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The ICT Consumer Research Survey
This document provides details of the Icon survey that is used to generate most of the statistics that are provided on the Icon website and through other publications.  The survey was developed to enhance our understanding of why some people choose to adopt ICTs when others do not.  It also aims to bridge the knowledge gap that relates internet usage with a special focus on online shopping behaviour and how it evolves over time.
An essential element of this survey is its longitudinal perspective, and this is unique to any recently collected ICT survey that has been produced to date.  To measure and benchmark adoption statistics is useful, but to measure how individuals and households actually change their adoption and usage of ICTs over time is unique and as yet unexplored.  
This document is constructed as follows;
1 Survey content
2 Sample frame, timing and respondent enlistment methodology

3 Response rates

4 Non-response bias and the weighting of the data to national averages

1 Survey Content (see http://www.ictresearch.org/index_files/Iconsurvey.htm)

The surveys were prepared in seven sections:
Section 1: General computer and internet adoption/usage

Section 2: Dial-up users’ attitudes towards internet/broadband

Section 3: Broadband users’ attitudes towards internet

Section 4: Household/individual attitude towards technologies in general

Section 5: Use of computers/internet at work

Section 6: Attitudes towards online shopping 

Section 7: Household/individual socio-demographics

The survey content was developed initially using focus groups to determine the scope and depth of the questioning.  Once the survey was designed it was administered to 30 people, both academic and non-academic, to determine the clarity of questioning and to help spot the potential for ambiguous responses.  Market research students then fielded the survey to approximately 1000 respondents of their choosing to further determine ambiguous and/or anomalous questioning.  The final surveys contained approximately 73 questions.
The survey also asked respondents if they would be prepared to undertake a similar survey in the future.  This was asked so that a database of ready respondents is developed that can be used for longitudinal market research purposes.

2 Sample Frame, Timing and Respondent Enlistment Methodology 
The first wave of the survey was collected during the first half of 2003 and captures information from 966 households across the UK, but mostly from Lancaster in Lancashire and Brighton, Portslade and Hove (herein Brighton) in Sussex.  137 cases were also collected by market research students at Lancaster University Management School during 2003.  These cases were ‘backward’ verified by posting the 2005 survey to the households that the students had enlisted.  Only those that responded to the 2005 survey are included for analysis in the 2003 survey.  
The remainder of household names and addresses were enlisted from the electoral register.  The sample frame was selected from postcode districts within each town.  This procedure allows the analyst to collect the names and addresses of entire streets within postcode districts.  In cases where no title was available in the register, the listing was dropped to ensure the politeness of the covering letter that was presented with the survey.  The addresses were then placed into a database from which one in 10 voters was selected.  The resulting sample was then searched for address duplications that occur through multiple occupancy households.  
The 2005 survey was collected between July and August of 2005 using the postal method described above; although the collection was expanded to include a number of households from across the UK also.  The final number of cases collected during 2005 was 1221 of which 468 are tracked longitudinally.
Longitudinal Sample Enlistment
Respondents from the 2003 survey (enlisted by students and via postal collection) that indicated that they wished to take part in later surveys were also sent a 2005 survey.  This amounted to approximately 2/3rd of all 2003 responses (see table II for response rates).   In total, there are 468 households with information collected during 2003 and 2005.

3 Response Rates
3.1 New Sample

Each household for 2003 and 2005 were posted the survey booklet with a letter of introduction.  The letter contained details of a prize draw that each completed survey would be entered into.  Three prizes were offered of £500, £200 and £100 for each year.  To determine the effect that the prize draw had on the response rate, during the 2005 survey, a Lancaster control group of 118 households were posted a survey that did not mention that they would be entered into the prize draw.  The control group response rate of 18% indicates that the prize draw had little effect on respondent’s desire to complete the survey (see table I).
Table I shows that the response rate was higher in Lancaster (presumably a University attachment effect) than in Brighton and the UK.  Response rates between years, controlling for location, were almost static.  
	Table I: Survey Response Rates, New Sample

	
	Lancaster
	Brighton
	UK

	2003
	18%
	10%
	NA

	2005
	18%
	11%
	12%

	Lancaster 118 Control  (2005 only)
	18%


3.2 Longitudinal Survey
The response rates for the longitudinal sample are shown in table II. 
	Table II: Longitudinal Response Rates

	Student Collection
	53%

	Postal Collection
	67%


4 Non-response bias and the weighting of the data to national averages

Non-response bias was encountered in both the 2003 and 2005 data collection.  Computer owning households tended to be over-represented that also shows up in key digital division factors (e.g. income).  To overcome this issue, the data was weighted using a process called rim weighting.  Two weights were formed.  The first balances the data on key socio-demographics, gender, educational attainment and age group.  The second uses the first weight but also re-weights on household computer ownership.  The data used to balance the data is taken either from the ONS, DFES, the Oxford Internet Institute (OII) or Ofcom as indicated.  Table III to VI illustrate the percentage of respondents within each cohort group prior to weighting.  Comparison estimates are shown in the final column of each table.
Gender






Age
	Table III: Gender Balance

	
	2003
	2005
	ONS

	Male
	51.2%
	49.2%
	48%

	Female
	48.8%
	50.8%
	52%

	Table IV: Age Balance

	
	2003
	2005
	OII

	18-24
	8.6%
	8.1%
	11%

	25-34
	14.8%
	14.4%
	19%

	35-44
	20.3%
	21.7%
	19%

	45-54
	26.4%
	24.3%
	17%

	>=55
	29.8%
	30.4%
	33%


Educational Attainment

	Table V: Educational Attainment Balance

	 
	2003
	2005
	DFES

	University Degree or above, or NVQ level 4 or equivalent
	30.9%
	37.4%
	26.1%

	GCE ‘A’ Level, NVQ Level 3, Adv. GVNQ or equivalent
	17.5%
	17.3%
	19.5%

	GCE ‘O’ Level/GCSE/CSE/ Secretarial Diploma, ONC
	19.4%
	18.2%
	21.6%

	Other Qualifications
	19.9%
	17.6%
	19.4%

	No Academic Qualifications
	12.3%
	9.4%
	13.4%


Computer Ownership
	Table VI: Computer Ownership Balance

	
	2003
	2005
	Ofcom

	Computer in Household?
	77.3%
	83.3%
	60% 2003  (4th Qtr. Est.)

64% 2004

(3rd Qtr. Est.)
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