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1 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

1.1 Link with the objectives of the project 
The overall objective of the CITIZEN MEDIA project is the research, development and 
validation on audio-visual systems to enable multiple 1non-professional users to co-create 
networked applications and experiences based on their own user-generated content. This 
report is a first step to achieve this objective. The results in the report show the distribution of 
patterns of media use in Austria, Germany and Norway.  

By using cluster analysis, we identified the following five patterns or user groups:    

1) Non-users.  This is the largest cluster in the sample. Citizens who fall into this pattern 
are characterised as spending no time with new media technologies such as PCs and 
the Internet. They have high age – the majority in this group is 45 years and above. 
They have low income and low education. Citizens in this group are also 
characterised with few persons in household and low access to ICT.  

2) Average users : This is the largest group of ICT users in the countries hosting the 
testbeds (Austria, Germany and Norway). Citizens associated with this pattern, uses 
ICT not on a regular basis, but now and then. They have quite low computer skills. 
There are few distinct features that characterises these users compared to the rest of 
the population.  

3) Instrumental users . These citizens are using ICT for utility or for information 
acquisition. They have for example a high score on usage of e-government services, 
but are low on entertainment use. They have also high score on PC and Internet use 
in general. The users are characterised with good ICT access, somewhat more males 
and a higher education level.  

4) Entertainment users . Citizens associated with this pattern spend much time on 
entertainment use, such as games. They have quite high score on advances use and 
high score on PC and Internet use in general. They have low score on usage of e-
government services. The users are characterised by being relatively young in age 
(not so evident in Germany). They have high variation in both education level and 
income, but good ICT access in general. Somewhat more males than females in this 
group.  

5) Advanced users : Citizens associated with “advanced use” spend most time on new 
media in general, using a wide range of different ICT technologies for a number of 
different purposes; some might be characterised as carrying out advanced usage 
such as programming, downloading and homepage design. The users are 
characterised by being quite young (mean 32 years vs. 45 years in rest of sample). 
They have high variation in both education level and income. They are mostly males 
living in urban districts. This cluster is only evident in the Norwegian sample (11%).  

Such knowledge will create a basis for the development of: 

a. Target groups : In identifying the target groups for the CITIZEN MEDIA 
project and testbeds communities for the CITIZEN MEDIA applications. 

b. User requirements : Development of user needs and context of use for 
different types of users that potentially will relate to the CITIZEN MEDIA 

                                                 
1 Non-professional users is understood, according to the Long Tail (Anderson, 2006), users that are 
not professionals in producing media content.  
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applications. To find out more on how and what types of users want to co-
create, share and communicate media content, and how the applications 
should be designed to fit different types of users, with different types of 
background and different types of usage patterns. 

c. Personas : In describing and identifying typical user characteristics and user 
behaviour patterns related to the segmented potential target-user groups for 
the CITIZEN MEDIA applications.  

In addition to the empirical investigation of user groups, this report describes the outcome of 
a literature investigation to explain which aspects and user trends the new social dynamics in 
new media is represented by. What is new on the Internet? What kind of citizen engagement 
is happening in the new media landscape? What are the natures of the new web services or 
applications that obtain increasingly popularity? What type of user trends are coming up, and 
what are the characteristics of the users that are attracted to these new co-created 
community applications? This knowledge will serve as basis in helping the project to know 
what features trigger users to engage in user generated applications such as the CITIZEN 
MEDIA applications, as well as the social impact of these types of applications.   

1.2 State-of-the-art at the start of the work. 
New research shows how people are dissolving the traditional barriers between mainstream 
and homemade media. Broadband distribution and multimedia content devices transform the 
user into a content creator, blurring the border between creators and consumers, between 
audience and actors. In particular younger and professional users use the web to create and 
share content. The lack of non-professional users in general indicates a need for applications 
targeting several user groups. However, demand for the knowledge is great and to a large 
extent unmet at present. We need to know more on what kind of user trends that exist in new 
media applications for co-creation. A major obstacle is to develop user requirements and 
specifications that support participation, communication and content creation for the non-
professional users and citizens of Europe.  

One important aspect of the system development process is to accurately understand user 
needs for possible new systems or services. Such understanding is an essential input to the 
development process. Over the past decade, empirical research has shown that, in many 
fields, users have a great deal more to contribute to the questioning marketing researcher 
than data concerning their unfilled needs. Often, they can contribute insights regarding 
solutions responsive to their needs as well (Von Hippel, 1988;2005). Users have been shown 
to be the actual developers of most of the successful new products (Von Hippel, 2005). Thus, 
today little is known about how to capture the user requirements among non-professional 
users for future networked media applications in general. The main reason is that these 
systems haven’t given sufficient consideration to the user’s viewpoint. This has limited the 
impact of these technologies’ to mainly involve younger users and early adopters (or so-
called lead users). However, in the new media landscape there is a need to consider all the 
users as active participants in contrast to traditional technological design, which is usually 
(with the exception of games), delivering media to a passive audience or passive consumers.  

However, there exists knowledge about the big-picture statistics of ICT use in Europe on 
Internet use and broadband connection in households and by individuals. But, the patterns of 
media use are changing fast and Europeans are connecting to broadband very quick. The 
number of broadband access lines has almost doubled in the past two years. In January 
2005 there were almost 40 million connections in the EU25, corresponding to a penetration 
rate in terms of population of 10% in the EU15 and of 8.6% in the enlarged Union. These 
changes need to be identified and updated, but not just on a macro-level as done today, but 
also on a micro-level focusing on the individual use among European citizens. Thus, trying to 
determine whether qualitative inequities among users just by looking at the quantity of people 
using the Internet and technology tools is problematic. It is like trying to determine how many 
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people can drive a car simply by asking if they have ever sat in one. It is rather a question 
about gathering better information on the quality of technology access and use, not just the 
quantity.  

Another limitation in previous statistics and studies is that these are often simply looking at 
one technology or media activity at a time and miss the important fact that citizens’ in this 
complex media landscape use different media platforms and services in more or less 
systematic patterns. 

Consequently, little is known about which types of patterns of media use and which user 
groups exist and what types of user behaviours and user preferences are linked up to certain 
user characteristics in the general population, and how these patterns differ between 
different nations. A characterization of all users or non-professional users in different market 
segments approaching the development of future networked applications is missing. Future 
user research should therefore extend the market of these applications to include more users 
than just the young crowd and early adopters. The challenge is therefore to address patterns 
of ICT use among non-professional users’ in a rapidly changing media landscape.  

1.3 Advancement state-of-the-art 
The advancement of the state-of-the-art in this report is to take a first step in the direction of 
a new classification of media use patterns. With a basis in the user analysis in this report and 
earlier studies on media use we will aim to be able to characterize the media usage patterns 
in Europe. We will further be able to state firm hypotheses regarding the users in the future 
networked knowledge societies in general. 

The approach of this report represents an important extension of traditional “user analysis” 
by aiming a characterization of all citizens or non-professional users, allowing developers to 
target networked applications towards a broader market. Previous user research, market 
research and product development research often focus on “early adaptors” and “lead users” 
and rather loosely defined targets groups. Our approach will therefore ensure new 
knowledge and innovation on how new networked A/V systems and applications should be 
designed to support the value of creativity, co-creation and collaboration among different 
user groups in the general population. This will make ICT opportunities more equal across 
education, gender and generations, to enhance the social participation among all citizens in 
the digital society of Europe. 

The identification of different usage patterns such as non-usage, instrumental usage, 
average usage, entertainment usage and advancement usage will be a new and inventive 
approach to “market segmentation” by characterizing users’ media behaviour and will be an 
important source for identification of future users’ needs and requirements. “ICT Usage 
Patterns” is therefore a promising approach for modelling user behaviour, and is highly 
relevant as a basis for modelling user requirements for future networked applications.  

The report also extends the state-of-the-art in a literature investigation on new types of users 
or producers in the new media landscape. According to the CITIZEN MEDIA scope where 
citizens evolve from a passive consumer of content towards and active role in the media 
chain, the report gives an insight on how and which users are active producers in online 
communities today. In more detail the new media landscape is changing: 

· From text heavy applications to rich, audio visual media (multi media). 

· From local to more global online services. 

· From user being passive consumers to users becoming active participants and 
content producers (co-creators). 

· From user consuming mainstream professional content to consuming non-
professional content. 
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· From single content production to collaborative mass production in communities. 

· From a traditional one-to-many model (mass media) to a many-to-some model (Long 
tail). 

· From a digital divide to a digital production divide.  

This investigation in the literature will provide substantial new knowledge on actual user 
behaviour and a basis for the development of context requirements for collaborative 
networked media experiences. This will in addition provide a basis for identifying changes in 
patterns of media use and user needs, and hence broadening the scope and usage of 
technology in socially beneficial ways. 
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2 INTRODUCTION 

This report investigates ICT use in households and by individuals in Austria, Germany and 
Norway. The report is also an investigation of the literature that describes the co-created 
networked media or online communities representing the social dynamics in the new media 
landscape. The report is a first step to achieve the objective in the CITIZEN MEDIA project.  

The objective of the CITIZEN MEDIA project is the research, development and validation of 
audio-visual systems to enable multiple non-professional users to co-create networked 
applications and experiences based on their own user-generated content. The CITIZEN 
MEDIA project attempts to work in line with the Lisbon agenda to embrace active citizenship, 
equal opportunities and social cohesion among Europeans. A key pillar of community policy 
for the European knowledge society is to promote the widest and best possible use of ICT-
based products and services. This will enable all citizens to take more control of their lives 
and to participate more effectively and actively in social and community life. 

One aim for the CITIZEN MEDIA project is therefore to enhance the possibilities for end-user 
participation among non-professional users in content creation to new media services. This 
report will align with this focus approaching the user from a user centred view point. The 
report describes in detail how citizens in three European countries, Austria, Germany and 
Norway, use ICT, what their current ICT skills are and what are the user preferences. This 
information will be a basis for developing both, target groups, personas and user 
requirements for the CITIZEN MEDIA applications and the testbed communities inside the 
project. The CITIZEN MEDIA testbeds partly exist and will be further developed in Cologne 
(Germany), Engerwirtzdorf (Austria) and Oslo (Norway).  

Research suggests that the adoption of new ICT takes place against a backdrop of 
preceding techniques and practices, and new uses are often an extension of what has gone 
before (Haddon, 2003). The users will probably approach these new applications with a clear 
reference to their present usage of media. Therefore the users’ requirements for the CITIZEN 
MEDIA applications must take into account potential users’ present access, practices, skills 
and attitudes towards digital media in general. 

We propose in this report that potential ICT users are characterized by their present media 
usage patterns. In this context, a usage pattern is defined as the usage of new media 
technologies by a significant proportion of the general population, characterized by the media 
technology, user characteristics, context of use and the user’s content preferences, goals 
and experiences related to using the technology. A representative picture of Austria, 
Germany and Norway will be achieved by analysing statistical data from Eurostat about 
present ICT use in households and by individuals in Europe.  

The literature investigation is done to describe which aspects and user trends the new social 
dynamics in new media is represented by. What is new on the Internet? What kind of citizen 
engagement is happening in the new media landscape? What are the natures of the new 
web services or applications that obtain increasingly popularity? What type of user trends is 
coming up, and what are the characteristic of the users that are attracted to these new co-
created community applications? This knowledge will make a useful basis to see what 
features that trigger what users in user generated applications such as the CITIZEN MEDIA 
applications.   
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3 BACKGROUND  

This section describes a short review of literature related to the new social dynamics and 
user generated content in the new media landscape. The review will also focus on patterns 
of media usage among citizens and themes related to modelling ICT user behaviour. This will 
provide a basis for the user trends in networked media applications the CITIZEN MEDIA 
project aims to facilitate also for the non-professional users. 

3.1 From Consumer to Producer  
In the EU (2005) position paper on future competitiveness in ICT it is stated that “people [will] 
interact with their surroundings and with each other in totally new ways.” NEM and the 
Strategic Research Agenda (2006 pp. 19), put it this way: “Enabling individual and 
consumers to create personal applications is seen to be of extreme importance for the future 
landscape”.  

Nowhere is this more clearly illustrated than in evolving new social dynamics based on the 
eagerness of media users to be producers of media content and to engage in networks with 
multiple users. This trend is seen both within Internet and broadcasting where an increasing 
number of users produce and share content and engage in different types of social 
participation and community formation. This implies a shift away from mainstream markets 
with centralized content provision, towards individuality and fragmentation by citizens taking 
an active role in the media chain. Triggered by the widespread availability of digital recording 
devices as well as display and rendering devices, end-users will be both the largest content 
producer and -consumer of the future. In general, there seems to have been a shift from 
passive media consumption of mainstream media content, towards active media 
participation, content creation and sharing, as illustrated in Figure 1.  

 

Figure 1: Digital society: From passive consumers t owards active participation and content 
production (Brandtzæg et al., 2005) 

This trend is also driven by increasing Internet and broadband penetration in Europe and the 
whole world. According to IST (2006), the take-up of broadband Internet access has risen 
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fast, with growth rates of around 70 percent in EU. Rapid technological advances In UK for 
example the household usage and adoption of communications services continues to 
accelerate. According to the OFCOM Communications Market Report (2006) the number of 
households with broadband connections increased by 60 percent between 2004 and 2005, to 
a total of 9 million and the number of households with digital television also increased by 18 
percent between March 2005 and March 2006, to a total of 18.3 million.  

The OFCOM (2006) report reveals evidence that a new “networked generation”, mainly 
among the younger population, is turning away from old media such as television, radio and 
newspapers in favour of online services, including downloadable content – used on multiple 
devices such as iPods and mobile phones – and participation in online communities. Old 
media consumption, such as television is of declining importance to many 16-24 year olds; 
on average they watch television for one hour less per day compared to the average 
television viewer. Instead, the Internet plays an increasing central role in daily life; more than 
70 percent of 16-24 year old Internet users use social networking websites (compared those 
41 percent of all UK Internet users) and 37 percent of 18-24 year olds have contributed to a 
blog or website message board (compared to 14 percent of all UK Internet users). Similar 
findings are done in the survey UK Kids Go Online from 2004, but only among the youngster 
between 9-19 years that uses Internet on a daily basis. Daily users of the Internet are more 
likely, compared to weekly users, to use Internet for making web pages, for political 
participation, for exam revision and for interactive engagement. They also meet online 
friends and reveal personal information online to a larger extent than less frequent users 
(Livingstone & Bober, 2003).  

It is in particular social networking and community web sites that have changed the way 
people use new media, in creating personal profiles, sharing photos, videos, blogs and user 
generated content in general. The two most popular social networking web sites that took off 
seriously in 2006, is MySpace.com and YouTube.com. MySpace with a music profile 
targeting the young crowd, have more than 100 million member’s world wide. YouTube, with 
opportunities for uploading and video sharing has also been increasingly popular 
entertainment site during 2006. According to Nielsen//Netrating (2006) in October YouTube 
has over 20 million unique users every day, uploading 70 000 movies every day. The percent 
growth of YouTube was incredible 297 percent monthly in the period between January 2006 
and June 2006 (Nielsen Netrating, 2006). Both YouTube and MySpace are among the top 
ten web sites in popularity among users world wide according to measures done by Alexa 
Web Information Service in December 7th 2006. MySpace are ranked as number five, and 
YouTube as number seven (Alexa, 2006).  

Another report from Nielsen//NetRatings (October 11, 2006) have similar findings, and 
explains that over a three-year period, the top sites among teens 12-17 have shifted from 
those offering a selection of instant messaging buddy icons to those providing assistance 
with social networking profiles and content creation. In September 2003, the number 1 site 
among teens was Originalicons.com. In September 2006, sites offering tools to improve 
social networking profiles with song lyrics, pictures, quotes and layout designs won out with 
those ages between 12-17 years. PLyrics.com is ranked as number 1 among teens, who 
made up 68.4 percent of its unique audience.  

According to the report, nine out of the top 10 teen sites either offered content or tools for 
social networking site profiles, or were social networking sites themselves. The report shows 
that a wide array of social supporting websites has developed in conjunction with bigger, 
more well-known web destination such as MySpace and YouTube.  

Similar findings are suggested by the research team at Universal McCann (Nathan et al., 
2006) in a recently published study “The New ‘Digital Divide’, How the New Generation of 
Digital Consumers are Transforming Mass Communication.” They present how young 
consumers are increasingly relying on Web2.0 platforms for entertainment, news, social 
interactions, shopping, and other daily activities. Note that this study is not representative for 
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the age group presented below. The research conducted is only among people in the 16-49 
age group who are frequent users of the Internet (accessed Internet 11+ times in past 7 
days)  

· The age group 16-34 (frequent users of the Internet) is 25 percent more likely than 
ages 35-49 (frequent users of the Internet) to use instant messenger, with over 75 
percent of ages 16-34 currently using at least one service.  

· About 40 percent aged between 16-34 years (frequent users of the Internet) belong to 
a social network site; this is twice the percentage of 35-49 year olds (frequent users 
of the Internet).  

· Among the top Internet services used is the social networking site Myspace.com with 
43 percent of 16-34’s (frequent users of the Internet) being current users. In 
comparison, only 16 percent of 35-49’s are using MySpace .  

Other findings include: 

· 71 percent of the 16-34 year olds have participated in a blogging activity.  

· The 16-34’s are three times more likely (25%) than those 35-49 to manage and/or 
write their own blog.  

· While personal and family/friend are the most common types of blogs among the 
younger group of frequent users of Internet, more than 40 percent are developing 
photo and pop culture (music/film) blogs as well.  

· One third of frequent users of Internet between the ages of 16-34’s have participated 
in peer-to-peer file sharing compared to just 12 percent of those 35-49. 

The report suggests a major shift from the world of passive receptivity users to active 
engaged users, if we look at the frequent users of the Internet, which represent 31 % of the 
total U.S population. Thus, social networking is clearly popular mostly among the younger 
heavy users segments. The report suggests however that a considerable part of the heavy 
Internet users are interested in creating, sharing and consuming user generated content.  

3.1.1 Peer production - Conversation is kingdom 

This new fast growing trend of Internet communities is hard to explain, but Jeff Jarvis (2006) 
try to explain this in his blog Buzzmachine, “Who wants to own content?” Distribution is not 
king. Content is not king. Conversation is the kingdom, does he state. He does like several 
others (e.g. Tapscott, 1999; Tapscott et al., 2000; Tapscott & Williams, in press; Nathan et 
al., 2006) describe the importance of interaction and co-creation in the new media 
landscape. This is also pin pointed in an article by Brandtzæg et al (2003 pp 61) about 
enjoyment in new media: “The sharing of experiences, feelings and information is considered 
to be rewarding, pleasant and enjoyable”. Studies show that young people are likely to use 
the computer for playing games together, rather than playing in isolation (Wartella et al., 
2000). These findings may be explained by the social facilitation effect (Brandtzæg, et al., 
2003); it is easier, and more rewarding and motivating to do things in the presence of others, 
because mere presence of others is arousing (Zajonc, 1965). Children play more 
enthusiastically if a playmate is near by, even if only engaged in parallel play. According to 
Brandtzæg et al (2003) this may, in addition to social facilitation, also be explained by the 
theory of social cohesion and social identity, a social expression of being part of or attracted 
to a community. It seems to be that a socially rewarding environment is necessary and 
essential for all humans, also when it comes to media activities. 

These social dynamics of co-creation in new media is described by Jeff Jarvis (2006) in the 
following way: “you don’t want to own the content or the pipe that delivers it. You want to 
participate in what people want to do on their own. You don’t want to extract value. You want 
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to add value. You don’t want to build walls or fences or gardens to keep people from doing 
what they want to do without you. You want to enable them to do it. You want to join in”. 

A similar view is proposed by Don Tapscott and Williams (in press) in their upcoming book 
Wikinomics – How Mass Collaboration Changes Everything. The term “Wikinomics” refer to 
the new economic and new culture related to the wiki – a type of website that allows the 
users themselves to easily add, remove, and otherwise to edit and change content. This 
ease of interaction and operation makes a wiki an effective tool for collaborative authoring. 
Tapscott and Williams suggest that we are entering a new age where people participate in 
the economy like never before. This new participation has reached a tipping point where new 
forms of mass collaboration are changing the way services are invented, produces and 
distributed on a global basis. This participation is driven by the opportunity people have today 
to link up in loose networks of peers to produce goods and services. The growing 
accessibility to ICT puts the tools required for collaboration and creation among users. The 
name of this new mode of innovation and creation is peer production or peering, when 
masses of people drive the innovation and production, this because people can contribute to 
the “digital commons” at very little cost by themselves, which make collective action much 
more attractive. Tapscott and Williams call this structural opportunity for collaboration the 
“weapons of mass collaboration”: New low-cost collaborative infrastructures – from free 
Internet telephony to open-source software to global outscoring platforms. 

These aspects of co-creation2 or the “kingdom of conversation”, may be some of the 
explanation on why the millions of people from all over the world have engaged themselves 
in these social media creation activities (e.g Wikipedia, MySpace, YouTube, Second Life) 
that were previously reserved to elite of professional content producers. Some valuable 
products have already come out of this collective knowledge. Generalized broadband 
access, increased mobility, availability of richer media formats and contents, as well as new 
home networks and communications platforms will probably drive this development further.  

3.2 From “one-to-many” to “many-to-some” - The Long  Tail 
Another theory that also is a relevant explanation of the new social dynamics on the web is 
“The Long Tail”. The theory of The Long Tail was first developed by Chris Anderson in an 
October 2004 Wired magazine article, and later elaborated in his book “The Long Tail: Why 
the Future of Business is Selling Less of More” (Anderson, 2006). The theory explains how 
mass adoption of new technologies like the Internet is changing our culture and economy. 
The major change is that the culture and economy are increasingly shifting away from a 
focus on a relatively small number of mainstream products and markets at the head of the 
demand curve and toward a huge number of niches in the tail, targeting several and smaller 
marketing segments. The long tail is primarily an economical model that explains how 
consumption and customer behaviour is moving from a one-to-many mass media model (a 
lot of people watching the same content provided by broadcasters or listening to the top 
seller record), to a many-to-some model (people sharing personal content with their friends 
and relatives or buying specialized or hard-to-find books) as shown in Figure 2. 

Anderson (2006) describes 3 ascendant forces that are creating The Long Tail phenomena:  

1) Democratizing the tools of production (e.g. the PC, digital camera etc.), which 
increase opportunities for masses of users to create and reuse 
content/products/services in new and more convenient contexts. 

2) Lowering the transaction costs of consumption (e.g. the Internet, mobile phones).  

                                                 
2 Co-creation: At least two people interacting, creating content or applications. 
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3) Connecting consumers to drive demand to niches or networking (e.g. Google, 
MySpace). 
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Figure 2: The Long Tail - Broadband distribution an d multimedia content devices transform the 
user into a content creator, blurring the border be tween creators and consumers, between 

audience and actors 

 

A classic long tail example is how we listen to music in 2006 compared to how we did it 
in1960 or longer back. In the era of gramophone people had to make an effort to listen to 
music. Both the consumption costs and the connection to music in general contributed to a 
less varied music experience. People picked often their favourite music pieces for listening. 
When technology allowed users to music listening in several contexts, from radios and 
cassettes in cars, and walkmans – new and different contexts for consuming music allowed 
users to diverge and expand the longer tail of music choice. The introduction of mp3 players 
such as iPod, made it possible to listen to a random list of songs rather than a whole album 
and the long tail music repertoire expanded once again. Some of the most successful 
Internet businesses have leveraged the Long Tail as part of their businesses. Examples 
include eBay (auctions), Yahoo! and Google (web search), and Amazon (retail) amongst the 
majors along with smaller Internet companies like Audible (audio books) and Netflix (video 
rental). 

In this new media landscape, users are not only finding their way to more specialized 
content, but are also turning the consumer into content creators, creating and sharing user-
generated media content. Recent years have seen the rise of so-called ‘prosumers’, or semi-
professional users in a one-to-some context. The new content creators however are non-
professional users, publishing content in small communities for a limited audience. Blogging, 
wikipedia, flickr, MySpace and YouTube are typical Internet services and applications that all 
are examples of this kind of user generated activity. New personal digital productions tools 
(e.g. camera phones) and broadband distribution combined with multimedia content devices 
transform the user into a content creator, blurring the border between creators and 
consumers, between audience and actors.  

Another driving force of the Long Tail is also said to be Web 2.0 with more than 14 million 
citations in Google. But there's still a huge amount of disagreement about just what Web 2.0 
means, with some people decrying it as a meaningless marketing buzzword. However: 
Wikipedia (2006) is explaining the following: “Web 2.0, a phrase coined by O'Reilly Media in 
2004, refers to a supposed second generation of Internet-based services - such as social 
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networking sites, wikis, communication tools, and folksonomies - that emphasize online 
collaboration and sharing among users. 

According to Wikipedia (2006) the Web 2.0 shows some basic characteristics. These might 
include: 

· "Network as platform" - delivering (and allowing users to use) applications entirely 
through a browser. 

· Users owning the data on the site and exercising control over that data  

· An architecture of participation and democracy that encourages users to add value to 
the application as they use it. 

· A rich, interactive, user-friendly interface based on Ajax or similar frameworks.  

· Some social-networking aspects 

According to Bart Decrem (2005) the Internet has resembled a library in some ways and a 
shopping mall in others over the past ten years. These days, however, the web is becoming 
more of an events-based place of interaction and participation, because of the Web 2.0. This 
is in line with what Jeff Jarvis (2006) explains as “conversation is kingdom” and Tapscott and 
Williams (in press) refer to as “peer production”. However, there exists some criticism related 
to the term “Web 2.0”. For example, many of the ideas of Web 2.0 were already featured on 
networked systems well before the term "Web 2.0" emerged. Amazon.com, for instance, has 
allowed users to write reviews and consumer guides since its beginning, in a form of self-
publishing. Anyway, NEM (2006) report that it is estimated that the biggest impact of Web 2.0 
is the improved dynamics and management of service communities. 

Thus, new media are beginning to catch up the Long Tail opportunities and the benefits that 
interaction and user generated content can bring to their offerings in terms of audience 
engagement and loyalty, but yet the mainstream still has some way to go in understanding 
the user and the user needs in the new media landscape (Skrebowski, 2004). It is a question 
of how to design for co-creation in networked media.  

3.2.1 Designing for co-creation in networked media 

The knowledge about how to design and build for co-creation in networked media with both 
trust and motivation for participation is still rather weak. Ann Light (2004a) explains that a 
traditional media perspective is a one-producer-to-many-recipients model, with a little focus 
on user participation. By contrast, a range of activities is open to users of networked media. 
The question, according to Ann Light (2004a), is how these two models of behaviour can be 
combined to design systems, including trust and commitment to encourage co-creation and 
co-activity? This question was also given six British online information producers. Some 
successfully tactics for designing co-creation were reported:  

· Display user generated material as an integral part of the website. 

· Linking together people with common goals. 

· Provide material for users to customize and incorporate into their joint activities. 

· Conduct consultation exercises on the web, aimed at groups of users with a view to 
developing policy.   

The focus on the users needs to create content to develop a social identity in networked 
media is also suggested (Light, 2004a). To give the user a feeling of being part of a group, 
through social cohesion or social identity is as well recommended by Brandtzæg et al (2003). 
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NEM (2006) or Networked Electronic Media do also stress the importance of communities 
and social interaction in networked media. NEM state in their Strategic Research Agenda the 
following topics to be addressed for facilitating communication in communities3: 

· Management of communities (social networks) . Several different communities 
exist; a group management mechanism should therefore keep knowledge of all group 
characteristics.  

· Providing group awareness via group context . Context awareness can facilitate 
the social interactions and decision making processes in communities.  

· Privacy of personal information in communities : The privacy of personal data is a 
fundamental user requirement. Mechanisms must be deployed that enable users to 
decide what private information is revealed.   

A conclusion is that future co-created networked applications should aim to focus on the 
social aspects and relationships among users, because co-creation is dependent up on 
involvement, trust and identification. The users are not just happy with their opportunities to 
create meaning and content in networked applications, they do also want to create identity. 
This could be either a kind of personal virtual identity, but also an identity to a specific 
community or a social identity. According to Ann Light (2004b) the users request for group 
identity in a fragmenting world and in a fragmenting media landscape, a focus on social 
identity to in online communities may therefore be a key to make successful networked 
applications for the future.  

3.3 From Text to Rich Media  
The NEM4 initiative address all aspects of the media life cycle, and are focusing on the shift 
from professional content creation to increasingly involve individual citizens. This is in line 
with the “The Long Tail” theory (Anderson, 2006), Wikinomics (Tapscott & Williamsen, in 
press) and the perspective of Bart Decrem (2005) of Web.2.0 as participation platform on the 
Internet.  

However, according to NEM, a key goal will be to support end-users with content creation 
process and personal content management in rich media. The winners in the market of new 
media will deploy rich media online experiences – interfaces that seamlessly integrate 
images, video and audio to create an immersive user experience. Recently, users cannot 
create, manage and share multimedia digital content as easily as they can manipulate text, 
for example in chat rooms, email and word. This challenge is also formulated by Visser and 
Visser (2006); they state that one of the main goals of HCI (Human-Computer Interaction) in 
the next few years will be to make systems “easy to develop” and empowering non-
professional users to develop and adapt systems themselves. Users are becoming active co-
creators of their media, commerce, entertainment, and communication experiences.  

The first and second generation of websites have focused on making the services usable. 
With the new possibilities of rich media over high speed connections, a new era of 
usefulness, conveying a whole new dimension of information. The bulk of user generated 
applications of today are mainly allowing users to publish and share lean bandwidth content 
– typically text and pictures. The current frontier of user generated applications is the 
development and market introduction of applications that allow rich user generated media 
content. Rich Media is defined as: - images - Streaming video, voice audio, music, 3D and 
animation. Also content will be made accessible to a broader range of user terminals and 
interfaces, including mobile devices. 

                                                 
3 Read more in detail about the topic addressed in the SRA on page 22 www.nem-initiative.org 
4 The Networked European Media Initiative (NEM). NEM European Technology Platform initiative was launched on June 29, 
2005, www.nem-initiative.org  
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In this new multimedia media landscape there is also a trend towards letting end users edit 
and share content from newspapers, encyclopaedias, public archives, and broadcasting 
stations. Both video and audio content are increasingly more accessible for novice consumer 
group. According to Shafer (2006) creative Commons licenses, and general licensing deals 
will make content easier to find, and audiences will have more freedom to reinterpret content 
For example, in the UK, BBC has licensed 1,000 hours of content to its audience to allow it to 
rip, reconfigure and share it, in the expectation that user creativity will produce novel services 
or programmes. In other European countries and the USA similar initiatives are underway, 
typically seeking to identify the advances in audio-visual systems and applications that will 
lead to a broad take up in the market. The same trend is visible with basic web applications 
such as flickr and jusspress where the user originates content and the network application 
compiles or collates it. 

Existing user generated applications started as relatively simple tools with fairly high 
immediate usability and learnability, making it easy for the users to get started using the 
applications. Subsequent development of additional tools and features as well as multimedia 
dimension within the framework of existing user generated applications – as e.g. that 
represented by the Norwegian network community underskog.no5 – has lead to the once 
simple user interfaces has become more complex and less intuitive. It is a key challenge for 
the businesses in this market to be able to keep these applications usable and also to 
introduce more complex features and media as video and audio in an ongoing development.  

The number of file formats has increased dramatically, after the web in generally has moved 
from text to multimedia. Browsers acquire the ability to display media in various formats 
through the use of plug-ins. Underskog.no for example will not allow the user to have a 
satisfying experience with explorer, but ask the user to rather shift to the browser firefox. 
Adding multimedia to a web application is more difficult than creating a simple page of text 
(Heller & Martin, 1999). Multimedia creation tools are sophisticated from the average users 
point of view. Flash movies and Dreamweaver offer ease of use for professionals but not for 
the average citizen.  

Therefore, there is a need to provide more intuitive end-user applications for these new 
forms of multimedia collaborative content creation. To that aim it is also a key to identify 
which successful multimedia applications and features users want to use, and inspire citizens 
to communicate, share and produce content and thus extending the applications for 
multimedia content. 

These challenges raise the important questions: 

• What kind of multimedia content do users want to produce and share? 

• Whom do they want to share multimedia content with? 

• Where and when, in what context, do they want to produce and share multimedia 
content? 

In terms of the complexity and convergence among end-user technology products and 
applications an important aim will be to generate knowledge to enable the user in keeping 
pace with their new multimedia applications and features. For future applications targeting 
user generated multimedia content this requires a significant focus, not just on ease of use, 
but also more knowledge on who the European user of such applications is, and what are the 
future users of these applications as well as their user needs. 

                                                 
5 www.Underskog.no: Underskog.no is a fast growing social calendaring service for cultural undergrowth in Oslo, an application 
that allows Oslo citizens to define social relations and express and describe  which cultural events (concerts, plays, exhibitions) 
they wish to attend. 
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3.4 From Local to Global services  
Internet is starting to get entry into every corner of the globe, and products and services that 
were one local have become global (Bojko et al 2005). Now that more and more applications 
are used globally, international cultural differences can become apparent. As Tapscott and 
Williams (in press pp 10) points it: “In the past, collaboration was mostly small scale. I was 
something that took place among relatives, friends, and associates in households, 
communities, and workplaces.” Now this is changing in to be a mass collaboration in global 
networks.  

However, patterns of users' behaviour and needs will still appear and it’s important to take 
into account possible cultural differences when designing user experiences. 

There aren't that many products or interactive systems that are really used by "everybody". 
Targeting "everybody" with an interactive system is not easy, nor cheap. User requirement 
analysis can contribute to defining precise target audiences that are more likely to use it. 
However, large-scale, multi-user communities such as MySpace and YouTube are both 
services that are going beyond national communities and operate on global basis.  

According to Bojok et al (2005) an obvious requirement is to have usability testing with local 
practitioners, to ensure that local user needs will be taken in to account. User studies and 
requirements studies in the different countries where target groups for the application lives 
would also be useful.  

3.5 From Digital Divide to Digital Production Divid e 
The escalating importance of Internet and other forms of ICT in work, education and daily life 
is incontrovertible. The development of a social dynamics and on the Internet do also put a 
greater demand up on the user to be active and productive (Brandtzæg et al, 2005) in new 
media by contributing in new online communities with their own user generated content. This 
may indicate a new notion of the digital divide, a divide between those who consume and 
those who produce or a “digital production divide ”. Tapscott and Williams (in press) claims 
that only the connected will survive in this new world. And citizens who fail to grasp the 
collaborative opportunities will be isolated from the networks for sharing, adapting, and 
updating knowledge are the new value. A similar view is suggested in the report “The New 
Digital Divide – How The New Generation of Digital Consumers are Transforming Mass 
Communication” by Nathan et al (2006) 

The digital divide has traditionally been conceptualised as the split between the “haves” and 
“have nots” of new media. However as the usage and technology development has been 
changing the debate around the digital divide has progressed. A central focus of most recent 
research on the digital divide has been a question of “digital literacy” rather than of access 
(O'Connor & al., 2004), centred on “quality of use” (Livingstone & Bober, 2003). According to 
OFCOM (the independent regulatory body for the UK communications industry), digital 
literacy is the ability to “access, understand and create” communication in a variety of 
contexts (Buckingham & Others, 2005; Livingstone, Van Couvering, & Thumim, 2005). The 
level and development of these skills are believed to have major implications for the 
individual, the education system and society in general.  

According to Jacob Nielsen’s (2006) Alertbox for the 9th of October 2006, the majority of 
users don't participate very much in communities and online social networks that rely on user 
generated content, but rather lurk in the background. There is a participation divide. 
According to Nielsen user participation often more or less follows a 90-9-1 rule : There are in 
online communities 90 percent lurkers who never contribute but read or observe. 9 percent of 
users contribute a little, but other priorities dominate their time. 1 percent of users account for 
almost all the content production. This means a tiny minority of users’ accounts for most 
content and the system activity in general. One example is Wikipedia, where more than 99 
percent of users don’t contribute, but consume. Wikipedia has 68,000 active contributors, 
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which is 0.2 percent of the 32 million unique visitors it has in the U.S. alone. The same 
number we will find on the YouTube, that almost have 20 million users, but only 70 000 
contributors that upload their own videos. Another example from Nilsen (2006) is that among 
the 1.1 billion Internet users, only 55 million users (5%) have weblogs, and that only 0.1 
percent of users post daily.  

This type of participation inequality or divide was first studied in depth by Hill et al (1992). 
Nielsen (1996) does also refer to another study of more than 2 million messages on Usenet 
(Whittaker et al, 1998). They found that 27 percent of the posting activities were from people 
who posted only a single message. 3 percent of the posters contributed for 25 percent of the 
messages.  

Nielsen (2006) suggests therefore that the big-picture statistics of online communities often 
give a biased understanding of the level of participation. A lot of the statistics do not take in 
to account the differentiated level of participation and the many differences that exist 
between users who are active creators and post a lot and those who are inactive and post a 
little. The problem is, as Nielsen concludes, that we will never hear from the silent majority of 
lurkers in these online communities. But, as Nielsen point out, participation inequality is not 
necessarily unfair. If some users don’t want to contribute, they are allowed to do so. The 
problem is that the overall community is not representative for the majority of the users. On 
the other hand the problem could be more serious if it is like Tapscott and Williams (in press) 
suggests that citizens who not make use of the collaborative opportunities will be isolated in 
the new economy. The challenge for the future online community is therefore to re-shape the 
90-9-1 distribution to achieve a more equitable distribution. It should therefore be mad more 
easy for the average user to generate their own content.  

But, who are this 1 percent contributing in online communities? As shown in the previous text 
these are people are mainly early adaptors and teens. The report from Nielsen//NetRatings 
(October 11, 2006) showed how web sites with social networking profiles and content is the 
number 1 site among teens. But, even among teens there are differences in use. The big-
picture statistics might persuade that the digital divide is bridged. According to the report 
done by Nathan et al (2006) just 14 % of the heavy Internet users maintain their own blog. 
These figures are small if you actually look at the percentages that actually use technologies. 
The fact is that there is just a small proportion of the general population that use ICT for 
active content creation and participation. Similar findings are also to be found in other studies 
on media use among children and young people (Livingstone & Bovill, 2001; Heim et al, in 
press; Brandtzæg et al., 2005). Nathan et al (2006) suggest anyway that a small number of 
active Internet users not is insignificant, and hat these consumers are quite influential. 
Additional, the report concludes that all sing indicate this number is on the rise, and that 
content creation will become the norm.  

However, these figures may suggest a new face of the digital divide related to the new social 
dynamics in new media in combination with a rich media landscape might appear. Higher 
involvement in terms of co-creation and content production will be difficult to master for 
certain citizens, with no or low digital media experience. A new digital divide may come into 
view, between those that only consume media, and those which also produce. This divide 
might be described in the following terms:  

1) Digital Consumer Divide,  inequality in access and user skills to every 
potential consumer of new media. 

2) Digital Production Divide, inequality in access and user skills among every 
potential producers or co-creator in new media. 

3.6 From single media use to patterns of media use  
The use of interactive information and communication technologies is now thoroughly 
ingrained in several parts of the western society, but the complexity of their role is constantly 
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changing and deepening. The complexity and convergence among consumer technology 
products and applications is greater than ever, and as stated in the previous chapters the 
users is moving from being a passive consumer towards a more active role in the media 
chain, there is new creative ways of using new interactive media technologies and 
combinations of new media technologies, from television, computers and wireless 
technology. There is in other words a continuously shifting relationship between the users 
and the technology. The nature of new media and quality of access is constantly changing, 
which makes is rather difficult to understand and investigate how individuals use ICT.    

In several attempts to grasp the relationship between technology and user, a number of 
studies have focused solely on gender or age linked to specific media use such as gaming, 
Internet and mobile phones, or on access to technology (Buckman, 1996; Beentjes, Koolstra, 
Marseille and van der Voort, 2001; Wright, 2001). There is no doubt that these factors are of 
importance in our understanding of the present media usage among citizens, but looking at 
individual uses of technology does not enable us to grasp the complex interactive 
possibilities of which citizens take advantage of using these new technologies. Changes in 
media use habits appear to result from changes in use opportunities, access to broadband 
and new media landscape influenced by richer media, convergence and the long tail 
described above.  

By simply looking at one technology at a time we may miss the important fact that citizens’ in 
this complex media landscape use different media platforms and services in more or less 
systematic patterns in which the same media technologies (e.g mobile phones vs. email) can 
be used for different purposes and different media technologies can be used for the same 
purpose (Heim et al, In press; Brandtzæg et al 2005).  

As Johnsson-Smaragdi (2001) showed in a study of media-technology use in nine European 
countries, more than 80 percent of children used the computer for other purposes than 
gaming. It is also possible that describing children mainly along the dimensions of gender 
and age offers oversimplified explanations of why and how children use and are affected by 
media technology. Another approach would be to look at the ways in which citizens differ in 
their media use and try to describe this use in terms of distinct media use typologies. Few 
studies have investigated the more detailed aspects of citizens’ media use patterns or 
typology in terms of the time spent on different media technologies, degree of active media 
use, the user’s media activities preferences, and the goals and experiences related to using 
the media technologies.  

Johnsson-Smaragdi (2001) identified four main user profiles; Low Media Users, Traditional 
Media Users, Specialists and Screen Entertainment Fans. The data were collected from 
surveys in ten European countries and covered children aged 9-16. Time of use on eight 
variables covering various areas of use (reading, gaming, television viewing, and computer 
usage) was included in the analysis.  

· “Low media users” was the largest group in the study and are characterized by 
spending little time with media technology.  

· “Traditional media users” use old media such as television and electronic games. 

· “Specialists” were subdivided into four groups; Television, Book, PC and Games 
specialists. They spent more time on one of the four types of technologies. 

· “Screen Entertainment Fans” were subdivided into two subgroups; television and 
video, and television and games. 

 

A similar finding is suggested in a study by Brandtzæg et al (2005), where Norwegian 
children’s (7 to 12 years) uses of new media technologies vary widely in terms of frequency 
of use, content preferences, purposes for use, technology and interest. Cluster analyses 
identified the following four patterns:    
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1. “Non-use” (40%). Children who fall into this pattern are characterised as spending 
almost no time with new media technologies such as PCs and the Internet. Television 
is the only medium they use frequently. Sixty-seven percent in this group are girls.  
As might be expected, there are mostly the younger children.  

2. “Advanced use” (12%). Children associated with “advanced use” spend most time on 
media in general, using a wide range of different media technologies for a number of 
different purposes; some might be characterised as carrying out advanced usage 
such as programming and homepage design. This group mostly consists of boys 
(66%) rather than girls (33%).  

3. “Entertainment use” (25%). Children associated with this pattern spend much time 
primarily on console games and television viewing. Seventy-four percent in this group 
are boys.  

4. “Utility use” (23%). Children in “utility use” are using the technology as a tool for 
information acquisition and schoolwork. They use in addition email and watch less 
television compared to others. There are almost the same proportions of girls (54%) 
and boys (46%) in this group.   

 

There exists today information in terms of big-picture statistics of ICT use in Europe. But, the 
patterns of ICT usage are changing fast and Europeans are connecting to broadband rather 
quick. These changes in user behaviour needs to be identified and updated, but not just on a 
macro-level as to day, but on a micro-level focusing on the individual use among European 
citizens. It is problematic to determine whether qualitative inequities among users just by 
looking at the quantity of people using ICT. It is like trying to determine how many people can 
drive a car simply by asking if they have ever sat in one. It is rather a question about 
gathering better information on the quality of technology access and use, not just the 
quantity.  

However, there may also be social and cultural differences in how these new patterns of use 
of communication technologies emerge. So far, gender, age, ethnicity, socio-economics and 
geography have been shown to be central factors in predicting media behaviour, including 
the use of communication technologies (Heim, Brandtzæg, Endestad, Kaare & Torgersen in 
press). The comprehensive pan-European investigation of children and their changing media 
environment (Livingstone & Bovill, 2001) identified significant differences between the Nordic 
countries and the rest of Europe concerning the relationship of children and media.  

Consequently, little is known about which types of patterns of media use and which user 
groups that exist among European citizens and what types of user behaviours and user 
preferences that are linked up to certain user characteristics in the general population, and 
how these patterns differ between different nations. A characterization of all users or non-
professional users in to different market segments approaching the development of future 
networked applications is missing. The challenge is therefore to address patterns of ICT use 
among non-professional users’ in a rapidly changing media landscape.  
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4 STUDY 

The aim of the study was to identify patterns of use of media technology among European 
citizens living in the countries hosting the CITIZEN MEDIA testbeds, Austria, Germany and 
Norway. The main emphasis was on identifying individual styles of use by allowing for 
identification of complex patterns of use, and then generates personas. Most studies have 
either been based on small, convenience samples (Huston & Wright, 1997) or have looked at 
individual technologies in isolation. 

We propose in this report that potential ICT users are characterized by their present media 
usage patterns. In this context, a usage pattern is defined as the usage of new media 
technologies by a significant proportion of the general population, characterized by the media 
technology, user characteristics, context of use and the user’s content preferences, goals 
and experiences related to using the technology. 

A representative picture of Austria, Germany and Norway will be achieved by analysing 
statistical data from Eurostat about present ICT use in households and by individuals in 
Europe.  

4.1 Data: Eurostat - ICT usage in households and by  individuals 
The data analysed in this report is taken from the European community survey on ICT usage 
in household and by individuals for 2005 coordinated by Eurostat, the EU’s statistical office. 

This survey was first introduced in 2002. It currently covers most of the EU countries and 
some of the EFTA countries. It aims to collect harmonised and comparable information on 
the Europeans citizens’ access to and use of ICT.  

4.1.1 Survey  

The survey analysed in this study is carried out in general in the second quarter of 2005 
among individual aged between 16 to 79 years in Germany, Norway and Austria. 

We received micro-data on ICT use by household and by individuals from the following 
statistical offices: 

· Germany: Statistisches Bundesamt Deutschland  

· Austria: Statistics Austria 

· Norway: SSB-Statistics Norway/NSD 

Sample size : The total sample size is 24468, and it is a national representative sample for 
all countries involved. 

Number of respondents in each country : 

· Norway 1235 

· Austria  13154 

· Germany 10079 

 

Scope:  Individuals aged between 16 to 74 years and households with a least one member in 
the age group 16 to 74. Statistical unit is person or individual.  

The statistics cover the samples use of and access to information - and communication 
technology (ICT). The survey map overall use of ICT within the individuals and in the 
households, divided on the different employment situations, education levels, family types 
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and age. It also maps demographic variables such as age, gender, place of residence, 
rural/urban, income, occupation, position etc.  

In more detail it covers access and use of ICT (TV, PC, mobile, gaming, Internet use, e-
commerce, e-government, e-learning, security etc.) and technology related to processing, 
presentation and storing of information, in addition to technology for communication and 
exchange of information. Examples of technology that are included in the ICT notion are 
Internet, DVD players and television. 

· Internet enabled mobile phone = mobile phone that can access Internet, including 
WAP and GPRS. 

· PC = includes desktop computers and portable computers. 

· Handheld PC = battery powered wallet-sized computer that can be held in one hand 
also called palmtop computer. 

The respondents ICT competences are measured using a self assessment approach, i.e. the 
respondent simply indicates whether she/he is able to carry out specific task related to 
computer use, without these skills being assessed tested or actually observed. However, 
studies have indicated that peoples own perception is a good indicator on their actual 
abilities.  

Variables on ICT usage: The ICT usage variables generated in this study are based partly 
on previous research on patterns of media usage by children (see Brandtzæg et al., 2005)6, 
and partly on factors classified and coordinated in the questionnaire by Eurostat themselves. 

The patterns identified in previous studies made a basis on the integration of questions in to 
variables such as, utility use, entertainment use, communication use, utility use and 
advanced use. The other variables: PC-use, Internet use e-government use, e-health, e-
commerce and downloading is classified and coordinated in the questionnaire by Eurostat. 
Users are asked for the purpose and nature of their ICT activities while non-users are asked 
to report their main barriers to the e-society.  

The samples access and use of different types of ICT technology were the basis for the 
analysis. A set of 73 questions were used to generate the 12 use-and-skills variables (Table 
1) that entered into the cluster analysis.  

See for more detail in on variables and questionnaire in |1) Annex A. EUROSTAT MODEL 
FOR A COMMUNITY SURVEY ON ICT USAGE IN HOUSEHOLDS AND BY INDIVIDUALS 
2005, and 2) Annex B, in how the questions are integrated in to ICT usage variables.   

Note that there is some variability in the dataset from each country, in particular in the 
number of items each sample had to respond on, as shown in Table 1. 

                                                 
6 See also page 21 in this report 
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Table 1: The variables in the cluster analysis and number of questions in each variable  

 Number of Items 
Variables Norway Austria Germany  
PC use 9 9 9 
Internet use 8 8 8 
Social communication 5 5 3 
Instrumental use 5 5 1 
Entertainment use 2 2 1 
Advance use 6 6 6 
e-gov 3 3 0 
e-learning 3 3 0 
e-health 4 4 1 
Downloading 3 0 0 
e-commerce 16 13 12 
ICT education 9 1 7 
Total 73 59 48 

 

In addition to these data on usage, a variety of data about the respondent and the household 
regarding access to ICT equipment and networks were available. The respondents’ age, 
gender, income and education, as well as access to PC, Internet and broadband were used 
to characterise the members of the groups reviled in the cluster analysis. 

4.2 Method 

4.2.1 Cluster analyses  

Data clustering or cluster analysis is a common technique for multivariate data analysis. 
Clustering is the classification of similar objects into different groups, or more precisely, the 
partitioning of a data set into subsets (clusters), so that the data in each subset (ideally) 
share some common trait - often proximity according to some defined distance measure. 
There are a variety of clustering methods, both hierarchical and non-hierarchical. 

Cluster analysis is widely used within medicine, biology, psychology and social and political 
science, when working with multivariate data. Market researchers use cluster analysis to 
partition the general population of consumers into market segments and to better understand 
the relationships between different groups of consumers/potential customers. 

The method used in this study was the k-means cluster analysis (SPSS). It is generally 
recommended when the number of entities (persons) in the analysis is high (more than 
1000). It is recommended that all variables are transformed so that they are more or less 
within the same range when entered into the analysis. Since some of the variables had very 
skewed distributions the common z-score transformation were not seen as appropriate; a few 
persons with extreme scores would have unreasonable influence on the results. Therefore all 
variables were scaled so that the minimum score were 0 and the maximum possible were 
100. 

The k-means analysis does not provide an estimate of the “correct” number of clusters; 
therefore the datasets were divided into two, three, four and five clusters, and the analysis 
was terminated when one of the resulting clusters were judged as unreasonable small (below 
5%), or the number of clusters reached 5. Both criteria were chosen in accordance with the 
purpose of the analysis; namely to be a practical basis for describing homogeneous sets of 
potential users for the CITIZEN MEDIA applications. 
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5 RESULTS  

The result of the cluster analysis is a description of typical media usage patterns among 
European citizens in countries hosting the CITIZEN MEDIA Testbed application, Austria, 
Germany and Norway.   

5.1 Norway 

5.1.1 Clusters 

According to the criteria mention above, five clusters were extracted. Table 2 shows the 
cluster means (each variable has a minimum of 0 and a maximum of 100). 

Table 2: Cluster means for five Norwegian clusters.  

  G1 G2 G3 G4 G5 

PC use 10 63 76 75 82 

Internet use 4 55 66 67 74 

Social communication 2 33 52 65 78 

Instrumental use 2 49 73 69 80 

Entertainment use 0 8 13 66 87 

Advance use 3 16 35 47 73 

e-gov 1 12 68 18 70 

e-learning 0 2 5 2 82 

e-health 0 9 13 11 19 

Downloading 0 1 4 3 23 

e-commerce 0 12 28 27 48 

ICT education 10 42 53 48 52 

Group size % 25 27 23 14 11 

 

The five groups were given tentative names and interpretations: 

1. G1: Non-users : Their usage of the ICT technologies are absent for all practical 
purposes. 

2. G2: Average users : Their usage profile is very much like the average of the whole 
sample. Their values are far higher than the non-users on PC use and Internet use, 
but somewhat below groups G3, G4 and G5. 

3. G3: Instrumental users : They score high on most variables, especially on utility use 
and e-government services, but low on entertainment use compared to G4 and G5. 

4. G4:  Entertainment users : They score relatively high on most variables, especially 
entertainment use compared to G3. They score especially low on e-government 
services compared to G3. 
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5. G5: Advanced users . They score highest on all use-variables compared to the four 
other groups, especially on e-learning; they also score high on advanced use and 
downloading. 

5.1.2 Access 
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Figure 3: Access to game consoles, Internet, broadb and and PC are different for the five 
groups.  

Among the users, access to PC and Internet do not discriminate much, access to broadband 
however, does. The entertainment users and the advanced users have highest access to 
game consoles. 

5.1.3 Age and gender 

 

Figure 4: Mean age for the five clusters 

 Non-users  Average Instrumental Entertainment Advanced 

  

Non-users  Average Instrumental Entertainment Advanced  

Non-users  Average Instrumental Entertainment Advanced 
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Figure 5: Distribution of gender for the five clust ers. 

 

Non-users are the oldest, entertainment and advanced users are the youngest with average 
users and instrumental users in between. Males are clearly overrepresented in the advanced 
user group, and to some degree in the entertainment group. There are more females in the 
non-user and average user groups. 

5.1.4 Income and Education 
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Figure 6: Distribution of income for the five clust ers. Each income category (colour) adds up to 
100%. (NOK 100 = 12 Euro) 

Non-users  Average Instrumental Entertainment Advanced 
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Figure 7: Mean years of education for the five clus ters. 

 

Non-users have in general lower income and less years of education after elementary school 
than the four other groups. Instrumental users and advanced users tend to have higher 
income and more years of education. Entertainment users have relative low income and few 
years of education. 

5.2 Austria 

5.2.1 Clusters 

The five-cluster solution reviled a group representing 3% of the sample. Therefore the four 
cluster solution was selected. 

Table 3: Cluster means for four Austrian clusters. 

  G1 G2 G3 G4 

PC use 10 66 75 77 

Internet use 1 52 63 64 

Social communication 1 34 47 65 

Instrumental use 0 26 55 53 

Entertainment use 0 6 7 66 

Advance use 2 19 38 54 

e-gov 0 7 65 32 

e-learning 0 4 9 16 

e-health 0 4 75 10 

e-commerce 0 5 15 18 

ICT education 0 5 7 9 

Non-users  Average Instrumental Entertainment Advanced  Non-users  Average Instrumental Entertainment Advanced 
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Group size % 47 28 15 9 

 

The four groups were given tentative names and interpretations: 

1. G1: Non-users . Their usage of the ICT technologies are absent for all practical 
purposes. 

2. G2: Average users . Their usage profile is very much like the average of the whole 
sample. Their values are far higher than the non-users on PC use, Internet use, 
social communication and instrumental use but clearly below groups G3 and G4. 

3. G3: Instrumental users . They score high on largely all variables, especially on e-
health and e-government services, but low on entertainment use compared to G4. 

4. G4:  Entertainment users . They score relatively high on most variables, especially 
entertainment use, compared to G3. They score especially low on e-health and e-
government services compared to G3. 

5.2.2 Access 
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Figure 8: Access to consol games, Internet, broadba nd and Pc are different for the four groups.  

Among the users, access to PC and Internet do not discriminate much, access to broadband 
however, does. The entertainment users have highest access to game console. 
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5.2.3 Age and gender 
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Figure 9: Distribution of age categories for the fo ur clusters. Each category (colour) adds up to 
100%. 

 

 

Figure 10: Distribution of gender for the four clus ters. 

Non-users are the oldest, entertainment users and average users are the youngest with 
instrumental users in between. Males are overrepresented in the entertainment group and to 
some degree in the instrumental group. There are more females in the non-user group. 
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5.2.4 Education 
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Figure 11: Distribution of three educational catego ries for the four clusters. Each category 
(colour) adds up to 100%. 

Non-users have the lowest level of education, instrumental users the highest. 

5.3 Germany 

5.3.1 Clusters 

The five-cluster solution reviled a group representing 2,3% of the sample. Therefore the four 
cluster solution was selected. 

Table 4: Cluster means for four Austrian clusters. 

  G1 G2 G3 G4 

PC use 22 73 76 76 

Internet use 11 59 65 64 

Social communication 2 41 48 51 

Instrumental use 0 0 100 0 

Entertainment use 0 0 26 61 

Advance use 2 23 34 33 

e-health 0 0 10 44 

e-commerce 1 15 35 35 

ICT education 13 37 42 40 

Group size % 39 51 5 5 

 

Non-users       Average users       Instrumental users   Entertainment users 
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The four groups were given tentative names and interpretations: 

1. G1: Non-users . Their usage of the ICT technologies are absent for all practical 
purposes. 

2. G2: Average users . Their usage profile is very much like the average of the whole 
sample. Their values are far higher than the non-users on PC use, Internet use and 
social communication and slightly below groups G3 and G4. 

3. G3: Instrumental users . They score high on largely all variables, especially on utility 
or instrumental use but lower than G4 on entertainment use. 

4. G4:  Entertainment user s. They score relatively high on most variables, especially 
high on Entertainment use. They score especially low on Instrumental use compared 
to G3. 

5.3.2 Access 
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Figure 12: Access to consol games, Internet, broadb and and Pc are different for the four 
groups.  

 

Among the users, access to PC and Internet do not discriminate much, access to broadband 
however, does to some degree. 
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5.3.3 Age and gender 
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Figure 13 Mean age for the four clusters 
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Figure 13: Distribution of gender for the four clus ters. 

Non-users are the oldest and the majority in this group is 45 years and above. Average users 
are the youngest. Males are somewhat overrepresented in the instrumental and 
entertainment group. There are more females in the non-user group. 
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5.3.4 Income and Education 
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Figure 14: Mean net income for the four groups. 
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Figure 15: Distribution of three educational catego ries for the four clusters. Each category 
(colour) adds up to 100%. 

 

Non-users have in general lower income and less years of education than the four other 
groups. Instrumental users tend to have higher income and more years of education.  

5.4 Meta-analysis 
The clusters from the different countries were entered into the same k-means cluster 
analysis, five clusters from Norway and four from Austria and four from Germany. In total 13 
units. Each cluster was represented by its cluster means for the 12 usage variables. Since a 

Education 

Non-users       Average users       Instrumental users   Entertainment users 
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total of five different clusters were identified in our previous analysis five clusters were 
extracted. Since some clusters did not have values on all variables the “pair wise” option for 
missing data was applied. (Data matrix is given in Appendix) 

Table 5: Cluster means for the five clusters in the  meta-analysis 

 1 2 3 4 5 
PC use 14 67 76 76 82 
Internet use 5 55 65 65 74 
Social communication 2 36 49 60 78 
Instrumental use 1 25 76 41 80 
Entertainment use 0 5 15 64 87 
Advance use 2 19 36 45 73 
e-gov 1 10 67 25 70 
e-learning 0 3 7 9 82 
e-health 0 4 33 22 19 
Downloading 0 1 4 3 23 
e-commerce 0 11 26 27 48 
ICT education 8 28 34 32 52 

 

The first-order clusters grouped as expected; with the three non-user groups in one cluster, 
three average user groups in one etc; and only the Norwegian advanced users in one group.  
Advanced users in Austria and Germany was not included, they where so few (less that 5 
percent) that they did not reach the 5 percent threshold for the cluster analyses. 

5.5 Conclusion 
The results in the report show the distribution of patterns of media usage in Austria, Germany 
and Norway. The analysis reviled a relatively constant picture of four typical user groups in 
the three countries, with one additional group in Norway.  

A relatively constant picture of four typical ICT user groups in the three countries is identified, 
with one additional group in Norway.  

The following user groups are suggested:  

1) Non-users . This group is characterised as spending no time with ICT and is the 
largest group in the sample.  

2) Average users  represent the largest group of ICT users, but uses ICT just now 
and then. 

3) Instrumental users are mainly using ICT for utility or for information acquisition. 

4) Entertainment users,  spend much time on entertainment use, such as games.  

5) Advanced users , spend most time on media in general, using a wide range of 
different ICT technologies for a number of different purposes. Advanced users are 
only evident in the Norwegian sample. 

Thus, the distribution of the user groups differ widely among the countries, see Figure 17.  
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Figure 16: Distribution of user groups in the three  countries. 

 

The knowledge about these user groups will create a basis for the development of:  

1) the target groups of potential users for the CITIZEN MEDIA applications,  

2) creating the personas representing this target groups, and  

3) the user needs and context of use for different types of users that will be targeted for the 
CITIZEN MEDIA applications. 
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6 DEFINING PERSONAS  

Every new media application under development needs crucial information about the user. 
User surveys of media use are obviously a good way to make basis information on the users 
to help design and advocate for them. But, we can further increase the usefulness of this 
information, as well as add to it, by creating personas for the target users.  

A persona is a user profile that you can use to help making design decisions, as well as to 
aid you in other ways. A persona is a user archetype you can use to guide decisions about 
product features, navigation, interactions, and even visual design. By designing for the 
archetype .- whose goals and behaviour patterns are well understood - you can satisfy the 
broader group of people represented by that archetype. 

In the building of our personas targeting the CITZEN MEDIA application we want to generate 
these based on the patterns of media use in different countries. Personas represent 
behaviour patterns, not job descriptions. This media use patterns address the similarities 
between users, how and why they use the new media technologies and in particular Internet 
and how often. In addition to the media user data, we add demographic data about different 
user groups and personas. 

6.1 Method 
From the four groups that were using ICT to some extent, average users, instrumental users, 
entertainment users and advanced users, some typical respondents were chosen as 
representatives for the groups.  

The representatives for average use and entertainment use were chosen from the Austrian 
sample, the representatives for instrumental use and advanced use were chosen from the 
Norwegian sample (Data from Germany was not available at this level). 

The respondents were chosen on the basis that they should have the smallest deviation from 
the group-mean of their cluster. The descriptions are based on these four representatives’ 
responses, with an emphasis on what is typical for the group. 

The “Three years from now” paragraphs describes how one can imagine this particular user 
will be using the CITIZEN MEDIA applications in the future 

6.2 Results - Personas 
Average user 

Frau Mittelgebrauch is 30 years old and lives in one of the big cities in Austria with her 
husband and two children, 2 and 4 years old. She has a higher education and goes to work 
every day as a teacher. The household has a PC with Internet connection, but not 
broadband. Frau Mittelgebrauch uses the PC at least once a week, but not every day, she 
uses e-mail. She does not use a PC at work. She has not taken any computer courses, but 
has used the PC for writing documents, copy/paste and spreadsheet operations. She does 
not ordinarily purchase goods over the Internet, but it has happened. She has no experience 
in more advanced uses of the PC.  

Five years from now 

Frau Mittelgbrauch’s husband has suggested that they should use Flickr to share their 
photos of the children with their friends and family. She has been at Flickr to see what it is all 
about, but she is not confident that pictures are shared only with the intended group of 
people. She has looked at the registration forms and found them a little overwhelming. She is 
not confident that information about herself, like age and e-mail address will not be misused. 
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One day she receives an e-mail from her husband (!) that invites her to CITIZEN MEDIA 
family-Mittelbrauch’s closed community. Her husband administers the group, and they 
discuss the security issues. She joins the community, and acts as a “lurker” for a year, but 
when the family gets broadband connection, she also starts to upload her own pictures and 
videos now and then.  

Instrumental user 

Per Seriøs lives in a semi-urban community in the inland of Norway, he is 45 years and lives 
by his own. He has a stationary PC at home with Internet connection, but not broadband. He 
has 10 years of education and an average income. He uses the PC at work, and has had a 
PC course given by his employer. He also reads textbooks and tries out the possibilities of 
the PC, but he doesn’t have a formal ICT education. He is using word processor, 
spreadsheet and e-mail, he reads the news on the Internet and he has already ordered a 
travel through the Internet, but he is not a frequent net-shopper. He is using net-banking, has 
sought information from public authorities on the net and has returned forms to such 
authorities. He is not making Internet pages, not programming, nor using other advanced 
services like chat, newsgroups, IP-telephony.  

Five years from now 

Per is working with a small group of four people at the Directorate of Cultural Heritage; their 
job is to register and document all buildings older the 100 years in the municipality. They 
administer a large archive of drawings, photos, videos and documents from the property 
register. With the new Citizen Media application they can access all these information from 
one user interface, namely a map of the municipality. Each building is seen as a small picture 
on the map, clicking it shows all information linked to this building. The highly user 
friendliness of the application was crucial for the decision of choosing the CITIZEN MEDIA 
application. 

Having used this application for a while, he suggests that the local organisation for amateur 
ornithology where he is a member uses a similar application for administration of the huge 
amount of video footage of observation of birds. A map will be one view into the videos; a 
systematic register will be another. In addition links to online encyclopaedias and reference 
book will be linked to each species and each observation site. 

Entertainment user 

Günter Unterhalt is 17 years and lives in a rural district of Austria; he lives with his parents 
and two other siblings. He uses the PC and the Internet almost every day, both at school and 
at home, however at home they have no broadband connection. He is using word processor, 
spreadsheet and e-mail. He is downloading games and music from the net and is also 
sharing files and posting messages in newsgroups etc. He is using net-banking and has 
sought information from public authorities on the net, but has not returned forms to such 
authorities. He has purchased some electronically equipment by net-shopping.  

Five years from now 

It was a big event for Günter when he moved out of home and got his own small apartment 
with internet connection. With the money he got for his 20’Th anniversary, be builds an 
entertainment centre with full video/TV and surround sound in his new apartment. With the 
CITIZEN MEDIA application he is sharing music and entertainment videos with friends that 
he communicate with on the internet, and friends he knows from real life. They have started 
a new community (“Rotten Big Bang”) that enjoys heavy metal music. Five of the members in 
England have formed a band (“Suckers Inc.”) that publishes all their recordings through the 
public open interface of the application. They earn some money by advertise for one of the 
established record companies and a shop that sells audio and video music on the net. 
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Advanced user 

Ole Nerdson lives in a suburb to Oslo; he is 18 years, under education and lives with his 
parents. He has access to a stationary PC both at home and at school, but not a laptop or a 
palm, the family has broadband access at home. He is on the net every day and uses most 
of the possibilities, for example, downloading of software, IP telephony, file sharing, chat and 
newsgroups, but he is not programming although he has made a web page, where he 
regularly adds content. He has ICT courses and some formal ICT education. He uses net-
banking and has bought different type of goods over the Internet. He has sought information 
from public authorities on the net but has not returned forms to such authorities. 

Five years from now 

Ole has used YouTube, Flickr and Wikipedia for some years, and he is a member of several 
online communities that has digital video production and online distribution as a special topic. 
Several members of the group are studying educational science and suggest that they team 
up to build a learning space for young children. As a team they have competence on 
education, child psychology, biology, ecology, digital video, and 3-D animation. They set up 
the ambitious goal of teaching 4-year olds the concept of global heating and the 
consequences for the life in the sea. They are all enthusiastic gamers, so they decide to use 
concepts from online games as the general interaction mechanisms. In the application the 
children can interact as penguins, whales, polar bears etc, as well as policymakers and 
ordinary consumers.  

They need an application that can be used for the co-creation of such a rich media 
environment – CITIZEN MEDIA is the natural choice.  

 

6.3 Conclusion 
These personas are so far a starting point for the further work on who the target groups of 
the project will be and how we shall approach the user needs of the CITIZEN MEDIA 
applications. The personas will be further elaborated, there will be added more information 
when we will do the qualitative research work in task 1.2. on user requirements. The 
personas may also be helpful for the co-design process in WP3.   
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7 OVERALL CONCLUSION  

This report is twofold:  

1) An investigation of ICT use in households and by individuals in Austria, Germany and 
Norway, and  

2) an investigation of the literature that describes the new popularity of co-created networked 
media and the social dynamics in the new media landscape. 

However, the main task of this report was to identify patterns of ICT use among European 
citizens living in the countries hosting the CITIZEN MEDIA testbeds, Austria, Germany and 
Norway. This was achieved by analysing statistical data from Eurostat about present ICT 
usage in households and by individuals. The survey was carried out in the second quarter of 
2005 among individual aged between 16 to 79 years, with a sample size of 24 468.   

The background for this study is that the CITIZEN MEDIA applications address the new 
media landscape in terms of rich media and user generated content, which of course put a 
greater demand up on the non-professional user. Thus, the literature investigation describes 
the development of new types of users or producers in the new media landscape according 
to the CITIZEN MEDIA scope, where citizens evolve from a passive consumer of content 
towards and active role in the media chain. In more detail the new media landscape is 
changing: 

· From text to rich media or multi media. 

· From local to global services. 

· From user being passive consumers to users becoming active participants and 
content producers. 

· From user consuming of mainstream professional content to consuming non-
professional content. 

· From single content production to collaborative mass production in new online 
communities. 

· From a one-to-many model to a many-to-some model (Long tail). 

 

The investigation in the literature may provide substantial new knowledge on actual user 
behaviour and a basis for the development of user and context requirements for collaborative 
networked media experiences. In addition, a new digital divide may come into view, between 
those who have inequality in access and user skills to be a potential consumer of new media, 
and those who have inequality in access and user skills to be a producers or co-creator in 
new media. This is also exemplified in the 90-9-1 rule described by Jacob Nielsen (2006), 
suggesting that just 1 percent actually contribute actively in online communities. However, 
this 1 percent may be the same user group as the advanced users identified in this report.  

This review will provide a basis for identifying changes in patterns of media usage and user 
needs. There was still a lack in the present literature on relevant user studies addressing real 
user needs for the co-created networked applications. Several reports suggested however 
that the users of user generated content applications are mainly younger users and heavily 
users of the Internet or so-called early adaptors/lead users.  

The target group for the CITIZEN MEDIA applications is however towards a broader market 
of non-professional users in general. Consequently, there is a need to get knowledge about 
digital skills and present media behaviour or use, and what type of users or citizens the 
CITIZEN MEDIA applications and testbeds actually should address. Should it for example 
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target one particular user group or all non-professional users? The CITIZEN MEDIA 
application has also the intension of being a cross cultural or cross national service targeting 
several European countries. The need for more information about user group in different 
parts of Europe is therefore essential.  

We have in the background of this report shown how big-picture statistics do not capture the 
patterns of media use by just focusing on age, gender or single media activities. This report 
has rather been taking account a more holistic approach to new media and the fact that 
people live in a complex media environment doing several media activities. However, the 
transition to and the boundary between one pattern of use and another may be fluid. We can 
expect to find combinations of different user types. It is also important to note, that this study 
just reflect a snapshot over the situation on user behaviour in some parts of Europe. 
Entertainment user of today may become instrumental users of tomorrow or the other way 
around. Advanced users, however are users that are on the top of the user stage, and will 
probably stay there, while the average users may turn in to be utility or entertainment users 
over time. Future analyses will go more in to depth on the transition between the different 
user groups and how the pattern of media use are changing over time.  

This approach therefore does not mirror an absolute stable typology of ICT usage in Austria, 
Germany and Norway; rather it reflects a more holistic approach to ICT usage versus a 
single-technology approach, focusing on ICT usage patterns.  

We identified the following five ICT usage patterns or user groups:    

1. Non-users.  This is the largest cluster in the sample. Citizens who fall into this pattern 
are characterised as spending no time with new media technologies such as PCs and 
the Internet. They have high age – the majority in this group is 45 years and above. 
They have low income and low education. Citizens in this group are also 
characterised with few persons in the household and low access to ICT. 47 percent of 
the population in Austria is non-users, 39 percent in Germany and 25 percent in 
Norway.  

2. Average users : This cluster represents the largest group of ICT users in the 
countries hosting the CITIZEN MEDIA testbeds (Austria, Germany and Norway). 
Citizens associated with this pattern do not use ICT on a regular basis, but now and 
then. They have quite low computer skills. There are few distinct features that 
characterises these users compared to the rest of the population. 51 percent of the 
population in Germany is average users, 28 percent in Austria and 27 percent in 
Norway.  

3. Instrumental users . These citizens are mainly using ICT for utility or for information 
acquisition. They have for example a high score on usage of e-government services, 
but have a low score on entertainment use. They have also high score on PC and 
Internet use in general. The users are characterised with good ICT access, somewhat 
more males and a higher education level. 5 percent of the population in Germany is 
instrumental users, 15 percent in Austria and 23 percent in Norway.  

4. Entertainment users . Citizens associated with this pattern spend much time on 
entertainment use, such as games. They have quite high score on advances use and 
high score on PC and Internet use in general. They have low score on usage of e-
government services. The users are characterised by being relatively young in age 
(not so evident in Germany). They have high variation in both education level and 
income, but good ICT access in general. Somewhat more males. 5 percent of the 
population in Germany is entertainment users, 9 percent in Austria and 14 percent in 
Norway. 

5. Advanced users : Citizens associated with “advanced use” spend most time on 
media in general, using a wide range of different ICT technologies for a number of 
different purposes; some might be characterised as carrying out advanced usage 



FP6-2005-IST-41 (038312) CITIZEN MEDIA Deliverable D1.1.1 

 

  Page 43 of 75 

such as programming, downloading and homepage design. The users are 
characterised by being quite young age (mean 32 years vs. 45 years in rest of 
sample). They have high variation in both education level and income. Mostly males 
(80%). 87 percent of the advanced users have access to broadband in their 
household. They live in urban district. The cluster is only evident in the Norwegian 
sample (11%).  

In conclusion, we found quite huge differences in patterns of ICT usage between Austria and 
Germany and Norway. On the other hand, four similar user groups are identified across 
theses three countries; however the distributions of ICT usage patterns vary greatly among 
the countries. In total the largest group is non-users, which was most evident in Austria 
(47%). The average users are the largest group of ICT users in total across all the countries, 
but with most representatives in Germany (51%). The smallest group that was identified are 
advanced users, which are only evident in Norway (11%). However, there are also advanced 
users in Austria and Germany, but they where to few (less than 5 %) to be classified as an 
own group. In Austria for example there are 2,3 percent advanced users. 

The most skilled ICT users in general are to be found in Norway, these are younger users 
and heavy users of Internet with high access to broadband. These demographics are also in 
line with findings in our literature investigation, which point out a digital divide among 
consumers and producers in the new media landscape. This was also exemplified by 
findings from Jacob Nielsen and his 90-9-1 rule. In addition, we find mainly younger and 
heavy Internet users among the users of co-created networked media.  

The knowledge about these user groups will create a basis for the development of, 1) the 
target groups of potential users for the CITIZEN MEDIA applications, 2) in creating the 
personas representing this target groups, and 3) the user needs and context of use for 
different types of users that will relate to the CITIZEN MEDIA applications. 

The question is therefore if one single co-created networked media system for content could 
target several different user groups and still be a success? We doubt this because skills, 
motivation, preferences and eagerness for ICT participation differs to much among users, 
and the Internet connection and broadband connections are also still to low in these 
countries.  

The following text is an outline to define recommendations about which target groups among 
non-professional user that should be addressed for the CITIZEN MEDIA applications:  

· Non-users as a target group for the CITIZEN MEDIA applications are not to be 
recommended, because they simply lack ICT access and basic computer skills.  

· Average users as target group will cover the major part of the actual ICT users in 
Europe, but they have rather weak ICT skills and little experiences with new media, 
so this would be rather risky. On the other hand, there is as far as we know, 
according to our literature review, non existing user generated networked services 
that target this group. The users of co-created networked media so far are mainly 
users that are young or early adaptors. Early adaptors are in this report associated 
with advanced users.  

· Instrumental users  may be a potential target group. They have good ICT skills, but 
they will probably not be interested in CITIZEN MEDIA applications without a high 
level of utility. These users have few leisure and entertaining preferences. To day 
these may, according to Nielsen (2006) be defined as the 90% of users that are 
lurkers (eg. read or observe, but don't contribute). 

· Entertainment users  may be the most promising target group for these CITIZEN 
MEDIA applications, because they have relative high ICT skills and are seeking 
entertaining experiences. On the other hand, there are quite lot applications already 
serving the needs of these users, such as MySpace, YouTube and Flickr, and may be 
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defined as the 9% of users contribute (or some may also be the 1 %) from time to 
time, according to Nielsen (2006).  

· Advanced users  is a user group that is only to be found in Norway, and may 
therefore be of little interest for the CITIZEN MEDIA applications since the 
segmentation for the market entry will be too small according to the ambition of this 
project to target non-professional users in general. However, these are potentially the 
1 % contributors, according to Nielsen (2006).  

 

It is also possible to create a bridge between these different user groups over the application, 
and hence not restrict the target groups to a single user group. But, we should focus, not as 
previous developments not only focus on the early adaptors or advanced users, but rather 
focus on users that are not techno freaks, to see what kind of interest that are key drivers to 
make non-professional users in general to be content creators.  

These recommendations may further be understood in the outline of the personas that were 
elaborated on the basis of the cluster analyses done in this study. A persona is a user profile 
that you can use to make design decisions, as well as to aid you in other ways. In the 
previous section, one persona is described per each user group identified in this study. The 
“Five years from now” paragraphs describes how one can imagine this particular user will be 
using the CITIZEN MEDIA applications in the future. 

Finally, these findings may suggest that we should start with a focus on entertainment users 
and further widening the scope to include the other three ICT user groups for the CITIZEN 
MEDIA applications. In addition, a result from the literature investigation was that future co-
created networked applications should aim to focus on the social aspects and relationships 
among users, because co-creation is dependent up on involvement, trust and identification. 
A solid focus on the interactions among users and their opportunities for building social 
identity in online communities may therefore be a key to make successful networked 
applications for the future. 
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ANNEX A 

Eurostat model for a Community Survey on ICT 
usage in households and by individuals2005  

(Model Questionnaire version 3.1)  
 

EUROSTAT MODEL FOR A COMMUNITY SURVEY ON ICT USAGE IN HOUSEHOLDS AND BY 
INDIVIDUALS  

2005  
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GENERAL OUTLINE OF THE SURVEY  

 

Main survey subject:  

Survey type:  

Survey technique:  

 

Sampling unit:  

 

Scope:  

i) age limit:  

 

ii) geographic breakdown: 
 

Reference period:  

Survey period:  
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Layout of questionnaire:  

 
ICT usage in households and by individuals  

Household survey  

Recommended techniques:   

. • Face to face interviews 
- especially when fixed telephone penetration is low  
- care should be taken to ensure a low rate of proxy response  
 
. •  Telephone surveys - in countries with a high telephone penetration  - care should be 
taken to ensure that mobile and ex-directory users  
 

in addition to fixed link users are sampled  

Households and individuals:  
. • Module A and questions F6 to F10 of Module F at household level,  
. • Modules B, C, D, E and questions F1 to F5 of Module F at individual  
 

level. When drawing a sample, individuals can be targeted.  

All individuals aged 16 to 74 living in households with at least one 
member within these age limits.  
 

Lower age limit: 16 years  
 
Upper age limit: 74 years (included)   
Member States are invited to widen these age bands, and especially  
extending the scope to individuals under 16. These results should be 
reported separately to ensure comparability across countries for the main 
age groups.  
 

The survey should cover the whole territory of the Member State and 
should allow for a breakdown of results into two spatial categories: 
“Objective 1” regions and other regions (see the Glossary at the end of  
this Annex).  
 

First quarter 2005.  
 

April / May 2005.  
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It is recommended to use the order and filtering shown in the list of  
 
variables enclosed.   
The questions in the national language should be sent to Eurostat early – 
in the interim report – to be checked for harmonisation across language 
versions.  
 
Member States can include additional questions but should nevertheless  
take into account the burden on the respondents.  
 
Sample size, stratification:  

The sampling design and the resulting sample size should be appropriate for obtaining accurate, reliable 
and representative results on the variables and items in the model questionnaire.   

This requirement should at least be followed for questions related to the eEurope Benchmarking Indicators 
(listed in the Council Resolution of 18 February 2003 on the implementation of the eEurope 2005 Action 
Plan, Official Journal of 28/02/2003, C48, p. 2-9). This objective should be achieved for the overall 
proportions as well as for the proportions relating to the different subgroups of the population. An overview 
of these eEurope Benchmarking Indicators concerned and the necessary sociodemographic breakdown is 
listed in the table below.   

This requirement aims at ensuring the collection of a complete dataset – without empty, confidential or 
unreliable cells - for these indicators.  

eEuropeBenchmarking 
Indicators  

 
Question in the model questionnaire  

eEurope 
breakdown 
variables  

A1 / A6  A2  Does any member of the household have access to the Internet at home, 
regardless of whether it is used? �  Proportion of ‘Yes’ answers.  

Geographical location; 
where applicable: age 
group, gender, 
educational level, 
employment status.  

A3  A3  On which of these devices is the Internet accessed at home?  - 

  �  Proportions for devices broken down / regrouped in three groups (to be 
reported separately): a (desktop computer), b, c or d (mobile devices), e (digital 
TV).  

 

J3  A4  What types of Internet connection are used? �  Proportion of respondents 
indicating b (DSL) or c (other broadband).  

- 

A2  C2  On average how often did you use the Internet in the last 3 months? �  
Proportion of respondents indicating a (every day or almost every day) or b (at 
least once a week).  

Age group, gender, 
educational level, 
employment status.  

A4  C3  Where have you used the Internet in the last 3 months (any device)? �  
Proportions for locations broken down in five groups (to be reported separately): 
a (at home),  b (at place of work, other than home), c (at place of education),  d 
(at another person's home),  e (at other places). 

 - 

I3 / I5  C4  Is the device you use to access the Internet at home protected by […] ? �  
Proportions of respondents indicating at least one of a (virus checking program) 
or b (hardware or software firewall).  

- 

I3 / I5  C5  Has it been installed or updated in the last 3 months (incl. automatic updating)? 
�  Proportion of ‘Yes’ answers.  

- 

A5  C7  For which of the following activities did you use the Internet in the last 3 months 
for private purpose? �  Proportions for following activities (separately): a 
(sending / receiving e-mails), d (finding information about goods or services), g 
(playing or downloading games, images or music) , i (reading or downloading 
online newspapers / news magazines ), k (Internet banking), u (seeking health-
related information).  

Age group, gender (at 
least for item u on e-
health)  
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D2  C7  For which of the following activities related to “Interaction with public authorities” 
did you use the Internet in the last 3 months for private purpose? �  Proportions 
for following activities (separately): o (obtaining information from public 
authorities web sites), p (downloading official forms), q (sending filled in forms).  

- 

E2  C7  For which of the following activities related to “Training and education” did you 
use the Internet in the last 3 months for private purpose? �  Proportions of 
respondents indicating at least one of the following activities: r (formalised 
educational activities (school, university etc.)), s (post educational courses) or t 
(other educational activities related specifically to employment opportunities).  

- 

I1  C8  In the last 12 months, have you encountered any of the following security 
problems through using the Internet? �  Proportion of respondents indicating at 
least one of a (computer virus resulting in loss of information or time), b 
(fraudulent payment card use or any other financial problem) or c (abuse of 
personal information sent on the Internet). 

 - 

G2  D1  When did you most recently buy or order goods or services for private use over 
the Internet (excluding manually typed e-mails) ? �  Proportion of respondents 
answering a (within the last 3 months)  

- 

 

 
EUROSTAT MODEL FOR A COMMUNITY SURVEY ON ICT USAGE IN HOUSEHOLDS AND BY 

INDIVIDUALS  

2005  
 

EUROSTAT MODEL QUESTIONNAIRE (V3.1)  

[Questions relating to the eEurope Benchmarking Indicators are marked with an asterisk *]  

 

Note : this module is directed to the household 

 A1 Does the household or any of its members have a ccess to any of the following at home?  
(tick all that apply)  

a) TV ……………………………………………………………………………  

if yes to c) , does the household have a1) satellite dish ……………… 

a2) cable TV ………………… 

a3) digital TV ………………… 

b) Mobile phone ……………………………………………………………… 

c) if yes to b) , Internet enabled mobile phone ������ ���	�� 
��	�� 
���� … 

 

d) Games console ……………………………………………….…………… 

e) Desktop computer ………………………………………………………… 

f) Portable computer (laptop) ……………………………………………… 

g) Handheld computer (palmtop) …………………………………………… 

h) None of the above ………………………………………………………… 
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A2* Does any member of the household have access to  the Internet at home, regardless of whether it is 
used?  

Yes 

No 

 
[go to A5]  

Don't know 

 
[go to B1] 

 
A3* On which of these devices is the Internet acces sed at home?  

(tick all that apply)  

a) Desktop computer ………………………………………………………… b) Portable computer (laptop) 

……………………………………………… c) Handheld computer ……………………………………………………… d) 

Internet enabled mobile phone alone (WAP, GPRS, UMTS, etc.) …… e) TV set with specific Internet device (e.g. digital 

TV or set top box) … f) Games console …………………………………………………………… g) Other means (i.e. none of 

the above) …………………………………… h) Don't know …………………………………………………………………  
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A4* What types of Internet connection are used?  

(tick all that apply)  

a) Modem (dial-up access over normal telephone line) or ISDN ……… b) DSL (e.g. ADSL, SHDSL, etc.) 

………………………………………… c) Other broadband connection (e.g. cable, UMTS, etc) ………………… d) Mobile 

phone over narrowband (WAP, GPRS, etc.) …………………  

[go to B1] 

 
A5 What are the reasons for not having access to th e Internet at home?  

(tick all that apply)  

a) Have access to Internet elsewhere ……………………………………… b) Don’t want Internet (because content 

harmful, etc.) ………………… c) Don't need Internet (because not useful, not interesting, etc.) ……… d) 

Equipment costs too high ………………………………………………… e) Access costs too high (telephone, etc.) 

………………………………… f) Lack of skills ……………………………………………………………… g) Physical 

disability ………………………………………………………… h) Privacy or security concerns 

…………………………………………… i) None of the above, but other ………………………..……………………  

 

Note : this and the following modules are directed to the individual selected within the household  

B1  When did you most recently use a computer? (filter question)  

 Within the last 3 months ……………………………   

 Between 3 months and a year ago …………………  [ -> go to C1 ]  

 More than 1 year ago …………………………………  [ -> go to C1 ]  

 Never used one ………………………………………  [ -> go to C1 ]  



FP6-2005-IST-41 (038312) CITIZEN MEDIA Deliverable D1.1.1 

 

  Page 55 of 75 

B2  
How often on average have you used a computer in th e last 3 
months?  

 (tick one)  

 Every day or almost every day ………………………  

 At least once a week (but not every day) …………  

 At least once a month (but not every week) ………  

 Less than once a month ………………………………  

 
B3 Where have you used a computer in the last 3 mon ths?  

(tick all that apply)  

a) At home …………………………………………… b) At place of work (other than home) …………… c) At 

place of education …………………………… d) At another person's home ……………………… e) Other (e.g. 

hotel, airport, Internet café, etc.) …  

 
C1 When did you most recently use the Internet? (filter question)  

Within the last 3 months …………………………… 

Between 3 months and a year ago ………………… 

 

[ -> go to C8 ]  

More than 1 year ago …………………………………  

[ -> go to D1 ] [ -> go to E1 ]  
Never used it ………………………………………… 

 
C2* On average how often did you use the Internet i n the last 3 months?  

(tick one)  

Every day or almost every day ……………………… 

At least once a week (but not every day) ………… 

At least once a month (but not every week) ……… 

Less than once a month ……………………………… 

 
C3* Where have you used the Internet in the last 3 months (using a computer or any other means)?  

(tick all that apply)  
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a) At home …………………………………………… 

b) At place of work (other than home) …………… 

c) At place of education …………………………… 

d) At another person's home ……………………… 

e) At other places …………………………………… 

 

of which: (optional) e1) Public Library ………………………………………………… e2) Post 

office …………………………………………………… e3) Public Office, 

town hall, government agency ……………… e4) Community or 

voluntary organisation ……………………… e5) Internet Café 

…………………………………………………  
C4* Is the device you use to access the Internet at  home protected by  

(tick all that apply)  

a) a virus checking program? ………………………… b) a hardware or sofware firewall? 

…………………… c) don't know ……………………………………………  

C5* Has it been installed or updated in the last 3 months (incl. automatic updating)?  
(for respondents who answered yes to C4a and/or C4b)  

Yes ……  

No ……  

C6 In the last 3 months, have you used online authe ntication on the Internet for private use, such as a 
password, PIN or digital signature?  

Yes ……  

No ……  

 

C7* For which of the following activities did you u se the Internet in the last 3 months for private pu rpose?  
(tick all that apply)  

Communication  

a) Sending / receiving e-mails …………………………………………...…………………… b) Telephoning over the 
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Internet / videoconferencing …………………………………… c) Other (use of chat sites, etc.) 

………………………………………...…………………… 

 
Information search and on-line services  

d) Finding information about goods or services ………………………………………...… e) Using services related to 

travel and accommodation ………………………………… f) Listening to web radios / watching web television 

……………………………………… g) Playing or downloading games, images or music 

……………………………………… h) Downloading software 

…………...………………………………………...……………… i) Reading or downloading online newspapers / news 

magazines ……………………… j) Looking for a job or sending a job application 

………………………………………...…  
C7* (CONTINUED)  

For which of the following activities did you use t he Internet in the last 3 months for private purpos e?  

(tick all that apply) 

 
Ordering and selling of goods or services, banking  

k) Internet Banking ………………………………………...………………………………… l) Other financial services 

(e.g. share purchasing) ………………………………………. m) Purchasing / ordering goods or services (excluding 

shares / financial services) …… n) Selling goods or services (e.g. via auctions) 

………………………………………...… 

 
Interaction with public authorities  

o) Obtaining information from public authorities web sites ……………………………… p) Downloading official forms 

………………………………………...……………………… q) Sending filled in forms 

………………………………………...…………………………… 

 
Training and education  

r) Formalised educational activities (school, university etc.) …………………………… s) Post educational courses 

………………………………………...……………………… t) Other educational activities related specifically to 

employment opportunities ……… 

 
Health related activities (including on behalf of o ther family members or friends)  

u) Seeking health-related information (e.g. injury, disease, nutrition, improving health, etc) … v) Making an appointment 
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online with a practitioner ……………………………………… w) Requesting a prescription online from a practitioner 

…………………………………… x) Seeking medical advice online from a practitioner 

………………………………………  

C8* In the last 12 months, have you encountered any  of the following security problems through using t he 
Internet?  

(tick all that apply)  

a) Computer virus resulting in loss of information or time ………………………………… b) Fraudulent payment 

(credit or debit) card use or any other financial problem ……… c) Abuse of personal information sent on the 

Internet …………………………………… d) ‘Spam’ – unsolicited emails sent to you 

………………………………………………… e) None of the above, but other 

……………………………………………………………… f) None at all 

……………………………………………………………………………….…  

 

D1* When did you most recently buy or order goods o r services for private use over the Internet (exclu ding 
manually typed e-mails) ?  

Within the last 3 months …………………………… 

Between 3 months and a year ago ………………… 

More than 1 year ago ………………………………… 

 

[ -> go to D5]  

Never bought or ordered ……………………………  

[ -> go to D5]  

D2 What types of goods or services did you order ov er the Internet for private use in the last 12 mont hs?  

(tick all that apply)  

a) Food / Groceries …………………………………………………………………………… b) Household goods (e.g. furniture, toys, 

etc) ……………………………………………… c) Films, music 

………………………………………………………………………………… d) Books / Magazines/ Newspapers/ E-learning material 

………………………………… e) Clothes, sports goods ……………………………………………………………………… f) 

Computer software (incl. vig) Computer hardware ………………………………………………………………………… h) Electronic 
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equipment (incl. cameras) …………………………………………………… i) Share purchases / Financial services / Insurance 

……………………………………… j) Travel and holiday accommodation ……………………………………………………… k) 

Tickets for events …………………………………………………………………………… l) Lotteries or betting 

…………………………………………………………………………  

m) Other …………………………………………………………………………………………  

[ If 'yes' to categories c) , d) or f) , go to question D2b ; otherwise go to question D3 ]  
deo games) …………………………………………………  

PILOT QUESTION D2b Of 
the products which you ordered over the Internet, w ere any of the following delivered  

or upgraded on-line (downloaded from the Internet o r accessed from websites)?  
(if 'yes' to c, d or f in question D2) 

(tick all that apply) 

 

Films, music …………………………………………………………………………………  

(Electronic) books, magazines, newspapers, e -learning material ……………………  

Computer software (incl. computer and video games and software upgrades) ………  
D3  Did you buy or order goods over the Internet from :   

 (tick all that apply)  

 a) Retailers known from outside the Internet (physical store, catalogues) ………………  

 b) Retailers known from the Internet or found on the Internet ……………………………  

D4  
What problems have you encountered when buying / or dering goods or 
services  

 over the Internet in the last 12 months?  

 (tick all that apply)  

 a) Difficulties in finding information concerning guarantees ………………………………  

 b) Speed of delivery longer than indicated …………………………………………………  

 c) Delivery costs higher than indicated ………………………………………………………  

 
d) Final price higher than indicated …………………………………………………………  
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e) Wrong goods delivered …………………………………………………………………… f) 
Damaged goods delivered ………………………………………………………………… g) 
Lack of security of payments ……………………………………………………………… h) 
Complaints and redress were difficult …………………………………………………… i) No 
satisfactory response received after complaint ……………………………………… j) 
Others …………...…………………………………………………………...………………  

k) None …………...…………………………………………………………...………………  

[ go to E1 ]  

D5 What were the reasons for not buying / ordering any goods or services for your own private use in 
the last 12 months?  

(tick all that apply)  

a) Have no need ……………………………………………………………………………… b) Prefer to shop in person, like to see 

product, loyalty to shops, force of habit ……… c) Lack of skills 

………………………………………………………………………………… d) Too expensive 

……………………………………………………………………………… e) Too long delivery times 

…………………………………………………………………… f) Problematic to receive ordered goods at home 

………………………………………… g) Security concerns, worried about giving credit card details over the Internet ……… h) Privacy 

concerns, worried about giving  personal details over the Internet ………… i) Trust concerns about receiving or returning goods, 

complaint / redress concerns … j) Don't have a payment card allowing to pay over the Internet ………………………… k) Speed of 

the Internet connection is too slow ………………………………………… l) Others 

………………………………………………………………………………………  

 
E1 When did you last take a training course (of at least 3 hours) on any aspect of computer use?  

Within the last 3 months …………………………… 

Between 3 months and a year ago ………………… 

Between 1 and 3 years ago ………………………… 

More than 3 years ago ……………………………… 

Never taken one ……………………………………… 

 

E2 Which of the following computer related activiti es have you already carried out? (tick all that apply) (for 

respondents who didn't answer "Never used one" in question B1)  
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a) Using a mouse (or other pointing device) to open programs  
(e.g. Internet browser, word processor, etc.) …………………………………………………  

b) Copying or moving a file or folder ………………………………………………….………… c) Using copy and paste tools to duplicate 

or move information within a document ……… d) Using basic arithmetic formulas in a spreadsheet 

…………………………………………… e) Compressing files ……………………………………………………………………………… f) 

Writing a computer program using a specialised programming language ………………… g) None of the above 

…………………………………………………………………………… 

 
E3 Which of the following Internet related activiti es have you already carried out?  

(tick all that apply) 

(for respondents who didn't answer "Never used it" in question C1) 
 

a) Using a search engine to find information …………………………………………………… b) Sending e-mails with 

attached files (documents, pictures, etc.) …………………………… c) Posting messages to chatrooms, newsgroups or an 

online discussion forum …………… d) Using the Internet to make telephone calls 

…………………………………………………… e) Using peer-to-peer file sharing for exchanging movies, music, etc. 

……………………… f) Creating a web page …………………………………………………………………………… g) None of 

the above ………………………………………………………………………………  
PILOT QUESTION  

E4 Where or how did you obtain the skills to carry out these activities?  
(tick all that apply) 

(for respondents who ticked at least one option in questions E2 or E3) 
 

a) Formalised educational institution (school, college, university) …………………………… b) Training courses in adult 

education center (but not on the initiative of your employer) … c) Vocational training courses (on the demand of the employer) 

……………………………… d) Self-study using books, cd-roms, etc. ………………………………………………………… e) Self-

study in the sense of learning-by-doing ………………………………………………… f) Informal assistance from colleagues, 

relatives, friends …………………………………… g) Some other way 

…………………………………………………………………………………  

 

F1  Age:   

F2  Sex:   Man 

   Woman  

F3  Educational level:  

Primary or lower secondary education, no formal educat. 
Upper secondary education Tertiary education  
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F4  Employment 
situation: (tick only one)  

 Employee Self-employed (incl. family workers) Unemployed 
Student (not in the labour force) Other not in the labour force 
(retired, inactive, in compulsory military service, etc.)  

F5  Occupation:  < description >  

 
< to be recoded into at least 3-digit ISCO categories >  

[ISCED 0, 1 or 2] [ISCED 3 or 4][ISCED 5 or 6]  

PILOT QUESTION  

F6  Geographical location:  "Objective 1" region  

  Non-"Objective 1" region  

F7  Type of locality:  
 Densely-populated area 

   Intermediate area 

   Thinly-populated area  

 

F8 Number of members in the household: F9 of which, number of children under 16:  
OPTIONAL QUESTION  

F10 Household income: <currency> (average net monthly income) 

 
EUROSTAT MODEL FOR A COMMUNITY SURVEY ON ICT USAGE IN HOUSEHOLDS AND BY 

INDIVIDUALS  
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2005  
 

GLOSSARY  

Note: The glossary will be enhanced and finalised b y January 2005 on the basis of the work in  
progress on the methodological manual.  

 
MODULE A Access to selected Information and Communication 
Technologies    

< under construction > 

 
MODULE B Use of computers, location and frequency of use  

< under construction > 

 
MODULE C Use of the Internet  

< under construction > 
 
MODULE D Internet commerce details: activities and barrier s   

< under construction >  

D2b: On-line delivery (pilot question)  

(text based on OECD comment)  

Digitally delivered products include those products which can be delivered on physical media (such as 
CD or tape) but are also able to be delivered over the Internet in digitised form (and thus independently 
of those physical media). Such products comprise: movies/images, sound/music, software, 
computer/video games, and text/printed matter.  For some digitally delivered products, the analogy with 
the physically delivered product is direct (e.g. a downloaded movie file and a video of that movie, an 
mp3 file and a CD). For others, the relationship is less direct, for instance, the use of the Web to create 
new kinds of products which substitute for the physical goods in the above categories.  These could 
include charged information services where the user can get access to news articles or research 



FP6-2005-IST-41 (038312) CITIZEN MEDIA Deliverable D1.1.1 

 

  Page 64 of 75 

output (instead of having to buy a newspaper or a journal) and on-line games (where the nature of the 
game is different from other computer or video games because of the networking capacity of the 
Internet).  

The area of digital delivery of traditional services is more problematic.  For many services which are 
ordered over the Internet, one could argue that the service is ordered and confirmed on-line but that a 
large part of it is provided/delivered off-line.  Examples of such transactions include buying insurance 
through an Internet broker, reserving a hotel room through a hotel chain's web-based reservation 
system, booking plane tickets through an airline’s web-site and ordering concert tickets from an on-line 
seller.  For other services, including some on-line financial and gaming services, the whole service is 
provided online. Given the conceptual complexity of on-line services delivery (for respondents as well 
as NSI’s), the question focuses on those products which are amenable to digital delivery.  This is also 
where the OECD’s main policy interest currently is.  

MODULE E e-Skills  

< under construction > 

 
MODULE F Socio-demographic background variables  

< preliminary version >  

F3: Educational level  

In order to obtain comparable information for the different countries, the levels of education are linked 
to the UNESCO's International Standard Classification of Education (ISCED 1997).  

A detailed description of the classification is available from the UNESCO Institute for Statistics’ 
website: http://www.uis.unesco.org/ev.php?ID=3813_201&ID2=DO_TOPIC  

Conversion tables matching the national educational levels to the ISCED codes are available from the 
CIRCA site (information relating to the school year 1999-2000): 
http://forum.europa.eu.int/Public/irc/dsis/edtcs/library?l=/public/unesco_collection/programmes_isced97/school_1999_2000&vm=

det  

For the purpose of this survey, information on the educational level has to be transmitted following a 
regrouping in three broad categories:  

. •No formal education completed, primary or lower secondary education (corresponding to ISCED 
0, 1 or 2);  
. •Upper secondary education (corresponding to ISCED 3 or 4);  
. •Tertiary education (corresponding to ISCED 5 or 6).  
 

The highest level reached is required. Only a completed level may be considered; 'completed' in this 
context is taken to imply successful termination, normally accompanied by an appropriate qualification.  

Pre-primary education (ISCED level 0)  
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Programmes at level 0, (pre-primary) defined as the initial stage of organised instruction are designed 
primarily to introduce very young children to a school-type environment, i.e. to provide a bridge 
between the home and a school-based atmosphere. Upon completion of these programmes, children 
continue their education at level 1 (primary education).  

Primary education or first stage of basic education  (ISCED level 1)  
Programmes at level 1 are normally designed on a unit or project basis to give students a sound basic 
education in reading, writing and mathematics along with an elementary understanding of other 
subjects such as history, geography, natural science, social science, art and music. The core at this 
level consists of education provided for children, the customary or legal age of entrance being not 
younger than five years or older than seven years. This level covers in principle six years of full-time 
schooling.  

Lower secondary or second stage of basic education (ISCED level 2)  
In many, if not most countries, the educational aim is to lay the foundation for lifelong learning and 
human development on which countries may expand, systematically, further educational 
opportunities. The programmes at this level are usually on a more subject-oriented pattern using more 
specialized teachers and more often several teachers conducting classes in their field of 
specialization. The full implementation of basic skills occurs at this level.  

Upper Secondary education (ISCED level 3)  
The educational programmes included at this level typically require the completion of some 9 years of 
full-time education (since the beginning of level 1) for admission or a combination of education and 
vocational or technical experience and with as minimum entrance requirements the completion of 
level 2 or demonstrable ability to handle programmes at this level. The entrance age to this level is 
typically 15 or 16 years. More specialization may be observed at this level than at ISCED level 2 and 
often teachers need to be more qualified or specialized than for ISCED level 2.  The programmes can 
be general, technical or labour-market oriented.  

Post-secondary non-tertiary education (ISCED level 4)  
This item captures programmes that straddle the boundary between upper-secondary and post-
secondary education from an international point of view, even though they might clearly be considered 
as upper-secondary or post-secondary programmes in a national context. ISCED level 4 programmes 
can, considering their content, not be regarded as tertiary programmes. They are often not 
significantly more advanced than programmes at ISCED level 3 but they serve to broaden the 
knowledge of participants who have already completed a programme at level 3. Typical examples are 
programmes designed to prepare students for studies at level 5 who, although having completed 
ISCED level 3, did not follow a curriculum which would allow entry to level 5.  

First stage of tertiary education (ISCED level 5)  
This level consists of tertiary programmes having an educational content more advanced than those offered at 
levels 3 and 4. Entry to these programmes normally requires the successful completion of ISCED level 3 (esp. 
general or technical programmes) or a similar qualification at ISCED level 4 (esp. those preparing for entry to 
ISCED 5).  This level includes all the research programmes which are not part of a doctorate, such as any type 
of Master's degree. The programmes can be of a general nature - i.e. largely theoretically based and intended to 
provide sufficient qualifications for gaining entry into advanced research programmes and professions with high 
skills requirements - or more technically oriented - i.e. practically oriented/occupationally specific and mainly 
designed for participants to acquire the practical skills and know-how needed for employment in a particular 
occupation or trade or class of occupations or trades (the successful completion of which usually provides the 
participants with a labour-market relevant qualification).  

Second stage of tertiary education (ISCED level 6)  
This level is reserved for tertiary programmes which lead to the award of an advanced research 
qualification, such as a doctorate. The programmes are therefore devoted to advanced study and 
original research and are not based on course-work only. They typically require the submission of a 
thesis or dissertation of publishable quality which is the product of original research and represents a 
significant contribution to knowledge.  It prepares graduates for faculty posts in institutions offering 
ISCED 5 (general) programmes, as well as research posts in government, industry, etc. 

 
F4: Employment situation  
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Unlike the Labour Force Survey, this survey doesn’t contain a number of detailed questions to assess 
an individual’s employment situation or labour status. This variable is more related to the LFS question 
on the main labour status where the respondent gives a self-perception regarding his/her activity 
status.  The explanatory notes below should help the respondent and/or interviewer in indicating the 
appropriate employment situation. The concepts and definitions used are based on those used in 
Eurostat’s labour market statistics and recommended by the ILO.  

Employee  
Employees are defined as persons who work, by agreement, for a public or private employer and who receive 
compensation in the form of wages, salaries, fees, gratuities, payment by results or payment in kind; irrespective 
of the number or hours worked (full time or part time) and the duration of the contract (fixed or indefinite). This 
category includes non-conscripted members of the armed forces, apprentices or trainees receiving 
remuneration, seasonal workers and persons on strike. This category does not include voluntary workers and 
family workers who don’t receive a regular monetary wage.  

Persons who are simultaneously working in their own professional practice and for a public or private 
employer (e.g. doctors with their own cabinet and working in an hospital) should be classified 
according to the status where they work a more important number of hours.  

Self-employed  
Self-employed persons, with or without employees, are defined as persons who work in their own or joinly-
owned business, professional practice or farm for the purpose of earning a profit. This category includes own-
account workers, family workers who don’t receive a regular monetary wage, freelancers (although a person 
who has been regularly retained by a single employer for some time may also be regarded as an employee) and 
persons who look after one or more children that are not their own on a private basis and receiving a payment 
for this service.  

Persons who are simultaneously working in their own professional practice and for a public or private 
employer (e.g. doctors with their own cabinet and working in an hospital) should be classified 
according to the status where they work a more important number of hours.  

Unemployed  
In accordance with the ILO standards used in the Labour Force Survey, unemployed persons 
comprise persons aged 15 to 74 who are (the three conditions must be fulfilled):  

� .(a) without work during the reference week (the week of the interview), i.e. neither have a job nor are at work (for one hour or 
more) in paid employment or self-employment;  
� .(b) currently available for work, i.e. are available for paid employment or self-employment before the end of the two weeks 
following the reference week;  
� .(c)  actively seeking work, i.e. have taken specific steps in the four weeks period ending with the reference week to seek paid 
employment or self-employment or who found a job to start later, i.e. within a period of at most three months.   The following are 
considered as specific steps in “actively seeking work”:  
� .- having been in contact with a public employment office to find work, whoever took the initiative (renewing registration for 
administrative reasons only is not an active step),  
� .- having been in contact with a private agency (temporary work agency, firm specialising in recruitment, etc.) to find work,  
 

- applying to employers directly,  
- asking among friends, relatives, unions, etc., to find work,  
- placing or answering job advertisements,  
- studying job advertisements,  
- taking a recruitment test or examination or being interviewed,  
- looking for land, premises or equipment,  
- applying for permits, licences or financial resources.  

Student  
This category refers to individuals in formal education (in educational institutions such as school, 
university, etc.) and not belonging to any of the other categories of employment situation.   
When strictly applying the LFS definitions, students with small jobs have to be classified as employees. 
However, due to the absence of the long list of questions used to determine the employment status in the 
LFS, students who work only a few hours per week may be classified as students.   
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Other not in the labour force  
This category refers to persons who are not employed or unemployed. Students are considered as a 
separate category (see above).   
“Other not in the labour force includes persons in retirement or early retirement, persons in compulsory 
military service, persons fulfilling domestic tasks (without being an employee or self-employed, e.g. 
housewives) or other inactive persons.  

 
F5: Occupation (pilot question)  

The individual’s occupation should be coded according to the ISCO-88 (COM) classification which is 
used in most of Eurostat’s social statistics and which is based upon the ILO’s International Standard 
Classification of Occupations, ISCO-88 (see http://laborsta.ilo.org/applv8/data/isco88e.html).  The 
basis for the classification is the job and the skills. A job is defined as the set of tasks and duties to be 
performed. Skills are the abilities to carry out the tasks and duties of a job. Skills consist of two 
dimensions: skill level – which is usually related to the level of educational attainment - and domain 
specialisation.   

The purpose of this variable is not to collect data on ICT usage broken down by individual occupations 
(this would necessitate very large samples), but rather by groups of occupations. E.g. manual versus 
non-manual or IT-jobs versus non-IT-jobs. To be able to make such regroupings, it is necessary to 
code and store the occupations at a detailed level, at least at 3 digit level but preferably at 4 digit level. 
The major groups (1 digit) or submajor groups (2 digit) will not allow to distinguish IT professionals from 
other workers.  

The classification is available in the RAMON-database (http://europa.eu.int/comm/eurostat/ramon). An 
introductionary note can be found at http://europa.eu.int/comm/eurostat/ramon/intro_isco88/en.html. 

 
F6: Geographical location  

“Objective 1” promotes the development and structural adjustment of regions whose development is 
lagging behind, i.e. whose average per capita GDP is below 75% of the European Union average.  The 
NUTS regions (statistical demarcation) eligible for support from the Structural Funds under Objective 1, 
including transitional or phasing-out Objective 1 regions which are marked in italic, are listed below.  

Countries entirely covered  by Objective 1:   Estonia  (the whole country counts as one single region at NUTS2-level) Greece 

Ireland (Southern and Eastern under transitional support) Latvia (the whole 

country counts as one single region at NUTS2-level) Lithuania  (the whole country 

counts as one single region at NUTS2-level) Hungary Malta  (the whole country 

counts as one single region at NUTS2-level) Poland Portugal (Lisboa (NUTS 2) 

and Oeste, Médio Tejo and Lezíria do Tejo  
(NUTS 3) under transitional support)  

Slovenia (the whole country counts as one single region at NUTS2-level)  

Countries with no Objective 1 regions :   Cyprus (the whole country counts as one single region at NUTS2-level) Denmark 

Luxembourg  

Belgium: Hainaut  
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Czech Republic:  St�ední � echy, Jihozápad, Severozápad, Severovýchod, Jihovýchod, St�ední Morava, 
Moravskoslezsko (i.e. the whole country except Praha)  

Germany: Brandenburg Nord-Ost, Brandenburg Süd-West, Mecklenburg-Vorpommern, Chemnitz, Dresden, Leipzig, 
Dessau, Halle, Magdeburg, Thüringen, Berlin (part: former East Berlin, i.e. Kreis Berlin-Ost, Stadt)  

Spain: Galicia, Principado de Asturias, Castilla y León, Castilla-La Mancha, 

Extremadura, Comunidad Valenciana, Andalucía, Región 

de Murcia, Ceuta, Melilla, Canarias, Comunidad Autonoma 

Cantabria France : Guadeloupe, Martinique, Guyana, 

Réunion, Corse, Nord - Pas-de-Calais (parts: 

arrondissements Avesnes, Douai, Valenciennes) Italy : 

Campania, Puglia, Basilicata, Calabria, Sicilia, Sardegna, 

Molise The Netherlands: Flevoland Austria: Burgenland 

Slovakia: Západné Slovensko, Stredné Slovensko, 

Východné Slovensko (i.e. the whole country except 

Bratislavsky kraj) Finland: Itä-Suomi (all), Länsi-Suomi 

(part: northern part of Keski-Suomi), Pohjois-Suomi (parts: 

all of Lappi, part of Pohjois-Pohjanmaa, eastern part of 

Keski-Pohjanmaa) [see also: Annex I to Protocol 6 annexed 

to the Act of Accession of Austria, Finland and Sweden  

(http://europa.eu.int/eur-

lex/en/treaties/dat/AU_FI_SV_accession.html#0355010034)

]  

Sweden:  Norra Mellansverige (parts: northwestern part of Gävleborgs län, northern and western parts of Dalarnas 
län, northern part of Värmlands län), Mellersta Norrland (all, but coastal part is under the "Special 
Programme") and Övre Norrland (all, but coastal part is under the "Special Programme")  

[see also: Annex I to Protocol 6 annexed to the Act of Accession of Austria, Finland and Sweden  
(http://europa.eu.int/eur-lex/en/treaties/dat/AU_FI_SV_accession.html#0355010034)] United Kingdom: 
South Yorkshire, West Wales and the Valleys, Cornwall and Isles of Scilly, Merseyside, Highlands and 
Islands, Northern Ireland  

The list of Objective 1 regions was published in O.J.  L194 p. 53 of 27/07/1999, Annexes I and II  
(http://europa.eu.int/eur-lex/pri/en/oj/dat/1999/l_194/l_19419990727en00530057.pdf).  

The list of Objective 1 regions in the Member States who entered the EU in 2004 can be found in Annex II to the Act 
concerning the conditions of accession of these countries. The list is valid from 01/05/2004 until 31/12/2006 
(http://www.europa.eu.int/eur-lex/en/treaties/dat/L_2003236EN/L2003236EN.065803.htm).  

The list of NUTS regions as of 2003 was published in O.J. L154 p. 1 of 21/06/2003; see also the RAMON-database on 
Eurostat’s website (http://europa.eu.int/comm/eurostat/ramon/nuts). 

 
F7: Type of locality  

The concept of "urbanisation" has been introduced to indicate the character of the area where the 
respondent lives. The definition of the type of locality is based on the classification of degrees of 
urbanisation which is also used in the Labour Force Survey (LFS, column 176).   

The following degrees of urbanisation have been identified:  

Densely-populated area. This is a contiguous set of local areas, each of which has a density superior to 500 
inhabitants per square kilometre, where the total population for the set is at least 50,000 inhabitants.  

Intermediate area. This is a contiguous set of local areas, not belonging to a densely-populated area, each of 
which has a density superior to 100 inhabitants per square kilometre, and either with a total population for 
the set of at least 50,000 inhabitants or adjacent to a densely-populated area.  

Thinly-populated area . This is a contiguous set of local areas belonging neither to a densely-populated nor to 
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an intermediate area.  

(a set of local areas totalling less than 100 km², not reaching the required density, but entirely enclosed within a 
densely-populated or intermediate area, is to be considered to form part of that area.  If it is enclosed within a 
densely-populated area and an intermediate area it is considered to form part of the intermediate area)  

In this definition of degree of urbanisation there is a criterion of geographical contiguity together with a 
population threshold. Harmonised, comparable correspondence between the degree of urbanisation 
and NUTS 5 regions will be (re-)defined on the basis of 2001 census data (for Member States and 
Candidate countries) in 2005. These correspondence tables enable the NSI’s to easily recode the 
addresses or postal codes into the three categories. An "area" consists of a group of contiguous "local 
areas" where a "local area" corresponds to the following entities in the respective Member States :  

Belgium: Gemeente / Commune 

Czech Republic:  Obce (6 251 in year 2000)  

Denmark:  Kommuner  

Germany:  Gemeinde  

Estonia:  Vald+Alev+Linn (254)  

Greece:  Demotiko diamerisma / Koinotiko diamerisma  

 

The Netherlands:  Gemeente Austria:  Gemeinde 

Poland: Gminy+Miasta (2 486) Portugal:  

Freguesias Slovenia:  Obcinah (192 since 1 Jan 

1999) Slovakia:  Obce a Mesta (2 920 in year 

1999)  

(after the kapodistria reform, ca. 6000 units)  Finland:  Kunnat  
Spain:  Municipio  Sweden:  Kommune  

France:  Commune  United Kingdom:  Ward  

Ireland:  DED / ward   
Italy:  Commune  

Iceland:  Sveitarfélag (165  
until 1997, 124 from 
1998) 

 
Cyprus:  Demos/Koinotites  

Norway:  Kommuner (435) 

Latvia:  Pagast+ Pilsetas (560)  
Lithuania:  Seniunija 
 
Luxembourg:  Commune Bulgaria:  Naseleni miasti 
Hungary: Telepules (3 135) Romania:  Comuni, Municipii, Orasi 
Malta:  Localities Turkey: not yet available  

 
F8 and F9: Household type  

“Household” refers either to one person living alone or a group of people living together in the same 
dwelling unit with at least one person of the age of 16 – 74 years (see above: “General outline of the 
survey”, Scope - age limit). The household composition (as used in the tabulation scheme) is 
determined using two indicators: the total number of persons in the household (including all age 
groups) and the number of children under 16. The presence (and the number) of children is collected 
separately as this is a driving force for adoption of ICT’s or Internet in a household. 

 
F10: Household income (optional question)  
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The “income” concept used in this survey is the net monthly income of the household (not the individual!).  

For persons in paid employment, this refers to the monthly ‘take-home’ pay, i.e. the pay after deducting 
income taxes, employee's social security contributions and any voluntary contributions.  Bonuses regularly 
paid at the time of each payment – such as regular overtime hours, bonuses for team, night or weekend 
work, tips and commissions - are included. Bonuses that are not paid at each pay period (f.i. annual profit 
shares) but that are by accident paid in the considered pay period are excluded as they will lead to a non-
representative estimate. Irregular or annual bonuses should be excluded. No “redistribution” of such 
bonuses – i.e. dividing by 12 and adding to the monthly estimate – is required as this would unnecessarily 
increase the recall burden on the respondent. This may however make international comparisons less 
relevant as the impact of such bonuses tends to differ heavily from one country to another. Where 
applicable and feasible, an estimate of the monetary value for the payments in kind should be added.  

Although the income from self-employment may be difficult to measure, the respondents can be asked for 
an estimate of their disposable income.  

Income from allowances such as unemployment benefits, pensions and sickness, disability or invalidity 
allowances should refer to the last monthly allowance received before the interview (or the monthly average for a 
recent period if this is more easy to collect or estimate).  

Income from investments (assets, savings, stocks, shares, etc) is to be excluded as this information is 
difficult to measure and/or collect.  

Although undesirable, derogations from the above definition of the household income may be justified in 
cases where the data can be obtained from slighly different income-related questions in the survey vehicle 
the survey on ICT usage is linked to. Especially when using such already available data is the only way of 
providing information on this sensitive, optional variable.  

Ideally, information should be collected by asking the respondent for an estimate of the actual amount. 
Where it is not desirable or feasible to collect such information, the respondent can indicate a size band. 
These size bands should be compatible with the breakdown used in the tabulation scheme (to be provided 
by Eurostat). 
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ANNEX B  

In the table below you will find the scores (1p => 1 point) we used for every question, and 
how this is integrated in to different usage variables, this is taken from the Norwegian 
survey.. 

 

PC use   

ICT 02 Have you been using a PC or computer during 
the last 3 months ? (yes/no)  (1p) 

ICT 10 During the last 3 months, have you been using 
a PC in average  

1) at least 1 time per day every day  (1p) 
2) at least 1 time a week, but not every day 

(1p) 
3) at least 1 time per month, but not every 

week (1p) 
4) less than one time a month (0p) 

ICT 11 Have you been using a PC the last 3 months at 

1) home (1p) 
2) work (1p) 
3) education (1p) 
4) in another house (1p) 
5) other places (1p) 

ICT 24 a- Have you ever copied files on your PC? 
(yes/no) (YES = 1p) 

24b Have you ever used the copy and paste 
function in a document? (yes/no) (YES = 1p) 

Internet Use   

ICT 04 When did you use Internet last time 

1) less than a year  (2p) 
2) more than a year  (1p) 
3) never used Internet (0p) 

ICT 12 In the course of the last 3 months, will you say 
that you have used internet in average  

 

1) at least 1 time per day every day  (3p) 
2) at least 1 time a week, but not every day 

(2p) 
3) at least 1 time per month, but not every 

week (1p) 
4) less than one time a month (0 p) 

ICT 13 Have you been using Internet the last 3 months 
at 

 

1) home (1p) 
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2) work (1p) 
3) education (1p) 
4) in another house (1p) 
5) other places (1p) 

ICT 25 a Have you used search engines like google or 
kvasir? (yes/no) (YES = 1p) 

Social Communication  

ICT 15 a Have you for private reasons used internet to 
send or received emails? (yes/no) (YES = 1p) 

15b Used internet to phone or participated in video 
conference (web cam)? (yes/no) (YES = 1p) 

15c Communicated other ways by using f.ex. chat, 
MSN or similar ? (yes/no) (YES = 1p) 

ICT 25b Have you sent attachment with your email? 
(yes/no) (YES = 1p) 

25c Have you sent messages in chat-rooms, 
newsgroups or other discussion forums on the 
net? (yes/no) (YES = 1p) 

25d Have you used internet for phoning? (yes/no) 
(YES = 1p) 

Instrumental  

ICT 15d Have used internet the last 3 months 
to…..search info about products and services? 
(yes/no) (YES = 1p) 

15e Have you for private reasons used internet the 
3 last months…. in relation to travel or 
accommodations (yes/no) (YES = 1p) 

15i ….read or downloaded online papers or news 
magazines (yes/no) (YES = 1p) 

15j …. job searches or sending jobs applications 
(yes/no) (YES = 1p) 

15k …deliver bank services, or using Internet bank 
(net bank) (yes/no) (YES = 1p) 

Entertainment   

15f Have you in the last 3 months for private 
reasons…used internet to listen to radio or 
watching television?  (yes/no) (YES = 1p) 

15g ….gaming or downloaded games or music?  
(yes/no) (YES = 1p) 

Advanced Use   

15h ….downloaded programs  (YES = 1p) 

ICT 24c Have you ever…… used formula to add, 
subtract, multiply or divide numbers in 
spreadsheet? (yes/no) (YES = 1p) 
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24d …..compressed data files (winzip) (yes/no)t 
(YES = 1p) 

24e ……created a computing program? (yes/no) 
(YES = 1p) 

ICT 25e …used file sharing programs to share films, 
music etc?  (yes/no) (YES = 1p) 

25f ….created a homepage or internet page? 
(yes/no) (YES = 1p) 

E-Commerce  

ICT 15 l …purchasing shares or other financing 
services? (YES = 1p) 

15m …purchased or ordered products or services, 
(not shares or financing services)? (YES = 1p) 

15n …selling services or products, for example sell 
by auction? (YES = 1p) 

ICT 17 When did you use Internet to buy or order 
products or services last time 

1) less than a year (2p) 
2) more than a year  (1p) 
3) never purchased or ordered services or 

products on the net (0p) 
ICT 18a What type of product and services have you 

purchased or ordered on the net the last 12 
months for private use? Have you purchased or 
ordered….food or groceries? (1p= 

18b …..household goods?(1p) 

18c …..film and music? (1p) 

18d …books, papers, magazines or electronic 
teaching material? (1p) 

18e ….clothes or sports accessories (1p) 

18f ….pc programs or games (TV 
games/videogames)? (1p) 

18g ….computer hardware? (1p) 

18h …electronic equipments (cameras etc)? (1p) 

18i ……shares, finance services, insurance? (1p) 

18j …travels, accommodations for vacations? (1p) 

18k …tickets to different types of events? (1p) 

18l …lottery and betting? (1p) 

18m …other..? (1p) 

E-Government   

ICT 15o Information about use of governmental 
services: Have you during the last 3 months, for 
private reasons used internet to…. Obtain 



FP6-2005-IST-41 (038312)  CITIZEN MEDIA                                                REPORT              D1.11  

 

  Page 74 of 75 

information from e-governmental services on 
the internet?(YES =1 p) 

15 p …download official governmental forms? (1p) 

15q …sent a filled out form to governmental 
authorities? (1p) 

E-Learning   

15 r Some questions about education and courses 
on Internet. Have you during the last 3 months 
used internet to….take formal education on 
school or university? (YES = 1p) 

15 s …take post-qualifying education? (1p) 

15t …other post-qualifying education courses 
related to employment possibilities? (1p) 

E-Health   

15u Questions about information on health and use 
of health services on the internet…..searching 
for health related questions on the internet? 
(YES = 1p)  

15v …done online agreements with doctor? (1p) 

15w …asking a doctor about prescription online? 
(1p) 

15x …asking for medical advices from a doctor? 
(1p) 

Downloading   

ICT 19a (if 18f, yes) Of the movies and/or music you purchased on 
Internet, have you received or updated some of 
this electronic on the Internet (yes/no) (YES = 
1p) 

19b Did you receive some of your books, papers, 
magazines or teaching material electronic via 
internet? (1p) 

19c Did you receive or updated some software 
electronic vi Internet? (1p) 

ICT Education   

ICT 23a  Have you ever taken a course or education 
lessons’ in use of PC that have last for more 
than 3 education lessons in total? (YES 1p) 

23b Have you taken such a course… 

1) during the last 3 months (3p) 
2) between 3 months and 1 year ago (2p) 
3) between 1 year and 3 years ago (1 p)  
4) more than 3 years ago (0 p) 

ICT 26a (if yes on 
questions in 24 or 25) 

Where have you obtained the knowledge to 
manage this activity? …..In formal education? 
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(yes/no)  (YES 1p) 

26b …by post-qualifying education courses? (1p) 

26c  …vocational training via your employer? (1p) 

26d ….self studies with the use of books or similar? 
(1p) 

26e …self-learning, by trail and error? (1p) 

26f …..informal learning with help from others? (1p) 

26g  ….other  (1p) 

 

 


