Stats, as of 31
December 2009h{tp://www.internetworldstats.com)).

Section2: Estimated number of libraries
e Numbers and facts were asked about national libraries, public, university, school and government funded
research libraries.

Section 3: Libraries and the Internet
e Internet access in libraries
e The availability of local content on the Internet
The use of filteringind blockingsoftware
e The costs of accessing the Internet
e Open access

Section 4: Legal issues
e [ A0NI NX Sa rlegfsiatioh y i A mii SNNER
Copyright laws
Laws guaranteeing FAIFE principles
User privacy and anterror legislation
Violations of intellectual freedom

Section 5: Social issues

e HIV/Aids awareness
2 2 YSy Qa ahdXréeBomlofGécess to information
The disabledndfreedom of access to information
Senior citizens anfteedom of access to information
Libraries and the provision of universal primary education
Libraries and environmental sustainability

Section 6: Ethics and IFLA initiatives
e Theadoption of a code ofthics
e The IFLA InterneManifesto
e The Glasgow Declaration
e The IFLA Manifesto on Transparency, Good Governance and Freedom from Corruption

The analysis section is followed by a final conclusion.

Comparisons with th@007 Reportre offered wherdeasibk. It is to be noted, however, that sucbmparisons are

very oftenproblematic due to the increasaasumber of countries responding (many of which deyveloping countries)

and not the same countries responding for each repbdr examplethere is anincrease of 11 respondents between

2005and 2007 in Africand again a ddine of two for 2@0. However, only seven of the tésponses in 2007 were
FANBOTGAYS NBALRYRSY(a earligriepatSn afditidoiighdf t@eSespohdsil forQAI G SR A
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did not participate in 2007, butO respondents of 2007 did not again participate irl@0of the eight new

respondents six were first time respondents and two had participated in reports before 20@€dmparisons are
therefore to be takeronly as broad indication€omparisons of a specific counsince the inception of the World
Report series over time becomes very difficult and is only indicated in a limited number of questions and/or cases.

2.1 Section 1: Country details

This sectiorcontains data sourced from the CIA World Factbook, 2009 Edition
(https://lwww.cia.gov/library/publications/theworld-factbook/index.htm) and Internet World Stat
(http://www.internetworldstats.com/, as of 31 December 200%)is tobe noted that, in a small number of cases,

respondents objected tor offered corrections fodata contained in these sourselt was nevertheless decided to

keep the data from these two sources for the safeonsistency. This applied to country maps, languages used in

countries, literacy rates and internet stsicsd 2 KSNBE y SO0Saal NBE (KS NBaLeheRSyiaQ C
introductory section to the specific country report.

2.2 Section 2: Library statistics

The aquestionsin this Sectioraskeddata about the national libraries and dafiar the numbers of public ancesearch
libraries per country.

The currentguestionnaire differs from the previous otirethat questions abouthe existence of a national library in a
country and itfunctionswere included, as well aghether the national library has an online presen®éthe 122
respondents112indicated thatthey do have a nationdibrary and 101 K I (i K $l&esparidéhis prévitled web
addresses for their national librariels. cases where no national library exists, the typical functions of a national library
are performed by, for example, a publiicrary or a university/college library.

The category of research libraries was subdivided umiversity research libraries, school libraries and

32 @SNY YSy i T dzy RS(Batutly deScarbi@sunci lbrari@shidi2@0aThese numbers wengot
analysed in any detail in previous reports amtnparisonswith the 2007 Report is therefore problematical. In
addition, before 2007 only one category of research libraries was defined, which included all tbatsgbries
defined since 2007; compannsbetween the different reports are therefongroblematical A superficial comparison
indicates that library numbers have remained fairly constant during thé tpasyears, with, on average, limited
growth or decline. In a few cases numbers differadyaubstantially, but this seems to be linked to different
respondents or more updated statistics being availableese numbers are not furthanalysed.

2.3 Section 3: Libraries and the Internet

A lack of access to the Internet deprives librasgrs ofone of the core information resources of the*2dentury
(IFLA/FAIFE World Report, 2005: 33®)with previous reports,ifferent levels of Internet access have been a core
focus, and the currenRegort againfollowed up on this.

2.3.1 Question 3.1: The digital divide

Question 3.1had four subquestions, viz.Bout internet access in libraries, the amount of local content available on
the Internet, the amount of local content in local languagesthe Internetand the literacy rate of the country.


https://www.cia.gov/library/publications/the-world-factbook/index.html
http://www.internetworldstats.com/
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2.3.1.1 Internet access in libraries

As in the previous questionnaires, the first part of theestion asked respondents to estimate the leveltnbérnet
access in the different categories of librariBsta between 2009 and 2007 are compared for all categories of library.
Comparisons of Internet access in public libraries for earlier reports can be foundIFLth&AIF®/orld Report
2007:409 and 410.

2.3.1.1.1 Public libraries

Table7 provides a comparison of levels of Interragtcess in public libraries 2009 and2007.

Comparisonshow that there has been a considerable increase in Internet access in public libraries between 2007 and
2009. At the higher level 37.3% now offer Imtet access in 8100% of libraries, compared to 29.6% in 2007. The

percentage of public libraries that offer less than 20% access to the Internet has dropped from 39.1% tor2$.€%
case of 12 countries the respondents either did not provide any aeitthe percentages were unknown.

Access 2009 2007

# % # %
81-100% 41 37.3 34 29.6
6180% 10 9.1 9 7.8
41-:60% 20 18.2 16 13.9
21-40% 8 7.3 11 9.6
020 % 31 28.2 45 39.1
Total (N=) 110 115
No data/unknown 12 1

Table 7: Percentage of public libraries offering Internet access

As in 200, the results are more interesting atragional level. The levels of Internet access in puitliaries in the
different regions are summarised irable8.

In your estimate, what percentage of all public libraries in your country offers Internet access to users?
. . Lat_in North .
Africa Asia Europe America & - Oceania Total %
Caribbean America
# % # % # % # % # % # % # %
81-100% 2009 1 4.5 6 222 | 20 588 | 10 47.6 2 66.7 2 66.7 | 41  37.3
2007 2 7.1 4 200 | 16 471 6 27.3 2 66.7 4 50.0 | 34 29.6
61-80% 2009 1 4.5 1 3.7 5 14.7 3 14.3 0 0.0 0 0.0 10 9.1
2007 1 3.6 1 5.0 3 8.8 4 18.2 0 0.0 0 0.0 9 7.8
41-60% 2009 2 9.1 10 37.0 4 11.8 4 19.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 20 18.2
2007 2 7.1 4 20.0 8 23.5 1 4.5 0 0.0 1 125 | 16 13.9
21-40% 2009 4 18.2 1 3.7 1 2.9 1 4.8 1 33.3 0 0.0 8 7.3
2007 3 10.7 3 15.0 1 2.9 3 13.6 1 33.3 0 0.0 11 9.6
520 % 2009 14 63.6 9 33.3 4 11.8 3 14.3 0 0.0 1 33.3 | 31 282
2007 20 714 8 40.0 6 17.6 8 36.4 0 0.0 3 375 | 45 39.1
Total 2009 22 27 34 21 3 3 110
(N=) 2007 28 20 34 22 3 8 115
No data / 2009 4 5 0 1 0 2 12
unknown 2007 0 1 0 0 0 0 1

Table 8: Number and percentage of public libraries offering Internet access according to regions

10
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Africa

Only one country reported 8100% Internet access in its public libraries, viz. Egypt (compared to 6@%1of 2007

and61-80% of 2005)Mauritius and SeychellddB LI2 NIi SRy mmima E: Ly 0 bMiesSni2o007 00Saa Ay
however, neither partigated in 2009As in 20@ and 2005access to the Internet in public libraries is very lauth

14 of the 22 countries that participated beingnable to offer access to the Internet in more tha@% of their public

libraries.This seems to be a slight ingwement from 2007, but since four countries provided no data (and two less

countries participated) no reliable deductions can be made.

Levels of access to the Internet in public librarieéfiica remain extremely low, as in the past. This may improve in
future as different projects providing broadbaiaternet access to the African continent become operatiofsae, for
example, http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Submarine_communications_cable &ttp://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/
National_broadband_plans_from_around_the_world#Afriddpwever, currently the lack of Internet access definitely
has a negative impact on the possibility of Africa meeting the Millennium Development Goals andeneitzl
economic development.

Asia

Six countries (Israel, Kuwait, Malaysia, South Korea, Turkey and Vidgrar®S NB L2 NI SR ywmnmnanx: | O
Internet in their public libraries;ompared to éur countries (Hong Kong, ttf&outhKorea,Singapore and Vietnanm)
2007.

Europe

Of the 34 countries in Europe that participated in @@07 Report20 have set their Internet access in pulilraries
Gy m 1 mAnaelras Augirla] Bélgium, Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, Iceland, Ireland vialy, Lat
Lithuania, Macedonighe Netherlands, Norway, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden, SwitzealatddheUnited Kingdom
(compared to 16 of 34 countries in 2007 and 13 of 27 countries in 28@8)ng Lithuania, Macedonia, the
Netherlands, Switzerland, Sloveriad Spain to the group; Germany who in 2005 reportedl®D%, however,

dropped to 6180%

Overall, the 200 results show an improvement ov2007, which inturn was an improvement on 2006lowever,
improvement in Internet access in publibraries has nobeen evident everywhere, arfdur of the six countries that
have reported less than 208&ccess in 200or earlier (MoldovaRomaniaRussia, kraine) are still at this level.

Latin America and the Caribbean

Ten of the 2Zountries have reported their level &fy § SN S  O00Saa Ay ,\viddxotigua &ndf A 6 NI NR
Barbuda, Aruba, Barbados, Dominica, Grenada, Guyana, Jamaica, Netherlands Antilles, Trinidad and Tobago, Virgin
Islands(compared tosix out of 22 in Q07), adding Antigua and Barbuda, Barbados, Dominica, Grenada, Guyana and

Virgin Islands to the groug§Belize dropped to 680% and Chile did not provide any data.)

North America

In 2009 the USA and Canada participated in thport, both countrieNB LJ2 NIl A y 3y mmtunteragtinlk 0O0Saa
their public librariesas in 200® ¢ KS | { ! NXB LJ}2 NI S Rasyvelbhut Qanaanfou@ately didoty H A AT
participateat that stage Greenlandhasreportedthat Internet access levels in their publiorariesremained constant

atHmT1tn /E: @

11
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Oceania

Of thefive respondents in Oceaniawo offerL y i SNy SiG | 00Saa Ay y mmvAostkddiaadT §( KSA NJ
New ZealandFijireported lewels of access of less than 20% &g remained in this bracket since 2005e other two
NBaLR2yRSyGa RARY QG LINPGARS lyeé RIFEGlI®

Summary for public libraries

There has been a slight overall increase in leveieoéss to the Internet in public libraries amamuntries that
participatedpreviously in the WorldReport.It seems as if the trend observed in tHeLA/FAIFB/orld Reporf 2007
411, viz. that Internet access in public libraries is lower amongstifinst respondents, still holds (with some
exceptions); unfortunately a number of firdtne respondents did not provide any data.

2.3.1.1.2 School libraries

Comparing data of 2009 witihat of 2007 seems to indicate that Internet access in schodsnharoved: all

percentages are higher in 2009, except for the lowest category. However, seeing that 32 of the 122 countries provided

no data,this conclusion is probably not warranted, &g thumbers remained fairly similar, with a noticeable decline

only in the lowest category of 2009, as is clear from T@ble2 6 SGSNE 2y S O2dz R aLISOdzZ | G4S
provide any data would typically be in the lower categories.

Access 2009 2007
# % # %
81-100% 27 30.0 28 25.0
61-80% 13 14.4 11 9.8
41-:60% 13 14.4 12 10.7
21-40% 11 12.2 13 11.6
020% 26 28.9 48 42.9
Total (N=) 90 112 100
No data/unknown 32 4

Table 9: Percentage of school libraries offering Internet access

At the regional level significant differences can be observed, with Europe and North America (+ Australia and New
Zealand) providing access to the Internet in many more sditwakiesthan any of the other regionsas is evident
from Table 10

In yourestimate, what percentage of all school libraries in your country offers Internet access to users?
. . Latin America North .

Africa Asia Europe & Caribbean America Oceania Total %

# % # % # % # % # % # % # %
81100% 2009 1 6.0 3 130 19 660 1 6.0 1 1000 2 50.0 | 27 300
2007 2 7.1 4 21.1| 16 47.1 2 9.5 2 66.7 2 28.6 | 28 25.0
6180% 2009 1 6.0 5 210 2 7.0 5 310 0 0.0 0 0.0 13 14.4
2007 0 0.0 3 15.8 4 11.8 2 9.5 0 0.0 2 28.6 | 11 9.8
2160% 2009 0 0.0 7 290 3 100 3 190 0 0.0 0 0.0 13 14.4
2007 1 3.6 2 105 6 17.6 3 14.3 0 0.0 0 0.0 12 10.7
21.40% 2009 4 250 3 130 2 7.0 2 130 0 0.0 0 0.0 11 12.2
2007 5 17.9 3 15.8 1 2.9 3 14.3 0 0.0 1 143 | 13 11.6
020 % 2009 10 630 6 250 3 100 5 310 0 0.0 2 50.0| 26 28.9
2007 20 71.4 7 36.8 7 206 | 11 52.4 1 33.3 2 28.6 | 48 42.9
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Total (N) 2009 16 24 29 16 1 4 90
2007 28 19 34 21 3 7 112

No data / 2009 10 8 5 6 2 1 32

unknown 2007 0 2 0 1 0 1 4

Table 10: Number and percentage of school libraries offering Internet access according to regions

Africa

Levels of Internet access in school libraifeéfrica in 2009 are very similar toose of 2007. In percentages it seems

as if there has been an improvement, but since ten countries did not provide any data, the actual numbers are very
similar, with only two countries (Egypt and Ghana) being in the two higher categber<ountriesre in the lowest
category, but since ten countries provided no data, this number is probably not accurate.

Asia

Numbers for Asia are very similar in the different categories between 2009 and 2007, with a noticeable exception in
the category 4160% fromtwo to seven This can be ascribed to the fabat more countries from Asia participated in
2009. However, eight countries did not provide any data (compared to two in 2007), which makes comparisons
problematical. Malaysia, South Korea ahatkey providdnternetaccess in 8100% of school libraries, whereas India,
Kuwait,LebanonQatarand Vietnamestimated it at 6180%.

Europe

Internet access in schools in Europe at thel®D% level improved from 16 to 19 (out of 29 countries {hatvided

data). The numbers in three of the four remaining categories halved, but again any comparison is problematical since
five countries provided no data.

Latin America and the Caribbean

The situation in Latin America and the Caribbe&aproved at the two highedevels, with six countries reporting

Internet access in schodds these levels, compared to four in 200he number at the lowest level halved, but any
comparison is problematical since six countries provided no data.

North America

Only Canada reportelhternet access in schools at-8D0%;the USA and Greenland providing no data. (In 2007 the
USA estimated the percentage81-100%.)

Oceania

Two countriesn Oceanigrovide Internet access in schoalsthe level of 831100%, viz. Australia and Newafand.

Two, Fiji and the Solomon Islands, estimated their percentages at the lowest level. One country provided no data.
Summary for school libraries

The levels of Internet access in school libraregmainon average lower than the levels of accesgubliclibraries as

in 2007 The numbers at the four higher levels remained fairly constant. If the speculation that the 32 countries that

provided no data would be in the lower categories is correct, it would imply that the situation regarding Internet
access in school libraries shed no improvementthis, however, remains speculation.
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23.113

University libraries

At the highest level is seems that the situation regarding Internet access in university libraries has improved: 81

countries now offer Internet access at this level, gared to 69 in 2007. It is neverthelessnatter of grave concern

that there are 15 countries in which Internet access is still atwwelowest levels (with a further ten countries
providing no data).

Access 2009 2007
# % # %
81-100% 81 72.3 69 63.3
61-80% 11 9.8 14 12.8
41-60% 5 45 6 5.5
21-40% 5 45 8 7.3
020 % 10 8.9 12 11.0
Total (N=) 112 109
No data/unknown 10 7

Table 11: Percentage of university libraries offering Internet access

Data at regional levelre provided in Tabla2.

In your estimate, what percentage of all university libraries in your country offers Internet access to users?

. . Latin America North .
Africa Asia Europe & Caribbean America Oceania Total %
# % # % # % # % # % # % # %
81100% 2009 9 39.1 18 64.3 31 91.2 17 85.0 3 100 3 75.0 81 72.3
2007 8 320| 14 66.7| 26 813| 13 619| 2 66.7| 6 85.7| 69 633
61.80% 2009 5 21.7| 4 143 1 2.9 1 5.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 11 9.8
2007 5 200| 4 190| 1 3.1 4 190| 0 0.0 0 0.0 14 128
41:60% 2009 1 4.3 2 7.1 0 0.0 2 10.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 5 4.5
2007 1 4.0 1 4.8 2 6.3 1 4.8 0 0.0 1 143| 6 5.5
2009 0 0.0 3 107 | 2 5.9 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 5 45
21-40%
2007 3 12.0 0 0.0 2 6.3 2 9.5 1 33.3 0 0.0 8 7.3
520 A 2009 8 348 | 1 3.6 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 25.0 | 10 8.9
2007 8 320| 2 9.5 1 3.1 1 4.8 0 0.0 0 0.0 12 11.0
2009 23 28 34 20 3 4 112
Toal (N 5607 [ 25 21 32 21 3 7 109
No data / 2009 3 4 0 2 0 1 10
unknown 2007 3 0 2 1 0 1 6

Table 12: Number and percentage of university libraries offering Internet access according to regions

Africa

As observed in 200TRLA/FAIFE World Report, 20873), it is evident that universities in Africa are considerably
better off in terms of Internet access than public and school libragpproximately 6% of the countries offer

Internet access at thawo highest leved, which, in numbers, is approximatghe same as in 2007, viz. 14 compared to
13. However, a third of countriestill offer Internet access in university librariasthe lowest leve(the same as in

2007).
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Asia

Nearlyp 2 T KANRA 2F (KS LI NI AnfeinétthcéessyhTinivergitgdipraried abthe highkstel, 8 A | 2 F
in numbers an increase from 14 to, Mth onlyfour countriesat the lowest leved.

Europe

Of the 34 respondents in Europe, 31 (more th&¥@offer Internet access at the highest level in univer§liyaries,
with no country at the lowestevel.

Latin America and the Caribbean

Internet access in university libraries in Latin Amesiod the Caribbeammproved considerabty5% of thecountries
offer access at the highest lev@l7 compared to 1 2007), with no country at the lowest two levels.

North America

All three respondents from North America (Canada, Greenland and thedff8Anternet access in theiriversity
libraries at the highest level.

Oceania

Threecountries in Oceani@Australia, Fiji and New Zealarafjer Internet access inniversity libraries at the highest
level, with onecountryreporting it at the lowest level and one country providing no data.

Summary for university libraries

Across the world, Internet accessuniversity librariess considerably better than in public and schiitaries, which
is to be expectedMore than 80% of countries provide Internet access in the two higher categories. Howeéact
that there are still 15 countries that reportddternet access in university libraries at the two lowest leyeith ten
countries providing no datajoes not bode well foscholarship iniese countries. Eight of the T®untries are in
Africa (a disproportionately highumber), which again has a genegative impacbn the competitiveness of Africa.
The situation in Africa will, however, hopefully improve in the near future dueriamber ofdevelopment projects to
bring broadband to Africénoted above) and also the development of national reskaretworks (see, for example,
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Nren)

2.3.1.1.4 Government-funded research libraries

The categoryt D2 GSNY YSYy inmFdzyRSR NB&SIHNOK fAONINASaAe gl a RSTAYS
research councils or research institutes (such as a medical research council or a council for scientific and industrial
NB&SHNDOKO ¢ @ ¢ ikon fconfpardditoyhB QuBstioRrfaifie ©f2007) still seems to have been unclear to quite

a number of respondents, as 32 countries have provided no data on their levels of Internet access.

The number of countries in which Internet access is provided temoventfunded research librarieat the highest
levelhas increased from 47 to 57. The numbers in the categoi®08% has remained constant and those in the
category 4160% have decreased, which could indicate thaumber of countries have moved up ocategory.
However, since 32 countries have provided no data (compared to 13 in 2007) any comparison is very tentative. A
summary of all countries is provided in Tabg
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Access 2009 2007
# % # %

81-100% 57 63.3 a7 45.6
61-80% 11 12.2 11 10.7
41-60% 4 4.4 11 10.7
21-40% 7 7.8 11 10.7
020% 11 12.2 23 22.3
Total (N=) 90 103

No data/unknown 32 13

Table 13:

Regional breakdown of data is provided in Tabie

Percentage of government-funded research libraries offering Internet access

In your estimate, what percentage of all government-funded research libraries in your country offers Internet access

to users?
Latin North
Africa Asia Europe America & . Oceania Total %
- America
Caribbean
# % # % # % # % # % # % # %
81-100% 2009 5 27.8 14 58.3 26 83.9 8 66.7 2 100 2 66.7 57 63.3
° 2007 5 19.2 9 47.4 22 68.8 6 35.3 2 66.7 3 50.0 47 45.6
61-80% 2009 5 27.8 2 8.3 2 6.5 2 16.7 0 0.0 0 0.0 11 12.2
- 0
2007 2 7.7 2 10.5 4 125 3 17.6 0 0.0 0 0.0 11 10.7
2009 2 11.1 1 4.2 1 3.2 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 4 4.4
41-60%
2007 5 19.2 2 105 3 9.4 1 5.9 0 0.0 0 0.0 11 10.7
21-40% 2009 0 0.0 5 20.8 1 3.2 1 8.3 0 0.0 0 0.0 7 7.8
- 0
2007 4 15.4 1 5.3 2 6.3 3 17.6 0 0.0 1 16.7 11 10.7
520 % 2009 6 33.3 2 8.3 1 3.2 1 8.3 0 0.0 1 33.3 11 12.2
(1)
2007 10 385 5 26.3 1 3.1 4 23.5 1 33.3 2 33.3 23 22.3
2009 18 24 31 12 2 3 90
Total (N=)
2007 26 19 32 17 3 6 103
No data / 2009 8 8 3 10 1 2 32
unknown 2007 2 2 2 5 0 2 13

Table 14: Number and percentage of government-funded research libraries offering Internet access according to

regions
Africa

Lyas

N S

I 00Saa

Ay  JiBr&i€sNas mprgvadrinfttuzyne Kigher bekegoBels ({1 éompared to

sevenin 2007), buremainslower than that in university librarie@ompared to 14 in the same categories). A third of
countries remaisin the lowest category, which is lower than 2007; however, eight countries provided no data
(compared to only two in 2007).

Asia

D2ZSNYYSYylinFdzy RSR NX&oSeoMIbdn urivarsitilibrakdesItirmg oNlterrethtcdsy, withe
providingaccess at théwo highest leved (compared to 22 in the case of university libraries). Numbers at the two
lower levels remain fairly constant; however, eight countries providedata (compared to two in 2007).
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Europe

Of the 34 countries in Europe that participated, 28 provided Internet access at theigliest level§compared to 32
university libraries) with the remaining three countries evenly distributed amongst the tlonger categories.
Governmentfunded research librariesemainin a slightlyworse position than university libraries in termslofernet
access.

Latin America and the Caribbean

Ten of the 12 countries that provided data reporteternet access ahe two highestlevedA y 32 GSNY YSy i 1 T dz
researchlibraries(compared to nine in 2007However, tencountries have omitted data on their levels of access.

North America

Two countries in North Amerigarovide Internet access at the highest level @S Ny YSyYy G mTdzy RSR NBa S| |
one country provided no data.

Oceania

Two of the threecountries provide Internet accesstiie highest level in governmetitinded researclibraries, with
one at thelowest level. Two countriehave not supplied data.

Summary for government funded research libraries

It is remarkable that Internet access in governménidedresearch librariesemains less than in university libraries
75.5% compared to more than 80% at the two highest levels andca®&iparedto 13.4% at the two lowest levels.
Access is nevertheless still considerdbggher than in school libraries.

2.3.1.1.5 Conclusion: Internet access in libraries

Of the 122countries participating in th€007 Report24could reportamy mnimn 8> f SGSt ikafFfour y G S NI S (
categorieqcompared to 18 in 2007}his breaks down as follows ferms of the regions:

AAfrica: 1 ¢ Egypt(1 in 2007)

AAsia: 3 ¢ Malaysia, South Korea, Turkgin 2007)

AEurope: 16 ¢ Austria, Belgium, Z2ch Republic, Denmark, Estonia, Iceland, Ireland, Italy, Latvia, Lithuania,

Macedonia, Netherlands, Norway, Slovenia, Switzerland,the UK9 in 2007)

ANorth America: 1 ¢ Canada (2 in 2007

ALatin America and the Caribbean: 1 ¢ Trinidad andTobago(1in 2007)

AOceania: 2 ¢ Australia,New Zealand (2 in 2007

Fourcountries have reported less than 20% Interaetess in all four categorieall four from Africa

AAfrica: 4 ¢ Burkina Fasd, & 4 S RIali, BhisaNB

However, a furtheten countries reportedno higher thariess than 20% accesesno datafor all four categories:
AAfrica: 5 ¢ Cape Verde, Central African Republic, Gabon, Guinea, Sierra Leone

AAsia: 3 ¢ Afghanistan, Brunei, United Arab Emirates

AOceania: 2 ¢ Solomon Islands, Vanuatu

No countries irEurope, Latin America and the CaribbeamNorth America haveeported less than 20% Internet
access in all fourategories.

From the overall statistics it is evident that (WesteEurope North America+ Australia and New ZealarttBve the
best Internetaccess in all categories, whereas Africa has the wassivas the case in 2007
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Access to the Internet iall categories of librarieseems to havéncreasedslightlyin terms of numbers; however, as

pointed out earlier, comparisons are extremely tenuous because of the fact that different countries have participated

in 2009 compared to 2007t does seem as if, in generatcess is rather limitefbr most countrieghat have
participated in the WorldReport for the first time in 2002010.

The remarkable difference ithe levels of Internet access ihe three categories of research libraries (school libraries,

university libraries and governmeifiinded research libraries) observed in 2007 is agapaemt.

Internet access in school librarie=mmainson average lowethan in public librariegand considerably lower than in

university libraries)¢ KS 02 YYSy i a

Y I R Shis In ffselfisnot a vo@dblitdation, g the yauth are

not sufficiently exposed tinformation resources on the Internet in a controlledvironment where they can be
taught how toevaluate the quality of information. Some of the youttay have access to the Internet at public

libraries. Thisvould most probably & in less controlledircumstances, and may not necessarily improve the
technological and information literacy of the youpgopleé IFIGA/FAIFE World Report, 20874) remairvalid.

University libraries are on average in a fairly gpodition in terms dInternet access. It is, howeveemarkable that

32 PSNY YSy i T dzy R SdRe oNBréraye iNdDworsd positidhlthiidvé& sity libraries.

The situation in the developing world has improved marginally (especially in university librarids)telnet access
remains affairly low or very low levels, with Afrideeing by far in the worst positioffhe following comments made in
2007 are equally valid 2010:¢ I LIS NJinfotmati®riresources do not compensate for lackaotess to Internet
resources (especially in the form@kctronic journals) since, in many cases, universiiesresearch libraries in the

developing world do noK | @ S

I 00Saa

g2

& dz¥ FresOukcBsyeither | THisRsimgiy dmphagisesithé S

unequalinformation provision globally, and the seriodsadvantages the developing world has in comparisih
the developed world. The latter has a moaddiligation to assist the developing world in obtaineggpropriate
information resources to enable them tiecome nore competitive by acquiring better accessinformation
resources via the Internét IFIGA/FAIFE World Report, 20815).

2.3.1.2 Local content on the Internet

The digital divide not only manifests itself in (lackawf§ess to the Internet and informati@and communication

technologies (ICTs). The Z0fuestionnaire therefore included two questions on thature of the content available

how much locatontent is available on the Internet and how mumntent is available in local languagkscal

contentwas defined in the questionnaire as content that originates within the country and is managed by the
government of the country/local businesses/local individuals/local organisation le¢écquestion on local content
was expanded considerably to includéfelient categories of information and publishefhe data isummarised per
region in Tabld5.

In your estimate how much local content is available on the Internet?

LINA

And
To what degree is local content on the Internet available in the official laofyagesountry?
Government Newspaners Local Local
& pap - Tourist Industry Other local | contentin
magazine®. | Local NGOs| educational | . : . ; . ) -
government R information | information | information official
. broadcast institutions
agencies languages
# % # % # % # % # % # % # % # %
Africa
Very much| 3 120| 4 16.0 1 4.2 2 8.0 0 0.0 1 4.5 0 0.0 1 4.8
Much 2 8.0 8 32.0 6 250| 3 12.0 3 120| 4 182 4 174 4 19.0
Average 9 36.0 8 320| 8 33.3] 11 440 9 36.0 9 40.9 6 26.1 5 23.8
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Little 10 40.0 3 12.0 7 29.2 3 12.0| 10 40.0 4 18.2 7 30.4 7 33.3

Very little 1 4.0 2 8.0 2 8.3 6 24.0 3 12.0 4 18.2 6 26.1 4 19.0

Total (N=) | 25 25 24 25 25 22 23 21

No data 1 1 2 1 1 4 3 5

Asia

Very much| 3 10.0 8 26.7 3 10.0 2 6.9 3 10.0 2 6.9 1 3.7 7 24.1

Much 9 30.0 9 30.0| 10 333 9 31.0] 10 333 8 27.6 4 14.8 7 24.1

Average 12 40.0 8 26.7| 10 33.3 8 276| 11 36.7 9 31.0| 14 519 7 24.1

Little 6 20.0 4 13.3 5 16.7 9 31.0 5 16.7 9 31.0 6 22.2 4 13.8

Very little 0 0.0 1 3.3 2 6.7 1 3.4 1 3.3 1 3.4 2 7.4 4 13.8

Total (N=) | 30 30 30 29 30 29 27 29

No data 2 2 2 3 2 3 5 3

Europe

Verymuch| 16 47.1| 15 455| 13 38.2| 11 333| 14 438 8 25.0 8 26.7| 20 60.6

Much 8 235| 12 36.4 8 235 9 27.3| 10 313 6 18.8 8 26.7 7 21.2

Average 8 235 5 15.2 9 26.5| 10 303 6 188 13 40.6| 12 40.0 6 18.2

Little 0 0.0 0 0.0 2 5.9 2 6.1 2 6.3 2 6.3 2 6.7 0 0.0

Very little 2 5.9 1 3.0 2 5.9 1 3.0 0 0.0 3 9.4 0 0.0 0 0.0

Total (N=) | 34 33 34 33 32 32 30 33

No data 0 1 0 1 2 2 4 1

Latin America and the Caribbean

Very much| 3 14.3 3 14.3 0 0.0 0 0.0 6 27.3 0 0.0 1 5.0 10 50.0

Much 4 19.0 7 33.3 3 13.6 4 18.2 8 36.4 3 14.3 2 10.0 6 30.0

Average 12 571| 10 476| 13 59.1| 11 50.0 5 227| 12 57.1| 13 65.0 2 10.0

Little 0 0.0 1 4.8 5 22.7 3 13.6 1 4.5 5 23.8 3 15.0 1 5.0

Very little 2 9.5 0 0.0 1 4.5 4 18.2 2 9.1 1 4.8 1 5.0 1 5.0

Total (N=) | 21 21 22 22 22 21 20 20

No data 1 1 0 0 0 1 2 2

North America

Verymuch| 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 3 100
100.

Much 2 66.7 3 0 2 66.7 2 66.7 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 33.3 0 0.0

100.

Average 1 33.3 0 0.0 1 33.3 0 0.0 3 0 2 66.7 2 66.7 0 0.0

Little 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0

Very little 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 33.3 0 0.0 1 33.3 0 0.0 0 0.0

Total (N=) 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3

No data 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Oceania

Very much| 2 40.0 3 60.0 2 40.0 2 40.0 2 40.0 2 40.0 2 40.0 2 40.0

Much 0 0.0 1 20.0 1 20.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 20.0

Average 1 20.0 1 20.0 1 20.0 1 20.0 2 40.0 2 40.0 1 20.0 0 0.0

Little 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 20.0 1 20.0 1 20.0 2 40.0 0 0.0

Very little 2 40.0 0 0.0 1 20.0 1 20.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 2 40.0

Total (N=) 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5

No data 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Table 15: Local content and content in local languages

No comparison can be made with 2007 since the categories ofdongnthave been expanded and the scale has

been increased from a-goint scale to a foint scale.
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2.3.1.3 Contentin local languages on the Internet

Any conclusion based on the data is fairly tenuous since it is evident that respondents have interpreted the scale
differently (as was the case in 2007; $EeA/FAIFE World Report, 20@16) and is also evident from a superficial

comparison of the data from Europe and North Amerldawever, it is possible to observe broad trends based on the
NBaLR2YyRSY(aQ LLIS NIBSLYEA 2yad AF GKS OF 6S32NE abSgalLl LISNAEZ Y
highest across all regions, closely followedibik S OF 6§ SI2NAS& a¢2dzNRalG AYTF2N¥YIGA2YE
F3SyOASasédd 9dzNB LIS 2V cloBaNhtaGiesaiAMiEfhe lowe§. KA IKSad |

In terms of the local content available in official languages, North America scored the higitle&prope and Latin
America nearly equal at around 80% of countries reporting at the two highest levels. #fataprovided the lowest
estimates.

l'a AYRAOFGSR AYy HnnTI aGKSNB &aSSya G2 6S I RSTAYAGS 02|
types of libraries and the availability of local content and content in local languages oriti& N3/1FB_A/EAIF& World
Report, 2007416), also taking into account the expansion of the different types of local information

In conclusionAfrica is again worst off in terms of local content ammhtent available in local languages on the
Internet, with (Western) Europe and North Ameri¢aAustralia and New Zealarat)ain beingn the best positionsas
was the case in 2007 (s&€LA/FAIFE World Report, 20a416).

2.3.1.4 Literacy rate

Respondents were requested to provide the literacy rate in their countries and to provide a reference for this. In

Section 1 the literacy rate is also given, based on data from the CIA World Factbook. In some cases there are small
differences betweenthe$ a LI2 Yy RSy G4 Q RI Gl yR G(KRBWSY2&i ®ISa%4d! (i RENRRT
seem to be significanThis is not analysed further.

23.2 Filtering and blocking of information

Filtering and blocking software is defined as software implementeboal computers administered by the library

AGaStF YR y20 adzLJaGNBlFYé FAEGSNRYy3I o6& SEGSNYIE 2N 320
2.3.2.1 The use of filtering and blocking software

The egional breakdown and totals for the use of filtering software is provided in Ti#&ble

Is the use of filtering software widespreagdu r ¢ libranes?r y 6 s
. . Lat_in North .
Africa Asia Europe America& . Oceania Totals
Caribbean America
# % # % # % # % # % # % # %

Yes 2009| 3 136| 10 333| 4 133 2 105 O 0.0 2 40.0| 21 193

2007| O 0 3 143 1 3.0 1 5.3 2 66.7| O 0 7 6
Yes, to a cer| 2009| 8 364| 10 333| 14 46.7| 6 316 2 66.7| 1 20.0| 41 37.6
taindegree | 2007 7 26.9| 8 38.1| 16 485| 4 211 O 0 8 100 | 43 39
No 2009| 11 50.0| 10 33.3| 12 40.0| 11 579| 1 333| 2 40.0| 47 431

2007 19 73.1| 10 476| 16 485| 14 73.7| 1 333|] 0 0 60 55
Total (N=) | 2009| 22 30 100.| 30 19 3 5 109
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0
2007| 26 21 33 19 3 8 110
No data 2009 4 2 4 3 0 0 13
2007 2 0 1 3 0 0 6

Table 16: Extent to which filtering software is widespread in libraries

The use of filtering software has increased across the world. This is evident from the fact toairé2es reported

GeSa¢ 2NJ aésSaz (2 I OSNIIFAY RSAINBS¢: O2YLI NBR (2 pn A
FRRAGAZ2YZ YIlyeée O2dzy GNASE GKIFIG NBLR2NISR a,Sazx G2 + OSNJI

use of fitering software has to be read in conjunction with the motivation for the use of such software; see 2.3.2.2
below.

A few respondents mentioned that the use of filtering software isecahmon because very few computers in (public)
libraries are connectetb the Internet. Lack of skills to implement such systems has also been mentioned as a reason
why its use is not common.

2.3.2.2 Motivations for using filtering software

Altogether 69 countries gave reasons why filtering software is being used in the country; the comparative list for 2009
and 2007 is given in Tahléd.

What is the motivation for the use of filtering software?
Countries responding
Motivation 2009 2007
N=69 N=69
Protection of children 53 68
National Security (e.g. Terroris] 13 19
Safeguard religious values 13 19
Safeguard national ethos/cultur 16 7
Crime 20 23
Safeguard public morality 31 36
Total indications 146 174
Others 3 5

Table 17: Motivations for the use of filtering software

By far the most common motivation for the use of filtering and blocking software is the protection of chiddren.
number of respondents further elaborated on the protection of children and the safeguarding of public morality and
specifically mentionethe blocking of pornographic or obscene sites, sites relating to trafficking, drugs, racism, child
molestation, chill abuse, gambling, violence and hate spe&ime respondents also mentioned financial reasons for
the use of filtering software. As in 200%her reasons indicated for using filtering software anere technical, and
include issues such as thenservatiam of bandwidth(preventing playing of Internet games, the downloading of large
files and the use of specific programmes such as Skymkhetwork safetyfprotection against viruses, hackers and
spam).

As in 2007a few countries reportedi dzLJA G NB I Y T A £ ( SwWMdery ébstentisHiltefed by the goverdmeyitS G
and/or authorities ovemwhich libraries have no control. This is sometimes done by Internet service profadersthe

case of Croatito block objectionable content in pnary and secondary schoasd Denmarko block child

pornography) or by government (as in Malaysia where the government intends to introduce an Internet pornography
filter).

21



OEEDE
IIIII IFLA WORLD REPCORIO

G!' LIAGNBI Y FAf GS NhicslBensorship ai$dkobcuias &as defortet! Th 20072 (séeLA/FAIFE World

Report, 2007421) The following are examples of such filtering and blocking

e Thirdparty research indicates that although Internet accesBrneiis unrestrictedn genera] the primary
Internet service pruaider is state owned and the counfdfaternet practice code stipulates certain conditions of
use. Internet monitoring efforts were recently stepped up and Interneésafere asked to install firewalls to
prevent users from viewing immoral content, aralrhonitor private email and chat room exchanges that could
be subversive (http://www.freedomhouse.org).

e Thirdparty research indicates that all Internet traffic Kazakhstahas to pass through statewned channels and
that the government has implementeal complex system allowing for state surveillance on Internet traffic that
can be used to filter or suppress Internet content (http://opennet.net/research/profiles/kazakhstan).

e Independent research indicatéisat, in Sudanthe state® regulatory authorityhas established a special unit to
monitor and implement filtering (http://www.opennet.net/research/profiles/sudan).

e {[AYATI NI adzLJAGNBFY FA{GSNAy3Ie 200dzNBR AY Ylyeé 2GKSNI O2c
and Pakistan, to name onlyfew.

2323 Library associationsdé position on filtering

¢CKS NIGAZ2YIFES FT2NJ GKAA ljdSadAzy ¢l a GKS atraid2007a AY HAN|
Comparative data for the different regions are provided in Table 18.

Is the librarpssociation in your country in favour of filtering information on library Internet terminals?
. . Latin America North .
Africa Asia Europe & Caribbean America Oceania Total
Ves 2009 4 20.0| 6 231 | 3 111| 4 25.0 0 0.0 0 00 17 17.9
2007| 2 7.7 2 10 2 5.9 3 167 1 33.3 2 25 12 11
Yes,toacer|] 2009| 11 550 9 346 | 10 37.0| 6 37.5 0 0.0 1 333| 3 38.9
tain degree | 2007| 15 57.7| 11 55 23 67.6| 8 44.4 0 0.0 4 50 61 56
No 2009 5 25.0| 11 423 | 14 519 6 37.5 3 1000 | 2 66.7| 41 43.2
2007 9 346 7 35 9 265| 7 38.9 2 66.7 2 25 36 33
_ 2009| 20 26 27 16 3 3 %
Toal(N2) - 5007] 26 20 34 18 3 8 109
No data 2009| 6 6 7 6 0 2 27
2007| 2 1 0 4 0 0 7

Table 18: The position of library associations on filtering software in libraries

As in 2007tiis notclear to what extent respondentshaveA T FSNBEY GA+F SR 0SG6SSRSABBEEE |y
NBIFNRAY3I fAONINE | aaz20Al GA 2y ocandy@sipirposes iesetwo alsieds aza S 2 F
therefore grouped togetherPercentages fora @ Sa &x eISYDSHUB | Ry RdeG@dageddem 6K% idF07 to

56.8% in 2009which is a reverse of the tendency observed between 2005 and 2007 (irc2005 NB L2 NI SR ae& S
aesSasz G2 | .ThiSsNifiih thefopiiod dfibkBrBassociationagainstinternet filteringin librariescan be

observed across all regions.

The fact that the usef filtering software is not widespreaid some countriesioesnot necessarilynean that there

are many librariein the countrywhere ro filtering software is used; it simply means that then@ many libraries with
very limited omo Internet access. This is agaiost evident in the case of Africa.
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2.3.2.4 Policy about filtering

Very few countries have a policy regarding filtering and blocking of informat#is, evident from Tablk9, and even
fewer of these policies are available .

Does the library association have a policy regarding filtering and blocking?
. . Latin Americad North .
Africa Asia Europe & Caribbean America Oceania Total
# % # % # % # % # % # % # %

Yes 3 14.3 4 14.8 10 31.2 2 11.1 2 66.7 1 25.0 22 21.0

No 18 85.7 | 23 85.2 | 22 68.8 16 88.9 1 33.3 3 75.0 | 83 79.0
Total (N=)| 21 27 32 18 3 4 105
No data 5 5 2 4 0 1 17

Table 19: Library association policy regarding filtering and blocking

In total 22 countries indicated that they have a policy regarding filtering and blockindhree from Africa, four from

Asia, ten from Europawo from Latin America and the Caribbean, two from North America and one from Oceania. In
some cases these are not separate policies, but such a policy or statement forms part of a code of ethics, as is the case
in, for example, Finland, Puerto Rico ang$ta.

Only 17 of the 22ountries indicated an onlinavailability ofsuch policies, viz. one in Africa, one in Aail,
respondents fronEurope, Latin America and the Caribbean, North America and Oceania.

2.3.3 Financial barriers

This question addressdte issue of Internet costs, thationale being the same as in 2088d 2007 namely to
determine whether the situation has changed in hieecedingtwo years as technology has advancéte first part of
the question intended to ascertain tohat extentinternet access is free of charge in ttiéferent types of libraries.
The second part intendetb find out whether the state or other librarguthorities have made extra funding available
for Internet access in libraries.

2.3.3.1 Costs of Internet access in libraries

Costly Internet access hampers equal accessftomation resources, and the costs of Internet accgssuld be as
low as possible, aaccess shouldven be offered free ofharge. As with the previous reports, respondewtere asked
to indicate the costs of access in thgferent types of libraries; research libraries wergain split into three
categories, as was donetime earlierquestiors and as in the IFLA/FAIFE World Re@®@®7.However, the questions
were formulated differenty for 2009, which makes comparisons with 2@dify approximateln Table20 below, the
numbers for 2007 weréaken fromTables 2%; 34in the IFLA/FAIFE World Report, 2007:422.

Is it free of charge for library users to access the Internet fotiatvéing computers?
Public library University library School library Governmerlunded
research library
computers computers computers
computers
# % # % # % # %
Africa
Yes, unlimited 3 13.00 10 41.70 1 4.50 8 38.10
Yes, limited 7 30.40 12 37.50 11 59.10 3 28.60
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Yes in 2007 4 4 11 3
No 13 56.50 5 20.80 8 36.40 7 33.30
Total (N=) 23 24 22 21
Nodata 3 2 4 5
Asia
Yes, unlimited 9 31.00 19 65.50 10 35.70 12 50.00
Yes, limited 16 55.20 6 20.70 14 50.00 9 37.50
Yes in 2007 13 14 15 12
No 4 13.80 4 13.80 4 14.30 3 12.50
Total (N=) 29 29 28 24
No data 3 3 4 8
Europe
Yes, unlimited 19 59.40 29 87.90 25 78.10 26 89.70
Yes, limited 10 31.30 4 12.10 7 21.90 3 10.30
Yes in 2007 18 29 20 22
No 3 9.40 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00
Total (N=) 32 33 32 29
No data 2 1 2 5
Latin America and the Caribbean
Yes, unlimited 7 35.00 9 50.00 5 27.80 4 36.40
Yes, limited 11 55.00 5 27.80 8 44.40 3 27.30
Yes in 2007 10 11 13 8
No 2 10.00 4 22.20 5 27.80 4 36.40
Total (N=) 20 18 18 11
No data 2 4 4 11
North America
Yes, unlimited 2 66.70 2 66.70 2 66.70 2 100.00
Yes, limited 1 33.30 1 33.30 1 33.30 0 0.00
Yes in 2007 3 0 3 0
No 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00
Total (N=) 3 3 3 2
No data 0 0 0 1
Oceania
Yes, unlimited 1 20.00 3 60.00 2 50.00 1 25.00
Yes, limited 2 40.00 1 20.00 1 25.00 2 50.00
Yes in 2007 1 5 3 3
No 2 40.00 1 20.00 1 25.00 1 25.00
Total (N=) 5 5 4 4
No data 0 0 1 1
Total (N=)
Yes, unlimited 41 36.6 72 64.3 45 42.1 53 58.2
Yes, limited a7 42.0 26 23.2 44 41.1 23 25.3
Yes in 2007 51 44.0 73 62.9 76 65.5 53 45.7
No 24 21.4 14 16.8 18 16.8 15 16.5
Total (N=) 112 112 107 91
No data 10 10 15 31

Table 20: Free Internet access in libraries

Nodetailedcomparison can be made between tH#ferent reports becage of the increase in the scale from a
GeSakg@aiAzy (2 Ged8azr dyft ANRIGREZS dBBEYA GYRA SRER | RS @3
seems as if there is a considerable improvemiardll regions from 2007 to 2008 the numbers of countries that
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offer free (unlimited or limited)accesgo the Internetin public, university and governmefiinded research liaries;
this is, however, not the case in school libraries.

However, fom the regional breakdown above it is evident tlficte Internet accesm 2009is not equal across the
different regions and also not equal in the different typedibfaries as was the case in 2007 (IFLA/FAIFE World
Report, 2007: 42224).Africaremainsthe worst off in all categories in thiggard, with citizens of Europe and North
America(+ Australh and New Zealandbeing in very good positions, especially in termaafess in their school and
university libraries.

Limited access to computers anktlackof free accesso the Internetimpacts not only on the use of the Internet, but
also onthe use of information as a resource. As the dimdicates, developing countries (especially in Afraz&)the
worst off in terms of having free access to tikernetas well as tdhaving access to computers in geneEdpecially

in developing countries #ncost ofinternet access igery high Due to factors suchs poverty and other expenses,
money is usually spemn resources to meet basic needs, rather thanmfiormation services and/or sources. An
increase imccess to computers arfrke access to th Internet will play an important role overcoming the digital
divide, and in establishingpcieties in which there is a cultureadluing information as a critical resource for
development

2.3.3.2 Extrafunding for Internet access in libraries

The second part dhe question intended to establisivhether the state or other library authorities haveade extra
funding available for Internet accesslilpraries.Comparative data for the different regions are provided in Table 21.

Has the state ather library authorities made any extra funding available for Internet access in the library
. . Latin Americg North .
Africa Asia Europe & Caribbean America Oceania Total
# % # % # % # % # % # % # %
Yes 2009| 12 60.0 | 13 52.0| 16 552 11 68.8 1 50.0 3 75.0 | 56 58.3
2007 | 29 704 11 55.0 | 23 67.7 | 17 77.3 1 33.3 6 75.0| 76 66.7
No 2009 8 40.0 | 12 48.0 | 13 4438 5 31.3 1 50.0 1 250 | 40 417
2007 8 29.6 9 45.0| 11 32.3 5 22.7 2 67.7 2 25.0| 38 33.3
Total | 2009| 20 25 29 16 2 4 96
(N=) | 2007| 27 20 34 22 3 8 114
NG data 2009 6 7 5 6 1 1 26
2007 1 1 0 0 0 0 2

Table 21: Extra funding for libraries

Both percentages and numbers went down between 2007 and 2009: in 2009 56 countries (58.3%) reported additional
funding, compared to 76 (66.7%) in 2007; unfortunately 26 countries provided no data.

Additional fundingprovided bygovernmentis often in corjunction with private companies such as ISPs and telephone
companies. A few countries reported that donor funding is the only extra resairtedingavailable.n a number of
cases where nextra funding has been made available, such fundipgdbablynot needed, as Internet access is
alreadyubiquitous andree of charge in all librarie€Extra funding in developed countries is often earmarked for rural
areas.

2.3.4  Open Access

This is the first time that respondents were asked about the attitude of library associations towards Open Access and
the existence of such projects in their countries.
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2.3.4.1 Support for Open Access by the library association

The vast majority of library agsiations support Open Access, as is evident from Table 22.

Does the librargssociatiorin your country support Open Access?
. . Latin Americq North .
Africa Asia Europe & Caribbean Amc:erica Oceania Total
# % # % # % # % # % # % # %
Yes 19 79.2 24 85.7 32 100 12 85.7 3 100.0f 4 80.0 94 88.7
No 5 20.8 4 14.3 0 0.0 2 14.3 0 0.0 1 20.0| 12 11.3
Total (N=)| 24 28 32 14 3 5 106
No data 2 4 2 8 0 0 16

Table 22: Support by the library association for open access
Support for Open Access by library associations is very high across all regffofgirope and North America
reporting no library association that did not support Open Accest(tunately 16 countries provided no datd)his

is a very positive sig®pen access to scholarly publications is especially important in the developifdyamd can
help to improve the levels of scholarship in such countries.

2.3.4.2 Open Access initiatives

Many respondents have reported Open Access initiatives in their countries, as is evident from Table 23.

Are there specific Open Access initiatives icaatry?
. . Latin Americq North .
Africa Asia Europe & Caribbean America Oceania Total
# % # % # % # % # % # % # %
Yes 18 81.8| 19 70.4 | 26 86.7 7 53.8 2 66.7 3 75.0| 75 75.8
No 4 18.2 8 29.6 4 13.3 6 46.2 1 33.3 1 25.0| 24 24.2
Total (N=)| 22 27 30 13 3 4 99
No data 4 5 4 9 0 1 23

Table 23: Specific Open Access initiatives in the country

Of the 99 countries that reported data for this questjg®d mentioned Open Access projects; unfortunately not very
much detail was provided. Open Access projects range from a single, small repository-sciegeountrywide
initiatives.Some of the most common projects are Open Access repositories of casadicles implemented by
university librariesln many cases projects are at the experimental stage

2.4 Legal issues

The section about legal issues was considerably expanded. Questions about copyright laws, exceptions foatiraries
laws guaranteeinfreedom of access to information and freedom of expresgidnciples weraéncluded, in addition
to those of the 2007 Report (see RFEAIFE World Report, 2007: 426ff).
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2.4.1  Copyright laws

Most countries have copyright law82.4% of responding countrieghd this is split fairly evenly across the regions,
with Asia being the exception (with only five respondents, the 60% reported from Oceania is probably not indicative of
the whole region), as is evident from TaBl&

Doesyour country have a copyright law?

Latin Americd North

& Caribbean|  America Oceania Total

Africa Asia Europe

# % # % # % # % # % # % # %

Yes 24 96.0| 26 83.9| 34 100.0f 20 95.2 3 100.0{ 3 60.0 | 110 924
No 1 4.0 5 16.1 0 0.0 1 4.8 0 0.0 2 40.0 9 7.6
Total (N=)| 25 31 34 21 3 5 119
No data 1 1 0 1 3

Table 24: Copyright laws

However, the number of countries that have exceptions for libraries is considerably, leweonly 75.8%; the data are
summarised in Table 25.

Does the copyright lanclude specifiimitations or exceptions for libraries?
. . Latin Americq North .
Africa Asia Europe & Caribbean America Oceania Total
# % # % # % # % # % # % # %
Yes 10 50.0 | 17 77.3 | 29 87.9| 12 80.0 2 66.7 2 100.0| 72 75.8
No 10 50.0 5 22.7 4 12.1 3 20.0 1 33.3 0 0.0 23 24.2
Total (N=)| 20 22 33 15 3 2 95
No data 6 10 1 7 0 3 27

Table 25: Limitations or exceptions for libraries in copyright laws

Differences across the regions are also noticeable. The numbers are high across most regions, except for Africa, where
such exceptions occur in or)% of the countriegpercentages for North America and Oceania are not reliable

because of the small number of respondentdipfortunately nearly a quarter of respondents provided no data; one

O2dz2 R RSRdz0S FNRY (KAa& (K HiscondeKi®jghatfhk Styatbi abpuylaws directlyy R A G A
affecting the library community is not common knowledge amongst those that are affected by such laws.

242 Laws guaranteeing freedom of access to information and freedom of expression principles

Of the 97 respondents that provided data, 85 (87.6%) reported that their countries do have laws that guarantee
freedom of access to information and freedom of expression, as summarised inZBable

Does your country have any legislation that guaranésgm of access to information and freedom of expression princi

Latin Americd North

& Caribbean America Oceania Total

Africa Asia Europe

# % # % # % # % # % # % # %

Yes 19 100.0 19 79.2 32 941 11 73.3 3 100.0 1 50.0 85 87.6
No 0 0.0 5 20.8 2 5.9 4 26.7 0 0.0 1 50.0 12 124
Total (N=)] 19 24 34 15 3 2 97
No data 7 8 0 7 0 3 25

Table 26: Legislation that guarantees freedom of access to information and freedom of expression principles
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Responses are fairly equal across the regions, with Asia and Latin America and the Caribbean repastiresthe |

occurrences of such laws (because of the low number of respondents, the data from Oceania is not statistically
significant). As in the case of the previous question, nearly a quarter of respondents provided nefdatemost

probably meansthail KS& R2y Qi (y2¢ 66KIFd GKS aAlddz 6Az2zy Ay GKSANI O2
responding institutions are not aware of the situation about laws directly affecting thedtheir patrons.

Of the 97 respondents, 60 provided online agskes for these laws. In many cases such laws form part of the
constitution. In some caseespondents only referred to the constitution without providing a URL and it is not clear
whether the constitution is available online.

Respondents were asked toquide examples of how such laws either positively or negatively affected freedom of
access to information and freedom of expressigery few respondents provided any desai\ number of
respondentsprovided references to laws thaidversely impact on fedom of access to information and freedom of
expression, for example censorship laws in Bruiseel, Lebanon and Qatar, amongst othdiise most common

initiatives by libraries to promote FAIFE principles was the organisation of workshops and semihpresgntations

at conferences; exhibitions, book fairs and the formation of pressure groups. A number of respondents also referred to
issues covered by theext section of this Report, viz. initiatives for the promotion of access to information forfispeci
groups (such as senior citizens and theabied).

2.4.3  User privacy and anti-terror legislation

This question consists of three partsz. the existence of anfi SNNRB NJ f SIA af | GA2y GKIF G O2dzZ R
FNBSR2YZI GKS tAO0NINEB O2YYdzyAiléQa LISNOSLIWA2ya 2F GKS AY
keepingusage records on usé& Q A y (ifeédonSThéei fulst tio questions are dealt with together and the third

one is discussed separately.

2.4.3.1 Anti-terror legislation

Very littenewanti SNNRB NJ £ STA &t A2y GKFG FROSNERSt&@ FFFFSOGa A0 N
evidentfrom Table 27.

Has antierror legislation been passed in your country that adversely affects library users' intellectual freedom?

Latin Americd North

Africa Asia Europe & Caribbean America Oceania Total
# % # % # % # % # % # % # %
Yes 3 13.6 5 17.9 4 13.8 3 17.6 1 33.3 1 250 | 17 16.5
No 19 864| 23 821| 25 86.2| 14 824 2 66.7 3 75.0| 86 835
Total (N=)| 22 28 29 17 3 4 103
No data 4 5 5 0 1 19

Table 27: The passing of argrror legislation thatdversely affestlibrary users' intellectual freedom

In 2009, 17 countries reported the existence of such-tartior laws,a similar number as in 2007 (but different
countries). In Africa, three countries reported such laws,Bg/pt, Ghana and Tunig@ompared to six in 2007) but
the respondents did noprovide any detail. Five countries in Asia reporsedh laws, vizlapan, Jordan, Turkey,
Pakistarend thePhilippinegcompared to only three in 2007Qf the 34 respondents in Europe, four reported such
laws, viz. Italy, th&etherlands, Russind theUnited Kingdon{compared to six in 2007) and threespondents from
Latin America and the Caribbean reported such laws, viz. Parrto Rico, Trinidad and Tobagompared to no
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countries in 2007). In North America and Oceania only the USAuastdaliareported such lawgcompared to the USA
and Fiji in 2007).

Table 28 provides a regional breakdown about the view of the respdnded A y & 0 A  dzii ésgibfe imhEcE | NRA Y :
of anti-terror legislation on user privacy.

Is it the opinion of the libyeaissociation/national librairygtitution that arntierror legislation will impact on user privacy?
. . Latin Americg North .
Africa Asia Europe & Caribbean America Oceania Total
# % # % # % # % # % # % # %
Yes 4 50.0 6 222 | 10 66.7 1 11.1 1 100.0f 2 50.0| 24 375
No 4 500 | 21 77.8 5 33.3 8 88.9 0 0.0%| 2 50.0| 40 625
Total (N=)| 8 27 15 9 1 4 64
No data | 18 5 19 13 2 1 58

Table 28: The opinion of the library association/national library/institution whetHerranfegislation will impact on user privacy

Close on half of all respondents did not offer any opinion on whettietibraryassociationnational library or the
institution (on behalf of which they completed the questionnaivegs of the opinion that antierror legislation would
impact on user privacy. Just more than a third of the rest were of the opinion tiatutd and nearly twethirds that
it would not.Because of the small numbers any deductions based on statistics is probably invalid.

Most respondents did not elaborate on their gaments in these two questions aneny little detail about the effect

of anti-terror laws on intellectual freedom was provided. The respondent from Japan indicated that the library
association has serious misgivings about this legislation and the respondents from Italy, the Netherlands, the United
Kingdom and the USA provided realetail, for which see the individual country reports.

2.4.3.2 Keeping usage records

! all3S NBO2NR&¢ 6SNB RSTFAYSR Ayl fikKSWHidSAYIEd2F yNB ABNR & Q NJ
library, such as records of print or audisual material® 2 NNE 6 SR 2NJ NBO2NRa 2F LwiSNYySi
specifically excludes biographical information of patrons libraries keep for management purBegésnal

comparison of data is provided in Table 29.

Is it the opinion of the library assocatnational library/ institution that keeping usage records affects the freedom of ag
information of the individual Internet library user?
. . Latin Americg North .
Africa Asia Europe & Caribbean America Oceania Total
# % # % # % # % # % # % # %

Yes 5 333 11 40.7| 14 66.7 6 40.0 1 100.0f 2 50.0 | 39 47.0

No 10 66.7| 16 59.3 7 33.3 9 60.0 0 0.0 2 50.0 | 44 53.0
Total (N=)| 15 27 21 15 1 4 83

No data 11 5 13 7 2 1 39

Table 29: The opinion of the libmaassociation/national librangtitution whether keeping usage records affects the freedom of
access to informatiaof the individual Internet library user

It is interesting to note that percentages in Europe approximatelythe reverse from percentages in Africa, Asia and
Latin America and the Caribbeagginleaving outNorth America and Oceania because of the small numbers).
Because so many respondents provided no data, it is not possible to make valid deductions for regional tendencies.
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However, i is rather suprising that a third of respondents did not offer an ojain on this issue. It is unclear how to
interpret this:did the responding institution not have an opinion about the matter, or was the individual respondent
2F GKS Ayadaddziazy dzyl ¢ NB

g K2

24.4

Reporting on violations of intellectual freedom has been one of the main aspects of the World Report series in the
past. Even though the emphasis in the Report has shifted slightly this year, it remains an important issue.

As in2007, the question contained a tick box where respondents could indicate whether they were aware of any

NEaLR2yRSR 2y

Violations of intellectual freedom

0SKIT ¥

27T

incidents in the last two years that have adversely affected freedom of access to information or freedom of expression

in their countries Their responses were supplemented by consulting a number of independeniptiitgl resources
(listed below). The comparative number of respondents that reported incidents in their countries and numbers of
countries about which data could be obtainedrrdhe third-party resources is summarised in Table 30 for 2009 and

2007.

30

Have any incidents occurred in your country in the last two years that adversely affe
freedom of access to information or freedom of expression?

2009 2007
Respondents Thireparty Respondents Thirgparty
resources resources
# % # % # % # %
Africa
Yes 8 42.1 25 96.2 5 17.9 25 89.3
No 11 57.9 1 3.8 23 82.1 3 10.7
Total (N=) 19 26 28 28
No data 7 0
Asia
Yes 4 17.4 32 100.0 6 28.6 20 95.2
No 19 82.6 0 0.0 15 53.6 1 3.6
Total (N=) 23 32 21 21
No data 9 0
Europe
Yes 5 17.9 29 85.3 4 11.8 18 52.9
No 23 82.1 5 14.7 30 88.2 16 47.1
Total (N=) 28 34 34 34
No data 6 0
Latin America & Caribbean
Yes 3 18.8 17 77.3 1 45 16 72.7
No* 13 81.3 5 22.7 21 95.5 6 27.3
Total (N=) 16 22 22 22
No data 6 0
North America
Yes 0 0.0 2 66.7 1 33.3 1 33.3
No* 3 100.0 1 33.3 2 66.7 2 66.7
Total (N=) 3 3 3 3
No data 0 0
Oceania
Yes 1 20.0 4 80.0 2 25.0 2 25.0
No* 4 80.0 1 20.0 6 75.0 6 75.0
Total (N=) 5 5 8 8
No data 0 0
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Total

Yes 21 22.3 109 89.3 19 16.4 82 70.7

No* 73 77.7 13 10.7 97 83.6 34 29.3

Total (N=) 94 122 116 116

No data 28 0
* For 2007 therauisn f or t unately no data t di stinguish between
twee categories were coenddin f or 2007 w©v©Mder the heading

Table 30: Incidents in the last two years that adversely affect freedmeess to information or freedom of expressimmbers of
respondents and thiphrty resources that reported incidents

Asnoted already in the 2005eRort (IFLA/FAIFE World Report, 2005c y 0 X aNBalLl2yasSa NX3IF NRAy3
intellectualfreedomshould give the international libra® 2 YY dzy A G & Ol dan§ ashéteddin 2000 S N/ ¢
Report(IFLA/FAIFE World Report, 2007: 428) K S Ighawe® A y§ Ol k0 be appropriate

As mentioned above,dalitionalindependentii K A NRsaurdesNgéré consulted by the research teanstipplement
data from the respondentsThe researcleam monitored primarily the following 16nline sources

e http://www.amnesty.org/

e  http://www.ifex.org/

e http://portal.unesco.org/ci/en/ev.phpURL_ID=1657&URLOBDO_TOPIC&URL_SECTION=201.html

e http:/iirrepressible.info/

e http://opennet.net/

o http://lwww.rsf.org/index.php?page=rubrique&id_rubrique=2

e http://www.indexoncensorship.org/

e  http://www.edri.org/

e http://www.hrw.org/

e http://www.transparency.org/

e http://infoserv.inist.friwwsympa.fcgi/arc/faifel

e http://news.google.com

e http://www.bbc.co.uk

e http://lists.ala.org/sympa/arc/ifaction

o http://lists.ala.org/sympa/arc/ifforum

In all cases only incidents between the finalisation of the previous World Report and the 28d%ifvere monitored;

the discussion of incidents in the individual country reports are, however, not comprehensive and is only intended to
provide an indication of the nature of incidents that occurred wewlide. The research team does not claim to have

identified all possible sources, or all possible instances in any particular source. It does nevertheless provide a totally
different picture from that supplied by the respondentsda Ay HnnT OG6LC[! KC!LC9 22NIR wS
sources describe viations of intellectual freedom that range from a single incident in a country (e.g. the harassment

of one journalist) to numerous issues in a particular country, including repressive laws; serious restrictions of the

media; multiple cases of harassmentjefirnalists, civil society activists and critics of the government; attacks on such
AYRAGARdAzZI £ &4 YR 2NAFIYAAlLIGA2yAaT YR (KS RSGSYGA2Y I A YLIN]

The reported violations of intellectual freedom asemmarisedn the indivdual country reports and readers are
referred to the country reportand the sources/references listed thef@r details It was not the intention of the
researchers to duplicate all details provided in the thpatty resources listed above, but onlypoovide examples of
such incidents. This discussion will therefore also not provide a list of occurrences per individual country, since this
discussion cannot be comprehensive and a list may unintentionally discriminate against specific countries.

As notal in 2007 (IFLA/FAIFE World Report, 2006: Htds reinmarkable how few respondents are aware of any
situations that merit reporting. Most have simgiyA O1 SR G KS ay2¢ 02 E grifoinfatbrizéithetkINE O A R
positive or negative. (There arepviously, exceptions.) One can only speculate orNBl a2y & F2NJ NBaLlR2yR
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inaccurate answers. On tfene hand, they may simply be unaware of theidents; on the other hand, they may be
unable orunwilling to provide any details they may know of fear of reprisal (even though anonymity was
guaranteed, if so requested).

In many casede individual country repogpaint a very bleak picture of the state of intellectdi@edom in the

world. The situation should be of gragencern to IFLAhe FAFE Committeand the library community across the
world. All parties shouldontinue to express their alarm concernitigg lack of freedom of expression and freedom of
access to information to the international communiiy all possible means.

The curremonline Report contains a feature by means of which readers can contribute to the Report via an online
form. Readers are requested to anonymously report any incidents. All such contributions will be evaluated and either
added to the main report or showrsecomments. Thereby a more detailed and updategresentation of the current
situation in the world will emerge.

25 Social issues

This section of the Report was expanded considerably to include questions about the provision of information to the
disabled, visually impaired, senior citizens and the role of librarisspporting the ideals afiniversal primary

education andprovidinginformation regardingenvironmental sustainabilityin line with the Millennium Development
Goals (http://www.undp.org/mdg/) Questions from previous reports the provision of HIV/Aids information and
women and freedom of access to informatiosere retaned.

251 HIV/Aids awareness

As indicated in the 2005 Report (IFLA/FAIFE WRelabrt, 2005: 372), libraries are ideally placegtovide
information to their communities aboutilV/Aids.

This question consisted tfree parts: the first partaskedwhether libraries are involved in programmesrtise

awareness of HIV/Aids; and the second pealniether libraries are involved in providing suafiormation to people

who are unabletoreal Yy R G KS GKANR LI NI | &1 SR ¢ K&y &Sniakirg ise dEthelA S& Ay
free material regarding HIV/Aids information access made available by the FAIFE committee on the IFLA website.

2.5.1.1 Library involvement in HIV/Aids awareness programmes

Only about half the respondents indicated that librariestigit countries have been involved in programmes to raise
awareness of HIV/Aidsas is evident from Tabl&l, which is lower than in 2007.

Have libraries in your country been involved in any programmes to raise awareness of HIV/AIDS?
. . Latin Americg North .
Africa Asia Europe & Caribbean America Oceania Total
# % # % # % # % # % # % # %
Yes 2009| 15 60.0 | 12 414 | 10 31.3| 15 75.0 1 50.0 3 60.0 | 56 49.6
2007| 23 82.1 4 19.1| 14 454 | 15 75 3 100.0| 4 50.0 | 63 55.8
No 2009 10 40.0| 17 58.6 | 22 68.8 5 25.0 1 50.0 2 40.0 | 57 50.4
2007| 5 179 | 17 80.9| 19 57.6 5 25.0 0 0 4 50.0| 50 44.2
Total | 2009| 25 29 32 20 2 5 25 113
(N=) | 2007| 28 21 33 20 3 8 113
No data 2009| 1 3 2 2 1 0 9
2007 O 1 1 1 0 0 3
Table31:Li brari esd involvement in programmes to raise awareness
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Countries in which libraries are involvedHiiv/Aidsawareness programmes are as follows:

wAfrica: Algeria, Angola, Botswana, Cape Verde, EthidfiaGambia, Ghana, Guinea, Lesotho, South Africa, Sudan,
Swaziland, Tanzania, Uganda, Zimbabwe

wAsia:Armenia, Bangladesh, India, Iran, Jordaazakhstan, Nepal, Philippines, Syria, Thailand, Turkey, Vietham
wEuropeAlbania, Croatia, Germany, Latvia, Lithuania, Macedonia, Netherlands, Norway, Spain, Ukraine

wLatin America and the Caribbeakruba, Bahamas, The, Barbados, Belize, Cuba, Gre@agana, Jamaica, Mexico,
Netherlands Antilles, Peru, Puerto Rico, Saint Lucia, Suriname, Trinidad and Tobago

wNorth AmericaGreenland

wOceaniaFiji, Solomon Islands, Vanuatu

For the list of countries in 2007, see IFLA/FAIFE World Report, 2007: 433.

In Africa the number of countries where libraries have been involved in raising awareness about HIV/Aids has dropped
from 23 to 15, which is remarkable taking into account the prevalence of HIV/Aids on the confiraedrease is also
observed in Europén Asia, however, the number has increased from four to 12 which, because of the increase in the
number of participantsis a doubling of the percentage.

As in 2005nd 2007 a number of differenmethodsare used taaise awarenesshis includes printed materials
(brochures, flyers, periodicals, books, posters, documentation in general),-sisdi@l materialselectronic media

(such as CDs, DVDs and the Interresthibitions, an HIV/Aids corner or desk in the library, trainingofigh

workshops, seminars, talks and conferences, as well as peer educators), mobile libraries (especially in rural areas),
special HIV/Aids awareneand outreachprogrammes (for example on World Aids @and during national library

weekg and radio and tkevision programmes.

In a number of cases partnerships with NGOs, international organisatiohsragalernment are popular ways to
incorporate HIV/Aids awarenesstivities or campaigns into library services.

In many cases, thElIV/Aids awareness progranes and activities are thaitiative of individual librarieand are
therefore not necessdly coordinated and managed by a natiobaldy such as government adibrary association.
Also,involvement in HIV/Aids awareness activittés & 0 S levert h8 do@shdt provide ariydication of an
ongoing involvementas mentioned in the 2007 Report (IFLA/FAIFE World Report, 2B0):

Respondents indicating théibrariesin their countriesare notinvolved in HIV/Aids awareness programmes have
provideda number of reasons for this. Most have statedt such programmes are managed by other bodies,
example health authorities (such as MinistriedHgfalth Culture,Education or Youth NGOs and other agencies. Some
havespecified that HIV/Aids 3ot aseriousproblem in theircountriesor that material regarding HIV/Aids is generally
available (in libraries and elsewhem@)d consequently special awarenggsgrammes are unnecessaip.a few cases
respondentdndicatedthat strict religiousand moral valuesre such thaHIV/Aidshas not become national
problem.Especially countries from the developing world have mentioeeahomicfactors such aa lack of sufficient
funding,inadequateinfrastructureandinsufficient $aff as the reason Wy libraries are not involved in HIV/Aids
awareness programmes

2.5.1.2 HIV/Aids information for people who are unable to read

Only about a quarter of respondents were aware of libraries being involved in providing information about HIV/Aids to
members of the community who cannot read, as is evident from Tahle

33



OEEDE
IIIII IFLA WORLD REPCORIO

Have libraries in your country been involved in any progsaimmevide HIV/AIDS information to members of the community
to read?
Africa Asia Europe L&?@a’rai\gg:r? A’;In(zer:ii\:a Oceania Total
# % # % # % # % # % # % # %
Yes 2009| 7 304 | 10 345 6 19.4 4 21.1 0 0.0 1 20.0 | 28 25.7
2007| 12 444 2 10.0 4 12.1 8 36.4 1 33.3 1 125| 28 24.8
No 2009| 16 696| 19 655| 25 806| 15 78.9 2 100.0] 4 80.0| 81 74.3
2007| 15 55.6| 18 90 29 879]| 14 636 2 66.7 7 87.5| 85 75.2
Total | 2009| 23 29 31 19 2 5 109
(N=) | 2007| 27 20 33 22 3 8 113
NG data 2009| 3 3 3 3 1 0 13
2007 1 1 1 0 0 0 3
Table32:Li brariesd involvement i n pr ogenbenswétise cammunityeunabletoradar enes s

The total numbers for 2009 are the same as that for 2007; however, the distribpgioregion differs quite
considerably, with a large increase in Asia, which correlates with the increasedpation in the World Reporrém

Asia.

Countries where libraries are involved in providhiky/Aids information to members of the communiipable to read
include:

wAfrica: Ethiopia, Guinea, Lesotho, Sudan, Swaziland, Uganda, Zimbabwe

wAsia:Armenia, Bangladesh, India, Iran, Jordan, Malaysia, Nepal, Philippines, Thailand, Vietham
wEuropeAlbania, Croatia, Lithuania, Macedonia, Netherlands, Spain

wLatin America and the Caribbearhe Bahamas, Colombia, El Salvador, Mexico

wNorth AmericaNone

wOceaniaVanuatu
For the list of countries in 2007, see IFLA/FAIFE World Report, 2007: 434.

Methods that are used to reach members of the community who cannot read are the same as in 2007 (see IFLA/FAIFE
World Report, 2007: 434) and include practically all the methé@&y G A 2y SR F2NJ 6§ KS LINBJA 2dza |
require the skill of reading.

Reasons for libraries not being involved in HIV/Aids awesgiprogrammegfor members of the community unable to

readare identical to those listed in the previous questidnfurther reason provided by some countries of the
developed world is that no sugirogrammes are necessary because of the high literacy rate in the country.

2513 Li braries6 use of the FAIFE committeebds materi al regardi

Very few countries make use of the material provided by the FAIFE committee, as is evident froB88Table

Are libraries in your country using the free material regarding HIV/AIDS information access, made available by the F
committee on the IFLA web8it
. . Latin Americg North .
Africa Asia Europe & Caribbean America Oceania Total
# % # % # % # % # % # % # %

Yes 4 18.2 4 16.7 5 17.2 3 18.8 0 0.0%| O 0.0 16 16.5

No 18 81.8| 20 83.3| 24 828 13 81.3 2 100.0, 4 100.0| 81 83.5
Total (N=)] 22 24 29 16 2 4 97

No data 4 8 5 6 1 1 25

Table33:Li brariesd use of the free material regarding HIV/AIDS i
IFLA website
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As this is a new question no comparison can be drawn eattierreports.

The percentage use of the materials is fairly equal in Africa, Asia, Europe and Latin America and the Caribbean. The 16
countries that do make use of the materials are:

wAfrica:Bhiopia, Ghana, South Africa, Zimbabwe

wAsia:Japan, Jordan, Nep&hilippines

wEuropeAlbania Lithuania, MacedoniagRomania, Russia

wLatin America and the Caribbeaviexico,Suriname, Trinidad and Tobago

wNorth AmericaNone

wOceaniaNone

The main reason that countries listed why use is not made of these materials is that they are unaware of the existence
of such materials. There is therefore considerable scope for IFLA andté-Athfertise the existence of the materials

and to discuss th use ofand successes attained throughch materials in workshops and by individual libraries and
others widely. The fact that libraries in specific countries are not involved in HIV/Aids awareness campaigns because
such campaigns are not necessary is a further motivationlishgriesare notusing the material. A further reason

provided by mostly respondents from the developing world is the lack of computers and Internet access.

25.2 Womendés access to information

TKA& &SIk NDa NBLERWNG A 3d ky F R RNDWES SaRdthelsain@s8hitategalies wdre/uedl NI | { A

as in the past. &pondents were agairequestedto provideexamples of such programmes.

2521 Li braries and wprogeamies | i teracy

The first part of the question asked whether libraries were involved in special programmes that focus on promoting

62YSyQa tAGSNI Oédd bdzYoSNBER NBYIFIAYSR FLHANI & adloftSz SEOSI

countries participating) andugope where numbers went down from nine to six. The regional breakdown is given in
Table34.

Do libraries in your country have special programmes focusing on the promotion of women's literacy?
. . Latin America North .
Africa Asia Europe & Caribbean America Oceania Total
# % # % # % # % # % # % # %
Yes 2009 9 375| 12 40.0 6 20.0 7 35.0 1 33.3 0 0.0 35 315
2007| 10 35.7 3 14.3 9 26.5 6 27.3 2 66.7 0 0.0 30 25.9
No 2009| 15 625 | 18 60.0| 24 80.0| 13 65.0 2 66.7 4 100.0| 76 68.5
2007| 18 64.3| 18 85.7| 25 735| 16 72.7 1 33.3 8 100 86 74.1
Total | 2009| 24 30 30 20 3 4 111
(N=) | 2007| 28 21 34 22 3 8 116
NG data 2009| 2 2 4 2 0 1 11
2007| O 0 0 0 0 0 0
Table34: Special programmes in |ibraries to promote women6s | i

Countries that are involved in suphogrammes are as follows:

AAfrica:Ethiopia, The Gambia, Lesotho, Morocco, Sudan, Swaziland, Tanzania, Uganda, Zimbabwe
wAsia:Bangladesh, Brunei, India, Jordan, Kazakhstan, Nepal, Philippines, Qatar, Syria, Thailand, Turkey, Vietham
wEuropeAlbania, Germany, Iceland, Macedonia, Netherlands, Norway

wLatin America and the Caribbedelize, Bolivia, Colombia, El Salvador, Guyana, Suriname, Trinidad and Tobago
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wNorth AmericaThe USA
wOceaniaNone
For the list of countries in 2007, s#eLA/FAIFE World Report, 2007: 435.

As in 2007, @untries that do not offer such literacy programmiesve offered mainly three reasons: lack of skills,
knowledge, training, facilities and/or funding; the fakat such programmes are offered by othegenciege.g. NGOs,
volunteers and government ministries); tre fact that the literacy rate is very high.

Methods by means of which such programmes are offered by libraries include workshops, seminars, adult education
programmes (for example programmfs the development of reading skills and information literacy programmes)

and special programmes in libraries (such as book displays and exhibits). These programmes are often offered in
conjunction with NGOs and are very often initiatives of individbahties (rather than national campaigns).

A number of respondents have mentioned that such programmes are not aimed only at women, but at all members of
society.

2522 WomenoOs acces scategories @f emfoimfation

The second part of the question askeshether libraries have special programmes focusing specifically on promoting

g2YSyQa | 00Saa G2 2yS 2NJ Y2NB 2F GKS F2tft26Ay3 (G2LAO0AY
planning. The regional breakdown is given in T&ble

Dolibraries in your country have special programmes focusing specifically on promoting women's access to one or more (
following topics: social information, economy, education, health, and family planning?
. . Latin Americg North .
Africa Asia Europe & Caribbean America Oceania Total
# % # % # % # % # % # % # %
Yes 2009| 10 455| 11 423| 10 333 6 31.6 0 0.0 0 0.0 37 359
2007 9 34.6 5 23.8 14 41.2 8 36.4 2 66.7 3 375 | 41 36.0
No 2009| 12 54.5 15 57.7 20 66.7 13 68.4 2 100.0| 4 100.0| 66 64.1
2007| 17 654 | 16 76.2| 20 588 | 14 63.6 1 33.3 5 625| 73 64.0
Total | 2009| 22 26 30 19 2 4 103
(N=) 2007| 26 21 34 22 3 8
No data 2009| 4 6 4 3 1 1 19
2007 2 0 0 0 0 0

Table 35: Special programmes in libraries for providing specific categories of information to women

Countries in which libraries have special programfes Odza A y 3 & LISOAFAOL £ f dto@ngorLINR Y2 (i A
more of the topics listed are as follows:

wAfrica: Ethiopia, The Gambia, Ghana, Guinea, Lesotho, Morocco, Namibia, Sudan, Swaziland, Zimbabwe
wAsia:Bangladesh, India, Japan, Jordan, Nepal, Palestinian Territories, Philippines, Qatath&hamal, Vietham
wEuropeAlbania, Andorra, Croatia, Germany, Hungary, Latvia, Macedonia, Moldova, Netherlands, Ukraine

wLatin America and the Caribbedolivia, Cuba, El Salvador, Guyana, Peru, Suriname

wNorth AmericaNone

wOceaniaNone

For thelist of countries in 2007, see IFLA/FAIFE World Report, 2007: 436.

Few respondentbave described specific programmes that are offered or givereaplanationwhy libraries are not
involved in such prgrammes. Theole of government departments, NGOs aottier organisationshas been

mentioned by some respondents #& reason why libraries are natvolved in such programmeAs in 2007¢social
AyOtdzaAaz2y LIt AOASE | Yidve ag@inpeeR hebtOmne, With ¢dunir@\NdEakinkp2natibron S a
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such topics available to both men amemere (see IFLA/FAIFE World Report, 200B)48s was the case in the
previous question, the lack of sufficient funding and knowledge has also been mentioned as reasons why libraries are
not involved in suclprogrammes.

253 The disabled and Freedom of Access to Information

Questions regarding the disabled and freedom of access to information have been included for the first time.
Respondents were requested to provide information on special programmes offendarénjes and whether the

country has legislation designed to improve access to information for the visually impaired or other disabled people.
2.5.3.1 Library programmes for the disabled on promoting access to information

Nearly 60% of respondents indicated that libraries in their countries have special programmes for the disabled on

promoting access to information. However, distribution of such programmes in terms of percentages amongst the
regions of the world is uneveas is evident from Tablg6.

Do libraries in your country have special programmes focusing specifically on promoting access to information fatzh
. . Latin Americq North .
Africa Asia Europe & Caribbean America Oceania Total
# % # % # % # % # % # % # %
Yes 10 40.0| 17 58.6 | 26 788 | 12 63.2 2 66.7 1 20.0| 68 59.6
No 15 60.0 12 41.4 7 21.2 7 36.8 1 33.3 4 80.0 46 40.4
Total (N=)| 25 29 33 19 3 5 114
No data 1 3 1 3 0 0 8

Table 36: Special programmes in libraries focusing on promoting access to information for the disabled

Percentages and numbers are considerably higher than for the precgdesiions, and it seems as if programmes for
the disabled as a category atizens that need access to informatibave received more attention than women (or
people needing information about HIV/Aids).

Countries in which libraries have special programsrfeeusing specifically on promoting access to information for the
disabled are as follows:

Africa:Algeria, Ethiopia, Ghana, Lesotho, Morocco, South Africa, Sudan, Swaziland, Tanzania, Zimbabwe
Asia:Armenia, Brunei, Cyprus, India, Indonesia, Japan, Kazakhstan, South Korea, Malaysia, Nepal, Pakistan, Palestinian
Territories, Philippines, Syria, Thailand, Turkey, Vietnam

EuropeAlbania, Belgium, Bulgaria, Croatia, Czech Republic, Denmark, Estdaiad,Ksermany, Hungary, Iceland,

Latvia, Lithuania, Luxembourg, Macedonia, Moldova, Netherlands, Norway, Romania, Russia, Serbia, Slovenia, Spain,
Sweden, Ukraine, United Kingdom

Latin America and the Caribbedelize, Bolivia, Colombia, Cuba, El Salkgduyana, Jamaica, Mexico, Peru, Puerto

Rico, Suriname, Virgin Islands

Northern AmericaCanada, the USA

OceaniaAustralia

Programmes listed by respondents can be classified in different broad categories. This ispkaiakassociations /
libraries / sections in libraries for the disabled, thhysical accessibility of librariespecial educational and
recreational programmes for the disabled and, mogtigviding information in alternative media and the provision of
equipment for alternative meid.

A number of respondents mentioned specific associations that focus on the provision of information for the disabled
(physically as well as mentally disabledgource centresand special librariefor the visually impaired (at both the
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national and dcal level)special sections in libraries that provide information resources for the disgbileldiding

audioand listening librarigsand special disability units at universitiegder physical accessibility respondents
mentioned special ramps that atriilt to provide access for wheelchaansd the general accessibility of buildings

few respondents referred t@ducational and recreational programmes (for example games, dances and social events)
for the disabled organised by libraries.

By far the nost common programmes offered by libraries are the provision of information in alternfativeats and
media and the equipment to access gemedia. This includes offering information resources in Braille foandt
equipment to transfer ordinary print t8raille,computers with special software to enlarge print, large format print
books,books on CD or audio cassetiP3 players for the use of audio books, tactile child&moks and toysnd
other equipment.

wSAaLRYRSyida LINRolofe AydaSNLINBGSR AmuBbetdKdddeldpsd cauamttidS OA | £ LJ
stated that there are no special programmes in their countries to promote access to information for the disabled. It is,
however, inconceivablethi G KS&S O2dzyiNASa R2y Qi KIFI@S |ff 2N vyz2aid 27
paragraphs in place.

A number of developing countries mentioned that, due to a lack of resources, materials for, for example, the visually
disabled are not readilgvailable.
2.5.3.2 Legislation regarding the disabled and Freedom of Access to Information

Of the 106 countries that provided data for this question, respondents from 44 countries reported that legislation
designed to improve access to information for the visuanpaired or other disabled people exists in their countries,
as is indicated in TabRy.

Does your country have legislation designed to improve access to inform#i®rigorally impaired or other disabled peoy
e.g., laws that permit copyiofzopyrighted works into accessible formats for the visually infpaired

Latin Americd North

& Caribbean|  America Oceania Total

Africa Asia Europe

# % # % # % # % # % # % # %
Yes 4 21.1] 10 345 | 22 68.8 4 22.2 2 66.7 2 40.0 | 44 41.5
No 15 789 | 19 65.5| 10 31.3| 14 77.8 1 33.3 3 60.0 | 62 58.5
Total (N=)] 19 29 32 18 3 5 106
No data 7 3 2 4 0 0 16

Table 37: Legislation designed to improve access to information for the visually impaired or other disabled
people

Countries in which libraries have legislation designed to improve access to information for the wuispaihed or

other disabled people are as follows:

Africa:Algeria, Lesotho, Namibia, Sudan

Asia:Brunei, Indialndonesia, Japan, Kazakhstan, South Korea, Philippines, Syria, Thailand, Turkey
EuropeAlbania, Andorra, Belgium, Bulgaria, Croatia, CRagublic, Denmark, Finland, Germany, Iceland, Latvia,
Lithuania, Macedonia, Netherlands, Norway, Romania, Russia, Serbia, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden, United Kingdom
Latin America and the Caribbedolivia, Colombia, Cuba, Peru

Northern AmericaCanada, théJSA

OceaniaAustralig New Zealand

It is evident that more countries in the developed world, specifically in Europe and North America (+ Australia and

New Zealandhave legislation in place that make provision for providing information to the visogtlgiied and other
disabled people and that, on average, such issues have not yet reached any prominence in the developing world.
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254 Senior citizens and Freedom of Access to Information

Questions regarding senior citizens and freedom of acceggdmmation have been included for the first time.
Respondents were requested to provide information on special programmes offered by libEatasare summarised
in Table 38.

Do libraries in your country have special programmes focusing specifipatiynoting access to information for senior
citizens?
. . Latin Americq North .
Africa Asia Europe & Caribbean America Oceania Total
# % # % # % # % # % # % # %
Yes 9 39.1 13 48.1 21 67.7 10 52.6 2 66.7 2 40.0 57 52.8
No 14 60.9 14 51.9 10 32.3 9 47.4 1 33.3 3 60.0 51 47.2
Total (N=)| 23 27 31 19 3 5 108
No data 3 5 3 3 0 0 14

Table 38: Special programmes in libraries focusing on promoting access to information for senior citizens

Countries in which libraries have programmes designed to improve access to information for senior citizens are as
follows:

Africa:Cape Verde, Central African Republic, Gambia, The, Morocco, Namibia, South Africa, Sudan, Swaziland,
Tanzania, Zimbabwe

Asia:Brunei, India, Indonesia, Japan, Kazakhstan, Korea, South, Malaysia, Nepal, Pakistan, Palestinian Territories,
Philippines, Thailand, Vietham

EuropeAlbania, Belgium, Croatia, Czech Republic, Finland, Germany, Greece, Hungary, Iceland, Latvia, Lithuania,
Macedonia, Moldova, Netherlands, Norway, Russia, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden, Ukraine, United Kingdom

Latin Americand the Caribbeamruba, Belize, Colombia, Cuba, Guyana, Jamaica, Peru, Suriname, Trinidad and
Tobago, Virgin Islands

Northern AmericaGreenland, United States

OceaniaAustralia,New Zealand

There is a definite correlation between numbers per regimntliis question and the one on programmes that focus
on the disabled.

Programmes offered by libraries include the following: extension of lending services (e.g. through mobile libraries,
lending services for the housebound and book delivery at retirerhentes); providing information in specific formats
(large print and audio books) and agsated information; cultural and social meetings (dgok fairs, book

promotions, reading aloud sessioasd intergenerational programmgsyeneraleducational programmes and
programmes promoting lifelong learning. A number of respondents expanded on thedatoned category,

providing examples of information literacy courses, Internet and-waffing courses and general computer skills
coursesFree library membership for senior citizens and even the provision of glasses and magnifying glasses were
mentioned.

2,55 Libraries and support for the ideals of universal primary education
Questions regarding library programmes that support the islealniversal primary education have been included for

the first time. Respondents were requested to provide information on special programmes offered by libraries. This
does not seem to be very high on library agendas, as is evident from the numbelde3J.a
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Do libraries in your country have special programmes that support the ideals of universal primary education?
. . Latin Americg North .
Africa Asia Europe & Caribbean America Oceania Total
# % # % # % # % # % # % # %
Yes 13 565| 12 444 | 13 44.8 9 45.0 0 0.0 1 250 | 48 457
No 10 435]| 15 55.6 | 16 55.2 | 11 55.0 2 100.0, 3 75.0 | 57 54.3
Total (N=)| 23 27 29 20 2 4 105
No data 3 5 5 2 1 1 17

Table 39: Special programmes in libraries that support the ideals of universal primary education

Regional distribution seems to be fairly even, with Africa in a slightly high@rgmo&gain not taking North America
and Oceania into account)nfortunately 17 respondents provided no information.

Countries in which libraries have programntleat support the ideals of universal primary educatene as follows:
Africa:Algeria, Cape Verde, The Gambia, Ghana, Guinsathog Mali, Namibia, Sudan, Swaziland, Tanzania, Uganda,
Zimbabwe

Asia:Brunei, India, Indonesia, Japan, Kazakhstan, South Korea, Nepal, Oman, Philippines, Qatar, Thailand, Turkey
EuropeAlbania, Estonia, Greece, Iceland, Luxembourg, Macedonia, MolMetlerlands, Russia, Serbia, Spain,

Sweden, Switzerland

Latin America and the Caribbearhe Bahamas, Belize, Colombia, Cuba, Grenada, Guyana, Jamaica, Peru, Trinidad and
Tobago

Northern AmericaNone

OceaniaVanuatu

Programmes offered by libraries include the followitige establishingand upgrading of school libraries (especially in

rural areas); book donations (such as textbooks) to school libraries; the extension of public library services to schools;
theestabliK YSy G 2 F & LIS OA | dnd réadingtrdemids|iysrexies, speiically ginged at providing learning
materials; the establishment of homewaork centres; the training of school librarians; social and cultural programmes
(for example summer programmesd reading competitions).

The most common reasons respondents offered why libraries are not involved in such programmes is that universal
primary education is already compulsory in their country (and special programmes are therefore not necessary) and

that the issue is handled by other entities (such as government departments of education). A number of respondents
YSYyGA2ySR GKFG fAONINASAE Ay GKSANI O2dzyiNAS&a R2y Qi KI @S

256 Libraries and environmental sustainability

Questions regarding library programmes thpaovide information on promoting environmental sustainabiliisve
alsobeen included for the first time. Respondents were requested to provide information on special programmes
offered by librarés. Thislsodoes not seem to be very high on library agendas, as is evident from the numbers in
Table40.

Do libraries in your country have special programmes that provide information on promoting environmental sustaina
. . LatinAmerica North .
Africa Asia Europe & Caribbean America Oceania Total

# % # % # % # % # % # % # %

Yes 11 52.4 10 40.0 16 57.1 9 47.4 2 66.7 2 50.0 50 500

No 10 476| 15 60.0| 12 429| 10 526 1 33.3 2 50.0| 50 500
Total (N=)| 21 25 28 19 3 4 100
No data 5 7 6 3 0 1 22

Table 40: Special programmes in libraries that provide information on promoting environmental sustainability
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Regional distribution seems to be fairly eyafl within 10% of the total percentagémsgain not taking North America
into account). Unfortunately 22 respondents provided no information.

Countries in which libraries have programntleat provide information on promoting environmental sustainabibie

as follows:

Africa:Algeria, Cape Vde, The Gambia, Ghana, Guinea, Lesotho, Namibia, Sudan, Swaziland, Tanzania, Uganda
Asia:Armenia, Cyprus, Indonesia, Japan, Kazakhstan, Nepal, Palestinian Territories, Syria, Turkey, Vietnam
EuropeAlbania, Croatia, Czech Republic, Finland, Greece, Huritgdy, Lithuania, Luxembourg, Macedonia,
Netherlands, Norway, Russia, Serbia, Spain, Ukraine

Latin America and the Caribbea@olombia, Cuba, El Salvador, Grenada, Guyana, Jamaica, Puerto Rico, Suriname,
Trinidad and Tobago

Northern AmericaCanada, th USA

Oceaniafiji, New Zealand

Very few respondents provided any details about programmes offered by libraries. Bagrhimpmesnclude the
following:displays and exhibitions in libraries; the provision of special materials on environnsestalnability in
libraries; cooperation with environmental organisation in organising events; events for children relating to
environmental sustainability, such as art competitions and theatre productions

The main reasons for not becoming involved infsprogrammes are the lack of appropriate resources (funding, skills
and knowledge) and the fact that, in many countries, other entities deal with environmental issues.

2.6 Section 6: Ethics and IFLA initiatives

Reporting on ades of ethics and the different IFLA initiatives h&wened part of previous reports; ongubsection

was added, viz. about the IFLA Manifesto on Transparency, Good Governance and Freedom from Corruption. In each
case respondents were asked whether the library association has adopted the code / mahifestaration and to

provide examples of how libreas have implemented it. f libraries had not yet adopted it, respondents were

requested to indicate whether the library association intended adopting it within the next two years.

2.6.1 Codes of ethics

The total numbers of countries in which library assdoiad have adopted a code of ethics has increased only
marginally, from 57 to 59, even though 27 countries reported in 2007 that their library associations intended adopting
a code of ethics within the next twgears, as is evident from thebles41 and 4Jelow.

Has your library association adopted a code of ethics?
. . Latin America North .
Africa Asia Europe & Caribbean America Oceania Total
# % # % # % # % # % # % # %
Yes 2009| 7 29.2 | 15 53.6 | 27 84.4 6 33.3 2 66.7 2 40.0 | 59 53.6
2007 7 26.9 9 47.4 | 27 794 10 47.6 1 33.3 3 375| 57 514
No 2009| 17 708 | 13 464 5 156 | 12 66.7 1 33.3 3 60.0| 51 46.4
2007| 19 73.1] 10 52.6 7 206 | 11 52.4 2 66.7 5 625 | ™ 48.6
Total | 2009| 24 28 32 18 3 5 110
(N=) | 2007| 26 19 34 21 3 8 111
No data 2009 2 4 2 4 0 0 12
2007| 2 2 0 1 0 0 5

Table 41: The adoption of codes of ethics
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The situation in the different regions has remained fairly constant, with an increase in Asia (because of the larger
number of respondents from the regigrjuthas gone down in Latin America and the Caribbean.

Countries in whiclibrary associations have adopted a code of ethiesas follows:

Africa:Botswana, Ethiopia, Ghana, South Africa, Sudan, Swaziland, Zimbabwe

Asia:Armenia, Cambodia, China, Indiagonesia, Iran, Israel, Japan, Kazakhstan, South Korea, Malaysia, Palestinian
Territories, Philippines, Turkey, Vietham

EuropeAlbania, Belgium, Bulgaria, Croatia, Czech Republic, Estonia, Finland, Germany, Greece, Hungary, Iceland, Italy,
Latvia, Lithuaia, Macedonia, Malta, Moldova, Montenegro, Netherlands, Norway, Romania, Russia, Serbia, Slovenia,
Switzerland, Ukraine, United Kingdom

Latin America and the Caribbedaduba, El Salvador, Jamaica, Mexico, Peru, Puerto Rico

Northern AmericaCanada, USA

OceaniaAustralia, New Zealand

For the list of countries in 2007, see IFLA/FAIFE World Report, 20043837

Very few countries have provided any detail about how the codes of ethics are implemented in their libraries. Some
have mentioned that librariasmare introduced to the code through workshops and seminars; others have referred to
extensive information and guidelines being available online. A number of respondents indicated that ethical behaviour
is expected from all working in libraries and thasiimplemented by librarians in their daily work through serving

their patrons equally and with no discriminatidregardless of racial, ethnic, religious, political, gender or social

status), by maintaining standards, by improving the level of profeatism in the library and by developing their

library.

The most common reasons offered why library associations have not yet implemented a code of ethics & that th
O2dzy (NE Q& f A0NINE I aa-2@trit hfed spdndenidditated that guéh azdde iSotRy y 2y
priority for the library association. This is similar to reasons offered in 2007 (IFLA/FAIFE World Report, 2007: 438).

The data regarding the online availability of a code of ethics are summarised in Table 42.

Is the ode of ethics available on the Internet?
. . Lat_in North .
Africa Asia Europe America & . Oceania Total
Caribbean America
# % # % # % # % # % # % # %

Yes 4 154 | 11 344 | 26 76.5 2 9.1 2 66.7 2 40.0 | 47 38.5

No /No datg 22 846 | 21 65.6 8 235 | 20 90.9 1 33.3 3 60.0| 75 61.5
Total (N=) | 26 32 34 22 3 5 122

Table 42: The online availability of the code of ethics

47 Respondents indicated that their code of ethics is available online, a small increase from 2007 (IFLA/FAIFE World
Report, 2007: 438).

Respondents were also asked to indicate whetherlibiary association intended adopting a code of ethics within the
next two years, if they had not previously done so; the data are sanised in Table &

If there is no code, does your library association intend to adopt one in the next two years?

Latin Americg North

& Caribbean America Oceania Total

Africa Asia Europe

# % # % # % # % # % # % # %
Yes 2009| 10 66.7 5 38.5 3 60.0 5 62.5 1 33.3 1 333 | 24 54.5
2007| 13 100.0f 5 71.4 2 40.0 4 50.0 0 0.0 3 60.0 | 27 67.5
No 2009| 5 33.3 8 61.5 2 40.0 3 37.5 2 66.7 2 66.7 | 20 45.5
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2007 O 0.0 2 28.6 3 60.0 4 50.0 2 100.0f 2 40.0 | 13 32.5
Total | 2009| 15 13 5 8 0 3 44
(N=) 2007| 13 7 5 8 2 5 40
No data 2009| 11 19 29 14 3 2 78
2007| 15 14 29 14 1 3 76

*No data = no data + not applicable because already adopted

Table 43: The intention to adopt a code of ethics

24 Respondents indicated that their library associations intended adopting a code of ethics within the next two years,
compared to 27 in 2007. Theseuntries are as follows:

Africa:Algeria/ & G S RThe @2nhid\Buinea, Lesotho, Mali, Morocco, Nanfiiiéara Leone, Tanzania

Asia:Cyprus, Lebanon, Maldives, Nepal, Oman

EuropeBelgium, Denmark, Finland

Latin America and the Caribbeakruba, Colombia, Grenada, Netherlands Antilles, Suriname

Northern AmericaNone

OceaniaFiji

For the list of countriegn 2007, see IFLA/FAIFE World Report, 2007: 438.

Some countries that indicated in 2007 that they intend adopting a code of ethics within two years have not yet done

so; in some cases they have again indicated that they intend adopting a code and therefore they again appear in the
above list, butinothet (0 KS& KI @S LINE @A RS R ThisheRoménbn istaBd\dbseryeRWhenr G SR ay
SIENIASNI NBLEZNIa NB O2YLI NBR® ¢KS O2YYSyidia Ay GKS wnnrT
of adopting a code is more complex or protractedhoriginally envisagegor that the enthusiasm to do so does not

NBadzZ G Ay GKS ySOSaal NB | Ol A 2ThéddnclasioCdrawm iCthd 2009 Rep@tBEoR w S LJ
NBYIFAYy&d @FfARY a¢KS AaadzS 27 (ldmbntatioR &f kithazgle shduldbeaO2 RS 2 F
matter of grave concern to IFLA. It is evident that there are quite a number of countries where there is little interest in
suchacode s KSGKSNI Al SEA&GE AY ¢andévén if DRedeyoledtB iQrot widalyo NI NA S& 2 NJ
propagated or implemented, or there is very little information available on how it is implemented in practice. There
200A2dzat e | NB SEOSLIiA2yas K2gSOSNE OLC[!kC!ILCY9 22NIR w

2.6.2 The IFLA Internet Manifesto

There has beean improvement in numbers of library associations that have adopted the IFLA Internet Manifesto;
however, still less than 40% have done so, as is clear from Zéble

Has your library association adopted the IFLA Internet Manifesto?
. . Latin America North .
Africa Asia Europe & Caribbean America Oceania Total
# % # % # % # % # % # % # %
Yes 2009 5 20.8 5 185 | 23 74.2 7 38.9 1 33.3 1 20.0 | 42 38.9
2007| 3 12.0 3 150 | 22 66.7 5 26.3 1 33.3 0 0.0 34 31.5
No 2009| 19 79.2 | 22 81.5 8 258 | 11 61.1 2 66.7 4 80.0 | 66 61.1
2007 | 22 88.0| 17 85.0| 11 333| 14 73.7 2 33.3 8 100.0| 74 68.5
Total | 2009| 24 27 31 18 3 5 108
(N=) | 2007| 25 20 33 19 3 8 108
NG data 2009| 2 5 3 4 0 0 14
2007| 3 1 1 3 0 0 8

Table 44: The adoption of the IFLA Internet Manifesto

The small increase in numbers can be observed in all regions (except North America).
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Countries in which librgrassociations have adopted the IFLA Internet Manifastoas follows:

Africa:Algeria, Ghana, South Africa, Swaziland, Zimbabwe

Asia:Armenia, Japan, Kazakhstan, Turkey, Vietham

EuropeAlbania, Austria, Bulgaria, Croatia, Czech Republic, Denkialdnd, Germany, Greece, Hungary, Iceland,
Italy, Latvia, Lithuania, Macedonia, Moldova, Netherlands, Norway, Romania, Russia, Serbia, Slovenia, Ukraine
Latin America and the Caribbeadhile, Colombia, Cuba, El Salvador, Mexico, Netherlands Antillas, Per

Northern AmericaSA

OceaniaNew Zealand

For the list of countries in 2007, see IFLA/FAIFE World Report, 238240.

Very few respondents provided any detail on how the Manifesto was implemented in their countries. The most
common way of propagating it was by translating it into the official language and distribatorghation aboutit to
librarieseither in print format or via the Internet, or publishing it in local journals. In some cases the Manifesto was
discussed in workshops and seminars.

The motivations for not adopting the Manifestwe the same as those for not adopting a code of ethieg (8.6.1
above). Some respondents also mentioned that their library association was not aware of the Mamiiféstd

adopting it is not a priorityinter aliabecause there are very few computers and only very limited Internet access in
libraries in thei countries or that they have similar codes/regulations in their own countries that make the adoption
of the Manifesto unnecessary

Respondents were also asked to indicate whether the library association intended adopting the Manifesto within the
next two years, if they had not previously done so; the data are summarised in Table 45.

If the Manifesto has not yet been adopkeels your library association intend to adtdptthe next two years?
. . Latin Americg North .
Africa Asia Europe & Caribbean America Oceania Total
# % # % # % # % # % # % # %
Yes 2009| 11 786 | 11 579 2 33.3 4 57.1 0 0.0 1 333 29 58.0
2007| 20 95.2 9 75 2 33.3 9 90.0 0 0.0 3 60.0 | 43 76.8
No 2009 3 21.4 8 42.1 4 66.7 3 42.9 1 100.0] 2 66.7 21 42.0
2007 1 4.8 3 25 4 66.7 1 10.0 2 100.0f 2 40.0 13 23.2
Total | 2009| 14 19 6 7 1 3 50
(N=) 2007| 21 12 6 10 2 5 56
No data* 2009| 12 13 28 15 2 2 72
2007 7 9 28 12 1 3 60

* No data = no data + not applicable because already adopted

Table 45: The intention to adopt the IFLA Internet Manifesto

Countries in whictibrary associations intend adopting the Manifestihin the next two yearsare as follows:
Africa:/ 4 0 S REMHiogi@ Gabdh, The Gambia, Guinea, Lesotho, Mali, Namibia, Sudan, Tanzania, Togo
Asia:Cambodia, Cyprus, India, Indonesia, Iran, Is&alithKorea, Lebanon, Maldives, Nepal, Philippines
EuropeMalta, Montenegro

Latin America and the Caribbeaimtigua and Barbuda, Aruba, Grenada, Suriname

Northern AmericaNone

OceaniaFiji

For the list of countries in 2007, see IFLA/FAIFE World Report, 20D7:

As was the case with the adoption of a code of ethics (see 2.6.1 above) some countries that indicated in 2007 that they
intend adopting the Manifesto within two years have not yet done so; in some cases they have again indicated that
they intend adopting &ode and therefore they again appear in the above list, but in others they have provided no
RFGF 62NJ AYRAOIGSR ay2¢é60d ¢KAA LIKSy2YSy2y Aa faz2 20a

44






