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Deliverable D5.3 describes the pilot and implementation phase of the online survey to examine the concerns 
about Internet usage expressed by standard Internet users. In addition, the survey records attitudes of Internet 
users as to the possibility of using alternative Internet platforms and also community networks. Such 
information is considered significant for community networks themselves as well as for policy-makers and 
regulators. 

Deliverable D5.2 explained the original design of the survey, its aims, questions and structure.  

The present deliverable discusses the building of the survey on the open source code survey platform 
limesurvey, and the pilot phase we conducted both to test the user-friendliness of the platform as well as the 
survey itself. Indeed, the pilot phase was pivotal to the successful formal launch of the survey. It resulted in 
minor, yet very useful, improvements in expression, structure and overall feel of the survey. All these are 
presented in this deliverable. 
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Deliverable D5.3 comprises the pilot phase of the online survey on attitudes on Internet use. The goals and 
original structure of the survey were examined in Deliverable 5.2 [1] on the basis of the analyses of CNs and 
alternative communications done in Deliverables 1.1, 1.2, 4.1 and 5.1 [2-5]. The main objective is to identify 
potential concerns about Internet use and at the same time explore the potential of alternative Internet 
provision. Such concerns will provide useful input to policy makers and regulators who hold significant 
responsibilities over the telecommunications and Internet landscape, and consequently need to take informed 
steps towards the evolution of this landscape.  

The present deliverable covers the implementation of the survey on the open source code survey platform 
limesurvey1, and the pilot phase we conducted with a small group of people both to test the user-friendliness 
of the platform as well as the survey itself. Indeed, the pilot phase was pivotal to the successful formal 
launch of the survey. It resulted in minor, yet very useful, improvements in expression, structure and overall 
feel of the survey.  

Chapter 2 summarises the comments and suggestions received during the pilot phase and the ways in which 
we addressed them.  

We end with a brief conclusion. Appendix A reports an indicative set of the email lists we used to 
disseminate the survey and seek responses, while Appendix B is the final survey format, including 
improvements in direct response to the pilot phase, as it appears downloading and printing it from 
limesurvey.  

                                                        
1 limesurvey is the leading open platform to carry out surveys, granting privacy and correct data management. For further 
information see http://limesurvey.net/.  

1 Introduction 



 
 
 

   
 

2.1 Setting up the survey on limesurvey.net 
The first phase of the implementation of the survey was to take the necessary steps to implement it on the 
online platform limesurvey.net. As explained in D5.2 [1], this platform was chosen because it is the most 
popular open source platform for conducting Web surveys. It has the functionality we need, such as diverse 
types of questions, support for branching questions, data export to different formats, collection of statistics, 
ad user-friendliness. Importantly, this platform also addresses the ethical concern of anonymisation as it 
offers the option not to store the IP address of the respondents in the survey results.  

The relevant license was purchased by the University of Westminster for that purpose. The license enabled 
as many as 10,000 respondents to the survey, which was more than enough for the sample of 1000 
respondents that we envisaged. 

Setting up the survey on the limesurvey.net platform was, as on any other platform, a long and time 
consuming task. The task involved writing each question separately together with the answer options for the 
closed questions and deciding on a number of issues, such as whether the question would be mandatory or 
not. Some questions were conditional on the answer to the previous question, and this was taken into account 
by introducing conditions in the design and making sure that the next question would appear only if the 
condition in the previous one was satisfied. 

2.2 The pilot phase  
A pilot phase with 12 respondents (most of them academic colleagues with some familiarity with online 
surveys, and project partners) was undertaken to identify any technical glitches as well as adjust and improve 
survey questions, if needed. The pilot proved very valuable and identified various issues to be improved. 

In summary, these issues concerned: 
• Expression/clarification of questions; 
• Adequacy and appropriateness of answer options (for instance, including “Do not know” or “Not 

applicable” answers); 
• Order of questions and structure of the questionnaire; 
• Friendliness of presentation/easiness to complete the survey online. 

A general question that was raised had to do with the relative length and balance of the different sections 
(i.e., how many questions they included). In particular, we received comments that Section D (“Alternative 
Internet”) was considerably shorter than the other sections of the questionnaire. Whilst giving due 
consideration to this observation, we decided that we would not add more questions to Section D. We based 
our decision on three points. First, our aim has been to keep the overall survey as short as possible in order 
that it would not demand too much time to complete which could put off potential respondents. Second, we 
kept Section D shorter for feasibility purposes in attracting responses in this last section of the survey. 
Finally, we refrained from adding more questions to Section D, as we had already included questions on the 
possibility of using alternative platforms in Section C. Still, in order to address the imbalance between the 
sections, we proceeded with shortening somewhat the longer sections of the survey, Sections B and C, as 
detailed below. 

We shall now examine in more detail specific comments and responses.  

2 Implementing the Online Survey on Internet Attitudes 
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The default privacy setting of limesurvey automatically appeared on the first (landing) page of the survey 
respondents would encounter. This paragraph was confusing and we were asked to simplify it (as, for 
instance, the part of it referring to “identifying tokens” was not relevant for our survey since we were not 
going to use any); specifically, we were asked to ensure more clarity as to the anonymisation warranties 
provided to the respondents, as well as the treatment of their data in the survey. Indeed, we agreed fully with 
the comments and responded accordingly. We accessed the relative default template in limesurvey and 
further customised it to our needs by deleting the relevant sentence on “identifying tokens” which was 
confusing and simplifying the Note on Privacy. In doing so, we also kept in mind the explanation and 
warranties provided in the Consent Form (Section A).  

With regard to Section B (“Internet Usage”), we received feedback on the following points: 

• The question on frequency of engaging with Internet activities (e.g. messaging, participating in 
social networks, upload/download content) was considered too extensive and, in response, was 
condensed into a smaller set of activities.  

• The question on the speed of Internet connection when on the move (train) was considered not 
absolutely necessary and was deleted. This deletion also contributed to shortening the overall 
questionnaire.   

• The question on Internet skills, which included four categories of skills as described in D5.2, turned 
out too long for the respondents in the pilot. In addition, it seemed to include some mundane Internet 
skills that almost all users in our target groups would possess (e.g. “I know how to go to a different 
webpage”), some skills that could be seen as duplicates (e.g. we deleted “I know how to download/ 
save a photo I found online” and adjusted another one to “I know how to download and save a 
downloaded file”), some that on second thought were not necessary for our purposes (e.g. “I know 
how to find a website I visited before”) whilst, finally, it also included certain very advanced skills 
which very few respondents were likely to possess (e.g. “I know which licenses apply to my online 
content”). As a result, we cut down this section on Internet skills substantially and merged the four 
categories of skills while keeping the logic explained in deliverable D5.2: namely, that the majority 
of the skills were operational ones, and a smaller number were searching, communicative or creative 
skills [1]. This improved the questionnaire in coherence and brevity. In addition, we revised the 
answer options and removed one option which seemed superfluous and not helpful (“Neither true 
nor untrue of me”). 

For Section C (Concerns), we generally received positive feedback. We had to slightly change the phrasing 
in some questions to improve clarity. In particular, an issue was raised about the phrasing of the questions: 
“How do you feel about the fact…” versus: “How concerned are you that…”. We finally opted for the 
second option but decided subsequently to change it back to its original formulation during the early launch 
phase of the survey. We also decided during the same stage to alter the order of the answer options as “Not 
concerned”, “Somewhat concerned”, “Concerned”, “Very concerned” and “Do not know/ No Opinion”. The 
reason for these two related changes was to avoid seemingly leading questions and answers (arguably, 
starting a question with “how concerned are you…” might imply that a respondent must be concerned, 
especially if the first answer option is “Very concerned”). 

A second suggestion concerned the elimination of some of the (many) questions in section C. We did so to 
some extent (for example, we realised that there were duplicate questions related to advertising) but were 
careful not to do away with questions that were significant according to our attempt to construct a “privacy 
concern index”, a “monopoly concern index” and an “advertising concern index” during our analysis (as 
described in D5.2). In the questions on consideration of alternatives related to each of these indices, we 
added an answer option of “I already use an alternative platform”, which was missing in the original 
formulation of the survey. 
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Finally, we decided to remove the question on the most important issues that the Internet community needs 
to address, as these issues had been largely covered in the previous categories of questions (e.g. on privacy or 
monopolies). 

In Section D (Alternative Internet), we were asked to provide a clearer definition of what an “alternative 
Internet network” might mean, which we did.  As mentioned above, we deliberately decided to have only 
two questions in this section. However, we made the second question open with an extra prompt “Please 
elaborate on your answer” so as to elicit information about the reasons why an Internet user might or might 
not consider alternative Internet provision. In order to attract a variety of answers we modified the second 
question, asking users to consider whether they would “use” such alternative Internet provision, as opposed 
to “switching” from their current provider, as we thought that the latter phrasing would generate more 
uniform and less interesting and rich responses. 

Finally, with regard to Section E (Demographics), we received consistent feedback on the need to make 
clearer the educational categories of the respondents. Our initial educational level range included many 
different options, some of which were not that clear-cut or straightforward for respondents in different 
countries. The revised list of educational categories is simpler and clearer. Likewise, we simplified the 
occupational classification that we had initially adopted and we adjusted it to our target groups, i.e. Manager, 
Academic/Research staff, IT professional, Administrative/clerical staff, Services and Sales worker, and also 
included the option “Other". Finally, we provided a drop-down list of countries from which a respondent can 
choose her/his place of residence. 

Overall, we took the above comments and suggestions on board and improved the survey in various ways, 
related to the content and number of questions, the range and content of answers, the clarity of presentation, 
and ease of answering the questions. At the same time, the pilot phase resulted in a shorter survey, i.e. one 
that could realistically be filled in within 20 minutes, if not less. 

 

2.3 The execution of the survey  
Upon the completion of the pilot phase and once we had incorporated the changes, we formally launched the 
survey on 1 June 2017. Concurrently, we compiled a number of mailing lists to send the survey to so as to 
attract appropriate and adequate number of respondents. The project partners were involved in suggesting 
lists that they might be aware of, particularly in their own countries. Appendix A provides an indicative set 
of some of the mailing lists used so far. 



 
 
 

   
 

3 Conclusions and Work Underway  
 

This deliverable has covered the setting up and the pilot phase of the survey on Internet Attitudes. The aims 
and thinking behind the survey as well as its original version can be found in Deliverable 5.2.  

This deliverable comprised of two main parts. The first part discussed the setting up of the survey on the 
open source code survey platform limesurvey.   

The second main part covered the pilot phase, the suggestions and comments we received from a small group 
of people who were invited to do the survey before its official launch, and our response to them. The pilot 
phase was pivotal to the successful formal launch of the survey, as it provided very useful improvements in 
the expression, structure, and overall feel of the survey.  

Appendix B has the final version of the survey as this was launched formally and is still open at the time of 
writing. The data collection is well underway.  

Appendix A presents an indicative set of some of the email lists we have used to disseminate the survey and 
seek responses. As of 29 June 2017, we have about 400 complete responses (and about 190 incomplete 
ones). We check the response rate regularly and continue to pursue the dissemination of the survey through 
additional channels. We aim to keep the survey live until at least the end of June or later so as to achieve the 
original aim is to gather 1000 responses. Having said that, we have taken this into account when designing 
and launching the survey and, at this stage, we do not expect any delays for the submission of Deliverable 
5.4, which will cover the interpretation and analysis of the survey responses and will complete the work in 
WP5 on alternative Internet social analysis. 
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Universities:  
The academic, research staff and PhD students at the WSMAD [Westminster School of Media, Arts & 
Design, University of Westminster] 

The CAMRI mailing list (over 1000 subscribers) [Communication And Media Research Institute, University 
of Westminster] 

The WIAS mailing list (over 2000 subscribers) [Westminster Institute of Advanced Studies, University of 
Westminster] 

The academic staff and student lists of the Communications studies of the Sociology department at City 
University, London 

The IT services professionals at the London School of Economics 

The academic staff and student lists of the IT services professionals and Politics Departments of the 
University of Exeter 

The academic staff and student lists of the IT services professionals and the School of Arts & Media of the 
University of Salford, U.K.  

The academic staff and student lists of the IT services professionals and the School of Arts & Culture of the 
University of Brighton, U.K. 

The academic staff and student lists of the Department of Media and Communications of Goldsmiths 
College, University of London, U.K. 

The academic staff and student lists of the Department of Journalism and Media of the University of 
Huddersfield, U.K.  

The academic staff and student lists of the Department of Communication Sciences of the University of 
Ghent, Belgium  

The Department of Informatics of the Athens University of Economics and Business, Greece 

The academic staff and student lists of the School of Communications of the Dublin City University, Ireland  

The academic staff and student lists of the IT services professionals and the Social Sciences Faculty of the 
University of Ljubljana, Slovenia 
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Other lists: 
The STS Italia mailing-list (stsitalia@googlegroups.com), which gathers Italian scholars (plus some 
Europeans) in science and technology studies. 

The reti.it@tlc.polito.it and tutti@gtti.it mailing lists of people that work on networks in Italian academia. 

The mailing list "eurograd@lists.easst.net", which gathers the European S&TS community. It is free, so you 
can subscribe following this link: http://lists.easst.net/listinfo.cgi/eurograd-easst.net 

The Digital society and the association of cable networks Switzerland 

All registered readers of the journal tripleC (1547 users) 

ICTs & Society mailing list 

European Sociologist mailing list 

Peer-to-Peer Foundation Mailing List 

Open Humanities Mailing List 

Computer Human Interaction (CHI) Announcement List  

FLOSS Foundations List 

Info-GNU List 

Wiki-research-List  

DIGITAL-HUMANITIES-List  

KriKowi (Kritische Kommunikationswissenschaft, Critical Communication Studies; in German) 

UK Linux User Groups  (lug.org.uk) 

Python UK Group python-uk@python.org 

All Python Groups: mailman@python.org 

Worshipful Company of Information Technologists:  clerk@wcit.org.uk 

British Computer Society (IT professionals) 

Battle of Mesh mailing list  

Meccsa [Media, Communication and Cultural Studies Association, U.K.] 

Meccsa-poliy [Communication Policy Group of Meccsa, U.K.] 

IAMCR announcement list (International Association for Media and Communication Research, a key 
international association in the field of media and communication, broadly defined, with over 2000 members 
from all over the world).  

COST IS1402 action on Ageism, which has participants from 33 European countries 
http://www.cost.eu/COST_Actions/isch/IS1402 

The Open Technologies Alliance – Greece (ΕΕΛΛΑΚ) that brings together 30 Higher Education Institutes, 
Research Centres and NGOs.  https://gfoss.eu/  and  
https://eellak.ellak.gr/i-eteria-eleftherou-logismikoulogismikou-anichtou-kodikaeellak/
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