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Executive summary

Purpose

Methodology

Given the substantial investment that Australia
has embarked on to provide next generation
broadband, it is important that research be
undertaken to understand how the internet (and
subsequently next generation broadband) is
used in Australian households and the potential
that this technology has to affect people’s lives.
Research on internet usage in Australia, to
date, has investigated demographic differences
between users and non-users, and the nature of
online activity (e.g., ABS, 2011a). Other studies
have looked at changes in the frequency of
internet use over time (Ewing & Thomas, 2012).
However, there has been an absence of research,
both locally and overseas, on the potential
influence of a range of internet behaviours on
people’s life capabilities, sense of inclusion and
well-being. It is with this knowledge that we
can start to understand the impact of the rapid
increase of digital technologies on people’s
everyday lives and the corresponding concerns
over digital disparity. The current research
addresses this gap by taking a more holistic
approach. Inhibitors of internet use, and types
and frequency of internet use are examined in
conjunction with a range of measures of people’s
broader life experiences.

The 2013 “Connecting Your Community” survey
was conducted in two regional cities in New
South Wales, Australia (Coffs Harbour and Port
Macquarie; N = 1178). The survey was designed
to provide detailed information about how
Australian householders (in regional communities)
currently use the internet. From this, we were
able to establish how internet use varies across
different demographic groups, and the enablers
and inhibitors of online engagement. Extending on
previous research in this domain we also explored
the extent to which internet users used online
activities relative to more conventional means of
engagement and the potential impact of internet
use on people’s capabilities in life, sense of social
inclusion, and well-being.
The survey design and methodology is distinct
from available public and private research. As the
survey was designed to include diverse sectors
of the community, including people that do not
use the internet, the survey involved the use of
a randomised stratified sampling technique and
was conducted primarily through a printed survey,
with the option to complete online.
The survey was developed through a number of
preliminary studies. Qualitative data obtained
through telephone interviews with a range of
community members was used to inform the
initial development of many of the survey items.
This was followed by the testing of measures
through a pilot and a validation study.
The survey was also designed to be used in the
future to provide information about the impact
of the rollout of next generation broadband in
Australia, as represented by the National Broadband
Network. Coffs Harbour and Port Macquarie were
selected as comparison communities, as Coffs
Harbour was in the process of rolling out the
network and Port Macquarie was not scheduled
to have this facility for a further two years. Both
communities have a similar demographic profile.
Details of the methodology are provided in Chapter
2 of the report.

Australian Centre for Broadband Innovation, CSIRO Digital Productivity and Services Flagship
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Findings
◆◆Overall, 11.5% (n = 136) of survey participants

were non-internet users. Although some
individuals 65 years of age and above were
using the internet, over two-thirds of non-users
belonged to this age-group. Low household
income and living alone were also associated
with non-internet use. More importantly, a
combination of all three factors worked to
significantly increase the likelihood of not
engaging online. Although prior research has
already associated both older-age and low
income with non-internet use (e.g., ABS, 2011a),
these findings highlight the importance of
considering additional factors that may work
to exacerbate a lack of online engagement. Not
having others in the home to increase one’s
exposure to different online activities and
provide assistance where needed are likely to
present additional hurdles for those already
facing financial and age-related barriers.

◆◆Lack of skills and confidence in using the

internet was identified as a main inhibitor to
online engagement by both the majority of
older (65+ years) and younger non-users. Even
among non-users on low household incomes
($30,000 or less), lack of skills was selected as
a main reason by the majority (62.5%), whereas
affordability of access was selected by less than
a third. This is not to imply that affordability
is not an issue for low income users, rather it
suggests that for those living in these regional
areas, cost is not likely to be the main reason
for not going online. Therefore, although
affordability is a critical consideration in
terms of equality of access, reducing financial
barriers to access is not likely to address such
inequalities unless effort is also directed
towards providing the skills and support
needed to use the internet in meaningful ways.

◆◆Among users of the internet, our findings

reveal that going online is now preferred over
traditional channels for only a limited number
of activities, such as seeking travel information
and paying bills. Most internet users were still
substantially relying on more conventional
avenues (such as phone or face-to-face contact)
for job searching, and to access their local
council and other government services. Even
among younger internet users who were more
likely to need access to government services
(such as people who were unemployed or
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non-retirees on a pension), over a third of
these users indicated that they never used the
internet for this purpose. This suggests that
even people of a non-senior age, who already
use the internet to some extent and who
need to access these services, are still utilising
traditional (and more timely and costly)
methods to do so.

◆◆Among those with a broadband connection

who watch TV shows or documentaries online
(e.g., iView), 40.3% of people living in rural
areas and 32.1% in urban areas reported their
connection was too slow. Further, 30.4% of
people living in rural areas and 23.6% in urban
areas reported their connection was too slow
for video communication (e.g., Skype).

◆◆The survey also investigated how internet use

among people who already use the internet
varies across socio-demographic groups.
There were generally no significant differences
in internet behaviour between men and
women, or between the urban coastal and
rural hinterland dwellers in these regional
communities. However, both age and standard
of living were reflected in different patterns
of internet use. Older respondents (65+) who
were using the internet engaged in a number
of online activities, but the range of activities
was smaller relative to younger users. They
also tended to use the internet less frequently.
This was particularly the case when it came
to accessing information, and goods and
services. The effect of standard of living was
more complex. Among people who already
use the internet, those who reported a lower
standard of living used the internet just as
frequently as those who reported a higher
standard of living. However, lower standard of
living was associated with more frequent use
of the internet to access government services
and social networking sites. In contrast, higher
standard of living was related to more frequent
access to online news, socialising through
email, and buying goods online.

HOUSEHOLD INTERNET USE IN AUSTRALIA: A study in regional communities

FINDINGS ON CAPABILITIES, SOCIAL
INCLUSION AND WELL-BEING
◆◆Importantly our survey data also revealed

that the majority of internet users felt that
the internet had made a positive impact on
a number of their life experiences. A large
majority of respondents reported that the
internet had improved their knowledge
and skills and more than half reported that
it had increased their level of engagement
in society and improved aspects of their
social life, including personal relationship
support. Approximately a third to a quarter
of respondents reported that it had
improved their standard of living and health,
respectively. The one domain for which
negative impacts were reported was safety,
with just over 20% of internet users reporting
that the internet had worsened their sense of
safety and security, with this more likely to be
the case for users under 65 years of age than
above.

of or limited engagement. They attest to the
need for further research to measure changes
in patterns of internet behaviour over time,
along with corresponding changes in people’s
capabilities, sense of inclusion and well-being.
Our longitudinal program of research is designed
to address this need. At the time of this initial
survey, next generation broadband had just been
rolled out in Coffs Harbour. Therefore, follow-up
research will also enable us to investigate the
extent to which the provision of next generation
broadband plays a contributory role to these
effects, by comparing internet behaviour in a
regional area that has had access to this facility
for some time (Coffs Harbour) to a region
without access (Port Macquarie).

◆◆The relationship between internet use and

aspects of social inclusion was also tested
statistically by analysing the relationship
between internet behaviour and scores on
various social inclusion measures. More
frequent and diverse use of the internet was
associated with self-reported timelier access
to health treatment and information, better
access to activities building on knowledge and
skills, higher levels of community engagement,
greater accommodation security and feeling
more respected.

◆◆Lastly, the survey investigated the relationships
between ‘frequency and type of internet use’
and personal well-being. Using the internet
more frequently overall was associated with
higher levels of life satisfaction. When looking
at the different types of internet use acting
together, results revealed that using the
internet to access information was associated
with a sense of control over one’s life, whereas
using the internet to communicate and
network socially was associated with positive
emotional well-being.

Acknowledging the limitations of cross-sectional
data, these initial findings paint a fairly positive
image of the potential impact of the internet
on people’s broader life experiences. However,
they also raise concerns over sectors of society
that may be further marginalised through lack
Australian Centre for Broadband Innovation, CSIRO Digital Productivity and Services Flagship
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1. Introduction
1.1

Next Generation
Broadband

This report describes the findings from CSIRO’s
2013 “Connecting your Community” survey
exploring household internet use in areas of
regional Australia. This survey forms part of a
longitudinal program of research that aims to
maximise the social and economic outcomes
achieved from Australia’s investment in next
generation broadband infrastructure. An
important factor in ensuring that the potential
of next generation broadband is realised is the
ability and willingness of end-users to engage
with the internet and associated online services.
The 2013 “Connecting your Community” survey
provides detailed insight into the way in which
householders based in regional Australia
currently use the internet and the ways in which
this behaviour is associated with a range of life
capabilities and personal well-being.
Different domains of internet use are explored,
ranging from social networking to buying
goods and services to education and learning.
Findings highlight the extent to which people
engage in these online activities relative to more
conventional methods and how this internet
use relates to their life experiences. With this
information it is possible to identify where
internet-enabled services are currently underexploited, the factors that need to be addressed to
achieve better uptake of internet-enabled services
in Australia, and the broader benefits for society.

1.2 Literature Review
The increased use of internet-enabled services
has come about because of the improvements
in service delivery and cost-efficiencies that
can be achieved by providing services online.
However, increasing reliance on internet-enabled
technology can have negative impacts if certain
groups are unable or unwilling to access online
services. These groups may miss out on important
services and opportunities as organisations direct
more of their efforts towards supporting digital,
rather than traditional service delivery channels
(in relation to health in Australia, see Baum,
Newman, & Biedrzycki, 2012).
Understanding how and why individuals use
the internet is also important for achieving the
economic outcomes that are expected from
next generation broadband. Organisations may
fail to realise the benefits of their investment
in internet-enabled technologies if end-users
do not engage with these technologies. For
example, UK Online, an initiative launched in
2002, sponsored community internet access
points, free internet training and major
campaigns to promote awareness to targeted
groups. An evaluation conducted by the National
Audit Office (NAO, 2003) however, found the
impact on encouraging various groups to use
UK Online centres was minimal. As noted by
Sourbati (2009, 2012), meaningful use of services
delivered through the internet requires not just
access but user motivation.
Thus, there are compelling social and economic
reasons for why it is important to understand
how and why individuals use the Internet.
Much of the research answering this question is
concerned with the concept of “digital divide.”
Until recently, research on the digital divide has
tended to only differentiate between users and
non-users of internet-enabled technology (e.g.,
Wresch, 1996), with little attention placed on
contextual factors beyond socio-demographic
drivers. In more recent years, researchers have
stressed the need to consider the interactions
between information and communication
technologies (ICTs), society, and politics to
examine the nature and importance of such
divides (e.g., Livingstone & Helsper, 2007;
Tsatsou, 2011). As noted by Neil Selwyn: ‘A
lack of meaningful use…is not necessarily due
to technological factors…engagement with
ICTs is based around a complex mixture of
social, psychological, economic, and above all,
pragmatic reasons (2004, p.349).
Evidence of this shift in exploring the nature of
digital divisions is apparent from a change in
focus from ‘digital-exclusion’ (a dichotomous
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concept) to a continuum of ‘digital inclusion’.
In the case of the latter, not only is lack of use
considered but also the frequency and range
of internet use among people who do use
the internet (Livingstone & Helsper, 2007).
Measuring frequency of use, and kinds of
use, enables researchers to examine degrees
of online engagement. This finer-grained
conceptualisation is particularly relevant given
recent data show that a large majority (82%) of
Australians are using the internet (ITU, 2013). A
shift in thinking from exclusion to inclusion is
also evident through recent government policy
with an emphasis on not just basic internet use,
such as email and browsing, but on engaging in
more sophisticated levels of interaction such as
e-Learning, e-Health, e-Government, and online
financial transactions (ASIB, 2012; CEC, 2010).
As a consequence, more recent research
examines how individual factors such as skills,
literacy, support, and motivation can affect
depth and type of internet activity (for review
see Tsatsou, 2011). Although the financial cost of
internet use is clearly an important factor, with
income shown to be a consistent predictor of
home internet access (ABS, 2011a; Mossberger,
Tolbert, Bowen, & Jimene, 2012), affordability
explains only a portion of the story. Mossberger
et al. (2012) found that even among poorer
communities in Chicago, lack of interest or
perceived benefit, and lack of skills were among
the main reported reasons for not having
internet access within the home. Consistent
with these findings, a study involving UK noninternet users living with a disability revealed
that only a third of those under the age of 65
were interested in learning more about digital
technologies, a figure not dissimilar to non-users
in general in the UK (Ofcom, 2006).

a range of interacting factors (including attitudes
and the social context) when seeking to identify
the determinants of internet engagement.
In addition to examining the underlying reasons
for non-engagement, researchers need to better
understand how the internet can improve or
impinge upon the life opportunities of different
groups of individuals. There is considerable
research to suggest that lack of access to the
internet can affect critical capabilities. Some
researchers, for example, have found that
using the internet for information seeking
and communication may provide an avenue
for people to have a greater voice in society,
allowing for increased social engagement and
citizen empowerment (Couldrey, 2003; Shapira,
Barak, & Gal, 2007; Shah, Kwak, & Holbert, 2001).
A quasi-experimental study by Shapira et al.
(2007) found that among older-aged individuals
(73-93 year olds), internet engagement across
a range of activities contributed to their
experiences of control and independence.
Other studies have presented evidence to
suggest that some forms of internet use (e.g.,
social networking) can have detrimental effects
through reducing social integration (e.g., Weiser,
2001). However, more recent research has
presented findings to suggest that information
sharing on social networking sites is related
to positive relationship development through
connecting otherwise hard to reach individuals
(Steijn & Schouten, 2013). Collectively, this
suggests that certain individuals, particularly
those marginalised in society, may experience
reduced life opportunities through inequality
of access. It therefore becomes critical for
researchers to help identify the circumstances
under which this may occur and ways to mitigate
such effects.

As noted by Mossberger et al. (2012),
understanding a lack of motivation either to
use the internet, or to use it to a greater extent,
has raised several questions. Do certain groups
of non- or low-internet users have values
or attitudes that downplay the utility of the
internet? Are individuals who live in social circles
with limited use of the internet simply less likely
to be exposed to its potential benefits? Selwyn
(2003) however, cautions that lack of motivation
may not always be a consequence of lack of
knowledge. Certain lifestyles may render various
types of internet activity less relevant. Choosing
not to go online may also reflect an opposition
to mainstream culture. Older groups of
individuals may also make a conscious choice not
to engage, or limit engagement with the internet
due to a discomfort with change (Haddon, 2000).
Whatever the reasons, the complexity of the
issue suggests that researchers need to consider
Australian Centre for Broadband Innovation, CSIRO Digital Productivity and Services Flagship
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1.2.1

The current research

Quantitative research on internet use in Australia
has investigated demographic differences
between users and non-users, and what types
of activities they conduct when they are online
(e.g., ABS, 2011a). These results show that olderage individuals are far less likely to be online
and that, in general, not many Australians are
engaging in online activities related to accessing
services or buying goods. Other studies have
looked at changes in internet use over time, with
results indicating that although Australians are
using the internet more frequently for a range
of activities, various online applications are still
underutilised (Ewing & Thomas, 2012). However,
little is known about the influence of a range of
internet behaviours on people’s life capabilities,
and their sense of inclusion and well-being.
It is only though this knowledge that we can
begin to understand the impact of this wave of
technological change on people’s everyday lives
and the concern over digital disparity.

◆◆This first phase of the research only provides

cross-sectional data. However, it represents
an in- depth and large scale survey of
householders’ internet use, and provides an
important baseline for follow-up research.
The two sites where we conducted the
survey encompassed both coastal urban and
hinterland rural areas, and had relatively
high representation from those groups
that have been identified as vulnerable to
digital divide, namely, the elderly, and the
financially disadvantaged. The survey explores
householders’ use of the internet in a range
of domains, encompassing social networking,
commerce, information seeking, and
entertainment. With this information, we can
provide a better understanding of how internet
use varies across sectors of society and how
and why differences in this access should be
addressed.

◆◆The current survey adds to this area of research

by specifically examining internet behaviour
among householders living in two Australian
regional communities. Regional communities
were targeted for this research not only
because the rollout of next generation
broadband was commencing mostly in nonmetropolitan areas, but also because internet
use is known to be lower in these areas relative
to metropolitan districts (ABS, 2011a). The
survey investigates self-reported inhibitors
of online engagement and how both type
and frequency of internet use may interact to
produce different patterns of online behaviour
for different groups. Importantly, the survey is
the first to consider how such factors may work
to influence people’s capabilities, sense of
social inclusion and well-being.

◆◆This survey represents the first phase of a

longitudinal research program, which aims to
explore how internet use and the outcomes of
internet use change with the delivery of next
generation broadband. This survey was carried
out in two similar regional communities,
one of which was scheduled to receive next
generation broadband early, and the other
of which was not. By monitoring internet
use, social inclusion and well-being in these
communities over time, we hope to gain
insight into both the effects of next generation
broadband and the complex interplay between
householder characteristics, internet use and
well-being.
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2. Method
2.1 Survey Development
The survey was developed through a number of
preliminary studies. Qualitative data obtained
through telephone interviews (N = 35) with a
range of community members from Coffs Harbour
were used to inform the initial development
of survey items, particularly those relating
to attitudes towards internet use for social
engagement. A pilot study (N = 31) was then
used to test the clarity of survey items among
residents from different age groups and with a
range of educational levels. Lastly, the reliability
and validity of the survey measures were tested in
a validation study (N = 226) involving individuals
living in regional communities. The process
outlined here resulted in a theoretically driven
and defensible measurement approach for
exploring the social impacts of internet use, and
in particular next generation broadband. Details
of these survey development stages are provided
in our earlier reports (Dane, Mason, & O’BrienMcInally, 2012; 2013).

invited the adult living in the household whose
birthday was next in line to participate. If this
person was not available, or was unable to do
so, then the invitation was extended to the adult
whose birthday was next in line, and so on. The
information letter accompanying the survey
booklet included a link to a web-based version of
the survey, should participants prefer an online
option. A $20 shopping voucher was offered as an
incentive to complete the survey.
Of the 4050 survey booklets mailed to households
between late April and May 2013, 195 (132 Coffs
Harbour, 63 Port Macquarie) were returned to
sender marked as “no such address”. Of the
remaining 3855 surveys 1178 were completed,
indicating an overall response rate of 30.6%. The
response rate was similar for both regions, with
30.0% (770) of surveys completed from those sent
to residents of Coffs Harbour and 31.7% (408) of
surveys completed from those sent to residents of
Port Macquarie. Of the completed surveys, only
14.8% were completed online.

2.3 Participants

2.2 Recruitment
A stratified random sampling technique was
employed for participant recruitment. Using
Geographical Information Systems (GIS), addresses
were randomly selected from two regional cities
situated along the east coast of New South Wales,
Australia – Coffs Harbour and Port Macquarie. In
total, 4050 households were randomly selected.
Two-thirds (2700) were selected from the Coffs
Harbour region. The remaining third (1350) was
selected from Port Macquarie. These sites were
chosen for the survey as the longer term goal of
the research was to examine how the provision
of next generation broadband (which is currently
occurring in Coffs Harbour1) affects internet use and
the outcomes experienced from internet use. Port
Macquarie was identified as a demographically
matched comparison group. Next generation
broadband is not scheduled to be made available in
Port Macquarie for some years to come.
Two stratums, coastal and rural, were identified
in the case of each region. Twenty percent of
addresses were randomly selected from rural
areas, which is over double the proportion
of rural households in either regional city. A
disproportionate number was selected in order
to increase the likelihood of recruiting a sufficient
number of rural residents to enable meaningful
analysis. Information provided with the Connecting
Your Community benchmark survey booklet
1
Responses in the survey indicated that 95% of
participants living in Coffs Harbour were yet to access NGB
through an internet service provider.

A total of 1178 participants completed the survey.
Consistent with the 2:1 ratio of survey mail-outs
and the near equal response rates between
regions, 65.4% resided in Coffs Harbour and
34.6% in Port Macquarie. Of the total sample,
18.8% were living in rural (hinterland) areas and
6% identified as being of Australian Aboriginal
and/or Torres Strait Islander origin.
In terms of gender, 59.7% were female, 39.2%
were male, and 1.1% did not respond to this
item. The female to male ratio was similar for
Coffs Harbour and Port Macquarie, with only
1.2% more male participants in the latter group
relative to the former. Ages ranged from 18 to
95 years and over, with the median age falling
within the 55-59 age group. Overall, 33% of
participants were 65 years of age or over. Olderage people were somewhat overrepresented in
this sample relative to their numbers in the two
populations, with recent census data showing
24.7% of people were aged 65 and over in Port
Macquarie and 18.0% in Coffs Harbour (ABS,
2011b). Given that people of a more senior age
are less likely to use the internet (ABS, 2011a),
the disproportionate number of older-aged
participants in this survey was considered
advantageous in terms of examining the
potential impact of non-internet use across a
range of social outcomes. Of the total sample,
11.5% of participants (n = 136) reported that they
had not used the internet at all within the last 2
years. Of this group, 68.7% were people aged 65
years and over.

Australian Centre for Broadband Innovation, CSIRO Digital Productivity and Services Flagship
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2.4 Measures
The measures described below represent those
that are the focus of this report. To view the
complete set of measures, refer to the Connecting
Your Community survey in the Appendix.
2.4.1

Type and Frequency of Internet Use

Participants who responded “yes” to having used
the internet in the last 2 years were presented
with a series of items measuring their frequency
of internet use. Weiser (2001) distinguishes
between two broad categories of internet
behaviour. Goods and Information Acquisition
(GIA) relates to a utilitarian or practical
orientation towards internet use, while SocioAffective Regulation (SAR) relates to a social or an
affective orientation. In the current survey each
function was captured by two domains, resulting
in four main categories (see Table 1). The items
included represent those found to be the most
reliable from an earlier validation study used to

inform the development of the current survey
(see Dane, Mason, & O’Brien-McInally, 2013). For
analyses examining the relationships between
type of internet use and other survey measures,
multiple items within an internet domain were
averaged to form composite measures. Single and
composite measures for each of the four domains
are presented in Table 1, along with the reliability
coefficients for the latter.
Table 2 contains the items, response scale, and
reliability coefficients related to the use of the
internet for what are considered to be less
frequent types of engagement. In this case,
participants were asked to report how often
they used the internet compared with more
traditional means of access (e.g., obtaining
information about local events online compared
with accessing this information from a local
newspaper).

TABLE 1 MEASURES FOR TYPE AND FREQUENCY OF INTERNET USE

MEASURES RESPONSE OPTIONS RANGED FROM
1 = NEVER TO 7 = DAILY

RELIABILITY COEFFICIENT
(CRONBACH’S ALPHA)

Information Seeking (GIA)
News (news, local news, weather, sport)

As 4 item measure, α = .74

Health

single item

Government services

single item

Buying and Using Services (GIA)
Pricing and buying products

As 2 item measure, α = .78

Ordering groceries

single item

Banking

single item

Local library

single item

Communication and Social Networking (SAR)
Social Networking Sites (visiting, messaging, posting photos)

As 3 item measure, α = .85

Social email

single item

Chatrooms or Forums

single item

Video Communication (e.g., Skype)

single item

Personal blog

single item

Entertainment and Leisure (SAR)
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Entertainment (TV, movies, music, download music, radio)

As 5 item measure, α = .79

Games

single item

HOUSEHOLD INTERNET USE IN AUSTRALIA: A study in regional communities

2.4.2 Overall Frequency and Diversity of
Internet Use
In addition to specific areas of internet use
outlined above, participants who used the
internet, at least to some extent, were asked to
provide an overall assessment of their breadth
and depth of internet use. Response options
were “I rarely use the internet and I only use it
for limited activities (e.g. email)”, “I rarely use the
internet but I use it for a wide range of activities”,
“I use the internet frequently (more than once a
fortnight) but I only use it for limited activities
(e.g. email)”, or “I use the internet frequently
(more than once a fortnight) for a wide range of
activities”.
The choice to use ‘more than once a fortnight’
as the distinction between frequent and nonfrequent use was made to identify very lowend users (i.e., those who used the internet on
average less than weekly). As very few people
reported using the internet rarely but for a wide
range of activities, the first two options were
collapsed for the analysis into a single item “I

rarely use the internet”. Non-users were then
added to the measure resulting in a 4 category
measure (non-user, rarely use, frequently use but
for limited activities, and frequently use for a
wide range of activities).
2.4.3 Inhibitors of Internet Use in General
Non-users, infrequent users, and those who used
the internet for limited activities were also asked
to select up to three main reasons for their lack
of or limited use of the internet. Eleven response
options were presented. These related to Skills,
Benefit, Trust, Cost, Disability, Access and Reliability
of Access (for details see Survey Q.66 in the
Appendix).
2.4.4 Attitudinal Beliefs regarding Online
Social Networking
Based on an earlier telephone interview study
used to assist with the development of items for
the current benchmark survey (Dane, Mason,

TABLE 2 MEASURES OF TYPE AND FREQUENCY OF INTERNET USE (COMPARED WITH TRADITIONAL MEANS OF
ACCESS)

MEASURES RESPONSE OPTIONS RANGED FROM
1 = NEVER TO 5 = ALWAYS

RELIABILITY COEFFICIENT
(CRONBACH’S ALPHA)

Information Seeking (GIS)
Local events

single item

Research travel plans

single item

Research recreational outdoor activities

single item

Restaurants

single item

City Council

single item

( 5 items above)

As 5-item measure, α = .89

Job searching

single item

Buying and Using Services (GIS)
Sell items

single item

Pay bills

single item

Access government services

single item

Communication and Social Networking (SAR)
Organise meetings with friends

single item

Communicate about social, sporting or community groups

single item

Entertainment and Leisure (GIA/SAR)
Travel bookings and accommodation

As 2 item measure, α = .95

Purchase event tickets

single item

Access e-books

single item
Australian Centre for Broadband Innovation, CSIRO Digital Productivity and Services Flagship
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& O’Brien-McInally, 2012), four main attitudinal
beliefs regarding the use of online social
networking were identified. To measure these
beliefs in the current survey, participants were
asked to what extent they agreed or disagreed
that using online social networking, compared
with other methods of keeping in touch with
others, would be:
a. less personal
b. less private
c. a safe way of sharing information

and Skills refer to survey Q.44 and Q.45, and
Q.50-Q.55 in the Appendix)

SOCIAL INCLUSION CAPABILITIES
Later in the questionnaire, internet users were
asked to rate the extent to which they felt their
use of the internet had worsened or improved
their lives across a range of life experiences, such
as:
a. social life and experiences of support and
respect (3 items, α = .81)

d. an easy way of staying in contact with people
who live far away

b. ability to express oneself, have a voice, and feel
a part of the community (3 items, α = .84)

Response options ranged from 1 = strongly
disagree to 7 = strongly agree

d. working conditions (paid or unpaid)

c. knowledge and skills
e. standard of living

2.4.5 Social Inclusion
Multiple scales were employed to measure
perceptions of various aspects of social inclusion
(Dane et al., 2012). These variables were used
to measure the relationships between types
and frequency of internet use and broader life
experiences.
a. Personal Relationship Support (6 items, α = .85)
– e.g., “If I want to do something special, I have
friends or family members who will share the
experience with me”
b. Treatment by Others/Respect (6 items, α = .87)
– e.g., “I feel respected as an individual”
c. Community Engagement (3 items, α = .67) –
e.g., “I feel that I am able to make a positive
contribution to my community or society in
general”
d. Accommodation Security (6 items, α = .79) –
e.g., “I feel I will always have the opportunity
to live in a home that is at least clean, safe and
uncrowded”
e. Health Information and Treatment (3 items, α
= .88) – e.g., “I can access timely treatment for
any healthcare issue I might have”
Response options for the above 5 scales ranged
from 1 = strongly disagree to 6 = strongly agree
(with no mid-point).
f. Standard of Living – over the last 12 months (6
items, α = .85) – e.g., “I had to seek assistance
from welfare or community organisations
because of a shortage of money”, “I could
afford to spend money on a day or evening out
once a fortnight”
Response options for Standard of Living were 1 =
never to 5 = always.

f. fair treatment under the law
g. health
Response options ranged from 1 = worsened a
great deal to 7 = improved a great deal, with the
mid-point of 4 = no change (for the full list of
items see survey Q.59 and Q.60 in the Appendix).
2.4.6 Well-being
Four established scales of well-being were
included in the survey to measure both cognitive
well-being (life satisfaction and control over life)
and emotional well-being (mood).
a. Life satisfaction (Satisfaction with Life Scale;
Diener, Emmons, & Larsen, 1985) – 5 items, α
= .91, – e.g., “In most ways my life is close to
ideal”
b. Control over life (Environmental Mastery; Ryff,
1989) – 4 items, α = .73, – e.g., “In general, I feel
in charge of the situation in which I live”
Response options for both measures above
ranged from 1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly
agree.
c. Positive mood (PANAS; Watson, Clark, &
Tellegen, 1988) – 5 items, α = .81 – e.g.,
“enthusiastic, inspired”
d. Negative mood (PANAS; Watson et al., 1988) – 5
items, α = .86, – e.g., “ upset, afraid”
Response options for the two mood measures
ranged from 1 = very slightly (or not at all) to 5 =
extremely and related to the extent to which an
individual felt this way in general (for the full list
of well-being items, refer to survey Q.56 to Q.58
in the Appendix).

For a full list of items (including those for
Treatment under the Law, and Knowledge
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3. Results
The findings from the survey are organised as
follows. First, we provide a descriptive overview
of the sample and the way in which participants
were using and accessing the internet. We then
focus on non-users of the internet to explore how
they differ from internet users and the reasons
that they gave for not using the internet. In the
remainder of the results section we focus on
those respondents who were using the internet,
exploring what activities they carried out when
they were online, how these patterns of internet
use varied according to socio-demographic
factors, and finally, how internet use was related
to key capabilities and well-being.

3.1

Demographics

Note: The purpose of this research was not to
estimate population parameters. In other words,
it was not the aim to identify the percentage of
people in the community for any given attribute,
such as the percentage of those who do not use
the internet. Instead, we set out to use a stratified
sampling technique to reach a range of sectors
within the community, which would then allow
us to explore the relationships between these
sectors and different types of internet behaviour
and broader life experiences. Below, we
provide an overview of the survey participants,
describing their level of household income, their
employment status and their living environment
(for gender and age, refer to Section 2.3).
3.1.1

Income

Participants were asked to report their gross
household income, including a partner’s income
if he or she contributed to the household income.
The median gross household income fell within
the $40,001-$50,000 income category. Close to a
third (30.4%) of participants reported a household
income of $30,000 or less, and 15.0% reported a
household income of over $100,000. Five percent
of respondents did not answer this question.

and not engaged in any form of employment
represented 28.6% of the sample. Thirty-three
people (2.8%) were full-time students.
3.1.3

Participants were also asked to describe their
living environment. The majority of respondents
(58%) were living with a partner. Twenty-two
percent of respondents reported that they lived
alone and 23.9% reported that they lived with
dependent children. Of those with dependent
children, a little over half were living with a
partner (53.7%). Of the total sample, 10.2%
reported living with other family members and
3.0% were living in a shared household.
3.1.4

Employment status

Participants were asked to best describe their
employment status, with the option to select
multiple relevant categories. One person did not
provide a response. Among respondents, 49.3%
reported that they were employed. Of those
employed, 37.2% were employed full-time, with
the remainder employed part-time/casual or selfemployed. Thirty-nine people (3.3%) reported
that they were unemployed and a further 14.8%
reported that they received a pension (but did
not report being retired). Those who were retired

Age of Children Living in the Home

Given that children, particularly those of school
age, are likely to play an influential role in a
household’s use of the internet, those who
reported living with dependent children (n
=281) were asked to provide the age-groups of
these children from a list of three categories.
Seventeen people (6.0%) did not respond to
this question. Among the respondents, 55.7%
reported that they lived with children 0-6 years
of age, 42.5% with children 7-12 years of age,
and 49.4% with children in their teenage years.
Among respondents living with dependent
children, 28.4% lived with only children from the
youngest age group (0-6 years of age).

3.2 Characteristics of Internet
Use and Access
In this section, we describe the way in which
the householders in this survey were using and
accessing the internet. The sample provided
representation from both non-internet users
(11.5%) and internet users (88.5%).
3.2.1

3.1.2

Living Environment

Gender and Location

No statistically significant gender differences
were found between the number of internet users
among men (87.9%) relative to women (89.3%).
Nor were there any differences between men
and women for overall frequency of internet
use, among users. Main differences between the
percentages of users vs. non-users were found for
age-group, income and living environment. These
factors are discussed in more detail in Section 3.3.1.
Close to equal numbers of internet users were
living in the regional urban (88.7%) vs. regional
rural (87.4%) areas. Although national data shows
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that internet users are more likely to reside in urban
areas, these tend to be metropolitan districts (ABS,
2011b). A somewhat higher percentage of people
living in rural districts, however, reported less
satisfaction with their internet speed compared
with those living in the urban areas (see Section
3.2.4). Further, those living in rural areas, relative to
urban, used the internet significantly less for social
networking purposes.
3.2.2 Location of Access
Participants who reported using the internet were
asked to provide the location/s in which they
accessed the internet. The figures based on the
total sample of internet users are provided below.
◆◆ Home access only – 42.1%
◆◆ Outside home access only – 3.8%
◆◆ Both locations – 54.1%
The biggest difference between home and
outdoor access was between older-age internet
users (65+ years) and users under the age of 65,
with 72.9% of people in the former age group
accessing the internet only from their homes
compared with 29.9% from the latter age group.
3.2.3 Internet Device
The survey found that laptops were most
commonly used to access the internet, although
most respondents used a range of devices:
◆◆ Desktop – 55.3%
◆◆ Laptop – 66.0%

3.2.5

Adequacy of Internet Speed (Perceived)

Participants were also asked whether they
found their current internet speed adequate
for the various activities that they carried out
over the internet. Even among people with a
broadband connection, a substantial number
reported that their internet connection was too
slow for various applications. Respondents from
rural areas were more likely to report that their
current internet connection was too slow than
respondents from urban areas. For example,
of those with a broadband connection who
responded to the item on using the internet
for watching TV shows or documentaries (e.g.,
iView), 40.3% of people living in rural areas and
32.1% in urban areas reported their connection
was too slow. Further, 30.4% of people living in
rural areas and 23.6% in urban areas reported
their connection was too slow for video
communication (e.g., Skype).

3.3 Non-users of the Internet
One goal of this research is to inform initiatives
aimed at achieving greater uptake of next
generation broadband-enabled technology.
Given that non-users of the internet are often
key targets for these initiatives, in this section
of the report we concentrate on this group,
describing how they differ from internet-users
and exploring their reasons for not using the
internet. As aforementioned, a total of 136
non-internet users elected to participate in the
survey, representing 11.5% of the sample.

◆◆ Smartphone – 46.3%
◆◆ Tablet – 28.4%
Of this sample, 18.2% used only a desktop
computer, with 85% of these users 50 years of age
or above. Although close to half of the sample
reported using a Smartphone, this figure was 87%
among people under the age of 30 and 68.5%
among people living with teenage children. When
controlling for age differences, the Smartphone
was the only device for which use was not
associated with a higher standard of living.
3.2.4 Internet Connection
A large majority (81.6%) of people using the
internet reported that they most frequently
accessed the internet from home through some
form of broadband connection (e.g., ADSL,
cable, wireless, satellite). A further 9.1% accessed
the internet most frequently through a mobile
network. The remainder were using dial-up
(4.8%), had no internet connection at home
(3.5%), or were unsure (1.0%).
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3.3.1

Age, Income and Living Environment

Consistent with national Australian data (ABS,
2011), non-users were much more likely to be 65
years of age or above, with almost 1 in 4 people
in this age-group reporting that they had not
used the internet within the last 2 years. Income
and a person’s living environment (living alone
vs. living with others) were also significant
predictors of non-use. Although people in the
65+ age-group were more likely to be on lower
incomes and living alone, age remained a
significant predictor of internet use even when
all three factors were taken into account 2. Table
3 presents the percentages of users vs. non-users
for each of the three factors.

2 Binary logistic regression was used to examine
the predictive roles of age-group, income, and living
environment on internet use, when considered
simultaneously. Although all predictors were significant, agegroup played the largest contributing role.
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TABLE 3 INTERNET USE BY AGE-GROUP, INCOME AND LIVING ENVIRONMENT.

AGE
< 65

65+

INCOME
< $30001

$30001+

LIVING ENVIRONMENT
Alone

Not alone

Users

94.6%

76.2%

80.2%

93.8%

77.0%

91.8%

Non-users

5.4%

23.8%

19.8%

6.2%

23.0%

8.2%

Non-internet use was greatest for respondents
who were older, living alone, and who had a
relatively low household income. The combined
effect of age, household income, and living
environment is depicted in Figure 1. These
figures suggest older individuals on low incomes
are more likely to engage with the internet if
they live with others (presumably because they
represent a source of support in using this type
of technology).

Figure 1 Internet non-use based on age group, household income, and living environment.
* Sample sizes are small limiting statistical interpretation of findings.

3.3.2

Inhibitors of Internet Use among NonUsers

The survey also explored the reasons why
non-users were not going online. Based on
exploratory studies conducted prior to the
survey (Dane et al., 2012; 2013), 11 factors were
identified as potential reasons for not using the
internet, such as Skills, Benefit, Trust, Cost, Access
Australian Centre for Broadband Innovation, CSIRO Digital Productivity and Services Flagship

15

sample of non-users. Other inhibitors, such as
lack of reliable access or lack of home access to
the internet were identified as important factors
by only a small number of non-users.

LOW INCOME AND AFFORDABILITY

Figure 2 Five main reasons for not using the internet among non-users (n = 112)

and Reliability of Access (see survey Q.66 in the
Appendix). For the current survey, participants
were asked to nominate up to three of these factors
to explain why they did not engage online.3
As shown in Figure 2, lack of skills was cited most
often (64.3% of respondents) followed by not being
a technical person. These two reasons were most
frequently selected by both older (65+ years) and
younger non-users. Lack of benefit, affordability,
and trust were also commonly identified as reasons
for not using the internet. Among non-users
who reported that they had a mental or physical
disability or significant health condition, 20.6%
reported that their disability was one of their main
reasons for not using the internet.
There was one factor that differentiated male nonusers from female non-users. Men were much
more likely to identify affordability of access as
one of the main reasons for their non-use. Given
there were no differences in terms of household
income between male and female non-users,
the above finding may be due to differences in
perceptions of cost or budget priorities.
Although lack of trust in the internet was also
selected as a reason for not engaging online,
overall it does not appear to be a priority for this
3 Participants were asked to rank up to three reasons
in order of their perceived impact, however, a substantial
number gave these reasons an equal weighting of 1. As such,
the figures represent the percentage of participants who
selected a particular issue as one of the three main reasons.

TABLE 4 NON-INTERNET USERS’ ATTITUDINAL BELIEFS REGARDING THE USE OF
SNS (N = 126)

DISAGREE

AGREE

NEUTRAL/NOT
SELECTED

Less personal

32.6%

30.1%

37.3%

Less private

27.1%

26.9%

46.0%

Safe way of sharing
information

32.6%

11.1%

56.3%

Easy way of staying in
contact with those far
away
16

17.5%

42.9%

39.6%

We also explored whether respondents from low
income households ($30,000 or less) were more
likely to report that affordability was the main
reason for not engaging with the internet. We
found that for this group, lack of skills was still the
most common reason for not going online (62.5%),
whereas 39.3% identified affordability of access as
an important reason. These findings suggest that
although affordability is an important factor in the
decision to use the internet, financial support is not
likely to address inequalities in online engagement
unless effort is also directed towards providing the
skills and confidence needed to use the internet
in meaningful ways. In short, financial support
appears to be a prerequisite but not a sufficient
condition for online engagement.
3.3.3

Attitudes towards using Social
Networking Sites (SNS)

As well as exploring the reasons why non-users
were not engaging with the internet generally,
we examined potential inhibitors for a specific
type of internet behaviour, namely using
social networking sites. Using the internet for
social contact has been found to have unique
consequences relative to using the internet more
broadly, such as its inability to provide more
intimate and meaningful engagement relative to
more conventional means of contact (e.g., Weiser,
2001). The belief items for the current survey were
selected based on in-depth interviews conducted
prior to the survey to delineate the types of
factors that were likely to influence the decision
to engage with online social networking (Dane,
Mason, & O’Brien-McInally, 2012).
Table 4 shows that attitudes towards using SNS
were mixed. However, over twice as many people
agreed, than disagreed, that using SNS was a
convenient way of staying in contact with people
living far way. In contrast, close to three times
as many people disagreed, than agreed, with
the belief that it provided a safe way of sharing
information. These findings are in keeping with
the generally mixed perceptions of the benefits
of online social networking (e.g., APS, 2010).
Multivariate analyses 4 revealed that of these
four beliefs, it was beliefs about the safety
4 Multiple regression analysis revealed that when all four
beliefs were entered simultaneously as continuous variables (1
= strongly disagree to 7 = strongly agree), perceived safety was
the only significant predictor of intentions to use SNS (p = .018)
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of information on SNS that differentiated
respondents who were more open to using SNS
in the future. That is, non-users who were more
likely to agree with it being safe were more likely
to report that they planned to access SNS within
the next two weeks. This suggests that at least
among non-internet users, safety is a primary
concern for this particular type of internet activity.
Although the average scores on intentions to use
SNS in the near future were overall low (i.e., under
3 on a scale from 1-7), this was not surprising given
these scores are based on participants who were
not currently using the internet for any purpose.
Figure 3 provides the average scores on planning
to use SNS for the four dichotomous (agree vs.
disagree) belief variables.

3.4.1

Type and Frequency of Internet Use

In the first instance, we examined the types of
activities for which the internet was being used.
We explored this question in three ways. First,
we investigated how frequently individuals used
the internet to access information and goods and
services. These activities can be conceptualised
as a practical or utilitarian orientation towards
internet use (Weiser, 2001). Second, we examined
how frequently the internet was used for social
and entertainment purposes, with activities in
these domains related to a social or affiliative
orientation (Weiser, 2001).
However, certain types of activities (e.g.,
banking, socialising, news updates) generally
occur more frequently than others (e.g., looking
for jobs, travelling). Therefore, another way of
assessing internet use is to examine how often
the internet is used to carry out the activity
relative to other channels (such as face-to-face
or telephone). We therefore also report which
activities tend to be carried out via the internet
and which still tend to be performed through
traditional channels.

ACCESSING INFORMATION, AND GOODS
AND SERVICES

Figure 3 Average scores for intentions to use SNS among
non-internet users based on agreement or disagreement
with attitudinal beliefs

3.4 Users of the Internet
Although non-use of the internet is an area
of research interest, also of importance is the
frequency and diversity of internet use among
those who do engage with the internet. As
we move into a more digital age, the number
of people using the internet is increasing.
Therefore, measuring frequency of use, and
different forms of use, enables researchers to
examine degrees of digital inclusion that go
beyond mere lack of access.
In this section, we describe how internet users
were using the internet, delineating those online
activities that were carried out more and less
frequently, and to what extent people used the
internet relative to more conventional means of
engagement. This is followed by findings on how
online behaviour varies for different age-groups
and according to standard of living.

Although frequency of internet use was
measured on a 7-point scale, ranging from
never to daily, for ease of presentation the scale
has been collapsed into 3 categories: 1 = never
to rarely, 2 = monthly to fortnightly, and 3 =
weekly to daily. As shown in Figure 1, there was
considerable variation in the frequency with
which different information, goods and services
were accessed via the internet. For example, half
of the respondents reported that they accessed
news and carried out their banking online at
least once a week. However, most respondents
(i.e., internet users) reported that they rarely or
never used the internet to access government
services, look for health information, buy goods,
or access library services. The overall pattern
of use between categories is consistent with
ABS 2010-2011 national data (2011a), which
showed that a little under half of internet users
went online to access government services
or buy goods. The current survey, however,
which captured frequency of use, suggests that
the frequency of use in 2013, at least in these
regional communities, is low for these activities,
with only 36% and 38% respectively having used
the internet on a monthly basis or more to access
government services or buy goods.
Even for what are generally considered to be
more frequent types of behaviour, such as
banking and looking at the news, it is interesting
to note that a quarter to over a third of internet
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Figure 4 Type and frequency of internet use for activities related to goods and
information acquisition (GIA), N= 1036

users reported never or rarely using the internet
for these reasons. Further, although one would
expect that using the internet to find information
on health issues and from government services
sites would generally be less frequent, it is
extremely important to be aware that, across
both forms of use, the majority of users reported
rare or non-use. The most polarised activity in
terms of online use and non-use was accessing
the news – that is, while some people appeared
to either never or rarely go online for this
purpose, others tended to do so on a weekly to
daily basis.

USING THE INTERNET FOR SOCIAL AND
ENTERTAINMENT PURPOSES

Figure 5 Type and frequency of internet use (among users) for activities related to a
social or affective internet orientation – socio-affective regulation (SAR), N =1036.

Figure 6 Frequency of internet use (among users) relative to more tradional means
of engagement for activities related to goods and information aquisition (GIA), N =
1036. Job searching (among non-retired), N = 742.

Figure 5 shows how frequently respondents
were using the internet for various social and
entertainment activities. Social emails and social
networking sites (such as Facebook) were the
most frequently used, although respondents
were polarised in their use of social networking,
either using it frequently or rarely. Many,
however, reported that they rarely or never
used the internet for a number of social or
entertainment activities. As there were several
items relating to online entertainment (TV shows
and documentaries, radio, music, movies),
for the purposes of this graph only those who
never or rarely used the internet across all
entertainment domains were classified as nonto rare-users. On the other hand, if someone
reported frequent use (weekly to daily) in any
one of the entertainment areas, they were
classified as frequent users (the remainder were
classified as mid-range). As such, the scores for
entertainment are biased towards use rather
than non-use. Despite this bias, results reveal that
less than a quarter (24%) used the internet for
entertainment purposes at least once a week.
3.4.2 Internet Use Compared with Traditional
Means of Engagement
We then examined to what extent the internet
was used relative to traditional channels, again
differentiating between accessing information
and goods and social and entertainment
activities (see Method section for details).

Figure 7 Frequency of internet use (among users) relative to more traditional means
of engagement for activities related to leisure, N = 1036.
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As shown in Figure 6, the internet was
the preferred channel for paying bills and
researching travel plans, with 50% of users or
more reporting that they mainly or always used
the internet for these tasks, compared with
other means of engaging in the same activities.
In contrast, less than a third relied most on the
internet to obtain information from their city
council or access government services. Even
among younger internet users who were likely to
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require access to government services (i.e., those
unemployed or on a pension but not retired),
37% reported never using online services for this
purpose.

online social networking (see Section 3.2.1). The
results presented below relate to areas for which
substantial differences were found, with these
being for age-group and standard of living.

The activities presented in Figure 7 relate to
socialising and entertainment. Although some
activities involve information seeking, such as
looking for information on outdoor recreational
activities (camping, fishing, bush walking, etc.),
these items have been graphed together to
represent activities related to leisure.

AGE

Booking holiday accomodation and using the
internet to search for outdoor recreational
activites were areas for which internet users
were more likley to use online access relative to
other means of engagement; however, even for
these activities less than a majority mainly used
the internet. Close to 10% of users (8% and 12%
respectively) used the internet more than any
other way to organise where to meet friends
and communicate with others about social and
community groups. Although these numbers
are relatively small, they do suggest a change of
behaviour for social activities that have previously
required more intimate forms of contact.

Older respondents (65+) who were using
the internet tended to use the internet less
frequently for a range of activities, relative to
those younger5. With the exception of library
use, those in the older-age category engaged in
less online activity for each of the informationseeking and goods and services items (Figure 8).
For social and entertainment activities (see
Figure 9), emailing was the area in which both
age-groups were most heavily engaged (note:
when comparing people under 30 years of
age with the remainder of the sample, people
younger than 30 less frequently used emails
for socialising). Although individuals in the
older age-group used the internet less for
entertainment purposes and taking part in
forums, both age-groups showed minimum
engagement in these areas. The clearest
difference between age-groups for social
and entertainment activities was for using

COMPARED WITH NATIONAL DATA
Although the Australian Bureau of Statistics
data on household internet use (2011a) is based
on a dichotomous measure of use vs. non-use
for various online behaviours, the results from
the current survey suggest that the types of
activities for which the internet is less likely to
be used (such as to access government services
and to buy goods and services) are consistent
with national findings (ABS, 2011a). However,
the current results suggest that even among
those who engage in a particular type of
online activity, their use is often infrequent or
represents a smaller proportion of engagement
relative to more conventional means. For
example, the majority of internet users reported
that they used other methods as often or
more often to look for jobs, access city council
information, or government services.

Figure 8 Average scores for frequency of use for information and goods acquisition
(GIS) items according age-group, (age < 65, n = 740; age 65+, n = 292) * p <.001

3.4.3 Differences in Internet Use within Sociodemographic Groups
Analyses were also carried out to determine
how factors such as age, gender, location (rural
vs. urban), and standard of living affected the
frequency and type of internet use amongst
those using the internet. As noted previously,
there were no meaningful differences found in
terms of gender. Further, differences between
rural and urban householders living in this
regional environment were mainly limited to

Figure 9 Average scores for frequency of use for items relating to a social and
affective internet orientation - socio-affective regulation (SAR), (age < 65, n = 740;
age 65+, n = 295) * p <.001

5 Mann-Whitney Tests were used to compare scores between
the age-groups. All significant age-group comparisons were
significant at the p <.001 level.
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social networking sites, with frequency scores
indicating that people 65 years of age and above
were also more likely to never use these sites
compared with those under 65.
Additional analyses 6 revealed that 50% of
individuals 65 and above used the internet on
a monthly to daily basis for at least 4 out of the
13 activities listed in Figures 8 and 9, compared
with at least 6 out of 13 for 50% of individuals
under this age. Nearly a third (31%) of those aged
65 and above engaged in at least 6 activities
on a monthly to daily basis, whereas 39% of
those under this age engaged in at least 7

6 To analyse the number of activities for which engagement
was at least on a monthly basis, a score of 1 was given for
each activity that participants reported using anywhere
from a monthly to daily basis. A score of 0 was given for less
frequent engagement. These scores were then added to
provide a total of activities (out of 11) for which frequency of
use was on a monthly basis or more.

activities at this level. In other words, although
older individuals (65+) overall use the internet
less frequently and for fewer applications, a
substantial number are nevertheless engaged in
a variety of activities online.

STANDARD OF LIVING
Standard of living was also reflected in
respondents’ profile of internet use. The standard
of living scale was designed to measure degrees
of financial hardship (or lack thereof), as opposed
to one’s position on a wider continuum, such
as increased levels of income. The measure
consisted of six items, which ranged from
experiences of financial hardship to relative
financial comfort. The lower and higher standard
of living scores do not represent a dichotomous
measure. Rather, people scored on a scale
ranging from lowest to highest (see Method
section for details).
Overall, internet users experiencing a lower
standard of living appear to be using the internet
just as frequently as those experiencing a higher
standard of living (see Figure 10). Although
research shows that people on low incomes are
less likely to be internet users, as also found in
this survey, it appears that once they are online
their frequency of use is comparable to those
financially better off. However, a few activities
differentiated those scoring higher and lower
on this measure. For example, those with lower
scores on standard of living were more likely
to use the internet more frequently to access
government services and to post on social
networking sites. This remained the case even
when taking into account age differences, as
people experiencing a lower standard of living
tended to be somewhat younger. One possibility
is that given those who experience a higher
standard of living are more likely to be employed
full-time, as was found in this sample, there may
be less time at these individuals’ disposal to use
the internet as frequently for social networking
activities, relative to people experiencing a lower
standard of living. As the current results are
cross-sectional however, data from the proposed
follow-up study is required to provide some
insight into the direction of influence between
standard of living and online social engagement.
Compared with a lower standard of living, a
higher standard of living was associated with

Figure 10 Relationships between standard of living and
frequency of internet use by activity (n = 1027), using
Spearman’s correlation coefficient, *p <.05, **p <.01, ***p
<.001. Results take into account age-group differences, as
higher standard of living was associated with older age
groups.
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more frequent viewing of online news, greater
social email activity, and buying goods online.
Once again, these results take into account age
differences. The finding for more frequent use
of social emails for those scoring higher on
standard of living is to be expected, given that
scoring lower on this measure was associated
with using other forms of social contact, such
as posting messages on social networking
sites. Standard of living was not associated with
frequency of online use for accessing health
information, pricing goods, banking, video
conferencing, chatrooms or entertainment, nor
for using the library.
3.4.4 Social Inclusion Capabilities
Finally, we explored potential outcomes
associated with internet use. First, we examined
whether internet use was seen to affect
important social inclusion capabilities (such as
the ability to enjoy supportive relationships,
develop one’s knowledge and skills, engage
in productive and valued activities, and enjoy
good health). All internet users were asked to
rate the extent to which they felt the internet
had worsened or improved these capabilities. A
large majority of respondents reported that the
internet had improved their knowledge and skills
and more than half reported that it had improved
aspects of their social life and their engagement
in society (see Figure 11). Just over a third of
respondents reported that it had improved their
standard of living, and close to a quarter their
health.
Although some respondents reported that the
internet had not had any impact on these factors,
very few felt that the internet had had a negative
impact. The one domain where negative impacts
were reported was safety, with just over 20%
reporting that the internet had worsened their
sense of safety and security.

DIFFERENCES FOR SOCIAL INCLUSION
CAPABILITIES BY AGE-GROUP
Analyses7 comparing social inclusion capability
scores between people under 65 years of
age and above revealed that people in the
younger age-group reported a greater sense of
improvement in their knowledge and skills as
a consequence of using the internet, compared
with those in the older-age group. Those in the
younger group were also more likely to feel
the internet worsened their sense of safety and
security, relative to those older. However, older
7 Mann-Whitney Tests were used to compare scores
between the two age-groups. All significance levels were at p
< .01.

respondents were more likely to report that the
internet had improved the level of respect they
received from others.

DIFFERENCES FOR SOCIAL INCLUSION
CAPABILITIES BY STANDARD OF LIVING

Figure 11 Percentage of
respondents reporting
that the internet had
improved or worsened
social inclusion
capabilities

The only areas for which a significant association
was found between social inclusion capability
scores and standard of living were for health
and standard of living. In both cases, people
experiencing a higher standard of living were
more likely to report that the internet had
improved their health and standard of living,
compared to people experiencing a lower
standard of living8 .
3.4.5 Predicting Social Inclusion by Frequency
and Diversity of Internet Use
As well as asking participants to report
whether the internet had had an effect on
their capabilities, we measured the capabilities
directly so that we could examine whether
those respondents who reported using the
internet more frequently, and for a wider range
of activities were also experiencing greater
capabilities. Testing the relationship between
internet use and capabilities revealed that online
behaviour was related to health, knowledge and
skills, community engagement, accommodation
security, and respect 9. In the case of the latter
three, people using the internet frequently
and for a range of activities scored higher on
these measures compared with those using the
internet rarely or not at all. Although statistically
significant, the sizes of the effects in these cases
were relatively small. The two capabilities most
8 Using Spearman’s correlation coefficient both levels of
significance were at p <.01
9 Analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) was used to examine
which types of internet behaviour scored higher on social
inclusion measures, while controlling for age-group. In the
case of access to online health treatment and information,
self-reported current health was also controlled.
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strongly associated with internet use were access
to quality and timely health treatment and access
to classes or activities that can build on one’s
level of knowledge or skills. The results for the
health and knowledge measures are presented in
Figures 12 and 13, respectively.

Figure 12 Scores for access to quality and timely health treatment by type of internet
behaviour

Interestingly, in the case of reported health
access there were no statistical differences
between the scores of non-users and
frequent diverse users, with both groups
scoring higher than those who used the internet
rarely or for limited activities. This continued
to be the case, even when taking into account
age and health differences between the four
groups. It may be that people who are efficient
at using a particular strategy are more likely
to gain access to health related treatment or
information, irrespective of whether they use the
internet or more conventional methods. These
findings do suggest however, that as online
access to health services increases, individuals
with limited internet skills may be more likely to
be disadvantaged in terms of acquiring timely
health treatment and information.
The relationship between internet use and
accessing activities or classes that build on
one’s level of knowledge or skills was more
straightforward. Greater frequency and diversity
of internet use was associated with better access
to activities and classes, even after taking into
account age and health differences between the
four groups. While the provision of health services
over the internet is fairly limited, the internet has
already become a major vehicle for accessing
educational information. Thus, in the educational
domain we can already see signs that individuals
that are less engaged with the internet may be
experiencing some level of disadvantage.

Figure 13 Scores for access to classes or activities to build on knowledge and skills by type
of internet behaviour
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It is important to reiterate, however, that the
results at this stage of the survey represent
cross-sectional data, rendering the direction of
influence between measures ambiguous. Data
from the proposed follow-up study will be able
to identify the relationships between these
variables as they change over time.
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3.4.6 Internet Use and Well-being
We also examined the relationship between
internet use and well-being. All four internet
domains (i.e., total scores for information
seeking, buying and using services,
communication and social networking, and
entertainment) were analysed together10. As
online goods and information acquisition (GIA)
relates to a utilitarian or practical orientation
towards internet use (Weiser, 2011) it was
expected that using the internet for seeking
information, and buying and using services,
would be more strongly associated with
cognitive well-being, such as life satisfaction
and perceived control over one’s life. Using the
internet for social and entertainment purposes,
on the other hand, is associated with a social or
an affiliative orientation and was expected to
relate to emotional well-being.
The following results show that overall frequency
of internet use (measured by a single item) was
related to higher scores on life satisfaction.
When considering all types of internet use
together, online information-seeking was the
single significant predictor of perceived control
over one’s life, a cognitive measure of well-being.
Using the internet for social and communication
activities was the single significant predictor of
positive mood, a measure of emotional wellbeing. Figure 14 provides a graphic summary of
these findings.

Figure 14 Relationships between types of internet use and well-being, *p <.05, **p <.01

10 Hierarchical multiple regression analyses were used to
examine the predictive role of each area of internet use when
entered into the model simultaneously. Age and standard of
living were controlled in the 1 st step.
Australian Centre for Broadband Innovation, CSIRO Digital Productivity and Services Flagship
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4. Discussion
This survey provides insight into the current
levels of digital literacy within Australian regional
community households and the factors that
are associated with greater or lesser use of the
internet. Further, it contributes to our better
understanding of how life capabilities, and a
sense of inclusion and well-being are associated
with online engagement; a focus that has been
very much lacking in research to date.
One of the aims of the survey was to examine the
extent to which lack of skills versus affordability
worked to inhibit online engagement. Among
non-users of the internet, a ‘lack of skill and
confidence’ was found to be the most frequent
issue reported, with close to two-thirds selecting
this as a main reason. Further, this issue was
presented as one of the main reasons for not
using the internet by both younger (< 65 years)
and older non-users. Even among those on low
incomes, skill was a major factor, with issues
related to the financial cost of access being
secondary. These findings suggest that although
affordability is a critical consideration in terms
of equality of access, reducing financial barriers
to access is not likely to address such inequalities
unless effort is also directed towards providing
the skills and support needed to use the internet
in meaningful ways. This is consistent with the
findings and argument presented by Bowles
(2013), that while effort to address affordability of
access is being advanced at the national level in
Australia, there is comparably less focus on the
means by which to raise skill levels to utilise the
new opportunities on offer.
This survey also examined the relationship
between older age and internet behaviour.
Consistent with overseas trends (Zickuhr &
Madden, 2012), the majority of participants 65
years of age and over were online; although
overall they used the internet less frequently
and for fewer activities compared with those
who were younger. Older-age individuals were
also more likely to be living alone. Subsequent
analysis revealed that not only was this factor
associated with lack of online engagement
for this age group, but also with less frequent
and less diverse forms of internet use. Not
having others in the home to increase one’s
exposure to different online activities and
provide supportive assistance if needed is likely
to be a contributing factor. This raises some
concern, as potential impacts of lower internet
use are likely to be particularly important for
older people who live alone. For example, our
findings show that frequency and diversity of
internet use was related to self-reported access
to timelier and better quality health treatment
and information, as well as better access to skills
and knowledge related activities. Further, our
24

results reveal that older-age individuals were
more likely than younger to feel more respected
by others as a consequence of using the internet.
Collectively, this suggests that older Australians
who live alone are at higher risk of experiencing
significant disadvantages as a result of lower
engagement with the internet.
This scenario relates to what Baum and
colleagues refer to as a digital vicious cycle
(Baum, Newman, & Biedrzycki, 2012). That is,
people who are already disadvantaged in terms
of access to economic, social or cultural capital
may experience increasing disadvantages
in these domains because they are also less
likely to be digitally literate. This may be of
particular concern in terms of the health of
older Australians, given digital literacy is likely to
play an increasing role when it comes to health
service delivery. In addressing this issue, Baum et
al. suggested that policy designed to provide free
community access to the internet combined with
having assistance available to support users as
they need it, are strategies that may encourage
greater uptake of the internet by those already
disadvantaged or disengaged. Research in
relation to marginalised groups, however, shows
that convenience, visibility, familiarity and trust
are all important factors when trying to increase
initial and ongoing interest in participating in
various interventions (Wallace & Bartlett, 2012).
Therefore, internet access and tailored support
may be best provided in locations where people,
who are likely to benefit from such services, feel
comfortable and already frequent as part of their
daily lives.
This research also explored the potential impact
of financial hardship on internet behaviour. The
standard of living scale was designed to measure
degrees of financial hardship (or lack thereof), as
opposed to greater prosperity through increased
levels of income. Although research shows that
people on low incomes are less likely to be
internet users, as also found in this survey, it
appears that once they are online their frequency
of use is comparable to those financially better
off. Our results revealed that internet users who
reported experiencing greater financial hardship
(i.e., a lower standard of living) were using the
internet as frequently and as diversely as those
who were experiencing less financial hardship
(i.e., a higher standard of living). One interesting
difference was that people who reported
greater financial hardship were more likely to be
frequently using social networking sites, whereas
those experiencing less financial hardship were
more likely to be frequently using email for
social contact. This remained the case even when
taking into account age-group differences. These
findings suggest that different communication

HOUSEHOLD INTERNET USE IN AUSTRALIA: A study in regional communities

channels may be more effective for targeting
different groups of people. Given those who are
struggling financially appear to already be making
good use of social networking sites, it may be
advantageous if government information relating
to health, education, employment, and welfare
was to be disseminated through these channels, in
addition to those currently being utilised.
Consistent with this argument, our findings
revealed that when controlling for age
differences individuals experiencing financial
hardship were less likely to have access to a
desk-top computer, laptop or tablet, but they
were not less likely to have a Smartphone. This
suggests that people struggling financially may
rely more heavily on Smartphones to access the
internet. The small screen size of Smartphones
however, restricts the volume of information
and detail that can be displayed at any one time,
rendering many websites less user-friendly (Lobo,
Kaskaloglu, Kim, & Herbert, 2011). On the other
hand, apps for social networking sites have
been developed to enable ease of use with such
mobile devices. This in combination with what
appears to be a tendency for those struggling
financially to use social networking sites more
frequently than those financially better off,
reinforces the proposed need to provide tailored
communication channels for these individuals,
who are perhaps most likely to benefit from
timely and informative health, employment and
welfare information.

outcomes. More frequent and diverse use of
the internet was associated with better selfreported access to timely health treatment and
information, greater access to activities to build
on knowledge and skills, greater accommodation
security and feeling more respected. In relation
to specific forms of internet engagement, using
the internet to access information was associated
with a sense of control over one’s life, whereas
using the internet to communicate and network
socially was associated with positive emotional
well-being.
Although these initial findings are based on
cross-sectional data, they reveal a number of
ways in which the internet may work to improve
people’s life experiences, while simultaneously
raising concern over the impact of being
excluded from such benefits. Importantly,
the complex patterns of relationships that we
observed between socioeconomic factors,
frequency and type of internet use, and social
outcomes illustrates the importance of having
more comprehensive data to inform social
policy and decision-making in an increasingly
digital society. Our longitudinal and wider
program of research will allow us to monitor
the changing landscape of internet use in
Australian households and better understand the
circumstances under which such change can lead
to better or reduced quality of life.

Finally, we employed two different approaches
to measuring the relationships between internet
use and social inclusion capabilities and wellbeing. In one instance we directly measured
people’s perceptions of the extent to which the
internet improved or worsened various aspects
of their lives. In the second, we examined the
statistical relationships between ‘diversity and
frequency of internet use’ and participants’
scores on a range of social inclusion and wellbeing measures. In relation to the first approach,
results revealed that a large majority of those
who engaged online reported that the internet
had improved their knowledge and skills, and
more than half reported that it had improved
aspects of their social life and their engagement
in society. Over a third reported that it had
assisted with their standard of living, and close to
a quarter their health. Although some reported
that the internet had not made changes to
several aspects of their life, very few felt that the
internet had made a negative impact.
Importantly, results from our second approach
were consistent with the first. Findings revealed
that internet use was significantly associated
with critical social inclusion and well-being
Australian Centre for Broadband Innovation, CSIRO Digital Productivity and Services Flagship
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On the sticker above is your password. If you
choose to complete the survey online YOU
WILL NEED THIS NUMBER to start the online
survey and to receive your $20 Coles
Voucher. If you complete the survey using
this booklet instead, simply mail the survey
back to us with your password left attached.

Welcome to the Survey
INVITATION

CSIRO invites you to participate in an anonymous survey that can be completed in the booklet provided or
online. To be eligible to participate and to receive the payment we are offering, you must be 18 years of
age or older and living permanently in the household to which this survey was addressed. The payment for
completing the survey is a $20 Coles Voucher. If there is more than one adult living in this household, we
would like the survey to be completed by the adult whose birthday occurs next; or if that person is not
currently available, by the adult whose birthday is next in line. If you or another representative of your
household participates in the survey, we will send an invitation to complete a follow-up survey, some
months later, for another $20 Coles Voucher. However, choosing to participate in this first survey does not
carry any obligation to participate in the second.
PLEASE NOTE THAT YOU NEED TO COMPLETE THE SURVEY WITHIN THREE WEEKS FROM RECEIVING IT.

PARTICIPANT INFORMATION
Background
The survey is part of research undertaken by CSIRO to better understand how people use, and feel about
using, the Internet. The views of people who don’t use the Internet are just as important as the views of
those who do, and are critical to the research outcomes. CSIRO researchers are inviting people in regional
areas of Australia to participate.
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Please first answer the following general questions.
1. Gender (please tick)
 Male
 Female

2. Your postcode ____________________

3. Your age group (please tick)






18-19
20-24
25-29
30-34
35-39







40-44
45-49
50-54
55-59
60-64







65-69
70-74
75-79
80-84
85-89

 90-94
 95-100
 100+

4. Do you identify as being of Australian Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander origin?
 Yes
 No

5. Please select the option that best describes your household income before deducting tax (i.e., your gross income
and, if you have a partner who contributes to the household income, combine their income with yours).





$0 - $10 000
$10 001 - $20 000
$20 001 - $30 000
$30 001 - $40 000






$40 001 - $50 000
$50 001 - $60 000
$60 001 - $70 000
$70 001 - $80 000






$80 001 - $90 000
$90 001 - $100 000
$100 001 - $125 000
$125 001 - $150 000

 $150 001 - $200 000
 $200 001 - $250 000
 $250 001+

6. Which of the following best describes your employment status? If need be, you can select more than one.





Employed full-time
Employed part-time/casual
Self-employed
Currently unemployed






Retired
Working within home - unpaid
Carer
Volunteer work

 Pension recipient
 Full-time student
 Part-time student

7. Do you do any paid work from home?
 Yes
 No

Continue to Question 8.
Move on to Question 11.

8. Do you use the Internet to conduct this work from home?
 Yes
 No
Australian Centre for Broadband Innovation, CSIRO Digital Productivity and Services Flagship
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9. Is the work you do at home for your own business?
 Yes
 No

Continue to Question 10.
Move on to Question 11.

10. For my own business, I use the Internet to (please select ALL that apply):
 Promote my business
 Sell goods for my business

 Buy goods for my business
 Other _______________________

11. Which of the following describes your living environment? Please select ALL that apply.







Living alone
Living with partner
Living with dependent children
Living with other family members (e.g., parents, extended family, adult/non-dependent children)
Living in a shared household
Other ____________________

12. If you indicated above that you live with children, in which age groups are the children? (Select multiple options
if applicable.)
 0-6 years of age
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 7-12 years of age

 13-18 years of age
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SECTION A – SOCIAL COMMUNICATION

IMPORTANT: Please respond to the following questions even if you don't use the Internet at all. The questions
assess your attitudes towards using social networking sites on the Internet (such as Facebook, Twitter, forums,
but NOT email). For all of the questions about Internet use in this survey, we are interested in YOUR OWN
usage, not that of your partner or another family member.
13. I intend to use social networking sites on the Internet (e.g., Facebook, Twitter, forums) to keep in touch with
friends, family, or other social contacts in the NEXT TWO WEEKS.
Strongly
Disagree
1


2


3


4


5


Strongly
Agree
7


6


14. For me, using social networking sites on the Internet in the NEXT TWO WEEKS would be:
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Convenient















Inconvenient

Bad















Good

Relaxing















Stressful

Boring















Fun

Safe















Unsafe

Worthless















Valuable

Beneficial















Harmful

Unpleasant















Pleasant

Please answer the following two questions, using your best judgement about how others feel.
15. Many people similar to me use social networking sites on the Internet (such as Facebook, Twitter, forums).
Strongly
Disagree
1


2

3

4

5

6











Strongly
Agree
7


16. People in my life whose opinions I value would approve of me using social networking sites on the Internet to
keep in touch with family, friends, or other social contacts in the NEXT TWO WEEKS.
Strongly
Disagree
1


2

3

4

5

6
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Agree
7
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17. If I wanted to, I would feel confident using social networking sites on the Internet to keep in touch with family,
friends, or other social contacts in the NEXT TWO WEEKS.
Definitely
False
1


2

3

4

5

6











Definitely
True
7


18. Using social networking sites on the Internet (such as Facebook, Twitter, forums) to keep in touch with family,
friends, and other social contacts is not entirely up to me.
Strongly
Disagree
1


2

3

4

5

6











Strongly
Agree
7


19. Regardless of whether you currently use the Internet or not, how much control do you believe you have over
using social networking sites on the Internet to keep in touch with family, friends, or other social contacts in the
NEXT TWO WEEKS?
No
Control
1


2

3

4

5

6











Complete
Control
7


20. Compared with other methods of keeping in touch with my family, friends, or other social contacts, I feel that
using social networking sites on the Internet (such as Facebook, Twitter, forums) in the NEXT TWO WEEKS would be:
Strongly
Disagree
1

34

2

3

4

5

6

Strongly
Agree
7

Less personal















Less private















A safe way of sharing
information















An easy way of staying in
contact with people who
live far away















HOUSEHOLD INTERNET USE IN AUSTRALIA: A study in regional communities

21. How much do the following factors impact your ability to use the Internet in the NEXT TWO WEEKS:

I would not have the
skills to use the Internet
for social networking
purposes
I wouldn't be able to
access the Internet from
where I live
I would expect
connecting to the
Internet would be slow
or unreliable
I wouldn't have enough
spare money to pay for
being connected to the
Internet

No impact
at all
1

Great deal
of impact
7

2

3

4

5

6

























































22. I plan to use social networking sites on the Internet (e.g., Facebook, Twitter, forums) to keep in touch with
friends, family, or other social contacts in the NEXT TWO WEEKS.
Strongly
Disagree
1


2


3


4


5


6
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SECTION B – INTERNET USAGE IN GENERAL

Now we would like to ask you a few questions about being connected to the Internet. If you are unsure about any
question, simply select ‘unsure’.
23. Do you have the NBN (National Broadband Network) box installed in your HOME (even if it’s not connected)?
Please note, if you have the NBN box in your home, it will usually look like the picture below.
 Yes
 No
 Unsure

Continue to Question 24.
Move on to Question 25.
Move on to Question 25.

Picture: NBN Co

24. Is the NBN used in your home to access an internet service provider?
 Yes
 No or not yet
 Unsure

Move on to Question 26.
Continue to Question 25.
Continue to Question 25.

25. Do you have another type of HOME Internet connection?
 Yes

 No

 Unsure

26. Have you (personally) used the Internet (including email) for any reason in or outside the home in the last TWO
YEARS? This includes accessing the Internet for emails or visiting webpages through mobile devices (e.g., smart
phones, tablets).
 Yes
 No

36

Continue to Question 27.
Move on to Section C (Question 41).
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27. How often do you use the Internet (via computer, phone, etc.) either at home or outside the home?
Never


Rarely

Once a month





Once a
fortnight

Once or twice
a week



Every other
day





Daily


28. Where do you use the Internet?
 At home

 Outside the home

 Both

29. Do you currently use the Internet to access social networking sites, such as Facebook, Twitter, etc ?
 Yes
 No

Continue to Question 30.
Move on to Question 32.

30. Please select which of the following you use (select multiple if appropriate):
 Facebook
 Twitter
 Other ____________________

If you do NOT use Facebook, please move on to Question 32.
How do you use Facebook?
31. If, you indicated above that you DO use Facebook, how often do you:

Never

Rarely

Once a
month

Once a
week

Every
other day

Daily

Multiple
times a
day

Look through the news
feed?















Look through the
conversations your
friends are having?















Browse other people’s
walls/pictures?















Post something on your
own wall?















Like or comment on what
friends post?















Send private messages?
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How do you use the Internet in general?
Remember this is about YOUR OWN usage of the Internet, not that of anyone else in your household.
Information Seeking
32. Please answer the following questions about looking for news on the Internet.

Never

Rarely

Once a
month

Once a
fortnight

Once or
twice a
week

Every
other day

Daily

How often do you
look for news in
general on the
Internet?















How often do you
look for local news on
the Internet?















How often do you
check weather
forecasts on the
Internet?















How often do you
look for sports
information on the
Internet?















33. Please answer the following questions about looking for health and government information on the Internet.

Never

How often do you
look for health
information on the
Internet?
How often do you use
the Internet to find
information about
government services
(Centrelink, Medicare,
etc)?

38

Rarely

Once a
month

Once a
fortnight

Once or
twice a
week

Every
other day

Daily
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Buying and Using Services
34. Please answer the following questions about your use of the Internet.

Never

Rarely

Once a
month

Once a
fortnight

Once or
twice a
week

Every
other day

Daily

How often do you look at
goods on the Internet to
compare prices?















How often do you order
groceries online?















How often do you buy
products online?















How often do you access your
bank's online services?















How often do you access your
local library online?















Communication and Social Networking
35. Please answer the following questions about how you use the Internet for social networking and email.

Never

Rarely

Once a
month

Once a
fortnight

Once or
twice a
week

Every
other day

Daily

How often do you use email
for social communication?















How often do you use email
for work-related purposes?















How often do you participate
in chatrooms and forums?















How often do you use video
communication such as
Skype?















How often do you work on a
personal website?















How often do you work on a
blog of your own?















How often do you visit social
networking sites (e.g.,
Facebook, Twitter)?















How often do you post
messages on a social
networking site?















How often do you post
pictures or photos online?
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Entertainment and Leisure
36. Please answer the following questions about how you use the Internet for entertainment and leisure.

Never

Rarely

Once a
month

Once a
fortnight

Once or
twice a
week

Every
other day

Daily

How often do you watch
television online?















How often do you listen to
music online?















How often do you listen to
the radio online?















How often do you
download music online?















How often do you play
games online?















How often do you watch
movies online?















IMPORTANT: The following questions relate to how much you use the Internet COMPARED WITH OTHER WAYS
of doing things. For example, if you use the Internet and newspapers equally to get information about local
events, you would answer that you use the Internet “Half of the time”.

Information Seeking
37. COMPARED WITH OTHER WAYS of carrying out the following activities, please indicate how often you use the
Internet to:
Never

40

Some of the
time

Half of the
time

Most of the
time

Always

Get information about local
events











Research travel plans











Find information about
outdoor/recreational activities
(e.g., fishing, camping, cycling,
picnicking, bush walking,
canoeing, etc.)











Find information about
restaurants











Obtain information from the City
Council











Look for jobs
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Buying and Using Services
38. COMPARED WITH OTHER WAYS of carrying out the following activities, please indicate how often you use the
Internet to:
Never

Sell items or services

Some of the
time

Half of the
time

Most of the
time

Always





















Access other financial services
(e.g., insurance, stocks)











Access government services











Pay your bills

Communication and Social Networking
39. COMPARED WITH OTHER WAYS of carrying out the following activities, please indicate how often you use the
Internet to:
Never

Some of the
time

Half of the
time

Most of the
time

Always

Access dating services











Organise where to meet up with
friends











Sign a petition or send a political
message











Communicate with others about
social, sporting, or community
groups











Entertainment and Leisure
40. COMPARED WITH OTHER WAYS of carrying out the following activities, please indicate how often you use the
Internet to:
Never

Purchase event tickets
Make travel reservations/bookings
Book holiday accommodation
Access books

Some of the
time

Half of the
time

Most of the
time

Always
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SECTION C – GENERAL HEALTH AND DAILY LIFE
While the first part of this survey looked at Internet usage, this next section asks about
you and your broader life experiences. This is because we are interested in learning about
people’s use or non-use of the Internet in the context of different life experiences.
Your Health
41. Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements about your health:
Strongly
Disagree

I feel energetic
I have a healthy lifestyle (in
terms of diet, exercise, and
rest)

Moderately
Disagree

Slightly
Disagree

Slightly
Agree

Moderately
Agree

Strongly
Agree

























42. How do you rate your health in general?
Poor

Fair

Good







Very Good

Excellent





43. Do you have any diagnosed disabilities or mental or physical health conditions that impact on your everyday life
to a noticeable degree?
 Yes
 No

44. Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements relating to your health:

I can access useful information
about my health and healthcare
options
I can access timely treatment
for any healthcare issue I might
have
I am able to access the advice
of a good healthcare
professional when I need it
42

Strongly
Disagree

Moderately
Disagree

Slightly
Disagree

Slightly
Agree

Moderately
Agree

Strongly
Agree
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Your Knowledge and Skills
45. Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements:
Strongly
Disagree

Moderately
Disagree

Slightly
Disagree

Slightly
Agree

Moderately
Agree

Strongly
Agree

I can get involved with
classes or activities to build
on my level of knowledge or
skills













My skill levels and
experience limit me from
doing the things I want to do













I have all the essential life
skills I need (e.g., managing
finances, parenting,
relationships)













I feel very competent using
the Internet as a tool to
communicate with others













I feel very confident using
the Internet to find
information













46. Is English the main language spoken in your home?
 Yes
 No
47. How do you rate your English reading skills for the needs of everyday life (e.g., reading newspapers, brochures,
forms, etc.)?
Poor

Fair

Good







Very Good

Excellent





If you are NOT currently in paid work, please move on to Question 49.

How You Feel About Your Work
48. Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements (even if self-employed):

I experience good conditions at
work
I feel secure in my job

Strongly
Disagree

Moderately
Disagree

Slightly
Disagree

Slightly
Agree

Moderately
Agree

Strongly
Agree
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How You Feel About Yourself and What You Do
49. Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements:
Strongly
Disagree

Moderately
Disagree

Slightly
Disagree

Slightly
Agree

Moderately
Agree

Strongly
Agree

I feel that the value of what I
do is recognised by others













I am able to engage in
creative pursuits













I feel good about myself













I am happy with the balance
I have between my work
time and my leisure time













I can take time out for
myself when I want to













Your Legal Rights
50. Please answer the following questions relating to your legal security:
Not at all
1

44

2

Somewhat
3

4

Quite
5

6

Very
7

How easily would you
be able to get
adequate legal
assistance should you
need it?















How confident are
you that you will be
treated with equality
and nondiscrimination before
the law?















How confident are
you that the law will
protect you from
intolerant behaviour?















How confident are
you that your privacy
will be respected?
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Your Place of Living
51. Please rate the extent to which you agree with the following statements:
Strongly
Disagree

Moderately
Disagree

Slightly
Disagree

Slightly
Agree

Moderately
Agree

Strongly
Agree

I find myself worrying about
my housing or
accommodation options













I feel that I will always have
the opportunity to live in a
home that is at least clean,
safe, and uncrowded













I feel I have some choice
over where I live













I don't have to worry about
leaving my current place of
living against my will













My future security in a
home is something that
plays on my mind













I feel I have no option but to
live in a place in which I feel
I don't belong













Your Personal Relationships
52. Please rate the extent to which you agree with the following statements:
Strongly
Disagree

Moderately
Disagree

Slightly
Disagree

Slightly
Agree

Moderately
Agree

Strongly
Agree

If I need to talk, I can discuss
problems with someone
who will listen













Maintaining close
relationships with others is
difficult for me













If I feel low, I can turn to
friends or family members
for support













If I want to do something
special, I have friends or
family members who will
share the experience with
me













If I need help, I can turn to
family members or friends













I often feel lonely because I
lack quality contact with
friends or family members
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Engagement in the Community
53. Please rate the extent to which you agree with the following statements:
Strongly
Disagree

Moderately
Disagree

Slightly
Disagree

Slightly
Agree

Moderately
Agree

Strongly
Agree

I feel that I am able to make
a positive contribution to
my community or society in
general













I find it easy to
communicate with people
from different backgrounds
(e.g., race, outlooks)













I feel comfortable using the
Internet, the media, or
community gatherings to
express my opinion about
social issues of concern to
me













I am not able to
communicate my thoughts
and feelings to other people
well













I enjoy getting involved in
group activities, such as
those involving social,
sporting, community, or
common interest groups













Volunteering my time or
services to help others in
the community plays a
significant part of my life
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Treatment by Others
54. Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following statements:
Strongly
Disagree

Moderately
Disagree

Slightly
Disagree

Slightly
Agree

Moderately
Agree

Strongly
Agree

I feel safe from harm or
abuse (physical or
emotional) within my
regular place of living













I am able to live without
fear of harassment,
ridicule, discrimination, or
abuse based on who I am













I feel safe on the streets
around where I live













I feel respected as an
individual













I feel treated as an equal
within society













I feel I have the freedom to
make my own choices













I have experienced
cyberbullying (bullying or
harassment over the
Internet)













Standard of Living
55. Over the last 12 months:
Never

Rarely

Sometimes

Often

Always

I could afford to buy fresh food on
a weekly basis











I had to seek assistance from
welfare or community
organisations because of a
shortage of money











I could afford to spend money on a
day or evening out once a
fortnight











I had to struggle to meet my
financial commitments











I had to borrow from friends or
family members to pay bills











After paying regular bills I had
some money left over to buy
something I considered a treat
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SECTION D – YOUR FEELING OF WELL-BEING
Your Mood
56. This scale consists of a number of words that describe different feelings and emotions. Please read each item and
indicate to what extent you GENERALLY feel this way (that is, on average).
Very slightly (or
not at all)

A little

Moderately

Quite a bit

Extremely

Excited











Distressed











Enthusiastic











Upset











Alert











Scared











Inspired











Nervous











Determined











Afraid











Control Over Your Life
57. Please indicate to what extent you agree or disagree with the following statements:
Strongly
Disagree
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Moderately
Disagree

Slightly
Disagree

Neither
Agree nor
Disagree

Slightly
Agree

Moderately
Agree

Strongly
Agree

In general, I feel in
charge of the
situation in which I
live















I often feel
overwhelmed by my
responsibilities















I have been able to
create a lifestyle for
myself that is much
to my liking















The demands of
everyday life often
get me down
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Life Satisfaction
58. Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following statements:
Strongly
Disagree

Moderately
Disagree

Slightly
Disagree

Neither
Agree nor
Disagree

Slightly
Agree

Moderately
Agree

Strongly
Agree

In most ways my life
is close to ideal















The conditions of my
life are excellent















I am satisfied with
my life















So far, I have the
important things I
want in life















If I could live my life
over, I would change
almost nothing















The last section of this survey relates to the Internet again, if you do NOT USE
THE INTERNET AT ALL, please move on to Question 66.

SECTION E – THE INTERNET AGAIN
59. To what extent do you feel the Internet has worsened or improved:
Worsened
a great
deal
1

2

3

No change
4

5

6

Improved
a great
deal
7

Your social life















Your knowledge and
skills















The support you
experience from
others















Your feeling that
others respect you















Your standard of
living















Your health















Australian Centre for Broadband Innovation, CSIRO Digital Productivity and Services Flagship

49

60. To what extent do you feel the Internet has worsened or improved:
Worsened
a great
deal
1

2

3

No change
4

5

6

Improved
a great
deal
7

Your sense of safety
and security















Your feeling that you
will be treated fairly
under the law















The conditions under
which you work
(whether paid or
unpaid)















Your ability to be and
express yourself















Your ability to have a
voice in society















The extent to which
you feel part of the
community and
society in which you
live















61. In what way do you access the Internet at home? (If you have more than one type of connection at home, please
select the most frequently used type.)






None, there is no Internet connection
Broadband connection (e.g., ADSL, Cable, Wireless, Satellite connections)
Dial-up connection (e.g., analog modem, ISDN connections)
Other (including Internet access through mobile phones, etc.)
Unsure

62. IF YOU HAVE A HOME INTERNET CONNECTION, is the speed of your HOME Internet connection fast enough for:
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Yes

No

Using email?







Using Internet banking?







Using Facebook?







Reading an online newspaper?







Using Skype to communicate with
another person?







Watching videos on ABC iView or
equivalent?







Downloading movies?
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Not Applicable

e
an

o
e

e
an

o
e

63. What devices do you currently use to access the Internet? Please select ALL devices that you use.






Desktop computer
Laptop computer
Smart phone (e.g., iPhone, Galaxy, HTC)
Tablet (e.g., iPad, Surface, Nexus)
Other ____________________

If you do NOT access the Internet on a smart phone or tablet, please move on to Question
65.
64. When using your smart phone or tablet to access the Internet, what are the three things that you most
commonly look at (e.g., Facebook, news websites, email)?
1. ____________________________________________
2. ____________________________________________
3. ____________________________________________
65. Although we have already asked you about your internet usage, which one of the following best describes BOTH
how often and for what type of activities you use the Internet?





I rarely use the Internet and I only use it for limited activities (e.g., emails)
I rarely use the Internet but I use it for a wide range of activities
I use the Internet frequently (more than once a fortnight) but I only use it for limited activities (e.g., emails)
I use the Internet frequently (more than once a fortnight) for a wide range of activities

If you responded above “I use the Internet frequently for a wide range of activities”, please
move on to Question 67.
If you DO NOT USE THE INTERNET, USE IT RARELY, OR USE IT FOR LIMITED ACTIVITIES go to Question 66.
66. Please RANK up to 3 of the main reasons why you do NOT use the Internet, use it rarely, or use it for only limited
activities (i.e., place the number 1 in the box next to your main reason, followed by 2 for the second, and then 3 for
the third, if applicable).
 Lack of skills or confidence
 I’m just not a technical person
 I can’t afford access to the Internet
 I can’t get Internet access from my home
 My Internet access is not reliable
 I don’t trust the Internet

 I have a disability or health issue which inhibits usage
 Websites are too complicated to follow
 I don’t see the benefit of using the Internet for most
things
 I don’t make the decisions about having Internet
access where I live
 I can’t afford a computer or other Internet-enabled
device

67. Is there anything else you would like to tell us in relation to using the Internet or its impact on your life?
_______________________________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________________________
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Thank you so much for taking the time to complete our survey.
We will mail you your $20 Coles voucher soon after we receive your survey in
the mail.

Don’t forget to include your signed consent form
with this survey when mailing it back to us 
(Please note that if you have completed this survey online you do not need to return this
survey booklet or the consent form to us.)

A summary of the findings will be made available to participants on the completion of the
project. Would you like a summary to be mailed to you?
 Yes

 No thank-you

Below are contact details for support organisations should you feel the need to
contact them for any reason:
Lifeline
13 11 14
http://www.lifeline.org.au/Home
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Relationships Australia
1300 364 277
http://www.relationships.org.au/

Beyond Blue
1300 22 4636
http://www.beyondblue.org.au/

HOUSEHOLD INTERNET USE IN AUSTRALIA: A study in regional communities

ContaCt uS

For Further inFormation

t

Science into Society Group
Sharon Dane
t +61 7 3327 4073
e sharon.dane@csiro.au
w www.csiro.au

1300 363 400
+61 3 9545 2176
e enquiries@csiro.au
w www.csiro.au
Your CSiro

Australia is founding its future on
science and innovation. Its national
science agency, CSIRO, is a powerhouse
of ideas, technologies and skills for
building prosperity, growth, health and
sustainability. It serves governments,
industries, business and communities
across the nation.

Science into Society Group
Claire Mason
t +61 7 3327 4164
e claire.mason@csiro.au
w www.csiro.au
Science into Society Group
Beth McInally
t +61 7 3833 5969
e beth.mcinally@csiro.au
w www.csiro.au
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CSIRO
Australia is founding its future on science and
innovation. Its national science agency, CSIRO,
is a powerhouse of ideas, technologies and
skills for building prosperity, growth, health
and sustainability. It serves governments,
industries, business and communities across
the nation.
CONTACT US

t

1300 363 400
+61 3 9545 2176
e enquiries@csiro.au
w www.csiro.au

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION

Australian Centre for Broadband Innovation
Digital Productivity & Services Flagship
Colin Griffith, Director
t +61 2 9372 4502
e colin.griffith@csiro.au
w www.acbi.net.au
Science into Society Group
Sharon Dane
t +617 3327 4073
e sharon.dane@csiro.au
w www.csiro.au/content/ps6d0

